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Foreword

IBRARY STANDARDS provide not only a measur- .
ing device for determining the adequacy of existing *
services but also guidelines and direction for future
development. To librarians, trustees, governing officials,
and interested citizens alike, standards furnish background
for understanding and framework for action.
This publication brings together for the first time in a
single volume the status of public library standards in the
United States. Based on a master’s thesis submitted to the
Department of Library Science at The Catholic University
of America by Mrs. Marian Magg, the study has been brought
up to~date and also expanded. To provide historical per-
spective, a chapter on the history, development, and nature of
public library standards has been added.
- It is hoped that this compilation will prove useful and
practical as an aid to States in eva.luatmg their current
programs of service and in preparing or revxsmg standards
for public libraries.

Rox M. HaLL
A ssistant Commissioner
for Research |,
JouN G. Lorenz, Director
Libragy Services Branch
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, Chapter I

. ~

Introduction

ment of Library Science at The Catholic University of Amer-

ica. The Office of Education has added certain sections and
oxpanded others, and in general has brought the information up to
date in order to present as complete a picture as possible, both of the
history of public library standards and of the status of State stand-
ards as of July 1959.

THIS STUDY is based on a thesis submitted to the Depart-

Methodology and Coverage

The basic material in chapter IV was collected by means of a
questionnaire from State and territorial library extension agencies in
December 1958. All States and Territories responded to the question-
naire and provided publications relating to the status of standards
for public libraries within their jurisdictions. The source materials
are listed in the bibliography under the heading “State References.”

Also included in the bibliography is a listing titled “General Refer-

ences.” These relate to the general history and development of public

library standards. The two groups of references are numbered con-
secutively in the bibliography; and, when cited in the text proper, or '
in table 8, are identified by the proper bibliographical number set in -
parentheses.

The original intention had been to preseni nnder the name of each
State and Territory its complete set of public library standards.
When the material was assembled, however, it was found for the most
part to consist of recapitulations of the American Library Associstion
standards delineated in the association’s Public Library Service: A
uide to Evaluation, with Minimum Standards* (52). Publishing

1 Hereinafter referred to as PLS.
548481—60—3 1




2 STATE STANDARDS FOR PUBLIC LIBRARIES

the complete standards of each State would have resulted in a docu-
ment not only of unwieldy length but also of considerable repetition.
An alternate method, presenting the shorter sets of standards in full
and summarizing lengthy publications, would not have done justice
to the longer statements.

Consequently, it was decided to include only those standards which
supplement the American Library Association standards or differ
from them. To be fully comprehensive and meaningful, this publi-
cation should therefore be used in conjunction with ALA’s publication
on standards (52). It is not intended as a basis for the evaluation of
entire sets of standards, but rather as a guide for States engaged in
formulating new standards or in revising existing ones. When consid-
ering chapter IV, “State and Territory Standards,” the reader should
bear in mind that a single entry under a State and subject does not
aecessarily mean that this is all the particular standard says about
the subject; it means only that, in this particular respect, the ‘State
standard is more specific than, or is different from, ALA standards.
Chapter IV also notes departures from ALA standards, although there
are few of these.

Of the 53 responses to requests for information, 20 States and 1
Territory reported that they have and are using standards of their
own, adopted officially or unofficially. These States are California,
Georgia, Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Massa-
chusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire,
New York, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota, Vermont,
Virginia, West Virginia, and the Virgin Islands. Eleven additional
States reported the adoption or recommendation of ALA standards:
Alabama, Hawaii, Illinois, Kansas, New Jersey, New Mexico, North
Carolina, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, and Washington. Oregon, which
currently uses ALA standards, has a committee of the Oregon Library
Association engaged in adapting the standards to the State’s own
needs. Standards are under consideration in 13 other States: Arizona,
Arkansas, Colorado, Connecticut, Nebraska, North Dakota, Texas,
Utah, and Wyoming, which have not previously had them; Wisconsin,
which reported that its 1952 standards were outmoded and therefore
could not be used ; and Michigan, Missouri, and New York, which are
contemplating the adoption of new standards or the revision of old
ones.

A numerical summary of the status of State standards for publxc
libraries is as follows:

® 20 Jtates and 1 Territory have formulated their own standards.

® 11 Btates have adopted ALA standards or have recommended their
adoption.

©® 10 States are considering the preparation of their own State standards.

® D States and 2 Territories have no standards and none are contemplated
at preserit.
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Three of the 20 States and the 1 Territory which have their own
standards are currently revising these standards. One of the 11 States
which have adopted ALA standards or recommended their adoption
is now adapting these standards to its own particular needs.

Grants-in-Aid and Certification

Information was also collected on grant requirements. It has been
found that just as certain statements termed standards are more nearly
grant requirements (as the result of State lawe or regulations), some
of the requirements amount virtually to standards. Both types of
statements are included here if the States concerned have identified
them as standards. Also included are statements of Missouri (24)
and West Virginia (42) which were not published separately as stand-
ards but are embodied in reports designed to include standards.

"It is interesting to note that approximately half of the States
which have formulated a set of standards also make State grants-in-
aid to local public libraries: Georgia, Kentucky, Maryland, Michigan,
Minnesota, Missouri, New Hampshire, New York, Pennsylvania,
South Carolina, Vermont, and Virginia. Also of interest is the fact
that a number of States have begun considering and formulating
standards since the passage of the Library Services Act in 1956."

Also obtained was information about changes in certification plans
since the publication, in December 1957, of Certification of Public
Librarians in the United States (48). Certification plans, it was
found, have remained essentially unchanged. Only one major addi-
tion was reported. In September 1958, certification requirements for
school and public librarians were approved for the Virgin Islands (38).
Kentucky has adopted new certification requirements (14), but only
one other change has been reported. Michigan (22) has made a
slight modification in one category due to the current shortage of
professional personnel. Certification requirements are therefore in-
cluded only if they constitute an integral part of a State’s standards.

Problem Areas

An understanding of the nature and concept of public library
standards is fundamental to any consideration of their formulation
and use. The American Library Association defines a standard as
“ .. & specific criterion against which adequacy and quality can

1 Publie Law 597, 84th Cong., chap. 407, 24 sess., H.R. 2840, An act ‘“‘to promots the
further development of public library service in rural areas.” i




4 STATE STANDARDS FOR PUBLIC LIBRARIES -

be tested or measured” (52, p. xviii), and that is the definition which"
is here used. Dictionaries define a require_xpent as a “requisite” or
“indispensable condition,” implying, in this connotation, the existence
of an enforcing authority. A statement, then, which combines re-
quirements with recommendations, suggestions, objectives, and goals,
or any one of these, may be extremely helpful but does not in itself
constitute a set of standards; it is both something more and some-
thing less. If such a statement is desired, it might be more appropri-
ately described, as some are, as “Recommendations and Require-
ments,” or “A State Plan,” or “State Objectives” for public libraries.

Some statements on standards are not entirely clear as to the pur-
pose for which they are intended nor the audience to whom they are
addressed. Some are expressly intended for a dual, or even triple,
purpose—to inform the public generally, to instruct public bodies, and
to guide the profession. The attempt to reach several groups often
minimizes the effectiveness of the statement within any single group.
Statements addressed to the general public, or even to the enlightened
or concerned public, are not sufficiently explicit. for the profession,
and vice versa. For the library profession, the subject could be cov-
" ered adequately by an affirmation of the ALA principles. This might
then be followed by specific criteria tailored to megt the needs of the
particular State and which might make more specific any ALA stand-
ards which are of a general nature.

The development of comprehensive State standards for public
libraries is comparatively new. It is understandable therefore that
not all standards are as fully developed and complete as subsequent
revisions will make them. Their limitations, when limitations exist,
are chiefly these: (1) a tendency to confuse standards with require-
 ments; (2) an attempt to reach several different audiences with the
same document and (3) a too-close adherence to the general state-
ments and principles in PLS (52).

/




Chapter II

The Development of Stanﬂarﬂs
for Public Libraries -

rent status of State standards for public libraries is information

on (1) the nature of standards in general (59, 64, 66, 78, 79, 86) ;
and (2) a historical development of public library standards in the
United States. Both these aspects are treated in this chapter.

IMPORTANT to an understanding and appreciation of the cur-

The Nature of Standards

A standard is usually defined as a quantitative and/or qualitative
measure established by an, accepted authority and used as a criterion
in evaluating adequacy or efficiency. To be acceptable and useful,
standards should have certain general characteristics (59, p. 24).
They must be (1) reasonably stable, (2) reducible to permanent form,
(3) reproducible, (4) representative, (5) applicable, (6) universal
within the limits of the problem, and (7) free from ambiguity.

It is not the purpose of standards either to impede progress or
preserve the status quo. When effectively and appropriately deline-
ated, standards . . . act much asa ratchet wheel that permits forward
but prevents backward movements” (59, p. 25).

Standards may be classified under the following general categories:
standards of policy and function, standards of service, physical
standards, personnel standards, and performance standards.

To be completely meaningful, standards should be prefaced and
guided in their development by a statement on the specific objectives
of the organization or agency. Standards will then have real appli-
cability and purpose and will assure the implementation of the goals
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and objectives of the agency. As stated in the American Library
Association’s Post-War Standards, “Standards for a public service
cannot be wisely formulated until the service is defined and its aims
and purposes clearly stated” (50, p. 19). \

In the development of standards, several different approaches are
possible. Davis (59, p. 26-28) characterizes several different grada-
tions of standards: ideal, engineering, and working. Ideal standards
might be described as being perfect and utopian but perhaps too far
removed from the realm of possibility. Engineering standards are
those most closely related to current best practices and are frequently
described as “norms.” Such standards do not always provide an
effort incentive, the kind of jmpetus that may come from trying to
meet a higher level of standards. Working standards are modified
by what Davis called a “concept of tolerance,” that amount of variance
permissible without sacrificing utility or effectiveness. In other
words, it is essential to evolve a set of standards with sufficient incen-
tive to provide a reasonably good level of service while at the same
time not so high as to be completely discouraging.

Implicit in the development of standards should be full acceptance
of the concept of change. The guiding philosophy behind the pro-
gram of most organizations is an evolutionary one. Asnew situations
and new challenges arise, existing standards must be reexamined and
reappraised. As stated in Post-War Standards: '

. - . the objectives, policies, and standards of public library service should
be subjected to continued reexamination in the{1fht of unpredictable future
developments. No statement of standards should be permitted to freeze
the patterns of library administration or service. The public library should

be a dynamic agency, always seeking to adapt its activities to the changing
needs of the people it servea. (50, p. 18)

Behind the development and adoption of standards are seyeral
varied and interrelated’ motivations. There may be a genuine con-
cern for the improved quality of service per se; the need or desire
to meet certain local, State, or national criteria and requirements;
the need on the part of the administrator for guidelines for manage-
ment, measurement, and long-range planning and development; and
the desire to educate the public at large as to the potential or ultimate
of service.

The mere existence of standards, or their adoption on paper, does
not of itself assure good, adequate, or improved services. Lowell
Martin suggests (65) that the way a profession reacts to standards
tells a8 much about the profession as it does about the standards
themselves. What is significant is the extent to which standards are
used as an everyday tool of management, as well as the imagination
and creativity that goes into their use.
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The History of Standards

Public library standards have been a topic of discussion among
libfarians for at least half a century (54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 62, 76, 84, 85).
A history of their development is included in the hope that it will
provide an informative background and, at the same time, a useful
perspective for an examination of the current status of public library
standards.

Early Milestones y

Understandably, State standards for. pubhc libraries pmdate na- .
tional standards. New York appears to be a pioneer among the
States with several specific requirements outlined in the February 9,
1893, minutes of the Board of Regents:

It (the public library] must be open without charge for either reference
or lending or both, to all citizens of the locality who conform to the rules
approved by the regents. .

Bvery library must be open at least 1 hour on 3 days of each week; in
villages of 2,000 or more inhabitants must be open at least 2 hours daily for

not less than 6 days of each week ; and in villages or cities of 10,000 or more
inhabitants must be open at least 6 hours daily.

To be counted as public, a college or academy library must be open at least
6 hours daily in term time, and in vacation must be open at least 1 hour on
each of 3 days of each week.

The New York Education Law of 1910 stipulated in section 1120
that libraries voting to accept State money “. . . shall be subject to
the inspection of the regents and registered by them as maintaining a
proper standard. . . .” Subsequently, the 1921 law (in sec. 254) em-

powered the Regents:
. to fix standards of library service for every free association or public

llbnry which receives any portion of the moneys appropriated by the State
to aid such libraries, or which is supported in whole or in part by tax levied
by any municipality or district. If any such free association or public
library shall fail to comply with the regents requirements, such library shall
not receive any portion of the moneys appropriated by the State for free
libraries nor shall any tax be levied by any municipality or district for the
support in whole or in part of such library.

On the national level, at its 1917 midwinter meeting the Council of
the American Library Association appointed . . . a committee of five
to take up the question of the standardization of libraries and librar-
ians, the certification of librarians . . .” (82, p. 135).

Although the committee discussed the possibility and method of
grading libraries as to the quality of service (based on a classification
scheme according to populatlon served, taxable property, size of area
served, and other criteria), its attentions were directed more to the
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grading of personnel and problems of certification than to the develop-
ment of general standards (82, 83).

By the time of the 1920 American/, Library Association conference
at Colorado Springs, interest in certification was sufficient to procure

- the adoption of a committes report recommending the establishment

of & National Board of Certification for Librarians (69).

State library associations, notably those in Ohio and New York
(71, 72), were also seriously discussing certification. This increasing
interest appeared to stem not only from a desire for improved status
and the hope for professional and financial recognition, but also from
a strong conviction that State and national schemes for the certification
of librarians might be far more desirable than civil service which was
then being considered and introduced in a numper of States.

Despite the great emphasis on certification, the concern for overall
public library standards was continued. In the early 1920's, the li-
brarian for Umatilla County, Oreg., devised a series of standards (68)
for the county library branches. These covered such items as hours
of service, book selection, standard reference works, and facilities.
According to the county librarian, her . . . requirements for stand-
ard branches . . .” probably represent . . . the first venture in stand-
ardizing branch libraries of a county system” (p. 22). They outline
areas of individual and joint responsibility by the county and local
community and might be considered general guidelines and recom-
mendations for library service rather than specific standards.

The first reference to a national financial standard for public
library service appears to have been included in a resolution presented
at the December 1921 midwinter meeting of the American Library
Association (43, 67). The following resolution was adopted:

The American Library Association believes that §1 per capita of the
population of the community served is a reasonable minimum annual rev-

enue for the library in a community desiring to maintain a good modern
public library system’ with trained librarians.

The resolution then suggested: )

This allowance of per capita revenue may need modification in the case
of very small or very large communities, or communities which are other-
wise exceptional. Small communities may often obtain increased library
service for the same expenditure per capita by enlarging the area of ad-
ministration. The situation in large communities is often modified by the
presence of good endowed libraries free for public use. (48, p. 11)

It was made quite clear in the resolution that the $1 per capita
was sufficient to provide only minimum service and that communities
wishing a higher level of library service would have to increase their
per capita support accordingly (pp. 11-12).

At this point, historically speaking, it becomes obvious that the"
terms “good” and “adequate,” when used to describe library service,
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were subject to differences of interpretation and were not always
easily defined. Joeckel discusses this point in his The Government
of the Amerioan Public Librgry :

The most definite pronouncement on this question of what constitutes
“good modern library service” was made more or less officially by the Wis-
consin Free Library Commission in 1925. At that time it was declared
that & minimum for such service could be met only by a library with an
annual income of $4,000 in a town of not less than 4,000 people. For com-
munities of smaller sise, “pooling of resources and the unification of or-
ganization” was declared to be the only proper course of action. (60, p. 812)

Through the years, this quantitative translation of adequacy of li-
brary service into a minimum per capita expenditure has not been an
entirely successful one. From time to time, as will be noted in this
publication, the amount has been increased to keep pace with increased
costs and also to provide a higher level of service deemed Necessary
as a revised minimum or standard.

The 1930’s

In 1933, the Council of the American Library Association officially
adopted what appears to be the first statement on standards in which
the phrase “Standards for Public Libraries” (46) was used. Al-
though the 1938 statement was general and comparatively short, it
did contain several references to quantitative measurements which
were apparently accepted and widely used during that period of pub-
lic library development.

The 1933 standards covered staff, book collection, income, and li-
brary use. Offered as guidelines on use were percentages of the com-
munity’s population who should be registered as library borrowers
and the average number of books which should be borrowed in sc-
cordance with ‘the size of the community served.

Continued in use in this 1933 statement was the $1-per-capita min-
imum library income figure cited earlier (43), but with certain
modifications.

The exact minimum depends upon the size, location, and character of
the community. The small city must usually spend more than §1 per capita
to cover minimum essentials, or reduce unit costs by enlarging the area of
service and support. (46, p. 514)

What was perhaps one of its most noteworthy features was the
brief introductory statement to the 1933 standards (46). This set
forth the objectives of the public library and provided a frame of
reference for the standards which followed :

The public library is maintained by a democntic soclety in order that
every man, woman, and child may have the means of self-education and
recreational reading. The library provides materlals for education and

648431—60——3
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advice in their use. It diffuses information and ideas necessary to the
present welfare and future advancement of a community. It strengthens
and extends appreciation of the cultural and spiritual values of life. It
offers opportunities for constructive use of the new leisure.. It serves all
ages and all classes. (46, p. 518)

The standards were least specific and applicable when they attempted

to define “reasonably adequate library service,” or what constituted a

collection “adequate to the needs of the community” and “a profes-

_ sional staff of high quality and adequate number.”

Whatever their limitations, the 1933 standards represented an im-
portant milestone in public library devalopmeﬁt and provided the
genesis of minimum library standards for many of the States, par-
ticularly those working an requirements for grants-in-aid programs.

In December 1938, the Council of the American Library Association
adopted a revision (47) of these earlier standards. The basic docu-
ment remained the same. However, certain changes were made in the
recommended statistical measures, such as those on the percent of
population registered as borrowers and the number of books lent per
capita. The $1-per-capita income figure remained the same.

This decade also saw_ the beginnings of a national plan for libraries.
Initiated in 1934 by # appointment of an ALA planning committee
from the association’s own executive board, the planning—

. may be said to have résulted from a consciousness of the need for
great expansion and some reorganization of existing facilities, and for the
extension of library service to the millions now without it. (44, p. 81)

The statement, as finally adopted by the Council of the American
Library Association in 1938 (45), applied to all types of libraries—
public, school, special, college, and university. It outlined goals and
objectives as well as areas of responsibility at the local, State, and
national levels. And, although no quantitative standards were in-
cluded, many important concepts such as interlibrary cooperation were
discussed and endorsed. In the case of public libraries, regional sys-
tems were strongly recommended :

Bach State should maintain a system of public libraries available for all
its population. . . . Bach system might serve a large county or several
counties or a large metropolitan area. (45, p. 141)

However, no single pattern or organization was recommended.
Rather, the statement explained in some detail the various ways in
which systems could come into existence :

. through voluntary cooperation of existing libraries; through volun-
t.ary Joining of counties or parts of counties for the purpose of maintaining
’ library service; through the creation by the State of regions for-local
‘g library organization and administration, possibly without respect to county
< lines; through the creation of regions by the State within which the State

finances a certain reasonable minimum of library service, the region itself
and its local units being responsible for further development according to
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its own needs and resources; through the establishment by the State of !
‘regional centers for direct State library services, including the coordination ‘

of existing libraries. (45, pp. 141-142)
Cooperation, particularly through the organization of libraries into
~ systems, is & concept which has been proposed by libtary leadership
throughout the history and development of public libraries. It is
interesting to observe the evolution and the increasing acceptance of
the concept of the larger units of service among public librarians at

various levels of administration.

In their study of the 1929-34 Rosenwald County library demon-
stration in the South, Wilson and Wight note: “The desirability of
8 regiona] experiment was recognized in setting up the demonstration
program” (81, p. 186). At the recommendation of librarians, demon-
strations were expressly established on a Mmified countywide basis.
It was later concluded, however, that for the South the county was
‘not the-most effective unit and that perhaps a still larger unit of
service might be desirable (p. 184). Miss Barker, in her Libraries of
the South, also comments on the desirability of a larger unit of organ-
ization for library purposes (53, p. 33—43). This point of view was
further developed by Wilson and Milczewski, who point to the librar-

- 1ans of the Southeast as a group which for many years has recognized
the value and importance of the regional concept in library
development (80).

Throughout the years, one of the strongest and most articulate
proponents of the larger unit of service concept has been Carleton B.
Joeckel, noted librarian, political scientist, and professor of librarian-
ship. In one of his books, Joeckel explores the regional problem and
concludes:

... JdJust as the system of public education builds up from lower to
higher levels, so must the library hierarchy. Objectives must be broadened
and opportunities for all library users should be equalized as far as possible.

All of this can scarcely be accomplished by a system of disunited small
units. (60, p. 889)
-

Postwar Standards

Although public library standards were in an almost continuous
state of development throughout the 1920's and 1930’s, added stimu-
lation for further development came in 1942 from a request of the
National Resources Planning Board. The Board, & planning arm of
the Executive Office of the President, was assigned the responsibility
for organizing a “ghelf” of useful and needed projects to be under-
taken at the end of the war as a means of developing national re-
sources and st&bllmng employment (74, P. 25).
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In establishing a general framework for priority ratings for such
a planning program, the Board set forth several criteria. One of
these was the establishment of minimum standards particularly in
project areas for which none existed (74, p. 21). Toward this end,
a small sum of money (61) was granted to the American Library
Association for the formulation of working standards for public
library service, which, it was hoped, would act as a guide to library
development during the postwar period. The Board’s 1843 report
included a chapter titled “Equal Access to Education” and made
specific reference to the needs of public libraries (75, p. 68-74).

Under the chairmanship of Dr. Jeeckel, and assisted by s group
of consultants experienced in public library administration and serv-

~ iocs, ALA’s Committee on Post-War Planning then prepared a state-
ment on library standards, the most comprehensive statement yet -
developed, Post-War Standards for Publio Libraries (50). The
preparation of these standards represented the first of three steps in
an effort to plan for the improvement of library service and for its
extension to all people currently without it. '

Planned as a second stage was an inventory and evaluation of
library service in the light of Post-War Standards and, as s third and
final stage, a working program for the future.

The introduction to Post-War Standards sets forth the major pur-
pose of the publication as well as its scope and limitations (50, p. 10-
11). The standards were prepared, the report states, “. . . (1) as
& measuring instrument of the adequacy and efficiency of present
library service, and (2) as a guide in planning library development in
the post-war reconstruction period” (p. 10).

To avoid any misunderstanding about the newly recommended

v standards, the committee carefully described how it had arrived at
its several recommendations and provided some definitions of terms:
. . . First, the word “standard,” as used throughout the study, is defined
as a qualitative or quantitative measure expressed in general or statistical
terms, which may be used as a criterion or test in evaluating the adequacy
and efficiency of public library service. Broadly considered, library stand-
ards should provide méasures for organization and administration, per-
sonnel services and book resources, support and operating costs, and
physical equipment. In all these fields the two concepts of adequacy and
efficlency must be emphasized. Library service should be “adequate”
in the sense that its general level is sufficilent and suited to community
needs ; it should also be “eficient,” in the sense that maximum results are -
achieved with the resources available. (50, p. 11) '

The committes was fully cognizant of the problem of devising and
presenting public library standards which would be as acceptable to
the small community. of 5,000 as the large metropolitan area serving
well over & million people. Several methods of stating standards
were therefore consciously employed: they were expressed in general

s e ——— =
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>
qualitative terms, in numerical measures, in terms of satisfactory
minimum services regardless of population served, in terms of pro-
portions or ratios, and finally in terms of specific and essential items
of public library service.

By way of summary, the committee stated :

. . . the standards presented in this study are based on uniform statistical
data. They have been developed by careful analysis of library services and
costs and are stated with deliberate restraint. In addition, they have been
checked by experienced librarians, and they represent a substantial con-
sensus of opinion as to working measures of library adequacy and efficlency
in 1042 They are cloee to the realities of present good library service. (60,
pp. 14-15)

It would appear in retrospect that, although the committee had
hoped to prevent undue emphasis on quantitative measurement of
library service, it was not entirely successful. Apparently, adminis-
trators, trustees, and interested citizen groups fQund, in the per capita
support recommendations, an easily understandable, seemingly effec-
tive, and appealing unit of measure:

Per copits
Type of eervioe support
For limited or minimum service. _______ . o ___.___._ ozioa $1.00
For reasonably good L 0 EEEE RS EU R R R S [
For superior service_ .. _ .. 2.00

(80, p. 56)

Not nearly so widely accepted or quoted was the caution which fol-
lowed, stating that a total minimum budget of $25,000 was necessary
to provide those kinds of public library services described as essential,
regardless of the size of the community, and that exact per capita
standards of support did not apply to libraries serving populations
under 25,000.

It can be stated with assurance that the 1943 standards, though
wanting in some respects, still provided the library profession with
the most useful and universally applicable tool yet developed for
public library measurement and evalaation.

A National Plan for Public Library Service

On the basis of a long-range, intensive statistical and research study,
the American Library Association, again through the Committee on
Post-War Planning, evolved 4 National Plan for Public Library
Servioe (49). Published in 1948, the plan was the third and final
stage of the association's three-phase program for postwar public
library. development. Post-War Standards (50) was the first stage,
with & nationwide inventory of evaluation of public library service as
the second. Although no separate publication appeared, much of the
data collected for that purpose were summarized in chapter IT of
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A National Plan (49, pp. 18-32). This chapter, “Taking Stock of
the American Public Library,” attested to the practical use to which
the postwar standards could be put. In evaluating public library
service in 1948, the Assgsia/ti?n stated :

.. . Taken as a whole, library service in the United States falls far below
the standards set by the best libraries—for three major reasons : First, one-
fourth of the American peaple live in places in which there are no public
libraries. Second, there are far too many administrative units ; the typical
unit i8 too small in area and too weak in economic ability to provide effective
library service. And third, the average level of library support i8 so low
that service in a large proportion of American libraries can be no better
than mediocre. (49, p. 18)

In view of these findings, it is not surprising that two of the recom-
mendations of the plan (49, pp. 152-153) included :

1. Development of approximately 1,200 effective larger units of library
service with varying patterns of organization including county, regional,
State, and/or federated units, each with a minimum annual income of
not less than $37,600 (an increase from the previously recommended
$25,000, see p. 23). -

2. Strengthening of State library leadership, financial support, auxiliary
and supporting services, and resources toward *. .. the development of
an efficient and integrated system of public libraries .. .” (p. 153).

Although the plan placed primary responsibility for public library
service and development on 16¢al units, at the same time it suggested
appropriate and important roles for the several States and the Na-
tional Government. Its major thesis was that a nationwide plan
could succeed only through the acceptance and implementation of
nationwide standards below which no library should fall and through
the coordinated effort of all levels of government—Ilocal, State, and
Federal.

A National Plan (49) presented more than standards of service.
It proposed a blueprint for the future. Although recommendations
were not always couched in precise terms, the plan’s basic objective

' clearcut: adequate, purposeful library service must be brought
' the life of every American.

Midcentury ' ‘

The early part of the midcentury saw many new and important
public library developments take place. Increasingly, the States were
becoming aware of and developing tools for evaluation and criteria
for measurement. At the national level, the American Library As-
sociation’s effort on behalf of a thorough and comprehensive study
of the American free public library were culminated with the publi-
cation of the several parts of the Public Library Inquiry.
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The Public Library Inquiry—A landmark study, The Public Li-
brary in the United States (63), was published in 1950 as the sum-
mary and final volume of the Public Library Inquiry. Proposed to
the Social Science Research Council by the American Library Asso-

ciation, and supported by a Carnegie Corporation grant, the inquiry

" was “ .. an appraisal in sociological, cultural, and human terms of
the extent to which the librarians . . . [were] achieving their objec-
tives . . .,”” and, at the same time, “. . . an assessment of the public
library’s actual and potential contribution to American society” (63,
p-3). '

In this appraisal, the Public Library Inquiry made two significant
observations: -

1. Adequacy of public library service could not be described in terms of
per capita support, but must be expressed “. . . in terms of numbers and

. kinds of staff members, and of types and quantities of new materials
needed to provide a modern library service” (63, p.65).

2. $100,000 was the dividing line between an.adequate and inadequate annual

budget for a single public library system regardless of size (pp. 154-155).

. It was not at all surprising, therefore, that one of the major recom-

mendations of the inquiry was for the development of larger units

of public library service, coupled with more adequate financial sup-

port. Both State and Federal aid were suggested as a means of
encouraging this development.

Significant State Developments—With the publication of 4 'Wa-
tional Plan (49) and the Public Library Inquiry summary volume
(63), many State library agencies and State associations were stimu-
lated into considering their own standards. Frequently a library
action or development committes was appointed and charged with
determining the best possible pattern for public library development
and growth. Recommendations, often in the form of standards, were
proposed and adopted as a means of implementing the reports of those
committees. The activity and progress of three States—Maryland,
California, and Néw York—are included in this study as presenting
somewhat diverse approaches to the same problem.

Maryland

Maryland’s Library Development Committee, first appointed in 1958,
initially prepared “A Statement of Goals of Public Library Service for
Maryland” (19). This became the basis for its subsequent recommenda-
tions (18) which were adopted by the State Board of Education in 1956.

Of particular interest jn the Maryland report (18) are the series of
recommendations couched in terms of three levels of service—State, area
(Le., county or regional), and local. Responsibilities at each level are
defined in broad terms, with the State's division of library extension in a
leadership and advisory capacity. Implementation of the Maryland plan
is dependent on the organization of_strong area-level libraries (l.e., larger
units of service) (18,p.8).
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At the local level, in addition to suburban and metropolitan branch libra-
ries, two other types of service (4 and B) are proposed. These are for
rural places with lesser populations, operating as branches of area libraries.

Maryland specifies that area libraries (which would serve not less
than 75,000 people) should have a book collection of 2 books per capita,
that Type A local-level libraries have a minimum of 6,000 titles or 2 books
per capita, and T'ype B have at least 2 books per capita with no minimum
basic collection designated (18, p. 2). ‘

California

California’s standards (1), prepared in 1953 by the California Public
Library Standards Workshop group under the sponsorship of the Cali-
fornia Library Association and the State library, reflect a synthesis of
three important public library concepts—(1) the cooperative systems
approach to the larger unit of service, (2) the total combined resources
necessary for minimum adequate service (below which point no system
would be able to meet its community needs), and (3) the value of periodic
evaluation and revision of objectives and standards.

Basic to acceptance and any implementation of California’s standards
is an understanding of the concept of systems which is embodied in the
standards document. Systems, according to the California standards, will
usually serve a population of 100,000 or more. They will be formed not by—

. . . wiping out existing units, establishing new units where service
points now exist, or creating a single central library independently
providing services to large sections of the state, . . . [but] by counties,
districts, and municipalities working together and using the total res-
ervoir of special materials and other facilities in the state. (1, p. 2)

Levels of public library service and resources are also discussed: at
the local level, such services as are needed regularly or frequently; at
the second level, those needed less frequently; and at the State level,
those resources which are needed only occasionally (1, p. 2).

The standards as defined, therefore, are for the total resources or
services available in a community or area, rather than the standards fur-
nished by a single library agency. This cooperative approach, it was
felt, would assure at least minimum adequate public library service to
every resident of the State.

California’s standards are somewhat general gon the question of the size
of the system’'s book collection, specifying only that it be “. . . sufficient
in number and variety to fulfill the modern public library’s functions . . .”
(1, p. 7). On the matter of annual additions, however, they are extremely
explicit and helpful, suggesting *. , . approximately 5,000 individual book
titles, and duplicates as needed” (p. 7).

‘ New York
A pioneer in the development of standards, New York has continued to

. strengthen and build on the requirements for public libraries first embodied

; ,

in the 1898 minutes of its State Board of Regents (p. 10). Significant
activities over the past decade included experimentation with the regional
library service center concept at Watertown in 1948, adoption of a statute
in 1960 (amended in 1983) providing State aid to county and multicounty
library systems, and the substantive 1968 revision of State-aid law (80, p.
11-22).

Not embodied in the statutes themselves, but approved by the Regents as
regulations having the effect of law, are a series of State-aid requirements
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(80, pp. 22-27). These actually constitute atanq"ds and must be met in
order to qualify for State aid. Whether systems receive provisional or full
approval (and both are possible under the 1968 1aw), they must serve a
minimum of 50,000 people. Systems may be formed under any type of
cooperative arrangement, such as federation.or contract, and may serve
an entire county, part of a county, or more than one county.

Although the 1958 New York law stresses the importance of acquiring
new materials annually (for provisional approval, at least 2,000 titles not
previously held; for full approval, 4,000 not previously held), one of its
most significant requirements relates to the size of the book collection in a
system's central library. The commissioner’s report states:

The core of all systemwide services will be the central library. . . .

This central collection should contain not less than 100,000 volumes,
selected for reference and informational use and, when no library
within the area meets this measure, it will be more economical to
build on the largest collection already in existence, rather than to
start a completely new center. (32, p. 29)

Under the formula for book grants to central libraries with holdings
below 100,000 volumes, the State matches, on a 4-to-1 basis, books purchased
from local funds (sources other than State aid) for the central library
collection, until 100,000 volumes are reached. Systems may take up to
10 years to develop their collections (30, p. 18). 5

This approach to adequacy in the book collection, based on a minimum
number of volumes in the collection and the acquisition of a minimum num-
ber of new titles annually, represents considerable shift in emphasis from
that found in previous State or national standards, In 1943, a collection
of 6,000 volumes was considered by the American Library Association as
the minimum needed to achieve stated objectives of a single independent
unit, with increasingly larger collections proposed depending on the size
of the population served. The formula for adding annual acquisitions
Was a per capita one; Le, a range from one-tenth of a volume per capita
in large cities (with a population of a million and over) to two-tenths of
a volume or more in smaller communities (under 100,000) (50, pp. 71-72).

The approach to the size of the book collection in the Public Library
Inquiry was through a minimuom budget expenditure, rather than through
acquisition and holdings of a minimum number of books. The staff con-
cluded that a $100,000 annual budget represents the dividing line between
adequacy and inadequacy of service, when taking into account the total
cost of salaries, materials, and the maintenance of adequate public library
service (63, pp. 154-155).

Other aspects of standards treated In the 1958 New York law include
personnel, service, and administration, making New York's library stand-
ards among the highest and most advanced in the Nation.

The Current Scene

548431—00——4¢

In the development of public libraries, two important and historic
events took place in 1956—the American Library Association pub-
lished Publio Library Servios and, on June 19 of that year, the Li-
brary Services Act (Public Law 597) was passed as the first Federal
grants-in-aid program for public library purposes. Combined, these

-
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two events resulted in a greater impact on the public libraries of the
Nation than either would have singly.

ALA Standards—Adopted by the Council of the American Li-
brary Association, PLS stands as the official statement of the Asso-
ciation (52, p. xx). Reflected in the 1956 document are many of the
findings, the recommendations, and the philosophy expressed in sev-
eral earlier publications. Notable among these are Post-War Stand-
ards (50), A National Plan (49), the Public Library Inquiry (63),
and the standards developed by the State of California (1). The 1956
standards represent the work of a special committee of the Public
Libraries Division of the Association : .

... a consensus of informed opinion, checked and rechecked by fleld
studies. . . . The project was made possible by financial grants from the
American Library Association and the Carnegie Corporation of New York.
(52, pp. xv—xvi) '

As stated in the preface, the 1956 standards differ from those pro-
posed 12 years earlier, a reflection of the dynamic quality of the public
library and that of society as well (52, pp. xx-xxi). They represent
that minimum of public library service to which every citizen is
entitled.

In organization, PLS presents some 70 guiding principles which
are basic to the establishment of standards. Under each of these,
various standards are delineated as providing the best possible means
for effecting the principles. A total of 191 standards are included.

Basic to understanding and implementing PLS is the concept of
library systems. Throughout the years, librarians have been thinking'
about, working toward, and frequently effecting cooperative activities.
The 1956 standards gave the strongest support to date to the need for
and the importance of cooperation and joint action as the best means
of assuring adequate natidnwide public library service:

Libraries working. together, sharing their services and materials, can

meet the full needs of their users. This cooperative approach on the part of
lidbraries {8 the most important single recommendation of this dooument.

(82, p.7)

It is not surprising, therefore, that PLS has urged libraries to
“, . . band together formally or informally, in groups called ‘sys-
tems’” (52, p. 7) and that the standards as outlined are “. . . for sys-
tems of Library service” (p.9).

Guidelines for public library development refer not only to service
at the local and system level but also at the State and Federal levels.
Through a coordinated approach, adequate public library service can

' be made available to every citizen, whether he-lives in a metropolitan,
suburban, or rural area of the United States.

PLS reflects the larger-unit-of-service philosophy which has had
many proponents throughout library history. Although systems are

t
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not precisely defined in terms of population served, there is some pro-
fessional agreement that the population base would be around 100,000.
Conceivably, in more rural and sparsely settled areas, populations of
around 50,000 might be a more reasonable standard, and, in metropoli-
tan areas, systems serving over 200,000 population might be practical.
With so many demographic variations in the United States, it is not
possible and does not appear desirable to prescribe a fixed pattern
of organization and size for public library systems. Individual States
can more readily translate the recommended concept of systems in
terms of their own geographic area and population density. This
approach is in fact a basic rationale for the development of individual
State standards; i.e., making more precise those national standards
which, because of diversity of the States, can be couched only in more
general terms.

Per capita expenditures are not considered in PLS. In fact, it
i8 in a separate supplement (51) to PLS rather than in the main docu-
ment that the matter is discussed and, even there, the emphasis is on
budgets for systems rather than on per capita expenditures. The con-
clusion here is that “. . . in 1956, in a more-or-less typical city or
county of 100,000 people, approximately $3 per capita is needed to
achieve minimum standards” (51, p. 2). However, many cautions
are introduced.

Over the years, administrators have found that, when taken out
of context, per capita cost figures are all too often misleading. Un-
less & population base is sufficiently broad, a community may incor-
rectly consider itself adequate solely on a per capita expenditure
standard. Without a total budget of sufficient proportion, one which
will provide the essential services, resources, and facilities, no public
library can actually consider itself adequate regardless of per capita
cxpenditures,

It was a conclusion of PLS that per capita costs in smaller places
must be at a substantially higher rate than that for larger
communities:

- . . If a population group of 20,000 people decides to maintain its own
independent library service, it must pay almost twice as much per capita as
a group of 200,000 people for adequate service. (52, p. xviil).

Emphasis on quality of service might be considered a major con-
tribution of the 1956:standards. Other emphasized concepts are:
availability of total library resources and services, but not necessarily
in the local community itself; importance of the educational role of
the public library; organizational flexibility in the development of
systems; and partnership of local, State, and Federal resources.

Later Developments.—In formulating and carrying out State plans
under the Library Services Act, many State library agencies have
included references to the principles and standards expressed in

3 .
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PLS (52); others have developed their own requirements, particu-
larly in connection with State-aid programs. Since the Library
Services Act is a rural ! program, it is not surprising that a number
of States have developed standards for public libraries in smaller
communities. Iowa, for example, has prepared standards for public
libraries serving populations of under 10,000 (12), and has also devel-
oped job descriptions (11) and a pay-scale statement (10) for staffs
in such libraries.

The development of larger units of service has been a principal type
of project submitted by the States in their plans under the Library
Services Act (78, p. 8). By federation, contract, consolidation, and
cooperation, the States have shown their interest in and approval of
the systems conocept advocated in PLS.

The States have been stimulated into more active discussion of
standards and have made them a topic of workshops, institutes, and
other types of meetings. Discussion about State programs under the
Library Services Act has frequently included comments on the status
of library standards, with specific references to State and local efforts
toward their realization. Reports to the Library Services Branch
of the U.S. Office of Education on progress made under the act show
& continuing improvement in public library service in rural areas
throughout the entire country.

Two States in particular, Wisconsin and Washington, have set
forth adequacy of service according to ALA,standards as the per-
vasive goal in their State plan under the Library Services Act (77,
pp. 63-64; 78, pp. 72, 76). Through a series of statewide activities,
the staff of the Wisconsin Free Library Commission has highlighted
PLS and the development of systems as an important means of
attaining ALA standards.

Nevada, using PLS as a means of determining adequacy or inade-
quacy of lgcal public library service, has established criteria for the
distribution of grants-in-aid to qualifying county libraries (78, p. 39).

In an effort to promote better understanding of standards among
librarians and trustees, New Jersey planned a series of annual re-
gional library institutes using PLS as the topic for discussion (78, p.
43). Wisconsin had a similar series of programs.

If the results of the first 3 years are any indication of the impact
of the Library Services Aot, then it would certainly appear that as
the program progresses it will bring the goal of nationwide adequate
public library service, as expremed in ALA’s standards, even closer
to reality. ~

1 Defined in the act as areas under 10,000 population, based on the 1950 census.

¥




Chapter III -

Distinctive_ Features of
State Standards for Public
Libraries

subject headings, statements indicating the various ways in

A which individual States have interpreted the use of qualitative

standards and attempted to implement the national philosophy of

public library service through systems. Only such references as

make PLS standards applicable or more specific to the State’s partic-
ular needs are included.

T HIS CHAPTER brings together, arranged by PLS (52)

A Changing Philosophy

The principles expressed in PLS (52) are essentially the same as
those in earlier American Library Association statements on stand-
ards. The chief difference lies in the fact that the more recent
document reflects certain changes and growth in American library
philosophy which have taken plage during the ensuing years. More
attention is now given to “. . . the educational funotions of public
libraries, to the guality of library performance, and to the organis-
ation of library service” (p. xv). Stress is placed on the organization
of libraries, or groups of libraries, into cooperative systems as the
most fruitful means of achieving improved library services. The
emphasis of PLS is, therefore, upon the concept of systems, and its
standards are expressed in terms of systems.

Rather than emphasizing quantitative data such as per capita
expenditure, registration, and other similar standards, PLS stresses

' a1
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instead .the minimum components of good public library service.
These are expressed in terms of organization, resources, personnel,
and facilities—without which no library, regardless of expenditure,
can be considered adequate.

General Comparison of Standards with
ALA Standards

It is difficult to set precise lines of demarcation as to the degree of
similarity between individual State standards and those in PLS (52).
The following broad categories may give some idea of the general
character of State standards. Standards which are most like PLS
in treatment and in variety of subjects considered are those of Cali-
fornia (1) (which predate PLS), Indiana (8), and New Hampshire
(28). Standards which differ most from PLS in approach or content
include those of Georgia (4, 5, 6), Iowa (12), Louisiana (17), Mary-
land (18), Missouri (24), Pennsylvania (34), South Carolina (35)
[based upon Post-War Standards (50)], and Virginia (39).

A number of States treat only a limited number of aspects of
standards. These States include Kentucky (14, 15, 16), Massa-
chusetts (21), Michigan (22), New York (30), the Virgin Islands
(38), and West Virginia (42). States which treat only briefly a
variety of subjects include Minnesota (23), Nevada (27), South Da-
kota (36),and Vermont (37).

Highlights

In their compilation of public library standards, many States have
evolved statements or features which are especially noteworthy.
These have been brought together in this chapter as suggested guides
to States which have not yet developed standards or are in the process
of revising standards.

Coneept of leury Syltems

The most basic prmclple expressed in PLS (62) relates to the con-
cept of systems, which is considered the document’s “. . . most im-
portant single recommendation . . .” (p.7).

It is upon the concept of systems of library service that the public
library standards of nine States are based: California (1), Indiana
(8), Maryland (18), Massachusetts (21), Missouri (24), New York
(30), Pennsylvania (34), Virginia (39), and West Virginia (42).
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The standards of Kentucky (15, 16), Minnesota (23), New Hamp-
shire (28), and Vermont (37) adhere equally to PLS principles, but
they give less consideration to systems because they are designed
chiefly for application to libraries serving populations of less than
10,000. However, two of these States—New Hampshire and Ver-
mont—are following the systems philosophy and concept of service
through regional branches of their State library ‘administrative
agencies. ,

Becauge they are addressed entirely to libraries serving fewer than
10,000, the standards of Towa (12) and Nevada (27) do not discuss
the concept of systems. Neither do those of South Dakota (36), which
are brief; of Louisiana (17), which apply only to demonstration
grants; or of the Virgin Islands (38), which concentrate on certifica-
tion requirements. The standards of Georgia (4, 5, 6), Michigan
(22), and Soueh Carolina (35) were formulated before the publica-
tion of PLS and are based upon earlier ALA standards.

The standards of California and Maryland were formulated before
the publication of PLS, with Pudlic Library Service Standards for
(alifornia (May 1953) the precursor of all other standards in its em-
phasis on library service in terms of library systems (1, 2) ; and Mary-
land’s December 1955 Report of the Library Development Committee
(18), although not expounding the toncept of systems, accepted its
general philosophy by expressing standards in terms of levels of
library service.

Cooperative Activities

Missouri’s report (24) includes an enumeration of the kinds of
library activities which might lend themselves to intrasystem coopera-
tion. Although the list is by no means a complete or exhaustive one,
it does serve to introduce and encourage, through practical examples,
the dynamic concept of cooperation among libraries.

Oonsiderable return can be expected from definite plans for cooperation
between several library districts in a large region. Separate districts, even
districts made up of more than one county, can draw upon each other’s
resources through interlibrary loan. As a next step they can plan together

to have one concentrate on a subject of special local interest, thus freeing
another district from this subject so that it can concentrate on a second

topic of special interest to its readers. Together the libraries of a large

region can conserve the historical records of that section, or build up the
expensive flln materials that they need. They can jointly bring in special
personnel to start special educational projects or to evaluate their holdings
in designated flelds. Together they can put on a public relations campaign
to show the value of libraries to all the people. .

One poesible function of an informal organisation of libraries in a sec-
tion of the State is centralized ordering and cataloging of books for member
lbraries. (24, p. 34)
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Service

The public library is organized and maintained with one basic objec-
tive in mind—that of providing service to the user. Unless the public
library maintains convenient and well-planned hours of service, and
unless the library’s resources are readily accessible, it cannot fulfill
this basic objective. Both of these aspects of service—accessibility and
hours of opening—are discussed in this section, but only as they
amplify or differ from recommendations in PLS (52). Other service
recommendations considered are interlibrary loan and service to
special age groups.

Aocoessibility of Service.—With the onntinued improvement of trans-
portation and communication, and within the “systems” framework,
the concept of accessibility of public library service has taken on
new dimensions and depth. PLS (52) states:

There should be a community library easily accessible to every reader. . . .
The community library, as the unit in the library aystem closest to the
reader, may be: (a) a village, town, or small city library; (b) a branch
of a larger city, county, or regional library; (¢) a bookmobile serving a
number of communities. (p. 14)
California (1) introduces a cautionary and important note in its
discussion of the bookmobile versus a fixed or stationary agency:

Before making an administrative choice between a number of fixed units
or a bookmobile, careful appraisal should be made of the satisfaction which
the group of individuals to be served can receive from each, as well as the
maximum efficient use of the library’s basic book stock and materials. (p.5)

The standards of four States—Maryland (18), Pennsylvania (34),
Vermont (37), and Virginia (39)—contain quantitative measures of
accessibility. In each case, the PLS principle is interpreted in terms
of the State’s particular geographic conditions, population distribu-
tion, resources, and needs.

Maryland’s standards (18) divide service at the local level (in addi-
tion to metropolitan and suburban branches) into two types:

Type A . . . a branch library is economically sound when there are 8,000
or more people within a mile and half radius. . .
" Type B . . . a branch where there is a population of 3,000 within a radius
of 10 miles or, if there is not even this minimum within 10 miles, there
should be a branch in the shopping center of a county. (18, p. 2)

For populations under 5,000, Vermont (87) provides for “. . . con-
venient ‘stations’ as necessary to service sections more than 1% miles
from library” (p.8). Virginia (39) requires that “all public libraries
shall . . . provide a satisfactory extension service outlet within a 5
mile udins of every resident,” (p. 3) and strongly recommends that
“, . . city and county libraries aarvmg more than 90,000 population
pmvxdo & branch for each 80,000-40,000 population or [within] s
radius of one mile” (p. 2).
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Through research as well as observation, librarians have found a
direct correlation between library accessibility and library use. Con-
venience to other community services, resources, and activities js 8
significant factor in library use. PLS states:

The central library or regional center serving in that capacity should be
80 located that people find it convenient to combine shopping and similar
trips regularly with library visits, in not more than a one-day round trip
from their homes. (52, p. 15) :

Pennsylvania (34) follows the PLS criterion with respect to ac-
cessibility to its four State-level libraries (1.e., those with more than
a million volumes) and also applies a time measurement for accessi-
bility to local units and district library centers: within 15-20 minutes
of & local unit (vol. I, p. 5) and not more than 1 hour from a district
library center (p. 8). To the latter, it also adds a Space measurement.

(e) Maximum distance to the district library would be 25 miles in rural
and smalitown areas: 20 miles in large urban areas.
(3) Maximum area for library aystem would be 2,500 square miles. (p. 8)

Hours of Service—Hours of service (see table 1) is one of
the two subjects (the other being requirements for head librarians)
most often included in State standards. Sinceit isa subject that lends
itself to quantitative measurements, it is one that might well be con-
sidered in all standards. .

PLS states that—

Well-planned hours of service must be maintained. . . .

The central or headquarters library should normally be open daily
for the full range of services during morning, afternoon, and evening hours,
with S8unday service adjusted to local needs and conditions. (52, p. 25-26)

Table 1 lists minimum hours of service recommended by States for
various categories of population groups, and, to these, certain States
added supplementary recommendations. An important (if so obvious
that it is otherwise overlooked) statement is one made by Maryland
(18, p. 2) that hours of service in local units should be “regular.”
South Carolina (35, p. 4) states that hours should be“continuous”:
Virginia (89, p. 8), that a headquarters or centrally located branch
must be kept open . . . at least 36 hours a week for a continuous
year.”

Pennsylvania is the only State to mention evening hours. Its stand-
ards (34) specify that the minimum of 20 hours of weekly service
at the local level should include evening hours (vol. I, P- 6) and that
the mimimum weekly hours in district library centers should include
service five evenings per week (p. 9). ‘

South Carolina (38, p. 4) suggests Sunday reading-room service, in
addition to 72 hours of weekday service, for libraries serving popula-
tions of more than 75,000. New Hampshire (28) states: “Provision
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[in hours of service] should be made for children traveling to school
by bus” (p. 7).

Other Services.—In its discussion of service to readers, Pennsyl-
vania (34. vol. I, p. 6) recommends that reference and interlibrary
loan service be made available by mail, telephone, and/or two-way
radio from district library center through the local unit. Virginia’s
standards (89) .include provision for “. . . information service by
telephone, in the headquarters, and through the extension service
outlets” (p.3). These both make more explicit the PLS (52) standard
which states that systems “. . . have a plan for referral of information
inquiries from community libraries to the central agency when they
cannot be answered locally” (p. 17). -

Although PLS makes many references to the need in each system
for various types of professional specialists, it does not describe how
these specialists make their services available at the local level.
Pennsylvania’s standards (34, vol. I, p. 6) state that periodic visits
for service by specialized professional personnel should be made from
the district library center to local units, citing the children’s librarian
as an example of such a specialist.

Similarly, Maryland (18) in its standards recommends that special-
ists from regional and county libraries “. . . work . . . with branch
librarians and the population generally” (p.2).

Basic to PLS is the concept that public libraries must serve the
entire community; i.e., all age groups: children, young adults, and
adults. Although the organization of PLS is according to several
main aspects of service (structure and government, service, materials,
etc.) rather than by age group, the concern for service to the various
groups is manifest throughout the entire publication. These, how-
ever, are general rather than specific. In the case of young adult
services, one State, New Hampshire, specifies:

A Every library should provide facilities and resources for young people
(teenagers). In towns of 5,000 or more a separate room for young people
is desirable. (28, p. 9)

New Hampehire further states that “Hospitals, rest homes, and
similar institutions should receive regular visits and collections of
books” (p.9). This aspect of service is also referred to in Vermont's
standards (37) which recommend “Regular service to hospitals or
other local institutions” (p. 8). These aspects of service are not
specifically mentioned in PLS (52).

v

Booh and Nonbook Materials

- Recommendations relating to books and nanbook materials in the
| regional systems of five States, and the American Library Associs-
; tion as outlined in PLS (52), are summarized in tsble 2. .
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Newspapers.—PLS minimum requirements (p. 86) do not
specifically mention ne distinguished from other periodi-
cals—but California’s pre-PLS standards contribute a useful observa-
tion upon this point :

The basic collection of newspapers for a library system should include
a local paper, a regional paper, and a nationally recognized indexed news-
baper, retained in dback flles. (1, p. 8)

Films.—California’s statement about film holdings is also more
explicit than PLS (52, p. 88) which does not specify whether the 250
films recommended, with at least 25 added a year, consist of number
of films or numberof titles, California 8AYS:

'I‘hebadcﬂlmcoﬂocdonrornmeryquemormwtymmdrcult
should consist of at least 100-150 separate titles selected for out-of-school
use, with an annual purchase of at least 30 films, tncluding 15 to 20 new
titea. (1, p. 8)

Periodicals —For minimum library units, Missouri (24) recom-
mends the purchase of “. . . the more important periodicals not
usually taken by home subecription” (p. 29) and Pennsylvania (34),
“Subscriptions to lO}!\meml periodicals of substance” (vol. I, p. 6).
Pennsylvania also reconimends that central library resources include
a “Collection of at least 250 riodicals, with back issues of most con-
fulted titles available in bound Velumes” (p.-9).

Reference Materials—Pennsylvania (34, vol. I, p. 8, 9) specifies
that collections at the local level include &, . . at least the 20 titles of
the ‘List of Minimum Reference Sources for Small Pennsylvania Li-
braries’ ” (for list, see vol. IL, p. 78) and that the central libraries
include “Reference sources to.the extent of the 194 basic information
sets needed for factual material on recurring topics” (for list, see vol.
11, pp. 74-15). ,

Atds to Book Selection and Prooessing —New York and Indiana are
the only two States which name and discuss professional tools. New
York does so in its procedural publication How To Start a Public
Library (30), a publication which also includes the “Pertinent Laws
and Regulations” of the State.

Indiana’s standards (8) recommend: “The library should use pro-
fessionally prepared selection and processing aids” (p. 12) and name
specifio titles and library services which would be important in book
selection and technical processing.

Several States present guidelines for book selection, and these are
quoted in table 8. '

N

Peuonnel

In order to provide an adequate and effective public library pro-
gram, a competent, qualified, and well-selected staff must be em-
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ployed. Personnel standards therefore provide an important key to
the assurance of such a program. In particular, three aspects of per-
sonnel standards— staff requirements, recruitment, and salaries—are
considered in this section as an amphﬁcatlon of PLS (52) recom-
mendations in this area. '

Staff Requirements.—The standards of eight States include mini-
mum requirements for librarians in charge, categorized, to greater or
lesser degree, by population groups served. These States are: Iowa
(12, p. 3), Massachusetts (21), Michigan (22, pp. 1-2), New Hamp-
shire (28, p. 5), New York (30, p. 2), Pennsylvania (34, vol. I, p. 149),
South Dakota (36, p. 9), and Vermont (37, p. 1). Three of the eight
(Michigan, South Dakota, and Vermont) also include requirements
for other staff members. Iowa’s standards contain job descriptions
(11) for the librarian, general assistant, clerical assistant, and page in
libraries in towns of less than 10,000 population. West Virginia in its
discussion of personnel (42, app. 1) presents in some detail qualifica-
tions for the librarian, bookmobile librarian, and driver attached to
‘regional libraries..

A number of States present staff ratio recommendations which are
based on the population served (table 4). These may vary, depend-
ing on whether the library is part of a system (as in New York) or
whether the population served is over or under a certain populatlon '
base (as in Massachusetts and Virginia).

Recruitment.—1t is interesting to note that Indiana’s standards (8)
are the only ones which mentlon recruiting. 'I)xerstatement reads as
follows:

. The library should actively recruit in local schools and colleges in
order to bring the career of llbrarianshlp to the attention of young people.
(8,p.9)

Salaries.—In its rqference to salaries, PLS (52) states: “The li-
brary should provide equitable pay scales . . .” (p. 40).

California, Georgia, Massachusetts, and New York, and possibly
other.States that have not reported on the subject, issued separate
salary schedules, making it possible to revise salary data without al-
tering the statement_on standards. Towa (10) and New Hampshire
(28, p- 8) include salary figures in their standards and West Virginia
(42, pp. 19-20) in its plans. Towa's schedule is adjusted from Costs
of Public Library Service (51) to average Iowa salaries in towns
under 10,000. New Hampshire states:

Librarians in comx;unlties of more than 5,000 population or where the
library is open daily should receive & minimum sglary (1958) of $4,000 a
Yyear. . .

The hourly rate paid to schoolteachers, or graduate nurses could be used
as the criteria for determining salaries of assistants. (28, p. 6) ’
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Organization and Control of Materials

According to PLS (52, p. 48), much of the quality of the service
given in a library is dependent upon how well this part of the work—
organization and control of materials—is done. The nature of the
work, in its turn, depends upon requirements for service. The ALA
publication states that “Procedures for organization and control of
materials differ according to need and circumstance” (p. 46). Since
the needs of libraries differ so greatly in proportion to the size of their
collection and community, only such standards as are addressed chiefly
to small libraries can be specific about the amount of organization and
control that should be expected. Examples of the various State stand-
ards are given below : "

CALIFORNIA (1): .
Classifying and cataloging should be done as simply as is consistent with
good modern service: . . . (p.8)

. . . Adequate manuals clearly describing technical processes and hollciea
should be available to each [local] unit. (p.5)

GEORGIA (7): v
Statistics are an impdrtant part of the business or technical organization
of the public library. . . . [Their] usefulness depends largely upon the uni-
formity with which statistics are kept within the State . ... (p. 1)
INDIANA (8): , .
Only meaningful processing statistics should be kept. . . . Actual acquisi-

tion records should be reduced to a minimum; an example is the elimination
of the accessions book in favor of some simpler numbering system. (p. 12)
MINNESOTA (23):
Provision [should be made for] . . . a central catalog of all new materials
purchased after the establishment of the system. (p. 324)
NEW HAMPSHIRE (28):
Every library should have an author, title, and subject catalog.
Librgries with 5,000 or more volumes must have a shelf list.
A record of borrowers should be’malntalned and revised and brought up to
date every 3 yeara. (p. 12)
SOUTH CAROLINA (33):
In general, the total cost of ordering books should not exceed 10 percent
of the total amount spent for the purchase of books. (p.18)

VERMONT (87):
(Oataloging :] Under 2,000 volumes, shelf list adequate.
¢ 2,000-5,000 volumes—simple catalog, ineluding main and title cards, and
shelf list.
Over 5,000 volumes—regulation catalog and shelf list. (p. 2)

VIRGINIA (89):
All public libraries shall provide an author, title, and subject card catalog.
(» 8)
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