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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

Miputes of the 85th Meeting

Ralph H. Hopp, presiding

The Eighty-fifth Meeting of the Association of Research Libraries was
held at the Palmer House Hotel in Chicago, Illineis on January 18, 1975,

President Ralph H. Hopp opened the meeting by welcoming and introducing
representatives of new ARL member libraries, new and alternate representa-
tives attending their first ARL meeting, and guests of the Association.

This meeting of the Association was the occasion for a special banquet
and evening program in honor of Stephen A. McCarthy for his distinguished
service as ARL Executive Director from 1967 to 1975. A number of former ARL
directors were among the special guests attending the ceremonies.

Alsc, because of the great interest in the program, a separate ARL
publication entitled The Future of Card Catalogs was prepared which contains
not only the transcript of the presentations and discussion (included here on
pp. 1-45), but also three special papers: ""The Library of Congress Card
Catalog; An Analysis of Problems and Possible Solutions'" by Richard S. Angell
and John C. Rather; "The Future of Catalog Control in the Library of Congress'
by John C. Rather, and '"Catalog Cutoff'" by Joseph A. Rosenthal. These papers,
which are referred to on several occasions by the speakers, are not included
in these Minutes.




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

THE FUTURE OF CARD CATALOGS

Introduction

RALPH I. HOPFP (University of Minnesota): Almost from the beginning of its
organization, the Association of Research Libraries has had an intense

interest in the bibliographic record of the holdings of libraries. At its

1936 meeting, 39 years ago, llarvie Branscomb, then librarian at Duke

University, suggested the possibility of obtaining a printed catalog of the
contents of the Library of Congress. To quote from the Minutes of that meeting:
"This problem was the principal topic of discussion at the mecting, which was

a long and varied one." As a matter of fact, a review of many of the concerns
have surfaced in previous ARL discussions.

Because of the scveral letters from ARL members expressing the desire for
ARL to explore the issues involved in closing card catalogs, the Board of
Directors proposcd cstablishing a Task Force on the Future of Card Catalogs.
Members of that Task Force are Hugh Atkinson, Richard De Gennaro, William Welsh
and Joseph Rosenthal, Chairman. '

In appointing the Task Force, we suggested that a report be prepared for
sur consideration by the January, 1975 meeting. This meeting this morning is
an outgrowth of the work of that Task Force. 1 am pleased to acknowledge that
the ARL Vice President, Richard De Gennaro, has kindly consented to planning
this morning's program, and I am now going to turn the meeting over to him.

* * ¥ K

RICHARD DE GENNARQ: We librarians have always been concerned about the
growth of our catalogs, but this concern has been particularly- acute ever
Since Fremont Rider dropped his bombshell on the library world in 1940 and
announced his findings that research libraries grow at an exponential rate
and tend to double in size every 16 years. Using the Yale Library as his
example, he said that by a series of successive doublings, it would by the
year 2040 have 200,600,000 volumes and that its card catalog (if it then had
2 card catalog) wouid have nearly 750,000 catalog drawers which would occupy
cight acres of floor space. New material would be coming in at the rate of
12,000,000 volumes a year and would require a staff of over 6,000 persons to
catalog it.

The key phrase there was "if it thea had a card catalog.'' Yale probably
will not have a card catalog by then, or if it does, it will certainly not he
a continuation of the present one, and it will not occupy eight acres of floor
spacc. Something has got to give, and within the next decade or so, not only
at Yale, but in all the large rescarch librarics. The New York Public Library
has already closed its card catalog and started a new computer-based continu-
ation in bhook form.
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The Library of Congress is seriously considering various alternative ways
of closing its catalogs, as you will hear shortly. By 1979 the main catalog
at LC will contain 22,000,000 cards and the Official Catalog about 26,000,000
cards, and they will be growing at the rate of nearly one million cards a year.
Clearly LC is going to have to do something in the next few years, and what-
ever it does will have very serious consequences for all libraries. We are
going to have to learn about tne various alternatives and options that are
open to us, and soon we are going to have to make some very critical decisions
about our own catalogs. This is why we selected this subject fer our program
-- to help you prepare for thesc changes that are coming. In the area of card
catalogs, the future has almost arrived. .

We are very fortunate to have as speakers and panelists a few of the
principal actors in this impending drama, along with a few critics and
enthusiasts. In the interests of brevity and since you know most of them any-
way, I will dispense with formal introductions and merely identify the
characters here on the stage in the order of their appearance and say a word
about their roles in the program.

Joscph Rosenthal is Chairman of the ARL Task Force on the Future of Card
Catalogs, Associate University Librarian at Berkeley, and formerly Chief of
the Processing Department at New York Public Library, in which capacity he
played a key role in making and implementing the decision to close the NYPL's
catalog and to continue it with a computer-based book catalog system. He will
lead off with a brief introducticn to the subject.

William Welsh, Director of the Processing Department at the Library of
Congress, will give some history and background on the problem facing LC and
its long range plans and concerns in this area.

John Rather, Chief of LC's Technical Processes Research Office, will summarize
the contents of his paper [See Appendix A], outline LC's alternatives and
tentative plans, and discuss how they might affect other libraries.

Following a brief intermission Joseph Rosenthal and Mrs. Judith Corin, who
is Assistant University Librarian for Planning at UCLA, will discuss the
various problems and possibilities of two large research libraries that have
aircady embarked on a serious consideration of alternatives.

All of this will be followed by a reactor panel and a discussion period.
Members of the panel include: Rutherford Rogers, who, in addition to having
to worry about the 8,000 acres of catalog cards that are coming to Yale by
the year 2040, is a member of the Universal Bibliographical Control Committee.
Basil Stuart-Stubbs is interested and actively involved in planning for the
future of his catalog at the University of British Columbia, and will give us
a view from Canada. Paul Fasana is Chief of the Preparation Division at
New York Public Library, and before that he was head of systems development
at Columbia. Our last panelist is Hugh Atkinson, and those of you who do not
know that Hugh is going to close his catalog at Ohio State on the 4th of July,
1976, come hell or high water, have been very inattentive at these meetings.

/
I}
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Joseph Rosenthal and Richard Dougherty were the ones who initially sug-
gested that ARL should have a Task Force on the Future of Catalogs.

Bach of the panelists wiil have about five or ten minutes to make a state-
ment, and then the f. oor will be open for questions and discussion until we
adjourn at 12:30.

Joseph Rosenthal will be our first speaker.

JOSEPIl A. ROSENTHAL: My interest in library catalogs -- past, present, and
future -- is long standing. Thoughts about the future focussed about a year
and a half ago when I prepared a very short paper in an attempt to pose some
questions with regard to the Library of Congress plans. That paper [see
Appendix C] outlined some considerations of the consequerices of the steadily
increasing size of our catalogs. John Rather, in the paper which has been
distributed to all of us [sec Appendix Al, has developed those consequences
and implications. My short paper of May, 1975, attempted to raise some ques-
ticns about the consequences of LC action in this area and to ask for an
announced decision by the Library of Congress. We were interested at that
time in whether the Library of Congress would continue its policy of super-
imposition -- of keeping certain rules that werc not in accord with the
Anglo-American Cataloging Rules, and in what LC might do about filing rules,
about the continuance of its own back catalogs, and a number of other matters.

Even in the brief interval since mid-1973, the problems arising from and
associated with card catalogs have demanded an increasing share of our atten-
tion. What we are discussing today is not simply a question of closing the
card catalogs, but of how we want bibliographic access to function in the
future. In considering this larger question we need to consider our future
actions and products and their relationship to what we have done in the past.
We need to try to plan for the most cffective use of available technology.

We increasingly realize that we must spend our available resources wisely
and effectively, nct simply as individual libraries, but as a library commun-
ity.

To review very hriefly-a few factors that are pertinent to all of this
and with which I am sure you are all familiar -- factors that affect and re-
late to the question of the future of catalogs -- I would like to first men-
tion budgetary constraints. Many of us operate with a stable budget, and
all of us operate with a budget which we feel is quite limited. Many of us
desire to spend morec of ouxr available resources in both absolute and rela-
tive terms on innovative public services and resources, including the
machine-readable data bases that are becoming available, in comparison to the
amount now expended for technical services. In a very siort time there has
been a very rapid increase not only in the utilization, but also the input
by our libraries of bibliographical data in machine-readable form. There
has been greatly increcasad emphasis on network involvement.

§



I think a lot of us realize more sharply than ever the inadequacy of our
existing catalogs. For example, we find at Berkeley that certain materials
are inadequately represented in our catalogs; we do not give our users enough
access to on -order information, to in-process information, to information
about Berkeley dissertations; we find that there are many monographs in series
that we do not have fully represented in our catalogs.

We are also dissatisfied with the speed in which bibliographical infor-
mation appears in our catalogs. We think subject heading structure and sub-
ject aczess is inadequate. The data that we do produce or receive frem other
sources and display in our catalogs is not as distributable as we would like.
We do not give enough information about our total hoidings to library units
on our campus. We do not give enough jnformation as rapidly as we would like,
to nther libraries with which we cooperate, in both an interlibrary loan sense
and in more intensive involvements.

Another factor to consider in all of this is that we are increasingly de-
pendent. We have hitched our wajons to the Library of Congress star. We de-
pend on Library of Congress cataloging, on Library of Congress catalogs, on
Library of Congress data bases, the MARC data base (for both monographs and
serials), and other products such as the commendable new publications Mono-
graphic Series and Library of Congress Name Headings with Refarences. Many
more of us than before are following more closely the Library of Congress
policy and practice in bibliographical matters, and we are more consciously
explicit about doing this.

_Nevertheless, we are ingrates. We are not only dissatisfied with the
Library of Congress, but with the Library of Congress as an expression of
change. The Library of Congress cannot be held responsible for many of the
factors inducing change, and yet, the results are made evident through the
Library of Congress and its products which we all receive and use., We are
dissatisfied with the delay with which the Library of Congress distributes
data. For those of us utilizing machine-readable data -- and there are more
and more of us -- the scope of MARC coverage is insufficient. The subject
headings to which I alluded before are unsatisfactory, especially for those
of our units and clientele which constitute special libraries -- the branch
libraries, the libraries of particular subject interest.

We find that it is very difficult and costly to receive and to incorpor-
ate changes in bibliographical data as the Library of Congress issues those
changes, or as the Library of Congress catalogs differently something that
we have already cataloged. In particular, we find it difficult tc keep up
with subject heading changes, with entry (especially corporate author)
changes, with changes in serial data, and with major changes in cataloging
policies or rules such as the ISBD for monographs and dropping of Rules 98
and 99 in the AACR.

Some of our difficulties, in my opinion, relate to the occurence of bib-
liographical or bibliothecal activities at a number of levels, and the im-
perfect comnunication and coordination among these various levels. This is
particularly true in matters of bibliographic control and access; we in North
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American research and large public libraries are acutely aware of this. There
are, I believe, at least five identifiable levels: 1) there is an interna-
tional level: the ‘evel of IFLA, of I5C, and of the multipartite formulation
and issuance of the /inglo-American Cataloging Rules; 2) there is the national
level: that of the three national libraries and the work in which the ALA
Descriptive Catalog Committee and the Catalog Code Revision Committee is en-
gaged; 3) there is the emerging vegional level, the regional organizations
which are primarily focused on mach1n3sreadable bibliographical data bases
such as the OCLC and NELINET. Also there are the regional organizations
which are concerned not only with the control and the distribution of bibiio-
graphic data, but with other matters as well, such as the Research Libraries
Group, SLICE, the libraries in the University of California system, SUNY, the
Indiana consortium, MIDLNET, etc.; 4) there is the level of the individual
library. particularly our research libraries; and finally 5) there is the
level of the units within a large research university or research library or
even a large public library system -- units which frequently engage in biblio-
graphical activity cf their own. The relationship among these levels is very
difficult and poses a number of problems for the future of biblicgraphical
access and catalogs.

10



THE VIEW FROM THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS

WILLIAM J. WELSH: Judging from some of the comments made to me by some of
you this morning before the program began, which suggested I am attempting to
bury the catalog, I am seriously tempted to begin by saying, "Dearly Beloved,"
but, of course, I am not going to do that. I am going to give you a history
of the problem, and I am most fortunate that I follow Ralph Hopp and Richard
De Gennarc, because Ralph told about the first discussion of the ARL in 1936,
and Richard talked about Fremont Rider's concern in 1944, so in the field of
one-upmanship, 1 am going to begin with 1897.

The reason I am providing this history is an attempt to put this problem
in the perspective that I think it deserves. It is not a new problem. It has
been a problem for the Library of Congress eince 1897, and it will not go away
unlzss we c¢>llectively recognize that there is a problem and then proceed to
find a way to resolve it. 7

The Early History

The card catalog became a problem for the Library of Congress in the very
beginning of the modern era. Here is how the Librarian's Annual Report of
1925 described the situation at the turn of the century: o -

When the reading room was opened to the public in 1897, the
catalogue (on large manusct pt cards) was inside the central refer-
ence desk in drawers below the circular counter, where it was wholly
inaccessible to readers, and wholly without room for growth. That
was the only place for a catalogue provided in the building plans.
The building lacked and still lacks any space in the vicinity of the
reading room that could be converted into suitable quarters for a
public card catalogue of any mentionable size. Apparently the only
possibility of meeting the situation lay in displacing a few readers’
desks and installing modern equipment adequate for immediate needs.
Before the year 1900 six of the readers' desks were removed and a
dictionary card catalogue containing 60,000 cards had been installed
in the space thus obtained.

During the next 25 years the dramatic growth of the catalog continued to
be a matter of concern. Even studies of the optimum thickness of catalog
cards in 1905 took note of the fact that a thinner stock would take 30 percent
less space. The decision to prefer a heavier stock because of its superior
handling quality was, of course, an important factor in determining the space
the catalog was destined to occupy.

In the Annual Report of 1916, we read that: 'The expansion of the public

card catalogue is a subject of concern requiring immediate attention." And,
to show the befuddling nature of the problem, the report goes on in one of
my favorite examples of administrative obfuscation to say: "Limited possi-
bility of provision for immediate necessity suggests consideration of deter-
mining a fixed policy." No wonder there was difficulty in coming to grips
with this problem!

11
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By 1925, when the public catalog was growing at the rate of 160,000 cards
year, the shortage of space had become really acute because further expan-

sion could only be at the expense of accommodations for readers. After assess-

o

g the relative merits of card and book catalogs, the Annual Report zsserted
at: '"Beyond dispute card catalogues are extravagant consumers of both time
d space." Then, for the first time, it was sugpested that at least parts of

ot e

A practical way out of the difficulty will probably be reached
by printing in book form large portions of the card catalogue (sub-
ject groups or country groups or accession-period groups) and removing
from the public catalogue the corresponding card entries. The card
catalogue will, of course, be continued for all later accessions to
such groups until the annual accumulation of about 160,000 new cards
make the printing of supplementary volumes desirable.

But .his forward-looking idea came to little because in the next two
years it was decided to add 1,344 trays, thereby displacing 16 readers' desks
and two reserved tables, reducing the reading room space for reiaders”to exactly
75 percent of its original capacity. And the growth continued unabated so
that by 1936 the catalog had to be expanded into the East Room adjoining the

p JURIES IR Furn
?ﬁmlu;ﬁg Room.

Since this was not a long-range solution to the problem, it comes as no
surprise to read in the 1944 Annual Report that:

An inevitable consequence of the work already accomplished in re-
cording the Library's collections has been the growth of the Library's
catalogues and, in particular, the growth of the Public Catalogue. This
Catalogue, which on April 1, 1942, contained 5,925,000 cards, had grown
by June 30, 1944 to include an additional three-quarters of a million
cards. Such a rate of growth threatens the efficiency of a tool, the
mere size and complexity of which may well interfere with its usefulness.

The 1950's

Even apart from the size of the catalog, its condition was a natter of
concern because its defects (misfiled cards, worn and illegible cards, incon-
sistencies, lacunae) impaired its usefulness. In 1952, Sumner Spalding, then
Chief of the Catalog Maintenance Division, prepared a detailed study describ-
ing the imperfections of the Main Catalog (as it was now called) and proposing
that it be edited concurrently with the Official Catalog. This effort was esti-
mated to require 68 man-years at a cost of nearly $725,000. Not surprisingly,
the project failed to win strong administrative support.

Of course, this proposal did not address the question of the growth of
the catalog, but it was not long before the problem was met head on. In 1955,
Seymour Lubetzky, then Consultant on Bibliographic and Cataloging Policy, out-
lined a program for the future development of the Library of Congress general
catalogs. Although his recommendations marked a considerable departire from
the traditional form of catalog organization, they had been partly foreshadowed

12



by the 1925 proposal, Specifically, lubetzky recommended:

1) Division of the catalog into nime/title and topical subject com-
ponents .

2) Subdivision of the topical subject file inte two parts by imprint
date (befoxe 1951, and 1951 and after) with the intention of publishing the
older part in book form; although nadintained on cards, the mewer part was to
be replaced periodically by published book foxm supplements .

3) FEventually, division of the nane /title catalog and issuance in ook
fomm according to sinilar criteria.

4) Abandoment of the Armex Catalog, which had been established in
1938 , but never fully developed. The outline of these proposals did not in-
clude estimates of either the costs or the time required to accomplish then,
but it hardly nattered, because the time for these ideas had mot yet come and
they did not surface again £or namy yeaJs.

The 1960's

More than ten years passel before the idea of a retrospective libraxy
of CongTess subject catalog in book form was revived, In 1967, it was esti-
nated that the cost of preparizg suich a publication would be a minimum of
$720,000 and that, with mormal staffing , the job would take five years. For
a variety of reasoms, however, this topic was not raised for discussion at
the top administrative level at this time.

Sti1l the problen xefused to go avay aryd at the end of 1968 a paper on
the crisis in the card catalogs, prefared by Stephen Salmorr, then Assistant
Director for Processing Services, analyzed their shortconings and made recom-
mendations that combined those of the earlier Spalding and lubetzky reports.
This tine something happened. Early im 1969 the 0fficial Catalog was divided
into name/title and topical subject comporrents and later that year the Anmex
Catalog was closed . Howevex, the Main Catalog xemained in its original dic=-
t lonary form.

The effects of superimposition had begun w0 cause concedIn and wi-thin
the Processing Department thert¢ wis Tenewed discus sion of such possibilities
as freezing the catalog and starting a new card catajog on new principles,
freezing the past and dependirsg on machine-readabl e records in the futwure, or
somehow combinizg these approaches. Variots document s prepared in the Depart-
ment revievwed the status of the cird catalogs, enumer-ated the problens of
maintaining them axd suggested altermatives for soldving and alleviating them.
The merits and demerits of wmified and segherted catalogs were anal yzed in
terms of various functional requirements, ind various types of display of
cataloging data wexe assessed in texms of flexidil ity’, cost, durability, space,
ease of dupl ication, and browwsing.

Again, hovever, no consensus could be yeached within the Library, The
Refererce Departnent, which is responsible for the Libtrary 's reader and
8
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xeference services, did not find in any of the proposals adequate insurance
for the optinum cont inuance of these services and for the protection of the
nieeds of current and future research. It proposed the upgrading of the pre-
sent catalog as a serious alternative. In effect, the Reference Department
ook the position that, in view of the lack of any convincing proposal, "the
chronp logical or topical division of the public catalog...would be a serious
disservice to the public and unacceptable to our reference divisions."

It is worth noting that, in an effort to broaden the forum for consid-
eration of this problem, I proposed at the June 1969 meeting of the Technical
Services Directors of Large Research Libraries that it be discussed at the
rext midwinter meeting. Some interesting points were raised at that time,
but aftervard there was little or no response to my request that members of
the group write to me about problems and suggest dates for freezing the Library
of Congress catalogs.

The 19 7’;07?7 5

£ioris . to thé pi‘DblemS Qf the Card catalags, the Prcz:essmg Departmen‘t made cmly
intemittent attenpts to revive the issue in the next several years. Ome of
£he mo st extensive statements of the problems and possible solutipns is embod-
ded in the 1972 paper that was distributed to you before this meeting. [The
piper referred to here is included as Appendix A.] It reached the following
conclu sions =

1) Revision of Library of Congress subject headings cannot be cazrried
out in the framework of the present Main Catalog; closing at least the sub-
jeéct component is a mandatory condition for their improvement.

2) A case can be made for maintaining an open-ended name/titl e catalog
By. using the linked-heading technique to introduce changes with the hope that
its ef fect on the texture of the catalog is not too adverse,

3) Ar:!ap‘tlan of a new filing arrangement is possible only for components
of the catalog that have been closed, because the cost of refiling the exist-

dng catalog is too great.

4) A case can be made for the proposition that subject catalogs and
Bibliographies are best organized on the basis of defined time periods. Thus,
. consideration culd be given to dividing the Library of Congress subject cata-
dog in card form by ten-year periods.

5) Chronological division of the name catalog would not reduce the cost
of establishing new mnames if the old file'must be taken into account.

6) Loss of benefits of a unified catalog c:mtld bs offset by the advan-
£iges of the new oe.

7) A cut-off date by cataloging date is preferable from an administra-
€ive and operational viewpoint.

e



, 8) None of the proposed alternatives is specifically directed to the

improvement of the physical and editorial condition of the present catalog,

but chronological division of the catalog would make the old part more amen-
able to efforts to achieve those objectives.

At the time the 1972 paper was prepared, the prospects for early auto-
mation of the catalog did not appear very bright; it seemed that many years
would elapse before all current catalog records would be converted to MARC
£orm as they were produced. Moreover, the RECON studies had made it clear
that large-scale .conversion of retrospective records was not a realistic pos-
sibility. Nevertheless, the Reference Department felt that no decision on
the fate of the card catalog could be made until there was a Library commit-
ment to the extension of MARC to all current cataloging. The Reference Depart-
ment gemerally held that automation offered the greatest promise for resolving
the problems of bibliographic control, at least on a current basis. So, once
more, active discussion was suspended.

Then, just this past year, the prospects began to improve and the likeli-
hood of a complete, current, on-line catalog by 1979 or 1980 now seems quite
strong. This led to the formulation of a new approach that John Rather will
describe in his presentation..

I an pleased to tell you that this approach has elicited favorable reac-
tion from the Reference Department, although there is 2 natural disposition to
wait and see whether the promise of automation will indeed be fulfilled. This
favorab le reaction is also premised on further study and discussion of the fu-
ture of the old catalog, which is the means of access to the existing collec-
tions of the Library, and on an adequate supporting reference structure. Thus ,
we seem to have a basis for planning the future of Library of Congress catalog
control in a way that will at last resolve a problem that, in one form or
another, has troubled the Library for nearly three-quarters of a century.

* & % *

JOHN C. RATHER: Somebody, speaking mo doubt from bitter experience, said a
card catalog is a place where bibkliographic records get lost alphabetically.
So as not to get lost in this presentation, I am going to try to give you an
overview of some problems that are endemic to card catalogs before getting to
the substance of our present thinking.

I am not going to reiew the paper that has been distributed to you.
[The paper referred to here is included as Appendix B.] There are many aspects
of this problem that could be discussed, but it appears to me that the one
that is really central to all of our concerns has to do with the strong prob-
ability that we will, in fact, have fairly complete machine-readable data bases
in the foreseeable future. When we do have those data bases, will it be feas-
ible to continue to maintain a dual system, and if we cannot maintain a dual
system, what relationship should exist between the machine data base and the
existing card catalog? 15
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There are lots of things that could be said about what the machine sys-
tem would be like, or what you would do with the old catalog if you had closed
it off, but, interesting as those topics are, I will not get irto them at this
point. No doubt some of these questions will surface in the reactor panel, so
let us concentrate on the central problem.

In my whamsical remark, I referred to the card catalog as a place, but
that is not quite right. Strictly speaking, the card catalog 1s a living

organism and, as a living organism, it is subject to growth, to change and to
deterioration.

Let us look a little bit at how this has worked in terms of %he Library
of Congress caxd catalogs.

[Figure 1] shows graphically the rapid growth of the Library of Longress
catalogs over the period for which we have fairly atcurate figures about their
size -- tnat is, from approximately 1942 until 1974 with a projection to that
magical date of 1984.

In 1944, the Main Catalog contained about 5.0 million cards. Today, it
has 18.3 million cards, so it is more than three times bigger than it was
30 year. ago. Interestingly enough, to show the perils of predicting growth,
in 1955, Seymour Lubetzky thought it would take until 1978 to reach the figure
that we reached on June 30th last year-

The growth of the Official Catalog has been similarly dramatic. In its
first recorded period, it had about seven million cards, and today it has in
excess of 21 million cards. It is a larger catalog because it contains various
types of catalog control records (name authority cards, series treatment cards)
and records for certain types of materials that are not represented in the Main
Catalog. Included are such things, for example, as cards for music which are
available to the public in the catalog of the Music Division, but are not in-
cluded in the Main Catalog itself.

You see in Figure 1 a very sharply ascending growth line nothwithstanding
the fact that this is plotted on semi-log paper. There is mo indication that,
at the present rate of cataloging, the growth will tend to taper off. If this
is so, we can predict that in another 20 years the catalog will have doubled
in size, which is not a nice thought.

The thing about growth, you know, is that the catalog is a little like
the camel with its nose in the tent. A useful beast no doubt but, on a cold
night, he has a way of elbowing the Bedouin out in the open because he is so
big and smelly,

It is perfectly obvious that growth has very serious effects on the qual-
ity of the catalog. As the catalog grows in size, it becomes increasingly less
amenable to change. There are many people, mostly those who have not much to
do with the maintenance of catalogs, who are unaware of the rate at which they
change. .Figure 2 shows some material from a study of changes in Library of

16
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FIGURE 2
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Congress printed cards. This was done with a series of samples of printed
cards of different dates, and the rise in percentage of change going from
left to right shows what happened five years after the cards were printed,
ten years, 20 years, etc. Again you see a sharply ascending line.

This figure is from an analysis that-we did about the time of the first
RECON study., It separates English from other languages because the MARC pilot
project was then limited to the English-language records. Wha* we have here
is the evidence that change continues as long as the card catalog remains
alive. At the end of a 30-year period in this particular study 40 percent of
the oldest cards had been changed at least once during their 1ifetime. This
was a comprehensive study of change. It should not be confused with matters
so drastic as changes in form of headings. It encompassed any type of change,
but, as you may have judged from remarks you heard earlier, changes in subject

' headings were a fruitful source of these statistics.

Change is not attributable merely to the correction of outright errors.
To a large extent, it is a consequence of the activity of the law givers, who
are bent on evolving the perfect cataloging code; the do-gooders, who bleed
for somebody; and just the general gadfly, who.tells you, "Don't you know that,
on the basis of scholarly opinion, this cannot possibly be the right birthdate?"

Now the problem of deterioration is evident to anyone who has dealt with
an old catalog. You see the worn and smudged cards. This does have a posi-
tive benefit. A good many years ago Nathaniel Goodrich did one of the pioneer-
ing studies of catalog use and published his results in an article called '"Top
Soil," because he based the analysis of use on the cleanliness of the cards or,
to be more exact, the lack of cleanliness. Clearly, the ones that were smudged
had been used. So you see, we get positive benefits from deterioration. Un-
fortunately, as the fingers of generations rub over penciled call numbers, the
wear does tend to have an adverse effect on retrieving books. '

I have attempted to show in Figure 3 a matrix that examines methods of
effecting cataloging changes. I will go over it carefully, so do not assume
that you must comprehend it at a glamce. Basically, this table relates to
rule changes that alter the filing forms of name or subject headings. It is
not an analysis of what one does to cope with ISBD(M), ISBD(S), or things of
that sort, Furthermore, the change is assumed to be limited to those cases
where a new work involves an entity that already has an outmoded heading. It
is not realistic to apply a new set of cataloging rules, however marvelous
they may be, to dormant headings, so to that extent the catalog will always
be a reflection of the past. It is important also to realize that new rules
do mot automatically make all old headings obsolete. So, when we talk about
the effect of new rules on the card catalog, we must remember that we are
talking only about a subset of the old headings to be used in current cata-
loging. :

Basically, there are five methods of making catalog changes set forth
in this matrix. The revision of old entries is the usual Library of Congress
practice. This has traditionally involved reprinting the cards so that you
have conplete wiping out of the past and a neat representation of the brave
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new world. It can be, of course, done by hand, but that is a matter for an
individual library to determine.

The second method of relocation of entries is sometimes called the guide-
card technique. In this one, you simply move the 0ld entries with the old
form of heading to the location of the new heading and trust that a guide card
will make everything completely clear. Of course, this entails very severe
problems in file management. If an old entry is removed from the catalog, a
filer must somehow recognize that this old heading, no matter what it really
says, belongs someplace else, and interfile it under the new form. Neverthe-
less, relocation of old entries is a technique that has been used in libraries.
At the Air University some years ago, guide cards were used instead of writing
the subject headings at the top of the card, so they were in a fine position
to adopt new subject headings because they only had to change the guide card.

Superimposition hardly needs any introduction. Tt is a policy of simply
continuing *o use old headings where they exist without making any change in
them at all. The new rules are applied only to brand-new headings.

The linked-heading technique says that for new entries you will us2 the
new headings and provide a reference to the place where the old entries under
the old heading will be found and vice versa. Yale University apparently has
done this for many years with subject headings, so that both the old and new
forms co-exist in the catalog with the entries that are appropriate to them.
The new catalog, of course, is a positive way of saying closing the old cata-
log.

The first column considers the compatability with the new rules, and
basically, it attempts to answer the question: Are all headings used in cur-
rent cataloging compatible with the rules? Clearly, if you revise the entries,
the answer is yes, and similarly with relocation. Indeed, it is only super-
imposition that does not guarantee a new form of heading for a new entry.

This first column might be dedicated to the law givers, who want to see every-
thing very neatly laid out. Of course, obviously the "no" opposite super-
imposition is an offense to all they hold dear.

The column on consistency responds to the question: When a heading is
changed, are headings used on old entries consistent with those on new entries?
Ciearly, if you revise the old emtries, the answer must be "ves," but if you
merely relocate them as in the guide-card technique, it stands to reason that
the old entries still have the same old headings on them, or at least, they
have them to the extent that they may only be corrected by pencil, if that is
possible. So that if you were in the business of supplying copies of such
entries, they would be quite inconsistent.

Whatever the other drawbacks of superimposition may be, it gives you
consistent entries. Good or bad, the heading is the same on all of the entries
to which it applies. But in the linked-heading technique and in the new-
catalog technique again you have a cleavage between the present and future and
the past, because the old entries remain unchanged.

21
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The column on dispersion of entries addresses a question of vital con-
cern to reference librarians: When a heading is changed, is it necessary to
search in more than one placc to sce all of the entries? And you see that,
in the first three methods, the answer is 'no," because by one means or another
all entries have been brought together, but in the last two methods, linked
headings and new catalog, you do have two different files.

Owing to the nature of this matrix, it is not possible to show the real
difference between the linked-heading method and the new catalog. The linked-
heading method applies only to those headings that are actually changed,
whereas starting a new catalog makes a cleavage among all entries. To be more
precise, if an entity is represented in both the old and the new catalog,
there is an automatic cleavage, whether the heading is changed or not, and of
course, this is a very serious consideration.

The last column attempts to suggest the rclative costs of these methods
impressionistically by the number of dollar signs. This column is of lively
interest to administrators for whom the price tag is important. Obviously,
revision of old entries is the most expensive method. Superimpositionm, with
its adherence to the status quo, is the least expensive and therein lies much
of its appeal. The only costs accrue from the occasional need to provide new
references or to reprint small groups of cards. Offhand, it might be supposed
that relocation of old entries under a guide card for the new heading would be
a fairly cheap solution to the problem. But shifting blocks of entries in a
multi-million card catalog is a labor of Hercules with a price tag to match,
The potential confusion caused by unaltered cards also may prove expensive in
its own way. The linked-heading method is quite thrifty with the added costs
stemming from the interlocking references. Starting a new catalog costs a
little more because an entirely new reference structure must be " ilt.

We have reviewed the methods by which change has been effected in the
past, and by which it might be offected in the future. You might bear this
chart in mind when we talk about the implications of the Library of Congress
activities for other libraries.

The advent of the machine-readable catalog records -- the initiation of
MARC in the middle of the '60s, and quite specifically in 1968 with the start
of the present MARC Distribution Service -- has clearly introduced a new fac-
tor, because what the Library of Congress has been doing for itself and also
for other libraries is bringing into existence a body of machine-readable
data which at some point may serve as the source of bibliographic information
in the same way that the card catalog mow serves.

In my paper! there was a discussion of some of the milestones that we
hope to reach within the next five ox six years. The expectation is that by
the end of this decade that all current cataloging of the Library of Congress
would go directly into machine-readable form. By that time we will have devel-
oped the Core Bibliographic System and the associated user systems that will

lsee paragraph three on page V.



permit the data base to be consulted with at least the degree of flexibility
afforded by the present card catalogs. When we come to that point, we will
be faced with a critical administrative problem.

The present expenditure for the maintenance of the card catalog is in
excess of $600,000 a year. It is anybody's guess what the cost will be in
1980. It follows, therefore, that one comes hard up against the question:

Is it feasible to maintain a dual system, to have a machine data base which

is complete with respect to current output, and at the same time to continue
to file entries for these same records in the card catalogs, whizh by that
time would be of really very great size? It seems to us that it would be
fiscally irresponsible to chart a course that took that as a necessary oper-
ating condition. We simply could not afford to maintain these huge instru-
ments at the cost that will then be necessary and allow the camel to continue
to steep in our tent if, indeed, he has not knocked the whole tent down. So

we will be forced to close the catalog. There is nothing problematical about
the inevitability of this decision. The date when it will have to be made may
be uncertain but the necessity of making it is nmot. When this situation occurs,
we will face this critical question: What should be the relationship between
the MARC data base at that time and the existing catalog of non-MARC cards?

There are several conditions we want to consider. As a preliminary,
let us look at Figure 4. It traces the growth of printed cards and the MARC
data base, and as a separate line, the number of printed items that are not
in the MARC data base. This also is plotted on semi-log paper. The rise of
MARC is dramatic but, as you can see, the gap between the two files is never-
theless very wide. At the present time we estimate that there are about
5.3 million printed cards. The MARC data base is slightly under 500,000
titles, so there is a deficiency of about 4.8 million records. As we expand
MARC coverage, we will gradually move to the point where that deficiency will
stabilize, and if it is indeed true that by 1979 or 1980 we will be convert-
ing all current cataloging to machine-readable form, we will at that point
have a deficiency of about 5.1 million cards. That is to say, 5.1 million
of all of the items that the Library of Congress has ever cataloged will not
be in machine-readable form. On the other had, we will have a machine data
base of about 1.3 million cards at that point.

Now the RECON studies have shown that the probability of a large-scale
retrospective conversion project is practically nil. If you consider how
long it has taken us to get to this point in converting our current catalog-
ing and how much longer it will take before we caa expand to all areas, you
will see that the likelihood of being able to convert some five million retro-
spective cards in any useful time is very slight indeed. So that gap is going
to remain for a long time, if not forever.

Now what is the significance of that gap? If we wish to rely on the
MARC data base as a source for current cataloging information so that we can
develop within the Library of Congress a true on-line cataloging system --
not something you simply go to after you have done all the cataloging some-
place else and input your record, but a place where a cataloger could sit and
consult the necessary files (the name authority files, subject authority files,
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FIGURE 4
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‘shelf lists, etc.) in the machine data base, and be able in a high proportion

of the cases to produce his catalog record at the terminal -- then it is clear
that one must regard this machine data base as seif-sufficient. If you do not
consider it self-sufficient, if you obligate yourself to the necessity of turn-
ing to another source, the card catalog, to complete your cataloging, then on-
line cataloging as such cannot exist.

I will return to this in a moment. We also have very strong representa-
tions -- 1 think very well considered representations -- that there should be
a greater effort to achieve meaningful, decentralized input to a national data
base. Once again, if there is going to be decentralized input, it is manda-
tory to have the name authority and the subject authority files that govern
this data base equally well known to all potential participants in such an
effort. Clearly, that would not be the case if a substantial proportion of
the names that affected cataloging were not in machine-readable form at all,
but simply residing in the Library of Congress card catalog.

It is sometimes suggested that publishing such a list would be useful,
and so it might be up to a certain point, but I think it is easy to demon-
strate that a mere list of established forms of headings is not usable if
you lack any means of relating that name to particular works.

Figure 5 is a list of 46 headings that the Library of Congress has
ecstablished where the Forename and surname are identical. It is Miller, Hans,
embellished in various ways. I can assure you that those are all established
forms, but if I were to pass among you, say, tem books that said on the title
page "By Hans Muller," good luck to you in matching them up. So merely pub-
lishing a list of established forms of names and their associated references
does not solve the cataloging problem. There really has to be some hobk to
hang the heading on, and that is the bibliographic record.

That leads us back to the total conversion problem. My paper suggests
some lesser alternatives for retrospective conversion. T will not go into
those now. They are interesting to consider and discuss, but in view of the
number of recorxds, even the least of them involves a tremendous effort and
expense.

So this brings us finally to what we see as a necessary condition for
continuing. That is, taking the point of view that when we have a viable,
automated system, a way of consulting the records that is at least equal to
the card catalog in its present form, and all of our current cataloging is in
machine-readable form, we must consider that it is the machine data base
against which we are cataloging.

To operate in an on-line mode, LC catalogers and catalogers in other
1ibraries who wish to contribute to a central data base must be able to es-
tablish new headings in relation to the machine data base without respect to
any other data base. This means that if you had a Hans Milller case, and the
MARC data base had only a third of those names on that list, you would not

concern yourself at the moment of establishing a heading whether or not a
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FIGURE 5

HEADINGS FOR AUTHORS WITH A COMMON NAME AS ESTABLISHED
IN THE LC OFFICIAL CATAIOG
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electrical engineer
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writer on art
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heading for this person might have been established in the past as Muller,
Hans, of Vienna. If the book gave you some equally good way ¢~ differentia-
ting his name -- for example, if it revealed when he was born -- you could
use that, and thus would be establishing the heading only in relation to.the
15 or 16 names in the MARC file. You would not be concerned with what existed
in the past.

This is really an essential condition for efficiency, because if you do
not free the cataloging operation from the necessity of constantly relating
to the past, there is no possibility of having any true on-line cataloging
and no possibility of meaningful, decentralized input.

There are a series of problems here, of course, because when you get to
things like shelflisting, you have the same problem. Shelflisting is done in
relation to the totality of all of the call numbers that a-library has estab-
lished in that class, and particularly as done at the Library of Congress,
where shelflisting is a form of close classification, this is a very intricate
and costly process. For that reason, among others, we have been considering
the possibility of a different form of shelflisting that would emancipate us
from having to see the whole file in order to add 2 new item to the classi-
fied erder of materials.

The relationship between the old catalog and the new machine data base
is a very delicate one. After all, if at the time of closing the catalog, we
have establ ished according to our estimate more than three million headings,
many of them at considerable cost, we have a considerable investment in a
large body of valuable information.

It is reasonable to ask: How would this information be used with re-
spect to corporate names? 1 think one can safely say that, since the Library
of Congress rarely establishes any corporate name without research, the first
place that the cataloger would look would be in the old catalog and he would,

- in fact, make use of this information. It would not be lost, and the possi-

bility would be open to make a link, a reference in the new data base, that
pointed to the form of name used in the old catalog. In the case of personal
names, however, one could not undertake to do that. It stands to reason

that going through all of those Hans Miillers for the luxury of being able to
point to the old form of name is not a realistic way to operate. As a matter
of fact, it is very difficult to operate as we do now, and it is not unknown
for us to make misattributions.

The serious question for this group, of course, and the one that we will
want to get into with the reactor panel and later, is: What are the implica-
tions of such an action by the Library of Congress for other libraries?
Clearly, each library has to consider, in the light of its own resources, its
own needs, and clientele, many, many conditions that the Library of Congress
cannot possibly anticipate. Each library has to decide what is the best solu-
tion for it. The methods for effecting change that were described earlier
are the methods that are open to any library faced with large-scale or, for
that matter, relatively smallascale changes. Some libraries beginning to feel
the strains that the Library of Congress does, would opt for starting a new
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catalog. This has been done in the past. The New York Public Library did it
as a way of coping with the growth and deterioration of its catalog. The
National Agricultural Library did it as a way of adopting the Anglo-American
Cataloging Rules. So closing a catalog cannot be so unthinkablé&, because
these libraries not only thought about it, but they did it. Of course other
libraries having smaller catalogs and compelling reasons for doing so might
resort to one of the other techniques that have been suggested.

I think it may be helpful to say in this connection that we are not
dealing with a problem that is capable of a perfect solution. I am not even
sure there are any good solutions, but I am reasonably sure that there are
some solutions that will, at least as far as the Library of Congress is con-
cerned, be forced upon us. John Updike once wrote that actuality is a rumning
impoverishment of possibility. I think that those of you concerned with the
administration of large research libraries see the truth of that every day in

There is a tendency in talking about problems of this kind to consider
them from the standpoint of some intellectual framework, to deal in terms of
concepts and what ought to be, and to yearn for perfection. This is where we
frequently fall into the hands of the law givers, whose task is frequently
limited to chiseling things in stome and not to really implementing what they
decree.

As an antidote for this kind of thinking, T would like tc close by quot-
ing an observation that a wise old coot named Sam Lewis once made. He said:
"People are hung up on concepts. They can't solve problems because the solu-
tions interfere with the concepts."

MR. WELSH: For those people who tend to think in negative terms, it is esasy
to dismiss this problem simply in terms of closing the card cataleg. For
those of us who try to think in positive terms, this is an opportunity to
start something afresh and utilize the fantastic power of the computer. It
would take the Processing Department at least a full day to try to impart to
you our feeling of confidence about the state of automation. You cannot have
a Henriette Avram on your staff without coming away with the feeling that we
are on the threshold of brave new developments. In fact, they are already
here.

It is unfortunate that there is not time to give you the full preview.
I hope that all of you have read John Rather's paper because there are many
assumptions there that are important to all of us. We are, for example, pro-
ducing some of our book catalogs from machine~readable copy now. The plan is,
and it is moving along very rapidly, to have all of our book catalogs produced -
from machine-readable copy, which will decrease the delays in the issuance of
bibliographic data that Mr. Rosenthal spoke about. Specifically, on the MARC
data base, we now have all current English-language cataloging, all French,
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and all AV, As of the first of January, we are beginning to input German,
Spanish und Portuguese. The 1976 budget request includes staff for the
records in Italian, Romanian, Scandinavian and Dutch. Hopefully, the 1977
request will include Cyrillic; 1978, other roman-alphabet languages; and 1979,
nonroman languages. This is the plan, but the important thing now is that by
the end of calendar year 1975. we will have all English, all French, all AV,
all German, all Spanish, and all Portuguese, about 60 percent of our current
cataloging going into MARC form. These languages are terribly important to
all of you out there, so we are moving ahead as rapidly as possible and the
plan is quite clear. Thank you,

& kK & %
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THE VIEW FROM THE LARGE RESEARCH LIBRARY

JUDITH CORIN: Mr. Rosentchal has provided a view of hroad trends and long-
term developments in the large research library. T would like to share

with you some of the more immediate concerns related to specific changes
that have taken place or appear to be imminent.

There has been a great deal of discussion, much has been written and we
have heard impassioned reactions to de:uperimposition, proposed LC subject
heading changes and LC's Cuttering system. These reactions are hardly sur-
prising, for large librarics under the best circumstances lecok forward to
change with some trepidation due to the size of their collections and re-
cords. When you add budget constraints, the problems may seem insurmountable.
Concerns expressed relate not only to processing, but shelving arrangements
and to lihrary users, both patrons and staff.

Desuperimposition, it is.felt, would require us to discontinue some long
standing practices and to alter many of our records. We are presently estab-
lishing only those entries which are new to our records according to the
Angle-American Cataloging Rules. With the implementation of desuperimposi-
tion the AACR would be used regardless of any previous entry. How to or
whether to link old and new citries is a major issue. The largest number of
these changes would occur in corporate entries, which would be entered di-
rectly under the name of the group rather than by place or the parent insti-
tution, resulting in a large volume of cards under nondistinctive words,
such as '"university" or "institute."

Personal author entries will also be affected as new entries will be
made under the form of the name favored by the author. Pseudonyms and ini-
tials will be used rathor than full or established names. Prefixes in for-
eign names will pose another problem. We will be entering the Ttalian name
"D'Annunzio" rather than "Annunzio, DN'" for example.

These changes will also create discrepancies between old Cutter numbers
and new entries. Unless a program of reclassification is undertaken, this
change will affect the arrangement of volumes in the stacks. Processing
departments will be addressing questions relating to card modification,
shifting of cards in the Public Catalog, and the preparation of needed re-
ference and authority files. The ordering sections, process and standing
order files and serials records may have to be reviewed. Bibliographic
search staffs will desuperimpose entries from existing bibliographies and
public service units will have to devote time to the retraining of library
patrons’and staff.

In addition to desuperimposition, LC is considering subject heading
changes. It is probable that i{ they close their catalog, new subject head-
ings will not necessarily rclate to previous headings. If they do not close
the catalog the scale of change is uncertain, although based on what we sce
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as the current rate change, we presume that changes will still be substan-
tial. There are many benefits to he derived from a revamping of LC su
headings, such as modernization, reform and simplication of terminology:
"European War, 1914-1918" to "World War I, 1914-1918" or "Electronic Calcu-
lating Machines' to "Computers' or 'Women as Doctors' to just plain "Women
Doctors." It is also possible that fuller coverage may be provided in the
use, for example, of duplicate but reversed headings for local geographic
interest -- ”Agriiulturé - California - Los Angeles'" and "Los Angeles - Agri-
culture." This would increase the nmumber of cards for affected entries by

40 peroent.

We have discussed three alternatives for dealing with desuperimposition
and subject heading revisio..s:
1) Maintaining a single card catalog with both forms of entry and pro-
viding a ''see also" network.

2) Starting a second catalog using AACR and providing a "see also' net-
work between the old and new catalogs.

(In both of the above instances, a decision would hLave to be made as to
whether division would be based on date of imprint or date of cataloging.)

Maintaining a single card catalog, changing headings on short files
to agree with additions under AACR and physically moving long files
into AACR locations without changing entries. ''See" references
rather than "'see also's" would be provided. This option would re-
quire maximum single time work, but a minimum long-range time invest-
ment.

¥
B

The question of adopting the LC Cuttering system must be considered as a
local issue and resolved individuaily. Those libraries maintaining closed
stacks will have less of a problem in adjusting to this change. However, the
value of consistency in classification for open-stack collections is a question
that must be considered. Open-stack collections with scattered holdings of
works, editions, translations or authors will have potential effect on the
user who may have developed a dependency on these volumes being shelved to-
gether in the stacks. The benefits, however, of adopting LC Cutter numbers
would derive from time saved in processing. Any way of getting books on the
shelves more quickly and economically, while reducing variations in cataloging
between libraries has much to commend it. And so the trade-offs must be
considered.

These are some of the issues that we have been studying, and we are going to
be raising many questions, but not for the purpose of trying to influence LC
to desist from any plans for change. We do not question LC's need to plan
for change. We recognize their problems of coping with internal work loads.
We also recognize the great value of developing a systematic and consistent
bibliographical data base which appears to be their goal. Our growing
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dependence on and cooperation with LC however creates a need for more com-
munication and dialogue between us -- and here we do have feelings of con-
cern and uncertainty. We would like to feel assured that changes occur in
an organized sequence of events and know that LC will announce its decisions
regarding changes well in advance of implementing them. Large research li-
braries need as much as six months to a year for preparation, depending on
the extent of change.

There are questions that I think we should be raising such as whether

or not LC plans to desuperimpos= headings already in the MARC data base and
if so, how would this be accomplished? We would like to know if authority
information on newly desuperimposed headings will be available, as this
would facilitate local generation of machine-produced authority cards and
cross-references. We have questions regarding the handling of serials:
1) Is LC considering desuperimposing serials at an earlier date than mono-
graphs; if so, why and how would they reconcile the conflict in the public
catalog? 2) How is LC planning tc handle catalog snd serial department re-
cords for current serials and multi-volume mcnographs? And many more.

Should we not be planning together and responding to these questions in
advance of LC implementations so that we may all realize the possible advaa-
tages in these changes?

# Kk % %

groups addressing these problems during the past year, and voth groups re-
cently submitted preliminary or Phase I reports, partly in preparation for
this program. In the work that these groups have done, we have been very
appreciative of the willingness of the Library of Congress to talk with us
and to make available pertinent documentation. I am not a member of the
Berkeley group, but I have close liaison with them, aind T would like to men-
tion a few of the most significant points in the Phase I Berkeley Report.

JOSEPH A. ROSENTHAL: As Ms. Corin implied, both Berkeley and UCLA have had

The Berkeley and UCLA Groups considered much the same options that Ms.Corin
outlined, and those options were regarded as the most viable and possible in
relaticn to desuperimposition. The Berkeley recommendation at this time
(and 1 should indicate that this is the report of the Future of the Catalogs
Subcommittee and will not necessarily become the policy of the Berkeley Li-
brary) is that we should not close our catalogs simply because of impending
desuperimposition., Although desuperimposition by the Library of Congress
would be a very strong inducement to close catalogs, nevertheless, we do rnot
feel that it is a sufficient inducement. If desuperimposition is adopted
by the Library of Congress, the feeling of the group at this time is that
we should continue our existing catalogs, transferring files under super-
imposed headings to new desuperimposed headings. We should not start

32

[
~J




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

a new catalog either by date of catalcging or date of imprint or continue
our existing catalogs with split files.

The Berkeley Group, ond I think the UCIA Group s well, has identified
two very important techmical goals. We feel it i» most important to aim for
the reception and/or the input of all current cataloging in machine-readab.e
form. Why? Because the machine-readable format will give us the flexibility
we need co accommodate change and the capability tc distribute and to ex-
change data within our own library and with other libraries. A second goal
to which we are very much committed is a machine-based authority file. Here
we are talking particularly about name authorities and seriess information,
because in large part the goal of a machine-based subject authority file has
already been met, thanks to the efforts of the Library of Congress and other
libraries.

We recognize certain areas as being particularly difficult. These pro-
blem arcas are not mutually exclusive; when you zot then in combination,
they are really bad news. One is serials. A second is one that I talked a
little about before -- bibliographic communication and coordinatien with
the immediately adjacent levels of activity, the branch libraries, other
University of California libraries, other libraries in California and the
West, and, of course, our direct contact and communication with the Library
of Congress. The reception and exchange of data between and among these
adjacent levels of activity, and our ability to communicate what we believe
are areas of common interest and common problems is of prime importance, as
well as prime difficulty.

I would like to read just a few statements from the Berkelcy Committee's
Report concerning branch libraries.

Special problems are posed by the Berkeley system of 21 branch
libraries, each with its own card catalog. Although the branch cata-
logs are exceedingly costly to maintain, there are no simple substi-
tutes. Each branch is a special library with a special collection
serving a specialized clientele. If it is to satisfy branch needs,
a future catalog should provide: 1)some means of incorporating into
a central record materials now locally cataloged; 2) some mechanism
for accommodating local modifications to centrally cataloged mater-
iazls, and as a subset of that latter point, an indication in local
public records of special locations for ~eference, reserve and other
branch subcollections and adaptation of central cataloging to meet
needs of special clientele; for example, additional added entries,
modified subject hecadings, addition of geographical and foreign sub-
divisions, etc.

1 mention these points not necessarily because I am completely sympa-
thetic with them. They are, however, vitally held concerns of our line
librarians, librarians who serve a large and vocal clientele in our librar-
jes, and I think they are problems with which many of the libraries repre-

sented at this meeting are well acquainted.
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I would ask: Apart from the consequences of the closing of the catalog
of the Library of Congress and apart from the consequences of desuper:imposi-
tion, are there compelling reasons per se for the University of California,
Berkeley, and other research libraries to close card catalogs right now? A
vital consideration here is the present and future costs of maintaining what
we now have. Do we know what those costs are? We at ~rkeley have some
figures, but we have not presented them, for we have not yet outlined them
adequately. Can we compare these costs and the future expenses of continu-
ing our present card catalog with alternatives? We know, for example, that
in all probability it costs us upwards of $100,000 a year simply to file into
our catalogs. And these are by no =eans the only costs. Although we can
estimate current costs, we find it difficult at this point to know with any
precision what future catalog options will cost, much less to guage satis-
factorily the benefits or disadvantages that these options will have for our
users.

A consideration in favor of closing card catalogs is the present unsat-
isfactory distribution of data. The branches have access only to what they
hold, and we do not in our central cataloging facility provide them with
adequate links, adequate cross references. In fact, we do not provide them
with any cross references; they make their own. At Berkeley we do not have
a satisfactory way of indicating all changes in centrai cataloging to the
branch libraries and to the catalogs that they maintain. We would hope

that with new catalogs we could provide some, if not all, of these services.

There might be compelling reasons to close off our catalogs (and I am
not speaking for the Berheley Committee, I am speaking for myself now} if
the product after closing were a marked improvement, if it answered some, OT

a great many of our present inadequacies. Unless we can be reasonably cer-
tain of significant improvement, however, we should proceed very cautiously.
The card catalog system has a great deal to recommend it, despite all the

slurs that we have thrown at it this morning. Moreover, we know that if we
close the present card catalogs we will necessarily face the consequences of
having to conduct many, if not all, scarches in two files. Therefore, improve-
ment must be areat enough to more than compensate for this fundamental dis-
advantage.

How, then, do the anticipated actions of the Library of Ccngrass affect
the rest of us, and how should we be influenced by them? Both desuperim-
position and the closing of the Library of Congress catalogs are attractive
in some ways. In my opinion it is unfortunate that the two actions are not
occurring simultaneously. Desuperimposition, although its effects will be
costly and troublesome in the short run, might be mest easily handled by
splitting the catalogs. Conversely if the Library of Congress splits 1its
catalogs, there would be a number of advantages on the local scene to acting
in coancert with the Library of Congress. We could change filing rules. We
could plan our own cataloging to be entirely machine-readable in form, and
we could organize our bhibliographic products so as to give significantly
greater scrvice to our users than we do now.



We at Berkelev are not ready to place all of our cataloging in machine-
readable form, and we have not decided what the future outputs should be.
We recognize, however, that if we do have all current cataloging in machine-
readable form, there is great potential advantage in flexibility of outputs,
whether they be in card form (which ranks rather low on the totem pole), in
book form, in microform, in on-line access or in some combination of these.

Desuperimposition now or in the next couple of years will add to the pre-
sent inadequacies of our bibliographic system, not help them. It will lead
to a very considerable amount of effort on the part of catalogers in every
research library and in many other libraries as well, in changing headings,
in planning for physical reorganization of the catalogs, and in making con-
necting links. TIs this efrort justified? There is much that I find admir-
able in John Rather's paper on the future of catalog control in the Library
of Congress, but it is written from the viewpoint of the Library of Congress,
and particularly of the Processing Department of the Library of Congress.
Although implications for other libraries are mentioned, I do not think that
Mr. Rather would claim to have considered those implications comprehensively
or exhaustively. They are serious implications, and in all likelihood, they
will have expensive consequences for us.

If the Library of Congress sees a clear need to close the catalogs in
1979 or 1980, should we not all attempt to wor: together in order to realize
possible advantages in collectively closing our catalogs”’ Would it not be
advantageous to consider the institution of desuperimposition at that time
and to plan for it in the interim? Among the planning aids that our librar-
jans at Berkeley envision as helpful, is to have the Library of Congress give
us in advance a list, not necessarily exhaustive, of headings that would be
affected by desuperimposition for the purpose of checking such headings
against our own catalogs and files and making adjustments at our own pace.

A second area in which we might be able to work together is that of the
development of a machine-based authority file control system at the Library

of Congress, which would be available to the rest of the library community
on-line and in book form or microform.

Between now and 1979 or 1980, could we not plan to study intensively
subject heading structure with a view to significant improvement after clos-
ing the catalogs?

Speaking from the Berkeley viewpoint, we feel there is a very definite
need to assemble cost data relating to present operations from the point of
view of the future of the catalogs. We need to assemble what is available,
and we need to do this on a continuing and updated basis in the way of cost
projections for the most likely options for the future, including such things
as equipment for microform catalogs and displays, machine and software costs
(both developiental and operational), the production cost of book catalogs
and microform catalogs. We need to experiment with some of the product op-
tions. At Berkeley we are beginning to be in a position to do this. For
example, we are experimenting with & microform in-process list, with &

35

30



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

microform list of serial publications, with the Mansell NUC catalog as a
substitute for a depository catalog in card form, and we need to determine
user receptivity to these options.

Finally, and this is implicit in everything I have said so far, if and
when the Library of Congress closes its catalogs, we need to plan for both
desuperimposition and the closing of our own.
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REACTOR PANEL AND DISCUSSION

MR. PAUL FASANA: I have been asked to summarize the New Yerk Public Library's
experience in closing its card catalogs and implementing a computer-based
catalog system. I propose to do this primarily in terms of The Research
Libraries. It should be kept in mind, hcwever, that two vast and separate
catalog systems were involved. The size of The Research Libraries' card
catalog system in 1972, the year it was vofficially closed", was 30 million
cards filed in more than 14 separate divisional catalogs. The Branch Libraries'
card catalog system consisted of more than 150 branch catalogs.

In January 1972, The New York Public Library implemented an automated book
catalog (ABC) system simultaneously for The Research Libraries and The EBranch
Libraries. The systems, though based on the same set of computer programs, are
separate, The major product currently produced in each is a photocomposed book
catalog. Since the implementation of the system, more than 200,000 titles have
been cataloged and input to The Research Libraries' bibliographic data base,
and 180,000 titles in the Branch Libraries' system.

During the three years since the ABC was implemented, The Research Libraries
have gained considerable firsthand experience in implementing and experimenting
with new procedures and computer technology, while simultaneously phasing out
a large, antiquated cataloging system. Though painful at times, the results
have more than met our expectations. I would like to focus my comments today
on two aspects of our experience:

1. The implementation of the automated book cataleg system and
its effect on procedures and productivity.

2. The phasing out of the retrospective card catalog system.

Implemsg}atignﬁgfﬁthe ABC

Within the context of system implementation, two facets of NYPL's experience
are pertinent to today'’s discussion:

1. Technical Efficacy
2. Productivity

Technical efficacy. The design of the ABC is based on the concept of building

< data base of bibliographic records under full and automatic control. No

other system currently in use that I am aware of achieves this same objective

to the same degree. The data base is made up of an authority control file

and a bibliographic file. The system, as evaluated and tested during the

past three years of full production operation, indicates that the initial

effort and expenditure of money (estimated at two million dollars) was justified;
and has allowed the Research Libraries to abanden its retrospective cataloging
policies, catalogs and procedures and fully adopt LC practice and AACR, main-
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taining all the while systematic linkages with the retrospective catalog
system. The system, in addition, 1s able %o accommodate current changes in
policy and practice, and allow rapid anéd automatic upgrading of records and
entry data. Recently, for example, LC changed the heading Canada. Bureau of
Statistics to Canada. Statistics Canada which affected more than 275 entries
in the catalog. With a simple change to the authority file, all records using
the heading - main, added, or subject - were changed and appeared in correct
form in the next month cumulation. A computer system can, if properly
designed, enhance changing standards and practices. 7

Productivity. The most dramatic advantages of the system can be seen in terms
of productivity. In the area of cataloging, for example, there has been during
the past three yzars more than a 50 percent increase in the number of titles
cataloged (from approximately 50,000 new titles in 1971 to approximately
78,000 in 1974). During the same period, there actually has been a reduction
in the number of catalogers employed. This is a vesult in part of changing

to AACR, but it also reflects changes in procedures which could only have been
done because of computer support and products, especially in the area of
searching and authority work. Increases in productivity of the same magnitude
have been realized in other areas as well, including such operat.ons as filing,
typing, and searching. 7

it was estimated a year or so ago that the cost of running the system (a
very difficult matter to pin down with precision) was almost entirely offset
by the number of positions eliminated in filing and card production. If one
adds to these savings the value of the additional positions that would have
been required had the manual system been continued to maintain the existing
level of processing (or to increase the level of processing to compare with
productivity in the automated system) the system is probably costing less.

The Retrospective Catalog System

Though a great deal of detailed planning had gone into the design and
development of the book catalog, little preliminary planning was done relative
to the phasing-out and locking-up of the retrospective system of card catalogs.
This was probably due in large part to the fact that virtually no experience
existed at that time to guide library planners. This lack of pre-planning
had proved both positive and negative. 1 personally feel that had we attempted
to do exhaustive pre-planning in this area before making the decision to close
the catalog, the problems would have seemed so overwhelming that we might not
have undertaken the effort.

There are at least four major areas of concern that must be dealt with:
retraining of staff; phasing-out of procedures and cleaning up of materials
in process; the physical closing of catalogs; and preservation of catalogs.
I would like to comment briefly on each.

1. Retraining of Staff. Since the implementation of the book catalog meant
that we wore abandoning unique NYPL cataloging policies and practices and
adopting AACR, the amount of training that was necessary may not be indicative
of what can be expected in other libraries. However, it might be of interest
for comparative purposes. Retraining of Cataloging Branch staff took place
over a period of 18 months and began with intensive lecture/demonstration
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sessions lasting for about two months; six to eight months of practical
application followed during which time catalogers were required to perform
"dual' cataloging (that is, cataloging the same title according to
retrospective rules and again according to AACR); and finally, a period

of ten to 12 months during which all cataloging had to be exhaustively revised.
Even after this expenditure of ecffort, continued vigilance has been necessary
to keep catalogers from reverting to past practices. We find even today that
out of a staff of 34 professional and 18 paraprofessional catalogers that
there are at least three or four catalogers who have not, and probably never
will be able to make the change.

2. Phasing out of procedures and materials. Changing from one system to
another Tequires cleaning up of materials that are in process, where "in pro-
cess' can mean, as we found, something that has been around from one month
to ten to 15 years. We began by deciding that all material having a 1972
or later imprint had to be input to the ABC, while other in-process materials
could for a year be processed for either system depending upon difficuley.

This proved to be unwise and too permissive. Before the end of the first

year a new directive was issuec stating that for monographs, all new cataloging
would cease and that all catalogers would be given a month or so to clean up
snags and current backlogs. The "month or so'' for certain catalogers dragged

on for several months. Serial catalogers were initially given a six-month
reprieve; this dragged on to almost a year. To enforce these target dates,

we eventually had to declare that all official catalogs were "closed", but

even then it was not until we actually began to put the main official catalog

on microfilm and withdraw the cards from use were we sure that all retrospective
cataloging activities had stopped.

3. Closing of the Catalogs. In order to accommodate filing arrearages,
serial work, and cloaning up of snmags, the official closing of the entire
card catalog network was spread out over a three-year period. The process of
closing a system of catalogs as large and interrelated as ours has proved to
be quite difficult, A primary objective is to ensure that the closing of all
catalogs is synchronized; by that I mean that all catalogs as of a certain
date are frozen. If this is not done, differences and discrepancies begin to
exist among catalogs which if allowed to continue for any length of time
become critical. Within The Research Libraries the following schedule was
used to close and "lock-up" catalogs: Official (or work) Catalogs were closed
as of January 1973; Public Catalogs (except for the main Public Catalog) were
closed as of January 1974; and finally, the main Public Catalog was closed as
of 1 January 1975.

A word about the amount of effort spent to date on the Public Catalog is
of interest. The Public Catalog is a file of more than .1l million cards. As
of 1 January 1975, three years after the official closing of the catalog, we
had finally reached that point where all cards had been interfiled and most
"snags" had been reconciled. This clean-up effort required a staff of 13
working virtually full time. We have not yet undertaken the rehabilitation
and preservation of the Public Catalog, an effort that we estimate will
take three to four years and cost on the order of 1.5 to two million dollars.
Overall, I estimate that during the past three years we have spent more than
75 man years of effort cleaning up and closing the various official and
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rublic catalogs within The Research Libraries.

4. Preservation. The thorniest problem to deal with in closing a catalog
is what to do with it once you have closed it. A catalog will continue to be
used, therefore will have to be maintained and preserved. Because of the
importance of the collections and catalogs, most (12 out of 14) of the Research
Libraries' divisional catalogs have at one point or another been filmed and
published in bookform by G.K. Hall § Co. Our preservation strategy, therefore,
for divisional catdlogs has been to work with G.K. Hall to produce supplements
for all prevlau51) published catalogs which dovetail with ABC. Most Divisions
have at this time in bookform a complete book catalog of their collections.
This solution is neat and straightforward.

Filming and printing a card catalog resolves the problems of preservation;
in turn however, a new set of problems is created. How does one cope with a
record which is frozen at a point in time? What does one do about serials?
Lost books? There are no sinple solutions.

With the Main Public Catalog, we have a different set of preservation pro-,
blens to contend with. Because of its size and physical condition, we feel
that we cannot simply close it and photograph it "as is'" as we have done with
divisional catalogs. Instead, before filming, cards must be '"rehabilitated."
The cost however, is enormous. We estimate that rehabilitation alone will
cost on the order of 1.5 million dollars. Once rehabilitated the Public
Catalog would then have to be microfilmed for preservation. The cost of filming
is on the order of $300,000.

o

The problem is critical. The Libraries do not have the money to undertake
these essential efforts, yet they cannot afford not to. We know that if we do
nothing, essentially abandon the Public Catalog, that deterioration of cards
will continue and probably accelerate. At present, we estimate that 25 to 30
percent of the cards in the Public Catalog are severely affected by deterioration;
we project that within the next five to ten years, if we do nothing, the number
of cards affected will increase to 30 or 40 percent. The cost of rehabilitation
if delayed will increase dramatically.

Conclusion

In closing, I would like to emphasize the following: computer technology
has advanced to a stage where it can effectively and economically be used to
replace manual cataloging procedures. More importantly a computer-based
cataloging system, if properly designed, can provide the capability of linking
retrQSpé£t1V§ and prospective catalogs, and facilitate future change and in-
novation. These capabilities enhance the pO%&lbllltV of being able to close
one's card catalog yet maintain continuity in terms of a library's bibliographic

record.

And finally, the idea of closing one's card catalog is frightening and bold.
If one attempts to identify and resolve in advance all problems to everyone's
satisfaction then probably nothing will get donc. Both ideas recquire decisive
action. The real need at this point, in mind, is to make the decision and go

forward.
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MR. HUGH ATKINSON: Since the Library of Congress is going to close its catalog,
it seems to me none of us should underestimate the effect such closing will
have on our libraries. No matter what the plans the Library of Congress has
for continuing any of its present services, such decisions do affect us even
more radically than we believe.

The thing that interests me most about the Library of Congress decision
is the analysis of why LC should choose the option toward which it seems to
be moving. No matter the differences of scale, many of the same problems are
facing each of us. The first of these problems is the expense -- the costs
of keeping up our catalogs is an amount totaling over six figures a year.
Second, we all have a continuous demand for a unified file of current materials.
That is, access to the order file, the in-process files, the catalog of what
we have received recently, and the shelflist and official catalogs in a single
source has been demanded by either library staffs or library patrons.

The provision of that kind of unified file of current information does not
seem to be practical with the card catalog as we know it. If one can build
such a file, it is very, very expensive. We do not now have the ability to
add very well the kind of indexing and cataloging and access that agencies
other than the Library of Congress or certain other libraries have been willing
to develop. Thc content of the ERIC indexing, of the indexing and abstracting
provided by the professional societies and abstracting services, has not been
seriously disputed. The problem is we have not been able to find a way to
translate the data into the form that we wish to use it, and this inability
has arisen generally because of the form of the card catalog. The changing
language of the access to our collections has been a continuous problem. Some
libraries, such as those in Great Britain, tended to ignore the problem and
just not try to have consistency. It is to this problem that those who speak
of superimposition referred, as well as to the other problems of "linkage."
These, I believe, are the general problems which we hoped to ameliorate when
we at Ohio State made the decision that we cannot continue to provide access
to the collections through the card catalog.

In our particular case we have a few other problems that some of you share
and some do not. First of all, we are committed to decentralization, even
greater decentralization than we have now. We now have 22 department libraries
and four graduate reading libraries. 1 would assume that the future will bring
us closer to 30 or 35, but the concept of the Main Library is going out of
style, even more rapidly than it was before.

We have a steady state budget, more or less, and the demand for reallocation

of the library's resources is felt both within the library staff and on the

part of the university community. We simply cannot continue to perform the
expensive kinds of analysis required for original cataloging for example, of
books in physics in order to preserve consistency when we cannot afford to

keep the physics library open; when we cannot afford to continue some of the
journals. -Under such circumstance choices will be imposed on us. I am sure
you have all heard statements such as '"Why do you have to catalog everything

at $14 a volume when that $14 would buy us a journal subscription?”
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goes on in the back room, or at least, change the system to one which allows
~an individual group, a department, a college, a library, to choose out of

its total allocation of resources of book budge. , of journal subscriptions,

of cataloging, of acquisition costs, of reference costs and circulation costs,

how much it wishes to allocate to each of the four major activities bf

libraries: circulation, reference, cataloging and acquisition. Such allo-

cation will vary from department to department. As long as we are centralized,

we cannot make those reallocations department by department, at least not well.

Another thing that I note is that large libraries are unhappy places in

 the back rooms. I am now pretty well convinced that no library unit should
be larger than the "primal tribe' of some 12 to 13 people; somehow large groups
do not function well in this age of the greening of American libraries. They
may have worked in the past, but not now. The only way that I can see to get
us down to the primal tribe, to decentralization, is, in fact, through electronic
centralization, through the electronic imposition of certain kinds of standards
and certain accountability. That means, in fact, closing the card catalog.

Another aspect of librarianship which is beset with problems is the inter-
library loan activity. The costs are outrageous and I would like to see a
drastic reduction in such expense. The electronics may provide us with the
ability to do so. Electronics are distance independent. Maybe we can reduce the
amount of labor it takes to get an interlibrary loan in or out. The ability
to query machine files, computer catalogs, would allow us to both reduce
the cost and improve the speed and accuracy of the service.

It seems to me the complexity of most research libraries is growing even
faster than the size of the Library of Congress catalogs, and additional

complexity means that the library responsibility to provide systems which

handle complexity is even greater, especially since library systems are
expected to be used by the patron in a "self-service" fashion. That is we

assume by where the catalog is placed, by the form of the catalog, and by the
instructions in its use that people will use it themselves. We may provide
that gesture called the Catalog Information Desk only because we do recognize
that some of our students and very few of our faculty are not able to read in
consistent ways. Nevertheless, it is but a gesture.

Through the continuation of our bibliographic access through computers we
can then provide the ability of the system to impose professional knowledge
between the records and the patron. It is no longer so clearly a self-service
operation; those who can use the catalog will do so knowing that they are using
a complex tool. The way our card catalogs are now set up, libraries imply
that these are easy tools to use.

Even if we all agree that we should change the form of our system of
bibliographic access it is still a most difficult change to effect. I think
that many of the problems that the UCLA-Berkeley Study Groups have come up
with exist in our present system. I do not see them any more difficult than
the "see also" reference and the whole question of superimposition. In fact,
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with some kinds of computer searching you do not have to deal with concepts
of single points of entry; most of the general search programs do allow you
to search word by word. Italian surnames might not be a problem if you are
using Lockheed's DIALOG system or SDC's ORBIT or BASIS-70. Most computer
systems will search either way, and the patron does not have to choose one
way and one way only. The ability to search either by the subject heading,
by added entry or by any word in the title may get us out of many of the
problems outlined with the linkage.

In Ohio we have been aided by the OCLC decision to purchase one of the
three great commercially available searching systems, BASIC-70, ORBIT or
DIALOG. It will be implanted in the OCLC system some time in this coming
year. This will provide us with the ability to have subject access and word-
by-word access to the records that we have cataloged in the last three years.

We will by the end of this coming year all be in the same situation that
the Library of Congress is expecting to be in in 1979 or 1980 -- that of
producing all cataloging in machine-readable form. Once the decision is made
at the Library of Congress to transliterate, which was one of the big stumbling
blocks before now, we will be able to take even further advantage of the OCLC.
system to produce catalog records in such a form. The OCLC will also be
providing the basic program that we will use to continue the catalog.

The hardware, whether you analyze it by the actual cost or per unit stored
cost or any of the other ways of analyzing, is becoming cheaper. We can now
rent dumb terminals, not smart ones, but still terminals, at $100 a month.
Even if we have to rent 20 for the Main Library, and three in each of the
department libraries, we can provide bibliographic access still cheaper than
through human labor, which is compounding at 15 percent a year {at least, that
is what our clerical employees seem to have gotten in the last three years).
The catalog is not just a one hundred-some-thousand dollar operation to maintain;
it is a 200,000 dollar item in five years, and that is an expense that we can
not afford. Thank you.

MR. RUTHERFORD ROGERS: We have talked a lot about the catalog as a problem.

I hope we will not forget (as John Cronin repeatedly reminded us at the Library
of Congress) that the Library of Congress catalog is the greatest bibliographic
instrument in the world, and I think it always will be. The same assessment
applies to the catalogs within our own institutions.

I would like to compliment the other people who have preceded me, and
particularly those from the Library of Congress, on their presentations. Even
though the terrible things that Fremont Rider predicted have not come to pass
at Yale, I happen to think our days are numbered, and that we cannot go on
maintaining a card catalog, both because of the expense, and because of the
real estate problem: we are simply running out of space. We have just
expanded our catalog substantially. That will probably get us through five
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years. By desecrating the main library, we might make other expansion that
might take us through another ten years; so I am saying that by 1985 or
1990, we are simply going to be forced to do something different.

about how library processes are falling apart. I really believe that we are
moving into a period when we are going to have to do something about the card
catalog. I fully believe the Library of Congress when they say there really
is no other option. They are going to have to close their catalog, and it

is not just the cost of the Catalog Management Division that requires the
move, there are a lot of other reasons.

I happen to have been at the Library of Congress when the decison was made
to superimpose. It is easy to look back now and say what a lousy decision
that was; I recognize that it was a bad decision. But I do not think the
Library of Congress at that time had any more stupidity per capita than the
rest of the library profession, and I doubt that it does now. There were
reasons why that decision had to be made, and I believe we are going to work
our way out of the problem thus created by closing the catalog. It seems to
me that the Library of Congress has suggested some very ingenious solutions
and, like all great discoveries, very simple ways of dealing with this problem.

I have never heard an art historian talk about the Library of Congress
subject headings or its classification in their field, without their declaring:
“"They're impossible."” I do hope that if we are going to start a new catalog,
that we will not rush into it so fast that we do not solve some of the in-
firmities that now face us at the Library of Congress and at other places.
Transliteration is a big problem in this country. It is also a problem that
is engaging those concerned with universal bibliographical control at the
international level. Believe me, this is something that is not going to be
solved overnight. I know that some people are a little concerned -about what
will happen as far as Cuttering is concerned if there is a radical change in
the Library of Congress, but this does not concern me in the least. Anybody
who has gone through a.reclassification as I have done in two large university
libraries, knows that people find very readily that they can work with at
least two major divisions in a book collection, and I think that this problem
is really de minimis.

All of the research libraries of any importance outside of the Library of
Congress are going to have to continue to follow the Library of Congress, and
I think inevitably this means we ought to be looking without any reservation
toward an automated on-line system. My question is: Are we going to be ready
in time to take advantage of this system when the Library of Congress feels
that it has to move?

I hope no one will go away from here today without remembering something
that has been said repeatedly, and which will bear reiteration: we simply
have to have an authority file that can be used by everybody. I do not see
how that is going to be possible without following what the Library of Congress
has proposed.
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Is there any chance that we might be able to look to LC as a direct source
of machine-readable records? 1 think therc are alrcady danger signals as far
as regicnal bibliographical systems arc concerned. The data base is already
becoming immense; it is going to become much greater, and there are major
difficulties in maintaining it.

Finally, I wonder if perhaps we might be worrying a little too much about
subject access. Those of you who have read Ben Lipetz' bench mark study on
this realize that subject access is not of prime importance to our users. It
is not even the indispensable thing in a research library. As a matter of
fact, it is surprising how little subject access comes into play in a big
collection.

Is there any chance that we could rely more heavily on the Mansell Catalog
as a retrospective record and not worry as much as we do about the fate of
the existing system?

The division of the catalog into two parts does not concern me any more
than having the book collection divided into a couple of parts in the stack.
Any scholar who does research in depth is likely to work in a half-dozen
libraries. The fact that he might have to work in two files in one of our
libraries, I think, is something that users will soon adjust themselves to.
Right now we have supplemented our card catalog with a computer-output
microfilm in-process list. People learn to use this with ease, and they are
glad that it is available. This suggests to me that we should not under-
estimate the capacity of our users to adapt to new developments.

*® & % %

MR. BASIL STUART-STUBBS: Question: why are you hitting your head on the wall?
Answer: because it feels so nice when I stop. That is such an old joke that
it does not get many laughs, but I cannot comprehend the orgiastic pleasure
that we are all going to experience if eventually we conclude that we are all
going to close card catalogs. I do have this feeling of conservatism welling
up from the audience that there is just going to be a tendency to go on study-
ing the problem and delaying the decision.

Now in terms of my library, I have already made that decision: we -have to
close the card catalog. We have to close it because it is costing too much,
and it is going to cost more, and we have to clpse it as Mr. Rogers has to
close his for reasons of physical space.

I also have to be concerned about the fate of the National Union Catalogue
in the National Library of Canada, because I am the Chairman of the Task Group
investigating that. We have investigated that now for three years, and we
are still looking at the complications of closing catalogs, but I am equally

that is a machine-readable catalog.

But how do we take advantage of machine-based systems soon? It is all
very well that terminals are becoming less expensive. I do not think the
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users are ready for terminals, so there has to be some intermediate step that
we explore to make the machine-readable information available to the users.
So I am going to take this opportunity to ride a hobby horse and to describe
for you the approach we plan to take in dealing with our own catalog.

As part of the inquiry on behalf of the Canadian Union Catalogue, I made a
trip to England in 1973 to look at the use that the British libraries, (mostly
public, one or two university) were making of computer-output microform (COM),
and I was persuaded by what I saw that in computer-output microform, we have
the intermediate answer between the conventional catalog and the on-line
catalog and the sophisticated users who will be able to use terminals as simply
as they are able to drive cars.

There are great virtues to computer-output microform, and several people
have already mentioned that they are using them for in-process files in their
libraries. It is very inexpensive in comparison with conventional forms of
printout, .nd certainly in terms of maintaining card catalogs. It is easy to
create. It is easy to accumulate. You can put in a lot more information than
you can on paper printouts. It is very compact. It is easy to copy and the
content is flexible. It is as flexible as anything that you can dream up with
a machine-based system.

Here I would plead with people to stop thinking card catalogs and start
thinking in terms of machines. That is now the way to go. You can do many
more things with machine-readable records. You can present your information
in different ways. We seem to be tied to the notion that everything is going
to be just as it was. We are trying to reproduce something that really is as
dead as a dodo.

Obviously COM has its uses in branch libraries, but it also has its uses
in networks. I am sure that many of you are in the position that I am in --
as the major library in the region you are going to have to play some kind of
role as a resource library and how can you do that unless people have copies
of your catalog? I suggest that COM is an answer, long before the terminal
will be an answer. One could go a step further. Why do we have individual
catalogs at all? Ultimately I can see the possibility that through the machine
we may no longer have individual catalogs, but will simply tap into one giant
catalog, probably based on regional or state or provincial lines. The other
aspect of machine-readable systems that is attractive to me is the possibility
of taking totally new approaches to the way we present information.

The other thing that the British experience persuaded me of is that we really
give the users more information than they need. It was easy enough to do when
we printed everything on the card, one card after the other off the same die.
You do not have to do that anymore. For purposes of locating materials, which
is really what most of our users want, you do not need all that stuff. You can
keep the bibliographic information somewhere else, or you can produce it when
you really need it, but you certainly do not have to burden the system with
that information.
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It is all very well to divide catalogs, but what about the retrospective
ore? I would suggest here that there is 2 need for research into the
microfilm reproduction of retrospective catalogs. It is being done as, for
example, in the Illinois IMAC Catalog. But if we start using COM in the one
direction, we need something that is compatible and consistent with COM in
the other, if we are not going to have two pieces of machinery to deal with.

There again, I suggest that the conversion of retrospective catalogs to
microfilm for purposes of dissemination to branch libraries within networks
and so on may be an intermediate step, but I am not going to do a RECON pro-
ject. I am going to wait for everybody else to do that. Everybody ¢lse is
taking the same line. Eventually we may get it together. There may be one
machine-readable data base. We may all tap into terminals, but I think right
now, when we are all faced with these space and economic problems, it is time

to 100k for an intermediate solution, and I suggest again that it is COM.

I want to draw your attention to two papers that you might want to consider
if you are not familiar with this medium. One is by Joseph Becker entitled
"Computer Output Microfilm (COM) for Libraries" in the UNESCO Bulletin for
Libraries for September-October, 1974. There is another excellent article by
Elizabeth Stecker, which is in the Australian Library Journal for September,
1974.

I will conclude my remarks with a word on user access and approach to
microforms. Actually, we have found that the users are not concerned about
the fact that they have to use a microfiche instead of consulting a list or
a card catalog. They adapt very readily, but we have trouble with reference
librarians. They are the most conservative people in the whole world, and
my answer to those reference librarians is this: I have got a responsibility
too. My responsibility is to the public, and the way I use their funds, and
I feel that they, too, stubbon though they are, will have to adapt.

x % * %

Discussion

MR. WELSH: Just a few quick comments. The reason I gave the history state-
ment was to anticipate the questions that Judy Corin would ask about our
dialogue with the library community. I did make the presentation, I am going
to remind you again, in 1969 to the Technical Services Directors, your people,
and there was no response, nor did I really expect one. But I wanted to begin
the dialogue. This meeting is, I believe, the fruition of that beginning.

There were a number of reasons why we thought that the question had to be
brought to the floor. One was superimposition. Another was the complexity
of filing rules. It is becoming more and more difficult at the Library of
Congress for the filers to understand our filing rules. John Rather came up
with a new set of filing rules which we would like to adopt. We cannot adopt
them, however, for the retrospective catalog. Romanization or transliteration,
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as Mr. Rogers said, was another problem. The deterioration of the card catalog,
both the intellectual and physical deterioration is a source of difficulty.

We wanted to make some subject heading changes. And, as Mr. Rogers also said,
space is a problem. All of these considerations were brought to bear, and they
are in the documentation that we presented.

The question of superimposition was something that I thought we could deal
with separately, and 1 naively made some representation to that effect when we
came up with the term "desuperimposition." Now I leave you with the thought
that we are talking about '"undesuperimposition." Cornell, Indiana, Northwestern,
UCLA, and Berkeley all have made strong representations that we postpone the
decision on desuperimposition. Tomorrow at the meeting of the Technical Services
Directors, we will probably have a show of hands which will result in our decision
to delay it.

The reason we advanced the timetable on abandonment of superimposition was
because of the great interest on the part of the participants in the CONSER
effort. It was determined, and I think there was unanimous agreement, that it
would be desirable in the development of this serials data base that we follow
one set of cataloging rules. That remains, I think, a desirable goal. There
are other considerations nmow that have been advanced that suggest that we will
have to reconsider that. Incidentally, the British Library approached us a
number of years ago and suggested that the Library of Congress and the British
Library join hands in closing the catalogs together. They had in mind some
strange date of 1976.

And the last question Mr. Rogers raised we can answer this way: among our
proposals to the National Commission was one that we establish a bibliographic
distribution service that would rework the Card Division concept. We recommended
that we provide on-line access, all sorts of access, bookform catalogs, cards

if you want them, but on-line, if it suits your particular need.

We are prepared to deal with this problem. We are here to communicate. This
is a very difficult situation because, as I meet with you now, there are some
school librarians out there saying that we have not met with them. There are
public librarians out there making the same charge, but we believe that our
first constituency is in fact the research community. So let us hear your
questions.

MR. DAVID WEBER (Stanford University): Did you say, or would you indicate,
when you may be on-line for remote access from other universities or research
libraries?

MR. WELSH: It will be several years away. I am not going to make any promise
that 1 cannot deliver on, and this, as all of you know, is a very complex
question. We do have to get our authority files up. We are moving on very
rapidly, but my own view is that every effort in automation takes much longer
and is a lot more costly than anticipated.
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MR. JOSEPH LEITER (National Library of Medicine): I commented to John Rather
that the larger the library, the sooner the problems come to it, and the more
difficult and longer it takes to reach a solution. I listened to what seemed
to be a generally favorable approach, but there appears to be some concern
about moving too rapidly. My only concern would be that since the Library
of Congress has made the decision to act, that our principal objective is to
see that they do it, not to raise any questions about things that they should
not da.

I am a little bit distressed that there are some pressures on Mr. Welsh
to defer the superimposition or whatever you want. I do wish to remind you
as a nonlibrarian, that libraries have existed hundreds of years before this
and will exist many years thereafter, and that the time is in favor of change.
The sooner you make the change, the better off you are. Time will take care
of it. Do not think in terms of your problems; think of problems of the future.
There has been every indication that the longer you defer, the more costly it
is. It has also been emphasized that you look at the economics, and what it
is going to cost you if you do not act, as well as if you do. Any rational
analysis of this will indicate that the time to do it is as soon as possible,
and any deferral is going to cost more. '

MR. DAVID SPARKS (Notre Dame University): I would like to speak to the question
of transliteration. I hope we do not see this as too much of a problem. The
Western European and American libraries got themselves into what I think is a
pseudoproblem of transliteration. I do not see why it is not possible for
the Library of Congress to print a Cyrillic catalog or Arabic catalog. As a
matter of fact, the British Museum and the Bibli@théque Nationale do adopt
this approach in certain languages and scripts, and our third world librarians
are going to vote for multiple script libraries. I would hope that this did
not become a difficulty for us. Regarding the question of automation, you
have only to look at the Swiss bankers who are able to produce balance sheets
in Arabic for AMCO. There are technical devices for computer people who can
handle multiple scripts. I just hope we do not waste time on a problem which
may not be a problem, and give more thought to this.

MR. STUART-STUBBS: We did look at the question of the Cyrillic, Arabic and
Oriental scripts in relation ‘to the Canadian National Union Catalogue, and
conzluded that we might as well have a separate manual file for as long as
we can build it, because of the number of times the Catalogue is actually
assessed for these things. I do not know what the situation is in the U.S.,
but there is a very small minority of the academic community that is able to
read those languages. 1 really ask myself: Is it worth the effort of trans-
literating, keypunching and all that for that small minority? I would just
as soon have a separate catalog, and they may be happier for all I know. It
just does not make any sense to me when I open the Catalogue and find many
languages in there that I cannot read.

MR. SPARKS: The truth is that the people who can read these languages are
better served by having the language presented in their original form. I
believe that Mr. Rogers will testify that as far as the East Asian libraries
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at Yale are concerned, they have a separate catalog which I believe is in the
ideographic scripts.

MR. ATKINSON: I am getting letters from the Chinese and Japanese who have
realized that the cost of original cataloging or manual cataloging is high
enough so that it means a delay in processing of about half the number of
items that are received in the library system. There is a big backlog in
those languages. These users are perfectly willing to say we would rather
have them transliterated if it means getting the items on the shelf more quickly.
I am beginning to get letters from the departments suggesting that we stop
producing cataloging in the vernmacular, not because they would not prefer it,
but because it causes too much of a delay. The foreign language librarians
are opposing this, but the department tends to win under such circumstances.

MR. WELSH: We are conducting an experiment now. One of the results of the
Nixon-Brezhnev agreements is that the USSR and the U.S. are exchanging tape
in machine rcadable form. We have agreed to send the USSR tape on a small
collection of English-language records. They, in turn, are going to send us
a tape. The tape will go to the Atomic Energy Commission, and AEC through
one of its programs will do the transliteration to see whether they can re-
duce the high cost of this process.

MR. HYMAN KRITZER (Kent State University): I am a little surprised that

Frederick Kilgour is not here. What consideration is being given at the Library
of Congress to more formal relationship with OCLCY

MR. WELSH: Mr. Kilgour has just recently invited us to send staff to his various
advisory committee meetings. We are enthusiastic about OCLC and all the other
networks. We believe that all of our efforts will increase OCLC capability,
including on-line. If Mr. Kilgour can access our data base on-line, if that
proves to be economically feasible, this is the right direction. All of our
additional cataloging that we are talking about converting into machine-readable
form will, of course, move in that direction. So we are trying to work closely
with OCLC.

MR. BEN BOWMAN (University of Rochester): Should not the CONSER be mentioned
in response to that?

MR. WELSH: Mr. Livingston is going to present a paper this afternoon that will
tell about the close relationship between the Library of Congress, the National
Library of Canada, and the other participants in the CONSER effort. A contract
has been signed with the Council on Library Resources, which has agreed to manage
the CONSER effort. This has really quickened the pace considerably.

MR. DE GENNARO: Seeing that there are no further questions, I thank the
participants for this most interesting program.
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THE NATIONAL COMMISSION ON LIBRARIES AND INFORMATION SCIENCE

Alphonse Trezza
Executive Director, NCLIS

MR. HOPP: I want to present Alphonse Trezza to you this morning who is the
new Executive Director of the National Commission on Libraries and Information
Science. He is going to speak briefly about the current Commission program
document, "A National Program for Library and Information Services." We

are going to be hearing more from Mr. Trezza at the May meeting of the
Association, but we thought since he has just recently joined the Commission,
it might be useful for us to hear from him this morning. '

To give you a very brief background on Mr. Trezza, beginning in 1956,
he was Executive Secretary of the Catholic Library Association for four
years, and then spent a number of years at the American Library Association
headquarters in successive positions, including Associate Director of ALA,
Executive Secretary of the Library Administration Division, and then Associate
Director for Administrative Services. In 1969 he became Director of the
I1linois State Libraries, and is on leave from that position to serve in the
position of Executive Director of NCLIS.

* * * %

MR. TREZZA: I am sure the National Commission is familiar to all of you,
but let me just read you two very brief things from the law that established
the Commission.

The Commission is established as an independent agency
within the Executive Branch and its name is the National
Commission on Libraries and Information Science. It shall
have the primary responsibility for developing or recommend-
ing overall plans for and advising the appropriate governments
and agencies on policies set forth in Section 2.

Then it lists a number of areas such as implementation of national policy, con-
duct studies, development of overall plans for meeting national library in-
formational needs, coordination of activities at the federal, state and

local levels for appraising the adequacies and deficiencies that occur in
library information and resource services, etc. That is a pretty tall order,
as you might imagine.

The National Commission first came into being in 1970. By the time the
President got around to appointing the Commissioners we were in 1971, and
the first Executive Director, Charles Stevens, whom, of course, many of you
know, came aboard in the fall of 1971. The Commission since that time has
conducted a number of studies. All of them have been published and are
available to you either through the ERIC system or through the Government
Printing Office (GPO).
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In addition, the Commission had a number of regional hearings all over
the country. In fact, we have just about completed our hearings; we have
one left that we are going to schedule for this May in Philadelphia for the
Mid-Atlantic area. Those in that five-state area will be hearing more about
it, and will be invited to come and participate with us. Also during this
time the Commission started to draft its national program document. It did
an initial draft which was not very long, but long enough so that it could
be printed and get reaction, which it did. In fact, the Commission received
thousands and thousands of letters, calls, and comments reacting to it. As
you might expect on a first effort, there were many comments from all over
the lot as to why it was not any good.

The second program document, however, which came out last September, has
been well received. It is well over 100 pages. It has been available all
over the country; we have distributed at least 3000 copies. There are
copies available now for anyone who has not seen it, and we urge you to get
a copy and read it. Because it is such a comprehensive document, I suggest
that after reading it, you go back and concentrate on those portions of the
report where you feel you have some special interest or expertise, and give
us your critical comments on that, rather than try to comment on the
document as a whole, which results in scattered criticisms or ideas which
do not really serve much in the revision.

Our plan is to have the document revised in its final form between now
and the end of March, get it in the hands of the Commission in April, have
a few individuals and organizations look at the third draft as we will call
it, and then by the May meeting of the Commission in Philadelphia, the
Commission will officially adopt its national program so that we can get off
the dime -- in other words, stop drafting documents and start trying to do
something with what the recommendations and the ideas in the document suggest.
The implementation of the national program is the Commission's job for the
next five years. We have many more things to do than just that, I am sure,
but that will be the center of our responsibility. The White House Con-
ference on Library and Information Services is another responsibility which
Dr. Frederick Burkhardt, Chairman of the Commission, will tell you about
later. I do want to urge you to read the prograw document carefully as it
relates, first of all, to research libraries. Also, look at the very extensive
section on the network.

Vernon Palmour, when he was with Westat, Inc., had done a study for us on
resource centers. That document ! has been completed, accepted by the
Commission, and submitted to GPO and ERIC for dissemination. We think it will

. take another six weeks before it is going to be available, after which we are

going to convene a conference of people who are interested in the subject of
national resource centers. This obviously will include a number of you.

lyernon E. Palmour, et al. Resource and Bibliographic Support for a Nation-
wide Library Program. Rockville, Md., Westat, Inc., August 1974.
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During the week, if any of you are especially interested in that kind
of a conference (although it will be limited because we cannot have too
big a group if we are going to have effective dialogue), please let me or
Frederick Burkhardt know that so that we can include your name on the list
of people that we are going to consider for that conference. It is very
important to you. Obviously it is going to involve more than research
libraries, but certainly research libraries will be involved to a larger
extent than some of the other types. )

We have completed a number of studies, and we are sending them all out..
Let me give you some idea of how we do a mailing on a study which is published,
I have told you already that we deposit it with GPO, so it is in a depository
system that way. We file with ERIC; therefore, it is available through ERIC.
We also send a copy of each of our studies to all of the library schools, to
all of the state libraries and to the major associations. While the limited
supply lasts, we do send copies to institutions or individuals who have
special interests and request copies. Therefore, any of our publications
that you would like, if you will drop us a note, we will see that you get
one.

The most recent one we issued is on user studies as a result of a
Denver conference. The next one which is due out in about two weeks is one
that was done by a firm in Philadelphia on the funding of public libraries.
The most recent one before that was on continuing education. In fact,
before this week is over, both the American Association of Library Schools
and the Commission itself will be spending considerable time on the whole
problem of continuing education for libraries and informatjion science.

Let me just close by telling you that the Commission is most anxious to
be fully aware of the problems and the needs of all of its constituencies,
which includes, of course, all in library and information science, We are
especially concerned with the problems and needs of the research libraries,
because you are central to any national system we recommend. You, after
all, represent the libraries having the basic resources; if any national
network is going to operate, we need your cooperation and we need your help.
What we need from you is the development of an attitude -- an attitude that
you will help us set up a national system that is effective and designed to
help the total population in this country. While not losing sight of your
responsibility to your own primary constituency, we hope you will take the
long view, because in the long run that will serve you most effectively,

not only collection-wise, resource-wise, staff-wise, but financially.

The limitation of the financial resources of this country, certainly for
the next five years for all kinds of educational programs in libraries, is
obvious to all of us. We are mnot going to get anywhere if we are going to
go off in different directions, all demanding or requesting large sums of
money from the federal government or state government. It just is not going
to work. We are going to have to operate as one total library community with
one basic goal, which is to bring the library resources of the world to the
people of this country as effectively as we can with reasonable speed and
at reasonable cost. Thank you.

* % ¥ ¥
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THE CONSER PROJECT: CURRENT STATUS AND PLANS
Lawrence G. Livingston
Council on Library Resources

In January 1974, during the annual meeting of the Association of Research
Libraries, the membership was asked to consider the concept of a composite ef-
fort to build an on-line national serials data base. The project came to be
known as CONSER, for Conversion of Serials records. This resulted from a re-
quest by the Library of Congress and ARL to the effect that the Council on
Library Resources should assume an interim role as manager of a project to
pull together several already operating efforts to build a serials data base.

That concept was presented again at ALA Midwinter, which occurred the
week after the ARL meeting, and copies of the paper were distributed there.
In order to insure wider distribution, the paper was also published in the
Library of Congress Information Bulletin on February 1, 1974.

The origins and justification for the CONSER project were covered in a
paper by Richard Anable which appeared in the December 1973 issue of the Journal
of Library Automation. An excellent update on these two papers was published
by Lois Upham, University of Minnesota, in the November 29, 1974, Library of
Congress Information Bulletin. ) -

The justification for CONSER and the general approach decided upon have,
then, received wide publicity. In general, the response has been favorable;
most librarians seem to be gratified that CLR has taken on this responsibility.
Lively discussions have been held on the subject and many legitimate and im-
portant questions have been raised. Not everyone agreed with every decision
taken, however. It is the purpose of this presentation to relate what has
happened with regard to CONSER since last January and to cite the major problems
encountered, together with solutions or approaches to solutions decided upon,
with a view to convincing you that CONSER is a project deserving of your
fullest support.

As soon as the decision to go ahead with the CONSER project was firm, CLR
began several actions, most c¢ritical of which were the contract negotiations
with OCLC and the selection of the initial participants. In July, Richard Anable
joined the CLR staff on a leave of absence from York University to work on the
project. He and George Parsons of the regular staff now devote full time to
CONSER,

By April of last year the decision to use OCLC was firm, and the first

formal discussions with them to that end occurred. The first drafts of the
contract were exchanged between OCLC and CLR in May. It soon became evident
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that intetests tonsidered vital to both parties to the contract Were At
Joggerheads, Fron the Council'’s point of view, participation in and sSupport
of the CONSER project could not be justified unless the resulting data base
could be made available to the library community at nominal cost and with no
rEStTiCtions as to wse. From the OCLC point of view, participation in the
constructior of a data base which was to be made freely available anpunted to
giving up¥artanted advantages to potential competitors, especlally those in
the ctormmercii]l Seltor. '

This letitimite concern on both sides was perhaps the most difficult
point to negordate and very time~consuming. In the event, the decision-
nakers at OCLC conceded on this point and the contract (which, incidentally,
was finaily signed on December 17, 1974) includes the provision that ownership
and free distribution rights to the CONSER data base accru€ to the Librarvy of
Congress and t¥e Natiomal Library of Canada. Both have indicated that they
ate tonsidering distributing CONSER records in some sort of adjunct to the
regular MARC d istribut ion services.

The tontract also specified that OCLC will retain full use and distri-
pution rights to the CONSER file, to include the complete file at project' 5
end. This was onmly right, and the obvicus advantages to justitutions partici-
pating in 0CIC urdoubt ed1y weighed heavily in the decision to acctept that
part of the tomrict. The contract further assures the CONSER participants
acCcess to theiT own records in the file. 7

OCLC agreéd foz to charge the project for the use Of the system itself,
which had been developed with some assistance from CLR. CLR agreed t0 pay
OCLC For the seécondary storage required by the CONSER records and thelr
indexos. AS some modifications to O0CLC serials software would be required
by CONSER, ClR agreed to pay for the staff time required to Jo the programfing.
The contsict pTovides for certain other staff services Teguired by CONSER to
be per formed by OLLC and paid for by the Council.

wWhile the protyacted contract negotiations were golng or, the process of
sclect ing tye institutions to participate initially was befuni. Severil cof-
siderations wefe vital here, the two most important being bibliographic
excellepnce 4n sexials work and a willingness to contribute significant vesoufces
to the project . Fixst choices were easy; the Library of Congress, National
Libxary of Cansda, (U.S.) National Library of Medicine and National Agricultural
Library were naturals for the project. Next came Yale, Cornell, University of
california, University of Minnesota, and joint representation from the State
University and Stite Library of New York., The national librarvies in this
country Agreed to furnish all their own support, and agreefent is mnear with
¢iach of the othex participants, wherein cach will furnish its own staff and
in-house facil itits and the project will supply varying amounts for terminals
and conmini€at loms.

The Univers ity of Minnesota deserves special mention hexe. On its owh,
Minnesota, through the MINITEX Progranm, had prepared a large file Of serials
records in mehine- readable fom. The Minnesota Union List of Serials, (MULS)
as it is called, was considered the best large file available for use
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as a starting base for CONSER. Minnesota agreed to furnish the file, and it
has already been delivered to OCLC. It will be merged first with LC MARC
serial records, then with other OCLC serials records, and finally, with the
Canadian MARC serials. The intent is to el!iminate, to the degree that is
possible, the duplicates among these files and then have the CONSER pacti-
cipants upgrade the records to the best possible level of completeness, ex-

The Library of Congress MARC format for serials will, of course, be used
throughout. Where the latest version of that format does not provide for

data elements or controls considered necessary for CONSER (for example, for

the bilingual requirements of Canada or certain elements required by the Inter-
naticnal Sarjals Data System), recommendations for changes to the format are
being worked out and submitted for consideration through the channels esta-
blished for the purpose. The project will not establish any standards itself,
and no data eclements or controls will appear in records to be distributed which
have not been officially approved.

Meanwhile, at the Library of Congress, CONSER planning was having an
impact. It will be remembered that last January it was recommended that LC
study its own several serials processing flows and attempt to reconcile them
better with cach other and with what was to become CONSER. This has now been
done, and it is evident that the Library is fully committed and prepared to
make a major contribution to CONSER. Throughout this planning year, LC has
been closely involved in the CONSER planning, and the attitude there for
cooperation, compromise, and change could not have been better.

No decision on the bibliographic aspects of CONSER has bcen taken with-
out exhaustive apalysis of the problem by librarians well qualified in serials
work. As has already been mentioned, Richard Anable is assigned full time
CONSER. So is George Parsons, who has worked on the machine-processing of
serial records at the national level consistently since 1968. The Council has

continued to convene the "Toronto Group''! and its various subcommittees as
required. To consider the broader management aspects of CONSER and its proper
relat ionship to the abstracting and indexing community, amn Advisory Group?

has been appointed. It has met twice in the last year. In addition, the
initial participants in CONSER have been represented in the deliberations; 4
1ist3 of those who met on December 11-12, 1974 with the Advisory Group shows
some overlap with the two other groups just mentioned. During that meeting
several opportunities were given all conferees to make any comment, criticism,
or recommendation concerning CONSER they desired.

leor the names of the members of the Toronto Group, sec the Library of

Congress Information Bulletin, Fcbruary 1, 1974.
“See Attachment 1 [p. 55].
“See Attachment 2 [p. 56].

56



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Now to turn to the most difficult parts of all of this - these decisions
affecting the bibliographic aspects of CONSER. First let us examine the prop-
osition that the entire universe of serials should be recataloged consistently
by the Anglo-American Cataloging Rules (AACR) before they are entered into any
national machine-readable data base. On the theoretical level, this 1is
obviously the best solution. In the real world, several sets of circumstances
mitigate against its selection. In the first place, the resources that would
he reauired to do the recataloging job at one place are just not available.
Even if all serials had been cataloged exactly according to AACR, they would
require significant update almost at once because the rules themselves are

changing, and the International Serials Data System (ISDS) Guidelines and the

International Standard EiﬁjiﬁgréﬁhigfDéScﬁiptiaﬁ'f;r Serials (ISBDS) will
Undoubted 1y require further change. A change in the rule for the choice of
main cataloging entry for serials is even now under serious discussien.

All of this argues very strongly for the most flexible system for serials
that can be devised, and if the data base is going to be built in the short
term, a division of labor in its construction is needed to take advantage of
catalogers and cataloging in many places. This is exactly what CONSER is all
about.

It has been suggested that the whole idea of building a comprehensive
data base in two years amounts to precipitous action. It has also been said
that CONSER should not begin until the rules are settled and much more
consistency in local cataloging is available. Considering the fact that
Phase I of the National Serials Data Program began in 1967 and we are no further
along than we are, it is very difficult to agree with this position. There is
something of a chicken-and-egg situation here; a project like CONSER cannot
succeed without a high degree of consistency and standardization in serials
cataloging in many libraries, but something very much like CONSER is required
before that degree of consistency and standardization can be attained.

In CONSER, the intent is to start with several data bases in the MARC
serials format, as has been mentioned. The participating libraries have divided
up the alphabet among themselves, each agreeing to begin at its assigned point,
putting in the records of serials currently received. When each has exhausted
its assigned portion of the alphabet, each will proceed through the alphabet,
converting the remainder of 1ts currently published serials holdings. The
term "converting'" here means either keyboarding an entire record or upgrading
one already in the file. Note that, in the first effort, the entire emphasis
is on live titles. After that, and as time and resources permit, each partic-
ipant will retarn to the assigned segment of the alphabet to work on ceased
publications.

Two very difficult decisions indeed had to be taken with regard to the
way serials are entered in existing catalogs. If there is to be a divisdion
of labor, the participants must work from their existing catalogs, if the
resulting file is going to be useful to them in the neaxr term. Records in
some of these catalogs were entered under at least two different sets of
cataloging rules. Of special concern to CONSER planning were the matters of
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superimposed corporate headings and latest title versus successive title

entry. To oversimplify, superimposed corporate headings occur when a heading
established prior to the adoption of the AACR was continued in the catalog

as it was, as an exception to the rule, rather than being reestablished under
the new rule. Similarly, the AACR and the ISDS Guidelines wrequire the
creation of a new serial record whenever a title changes, but some libraries
for years lumped what should under the new rules be separate Tecords, one per
title, under the latest title under which the serial was published. These
compromises with the rule were made mandatory by economic forces; 1t was not
possible for very larpe libraries to go back and recatalog everything when

the rules changed. The result 1s that the bulk of retrospective serial records
are not cafaloged under the successive entry principle, and many include
superimpose. he

T1nugy=

The goal of the CONSER Project is a single file with a single set of
rules consistently applied. This can only be the Anglo-American Cataloging
Rules as these apply to serials. A clear need exists, however, to accommodate
the requirements of the International Serials Data System and the ISBDS. To
illustrate: it would border on the irresponsible to build the CONSER file
without providing for the Key Title of the ISDS. Key Title is not part of
AACR; neither is the International Standard Serial Number. Both can be added
to the CONSER record as they are available without doing violence to the
cecord. That is the intent - to build a composite format which will accommodate
the variations from the AACR that exist in the real world, while still providing
records for distribution that comply with the rules completely.

In CONSER the Library of Congress and the National Library of Canada
continue to act as the final bibliographic authority. Both libraries will
have the ability to call up CONSER records, compare them with the official
catalog, upgrade and/or authenticate certain data fields according to AACR and
the ISDS Guidelines (e.g. name fields, Key Title and ISSN). When authentication
has taken place, the system will preclude further alteration of the authenticated
fields by anyone for any purpcse except for the correction of errors under care-
fully controlled procedures. It is seen, then, that in CONSER the ultimate
responsibility and authority for the records rests with the Library of Congress
for all except Canadian imprints.

The decision to be made was clear: either build the file at a rate that
would permit the prior bibliographic upgrading and verification of each rccord,
or put bibliographically inconsistent records in at first and then work them
over as time and the resources made available by the division of labor described
above would permit. After much deliberation and consultation, especially with
the Library of Congress, and with an overwhelming majority of the Advisory
Group and representatives of participants agreeing, the second approach was
chosen.

Several points need to be made here. LC began cataloging serials by
successive entry before scrial records began to appear in the MARC Distribution
Service. A decision has been taken to withhold MARC serial records from CONSER
if they contain superimposed corporate headings. Taken together, this means
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that all current LC cataloging going into CONSER will be according to AACR.
This is also true of the National Library of Medicinc, National Agricultural
Library, and the National Library of Canada. Retrospective records entered
will, for the most part, require post-entry editing by the Center of Respon-
sibility. Libraries are encouraged to use the CONSER data base but certainly
no library is required to use a CONSER record before it meets that library's
standards for excellence.

It has been suggested that the CONSER file should not be built unless or
antil an authority file was designed and built. After careful consideration
of the economic, time, and other factors involved, the flexibility of the
OCLC system, and the Centers of Responsibility concept, a decision was made
not to hold up file-building pending the availability of an authority file,
but a machine-readable authority file is a firm requirement for the future.
1t is worth mentioning that a record whose name fields have been authenticated
by one of the Centers of Responsibility can support some authority file
functions.

The CONSER plan includes several levels of records. A minimum data
element set (within the composite format mentioned earlier) has been defined,
below which a record is considered incomplete. The goal, of course, 1s the
most complete record possible, and participants are encouraged to input all
available data. Only experience will tell what degree of completeness is
possible for retrospective records. 1t seems to this writer that, given the
use of the OCLC system capabilities and the many people who will be contri-
buting to the file, a lot can be done.

That is about where CONSER is at the moment. This past year was taken up
with contract negotiations, selection of the initial participants, and grappling
with the problems outlined in this paper. Some things are not yet done. As
this is being written a meeting on the holdings statement problem is going on
at OCLC. The Agreed Upon Practices document which will govern the day-to-day
decisions of the participants is still undergoing discussion and revision.

The recommendations for change to the MARC serials coming out of CONSER will
be given wide publicity as soon as they have cleared the MARBI Committee.

Let me summarize by listing the dates on which the contract requires the
signatory parties to exert their best effort to accomplish certain things.
These dates are based on the date of execution of the agreenment, which was
December 17, 1974. (See Attachment 3.)
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Attachment H

MEMBERS OF ADVISORY GROUP

Organization

The Library of Congress
The National Library of Medicine
The National Agricultural Library
The National Library of Canada
The National Serials Data Progran

The National Federation of Abstracting
and Indexing Services

The Association of Research Libraries
The Federal Library Committec
The American Library Association
The ALA Committee on Machine Readable
Bibliographic Information
The ALA Large Research Library Serials
Discussion Group

The Joint Committee on the Union List
of Serials

The Ohio College Library Center

The Special Library Association

The State University of New York (SUNY)

The Ad Hoc Discussion Group on Scrials
Data Bases (Torontc Group)
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Representative

Mr, William .J. Welsh

Dr. Juseph Leiter

Mr. Richard Farley

Miss Hope Clement, Ottawa, Canada

Mr. Joseph Price

Mr. J.R. Smith (BIOSIS), Philadelphia
Mr. James L. Wood (CAS) Columbus, Ohio
Mr. Ben H. Weil (EXXON), Linden, N. J.
Ms. Betty Bryan (ASM) Metals Park, Ohio
Mr. John McGowan, Northwestern University
Mg, James Riley, Executive Secretary
Mr. Paul Fasana, New York Public Library
Ms. Ruth Tighe, NELINET (present member)
MsT Velma Veneziano, Northwestern

University (past member)

Ms. Susan Brynteson, University of
Tennessee

Dr. Karl F. Heumann, Asst. Executive
Director

Mr. Fred Kilgour, Director

Ms. Idris Smith, Kansas City Public
Library

Mr. Glyn Evans, Albany, New Yotk

Mr. Jay Cunningham, University of
California in Berkeley
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>articipants in the Dec. 11-12, 1974 Meeting

Dr. Joseph Leiter weem=----=---National Library of Medicine
Mr. Joseph Gantner------------National Library of Medicine
Mr. Samucl Waters-------------National Agricultural Library
Mr. Richard Farle.------------National Agricultural Libraty
Mr. Van Judd---------=----«--=New York State Library

Miss Idris Smith--------------Special Library Association
Mr. Paul Fasana------------===4% New York Public Library/ALA
Mr. Frederick G. Kilgour------0CLC

Mr. David Weisbrod------------Yale University

Miss Hope Clement-------------National Library of Canada
Mr. James Wood------==-------~Chemical Abstracts Service
Mr. John McGowan-----==-=------~ASsS0OCl iation of Research Libraries
Mr. Ryburn ROS§~~----~--==-====Cornell University

Miss Bettiy Bryan======s=-e=a=-Aer;tqn Society for Metals
Mr. Jay Cunningham------------Toronto Group

Mr. John Aub1v=s—=é—-:;=és==s—F1ve Associated University Libraries
Dr. Ralph Hopp-------~--==-""~ -University of Minnesota

Mrs. Lois Uphﬂm=-—;=-x5-=s-=*—Uﬁ1VLr§lty of Minnesota

Mr. Glyn EVANS~----=~-----===-State University of New York
Mr. Ben Weile===-=--=-========-LXXON

drs. Gail Bermhard---------=---BIOSIS

Mr. William J. Welsh--------~-Library of Congress
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Mr. Joseph Howard----------------Library of Congress

Mrs. Lucia Rather----------------Library of Congress

Dr. Karl Heumanf-------~----=-----Joint Committee on the Union

Dr. Fred C. Cole----=-=-=--=-=-----Council on

Mr. Lawronce 6. Livingston-------Council on
Mr. George A Parsons-------------Council on

Mr. Richard Anable--~------------Council on

Dr. Herman B. Fussler------------University
(observer)
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Attachment >
CONSER
CONTRACT TARGET DATES

1. Delivery of MULS File to OCLC by CRL Dec. 28, 1974
2. (ONSLR Participants order terminals Jan., 16, 1975
3. Telephone lines ordered by OCLC and installed March 17, 1975
4. OCLC completes reprogramming of LC output March 17, 1975
5. LC tasts output requirements April 6, 1975
6. Terminals installed April 6, 1975
7. OCLC completes loading of LC-MARC Serials April 16, 1975
8. OCLC completes loading of MULS file April 16, 1975

9. CLR completes scheduling of input of records
by each CONSER Participant April 1

bt

[
]
e
L

i
10. OCLC will complete programming for conversion,
processing, and loading of, and will load, NLC

CANMARC-S records as soon as possible after
loading the MULS File

11. LC begins authenticating records May 16, 1975

* &k * K
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BUSINESS MEETING

MR. HOPP: As we begin the aftarnoon session, I want to thank Mr. De Gennar
and the group that participated in this morning's presentation. I think we
all found that very stimulating and challenging.

There has been some expression of interest that after the transcript of
this session has been edited, it be issued as a separate publication for
easy distribution to our respective staffs. If we do it at all, we would
probably make the publication in the form of a pamphlet, and we would prob-
ably have to recover cur expenses. Assuming that it can be done and assuming
some very modest cost for it, how many people would be interested in copies?
[The majority of those in attendance raised their hands as an expression of
interest].

MR. KENNEDY: It was such an excellent presentation this morning, [ would
suggest that if we ever had an opportunity again for a technical discussion
of that type, it should be videotaped. 1 think we would have much more
opportunity to work with our own staffs if they could view the presentations.

*® * * *

White House Conference on Library and Information Services

MR. HOPP: You heard a brief report this morning from Alphonse Trezza, the
NCLIS Executive Director, and I am very pleased that Frederick Burkhardt,
the Chairman of the Commission, has agreed to bring us up to date with
respect to the thinking of the Commission on the White House Conference on
Library and Information Services. )

MR. BURKHARDT: I would like to take this opportunity to begin with a
personal remark which has nothing to do with the White House Conference. As
about 30 of you know, I have been devoting my retirement to a research pro-
ject having to do with an edition of the collected letters of Charles Darwin,
and it has been quite an experience communicating with many of you, looking
for those letters. As Chairman of the National Commission, I think I

learned a lot about library regulations and rules concerning getting copies
of manuscripts and I would like to pass on some of my generalizations. I
will not do so at any length, but the ARL Committee on Access to Manuscripts
and Rare Books might like to hear me discourse on a few of these items.

There is one aspect that I would like to mention to all of you because I
think it is a common problem for scholars; that is that some libraries have
regulations about manuscripts and sending out copies which for all practical
purposes stops research. This is because of the regulation that says that
you must have the permission of the copyright owner, the legal owner, in
order to get a copy. Now that is rather easy in the case of Darwin, but
there are all kinds of rescarch projects where, because you would have to
spend so much time finding out who had the copyright, you just could not do
the research.
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I will give you an example which is far from home so it will not embarrass
anyone here. I have the choice now that if I want o sec a letter written to
Darwin, I have to go to Whittingham, Scotland, to look at it. 1 am not sure
I could see it, even there, and there may be difficulty in finding out who has
the legal rights to these letters. And so, of course, I quit. I simply have to;
vou cannot conduct research that way.

On the other hand, I do not want to dwell on this negative side, because
the cooperation I have had from all of you has been wonderful and remarkable,
and things such as [ am doing simply could not be done unless librarians were
willing to enter into this and tell the researcher what he needs to know to
do it. I must say that it has been a truly wonderful experience to me, and
my mail has been really wonderful as a result of your generous support. I
do want to thank you for it.

Now, as for the White House Conference, let me tell you first what the
facts are, and then bring you up to date on what we think has to be done.
The President has signed a Senate Joint Resolution which asks him to call a
White House Conference on Library and Information Services no later than
1978. It authorizes three and a half million doliars for that purpose, and
it also says that there shall be a 28-member advisory committee established.
The advisory committee will be composed of five people appointed by the
House, not more than three of which shall be members of the House, five
people appointed by the Senate, not more than three of which will be senators,
three people appointed by the Chairman of the National Commission, and not
more than 15 appointed by the President. As Chairman of the National
Commission, I presumably have, according to the text, the right to appoint
up to eight in order to make it possible to have a quorum for this committec
in case the President or the Senate or the House does not take advantage
of all its appointments. That is a contingency that I think is unlikely.

The National Commission has the responsibility to organize this Confer-
ence, including the planning for what the Conference should be doing
and what should happen, and there should be conferences in the states and
so forth. The Librarian of Congress is authorized to give us personncl if
we request it.

Now those arc the facts. The first issue that we must be clear about
is that we have an authorization but not an appropriation; we still have to
get the money, and that is not by any means a foregone conclusion. As you
prcbably know, the White House Conference idea had a let of opposition from
the Administration. The Department of Health, Education and Welfare was
against it. The Office of Management and Budget was against it and so
testified, and although it did get a majority in the House, it did not succeed
in getting the two-thirds majority which it tried to get the first time
around. So there is a lot of opposition, a lot of skepticism about the value
of this; these people are going to have to be coavinced. The House Appro-
priations Committce is the Committee that will have to be convinced to
provide this money.
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Also in these times there 1is going to be the problem of whether we are
going to be able to get the money all at once, or is it going to be dribbled
out? The manner in which this money is handed to us can affect the planning
very seriously. A lot of things you cannot do until you have the moncy in
harnd are going to have to be worked out rather carefully. So there are a

it many obstacles still to overcome, and that will require a rather

.iculate position on the part of the Commission and all the people who
;:ally want this Conference to take place.

The other problem is that when we first worked out this White House
Conference, we had a plan very carefully formulated which called for 56
state and territory conferences and ten regional planning conferences,
and finally a White louse Conference as the climax. The Conzressional
Record quotes me as saying that | think the White House Conference will be
the '"climatic' conference. ALA has picked that up, and so now I am in favor
of the White House Conference as a '"climatic" conference. Really, we plan
to have a climactic conference in Washington with 2800 pcople attending.

Now all of that costs ten million dollars. They have given us $3,500,000
so obviously everything is going to have to be trimmed down. [t takes a very
simple amount of arithmetic to be able to see that the critical aspect of this
Conference is going to be what happens in the states. The reason we felt
that the Federal government ought to support almost all of the exp..ses of
these conferences was that we couid not see how we could really guarantee
that there would be some kind of uniformity of consideration of national
problems in addition to local and state problems. It was not that we wanted
to tell the states what to discuss, but we wanted tc make sure that they did
discuss certain probtilems in addition to the ones they would have chosen.

So with the amount of money from the Federal source severely restricted,
you have to decide how big a conference you can now afford at the end. You
have to decide how much your staff is going to cost and what materials you
are going to have. If you have $10,000 a piece for each state, you are not
going to be able te do very much, but as soon as you get up to $30,000,
which is not very much cither, tou support state conferences, you have spent
almost haif of the budget right there. So it is going to be terribly
important, if you people want research libraries to be involved in the state
planning, to see to it that the state plans and the state organizations are
such that you get the kind of results that you think ought to come out of
these things. Most of the initiative and most of the money 1s going to have
to he supplied from the state level.

Unfortunately, since the resources of the states are so uneven, that will
also mean that some of the conferences are going to be very minima! affairs,
and others are going to be much better and bigger affairs. All of that is,

[ think, partly the result of the very severe economic situation that faces

the government and partiy the result of a kind of apathy toward White House
Conferences in general. The Administration quite naturally feels that what

we tend to bring ahbout with these conferences is a kind of laundry list of

a1l the things that people want donc, simply expressions of needs and demands
with no critical attitude, and the fact that this all happens down in Washingtor
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with the President giving his blessing to it somehow obligates the Adminis-
tration to do something about these things. And so they are reluctant to
put their necks out on this, especially with money being so tight. So we
are rather hopeful that we wili be able to get a White House Conference
together that might have a kind of idea running through it that what we
should concentrate on is not so much only needs but solutions, and get the
kinds of people who can make those things happen that are necessary 1o
happen.

I think you have got to bear in mind that any solution to the national
problems will be of such a magnitude that the Federal government will be
able to supply not much more than 15 or 20 percent of the funds needed; 80
percent, let us say, is going to have to be found outside of the Federal
level. The plans and the solutions and ail of the discussion will have to
take place with the concept in mind that unless things are solved down in
the municipal, local, regional and state levels, thev are not going to get
solved.

Now in the long run, of course, the Commission's basic interest in a
White House Conference is that we are concerned with this national progran.
We want to turn this into a series of educational events which will show
what a national library program can do for this country, why it is needed,
and what ideas there are for making it go. As we see it, that will be one
of the big things that can come out of this White House Conference.

That is about where we stand. As I said, the facts are very few. The
prospects are not as bright as they might be, but I think it will be all
right. The biggest thing in favor of the conference going on is that what
started this origina.ly was a resolution of the then minority leader,
Gerald Ford. [ think that is a help in the present Administration.

% * *

Election of New Board Members

MR. HOPP: We .ave four members of the Board of Directors who have completed
their terms: Roy Kidman, Warren Kuhn, William Budington, and John McGowan,
who has served briefiy since last May as a substitute for David Heron. We
want to thank these men for their service on behalf of the membership,
particularly William Budington who has ied us for a year as President, and
of course, for three years on the Executive Committee. I am going to call
upon Richard De Gennaro, Chairman of the Nominating Committee, to present
his report at this time. '

MR. D& CENNARQ: The Nominating Committee consisted of William Dix,
Basil Stuart-Stubbs and myself as Chairman.

The following are candidates for the three, three-year terms: Richard W.
Boss, University of Tennessee; Richard W. Couper, New York Public Library;
Edward C. Lathem, Dartmouth College; Vern M. Pings, Wayne State University;
and Russell Shank, Smithsonian Institution. The candidates to fill

O 62

ERIC

s R17



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

the vacancy caused by David Heron's resignatify it Pag
of California, Los Angeles; Ellsworth C. Mason lmiversit
Bruce Peel, University of Alberta.

e AcKerman, University

vy of Colorade; and

Are there any additional nominations from bt floor? [There were none].

[Tellers selected for the election w&rg Wirren Boes and

Roscoe Rouse. After a short interval M. Hopp announced
the results of the election].

MR. HOPP: Elected for three-year terms on thé Bu=rd are Richard Boss,
Edward Lathem and Russell Shank, and for the fyosytar term, Page Ackerman.

[ shoulu give some explanation as to the [esh of office that those
elected will serve. We have typically had Janysty as the changing of the
guard for Board members and Officers, but we hgve_ as you know, changed the
meeting schedule so that we will be meeting in the Fall, probably October or
November, and in May. The Board talked about which meeting would become the
annual meeting. It seemed that logic favored (P ltober meeting, which
means that my successor, Richard De Gennaro, wi 1 serve as President from
Five o'clock this afternoon, until October as pftsident; the Directors that
had been scheduled to serve until January 1978 viil actually only serve
until October 1975; and then October, from thap hoint on, will be the
transition date.

* k £ ¥

Report of the Commission on Dgggigpﬁﬁrﬁtqf Resources

[The Report of this Commission is included as aAppendix Aof these ﬁingéesl.

MR. HARRER: I have one thing to add to my writfepreport which you all

have received. The action of a group conveneq Py the ACLS, which really

was the reason for t'is Commission's inactivity during this year, has
apparently almost come to fruition, though 1 heAr this only thronugh other
sources. A study program has been proposed which is a rather extensive
investigation into the various facets of the Dhroblem of scholarly production
and distribution of knowledge. We are waiting fo fhear more detalls regarding
the two-year study. [ hope that the proposal fOr the study will, at least,
indicate to our Commission that we have scmethiﬂg tlse that we can do, or

that we can retire for a couple of years until the study produces some results.

At any rate, the best [ can say is that olr Comission composed of
page Ackerman, and Basil Stuart-Stubbs and T arf aixiously awaiting the
results and the publication of this study prohosal. We would be very happy
to have any suggestions from anybody, either hefe now or some other time,
as to actions that our Commission might take 4]10ngappropriate lines.

* % k K
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Report of the Commission on Organization of ReSoulces

[The repott of this Commission is included as Appendix Bof these Minutes].

MR. BUDINGTON: This is the Commission you will recall, which has fo do with
the techmpical processes area. You will also recall that we changed our
method of oxpanizing the Commissions and sclecting chaifmen last yéur soO
that the chalrman now comes from the Board of Directors, so they sélected
the nost reactiomary reference librarian, to wit, me, to put in charge of
technicl services. We picked up the Comnmission reconmendations from the
report of the preceding chairmarn, Stanley McElderry, I think all of you
received topies of the report which was put together by Joseph Treyz,

John MCowan and nyself. Many of these things are being reported on in

much more detalil, cither by other speakers today or in Other Written reports.

The First iten that we Spoke to in our delibrations was CONSER, and of
couTse, wt dre going to have a good presentation from Lawrence Livingsten
this aftemoon. Machine-readable data and bibliographic¢ control occudy a
great portion of the att ent ion of all of our members and their staffs, and
this morrming's program, I think, was an excellent exanple of the concerns
which aye sgrficing. We, all of us, realize we have some important timés
ahead. The other items which we discussed were, in brief, the blanket order
plans wh#ch nany of us have been involved with. The qut: tlon had been raised
as 1o Whether ML ought to try to lay down some guidelifes of advicfe to its
member's on geceptance or management of blanket order approval plans, and in
these perilous days and times our decision was that it is every man for him-
self in ¢his mitrer.

I thiwk theére is no need for me to go into detail regarding theé report,
except to again suy that this Commission and all other Commissions welcome
suggestions from the members as to arcas to which the Commission should
curn the#r gttention in the task which they novw have, which is monitoring
and weioing the problems which we have before us.

MR, NELSON: ¥ would like to ask a question in refurence toO One stateneft
here in the repoxt: ''0Of great concern is the role which the information
indusery is gaining for itself in advising and influencing the Federal

dec isdon~naking process." Do you see a conflict there between the interests
of lipbrarxians and the research 1libraries and this trend?

MR, BUDIMGTON:= This gets into a rather contentious ared which I would prefer
ot to deul with in great detail. It probably reflects, fortunately or
unfortunate ly, sone of my own personal concerns. 1 do see soOme are€as in
which the iffommation industry and the library community do fot alway's have
the szne Ob jectives in view. There have been instanCes in this specific ,
case vhesrt sembexs of the GP0 Advisory Committee appear to have been "loaded"
with zep#ts enratives fron the information industry. This is the way it would
ap, vaf uit this sdde. 1 an sure that Mr. Milczewski would stand up on the
other 5¢ i« And sy there are certain areas of representation which aye over-
jogded s4i librarians.
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I think as v go through various matters -~ copyright being the most
ohyious, tho thing to keep in mind is that this is indeed a mattexr on which
all of us are working together, rather than in opposition. It is a trade-
off; one time somebody wins, the next time, they lose. But it is something
about which we have to keep a positive attitude, and if this reflected too
much of a negative attitude, my apologies.

* % £ %

Report on the Commission on Access to Resources

[The report of this Commission is included as Appendix ( of these Minutes] .

MRS. WHITNEY: 1 would like to remind you that my colleagues on the Commission
are John Berthel and Richard Boss. The Commission on Access to Resources has
agreed that among all the many avenues of access it might pursue, for the
present it will continue to concentrate its efforts on exploring the success
of the library user in using the library. For example, some of the items
which might be measured to produce success rates are: What percent of the
time does the user approach the collection through the card catalog and find
the library owns the item, and then, that item is available for use? 1If
libraries could measure and inform themselves on their ability to meet the needs
of their patrons, library plans could more casily and quickly be adapted to
reflect the changes nceded.

Decision makers for library operations could be better informed. The
Commission agreed that no ome institution could muster the staff to investi-
gate new evaluative measures, but that a subcommittee working alone or with
the aid frum the ARL Office of Management Studies could perhaps do so, that

" comparability/standarization of method is essential; that ARL ought to move
forthrightly in promoting evaluative service criteria.

The Commission agreed also it has two objectives: first, to provide
methodology to measure quality of library service; and second, to study
methods of improving services through improved access. The Board has reviewed
the Commission's report and suggests it continue along the lines suggested in
the report.

My colleagues, John Berthel and Richard 3oss and I would welcome criticism
and suggestions from each of you. We would also appreciate your suggestions
if there are new tools needed to improve the accessability of existing
material, such as bibliographies of special collections. In other wvords, ve
would welcome all the help we can get.

* * % %
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Commission on Management of Research Libraries

[The Report of this Commission is included as Appendix Dof these Minutes].

MR. McELDERRY: The meeting last night essentially dealt with the Office of
Management Studies which the Management Commission advises. [ would like to
just relay a fu4 observations about that. Many of you were at the meeting.
We covered a wide range of subjects. I was struck with the notion that some
people view management as the kind of problems that you deal with, and other
people look at management as the skills, the technique, the art, the luck

or whatever it is, that goes into solving problems and making things happen.

There was also some difference of opinion about how such skills or such
problems are dealt with. Some viewed training as essentially concentrating
on awareness issues, so that people are more aware that such a problem exists
and some of the ways that it might be resolved. Others tended to look on the
transmission of whatever management is as a very formal mode of instruction
which would be as complete and lengthy as need be. Others looked on it simply
as information exchange, and I think viewed the process as one of gathering
people together to console each other.

shatever it is, the esszatial point about the Office of Management Studies
thit I think is important te realize is that its resources are finite, that
it 4oes have to make choices and corcentrate on the issues that are the most
important to the member:iip as i whole. I think we got a pretty good in-
ventory of the kinds of things that you were concerned with during the session
last night. The discussion also tended to reinforce the kinds of activities
that the Office of Manigement Studies has been engaged in,

One of the essential points, I think, that you have to realize is that,
given finite resourcss in a wide range of things that the Office of Management
Srudies could deal with, not everything is going to happen as quickly as you
might like. We are going to have to look on the funding of this Office as
an increasing responsibility of ARL, or attract some altermate funding sources.
The judgment of the Commission is that total cost recovery is simply unrealistic
at this time. Even though the problems are very severe, there just is not
enough money to charge people full cost recovery for the services received.

So we are dependent on some outside sources for funding. But at the same time
we feel that there are possibly things that the 0ffice of Management Studies
could do that could increase revenue for some of the products produced.

In terms of the Commission itself, it inherited two problems to deal with
which we were able to dispose of rather quickly in the first meeting. One
had to do with statistics, and we felt that since the National Center for
r.ducat ional Statistics was dealing with the problem at the present time, we
should not get outselves too involved in this or look at new ideas until we saw
what came out of that effort. The OE handbook on library statistics that is
being developed is to be published this Spring. We will have to wait and
see what that looks like before we take the next step.

71



The second issue, collective management, was referred to the Management
Commission, and we felt there was no real organizational issue which involved
that question, so that we would only be looking at it in the abstract.

In the report of the Management Commission which you have, we listed a
number of areas for further consideration which would be in the nature of
recommendat ions for task forces or committees. These have to do with
university library standards, improved library statistics, the issue of
library governance in the sense of internal problem-solving mechanisns,
collective management (which is simply postponing an issue that we did deal
with previously this year), and library education. This last is listed as
an area where we feel the library schools are not preparing people adequately
for management responsibility; we need at some point to try to state our
opinion on that issue. A final notion that we had for future work has to do
with the assessment of existing staff development programs. In a sense this
will be done through special flyers that are developed through the Office of
Management Studies. At least we will know the current state-of-the-art as
to what we might do in the future.

MR. MILCZEWSKI: I wondered whether the Commission in thinking about the
improved library statistics, has thought of this in somevhat larger terms

in tryinp *» get at management information systems, of which library statistics
are only . part?

MR. McELDERRY: Yes, we are aware of that limitation. Our main concern was
that current statistics are largely descriptive. They give us no information
on how to evaluate our current performance or to have the other kinds of
management information we need to improve our services. So we are aware of
that broader aspect of it. We are also aware of the point made by William
Baumol and Matityahu Marcus that large academic libraries, in particular,
have the longest time series of data about their growth and develppment of
any other major group of libraries, so there is some reverence for continuing
our present mode of statistics and not altering thenm drastically until we
know the kind of management information that would be most helpful.

ok k %k 0k

Report on the Commission on External Affairs

[The Report of this Commission is included as Appendix E of these Minutes].

MR. DIX: If you look at the report of this Commission, you may have seen
that after a couple excuses alluding to why this Commission had not done
anything, I raise what seems to me a fundamental question of just what the
role of this Commission is in our present structure. 1' may have sounded
negative; I did not mean it that way. I hope this Commission will be
reconstituted tomorrow morning by the Board, and that the new Chajirman, will
continue to give some thought to this. Let me illustrate the problem &s [
see it though, and put it in a somewhat more positive sens- .
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This Commission's role, in a sense, is that of a Department of State, a
Ministry of Foreign Affairs. It is to deal with "foreign powers'" -- "foreign
powers' presumably being the ALA or the SLA or the ACLS or whatever. My
problem is how you deal with these other entities in the abstract. You need
to have something concrete, and the role is rather cut out by the other
Commissions. On the other hand, I think it is important to keep trying, and
I maybe can illustrate it by citing Frederick Burkhardt., In the late 1940's,
I was a member of the Association of College and Research Libraries' Board of
Directors, and we conceived the idea of communication with the various learned
societies. 1 was told to go and talk to some. So I went tc the fountainhead
of learned societies, the American Council of Learned Societies, to speak to
Frederick Burkhardt, the Chairman. He and 1 discussed this at some length,
but we did not see how exactly ome could work out a continuing program. We
agreed that we should keep talking with each other. '

Then some years later, in part I think because of these conversations,
Mr. Burkhardt took the initiative and set up an ACLS Committee on Libraries
composed of some librarians and some scholars. 1 know the conversations
were useful, but after several years of this, 1 think we all came to the
conclusion again that there was really not very much for this group to do as
a group. However, the point of all this is that I like to think that because
of all of this exposure under Frederick Burkhardt, ACLS has become the leading
foreign power in the country with which libraries deal personally, as it
were: I think part of his interest in libraries that has led him to spend so
much time on library matters comes from this long discussion back and forth
with librarians. So I think this Commission somehow ought to find ways to
keep a dialogue going with the various groups with which we interact, but
I do not quite know how to do it. That is the point of this whole report.

MR. STUART-STUBBS: Here T am interfering in national affairs again, but I
notice in the last issue of the newsletter from the ALA Washington Office,
there has been created, as a result of the copyright bill passed during
September, some kind of commission on copyright, five members of which weve
to be users of copyrighted materials. 1 do not know whether it is the
function of this Commission or not, but I hope that somehow or other we car
address ourselves to them or even have an ARL member as one of those people

on the Commission.

MR. DIX: It seems to have been the interpretation which I inherited when I
became chairman of this Commission that all matteTs concerned with Federal
government directly are in the custody of our Federal Relations Committee.
Maybe this Committee ought to move in,1f appropxsiate.

MR. McDONALD: I would say that although we certainly need to rely in large
part upon the Federal Relations Commi ttee for work in this area, *'.e staff
willy-nilly is involved since we are on the Washington scene; and as an
association I think you have expected us, if not charged us, with the
responsibility toward some of the agencies concerned. We tTy, I think, very
diligently to keep you posted on our activities and make sure that we do

not get too far out in front of what you might wish us to be doing.
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MR. SHANK: There are a number of people in this room who have served on the
ACRL Committec for Cooperation with Educational and Professional Organizations.
I am the current chairman of that committee. We have exactly the same problen
with viability. Everyone agrees that there are agencies with which there
should be relationships developed. I wonder perhaps if we ought not get to-
gether and discuss this, and see if another mechanism other than a continuing
committee might be appropriate.

MR. BRYANT: Despite a great many lunches and a great deal of effort, 1 would
like to add that the ACLS Committee came to the conclusion after three or
four years of meeting that really a continuing body of liaison somehow could
not be effective, and that the work would be carried out with respect to
specific issues at particular times. [ think this is correct.

* *® * &

Report of the Committee on University Library Standards

[The Report of this Committce is included as Appendix F of these Minutes].

MR. HOPP: For some time now there has been a joint committee of the
Association of Research Libraries and the Association of College and Rescarch
Libraries that has been involved in developing a proposed set of standards
for university libraries.

The Committee under the chairmanship of Robert Downs has now set down

some suggested standards which Mr. Downs will talk about briefly this
afternoon. [ think the membership has recceived the committee's draft,

and we will presume you have read it and thought about the standards that
have been suggested. Therefore, Mr. Downs is not going to get into the
details of the standards but will dwell more on the broader aspects.

Following his remarks we will take a brief time, five or ten minutes,
primarily as a means of input to the Committee and te the ARL Board of
Directors for their further deliberations. In other words, this is not an
action report today, but is presented primarily for information and pre-
liminary reaction. The Board of Directors has not made a recommendation on
this draft as yet. We do expect that whatever will be the final report
will be presented at the May meeting of the Association in Houston. We now
anticipate that we will be having an action report in May; in other words,
we will be presenting it for your approval or rejection, as you will. So
at this time I would like to call upon Robert Downs to present something
about the report.

MR. DOWNS: The report which is now in your hands represents intermittent
efforts over a period of several years. 1In short, it has gone through a
kind of an evolutionary process with a great deal of input. Several years
ago when Stephen McCarthy called me to ask if I would serve as Chairman of
the Joint Committee, I thought that it was an extellent idea and I accepted
without hesitation. I thought that standards have been a useful tool in



college libraries and various other types of libraries, so why not for
university libraries? My innocence and naivete soon came in for several

rude shocks. There was no general agreement on the definition of a
university or of a university library. Second, I discovered that some
university librarians were adamantly opposed to standards on the theory

that they level down rather than up in the case of superior institutions,

and were, therefore, more likely to do harm than good in the case of libraries.
Third, perfectionists insisted that if we were to have standards, they should
be gizlitative, not quantitative, and how is one to measure quality? A
feurth point on which differences were found was areas for standurdization.
Obviously, they are almost infinite.

¥

Well, after a number of meetings, much correspondence, input from a
variety of knowledgeable individuals, there evolved the document now in your
hands. The Joint Committee in this report has proposed standards relating
to six basic areas: resources, personnel, space, finances, public service
and administration.

If this set of recommendations, with any amendments and revisions which
may be decided upon, is accepted by the ARL and the ACRL, it is my opinion
that it should be adopted in principle only. It would need, I think, a
testing period of three to five years to determine its validity. In fact,
it should be subject to periodic revision, because quantitatively especially,
it would change with time.

In drafting the criteria for this document, local and other existing
standards were drawn upon as far as possible, including those from Canada,
California, Washington State, Clapp, Jordan, Metcalf, Ellsworth, and various

others.

It seemed to the Committee that these might constitute a sounder basis
than trying to dream up some out-of-the-blue standards which had not been
tried at all. But those standards which we have adopted from other sources
we have in a number of cases adapted to our special requirements.

There was one area in which I was not particularly satisfied, but we
are using it because we did not have any other source: the formula for
staffing on page 12 and 13 of the report is the Washington State formula.
I think it is too elaborate and perhaps too difficult to apply for most
librarians who are not statistically minded. I would prefer a less complex
formula for actual application, but we have found none which seems satisfactory.
Melvin Voigt at the University of California, San Diego has beemn working for
some months trying to develop a formula which would be applicable to the
California institutions, and perhaps he will come up with something which
will be useful. I have discussed this with Marion Milczewski who tells me
that the standard which is in the report has proved reasonably satisfactory
in practice. He thinks it may be somewhat on the generous side, but over a
period of years, I think the Washington State institutions have found it a
reasonable one.
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That is all I wanted to say about the rcport, If there arc any questions
or comments, [ would be very pleased to hear them.

MR. ATKINSON: There are two places where I find I have a political difficulty
with the report. The first is the phrase on page 15: "A drift toward
dangerous unionism makes it difficult for those of us who may well be facing
collective bargaining." [ would just as soon not make the report more
divisive by including this, and it does not add anything to the substance

of the report.

MR. DOWNS: I agree with you on that, and another comment to that same effect
was made by one of the Canadian librarians who suggested the deletion of the
phrase. I am quite willing to delete it.

MR. ATKINSON: The other one is on page 4, in the description of the essential
independence of research institutions. The tone of that paragraph is one
which may well be right, but within the institutions that I am familiar with,
provosts and presidents who do not, in fact, apply the standards that we are
arguing with, tend to seize on interinstitutional cooperation as a necessary
thing. I would prefer a set of standards which had some more soft answers

on interinstitutional cooperation. Otherwise this could upset the university
administration who might then disregard the rest of the standards on the
grounds that we were the same old uncooperative bunch of librarians we always
were. In other words, emphasize the resource sharing and deemphasize the
independence.

MR. DIX: At the risk of being kind of an old fogey, I guess, I have got to
state my own feeling that we would be better off without a set of hard
numerical standards. The collection of statistics for comparison that your
committee got out several years ago seems to me extremely valuable. T still
use it all the time, and the compilation of means, of medians, of cexisting
factors, and this kind of thing, I think, is very useful. But when we vote
as librarians for numerical standards, it does secm to me that this is in-
evitably goinr to have a tendency to drag down those institutions which have
already surpassed the standards set.

prove our salaries are low. Where we are already above some kind of standards,
I tend to sweep these under the rug, if I can. I just wonder again if some
kind of document that cites and gives a lot of medians or something of the
sort, that discusses the various formulae for this and that, but that nowhere
says we librarians believe that is a standard figure for this or that, might
serve all of us better. Now I know all the arguments against it, and you
stated most of them, but I could not sit here without making that statement,

at least.

I welcome standards myself in the area of salaries because I use it to

MR. DOWNS: I think you are suggesting that any standards which may be adopted
would be maximum standards, which is certainly not the intention of the Joint
Committee. These should be regarded always as minimum standards, and anything
you can do beyond this makes your library a superior one. I know there is a
very strong feeling among some librarians that quality should receive primary
emphasis rather than quantity. 1 personally favor something solid and con-
crete, because I think when you get into statements of quality standards,
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it usually ends up with a lot of empty rhetoric, and unless you have some-
thing you can put your finger on, you do not have anything much to go on.

MR. ROGERS: There are two things that alarm me slightly. One is relating
size of staff to student enrollment. [ am glad I understood your remarks to
mean that you were not satisfied with that. I would just like to say I for
onc am totally unsatisfied with that. It produces a ridiculous result when
applied to Yale.

I also wonder on what grounds on page 22 you werc prepared to say the
materials should be classified, cataloged, bound or otherwise processed
centrally, except certain nonbook materials. I can think of severul reasons,
because of availability of space, peculiarity of a notation system or a
language, when this does not necessarily hold.

MR. DOWNS: You would prefer decentralized to centralized processing in some
cases?

MR. ROGERS: Not totally so, but [ think a flat statement like this is simply
not appropriate. I think this is listed as a principle, and it is very often
included in library bylaws and statutes. I think the general principle is
sound, but of course, you might have local conditions which would make it
impossible, and as indicated here, there are certain types of materials which
might be better cataloged in a decentralized fashion. Maps would perhaps be
one, as well as slides, picture colleutions, and various other types of non-
book materials. ’

MR. BOSS: I have two reactions as to whether there should be minimum
standards, a large number of public institutions are finding that higher
education commissions or other state bodies are developing formulae for
funding education, ond they, as your group did, looked to existing formulae
or standards as the basis.

We have the unfortunate experience in Tennessee that the ACRL college
standards were applied to determine the basis of funding for all types of
institutions, including comprehensive universities, in the absence of a
university standard. Tihe second paragraph of the ACRL standards say they
are not applicable to the universities that stress research and have Ph.D.
programs. However, it was used in Tennessee as the only thing available.

I would urge especially for those in public institutions, that the
failure of those within the library profession to develop standards for
university iibraries that are minimum standards may result in actions of
this type by nonlibrary bodies, and they may have a very detrimental effect.
A lot of decisions we make are forced on us by our environments rather than
being our choices.

The second reaction I have is that the relationship of staffing to

enrollment is most unfortunate, indeed, because it depends a great deal on
the climate of an institution. In our particular institution the enrollment
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has increased only about four and a half percent a year. Library usc has
increased 30 percent to 60 percent a year for the last four years. You have
got to look at the pattern of library use. If you take a look at the library
attendance, somcthing like twice the number of students enrolled in the insti-
tution comes to the library cach day.

MR. SKIPPER: Since you mentioned these are in reality minimum standards, to
avoid confusion in application in the future, should not the title of the
report include the word '"minimum?" -- Minimum University Library Standards?

MR. ESPLIN: I will have to make clear the point of view I am speaking from.
That is first, the point of view of the Canadian library; secondly, the
unfortunate fact that I was only able to read this tast night, so T have
only vague impressions -- I cannot back them with facts, but let me make

two points in relation to the Canadian members of your Association: one is
that Canadian practices tend in some instances to be different from United
States proctices, and indeed, in your report you have noted this. I do not
think that a report of this kind, if adopted and seen to be a standard in
the United States, would, in fact, be helpful. In fact, T think it would
be very damaging to a number of Canadian university libraries.

MR. DOWNS: You arc certainly far ahead of us in the level of financial
support.

MR. HOPP: Since therec are no further questions, this concludes the dis-
cussion at this time. Thank you very much, Mr. Downs.

* % % *

Report of the Committee on Access to Manus scripts and Rare Books

MR. 1IOPP: 1 am going to now call upon Ray Frantz who is Chairman of the
Committee on Access to Manuscripts and Rare Books. He will speak about a
program document that he and his Committee have put together for your
consideration. He is going to present it for information at this meeting,
and we will be presenting it for action at the May Meeting.

MR. FRANTZ: This a summary report only of the Committee's work. I would
like you to know who the members of the Committce are: Willlam Bond, the
Houghton Library, Harvard; Herman Kahn of Yale, Past Pres:dent of the Society
of American Archivists; William Cagle of the Lilly Library; James'tlenderson
of the New York Public Library; and John Finzi of the Library of Congress.

The Committeec has been working on two statements, one on access to rarec
hooks and manuscripts, and the other on reproduction of manuscripts. [The
statements referred to here are included as AppendicesH and 1 of thesc
MznuEES] The main concern under access is how does a library balance access
to source materials with its ohligations to preserve them? Dther concerns
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include accepting restrictions a donor might impose or otherwise losing an
important research collection; restricting collections to protect living
persons from an invasion of privacy; demanding by a library official of a
user's identification and signature to regulations designed to protect source
materials from mutilation or from theft; and the Committee weighed carefully
the merits of granting equal access to all users.

With regard to reproduction of manuscripts for noncommercial purposes, a
main concern was to distinguish between property rights and literary rights --
in other words, the fact that our libraries own the pieces of paper, but we
do not own the words that are on the manuscript pieces -- and to make clear
that the burden rests on the user to get permission to publish from those
owning the literary rights.

The Committee also wrestled with the problem of what is now called quite
properly "mail order research.'" The technology can lead to the situation
where you will wake up one morning and find a list of things that a person
will want you to photocopy and send off in the next mail. How much time
should that take in the priorities of your work? And finally, the Committee
also worked out the obligations that the user had to give credit to libraries
holding original materials when copies have been used.

We have the advantage of the draft statements on access and reproduction
from the Association of College and Research Libraries, [The statements referred
to here are included as Appendices J and K of these minutes.] and an access state-
ment already published from the Society of American Archivists (SAA)i T@;
statements follow the wording of this work in some sections, but differ ~
significantly in others. I would like to comment briefly on some of these
differences:

1) A key one is under access. The ACRL statements grant equal terms
of access to all users. This was modified in the ARL report that will be
coming to you with a quotation ''unless prohibited by the regulations of the
institution:" 2) the ARL Committee statement emphasizes the protection of
living persons from an invasion of their privacy; 3) the Committee does not
say a library "has the responsibility to inform a tesearcher of its collections,”
but that it "should inform." Otherwise, a library might be put on the de-
fensive by the accusation that key materials had been withheld and favored
treatment given to another researcher; 4) the Committee felt that a library
has the right to ask a user for an official identification and his signature
to the regulations of the repository; 5) the library staff also may judge
who is to be denied access: people who have misused or destroyed or showed
little responsibility toward the collections or have failed to abide by the
regulations. So much for access.

With regard to reproduction of manuscript materials, the Committee felt
that to require permission from the owners of the literary rights or from
the library to make a copy of a manuscript for a user was a practical impossi-~
bility. This would entail really a detective job for the library or the
user to track down the author, or if deceasad, to his heirs, and ask for
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the rights. Since it has not been fully decided that a photocopy of a
manuseript constitutes publication, the Committee borrowed froum the practice
of fair use and felt that in the interest of research, copies should be
continued to be made for users of a manuscript item if that is within the
regulations of the institution, '

Regarding the question of copying an entire archive or an entire unit of
that archive, the Committee wishes in the interest of reseayw™ Vv the market-
place to encourage this pratice provided that therc are p7 " 20nins to the
collections so that the schelar may immcdiatiiv kavy ace .- i *. archive,

As far as mail order research and other reproducticns wnich require the
time of the staff, the Committee fe=ls that the liLrary has the right to set
the priorities of that labor and to deny what 1t feels are unreasonable requests.
A library often hates to deny these requests, but at the same time, it has
to do it. This may sound ‘ratner negative, it is not intended to be. The
intention of this group was to have as few restrictions as possible. At
the same time, we wanted to center on those regulations we felt were para-
mount, and also to provide libraries with a statement that they can either
use or ignore if they wish, but if they feel that they wish to exercise
some of these matters, they have a statement to support their actions.

Now what is the future course? If you adopt the statements presented,
that means that there will be three statements. There will be the ARL state-
ment that actually will carry a great deal of authority. There will be the
statements that had been printed on access and reprnduction by the ACRL, and
there will be the statement on access by the SAA. The profession then is
burdened with three statements. What the Committee would like t¢ do is to
approach ACRL and SAA to agree on one statement -- if not our own, one that
is modified zo that the profession may live under one statement and not have
three competing statements that can, of course, be played against us. It is
just a bad posture to have three statements zeroing in on the same matter.

Another thing we think we might do involves the relationship between
scholars and our libruries, especially our source materials which are really
the crowns of our collections. Most of us have over a million volumes, but
it is in the source materials, the manuscripts and the rare books, where
research begins, is validated and ends that the relationship between the
researcher and the library is strained. Many of you, I think, have read
James Thorpe's excellent statement to ALA on the responsibility of the
researcher and the responsibility of the archive. I think we can fully under-
stand that a scholar when he is on the track of an idea wants as few hurdles
placed in his path as possible; he does not have time to stop and notice ox
wish to understand many times all the explanations we can give for our trust
of this material and responsibility to pass it on to the future generations.
We might well (and I would like your reaction to this) take the initiative
and approach the Joint Committee of Historians and Archivists ol the American
Historical Society, bring a statement to them for their acknowledgment, and
hopefully gain their understanding to bridge this sensitive gap that now
exists between our own profession and those in history, English and elsewhere.
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If we do not take the initiative, 1 think we will losc a great opportunity,
hecause the American Historical Association is greatly concerned by a variety
of matters that bear directly on our work.

For example, the naivete of some of the people holding advanced degrees
and doing research is absolutely appalling; the mutiiation of some of our
collections by scholars who feel that their abilities give them a special
use of these has created great concern within the AHA. A statcment has
recently gone out that graduate training should combine elementary matters
of ethics and responsibility toward archives or clse the library profession
will get even tougher than it is at the present time. The thing to note is
that they are aware of it, and they already feel we are pretty tough. I do
not think we are. I think we need to get in touch with them. I think we
need to open communication. If we axe successful with the AHA, then we might
turn to the group James Thorpe addressed his remarks to, the Modern Language
Association. This can be a future course that I think could be quite iro-
ductive.

We thought of having a national switchyard of quick reference on theft
botween book dealers and libraries. England now has one. If something is
stolen, within 12 to 24 hours almost every book dealer in Engiand, Ireland,
and Scotland knows about it, We have no real track on our Tamerlane that
was stolen last year. The latest Tamerlane sold for the unconscionable price
of $123,000. That must have awakened some professionals who are worried
about the state of the economy, and we may be under attack of some people
who really know their business as we try to palance access and preservation.
This is really the time to open this matter of a quick reference service
nationally.

Herman Kahn, as you might guess, adroitly has seen this and has brought
such a proposition before the Society of American Archivists for manuscripts.
I indicated to him that this might also include rare books. I will further
speak with him to see if the ARL can in some way help his group. I think it
is a great effort that can be done.

Beyond this for the future I have nothing to say. This is a brief out-
line of what has been done. If you have more substantive questions at the
May meeting, [ will be available for questions again. [If you have any
responses, particularly in regard to taking initiative with the AHA, I would
be happy to know how you feel about it.

MR, VOSPER: May I suggest when you start talking to the English literature
people, that you might draw the help of Gordon Ray into the group.

MR. FRANTZ: Thank you. He is vitally interested in this. That is an
excellent suggestion. 1 appreciate it.

MR. HOPP: [ will repeat what I said before that both Mr. Down's report and
the Frantz report, will come back to the Association in May for further con-
sideration and possible action. '



MR. HOPP: At this point in the program I waht tocall upon William Budington
to present a resolution.

incy MumfQrd
— e T

MR. BUDINGTON: The following resolution was c¢Oysidered favorably by the
Board of Directors at its meceting yesterda)y, s/ is brought to the membership
now for their ccﬂsidaration;

WHEREAS, The Library of Congress has duri;g ¢he past twenty years
made contributions of great significance in areas of concern to
this Association, these having been accolp }ished during the

administration of the recently retired lefaz1m1 of Congress, and

WHEREAS, such contributions include much ephanced development of
resources through establishment of overs&;4 procurement offices
under Jublic Law 480 and the National PrQgfimof Acquisitions and
Cataloging, and

WHEREAS, organization of resources in th@ Liprary of Congress and
other 11brarles has been markedly aided by th¢ Dewey Decimal
Classification Office, Information Systems (Office, the MARC pro-

grams, preservation activities and Catalogihg-in-Publication, and

WHEREAS, access to resources has benefit@q by  establishment of
special area sections, the National Referyg! (enter for Science
and Technology, and special services to £} ¢ blind and handicapped,
and

WHEREAS, management of resources is greaf]y imroved by automation
of as many internal procedures as possible, the establishment of
the Federal Library Committee, Eq:al Opplrtiumity Office, and
National Libraries Task Force, and now thg tenstruction of the
long-awaited third building,

Therefore, be it RESOLVED, that the membeys of the Association of
Research Libraries, here assembled, expréss to

L. QUINCY. MUMFORD
their great pect and appreciation for iy tvo decades of dedicated
service as Lirrarian of Congress, requiring astute participation in
maiiy levels of governmental relationships 2 perception of national
public and professional needs, a cordial gpd mtually productive
interaction with many professional and bugiles’s communities and
the fulfillment of high expectations in 2 10pgand meritorious
career.

Mr. President, T move the adoption of thiy Resolution.
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HOPP:  Wwould all those in

n favor of that resolution please =ay
[The resolution was adopted by veice vote ef the membership].

©you very much, Mr. Budington. for drafting that resolution os:
behalf of the membuership.

ort or the Assistant Executive

HOPP: AT this time

mally have a report from the Executive
[hirector, i

jstances we are going to call upon

tao AssjATaol DXeTHTIV Frankie, to present the report.
Wins. FRANKIE:  fatters relating to copyright have occupied a great deul of

time in the Oifice. As you all know, the orai nents in the Williams

and Wilkias Casc were presented before the Supreme Court in December. A

number of guestions were asked of poth attorneys. All of the Justices werc
present.  The Court’s decis on is expected before the end of the present
of the Court, that is, before the el of June. The ARL attorne: nar
asked to continue to provide us with legal assistance as nceded
we will advise the membership of developments as they occur.

[
Py

In the meantime, the so-called interim Copyright Bill was passed at the
~nd of the 93rd Congress. There are only three provisions in this shortencd
hill, one of which invelves the establishment of the Commission that
My, Sruart-Stubbs referred *o earlier. The Commission is known as the
Nationa! Commission on New Technological Uses of Cepyrighted Works. .Just to
bricfly =upplement what John McDonald has said about the thinking of the
ARL in this regard, the purpos of the Commission is to study and compile
dat1 on the creiation, reproduction and use f copyrighted works in automatic
systems and by various forms of machine reproduction. It is anticipated
~hut the Commission would report on the pro lem of reproducticn of copy-
righted works by photocopying machines after one year and would complete its

' ' ommission is to be composed of 13 members:

wotk within three years. The C

sour from the gencral public, four from the author and =zopyright owncrs
compunity, and four are to be users of copyrighted works. Tn addition to
this, the Librarian of Congre is a member of this Commis 1, and the
Registur of Copyrights serves as d nonvoting member ot the .ommission.
wWhether this Commission is established and becomes active, of course, will
depend upon the favorable action of the Appropriations Committee. Again we
will seck to intluence the Committee, and have some voice in who is chosen
to be members of the Commission, all of whom are pfésidentialiy-appointcd.

W

=5

[n terms of general copyright revision, the Scnate did pass a version
of a copyright bill, but it died at the closc of the 93rd Congress. There
will be hearings in the 9ath Conpress after the hill is introduced. We
are concerned about the inciision of prohibiticn of "systematic reproduction.’
This has been widely discussed and reported in the press, sO I will not go
into detail here.

83

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



“a this connec t;au and because of the difficulty of the issues involved
i : Copyright Office and the National Commission on
and Iﬂtﬁrmdtlnﬂ Science cosponsored a Conference on Lgp\right
As a rosult of these discussions, which focused en trying to arrive
onsensus between the publishing community and the library community
constitutes fair use, a working group was formed composed of six

ves from the library community i six representing copyright
rors. The group was asKed to continue thesc disct s%i@ﬂ% and try to
vxamples of what would be a violation of copyright be
nitic reproduction practices prohibited in the proposed new ”"g’;ght

>sentatives for the lzbrdfy conrauni ty lﬂkl”dﬁ P111Lp Brown and

o tho ALA

the attorneys s OARL snd ALA, Bdmon i

guhxomm ttee on Copyright, Frank McKenna from the 5@@@1&1 I1brarlgs
Association, Julius Marke from the American Association of Law Librarics
and Stephen McCarthy, who is going to continue fo serve as a consultant to
the ARL on matters regarding copyright. This group has met several times.
The discussions are difficult, but they at least do continue to meet and to
comaunicate. The nguﬂ will make a report to the National Conference Group

in February. We wiill keep you advised of dcxalnpments here.

Regarding appropriations for library programs, I will ju<t say in terms
of Title II of the Higher Education Act, approximately ten fi::lion dollars
has bééﬂ appropriated for FY 1975. This is the same amount .s last year.
It only provides for funding of the $5,000 basic grants. Your applications
are due at the Office of Lducation by January 29th.

Finally, just a brief review of some of the activities of ARL committces
within the past few months. The Federal Relations Committee, as has been
mentioned, has a new chairman, Fugene Kennedy. One of the assignments of this
Committec 15 to work on the dlghﬁf Educarion Act legislation which expires

June 30th. Mr. Kennedy has becn asked to work with a gre » from the hi gher

education community at the American Council on Educoticer soviewing what
might be recommended in drafting new 1Q&l§1dt1@ﬂ - lieas i~ - being held
and will continue to be held on the various aspects of sislation. If
Congress does not complete their revision of the Act by . ~une 30th dead-

line when the Act expires, the existing programs can automatically be
renewed for an additional year to allow time for Congruss fo complete its

work.

Other vommittees have submitted reports, all of which will appear in
the pu - tished Minute [ will just wention that the NPAC Committce has been
active. It has condu;tcd several surveys to look at the effect of the NPAC
program in our research libraries. The results of these surveys will be
published, and the Committee will probably report in May after they have had
time to analyze some of their findings.

The Interlibrary Loan Committee is onc of our most actiive committees.
In recent months it has turned its attention to the SILC roject. particularly
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Phase Il of this project, which was
and W to include

iginally conceived as a pilot test
ting a SILC manager and a testbed for
y and 1

the project. The Committee met yes lay o to give a report to
the Board tomorrow. Again thero wi be srmat ion on this I=portant

project in ¢

Academic Library Statistics, but these
will not »nt furcher on this. I
ARL Salary Survey. hc appreciate very
! have gotten some
ccommendations ’wv how we might improve our presentation and

ot the anggg%t‘ans with the Bot

I was going to talk about the AR
nuve been mentioned several
¢y owant to say a quick ward
- 10 TERPONEes to he guestionnalire we sent out. We

1
~f this data. I raeviewed some

easily implemented than ochers, but wll
nsideration, and I would anticipate there

Some of them are mo
i11 he siven serious co
hls vedr.

”r t"; 1
will be

The "LLutlvc Director

M. HOPP:  Perhaps i berlers on carrylng coals to Newcastle to intr QdLEV
our rew Fxccutive Director, John Mgﬂaﬂaldi tle recently served one and a half
terms as rresident of AEL, has been active on a number of committces f@ us,
and is probably Kknown to most of you personally.

While you m .~ =ow John McDonald, the man, quite well, I think It is also
important that you know about the solid CXPCT[EHL tie brings to this now
] He will represent us almost daily in many areas in various
circumstane. . Therefore, let me just roke few moments to acquaint you with
Tohn Mcbonaid, the prodeisiondt.

For the Past 1l years he has bcsn divecting the University of Connec ticut
Librarics. Pri.r to that he was with the Washington UHLV;TE ity i}brarx s in
5t. Louis, wher. he held various positions from the Chief of the R“Fﬁrence
Departn to the Associate Director position. [ am going to skip .urlier
experiences; bui would like to tell you that i« 1958 hc was one of the
“vnuekleheads' - -that is on endearing term, by the way. It is a group of
Aight librarians including such luminaries as Gustave Harrer, Natalic Nicholson,
an! James Skipper who sat at the feet of chLs Mctcalf for scveral months at
i©  rs Library School in the Special Adminisirator's Tratning Program supported
by ..c Carnegie Corporation.

John has hern a library building consultant. The most adventurouc assign-
ment was probably in Santiago, Chile for *h\ . ‘tholic University Library under
the auspices of the Ford Foundation. This wi. during a particularly ¢ exciting

n
time as President Allende was just comlug %ﬁio YOWET .
Nationally John has served on the American Library Associntion Council,

on the ALA Library Administration Division Board of Directors and the ALA
Nominating Committec. Among his more interesting assignments, he tells me
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Office of Lducation Advisory cvommittce on Library

ree vears, one of which
A m;mb&f of the ARL Board of Directors for many years

nyton University in
would say more, bhut I

state anything that he

in library scicnce at
Yo jtd? Tand if L haﬂ mare space on this
mavhe that is oneugh. T will now nas

W J‘n

and Alternates. Now Meooers, Former Members, Friends

of Stephen Wanrth\ aa Gnests of (hu ; ; first of all to
thank R11 h Hopp fo  thur generous introduction. Ue has told vou move about

me than should Hsvu, oS and that Tact is

thar for tho s s - 1fe 3151 n ) 90-dnv wonder.

Asout 31 yoars ago (when Un§lﬂl§1) 1 hardly move thqn a boy) the 115,
me iove to Chicago co make an uFf}ﬁer and a gentlemen out . e,

: it ro others to dec
huf thc Nivy dd
ing we to course

de whether the sccond task was ever accor | -ished,
1 -- that 1s to say th?t after
i ~ampus of rthrestern

4 indeed muke me an of

SXP0S 5 in

=
T
g3
e !"‘i

University, ! received my comui stirring cercmony hc on the end
of Navy Pier tar out in Lake hecame an rnsign jus: three months

sfter entering Midshipman School, and so am entitled te be called an
anthentie 90-day wonder, a term *hxt the younger people here may never have
or if thev neard it they may not have understood it. I think hack on
that distant expericnce now, not jlest becave: | am again herc in Chicago,
but because [ am about to :qu]Qté anothev -day cxperience which has had
and promises to t as profound

ontinue to have an effect upon mv life a.most
and wonderful as thst othor Wi-duay experienc

it is o preat privilese for me to add - 5 v o fov the first timc as
Exccutive Director of the SRL.  ¥nowing tumuir:ing of the prestige and the
qecomr ! ishments of this oveunizat.on, [ do net enter lightly upon my new
responsibilities. T am mindful too of the performance of my predeces.ur in
this position -- about which you will hear more later. So I apprzach ay ncw
duttes, if ot woth trepidaticn, at least with what T trust is the proper
combi ition of awe and anticination and confidence in the futurc of thc

et ion,

Io

[ can 11 von that =y { st ten or so weeks at the ARI headquarters
have been intenscl, interest.ng and extrzordinarily busy. Although I
served for five years on the ARL Board and for more than a ycar and a half
as President, nothing in that experience quite prcpar&d me for the range
and variety ﬂni, in some instan. s, the splexity of the he adquartvrs
operation. But that is the fun of the job as well as its challenge and 1
assurc you I look forward eagerly to what lies ahead. For a time we will
all miss Stephen McCarthy's sure-handed leadership, but different pcople
have diffrerent strengths, and 1 hnpe to make my own sort of contribution in
keeping +ith the changing conditions of the present and the uncertain require-
ments of the future.
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In tris effort [ w: = of j@iﬁed bv the truly excellent ARL staff. Among
many things that may ng id 3pout Stephen McCarthy, it is clear that he
leaves behind a strong styff ond 2 sound organization. In addition to our
capable Assistant Executlye D , Suzanne Frankie, who does everything
graciously, efficiently ands a5 it scems, off ~tlessly, the supporting staff
is also able and consciCNyifug, Attracting and holding good peop - is not
casy in the face of al} the combetltion in the Washington area; therefore
the quality of the staff 3s ail the more remarkable. As for t

(R

W

=

Management Studies (OMS) gnd the Center for Chinvse Research Materials (CORM
thelr accomplishments spes the excellence of
the persoanci involved IR ,“th ©F thesc important activitics of the

Association. 1 shall =3y n9re about them in a moment.

-d apout the financial condition of the Association
<% §2 900 por vesr for cach member institutien, or 1t
L anﬂthgr way , one-third to one-fowrtth of the Sﬂla?y
in gdgp OF youl libraries. With our present moember-

aing Unger $200,000 ne= woop,  Ax is true of the member
s the ARy is 2 jabor-. , organization, thus the
lion's share of o 0s0lycls goes to salu. n additicnal amouit pays
the rent at 1527 Hﬁmpghire Avenue and mects the 1
running the off: The palapce is used to support membership activities,

suck as meeting= 7 the DfFngfS and Board of Dirsctors, and the wortk of
the Commissians, iask foreeS, and Standing Committcees. It is this last

categury of funds that prgvldges whatever flexibility the Associatlion hus to
arrange its priorities 50 43 (0 emphasizc those programs that =~ of greates
intercest and value to the mémhership. To illustrate, at the moment a certail

amount of our income go€S tO support the Office of Management Studies. As

we learned last night, thjs is clearly in line with the wishes of the member-

ship, and indeed there I8 génelal agréoement tha: that support should be
increased.

There arc, however, Many other worthy activities that the Association is
pursuing now or could purgue in the future, and we shall be needing advice
as to which of these offu,ss vhe greatlst potential benaefits and deserves our
strongest support. [ am asSyping that we cannot do everything we might con-
sider useful and that chaje®y will have to be made. A likely candidate for
continued attention is O4uy SypStantial effort wiih respect to interlibrary
loan activity. Another Mgy be in the legislative arena where we could well
make common cause with the National Commis:ion on Libraries and Information
Science and other group® {G_bring into being new and appropriate library
legislation, = tawhile W ¥1lng for the temporary extension of the existing
support provided by the 1igher Education Act and its amendments.

Seoannie Frank. o has meptineg what you may have read in the ARL Newsletter,

that Fugene xennedy of NYyy hys accepted the chairmanship of the ARL Feders
Relations Committec. ML genpedy has already -+ vood start on this
assignment, and his priox €XpeTlence at the -1 f Education as well as
his -encral familiarity with the Washington 1e 111 be great assets to
him, t5 the Committee ang €0 the Associatiu addition to any legislative

effort that may be moyaled, the rederal Relat:.1s Committee will br concerned
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ith the ARL reaction to the NCLIS

rogram and will be closely

ved in determining the proper f the ARL and its member libraries
sspect to state and national plans tor the White House Conference on
ies and Information Scriices ubout which Frederick Burkhardt spoke

~.  From these few samples and from what Suzanne Frankie has told you,
you can scc that the ARL will not lack challenges in the months

Returning now to finances and to the OMS and the CORM, hcth of these
3 1T furthrf funding in the present year. Those of you

ot will be -t gi
5 nded la . 's meeting know something of the leIS of the OMS5.

of a combination of incrensed support from the ARL, increased
and continued though somewhat
ment Office

revenues from sale of products and servic
reduced funding from the LQUﬂLll on Library Resources, the Mans
to continue operation into 1978.

hopes

The CCRM, which has a most impressive record of accomplishment, has in

the piqt been funded .y the Ford Foundation, joined more reccntly by the
Narional iﬂdﬂwméﬂt for the Humanities. Currently the Center is secking

istance from the Mellon Fonnd:*ion; and preliminary lﬁﬂliatlDﬂS are
r1v£:4b1¢. With the help of the Center advisory committee, chaired by
Philip McNiff, and a & -cial cammltteg on funding, the Center hopes and
expects soon to assure ts financial future for at lcist the next few years.
in lisht of the current interest in contemporary studies of mainland China,
that the Chinese Center will be successful in its quest.

The ARL Board at -ts mecting yesterday approved in principle the plans of
both : to approach the foundations ment o We shall benefit
if they s ful

This is, I believe, morc than cnough in the way of an inaugural address.
Let me only add that I look ferward to thc opportunity to work with each and

every member. [ belicve that opportunity exists. If you are interested
in serving the Assoclatior in a particular way, your services will be wel-
come. 1t is sometimes said that the ARL is controlled by a 111 group and

that opportunity to participate is severely limited. The evidence is other-
ns of pfrqun' serve on our various committees and tashk

wise, Hoiens and dozer
Forg +i . Poard has had members from libiiries of ev-ry type and size
Ny cvery soction of this country nd Canada.  The ARL has always
heavily on its members, [ trust 1t al.ays will.

rop. o

Finally, le. me say that 1527 New Hampshire Avenuc is a real place, con-
taining real peoplc, at least on the fourth and 7ifth Jloors where the ARL and
Company reside. DPicase come and visit us whencver you are in Washington.

And 1% write. We want to know what is on your mind. Thank

yon very much.

Al cannout Comy

& & Kk *
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sort of the President

W

sral reasons that we have come to the point in

7 it is time for the President's Report.  Tortunately,
meeting most of the substantive matters have been covered.
ins for me, then, to report primarily on those items thut have been

-t

[t rem:
uniquely presidential respons

Without o doubt, the two most important and time-consuming responsibilities
of the President this year have been first, the reconstituting ot almost the

entire slate of commissions, committees, task forces and representatives, and
sccond, the appointment of a new Executive Director, i successor to

McCarthy. In connection with the first, my was time-consuning,
sure, but not especially difficult, since I received extraordinary
cooperation from ail of you that I have asked to serve the ARL in one capacity

O the otnor

My second -k was made ier by the fine work of thc Search Committce
oo Ackerman of UCLA, Richard Boss of Tenncssec, Rutherford Rogers
Basil Stuart- %tuhh1 at British Columbia and Warren Haas, Columbia,

mude up of Pa
at Yale and
who served as ,h‘lrmin

o task of .he Committee was simplified by the fact
! 1e scene somebody who had just gone through
3 interworkings of the ARL and knew  som-

11 ur h}dt thc I'x Autlwﬁ Dircctor's position entailed, and fortunately for
a1l of us, was p -suaded to accept the appointment.

[ would like to pay tribute to D.. McCarthy for the ¢ffective
he has given ARL in the laxt several years. In pAYtlLUlHT I want to =a
I am especially grateful that I had the opportunity of working with him almost
the entire period of my presidency. We will be having mor> to say about
Stephen McCarthy and his service at tonight's meeting.

Also [ want to express my appreciation to Suzannce Frankie for all rhe
fine work she has done this past year, and although John McDonald has been
officially in ¢ffice only a coupie of weeks, his dircct involvement has becen
s ince November 1, and his continuous supportive role throughout the puast vear
forctells a continued effective ARL. Duane Webster and all i
the hardworking ARL staff, some of whom vou have met today, doserve our
sincere thanks. Finaily, I want to cxpress my appreciation for the opportunity
to serve as ARL President. As a Nebraska farm boy, I never would have dared
to dream of reaching such heights, and I can assure jou that it was an
ennobling cxperience for which I am humbly prate ‘uil .

And now with my report completed, T should likc to ask if therec is any
old business to be brought up today? I rot. T am pleasc cd to present your
s Pr; dent Richard De Gennarec, Director of ulhTJfl,,j University of

SNNARD:  This is a moment that Ralph Hopp has been waiting for all

MR. D
e first thing T am going to do for you as your new President is to

yeil

g9
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spar. vou an inaugural address. The hour is 1at£ I think we all want to
get away and get to the cocktail party 1In time for dinner at the meeting this
evening.
a4 miaate, though, to say that last January about
3 in the Board mecting on Sunday mafninﬁ it neve
o t uld be either nominated or cencelvably be el Presic
But as I loo ked &TDUﬁd thc table and [ saw that the :re so few Board mguﬁélg
left, the o1d members have gone off, 1 there was a possibility,
and so I started to try to gr@pc f{r th at the reluctant
presidents use, the one that says I nominated. | will nof serve
and will not campaign If erfted et ; iocouid get dii Inet
out, the election was wver. [ was elected and | dld ﬂDt Fnow what to do  but
[ am rather glad that [ never got the chance to make that statement. In any
I understand that it dJdoes not work The r..les club are that as
pot clected i serve, and those T
In the last year or so, as President - t, ! rave begun to appreciite
that really it is an opportunity and no: S I have cven begun to
enjoy it a little. 1 feel a tittle bit iiwc the man who jumped off
the high building, and on his way down pa:iins The E,th floor, somebody asked
him how things were go ing, and he said, "So fur, s0 good." S0 we will scv

how 1t gous starting tomoTrrow.

The only other official thing T would Iike to
Ralph Hopp on behalf of all of you, [T am sure, f
has done all yus=+= long as your President. 1 also
for all his help and instruction and training that
job. L um lookine forward to working as your Pre

ing tno voanr help. 1 know 1 ouann coant o
Member Moo rng of ARL adjourned.
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say thanks to

is
“or the splendid job that he
want to thank him personally

just to

he has given me for this
“dent during the year.
it. ! now declare the
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APPENDIX A

REPORT OF THE COMMISSION ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF RESC

[EF
Z
o
o
|
o
]

G.o 197

\]:4

L
4+
s
o

: beon a relatively unproductive one for
report can therefore be pleasuntly short.

rairman, taking over from the accomplished and effective
: i, ﬂadL his best efforts to bacome informed ‘baut the
arrces and Ackerman met with Brjant in Cambridge in July

4s U ,laFLLultv were pointed out and the Commission WimbGIJ made
hegin 1ﬂv;at1gL ions Dt éeve1a1 of them. Illowever, it seems thnt we
fhe 5 Who W ‘ groun was convened under the
nices of thL 'ACLS in th .ring , ider the problems of scholarly
communication in general. That meeting pf@:uced a task force {which included
warren J. Haas of Columbia) to design a proposal fur a study which could be
presented to foundations for funding.

L
[
o
4+
L

This development cffect vely hlocked further cffort ., the Commission.
The Commission has been kept informed of the progress of the task force and
its many meetings during the summer and fail, and has recently learned that a
text of u proposed study should be mvailable sometime in January. At that
time it will be poss ible to sce what the thrust Qf tlat ctfqrt will he, and
to revise and establish new directiens for the ;

W

= Ackerman
R 511 Stuart-5Stubbs

Gustave A. Harrer, Chairman

December 20, 1971

s
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APPESNDIX B

PORT OF THE COMMISSION ON ORGANIZATION OF RESQURCES

R

T

The responsibility area of this Commission is "to seek means of
improving and extending bibliographic control of research library materials,
including methods of ordering and pr ing these materials to ensure the

dering and pre g
greatest compatibility of form, econc staff effort and institutional
expenditures, and usefulness to rea : Somewhat over & yvear ago, ARL Com-
missions relinquished their line functions of committee prodding, to concen-
trate on general monitoring and evaluation of activity in their respective
spheres of concern. Included are not only efforts under way within ARL, but
also activities elsewhere of interest to research libraries, and the identi-
fication of actions which may nced to be taken by ARL in meetTlng ncw or un-

tended concerns.

Last January, the first report of this Commission under thc new ground
rules presented a careful summary and reasoned extensions of its discussions
by their Chairman Stanley McElderry. The reconstituted Commission has received
a few relevant communications during the year, and met on November 13 to re-
view again the concerns suggested in the McElderry report and other matters
as were felt needful. Subsequently, discussions have been held with others

both in and out of the ARL structure to gain their views and perspectives.
The matter of bibliographic control, particularly through the generation
of machine-readable data, continucs to be perhaps the major arca of concern.
A year ago a large amount of activity with respect to serials had becn visi-
ble in the Ad Hoc Discussion Group on Serials Data Bases. At the midwinter
ARL meeting, the important announcement was made that the Council on Library
Resources was to take a coordinative and partially supportive role in order
to bring together in a unified program this rather diffuse effort and the
interests of the national libraries, the !ational Serials Data Program
(NSOP) and others. The CONSER Project (C.nversion of Serials) has an
Advisory Committee including representat:ves of all U.S. national libraries,
_1e National Library of Canada (NLC), NSOP, several professional groups (in-
clud.ng ARL) and the original Ad Hoc Discussion Group. At its first nmeeting
on June 6, 1974, the Chio College Library Center was selected as the conver-
sicn base, with the initial participants being LC, NLM, NAL, NSDP and NLC.
Substantial problems are recognized, including variation in .2rials entry
wetween and even within institutions, differing data element requirements,
and a distrubing lack of standards (ISBD/S is not yet accepted and AACR is
under revicion). Nonetheless, a start on file building was deemed cricical.
Post-editing wil! be required, and ''centers of responsibility' will authen-
ticate various data elements. Other problems recognized include absence of
a name authority file, and LC's policy of superimposition. Other participants
have been chosen (Cornell, Yale, Berkeley, State Library of New York, State
University of New York, and Minnesota). The Mirnesota serials data basc will
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serve as rhe beginning

L

Sational 1il

1 avies provide their own funding,
with the Council reimbursing OCLC and furnishing terminals and lines to other
rticipants, The proiect is certainly a very major and significant effort

which ARL must encourage and, through member participants and the Advisory
Committee representation, provide rescarch library invoivement. Contractual
arrangements are being finalized at this time of writing.

respect to mopographic hibli aphic data, the Council on Library

Fas also provided key assistance in bringing together a discussion

sts of the national iibraries and the major

as been a return to hasic, definitive
these ne i

represcnting the inter
h libraries. A fundamental nced h
resai rements and the rational considera ds may be met, in
-1 of exceedingly complex parameto-  involving compu®~¥ technology,
hihliographic =rinciples, instit i capabilirties, propr:ctary interests,
~ ~takings, standordi-ation and a host of rorny topics.

an of h

an

A IR . indeed, evolied a set of recomme-t: rions which have
sreliminary acceptance by the tibrary o »sa.  These

of MARC-like libliographic infe ‘1« th a mini-

proorain 1t v xeha
contributions

mun lovel of added coding, to make aveilable the unig R
of cortain selected libraries. Such information coul b iy included

in the MARC distribution service. Further review and inou being pro-
vided by fhe #ARBT Committce (Machine Readable Biklio w»ashic Tr7 .rmation),

which has a loose affiliation with the Resources and Toow il services DHivision
of ALA. Again, major participants are ARL members, whose work warrants
menitoring by this Commission on behalf of and for the general information of
tho Association.

It has b.en noted that, in the past, the Commission's attention and APRL
committee offorts have dealt iargely with those aspects of "Tesource organl-
sation" concerncd with bibliographic control and very little with the acqui-
sition process. (A partial exception has, of course, existed in our support
and monitoring of the NPAC effort.) Last year's report suggested the possi-
hility of increasing concern vith blankct ordering and approval plans, as
procedures for maintenance of library collections. The recent bankruptcy of

a principal originator and supplier of such services may highlight the in-
herent vulnerability of such dependence on cxternal facilities for judgement
and selection, particularly the susceptibility o disparate ccoqomic facters.
The basic advantapes and disadvantages of th~se “autematic' plans are well
known “nd have becn reviewed in a number of -2minars and meetings both domostic
and international. A principal current corcer: lies in = fact that such plans
generally require broad caverage to he effecs e and efficiact, Such coverage
entails ample funding - = condition of increas ... 1. ity as library support

is tightened . prices follow inflationary tren s, and rials absorb greater
portions of acquisitions bhudgets. However, discussion ‘ith various technical
sorvices directors and with RTSD staff seem to indicate Nat the problem is
onc which must be met at the individual institutional leve.. at least for the
time heing. Profiles are shifting and vary widely between institutions,
dealer competence is tested only by cxperience, fund availability is wholly
uncertain. Thus it is unlikely that ARL can devisc any optimum patterns

or criteria for general application; each institution must (and should) give
careful consideration to its own predicament. The plans are still a workable
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at an RTSD

-

qiternative and, 1o fact, will

program newi summeT on hook selection tool

In ancvther asg*ct Df Hfﬂaiﬁi*‘% , ; ion noted the

‘ontinuing {even Lff ts of the Gove 1g Office to
M TOVE its servic are two areas of particular importunce
“ibraries. The itory library status and privileges,

view and alteration The

2

_cters which are suscepil
ond his ’n;(lflL ceforeny PO cons dLTdIl&H or using mlcrofg“ﬂq as a
trihuti Tn ireolf, this aay have obvious imﬁaft .
af great is the tole which the informati ndua
or trself in advising and 1@7%ugn?ing the foderal
An Advisory O ' ans has been worki
Te Superint - 1ib

Moﬁitarhﬁg of
in “ts usual know-

cogsible assisat.coo ren s cd at this wri
d vuln; ents by the AL nffigc nppears highly des
' o rastiion.

“ithin the ARL structure, the Standing Committce on the Natienal Program

Acquisitions and Cataloging has heen in close touch with the Library of
L uress, as the Committee's report will show. There appears to have bee
Cirrle movement toward coverage of additional countries since the additio
LG is hoping to determine what American publications libraries ¢
o catalog themselves. Similar information is being sought by the
e as Lo excluded categories of publicatiens from NPAC countries
UL G ‘ons, technical reports) and all publications from rion-NPAC
Csuctries. A sisaificant Committee effort is the determination of what dJoilar
savings accrue to ARL libraries through the NPAC program. Much data and
support of this type i3 needed by LG, Committee Chairman Wapman provided a
yinder this Fall to poorly based and 4151%ﬁ1¥,J criticism

g mi=slon must be

on @f
ATC

st=anp visible ro

¢ appearing in the professional press. Our continulng m
to press for further growth «f the program, for its efficient and effective
impiementation, and for ongoing monitoring of the results, to the hest In-
rerests of both research libraries and the Library of Congress.

AT

can dnals with

The Association's one Task Force in the realm of organizi.
"ratalog closing.” Substantial exchanges of views ba.e heen
and our midwinter proecam will

the topic of
entered into with the Library of Jongre
dovote a full time segment on this topic, both to nform and oo sl it
redaction from the memboe ~shin.,

Ty

Of the seven recommendations in last year's report, the Comms-a. v foels
‘hat forr are being successiully met. A Fifth is deemed a local respuisibility
(hlanket order plans).  Still of uncertiin status arc the discussions
coluting to notiont! ¢enters of cxcellence in sclected ficlds and national
resource centers, such as {or periodicals. While an intcresting meeting with
British Lending Division management took place following IFLA, our own
Jirections urc sti 11 seehing o compass. Doubtless we must seek gnswer
the hazy tercritory of the cconomics of information transfer, hoping for the

il 5

hest for the current [ndiana survey but suspecting that an even .arger sceale
investigation wiil be reguired.

45
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Tin‘iﬂ ommission HLII&‘V‘
;uqn ing' detailed and e
ational Prog of Library and [if
rficially) on this matter, to the arown

rather super
ipdividually and randomly with little or no ¢
-ceource pattern and éhat wasteful cxpensc ha
acquisitions 3nd prn; s3ing.  Strong measures t C
wl:hiﬂ the sugggitct framework of 1 I, .

ponsibilitics. As the tinal draft on the Progrim
5, with the appended "papers of amplification,' ARL

SOUY . Pianning

regiondl and éntiunﬂl
boceres available in 19
firmiy to grips with 1ts ro

Iv relevant to th,é (DHMLsHIGﬁ. An assignment may well he in order
: and in i st areas

g tions, of wiich ro

-
et
i

4 oanalvs

LAas1on Lﬂr Gokin

(and possibly a joint mecting -+ Commis

best thinking in seme detail.

John P, MeGowan
Joseph H, Trevz, Jr.
William 5. Rudincton, Chairman

Deeember, 1971
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Weber axprcﬁ;"

REPORT OF THE COMMISST U AUCE:

Tl
taok note of of the Commission struc-
1ip of committews ‘gw"?.‘ﬁon%. E letter was written to

%Lng the Commission's continuing interest In intgrlihrary
und rgl sting it be infommed of any new dsvelgﬁmsnts. David Weber
s that those activitie: tic i which might

7% mer ek s inn
[he majority of the Commission's en at defining
T oaceess and o determining whi :~T cons 1der—
4

Mensuring the degree to whiih i

of the user ecmerged as the central
v oesent methods of measurement! SiZE of <
Yor example. 55 rate'”.  Such measures as 1nter11hrdry

loans 1eques ted/fill

nresent Iy the

the present emphasis on program budgeting and accountability.
H

also noted

Some additionil standardized methods of cvaluati

do not give the "succe
ed may bhe a slightly hcttér indicator. Tt recognized that
data collcted is used primarily to defend budget reauests. Tt

services arce bhelieved

Knowledge of the user's success rate in obtalaing the information/
needs is necessary for planning better service. It was agreed,

mateyial he
howey

er, that

abhtained the

moasure the

tae

Some o

treve is no formal uniform wethod of determining if the user
muruzldi hc t suited to his nceds; generally there is no way Ttc

qua! ty of information and the use to which it is put.

t* e Unmmission's opinion, hawcvr* that methods for determining

¢

1

od.

Gte for access can be establis

i -

the items listed to be messurcd uneer Tsucoess rate’ are:

What percent of the time douvs the user approach the collection

throuy

h

)
hj
¢
d)
e)
)

the catalor and find:

Library owns item
Item is avar..-ble for use
talog is not uscful to him

[f not available for use, is ILL instituted?
Delivery of material to qur in time (what is the wait time7)
How has the voluntary cooperation of ILL and/or inter-
iastitutional copsortia and networks really worked as
vompared to snccess rates in suhsidized systems?

92

96



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The Commission believes that the changes apparent in higher education
are reflected in research library operations and objectives and that a necd
xists to investigate these changes so as to better understand them. There
s general agreement that 90-95 percent of use should be met within the local

stitution, the remaining 5-10 percent must pull from outside resources.
ome studies! suggest that presently 50 percent of user needs are being
satisfied.

hor B
L
]
i
free ]

e
i
1
5

A measure of the quality of a research library cannot be the size of its
collection or the size of its collection relative to its enrollment, programs,
or geographic spread; rather quality should be based upon the Library's succes
rate in delivering the information the patron sceks. If user success is the

U
principal objective, emphasis may be shifted to reallocating rosources to:
(1) insurc appropriate duplication, (2) increase expenditure for network

participation, (3) cover costs of ILL.

r+ =3

collecting to mecting
1

j« there a trade off in shifting emphasis fro
99 percent of needs in-house, to collecting to meet a lower percentage of need
from within and the remainder from regional/national resources with costs
covered by the library?

[V

Commission agreed upon the following basic tenets:

A library's patron (patren status is defined by the
institution) should be entitled to expect that the library
will assume Tesponsibility for providing access to the in-
formation needed irrespective of the location in which it
is housed.

A library should not provide service to the patrons of
another at the expensc of its own.

A patron should not be expected to be penalized by
having to pay for materials not found in his own library.

The same funding resource used to provide service in-
ternally should be expected to assume costs of services from

another institution.

Rather than reducing the quality of library services, observance of
these principles should provide impetus for more appropriate allocations of
resources and for rationalizing the levels of collection developnent among
institutions.

[t

IEtrnest De Prospo and others. '"Research on Library performance." 1In
Performance Measure for Public Libraries. Chicago, ALA, 1973. pp. 7-15.
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Creater cuantities of interlibrary lending should result when no
institution is required to provide loans at its expense.

No patron should be reluctant to request needed information beyond his
home library.

The result of such policy changes and evaluative criteria will go far
to provide a freer flow of information and & better quality of service hoth
internally and among libraries.

Commission agreed that no one institution could muster the staff to
investigate new evaluative measures; that a subcommittee worTking alone or
wiih aid from ARL 0ffice of Manapement could, that comparability/standardi-
zation of method is necessary; that ARL ought to move forthrightly in promoting
evaluative service critera.
The Commission agreed it has two obj
measure library service guality,and g

Members of the Commission have discussed the nced of developing a
methodology capabl: of establishing measurements of performance of ‘research
tibraries, Research libraries of pits licly supported institutions have been

askad to '"justify'' resources expended.

The Commission at its last meeting discussed with Jeffiey Gardnex and
Suzanue Frankie a suggestion that OMS consider a study of a methodology for
measuring patron success. More information may be forthcoming as a resuit of
the Commission on Management's meetings.

The Comnmission on Access would appreciate from the Board an expression
of its agreement to the direction the Commissien has taken,

The Commission seeks also commersts and suggestions from members of the
Associaton. Below is a list of potential "Obstacles to Access'™ the Commission
has identified.

1t requests additions:

- All material not cataloged

- Cataloging backlog

- Filing backlog

- Complexity of library (lack of assistance and graphics)
- Misleading location informaticn

- Temporary removal of cards from card catalog

- Decentralization of collection

- Condition of stacks

- Slow reshelving

- Search service

G 8
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Johre Berthel
Richard Boss
Vircinia Whitney, Chairman

Decenber 12, 1974
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APPENDIX [

REPORT OF THE COMMISE [ON UN MANAGEMENT OF RESEARCH LTBRARIES

The primary purpeose of the report of the Commission on Management of
Research Libraries for 1974 is to assess what ARL has accomplished in the
management field over the past severiai years and to idepti fir activities
which mav be appropriate for the future.

The commission form of organi:zation was adopted by ARL in 1971. The
hope was to "provide a flexible and effertive means of surveying continuaily
all the major problems of research libraries."” Initially the committees
were under the supervision of the commissions, but in 1974 the committees
were reviewed and only those with a contiauing responsibility were retained.
Since the committees now report directly to the Executive Director, the
commissions are afforded more freedom to study problens and to make recom-
mendations for action by the ARL Beard.

The Management Commission is in the unique position of serving as an
advisory committee to the Gffice of Management Studies im addition to its
broader commission responsibility. This has been a pivotal year because a
decision is required early im 1975 about continued support of the OMS,
Accordingly, the Commission was occupied much of the year with guestions
concerning the continued existence af OMS,

In addition, *he Commission was asked by the Board to look at the prob-
lems of academic librory statistics and at issues related to collective
management.

The Commission discussed at some length ways to standardize the report-
ing of statistics, to make the data more comparable, and to augment the
information currently available. It was recognized that library statistics
are largely descriptive and do not provide analytical information to assist
in performance evaluation. A nunber of methods were suggested to clarify
the meaning of current ARL statistics. Since other organizations, partic-
ularly the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCF5), are evaluating
jibrary statistics, it did not scem appropriate to introduce new lata
elements at this time. 1t was also recognized that the purpose ¢r utility
of statistics would need to be clarified before new approaches could be
devised or tested.

Collective management was discussed at each of the several meetings of
the Commission but there did not appear to oe an organizational question
which required immediate consideration of this issue.

In its year-long preoccupation with OMS, the Commission reviewed the
history and accomplishments of the Office, re-examined the meeds that justify
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ogram of this kind, and studied possible new sources for funding. The
ce of Management Studies has had a longer life than the Management
Comimis sian and grew out of the Booz, Allen § Hamilton project at the

"o lunbia University Library. Its rolc was to stimulate innovation and improve-
ment in management by resecarch, communication, instruction, and consulting.
Much of its initial effort was devoted to the development of a self-study
progran for assessing management practices in specific libraries (now known
as MRAP--Management Review and Analysis Frogram). After a period of trial
nd revision the program was cxtended to other libraries A number of by-
DrodULtL began to emerge as the OM5 attempted to Ld@ntlfv and document
varlaus management issues. ARL management supplements, occasional papers,

SPEC Fivers and 3PEC Mits are some of the products which have resulted from
thl% effort,

T

nr
ffi

~ oD

il
U‘ W
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The Office of Management Studies has been in existence long enough to
indicate the kinds of activities that are possible and to enable libraries
to s their utility. There are a number of observations which can be
mide concerning the program:

1 - The pressures which led initially to interest in improving
menagement practices and better resource utilization have
become more acute as financial stringencies have increased.

2 - An effective program of management improvement requires a
considerable investment of rcsources over an extended
period of time.

a - Management is a dynamic process that has
unique characteristics in each institution
as well as some common clements.

b - The literature on current principles and
practices is voluminous and growing rapidly.

¢ - Training is time-consuming and frequently
indirect; an awareness stage 1is prerequisite
to training and training must be adapted to
the clientele.

3 - Neither academic institutions nor their libraries have invested

significant time or moncy in improving management practices.

4 - Management training costs arc likely to be 51g nificant and difficult
to support on a full cost recovery basis (i.e., some subsidy seems
mandatory).

L
f

ARL must make a stronger commitment if OMS is to continue the
ambitious projects it has bzgun.
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The Management Commission explored several avenues for centinued funding
of OMS. Several projects were identified vor outside subsidy: (1) continuation
of MRAP program with a declining level of outside subsidy; (2) expansion of
the SPEC program to a higher level of self-support; (3) expansion of training
activities; and (4) development of project proposals for separate outside
funding (e.g., services development program, survey of collective agencies,
management training packages). Alternative approaches to funding would include
a higher level of support from ARL, attempting to price products at higher
levels, and selling services to libraries and interested groups at realistic
costs. It was further noted that OMS has essentially pitched its efforts to
institutions rather than individuals and that a program directed to developing
the specific skills of the latter group might have a better opportunity to
become self-supporting. 7 '

It is clear that 1975 will be crucial to the future direction of OMS.
ARL must decide how useful the present program has been, and whether and at
what level the program should be continued. It is the conclusion of the
ion on Management that the needs and problems addressed by the OMS
are serious and continuing; that OMS has done useful and productive work
on these problems; that it has proved to be both effective and econonical to
have an agency such as OMS working for all ARL libraries on these common
problems; that it is proper for OMS to engage in programs which produce in-
come, but not if such programs have only marginal utility for ARL; and that,
in brief, it is highly desirable that OMS be continued and that ARL actively
seek funds for its support.

The Commission has also identified a number of other areas for future
exploration. These include:

1) University library standards

2) Improved library statistics

3) Library governance

4) Collective management (e.g., structure of networks)

%) Library education

6) Assessment of existing staff development programs.

A number of the topics indicated above are being explored by OMS through
SPEC or program proposals formulated for outside funding. The desirability

of creating task forces to deal with some of these issues will emerge as
decisions under consideration have been nade.

Richard De Gennaro
Warren J. Haas
Stanley McElderry, Chairman
December 13, 1974
£ * K %
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REPORT OF T:IE COMMISSION ON EXTERNAL AFFAIRS

The Commission on External Affairs has no activities to report for the
past year. Its general disarray results from a variety of circumstances --
the Chairman's illness during the first part of the year, the drafting of
our most experienced member to greater responsibilities as the ARL's
Executive Director, and the Chairman's inability to determine just what the
functions of the Commission are.

In lieu of a report, I offer a few reflections on this last problem.
The Commission was set up to deal with relations with outside bodies. The
difficulty is that these relations normally have to do with specific issues,
such as copyright or federal legislation, and are normally dealt with by
substantive commissions or committees or by the Board itself. Since the
conducting of negotiations with foreign powers in the absence of anything
particular to regotiate is a feckless business, a standby role seems to be
about all that is left for the Commission on External Affairs. It can respond
when called upon, but it can initiate action only with difficulty.

All of this was discussed in more detail by John McDonald in his report
for the Commission presented to the Board at its January 17, 1974 meeting.
He concluded:

"In the end, however, the value and effectiveness of the Commission on
External Affairs will be determined by the plans and programs devised by othex
commissions and committees, accorded a high priority by the ARL Board, and
given strong support by the membership. With such programs in hand and with
a reasonable investment of energy, enthusiasm, and imagination, the Commission
on External Affairs should be able to win greater understanding and support
for the purposes of the Association.”

John McDonald

Lucien White

William §. Dix, Chairman
December 9, 1974

*# % % ¥
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APPENDIX F

REPORT OF HE ARL/ACRL TASK FORCE ON UNIVERSITY LIBRARY STANDARDS

Interest in and the need for university library standards have long
been evident. Equally apparent have been the obstacles in the way of develop-
ing a set of criteria acceptable to professional university librarians. Among
the difficuities are the lack of agreement on the definition of a university,
skepticism among librarians as to the desirability of setting up formal
staﬁdards, and the question of whether stundards should be primarily quanti-
tative or qualitative. '

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

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

These are the 50 leading institutions in terms of federal
financial support of academic science in at least two of the past
three years, provided they awarded at least 50 Ph.D's (plus M.D.'s
if a medical school was on the same campus) in the last year.

2. Doctoral-granting institutipnslyith,mgde:a;g;emphasis_§n research.

These institutions were on the list of 100 leading institutions in
terms of federal financial sur-ort in at least two out of three of
the above three years and awacaed at least 50 Ph:D.'s (Plus M.D.'s
if a medical school was on the same campus) in the last year.

3. Doctoral-granting institution with moderate emphasis on doctoral
TOgTams.

(plus M.D.'s if a medical school was on the same campus) or
received at least $4 million in total federal financial support
in the last year.

These institntions awarded 40 or more Ph.D.'s in the last year
T

4. Limited gmghasjsrgnrd@;tpgglrppggrams}

These institutions awarded at least 10 Ph.D.'s in the last year, with
the exception of a few new doctoral-granting institutions which may be
expected to increase the number of Ph.D.'s awarded within a few years,
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A further limitation is proposed. A 'university'' for the purposes of
the recommended standards will offer doctoral programs in not less than three
of the four major areas adopted by the American Council on Education’for
classifying doctoral degrees: humanities, biological sciences, physical

,,,,, Further, in groups onc and two above, doctoral
programs will be offered in not less than 20 of the 30 areas, and in groups

three and four, not less than 15 areas as defined by the National Kesearch Council:

Arecas of Graduate Study1
Mathematics History

Phvsics and Astronomy

Chemistry
Earth Sciences
Engineering

Agriculturce and Forestry

Health Sciences

Biochemistry, Biophysics, Physiology
and Biostatistics

Anatomy, Cytology, Entomology,
Genetics, Microbiology, Embryology

Botany, Zoology, General Biology

Psychology

Anthropology and Archeclogy

Sociology

Economics and Econometrics

Political Science and
International Relations

English and American Language
and Literature

Modern Foreign Language and
Literature

Classical lLanguage and Literature

Philosophy

Speech and Dramatic Arts

Fine Arts and Music

Business Administration

Home Economics

Journalism

Law, Jurisprudence

Library and Archival Science

Architecture

Fducation

Dther Professional Fields (Count
as onec field of study)

Another reascn for the suggested cutoff point is that colleglate
institutions below the above four categories are within the province of the
ACRL's Ad Hoc Committee to Revise the 1959 Standards for College libraries,
now actively at work.

Concerning the second roadblock to the adoption of a statement of
university library standards--the resistance and even downright opposition to
any formally stated criteria--the following points seem relevant: (1)
Standards exist for college, junior college, school, public, professional, and
other types of libraries; why should university libraries be an exception?

(2) Failure by university librarians to participate in the preparation and
adoption of standards is resulting in the task being taken out of their hands
by budgeting, appropriating, and governing bodies--such as state boards of
higher education, state departments of education, and regional accrediting
associations--which make their own standards, usually unsatisfactory in nature

T At (3) University librarians, especially in newly developing
institutions, need basic criteria and guidelines to follow as goals, in-

‘[Source: National Academy of Sciences. Nztional Research Council. Doctorate
Recipients from United States Universities, 1958-1966. Washington: National
Academy of Sciences, 1967, pp. 5-11.
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ternally, for p'anning growth, for dealing with university administrators, etc.
(4 All standards should be stated as minimal to avoid the criticism that
standards level down instead of upgrading.

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

For the foregoing reasons, the standards for university libraries proposed
for adoption by the ARL and the ACRL are stated concretely. To muake the
recommended criteria even more specific and down-to-carth, the proposed
standards are based primarily upon the best current practices as Teported by
leading American university libraries 1in University Library Statistics (ARL,
1969), supplemented by such sources as Clapp-Jordan's "Quantitative Criteria
for Adequacy of Academic Library Collections,” Metcalf's Planning Academic
and Research Library Buildings, the Washington State Model Budget Analysis

System for Li. raries, and the ARL's annual Academic Library Statistics.

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

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

1. Resourccs. At leastten criteria may be used in measuring a library's
resources: (1) total velume holdings, (2) total volume 7 oldings in relation
to student enrollment, (3) volume holdings in relation to graduate student
enrollment, (4) volume holdings in relation to number of faculty members,
(5) volume holdings in relation to major subject fields for undergraduates,
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{6) volume holdings in relation to fields of concentration at the masters
level, (7) volume holdings in relarion to fields of graduate concentration
at the doctoral level, (8) numbher of volumes added annually--average of last
five years, (9) number of current periodical subscriptions, (10) number of
current serial suvbscriptions. It would also be practicable to look at
volumes added in relation to total holdings. For certain fields requiring
currency of information, a volumes-added figure may be more significant than
volumes held--a factor which tends to measure retrospective strength.

A majority of these criteria was adopted by Clapp-Jordan and in some-
what modified form by Washington State’s Model Budget Analysis Systom, in

¢ library holdings. The general formula uc\\lnpr'ﬁy Clapp-Jordan
has been widely applied for nearly a decads and for the most part has demon-
strated iis validity as a practical device for testing the strength of a
liorary’s collections. With certain simplifications and modifications, as
specified below, thercfore, the basic formula is recommended as the ARL/ACRL
standards:

1. Bastc ¢ollection (undergraduate level; 55,000 volumes
(Clapp-.Jordan: 50,750 volumes)
2. Allowance per F.T.E. faculty member . . . . . . . 100 volumes
5. Allowance per F.T.E. s*udent . . . . . . . . . . . 15 volumes
(Clapp-Jordan: 12 voi.umes)
1. Allowan<e per field of undergraduate
concentration . . . . . 350 volumes

{Clapp--Jordan: 335 vo iumgs)
Allownnee per aaster's field, wvhen

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

doctorate is offered in field . . . . . . . . . . 3,000 volumes
7. Allowance per doctoral field! . . . . . . . . . . 24,500 volumes

A standard for total holdings would als¢ be reasonable. [In Academic

Library Statistics for 1973-74 the median number of volumes held was 1,553,192

for the 82 ARL members. A median of 1,500,000 volumes is recommended for
university libraries in groups one and two; 1,000,000 volumes in group three;
and 750,000 in group four. If cataloged, or otherwise processed for use,
government publications should be included in the volume count.

kutc Gt IﬂCPQ‘

A deficiency in the Clapp-Jordan formula is lack of provision for growth
of the collection. It is ;i truism that constant growth is essential to keep
a library alive. This factor is rccognized in the Washington standard, with
a provision stating that "A minimum numher of acquisitions per year shall be
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of units [volumes]

established equal to five percent of the estimated number
of library resources held at the start of cach fiscal vear." The five percent
figure is intended to serve as a "flo and "would come into effect

CDr factor"
‘hed and the institution's growth in en-

when 100 percent of formula was redc
rollment or programs would allow for an increasce of less than the five percent.

The experience of our largest university librarics indicates that the
five percent figure may be unrealistic when collections exceed a certain size.
For example, in 1973-74, Harvard University Libraries, with 9,028,385 volumes,
added 297,283 volumes (grnssj. The five percent formula would have called for
the additicn of 451,420 volumes. Similarly, Yale, with 6,350,824 volumes,
should have added 317,541 volumes; actual additions were 190,750 volumes (grossj.
'nf the largest 1i h”}TIE‘i an alternative would be to adopt thc Washington State
formula on rate of growth and after 100 percent of the tormula has been reached,
add five percent annually to the target size.

e .ﬂ

fds

cont inue to

The net number of volumes added among the 82 libraries included in Academic
Library Sta tl%tlk%ﬁflﬂéﬂd from 198,724 to 28,733, or gross figures from 297,283
ns was 78,0671 velumes gross

to 32,132 volumes The median for the 82 1nst1tutiD;

and 71,325 volumes net. It is proposed that the minimum standard be set at
100,000 volumes annually for the first two categ@riég of the Carnegie Commission's
classification, and 50,000 volumes for categories three and four.

: *athP purp 55,
Edu@ati@n‘s statistical compllation of carncd doctorates <an

the fields defined in the Amcrican Council on
5erVe. i ng‘f . Tre

Humanities

Architecture Argiculture Astronomy Anthropology

Classical Anatomy Chemistry Business and
L.anguages Bacteriology Engineering, Commerce

English Biochemistry Aeronautical Economics

Fine Arts Biology Engineering, Education

French Botany Chemical History

German Entomology Engineering, Civil International

Journalism Forestry Engineering, Relations

Music {ome Economics Electrical Law

Philosophy Nursing Engineering, Library Science

Religious Educa- Pharmacy Mechanical Political Science
tion and Bible Physiology [ngincering, Other  Public Administra-

Russian Psychalogy Geography tion

Spanish Public Health Geology Social Work

Specch and Veterinary Mathematics Sociology
Dramatic Arts Medicine Metallurgy Social Sciences,

Theology Zoology Meteorology Other

Foreign Lan- RBiological Physics
guages, Other Sciences, Physical Sciences,

O
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Per iod jcals

I'nactual application, the Clapp~Jordan fomuda for current periodicals
has been found low, producing figures substanti allw under the holdings of
strong libraries. A moxe rea listic formala is jpropesed hexewith for periodical
tit les :

1. Undergraduate collectiom. . . . . .. . =. .. 500
(Clapp-Jordan: 250)

2. Pexr F.T.E, faculty nuwber, . . . . .. . -. .. 2

(Clapp-Jordan: 1)

Per field of undergraluate concentyation - . .. 6

(C 1app-Jordan: 3

4. Per field of gradust e concentration--master's .. . 20
(C lapp-Jordan: 19)

T

Per field of graduate concentration--dotoral . . 200
(C1app~-Jordan: 1 100)

W

Among the university libxaries included in Academic Library Statistics
for 1973-74 , the number of cuzrerit periodicals received ramged from a Jow of
7,631 to a high of 100, 000--the Xatter figurc is surspect because it probably did
not di fferentiate between perdiod icals and serials. The mediar was 19,343.
As a standard, 20,000 titles are recomnended as 2 minimm total Ffor
institutions in categorics one ard two amd 10,000 in gToups three arzd -fouz.

Also calling for standirdization is usage of the terms "perioedical" and
"'seria l." In some univers ity libraries, the two are not differentiated;
4nstead, all are reported zs *pexipdicals," produciing grossly distorted
figures. Serial publications in a wniversity 1l ibrary collection nay out-
rumber periodicals by more than two to ome. An acceptadble definition is
offered by the U.S. Office of Education's Natiomal (enter for Educational
Statis tics, as follows:

A periodical is a publication that is issu<d in parts which

usnally contains articles by several contr ibutors . It generally
has a distinctive title and the successive numbers of parts are
intended to appear at stated intervals and uswmmlly for an in-
definite period. Serials iraclude periodicals . newspapers , amual
reports, yearbooks , memodrs , proceedings, tramsactions of societies,
and may include monogziphic and publishers'series.

Axm alternative is the definition of period icals used In LIBGIS' "Libxary
General Information Survey ," and adopted for the ARL's annuaal Summary, Academic
Library Statistics: o

A periodical is a publication constituting one issue in a
continuous series under the same title publistzed at regular or
izregular intervals, ovex an indefinite pexiod, individual issues

— in the series being numbered cons ecutively or each issue being
dated. Newspapers as well as publications appearing amually or
less frequently are included in the defini-tiora.
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It should be noted that this definition does not differentiate between
periodicals and serials, and for that reason the first definition is prefer-
able. ' :

Microforms.

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

It is all too obvious that these various schemes add up to total con-
fusion, leading libraries into a dense thicket from which there is mo escape,
resulting in astronomical figures which make comparisons between individual
libraries impossible. Adoption of such plans is apparently a consequence of
the pressure on newer libraries to acquire large numbers of "volumes' quickly.

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

various categories of material in its statistical analysis of holdings. Three
types of microforms are recognized in the breakdown: micro-opaques, micro-
fiche, and microfilm (reels and strips). This topic was debated at some
length in the ARL mesting in Washington, D.C., on Jarnuary 6, 1969. (See:

ARL Minutes of the Seventy-Third Meeting, pp. 35, 53-56). At the conclusion
of the discussion, the ARL membership voted approval for continuing to count
microforms as a separate category.

It is proposed, accordingly, that the 1969 action of the Association of
Research Libraries be reaffirmed, and that the annual Academic Library
Statistics continue to include analyses of microform holdings under four
categories; reels of microfilnm, number of microcards, number of microprint
sheets, and number of microfiches.

I1. Personnel. Personnel standards may involve st:h factors as (1) Ratio of
professional to nonprofessional staff; (2) Size of staff in relation to
student enrollment; (3) Size of technical staff in relation to acquisition
rate or to growth of collections; {4} Length of work week and work year;

110 ,
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(5) Status of professional librarians; and (6) The influence of centraliza-
tional and decentralization on size of staff.

Professional -Nonprofessional Ratio.

Research studies have demonstrated that two-thirds or more of the work in
an academic library can be done successfully and economically by non-
professional personnel, including student assistants. That appears to be
the prevailing distribution among American university libraries at present,
though ratios as high-as four or five clericals to one professioral have been
proposed. The compilation of Academic Library Statistics for 197:-73 for ARL
members revealed that the percentage of professional librarians ranged from
21.9 to 48.6 with an average of 33.3 and a median of 32.6. As a university
library standard it is recommended that the professional staff should not
exceed one-third of the total staff. (In Canada, the current range is from
16,5 to 29.6, with an average of 21.4 per cent).

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

Following the recommendations of Asheim's manpower study for the American
Library Association, which defines five levels of library personnel, it is
suggested that the clerical staff be divided into two categories: (1} tech-
nical assistants, who perform "simple, routine tasks and special skills tasks"
for which technical-assistant courses and postsecondary training in special
skills may be required; and (2) library clerks who are assigned typing, filing,
and operation of business machines, for which business school or commercial
training will constitute proper preparation.

Staff in Relation to Enrollment.

In the Washington State standards, elaborate formulas have been developed
for determining the number of staff required for public services and for
technical processes. The public service standard is derived from the number
of F.T.E. students at various levels: underclassmen, upperclassmen, masters
candidates, doctoral candidates, and registered outside users. The size of
the technical processes staff is obtained by this formula: '"Add the number
of units of library resources estimated to be added in the year to which the
calculation applies, to the total units held at the beginning of that year
plus the number of units estimated to be deleted." A rather complete mathe-
matical formula is then applied to the "weighted units to be processed" to
gain a total F.T.E. technical processes staff. A similar scheme was devised by
the University of California library system to establish staffing needs for
public services and technical processes. Similar formulas are being developed
for the. SUNY libraries in New York and the Ncbraska' state colleges. Following
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is the Washington State schemc:

1. Ppbli;rServizssf{?ngyydigg a_pro rata sharc of library
admipistration} T - o
Using the revised definition of F.T.E. students, wei ght
' 1007200 level F.T.L. students at 1.00 )

300/400 lovel F.T.E. students at 1.80
500 level F.T.E. students at 4.30
600/700 level F.T.E, students at 6.00
Registered outside users at 1.00

Determine the Eotg;_yeighigd‘enral;mEﬂt,and”divide by a factor
of 220 to derive F.T.E. Formula Public Services Staff. i

2. Technical Processes Staff (Including a pro rata share of
library administration) - - ) N

Add the number of units of library resources estimated to be added
in the year to which the calculation applies, to the total units
held at the beginning of that year plus the number of units esti-
mated to be deleted. Multiply that figure by the units to be added
and deleted and divide by 1,000,000 to derive "Weighted Units to be
Processed.” Multiply the Weighted Units to be Processed by the
following factors and add the following constants: '

1 to 14,999 WUP_Multiply by .01514 and add 67
15,000 to 41,999 WUP Multiply by .00664 and add 194
47,000 to 300,000 WOP_Multiply by .00360 and add 322

Divide the Weighted Units to be Processed by. the factor resulting

from the above calculation to derive F.T.E. Formula Technical Pro-
cesses Staff. '

Allistgffingf:gmggtisongfgig to be made it terms of the total F.T.E.
staff generated by the above formulas. '

L]
"

As was indicated, the Umiversity of California System approach

to budgeting for library staff was selected to serve as the

basis for this portion of the analysis system after review and
discussion with Washington librarians. This approach, which

has been in use since 1964, takes into account the prime
variables affecting staffing. In technical processes, the
approach assumes that it becomes progressively more difficult

to process materials as the size of the collection increases.

It also assumes that this is partially offset by economies of
scale which occur as the size increases. In public services,

the assumption is made that demand on library resources increases
as the level of the student's program increases. Since the Uni-
versity of California includes institutions of varying size which
are both smaller than and as large as the Washington institutions,
it was determined that their experience, if applicable, could serve
as a guideline for the analysis system.
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According to University Library Statistic¢s, among the 50 librarics
surveyed, the ratio of professional staff members to cnrollment varied from
ane to 41.64 to one to 675.72, with a median of 225.24. These figures included
both public service and technical processes personnel. For total staff, pro-
fessional and clerical, the median figure was one to 89. The nmedian figures for
professional staff exceeds the one-third maximum previously recommended., Using
enrollment as a basis, it is recommended that a standard be set of one library
staff member to each Y0 students and one professional librarian to each 275
students.

Application of the one to 90 ratio should be flexible, for p sliminary
studies indicate thaz it would be insufficient with large number of branches;
i.e., the size of staff would be influenced by institutional policies relating
to centralization and decentralization of library services. Amother factow
affecting staff size is the library's rater of growth, which may require more
or fewer staff members in technical services.

Work ~ aedules

A table in University Library Statistics {pp. 72-74) shows that in the
50 institutions reporting the weekly work schedule for the professional staff
varied from 35 to 40 hours, with an average of 38.44, Whether this is a
proper sphere for standardization may be debatable. Schedules may be nec-
essary as a zomponent of good management, but they should be matters for
local decisions. Experiments in progress in a number of institutions pro-
vide flexible arrangements for professional staff members in harmony with
improved status, a trend which should be encouraged. Rigid work schedules
are incompatible with the librarian's research and scholarly activities. Ad-
ministrators and staff members dedicated to individual research, association
activities, writing, and special projects may carry work schedules considerably
in excess of the norm,

Staff Perquisites.

A vacation allowance of one month or 31 days should be the minimum for
all full-time professional staff members on 12-nowth appoiniments. Sab-
baticals for research projects, study leaves, hospital and health insurarce,
tenure, and retirement benefits should be identical to those for which the
teaching faculty is eligible. Termination of contracts for pi Jfessional
staff members should be handled in accord with the AAUP's 1940 "Statement of
Principles." -

Status of Library Staff.

After prolonged consideration, a Membership Meeting of the Association
of College and Research Libraries adopted in 1971 a statement of '"Standards
for Faculty Status for College and University Librarians." ... Subsequentiy,
a committee of the ACRL, the Association of American Colleges and the AAUP drafted
a Statement on Faculty Status of College and University Librariams.'' The
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statement has been endorsed by the ACRL, AAUP, and 32 library organizations.
The ARL Board voted to "endorse in principle faculty status for professional
librarians, and commend to the attention of all college and university admin-
istrations the 'Joint Statement on Faculty Status of College and University
Librarians.'" In the belief that general adoption of these concepts will
upgrade the library profession, help avoid a drift toward dangerous union-
jzation of library staffs, and ninimize or reduce the troublesome divisiveness
becoming prevalent in many institutions, the Joint Committee recommends emn-
dorsement of the principles of the ACRL statement as an important element in
its general code of standards. Wherever possible library staff practices
should relate to the university's general practices. Individual grievances,
for example, should be handled through university grievance channels, after
departmental grievance procedures have been exhausted. In the areas of
appointment, tenure, promotion, and staff deve lopment , the librarians, organized
as a faculty, can operate much the same as teaching faculty, though the
criteria may vary. In other aveas of library policy and practice, on the
other hand, there may be many factors, inside and outside the library, that
nust be considered im decision-making. The university librarian (director
or dean) should have freedom to take action on the basis of advice from
various sources: library faculty conmittees, department heads, teaching
faculty, and other university personnel.

1I1. Space. University Libraxy Statistics reveals serious discrepancies

between ideal or theoretical standards for space and hard existing facts. For
example, among the 49 univers\ty libraries reporting, the seating capacity

as a percentage of enrollment averaged only 16, in c¢ontrast to the usually
recommended minimum of 25 or 30 percent . Neverthelszss, the failure of many
libvaries to achieve adequate standards for various types of space is a sound
reason for proposing adoption of satisfactory norrs. On the basis of the
findings of two leading experts in this Field, Metcalf and Ellsworth, there-
fore, the following basic criteria are proposed for the three chief elements:
book, weader, and staff space: :

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

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

Hazlan D. Bareither and J, L. Schillinger, QniygrﬁityﬁSpg@grPlénniﬂg; Urbana:
Univ. of Illinois Press. 1968. p. 65.
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Tor reader spacc, Metcalf concludes that 'for undergraduates 25 sq. ft.
for each seat in @ reading area or for open carrels in a book stack should
be adequate.... Thirty sq. ft. for the use of a master's candidate, 35 to 40-sq.
ft. for one writing a doctoral dissertation, and from that up to as much as 75
sq. Ft. or even more for a private study for a faculty member.'" Metcalf adds:
"In general, it is fair to say that in our State universities, if provision can
be made for 25 percent of the students at one time in the university library,
that would be adequate.

Under the heading of "Space for the Staff,’ too many variables are pre-
sent for any fixed criteria for administrative personnel, For the public
service staff, Metcalf recommends a minimum of 125 sq. ft. per person for
circulation and reference department heads and 'occasionally for some other
professional assistants," and ''100 sq. ft. per person on duty at one ..
For all “groups that can be lumped under the heading 'processing,' . sq. ft.
per person,'t Metcalf finds, "is an absolute minimum, .. for housiny and equip-
ment, plus another 25 sq. ft. for the section head of each section with as
many as five persons.”

The question of lighting has many couplex aspects and it may be debatable
whether it is practicable to state any standards. Metcalf "is not convinced
that anything over 25 to 30 foot-candles is required except in limited areas,”
though he recommends that '"a new library be wired so that 50 foot-candles of
light intensity on reading surfaces can be made available anywhere without
complete rewiring.'

IV. Fipances. Various attempts have been made to set up standards for the
financial support of university libraries, e.g., relationship of total library
expenditures to total university expenditures for general and educational
purposes; rclationship of total library expenditures to salaries and wages,

to books, periodicals, and binding and to general expense; student per capita
expenditures for books, periodicals, and binding and for total library
expenditures; financial support in relation to stages of library development;
and the distribution of book funds by subject fields and by types of material.

The 1959 ALA Standards for College Libraries states that "The library
budget should be determined in relation to the total budget of the institution
For educational and general purposes.” The program of library service out-
lined in the standards proposed '"will normally require a minimum of five per-
cent of the total education and general budget." The five percent figure has
been widely applied also to university libraries to measure adequacy of
support.

In its Guidgﬁtc,University,Lib:a?y,Standayds (1965), the Canadian

Associaticn of College and University Libraries recommended that the following
factors be taken into account in assessing the necessary standard of financial

IKeyes Metcalf and R. E. Ellsworth, Planning ?h§;§§ademingibr§:y; Oriel Press,
1974, p. 59.
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support: (a) size and quality of bookstock; (b) total student enrol Iment ;

(c) extent and growth of graduate studics; (d) rate of growth of the insti-
tution; (¢) amount of faculty research: (f) extension projects; (g) intxo-
duction of new courses. In a complementary report CACUL recommended these
levels of support: (1) *Ten percent of the institutional operating budget
should be considered a minimum for the ordinary operation and development of
established libraries, in universities with well established curricula, during
the next ten years." (2) "New institutions, and others which are undertaking
new programmes, should raise their library expenditures to considerably more
than ten percent of the institutional operating budget until the necessary
library services are established." Possible reasons for the relatively high
percentage levels proposed by CACUL were that at the time the standard was

set the Canadian libraries had more catching up to do in their development and
a number of new unit *3ities had been founded.l

It should be ngwid that some university presidents object to a percentage
standard for library budgets on the ground that there is great diversity of
"institutional environments' and of “missions' among individual institutions.

In realistic terms, one has to recognize that the university library's
share of total funds is generally well under the old ACRL five percent figure
and far below the Canadian utopia of ten percent. University Library Statistics
revealed that among the 50 libraries reporting, the range was from 1.6 to 8.6
percent for total library expenditures in wefation to total university expend-
itures for general and educational purposes. The average was 3.5 and the
median 3.6 percent. The Joint Committee believes, nevertheless, that five per-
cent standard is still reasonable as a minimum for the maintenance of high-
quality libraries.

On the matter of the relatiemship of total library expenditures %o salaries
and wages, to books, periodicals, und binding, and to general expense, reference
again to University Library Statistics shows a wide spread. For salaries and - -
wages, the range was from 43.6 to 67.8 percent (the median was 56); and for
books, periodicals, and binding, from 21.2 to 50 percent (mediar 36.5); and
for general expense, from 2.5 to 28.5 percent (median 5.5). As a standard, it
is proposed that the range for salaries and wages should be between 60 and 65
percent; for books, periodicals, and binding between 30 and 35 percent; and
for general expense, between five and ten percent. It is Tecognized that the use
of automation and other forms of mechanization may require a percentage
increase in general expense.’

1The 1973-74 expenditures of 23 Canadian university libraries ranged from a
high of 11.78 to a low of 5.02 percent of institutional operating expenditures,
with an average of 7.61 and a median of 7.49.

2The U.S. Office of Education's Library Statistics of College and Universities,
1971, covering more than 2,500 American college and university libraries, found
that 57 percent of operating funds was spent on salaries and wages and 34 por-
cent on books and other library materials. For comparative purposes, Canadian
universities in 1973-74 spent an average of 57.1 percent on salaries, 30.7 on
acquisitions and binding, and 12.2 for other expenses.

112

116



Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

University Library Statistics reveal far greater differences among
libraries in student per caplta expenditures for books, periodicals, and
binding, and for total library expenditures. Institution A, for example,
spent more than ten times as much per capita in both categories as institution
B at the bottom of the group. To be meaningful over a period of time, any
standard would have to be expressed in an index or constant dollar figure.
Without more extended investigation and research, the Joint Committee will
defer any recommendation for standards in this area,

Concerning the distribution of book funds by subject tfields and types of
material, numerous studies exist. In their University Library Administration,
Rogers and Weber concluded that "One type of book fund, the departmental allot-
ment, is passing from the scene in most universities. Established at a time
when funds were more scarce, such allotments insured a share of meager funds
to each department. With greatér affluence in book funds and with a more
competent library curatorial staff, the raison d'etre for such funding and
the very considerable red tape that accompanied it have vanished. Blanket
order arrangements have contributed to the relinquishment of the allotment
system also because many books ate acquired across the whole range of dis-
ciplines." (p. 108) ) )

A strong exception is made to this statement by another experienced
university library administrator, who maintains that '"we have excellent backing
from our faculty because they have some say in how funds are spent.'" The
happy affluence described by Rogers and Weber has also disappeared, at least
temporarily, for many libraries.

Two steps are recommended for the management of available book funds:
first, the development and adoption of an acquisition policy statement is
recommended for every university library. By specifying the depth of coverage
in all subject areas with which the library is concerned, the collections will
be built up according to a logical, well-conceived plan, rather thar aimlessly
and without clear purpose. The extent of coverage will naturally vary widely
in different institutions. Second, departmental allocations of reasonable
size for current monographic material may be made to insure faculty partici-
pation in book selection.

V. Public Services. Potential areas for standardization in the public service
aTeas are somewhat limited. Circulation statistics, for example, are generally
suspect, mainly because they may indicate a mere fraction of actual library
use. Much consultation of open-shelf collections is unrecorded. A research
study some years ago, sponsored by the Council on Library Resources, estimated
that the nonrecorded use of books in libraries may be three to nine times as
great as the formal circulation figures, varying according to policies
governing stack access and open-shelf collections available to readers.

Readers' services assume a variety of forms: reference and research
assistance, circulation of library materials, photographic services, inter-
library loans, teaching the use of books and libraries, exhibits, audiovisual
services, etc. Few of these are susceptible to standardization. Most widely
accepted is the interlibrary loan code first adopted in 1940 and since revised
from time to time to meet changing conditions.
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A matter of frequent agitation among students is demands for longer hours.
Nothing less than 24 hours per day will satisfy some nighthawks, but practical
considerations of expense and staff must influence library administrators.
Modern concepts of library architecture encourage self-service on the part of
library users and minimum supcrvision. Well-planned new buildings provide
for a single public exit, equipped with turnstiles, through which everyone
clears in leaving the library. The need for a full staff throughout the
building is eliminated, especially when few readers are present. A skeleton
staff may therefore be sufficient to cover long evening hours.

~ Among the 50 libraries repﬂrﬁed in University Library Statistics, the
schedule of hours open ranged from 74 to 121.5 per week, with a median of
exactly 100. The median figure would appear to be a reasonable standard.

In the same tabulation, student per capita circulation, general and reserve,
varied from 9.55 to 109.18, with a median of 39.41. General circulation alone
ranges from 4.31 to 82.98, on an annual basis, with a median of 28.31. Despite
skepticism about the validity of circulation statistics, they are somewhat
indicative. of the extent of library use. If that point is granted, a minimum
general circulation (home use) of 30 borrowings per yeaT and of 40 for general
and Teserve circulation are required to demonstrate that the library is a vital
institution on campus. Circulation figures will be influenced, of course, by
types of library buildings and length of loans.

The public service aspects of departmental and divisional libraries have
long called for recognition and standardizing principles. On every university
campus discussion goes on concerning the relative merits of centralized versus
decentralized systems. Practices vary from completely central .ed systems,
with all library operations in one building, to a central library supplemented
bydozens or even scores of departmental libraries located elsewhere. Whatever
policies are adopted in reference to centralization or decentralization of
library services, the following rules are recommended :

1. Books and other library materials should be purchased or
otherwise acquired through the library's acquisitions
department, and not by individual departments.

2. Materials should be classified, cataloged, bound, or
otherwise processed centrally, except certain nonbook
materials.

3., Books, pamphlets, periodicals, or other publications
received and preserved should be recorded in the central
libraTy catalog. :

4. Every book acquired by the university or any of its de-
partments should be considered a part of the library's
coliections.
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5. Departmental or college libraries and librarians should
belong to the central library organization, and be under
the supervision of the chief librarian, who should be
responsible for administration of the entire system,

6. There should be free interchange of material among all
libraries on a campus.

7. In such matters as hours of service, physical facilities,
and qualifications of staff, departmental and divisional
library standards should be in general conformance with
central library practices,

VI. Administration. Every university library should be governed by a state-

ment of policies, including the following provisions:

1. A clear definition of the relation of the librarian to the
university administration.

A definition of what constitutes the library resources of the

) university, specifying that they comprise all books, pamphlets,
periodicals, and other materials purchased or acquired in any
manner by the university and preserved and used in libraries

to aid students and investigators.

Rk
»

3. Placing the administration of all library resources and services
wherever located under the university librarian.

4. A description of the librarian's duties, making him/her responsible
for the selection, acquisition, and preparation for use of all
library materials; for the selection and direction of the library
staff; for the preparation of budgets and reports; and for the
performance of such other duties as are commonly included under
university library administration.

5. Endorsement of the ALA "Bill of Rights' and "Right to Read''statements.

6. Appointment of a faculty-student library committee to advise the
university librarian and library staff on programs of library
development and services and to bring faculty-student points
of view to the administration of the library.

Clifton Brock, Jr.

G. A. Harrer

John W. Heussman

Jay K. Lucker

John P. McDonald
Eilsworth G. Mason

Robert B. Downs, Chairman

November 5, 1974




APPENDIX G

Since October 1973 the Committee on Access to Manuscripts and Rare Books
has been working on two statements: one on Access to Original Research
Materials in Libraries, Archives, and Manuscript Repositories, the other on
Reproduction of Manuscripts and Archives for Noncommercial Purposes. The two
statements appear as Appendices H and I, respectively, in the Minutes.

The main concern regarding access is how does a library balance access

to source materials with its obligation to preserve them? Other concerns
include considerations in accepting restrictions a donor might impose in order
to acquire an important research collection; restricting access to collections
in order to protect living persons from an invasion of privacy; demanding from
the user official! identification and signature to regulations designed to
protect source materials from mutilation or theft; and the merits of granting
equal access to all usérs.

With regard to reproduction of manuscripts for noncommercial use, a main
concern was to distinguish between property rights and literary rights -- the
fact that the 1ibraéy owns the paper, but not the words -- and to make clear
that the burden rests on the user to obtain permission to publish from those
owning the literary rights. Other matters included the emerging problem of
so-called "mail-order-research;' the desirability of reproducing entire
manuscript collections; and the obligation of the user to give credit to
libraries holding the original materials of copies he may have used.

We had the advantage of draft statements on access and reproduction from
the Association of College and Research Libraries (These statements appear as
Appendices J and K, respectively, of the Minutes.) and an access statement from
the Society of American Archivists. The Committee wishes to express its in-
debtedness for this work; the committee's statements follow the wording of
some sections of these drafts, but differ significantly in others.

Under access, for example,
1) The ACRL statement of equal terms of access to a repository’s

collections for all users was modified by the words 'unless prohibited
by the regulations of the institution."

2) The committee's statement emphasizes the protection of in-
dividuals from an invasion of privacy.

3) The committee's statement does not say a library has 'the
responsibility' to inform every searcher of its collections, only that
it "should inform." Otherwise a library might be put on the defensive
by the accusation that key material had been withheld and favored treat-
ment given to another.
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4) The committee felt a library has the right to ask the user
for official itdentification and for his signature to its regulations.

5) The library staff may deny access to users who have misused
or destroyed materials or have otherwise failed to abide by the library's
regulations.

With regard to reproduction of manuscripts,

-

1) The committee felt that to require permission from the owners
of the literary rights to mak2 a copy of manuscripts {»r a user was a
practical impossibility and not in the interests of research. A library
or user would be faced with a detective job of tracking down the author,
his heirs, or other who owned the literary rights. Since it ha