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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

Minutes of the 88th Meeting

Virginia P. Whitney, presiding

The Eighty-eight Meeting of the Association of Research Libraries was
held at the Washington Plaza Hotel in Seattle, Washington on May 6-7, 1976.

President Virginia Whitney opened the meeting by welcoming and intro-
ducing new and alternate representatives attending their first ARL meeting
and guests of the Association.

President Whitney then discussed the theme of the program: ''Research
Libraries and Cooperative Systems."
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TRENDS IN LIBRARY NETWORKS
Susan K. Martin

Introduction

VIRGINIA WHITNEY: The title of the conference program is "'Research Libraries
and Cooperative Systems." This is a follow-up to our program theme of last
year, "National Perspectives for ARL Libraries." Llibrary systems have been
variously called consortia, cooperatives, and sometimes networks. All have
the same or similar goal of enhancing the ability of an individual library
bv its joining with one or more other libraries or institutions devoted to
information transfer, to increase its capacity to serve its Own users,

Last Fall, in setting the scene for the splendid program which the
Library of Congress and William Welsh put on for us at our meeting, Warren
Haas in his opening address gave a history of the relationship of ARL and LC.
He stated what he believes will be required in the future. He said this
country needs a comprehensive system for the bibliographic control of all
recorded information. It needs assured access to.required information. It
needs imaginative use of technology that mnow seems capable of making a
dranatic transfer possible, and finally, it needs the assurance of the pro-
duction Of new systems with related special staffs being nmaintained and
developed; because without this assurance, the importance of all of our other
efforts is degraded.

Certainly this is a statement to which we all subscribe, but we have
been going about emhancing our ability to serve our own client groups in a
variety of ways. In an effort to give you an overview of what many of
these different systems have become or how they are being used, we have
invited Ms. Susan Martin, who is the head of the Library Systems Office at
the University of California at Berkeley. Ms. Martin was graduated from
Tufts University and received a library degree from Simmons. She is prob-
ably well known to you as the editor of the Journal of Library Automation.
She has extensive knowledge on the topic, and has written ‘extensively. She
has generously accepted our invitation today to share this knowledge with
us this morning.

* * * *

SUSAN MARTIN: I am delighted to be able to join you and share with you some
of mp thoughts on automated networks for libraries. I would like to start
with a couple of afterthoughts, as a matter of fact. One of them is that a
couple of weeks ago, I started worrying about the title of the talk: '"Trends
in Library Networks'" sounds like there is a possibility that I am going to
cover all trends in library networks. I just wanted to make it very explicit
that there is no way that anyone can cover these trends in library networks,
except with perhaps a list of things that are happening, in a half hour or

45 minutes,
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The other afterthought is something that Virginia Whitney referred to.
At the last meeting, where there was considerable discussion of the Library
of Congress and its programs, there was some discussion of national biblio-
graphic control and its effect nationwide. 1 am not going to refer very
much to the Library of Congress in my paper. However, that does not mean
that I am not aware that the Library of Congress forms a very important part
of the national network scene,

I thought you might be interested to learn what kind of participation you,
the ARL libraries, have in on-line networks, so I conducted a little survey
with the assistance of Jeffrey Gardner to identify what ARL libraries are
doing in on-line processing networks, and I followed it up with an overview
of what was happening in on-line data base and reference services. It turns
out that approximately 80 parcent of the ARL libraries are involved in some
kind of on-line processing systems. These are not all networks. Some of
them (for instance, the University of Chicago) are single institution on-line
processing systems. I was suprised, as was Mr. Gardner, that the number 1is so
high. In addition, the Lockheed Corporation, although not revealing to me
the names of custonmers, had told me that of the list of ARL libraries, 50 to
60 percent of you are customers of the Lockheed Information Service. 1 have
not gotten the same information from the System Development Corporation, but
that is probably a good thing, because if I had two percentage figures, I
would not know what to do with them.

I have also received from the National Library of Medicine figures that
indicate somewhere around 85 percent of ARL libraries benefit either direct’y
or indirectly from on-line services. The reason that I can not be a little
more specific about that is that I had to make educated guesses about the
participation of ARL libraries in the regional medical centers. As a group,
then, you are far from being strangers to networks and on-line systems, and
there is no need for a discussion of the general effect of computer technology
on an academic library. I had considered a handout which listed some of the
major networks but this is a rather difficult thing to put together, I want
to call your attention to two publications that exist. One is the Systen
Development Corporation's Directory of Academic Library Consortia, which has
just come out in its second edition. The information that it presents is
quite good. The indexing is well done. It is, of course, like any hard
copy publication, somewhat obsolete at the moment of its publication, so it
has that slight deficiency. The other publication is one that is published
by Knowledge Industries Corporation. It is entitled Library Networks 1974-75.
The first edition was published last year, and there will be another editiocn
published this year.

We will need a definition of '"network." In a paper given at.an institute
on networks about a year ago, Brett Butler presented a definition which applies
to the types of networks I am going to focus on. He said that these networks
are dependent organizations and systems providing duplex digital distribution.
In other words, the networks are cooperative efforts which use interactive
computer systems to generate services and products. Mr. Butler made another
distinction which we should be aware of before proceeding further: he defined
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a network organization as being distinct from a network resource. The
administrative unit known as NELINET. for example, is a network organization;
it uses the OCLC computer system as its major network resource, O0CLC is both
an orgarization and a resource, but the two facets of its existence can to a
certain extent be identified and separated. Usually when you discuss a net-
work you do not need to go into this kind of differentiation, but sometimes
it can be quite useful.

Of the several types of networks, the one which most commonly comes to
mind when we think about library networks is the processing network, of which
the Ohio College Library Center is the largest, oldest and by some terms of
definition, stiil the only one in the country. Library processing can be
assisted by a computerized network as easily as by an on-site locally con-
trolled computer. However, certain benefits accrue from shared processing,
and thus far these benefits are being heavily stressed in terms of priorities
for further network development. '

A second type of network provides data base services. An outstanding
example is the MEDLINE system and its offshoots developed by the National
Library of Medicine. The data base networks are a little more confusing than
the processing networks, both administratively and organizationally. Some are
cooperative arrangements; the Northeast Academic Science Information Center,
or NASIC, was a project of a cooperative organization and was established to
act as a broker for information services to academic libraries. The best known
suppliers of data base services are commercial firms, however; the System
Development Corporation and Lockheed offer access to nultiple data bases, and
a large number of data base producers provide services for their own products.
Here we no longer retain the '"dependent’ or cooperative, aspect of our
original definition, but the systems are still interactive and computer-based.

A third category of arrangement, commercial services, certainly cannot
be as easily described as a type of network but it does share many character-
jstics with the processing and data base networks just mentioned. Vendors
ofier a wide variety of services and products: these can be batch mode or
on-line; they are often deper 'mt on shared data, with the MARC data base
forming the nucleus; and some firms maintain their custonmers' machine-readable
files. To give you an example of the links which are beginning to be made:
the University of Texas at Dallas, an OCLC user, receives its bibliographic
data on magnetic type (I am not sure whether it is weekly ox less often but
it does receive the data on tape from OCLC), it sends the tape to Blackwell
North America, where its master catalog file is updated and a microfiche
catalog produced at intervals. It does not take a vivid imagination to
visualize a direct connection, or direct communication of the data between
OCIC in Columbus, Ohio, and Blackwell North America, in Portland, Oregon.

I would like to turn now to the topic of applicability of networks to
library functions. The scope of library networking has considerable impli-
cations for national and international network planning. Almost anything
can be automated if enough economic resources can be invested in the develop-
ment and maintenance of the system. Libraries, as we know, however, are not
high on the list of priorities for inveetuent of funds, and network develop-
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ment should incorporate a strategy of 'getting the most for one’s money," by
using a pragmatic approach toward the selection of network applications.

The functions which are best embedded in a computerized network, since
they used the communications and computer resources more efficiently and
effectively, are those functions, first of all, which are the least subject
to local variation, require the smallest number of transactions against the
library's files, and gain by use of other institutions®' data. Let us examine
some typical library functions in the light of these eriteria.

There is little doubt that the cataloging funmction is well-suited tc a
network operation. A shared-cataloging network such as OCLC provides LC
cataloging data to its members. Ideally, the only records which must be in-
put by a library are those which are outside the scope of the MARC Distribution
Service and have not yet been cataloged by any other member library. The data
base is therefore a mixture of LC MARC records and originally-input records,
plus information about additional locations reported whenever a library uses
an existing record.

problems arise from the lack of a standard authority file and the lack of
authority control within the shared system: a library may deliberately or
inadvertently create a duplicate record for an item already in the data base,
because of a divergence of cataloging practice. Another problem of networked
cataloging lies in the pricing of services. I will discuss these problems in
more detail later; for now, despite these obstacles, it is apparent on the
basis of performance that cataloging is a reasonable function of a network.

Acquisitions procedures, with the exception of fiscal control, are
similarly adaptable to networking. We must recogni ze, however, that the
nature of the acquisitions process will force "lower quality" data into the
data base, since by definition the acquisitions record is temporary and often
derived from nonauthoritative sources. Nevertheless, a library may indeed
still be able to benefit by using an existing bibliographic record for a
purchase crder, and some Tesource-sharing procedures may be implemented
between institutions which have agreed to collect in a complementary mode.

Interlibrary loan is obviously suited to on-line networking. Although
no formal interlibrary loan system exists in any operational network resource,
to my knowledge, it is well-known that OCLC users often consult the data base
before embarking on an ILL transaction. Interlibrary loan, cataloging, and
acquisitions can all benefit from shared data, and do nct represent a very
high institutional workload for most institutions.

Networks have limitations as well as benefits. Because a communication
prozess is involved, there can be a bottleneck in the system if too many services
are being asked of a single resource. Without adequate telephone lines and
communication speeds, the response time of an on-1line system can, under a
heavy workload, degenerate to the point that the system becomes almost use-
less. It is necessary, therefore, to identify those functions which are
strictly local or which have very high transaction levels These functions
are less suited to networking than those just described.

9
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The circulation function seems in some way appropriate for networking,
since it uses bibliographic data which may be shared among institutions and
is cindsely associated with interlibrary loan. However, three major problems
impede the development of networked circulation systems: transaction load,
patron files, and local functions. In most libraries, the check-out and check-
in transactions occur more often than any other single transaction in the
library. For example, at the University of California, Berkeley, we circulate
approximately one million items annually, for a total transaction load of well
over two million. The cataloging load of the same library is 60,000 tirtles
annually. Even with the possibility of more complex bibliographic searches,
the cataloging process represents less than 10 percent of the workload of the
circulation function. It is not at all clear to me that even a large central
computer would be able to easily absorb workload increases of these proportions.

In addition, the circulation process requires a record of the borrower.
Existing circulation systems for single institutions have the capability of
storing on-line a library's entire patron file. This capability would impose
an added burden on the storage capacity of a network system, and would un-
doubtedly cause problems with the privacy and freedom of information issues.
Finally, local library functions such as ov:rdue notices, recalls, and replace-
ment bills must be accommodated by a circulation system; again, something that
could be difficult to accommodate in a network.

Another area of high transaction level is the checking-in of serial issues
and volumes. Many of the same problems arise as with the circulation function:
the ratio of annual transactions to titles held is high; local data exist; and
local practices and forms must be accommodated. For example, given an assumed
average “issue frequency of quarterly, a library with 10,000 active serial titles
would receive 40,000 pieces to be checked in annually, or over 150 pieces
daily. Local transactions are claiming, cancelling, and binding. Local data
are the binding title and vendor address, among others. The bindery, claim and
cancel forms are also locally oriented. (the nice thing about a catalog card,
as we all know, is that it is a standard size, and before you place any marks
on it, it is plain white. That is not the case with most other library forms.)

For somewhat different reasons, fiscal control is an area which should
at least initially be ignored by network designers. Fiscal transactions
represent a point of contact for each library with its parent organization,
in which the library must usually conform to the codes, practices, and printed
forms of the parent agency. It is unlikely that a network organization could
convince the business officers of an institution to relinquish control of
their library funds to a computer owned and operated by an independent agency.
Also questionable is the feasibility of incorporating into a network system
the programming necessary to manipulate unlimited formats of fund codes and
other local data, at least not without a sizable investment of staff and money.

There are some other issues and problems which must be added in network

development. The most difficult of these are not technical problems, but are
administrative or political issues.

6
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As 1| mentioned earlier. on-line network resources have not yet coped with
the problem of authority control. The New York Public Library and University
of Chicago Library come closer to achieving this goal than any other
organization I know of: their catalogs are produced by systems which do auto-
matic authority checking, and identify tor human verification all entries
which are not yet established headings. However, these arc single institutions,
and I think we can say that authority control must by definition be simpler
there than among a variety of institutions.

Let us look at the CONSER project in comparison. The original decis
was to accept only AACR entries in the CONSER data base. The repercnssio
of this decision in participating libraries were such that the decision we
changed to allow ALA entries as well. bepending on the source of the bib
graphic data, then, a single titie may be entered in the file more than once,
under more than one entry, making it very difficult to retrieve. The dynamics
of the cataloging code plus burgeoning international standards complicate the
quest for authority control. But other situations conspire to make the variant
bibliographic information problems cven worse. First, whenever more than one
person catalogs a work, even within a single institution, there 15 a strong
possibility that different entries and headings may be chosen; different
libraries have modified the 'standard" cataloging code in different ways:
larger and older libraries, as you well know, are bound to have massive

amounts of data which do not conform to any known standard; library authority
data often do not match authority data emanating from data base producers (and
this is something ‘ at is being taken now quite seriously by the data base pro-
ducers themselves), or, finally, special subject areas within librarianship
have adopted their own authority mechanisms because they find at the existing
ones do not give them the fine distinctions that they require.

T

Why is this important? For instance, with OCLC or with LC's processing
system, or with % number of machine-hased systems, in order to retrieve a
record, you must know the exact author and title, or at least the exact title,
if it is not the LC cail number and the ISBN. Sn, for the bibliographic data,
you need to know how the entry has been entered into the data base. How can
we share resources and data unless we share a language with which to describe
our holdings? Also, authority ''noncontrol" may lead to a less efficient on-
line system because of the potential for large numbers of duplicate records
appearing within the file. This is costly. Again, OCLC has encountered this
problem and is working on a solution. No solution can be perfect, however,
hecause administrative and machine controls can go only to a certain point;
beyond that point is needed the mutual agreement of network participants to
conform to specified practices to the best of their ability. This kind of
mutual understanding must be communicated throughout library staffs, must be
communicated down to the people who actually are working with the system, oT
it will not work.

T

More ditficult than the technical or technological questions are the
administrative and political ones, as you cdn well imagine. In OCLC, we have
already scen some of the issues involved in setting a pricing algorithm for
an on-line network which is governed cooperatively. OCLC members pay approxi-
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mately two dollars if they use a bibliographic record already in the data
hase; this is called First Time lse. [If they input a record originally, they
pay only card costs. This was designed, in part, as an incentive to stimulate
the input of non-MAR(C data. In some ways the technique has backfired, as
libraries may enter duplicate records in vrder to avoid the First Time Use
charge,

Related to the pricing preblem is th  question of data ownership and
reciprocity. A network, in order tc function, must provide benefits to all
members. OCLC's algorithm partly answers the question important to research
libraries: that is, what do we stand to gain by inputting all our records
for use by other libraries? The algorithm fails chiefly with its lack of
ability to control, in the same way that there is no authority control. I
would like to see a network wvhich used the following formula: each recoerd
entered or used would cost the library a specific base amount. If the library
used an existing record, that is, a record input hy another library or from
MARC, there would be a small surcharge. Conversely, each time a library used
another Iibrary's record, the source library would receive a small credit.
There would be net inputters, just as there are now net lenders in our inter-
library lending structure, The penalty for using an existing record would
not be restrictive, and the credit for "donating” to the data base would not
be excessive, Because the bibliographic data from larger libraries would be
used as much for interlibrary loan as for cataloging data, the system of
reimbursement might be tied to the apparently increasing trend toward charging
for interlibrary loans as well as for creation of bibliographic data. This
description is, to be sure, simplistic, and many details would have to be
ironed out. But I think that it addresses the needs of both larger and
smaller libraries, and implies a level of ownership without being unduly
rigid.

The network issue of most significance now is the question of national
network design and management, as well as interface with national information
systems in other countries. The library profession has assumed that a
heterogeneous network is desirable and possible; that is, we should aim to-

ward a network which includes all types and sizes of libraries as well as

most library functions. The network organizations which exist now do not
appear to have major difficulties with conflicts between types or sizes of
libraries. However, we must recognize first that most network organizations
right now consist of relatively homogeneous members, either mostly academic
or public libraries, larger or smaller libraries, and secondly, we have not
yet developed a network resource which would actually force user libraries

to face the question of changing their local practices. This is, of course,
where the crunch would come, Current networks serve libraries as a tool, in
whatever way the libraries wishes to operate this tool. Perhaps this is as
far as network resources can or should go. We should realize that any change
in perception of the role of the network resource can easily increase the
level of conflict within and among network organizations. I will not discuss
this area in further detail. Several people who are already deeply involved
in national network design are here at this meeting to discuss their ongoing
effo.-ts with you.

| 7
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Now 1 would like to go into, some detail about a couple of technical develop-
ments which I feel are exciting and significant for library networks. First of
all , we have minicomputers. Llibraries are beginning to use ninicomputers,
especially as parts of complete hardware-software packages for various appli-
cations, The systems developed by the CLSI company are at this tine the fore-
most examples of applicat ion packages based on minicomput ers. The most recent
compercial circulation packiges are also minicomputer-based: these include
the 3M system, Systems Control, Inc., and a pxototype system based on Hewlett-
Packard equipment at the Virginia Polytechnic Institute Library. Libraries
are scquiting and programming minicomputers on their own. The University of
Minmesota Biomadical Libxary, for instance, has created a sophdsticated mini-
comput er- based processing system. In fact, minicomput ers are mow so prevalent
and so inexpensive that in some cases it is difficult to draw the line between
a "mindicomputer," 'data entry device," and a "woxd proces sirzg machine.’®

There are several reasons for the minicomputer entrance imto what has
untdl now been a field doninated by the large computer. First, minicomputers
are econonmical : an experssive minicomputer will cost at the most $50,000; an
inexpersive one might be §5,000 or less. Second 1y, the advent of library-
ori ented applications packages is stimulating the marketability of che nini.
Thi 1d1y, we must look at some of the chief reasons for networking:; besides
resource and data sharing, they include distributed cost of software deve lop-
mnt, and shared burden of equipment costs. Dinicomputers are likely to be
compet itive with networks in both of these areis, An important attribute of
a minicomputer is its capability for telecomnuni cat ion processing , enabling
the tyansfer of data between two minicomputers, or between a minicomputer
and 2 large-scale computer. This is where the interface of the minicomputer
amd the rmetwork becomes yrossible.

The second exciting technical developnent is something that 1 will yefer
to a5 "metwork normalization," although [ did not invent the phrase. Network
formal ization means the ability to access more than one network and process
dat a, without significant alterations in approach to the machine. In other
words, with normalizatiom, you or I could go to a computer terminal, log on,
and access OCLC.or BALLOTS or Lockheed or SDC without requiringa totally
JiFferent set of instructions or procedures for every e of these sysTems.
Wit h an existing operational normalizing system, users of on-line reference
dat 2 bases can forxmilate their searches in plain English; the progran is
des igned to translate the queries to the part jcular data base being used. At
a 5 light increase in computer cost, then, the efficierxcy of the human being
seartch ing the data bases is maximized. ’

The research being carried out in this area is by no means linited to.
lilyrap- ies. Other organi zations are experiencing similar problems with the
neexd £o commun icate information f£rom one pre-existing netwoxk data bise to
morther., Among the groups working on the problen are the National Bureau of
Standards, the Rand Corporation, Stanfoxd Research Institute, and Battelle.
In ALA the ISAD Telecommunications Committee has been concentratiag on & sub-
set of the question, that is, the standards, procedures, and protocols re-
quired to enable library networks to communicate with one apother. A

13
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proposal for discussion purposes will appear in the June issue of the Journal
of Library Automation. The work is very promising, although one has to wonder
fow we will achieve a single logical system with these disparate groups all
working on solutions! '

Let us review the elements discussed in the past half-hour or so; they
provide the building blocks for the network of the future. We have several
types of networks: processing, reference, commercial, and variations of
these types. Secondly, the scope of networking should perhaps not be inclusive
of every library function. Some functions have characteristics which make them
more adaptable to local processing than network processing. Thirdly, certain
issues require resolution before a rational networking scheme can becone
operational. Standards -- both bibliographic and performance -- must be
identified, agreed upon, and adopted. Administrative and policy questions
such as pricing, data base ownership, and general network management must be
carefully studied and negotiated. Finally, hardware and software developments
continue to provide expanded alternatives to the information profession. Mini-
computers and network normalization are two of the important features of our
future network.

Given these building blocks, we can construct a possible library netwotk
of a decade hence. There will be large computers in several regions of the
country,. as repositories of large bibliographic data bases; .as communications
concentrators and switchers for messages and queries among libraries, and as
direct processing centers for libraries which do not have access to computer
facilities. Ideally, these regions will be interconnected; they will be con-
nected also to the Library of Congress and its bibliographic system, which
will serve as the bibliographic backbone of the national network and the
liaison with other national systems.

Minicomputers and/or terminals in libraries will either access the data
as is presently done with on-line networks, or will access the data and
actually move the records in machine-readable form to be processed locally,
perhaps for production of local microform catalogs.

To be more precise, let me describe a scenario. Let us say thet [ am
located in California, and have a minicomputer which has telecommunications
facilities and a large disk drive. On that disk drive I keep a data base of
my abbreviated shelflist records, record of volumes held, and perhaps some
other locally useful information such as fund files. As I acquire and catalog
materials, I use the mini to request bibliographic data from my regional data
base or from another data base in the country. Having assigned a call number
and location to the record, I report these back to the regional data base,
which acts as a union catalog, or which may act as a union catalog. I have
the option of transferring the full biblicgraphic record to my own catalog
file, or of maintaining only the brief shelflist record and querying the
large file on those occasions when 1 need the full bibliographic data. We
need to do a little research on the rise of full bibliographic records versus
an abbreviated one to determine what the optimum pattern is here. My circula-
tion transactions and other local functions run on the same or a connected
minicomputer. Locally, I can maintain my catalog on-line, in card
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form, or in microform, as circumstances dictate.

With this configuration of equipment, I can gradually link together the
processing and reference functions. Using nationally accepted standards,
which I assume will continue to evolve, my library's users will have access
not only to the basic bibliographic information for the library, but also to
the abstracting and indexing services which I can link to my existing data
base -- an expansion of services and products. [ order materials by machine-
readable communications to vendors, and they in turn bill me in machine-read-
able form. (This is already occuring). The authority controls for linking
libraries, abstracting and indexing services, and other members of the infor-
mation industry will be complex and time-consuming to work out; it may not be
possible or desirable to do so. Again, a system for normalizing names and
titles may be the only way to assure communication between the various seg-
ments of the information community. Again, this description may be simplistic.
But the equipment, the technology, and the concepts are all there and are
ready to be pieced together in this massive jigsaw puzzle.

What are the implications for the individual library in all of this? In
the long run, the implications of automated networks for libraries are very
wide-ranging. I would like to mention just a few areas in which libraries
and library staffs can cope with what appears to be the inexorable expansion
of technology into our lives. Library administrators and staffs may wish to
consider the potential of these concepts for their libraries. Until now,
most libraries have inmplemented automated or network systems without radically
changing the tools and methods of their staffs and patroms. The new systems
have been used effectively to assist in keeping up the old manual systems.

By now it is cleax that true implementation of networks and other computer
technology must force us to at least consider aitering the traditional patterns
and tools of library and bibliographic access. It is possible that the organi-
zation and use of the library can and will change fundamentally. The relation-
ship of libraries to other segments of the information community is changing
even now.

Secondly, with the advent of machine-readable data and progranmable
equipment, we are no longer in a position where a decision to change a pro-
cedure has to be a final decision. This concept is very difficult to
comaunicate to librarians. They feel that a proposed procedure or new biblio-
graphic tool must be agonized over and perfected before the first step is
taken: when it is pointed out that, if they do not like the way the printout
or microfiche works, they can request a change immediately, they are relieved,
delighted and anxious to take advantage of these capabilities.

Thirdly, minicomputers and networks must be accepted as compatible tools,
rather than being mutually exclusive. Tt must be made clear to governing
bodies that neither one nor the other alone can provide the ultimate solution
to the library problem, but that the combination is likely to be quite success-
ful.

An automated system in a library, finally, will require comprehensive
training and familiarity on the part of the library staff, whether librarian,
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paraprofessional, or systems analyst. This statement applies to both networks
and so-called turnkey minicomputer systems, as well as to systems developed
in-house. Effective use of a tool requires knowledgeable operation of that
tool, as we all know, not only in library automation but everywhere we look.

In conclusion, | have a reputation among my colleagues for being quite
optimistic about innovative technologies and vhere we are going with them.
Perhaps my optimism is unjustified. Nevertheless, I ask you to recall
libraries and library automation over the past 15 years. In 1960, we were
not yet really using computers. In 1965, someond was just beyinning to in-
vent the MARC format. 1In 1970, only a little moxe than five years .30,
Fred Kilgour's on-line system which is now in use in over 500 librasres was
not yet up and running. These are remarkably short spans of time; we have
accomplished a great deal and our libraries are moving to accommodate the
changes. Now we must concentrate on the tasks of the next five, ten, fifteen
years, and we must remember that it is not very far away.

* * % %

Discussion

MR. JACKSON: You mentioned that about 50 to 60 percent of ARL libraries sub-
scribe to the Lockheed data base. Now that presumably is unverifiable infor-
mation, and I am wondering if in fact 50 to 60 percent of the libraries are
subscribers, which would mean that I have got to get off the ground. But

I will take a little more comfort if, in fact, as in our institution, some
other agency on the campus is the agency that is subscribing. Do you have
any way of knowing what that answer might be?

SUSAN MARTIN: How many libraries have access to Lockheed and SDC for their
users? [Approximately two-thirds raised thelr hands].

MR. SPAULDING: 1In terms of that question, what about those institutions ,
where the university has access, but the library does not specifically. This
is what Mr. Jackson was really getting at -

MS. MARTIN: Maybe I had better tell you how I went about doing this. I took
the page which was the listing of members out of one of the ARL publications
and T sent it to Lockheed and I said, "Please tell me how many of these people
are your customers.'' [ just assumed that he would understand that it was the
library. That may be a faulty assumption, and he may have counted imstitutions
as well. I can check that.

MR. GOVAN: I wonder if there is any indication at all that the for-profit
systems are interested in network normalization?

MS. MARTIN: That is a very good question, and T do not really feel very
competent to answer. [ knovw that there are certain factors which are involved
with the profit incentive, which get in the way of normalizing access to the
networks, together with these data bases. 1 have not discussed it with any-
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body who is involved at any one of these commercial institutions, so i do mot
know how they feel about it. The system that | was talking about, is called
ROBOT, and it is a program that was designed to provide access, at an inde-
pendent institution, to a variety of these data bases.

MR. KRITZER: It is my understanding that SDC and Lockheed both are accessible
through the same terminal and through the same langusage. I am not sure of
that being so, but we believe that, and we are just getting started with
Lockheed.

MS. MARTIN: Yes, that is the case. However, once y ua get onto either SDC or
Lockheed, the person who is keying in the query must be aware of the urique
qualities or characteristics of each of the data bases that is being searched.
For insiance, ERIC has its own thesaurus, and other data bases have their own
ways of accessing the data. The network normalization techniques that I
referred to are designed to do away with this so that a person can structure
a questich in plain English, no matter what data base it is, and get an in-
telligiklie response. »

MR. KREISSMAN: Could you give us some of the rationale behind your ideal net-
working system, and particularly the data base element, in which the library
that inputs the original catalog would get a credit back. That seems to me,
on first blush, like an impractical scheme.

MS. MARTIN: Well, I gave quite a bit of thought to the business of having

a library input records and not have to pay for it at all; and therefore, the
probability of having libraries input almest anything and not necessarily
checking to see if the record already existed in the data base, and the possible
creation of duplicate records. It seemed to me if there was some credit given
to the inputter, but rot too much credit, that that would get across the idea
that really, for example, if you are going to input records, please check for
duplications because we do not want to burden the system with a tremendous
amount of duplicate data, which is both uneconomical for the system, and
difficult to search. Yet, there would be some kind of compensation in there,
and T was thinking somewhere along the lines of perhaps $2 a record, and $2.10
for the people who use somebody eise's records, and a credit of ten cents
whenever one of your records was used.

MR. READY: I think that the presentation so far has shown a considerable
improvement upon cur Situation; but I think it is naive to think that we are
going to continue along this sunny road fu- the next five years. What we

have really done is clear the ditches, prepare the field for the real battle
of the philosophy of iibrary economy. There are enormous problems being
raised as a result of our being able to realize the extent of them, and there
is going to be a hard time ahead, much harder than we hawve had in the past,
where technology has given us a magic wand to clear away the cobwebs. Now we
are facing real difficulties of a philosophical nature on the use of materials.

MS. MARTIN: 1 think you are quite right. I think that maybe these philosoph-

ical questions can be avoided if we want to, hut we probably should not, and
when we actually face them, there are definitely going to be difficulties.
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MR. BOLS: Just onc cditorial comment: occasionally I soe confusion hetween

processing and cataloging. The two are not necessarily synonymous.
MS. MARTIN: Right. | am aware of that.

MR. McDONALD: I was particularly interested in your comments about the necessity
for common language in order to facilitate resource sharing. 1 am afraid my
question is vague, but I am wondering imn light of the fact that the ARL is

deeply involved in resource sharing through traditional interlibrary loan and
hopes to be involved in the new modes of resource sharing, perhaps through a
national lending library of some type, whether you have aay thoughts about
simplifying through networking the road to resource sharing that lies ahead?

MS. MARTIN: It is also difficult. That is a tough one to answer very quickly.
When you say resource sharing you are talking about materials?

MR. McDONALD: Yes. You established the importance of language between biblio-
graphical  control and resource sharing. I guess I was asking you for a little
more or that particular subject.

MS. MARTIN: I think that the efforts that will be described later in this
program, especially the things that are going on at the Library of Congress,and
RLG, are probably going to address that question a little nmore specifically.
MR. BOSS: [ wonder if chere is not another implication of the technology

for the large re‘earch library. One of the things we have encountered in
dealing with pation's need for more acc:ss Lo machine-stored data bases, that
in order to go to the terminal, one has to sit down with that patron and con-
duct the kind of reference interview that normally has not been conducted when
approaching data that is in printed format, and T think it is beginning to
cause some of our patrons to wonder why they do not get the same kind of con-
cern about their needs when the answer is not available there at the computer
terminal. I think it is going to force us to look at our whole reference
program,

MS. MARTIN: That is a good point, and also reminds me of something that we
were talking about at the table on financial problems, when we were talking
about real location of resources. We will require more staff to assist patrons
to become familiar with this system as they.become more prevalent throughout
the country. That is one place where we.can use them.

MR, WELSH: We face an enormous problem.at LC as automation begins to have

jts impact. 1In one division 400 people will literally be replaced by machine.
What we are going to do is to retrain the staff to work in the reference
department side and provide the types of reference systems for both.the person
using the terminal ard for everyone coming ju the front door. .I think this

is long overdue. We are going to make a joint effort to do a better job of
being cctive with our users.

* * k k
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NEW DYNAMICS OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES AND NETWORKS
Le Moyne Anderson

LE MOYNE ANDERSON: fThere is evidence to suggest that the modern research
library appears to be threatemed by its. own successes. In responding to our
and more facilities, we may be risking the fate which size and mindlessness
imposed upon the dinosaur.

There are opposing indications, however, from which one can infer that
the modern research library is spurred by its own failures. In addressing
the needs of our clienteles we overcompensate so grossly for our inadequacies
that we may be risking the fate which super power imposed upon the Six-Million
Dollar Man--or as some of you may prefer, the Bionic Woman. To twist the
Tale of Two Cities slightly, ''it was the best of times, it was the worst of
times... we had ewverything before us, we tad nothing before us..." This bit
of Dickensian eloquence in many ways epitomizes research library conditicns
today .

Libraries are cancelling serials subscriptions for lack of funds; yet
book budgets have never been higher. Enrollments in colleges and universities
are stabilizing; yet, the use of library resources has increased astroncmically.
At any given time, in any given library, you could accurately say that the
milieu is either cool and controlled or volatile and voluble. You could as
convincingly say that the research library is being threatened for its very
life, or that it is having a fabulous heyday. When professional journal head-
lines and editorials trumpet that librarians cannot obtain jobs and that
several are all but digging ditches, another story on an opposite page reports
that enrollments in graduate Iibrary schools have nzver been higher. What are
the great changes affecting the contemporary research library? What are the
forces operating in libraries to bring about these changes? What can we do
about resolving the problems of transferring information?

As a point of departure for this small, primitive landscape I am about
to sketch, let me introduce the familiar dichotomy of a library organization;
namely, the technical services and the public services. It is .not news nowa-
days to proclaim that the acquisitions dollar is purchasing fewer items than
it has in the past. We acknowledge, also, that the serials slice is consum-
ing more and more of the acquisitions pie. The result of these situations
is that the number of books obtained is decreasing; the number of wicroforms
acquired has dropped; and the maps, the audio-visual items and the fugitive
materials are falling in annual totals added. In some instances, serials are
being discontinued. The new serials titles are not being acquired for the

library shelves ¢ither--at least not in the great numbers of previocus years,

Within the technical services arena consequently,our staffs are faceu
with the task of selecting and acquiring materials with more dollars which
buy fewer items. These developments, in turn, also lead to the lesseming in
items cataloged, to fewer items physically prepared, and to the not-so- many
cards reproduced for our catalogs. At the same time, it is noted that )
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methods are being emploved which have reduced the per capita commitment to-
ward processing of materials for a research library. We are adapting the
autonated accounting procedures of our parent institutions. We are tapping
remote machine-readable information search services. We are utilizing the
output of on-line bibliographical data centers.

Meanwhile. what is occurring in the public services portion of our
dichotomy? The stabilizing or sometimes decreasing/increasing enrollment in
universities suggests commensurate demands for library services. This is not
our cxperience, however. The growing user audience seems to be vastly deviate
from any changes in a library's primary constituency. Circulation tramsactions
are increasing, requests for special materials are on the rise, attendance in
»s is way up, and the spiraling ascent of interlibrary loan transactions
.»5 unabated.

Nithough we have little empirical evidence, we do have some theories
regarding these phenomena. It is suggested, for example, that despite the
claim that entering students now lack background in the basic disciplines,
their preparation in how to use libraries may not be S0 weak. It has also
been observed that professors are making more assignments involving library
resources, thereby suggesting a renewed awareness. The burgeoning reserve
materijal we have noticed may be attributzble, however, To nothing more than a
way to eliminate the reaquirement for students to purchase their own books.
There does seem to be, nonetheless, a greater cognizance among students,
particularly in the science-technology areas, of the values in reviewing the
literature more thoroughly and exhaustively, thercby generating a higher
utilization of our holdings.

It is true that many of our circulation systems have been automated,
thus providing berefits in time saving to the staff and patron alike. It is
a fact that many libraries have installed electronic security systems, thus
reducing the staff commitment to what some students used to call '"search and
seizure." There are also self-guided tour devices and self-instructional
a/v equipment, thus shortening and reinforcing the learning process in how to
use libraries. Despite these advantages, we still have the escalating demands
which seem to outdistance our capability to_respond satisfactorily.

All of these forces are leading public services staffs to cry out for
reinforcements. The options of reducing hours, or limiting circulation, or
diminishing the intexrlibrary loan programs are anathema to librarians laboring
toward getting "the right book, to the right reader, at the right time," to
quote a friend.

There is still another dynamic which hovers over these forces at play.
it is significant that in relation to the aforementioned centers of activity,
or non-activity, we have a relatively constant work force -~ the total numbers
of staff members are not changing appreciably. On the one hand, we have, in
effect, the same number of technical services personnel with fewer items to
process. On the other hand, we have the same number of public service
personnel with a greater number of patrone to meet and materials to circulate.
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One could readily postulate subsequently that we nced fewer staff members in
technical services and more persons in public services.

What is inherent in these conditions to suggest a relationship to net-
works? It is axiomatic that when the demands upon any service agency exceed
the capabilities to respond positively, then alternatives must be developed.
[t seems clear that we speak now of networks because of the magnificent pro-
grams that the joining together of such a diverse array of libraries and
librarians can provide. The merging of various research libraries to form a
network enhan:es the pDS%lbllltlES of service to our patr@ns whether on the

We cannot survive independently. The self-sustaining research library
is moribund. In this day and age, research libraries have little choice.

WE gEED TO SHARE. : ‘

We need to share collection development responsibilities because we
cannot afford to acquire separately everything desired. We need to share
the resources already acquired because much of it is little-used and others
should have access to it. We need to share catalog information because this
will reduce duplication of effort and enable us to organize more guickly our
collections. We need to share the development and use of bibliographical
apparatus because it will enhance collection utilization. We need to share
the facilities because we cannot continue adding new structures by ourselves
to accommodate these collections. We need to share the staffs which provide
the 1nterpret:v& services because we need the benefit of group opinions and
outside views of specialists which we cannot provide alone.

Focusing on the cost factors, we see that by joining together under
one over-arching structure that it becomes possible to perform a variety of
services without the cost to any one person or group becoming prohibitive.
Tradeoffs occur between costs and benefits. Some libraries may pay more
than it costs for their specific gains while receiving indirect benefit flowing
from the enrichment of several programs in a network made possible by the
presence of a broad distribution of talent and expertise. The willingness of
some to pay or to receive less in support of their specific program rests on
a reciprocal, but often unspoken, arrangement whereby those who pay more oT
receive less in monetary terms are assured that the programs most vital to
them will be supported adequately.

Cooperation is really "where it's at." Sharing flows from this idea,
which is essentially what networks are all about. We are reslly conc luding,
then, that an awareness of thesc dynamics leads naturally and logically to
share through networks. Cooperation and sharing and networks and consortia
and all of the other imterrelated concepts and systems deserve, indeed,
demand our continuing careful consideration during these critical times.

We would be well served during our current dialogues if we seize upon these
contemporary CONcerns as an opportunity -- a golden opportunity -- to
rediscover Parnassus, the consecrated seat of the Muses, a place where wisdom
resides and where people confused by the whirlwind of change can secure
direction to find their way again.

* &k * *
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NETWORKS: CHANGE AGENTS, GOVERNANCE PROBLEMS, AND STANDARD COSTS
Richard De Gennaro

In the brief time I have I am going to draw on my personal experience
with OCLC and PALINET at the University of Pemnsylvania to discuss three
aspects of network participation. First I will talk very briefly about how
participation in a computerized network can serve as an effective catalyst
and change agent. Then I will discuss the potential goverance problems that
could develop by having a variety of library types in the same network. I
will conclude with some thoughts on how networks are encouraging the general
acceptance of standard costs and charges for performing certain functions and
a few of the potential benefits of this trend.

At Pennsylvania we used participation in the OCIC system as a vehicle
for introducing change and for creating a climate hospitable to change, not
only in the technical services areas directly effected, but in other areas as
well.

We joined OCLC in the Fall of 1971 and went operational with our first
terminal in February, 1972. Pennsylvania, Temple, and Drexel were probably
the first libraries outside Ohio to use the OCLC system. We used the Union
Library Catalogue of Pennsylvania's corporate structure as the vehicle for
facilitating our participation and formed a network called PALINET-ULC to
interface with OCLC and to computerize the Union Library Catalogue's
traditional manual opergtions. Pennsylvania's strategy was to assign full
responsibility for implementing OCLC to the regul: . staff in the units that
would have to use the system, rather than to assign this responsibility to
the systems development group. This strategy chal lenged and committed the
library staff to the successful implementation of the system--~and it worked
exceedingly well, '

As we increased the number of terminals and expanded the scope of the
operation to original cataloging, interlibrary loan, and serials, the require-
ments of implementing and operating the OCLC system generated among the staff
nembers and heads of the various units involved a new interest in their work
and a new spirt of cooperation. Units like LC Cataloging, Original
Cataloging, Serials, and Interlibrary Loan, which under the manual system
operated as separate units with relatively little interchange, now had to
work closely with each other to learn to use the system and to share the
terminals--six out of seven of which are located in the same workroom. In
short, use of the OCLC system has created a comnon bond and shared experience
and fostered a new feeling of pride, unity, and accomplishment among the
technical services staff., It has increased the skills of both the nonpro-

fessional as well as the professionals, and this has helped alleviate the

concern that some staff members had about being Teplaced ox diminished by

the system. It has given the professionals a broader national perspective
and made them feel part of a national movement.
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The implementation of OCLC required a number of changes in the size,
composition, location, and supervision of work units in technical services,
and the process of making these changes created an expectation and willing-
ness awmong the staff to propose and accept changes in other areas as well.
Change came to be accepted almost as a matter of course and new proposals
could be discussed much more openly and objectively. The staff has developed
a positive and accepting attitude toward new ideas as a result of their
successful do-it-yourself implementation of the OCLC system and the other
developments it set in motion.

I was going to say a few more things about this but I would prefer in-
stead to call your attention to an authoritative and comprehensive article on
the subject that appeared in the May issue of Anerican Libraries. It is by
Joe Hewitt and is entitled 'The Impact of OCLC."™ It is based on his research
for a Ph.D. at the University of Colorado. In the same issue there is an

photograph of Fred Kilgour looking like Santa Claus.

Network Composition and Goverance Problems

The directors and technical services heads of the large academic libraries
*building a solid foundation and structure for the network. As other large
academic libraries in the area joined, these burdens were shared. We had a
policy of "each one teach one," which meant that each member library would
assume responsibility for training and bringing in one or more new members.
PALINET had no paid staff until January, 1975. All work on behalf of the
network was contributed by the member libraries up to that time.

In 1974, PALINET made a decision to seek a grant of State Title I and
Title 1I funds to purchase terminals for the use of some 40 small college
and public libraries in Eastern Pennsylvania as an incentive to join the
network. The impending entry of these libraries required a training staff,
a more formal organization and governance structure with new by-laws, etc.
[t seemed clear that the time had come when PALINET was becoming much more
important than the Union Library Catalogue and that the two organizations
should be merged in such a way as to reflect this new reality. New by-laws
were drafted and ratified in 1975 and the new organization was named PALINET
and The Union Library Catalogue.

In an effort to assure the financial stability and continuity of PALINET,
the charter members created a governance structure which is intended to place
a heavier share of the burden of governance on the members who make the
largest contribution and have the largest stake in the success of the network.
Although the small libraries are well represented on the governing board and
special committees, there continues to be some agitation for a much more
democratic governance structure. Some of the new members, particularly the
smaller libraries, are concerned about the way that the 13 member Board of
Trustees of PALINET-ULC is elected. They object to a nominating committee
appointed by the Board as provided by the by-laws and would prefer that it be
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elected by the entire membership. They are really asking for more direct
democracy and an equal voice for each library regardless of size.

[t is too early to make a judgement, but it may turn out to be undesir-
able, or even unworkable in the long run, Ffor networks like PALINET, NELINET,
and SOLINET to have such a large and diversified membership. Perhaps the
needs and goals of large research libraries are different enough from those
of small public and college libraries to warrant separate but cooperating
processing utilities and resource sharing networks in the future. This is
probably one of the reasons why RLG was formed. T am still somewhat skeptical
about the long-term political and financial viability of large and diverse
networks where the small libraries want authority to he on a one-library-one-
vote basis or some similar democratic plan, while the large ones want it to
be distributed proportional to financial stake. The small libraries in PALINET
had an initial concern about assuming the assessments and fees that were
required to support the network administrative staff and overhead, and it was
only the availability of assistance that tipped the scales in favor of joining.

Up until now the network's only function has been to provide the OCLC
shared cataloging and location capability to its members in the manner of a
utility. As long as that is the case, the potential incompatibilities among
the members may remain submerged. However, as these networks try to take on
a variety of functions including resource sharing, the incompatibilities and
differences in size, goals, needs, and capabilities of the various types of
member libraries could begin to surface and create serious operational and
governance problems in the future. But this is by no means inevitable. There
is another consequence of network participation that is beginning to take on
consider significance.

Acceptance of Standard C?Stﬁ,3P§1F5§§ffﬂfzserV§?§

Networks are beginning to educate and condition their members--both large
and small--to the cost of certain of the library's own operations as well as
the cost of the services they get from the network and from other libraries.
Rank and file librarians as well as administrators are becoming cost conscious
and are being forced to attach a dollar value to the services that are bought
from OCLC-PALINET, including cataloging, searching, card production, serial
check-in, etc. The unit cost of OCLC services is uniform for all libraries
and provides a basis for comparison with the cost of some manual operations
within a particular library as well as with those of other libraries.

In addition PALINET-UCLC has recently revised its methods of charging for
manual searches in its union card «nd microfilm catalogs. Instead of pro-
viding unlinited services in return for a fixed annual fee based on the size
of a library's total budget, ULC now charges a fixed fee for each search or
other unit of service performed in addition to a $200 uniform annual member-
ship fee which entitles the member to 50 searches. The previous system
distorted and masked the relationship between the dues paid and services
received while the new system makes a direct correlation between fees and
services. This trend toward fees-for-service could have very significant
effects. For example, it could help make interlibrary charges acceptable.
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If network member libraries become conditioned to paying for certain manual

as well as computer-based library services, why should they balk at paying
interlibrary loan fees? The acceptance of the concept of paying fees for
services rendered could be very salutary and could help make truly effective
networking and resource sharing possible by putting it on a realistic business-
like basis. This would remove the element of charity that has always inhibited
the growth and development of interlibrary loan and other forms of cooperation.

In sum, the emergence and general acceptance of standardized costs and
fees for various internal and external library procedures and services as &
consequence of computer-based networking could help make it possible for all
kinds of libraries to coexist harmoniously in a single network. I think it
will also help put interlibrary cooperation and resource sharing on a sound
financial basis and thereby encourage growth and development in the future,

* & % X

Discussion

JAMES SCHMIDT: I would like to ask you to pursue a little bit the fee thing
and some of its consequences. I am not an economist, but it seems to me that
when you talk about fees for service, you begin to talk about marketplace
models -- monopolistic models on the one hand, or economic Darwinism on the
other. You can talk about fees as they are interchangeable among institutions
without being applicable for users. You can talk about fees being passed
through to individual library users, and then you have got another marketpluce
model on the campus. I think there are some distressful implications on-both
levels, institutional and individual, and with respect to various marketplace
models that might be emerging from fees for services.

RICHARD DE GENNARO: I am a little out of my depth when it comes to economic
theories. All I was trying to say in the last part of my presentation was
that OCLC is creating a standard cost for performance of certain functions,
such as $2.00 for a first time use of a catalog record or a set amount for a
search. This is making many rank and file librarians cost conscious for the
first time and giving them a standard against which they can measure the cost
of doing these same operations in a manual mode. 1 am suggesting that the
existence of these standardized fees could become a yardstick for measuring
the cost of various library operations and that librarians will become
accustomed to attaching a cost to an operation. I do not pretend to under-
stand all the implications of this trend but I think I see some good practical
consequences. Up to now the cost of our manual operations has always been

. hidden; the new computer-based services are bringing them out in the open,

making cost analysis acceptable and comprehensible to librarians, and providing

" a yardstick for comparison.

RICHARD BOSS: I wonder why, as we try to make our fellow librarians cost
conscious, why we should stop there and not go ahead and make the users more
cost conscious by providing them, along with their interlibrary loan item
that we obtained for them, a short statement to be effect that a $7.52 cost
of acquiring this item has been borne by our library on your behalf; or
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putting a $ign above the circulation desk, saying that that checkout that
you just undertook cost the library 42.5 cents, to extend that awareness
beyond just our library profession.

RICHARD DE GENNARO: I do not know what the philosophical reasons would be,
but I think I know what the practical consequences would be. T think that I
would much rather get the lump sum of money from the university for my budget
and simply provide services without making users aware of costs. I think
there is a difference between doing that and making sure that the library
staff and administration are cost conscious in making the choices between
doing things one way or another; but I think that the users should be spared
all this kind of talk ahout costs and benefits and the like. ’

I have a recent experience at Pennsylvania where three years ago the
university implemented a responsibility center accounting system in which
there are two kinds of centers. There are profit centers and indirect cost
centers, with the library being an indirect cost center. The conseguence
has been that the total library budget gets charged back to the users'
budgetary units. The various graduate schools and departments get charged
for their share of the use of the library that we are able to attribute to
them. The effects of this system are disastrous, because it has begun to
create the idea that the library is supported by taxing the various constit-
uencies and the more they use the library, the more they are going to pay.

It could begin to create an anti-library attitude. Fortunately, 1 am pleased
to say that budget administrators at Pennsylvania have seen the folly of this
system. Next year they are going to change the library from an indirect

cost center to a university-wide resource center with a direct subvention
from central funds.

PHILIP McNIFF: It seems to me that there is a real need for identifying
different levels of institutional cooperation. Perhaps we might also want to
thiitk in terms of what elements could be perhaps supported by Federal money
and state money, that would take some of the burden off our institutions and
establish a joint effort in financing some of our cooperative activities.

ALPHONSE TREZZA: The problem of governance of a multi-type system is very
complex. [ only urge you to keep an open mind that we are working on this in
a variety of ways throughout the country. There is no firm conclusion, I
think, at this point. I have seen it work quite well for example, in one

area where you have got multi-sites and multi-types, such as in the Pittsburgh
area. I urge you to take these papers as input to our thinking, rather than
letting it freeze your gut feelings; because I am afraid, as was just pointed
out, the mixture of funds, which is esentially local and state, is also going
to have some influence on what happens to governance.

RICHARD DE GENNARQ: Thank you for making that comment. As a matter of fact,
what I have trying to do here is just point out some trends, and comment

on them. I am not at all sure that serious network governance problems will
materialize, but I think it is worthwhile at this point to recognize that
there are some in the making. Most of us have been ignoring these potential

26




problems that might come from having large research libraries and small
public and college libraries in the same network nd maybe we ought to get
it out in the open and talk about it. 1t was in the spirit I made my comments.

* * * &
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cernll Ub NETWORKS ON RESEARCH LIBRARIES

Frederick G. Kilgour
Ohio College Libhrary Center

Let me first point out to you that studies done of the use of academic
libraries in the United Kingdom and the United States show, to use the British
phrase, that the libraries are in failure, and they fail between 50 and 60
percent of the time when a user comes to the library to get information. This
failure rate 1is not an adequate response to users. The problem is, of course,
that as price or cost to the user goes up, demand goes down. [ am sure each
of you knows of scholars that have given up using large libraries, even given
up some research projects, because of the effort required to do certain types
of research as libraries have increased in size and as the difficulty of
using libraries has increased. You do not know of anybody? You are looking
at one, because 1 have given up the type of research that I used to do in
history because there rre just too many other interesting questions that are
easier to answer.

Soi as the price to the user goes up, demand is going to go dewn. There
is going to be less demand on libraries and surely a greater failure rate.
Now, there have been some interesting studies made of this situation using
various models. Raymond Jackson, using an erosion model, in an article in
Land Economics came to the conclusion that the only way to keep from eroding
libraries is to limit the number of users, an accurate but not useful finding.

Some 40 years ago when 1 was charging out books at the Harvard College
Library, I was also looking into utilization of the library. For about 15 or
20 years following the second World War, there was a curious correlation
revealing that the fewer the number of borrowers registered to use the Harvard
College Library, the greater the number of books circulated. One would
ordinarily think that the finding would be the other way around, that is, the
more people using the library, the more hooks would circulate. So, we do have
evidence, both of a theoretical and empirical nature, thuat libraries can not
and do not respond successfully to increasing demands.

of only five publications ¢n the subject, and without a particle of doubt the
major one is Economics of Academic Libraries by W. J. Baumol and M. Marcus.
You will remember that the major problem that Baumol and Marcus pointed out
was that in the two decades following 1950 the rate of rise of per-unit costs
in academic libraries was seven times that of the wholesale price index; it

was 6. 3 perLent 1n academlc libraries and 9 percent f@r the index This is

Librarians have thought little about the economics of libraries. I know

It is th absolutely 1m96551ble, for the mcney is avallable in the eCOnomy
But from the social point of view, it is impossible, for society is not
increasing support for libraries at the same rate as library costs increase.

It you calculate what is going to happen to the per-unit cost of service

to the user for the next 25 years using the Baumol and Marcus data, it turns
out that the cost is going to go up 460 percent. A recent study by D.K.
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Halstead entitled Higher Education Prices and Price Indexes published by the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare shows clearly the exacerbating
efforts of inflation on the availability of funds for libraries. The most
rapidly rising cost in academic institutions as a whole is fringe benefits;
the next is cost of books and periodicals; and the third is salaries. The
first and third costs stem from the labor intensiveness that you people dis-
cussed at your financial roundtable last night, and the only way to reduce
this labor intensiveness in libraries, or to solve the problem, is to increase
the productivity of library staff.

So, with library costs going up at an annual rate of 6.3 percent and with
computer costs going down at the rate of 55 percent a year, it would appear
desirable to invoke computer technology and thereby reverse the rate of rise
of library costs by increasing productivity of staff. The major conclusion of
Baumol amd Marcus was that there is going to be some profound modification in
the manner in which libraries are run, and that this profound modificetion may
virtually be inevitable. Computerization could effect such a modification.

Baumol and Marcus also pointed out that libraries follow the cost trends
of service institutions, of hospitals, of higher education, and of restaurants.
All of these organizations have the same kind of cost trends. The rise in
cpsts is not a problem of inefficiency in libraries, nor is it a problem of
poor management which is suggested as being the villain from time to time.

It is the type of economic institution that a library is that causes its
plight.

If you continue to seek traditional answers, you are not going to get an
snswer. I would, however, accept such a traditional assumption that research
libraries are not going to change a great deal in the future. I should point
out to you, as I think I did once before, that this is only an assumption.

It is not difficult for me to imagine a somewhat smaller group than this one
meeting a century ago and called the Association of Research Museums. As

you know, natural history museums no longer have the function they had in the
last century, the reason being that the type of work that the natural history
museums did was a qualitative biology using large collections of material.
When biological research switched to quantitative biology, these museums no
longer had their former importance. There has been less and less research
using their large collections of material. It is not impossible that there
will be a quantitative history, and even today there are historical techniques
that make it unnecessary to have large collections in research libraries.

The nontraditional procedures are, of course, labor-saving techniques,
and the computer can make available at least a half-dozen labor-saving
principles either in a network or in an individual library system. Operating
in a network, a computer can also provide economies of scale that you cannot
possibly experience in an individual library, whether or not you have compu-
tation. Here you have a major opportunity to reduce the rate of rise of
per-unit costs, or to put it the other way around, to increase the productivity
of staff. If you use BALLOTS, OCLC, or WLN in an effective way, you can

- increase productivity of staff.
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This new technology makes it possible to have new products and to have
new objectives. The important aspect of computerized networks is the
potential for new objectives and for new economic solutions to old problems.
The objectives, as you know, of OCLC are to increase library resources avail-
abls to individuals at participating libraries, and to reduce the rate of
rise of per-unit library costs; these objectives are rnot attainable in class-
ical libraries using manual techniques.

wew products should be for users, and the principal mew product that I
am going to talk about is the on-line catalog. (On-line catalogs are drasti-
cally different in design from card catalogs and from printed bookform cata-
logs. On-line catalogs are not on-line card catalogs. As many of you have
heard me say, the OCLC on-line catalog consists of a hugh number - over &
million and a half - of miniature catalogs, none of which is larger than 32
entries when presented to a user. This is a new kind of product. It is a
kind of catalog that is far easier for users to use, OCLC has had some
experience with users at public service terminals. In a small study of such
use, more than four-fifths of the users preferred the terminal to the card
catalog.

If you search library literature for a book or article on catalog design,
vou won't find it, except for historical discussions, unless you search more
extensively than I have. Such a publication 1is certainly not readily avail-
able. There is much on cataloging, but nothing on understanding of the
relationship of design of a catalog to cost of cataloging or to cataloging
rules. The time has come, certainly, with the advent of the on-line cata-
log made possible by computerized networks, to design small catalogs, to
design them for users, and to construct cataloging rules for such small
catalogs. Some professional organization should undertake this design task
and hopefully it should be undertaken in the immediate future. These new
cataloging rules should not be based on bibliographic principles that began
to come into being with Conrad Gesner and Andrew Maunsell in the last half of
the sixteenth century; rather, the new rules should be based on the way people
use catalogs and what they need to have in catalogs.

I conclude by saying that the major effects of computerized networks on
academic libraries will be that networks are going to make it possible to
effect drastic changes in the manner of library operations, to increase pro-
ductivity of staff, and at the same time to increase availability of infor-
mation to library users. I would like to suggest that ARL undertake a pro-
ject to work on the design of on-line catalogs and rules for such catalogs.
Somebody is going to have to do it; there certainly does not seem to be
another Cutter on the horizon. This is a project that is now quite clearly
delineated, and T encourage you to undertake it. If you do, you will make
a major contribution to librarianship.
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INTERI.TBRAPY COOPERATION AND A NATIONAL ACCESS SYSTEM
Stanley McElderry

This program is concerned with a variety of topics relating to library
networks. You have heard about trends in library networks, the necessity for
this type of library cooperation, and the impact of networking on research
libraries. This paper focuses on the nationezl bibliographic access system
and is volated to the program presented at our fall meeting on "The Library
of Congress as the National Bibliographic Center.' The primary question
under consideration is: if the Library of Congress assumes responsibility
for the creatior of a comprehensive national bibliographic data base in
machine-readable form, what are the implications of this utility on reseaxch
libraries, such as those represented here, and the emerging networks of
libraries? It is clear that no one has sufficient information to answer this
question. However, there are compelling rcasons to attempt to answer this
question. I would like to speculate with you about how such a data base would
be generated, how it would be accessed, what dependable access to comprehensive
bibliographic information might mean to a local library, and what areas for
cooperative endeavor remain for multi-library systems. It is hoped that these
observations may provoke a fruitful dialogue and lead to continued exploration
and investigation.

Generation of the National Bibliographic Data

The position of the Library of Congress was stated by Mr. Welsh at our
last meeting in these terms:

The Library's role will be to develop and maintain
standard bibliographic devices that will promote
consistency in decentralized input to a compre-
hensive national data base. Decentralized input is
a requirement for a national system because the
Library of Congress recognizes that it cannot supply
100 percent of the cataloging information that is
required nationally. Inevitably, the Library will
fall short of total coverage because it will never
acquire some bibliographic items; for exampie, many
state and local documents, the output of minor
publishers, and various publications in specialized
fields.

Mr. Welsh went on to indicate that the Library of Congress would provide the
following services and products in fulfilling this role: authority infor-
mation for names, subjects, and classification. MARC coverage would be
expanded to include all current cataloging by 1979. Bibliographic infor-
mation and authority information would be provided in printed, microform,
and machine-readable formats to meet the requirements of libraries of all
types and sizes.
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One may assume that the intent is to make the national bibliographic
data base as comprehensive as possible at least for current acquisitions.

A role for regional networks is seen as 'secondary distributors of L.C.
bibliographic data on-line.” It is not ciear, however, what the strategy
would he to build a comprehensive data base for sources external to L.C.
Would the networks be the route for accumulating unique records or would
there be designated libraries responsible for inputting specific kinds of
records? How would such input be monitored and edited to conform to L.C.
authoritv and quality? What information from L.C. is needed, in what form,
and how promptly to support decentralized input? Would the transmission of
data to and from L.C. be on-line or by machine-readable tapes as at present?
Would L.C. maintain a comprehensive file of national resources on-line or
would it cvordinate its files with other organizations?

[t seems ¢l
its varied forma
authoritative in
mechanism for

ear that the strategy for transmitting bibliographic data in
ts is far simpler than the strategy for accumulating

put. Are existirg library networks necessarily the best
disseminating and accumulating bibliographic information?

The problems of maintaining records in a bibliographic data base uppear
to be more than the creation and accumulation of records. What functions
beyond making bibliographic information available are planned” Will holdings
information be recorded nationally, or nationally and regionally? Are sub-
sets of data to be available in printed or microform to serve as a full
catalog for types of libraries? Will the national hibliographic data base
be one giant files with several copies in various locations or a series of
interconnected files with some unique and some redundant records? will 211
records be maintained on-line or only the most recent or the records of a
particular region or group of libraries?

There are obviously many details to be worked cut before we can define
the content, form and utility of a national bibliographic data base. It seems
evident that the Library of Congress is the logical source to assume the
leadership role and we applaud its efforts. We would also hope that L.C.
would assume the research and development functions to support the components
of a national system.

Access to the National Bibliographic Data Base

Some of the juestions relationg to access to the national bibliographic
data base are implicit in the previous remarks. The content of the national
record is designed to support multiple functions, but there are clear limits
to the number and type of demands which can be met on-line even with multiple
data bases. A variety of off-line products are planned to serve special needs,
and these will reduce the amount of "on-lineness' which is required. Some of
the kinds of questions which arise in relation to access are: who can access
the national bibliographic data base or bases on-iine? Only networks? Only
major libraries? What functions will be supported: bibliographic verification,
collating information, copying, modifying, augmenting the record? Will access
to on-line data bases be primarily for generation of local records? What kinds
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of access keys will be provided? What will the cost of on-line access ba?
Will L.C. support alternative use of the national bibliographic data base
through off-line access if on-line access is limited to creation of record
functions?

It may be s<szumed that the local library (a term used to designate a
library providing direct service to a defined clientel) will continue to
ilities and will

acquire the resources most needed to meet local responsib
need records to support local access. (The scope of rescurces held locally
may well be reduced as dependshle external sources and locating and delivery
mechanisms are developed ). The local access records would need to contain
holdings information to the piece level at minimum as well as physical
location. It is conceivable that functions such as verification and collo-
cating requiring full bibliographic records could be shared with other
librarie# and alternative forms of access would be acceptable (i.e,. book,
fiche, card, on-ling). Similarly somc acquisition, serial, and circulation
functions could be supported with considerably less than a full bibliographic
record held locally if dependable access was available to more complete
records as required. It is important in national planning to recognize the

mechanisms to reduce the dependence on locally generated bibliographic records.
Further requirements of a local library are the ability to generate records
in-house or through a service bureau with various options on the content and
format of records (i.e., on-line, off-iine produsts, full or partial records).
The local library must also be able to log on holdings easily if such data

are not captured through a service burcau, and it must be-ahle to aequire
performance data for planning purposes.

The local library would appear to have several optiens for acquiring
necessary records for its operation. Records could be generated in-house
with local equipment if dependable access was available to comprehensive
bibliographic records. If access to machine rcadable bibliographic data is
readily available, preferably vn-line, prepackaged hardware, softwarc systems
operating on a mini-computer might be used to advantage in libraries having
a relatively high volume of transactions. Otherwise a service bureau may
provide records on demand in a variety of formats for in-houss use if such
processing is not performed locally.

Although the local library may have a variety of options for securing
local records it will be dependent upon external bibliographic rescurces for
extending the limits of local holdings. On-line searching also provides 2
dimension and flexibility in searching not available with conventional tools.

Areas for Cooperative Endeavor

The foregoing description of possible moedes of operation for libraries
at the national and local levels indicates considerable opportunities for
more effective sharing of costs in acquiring and processing resources. Since
the volume of communications and quantity of information to be exchanged
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library loan compacts and delivery syvstems with or without
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and disse ation of bhibliographic information,
tchlng point, and related activities. For purposes
1ition of a network is limited to electronic trans-
Jf bibliographic information as a part of a national system
and with the chjective of develoning an economical and respon-
there are a number of que require resolution,

estions which

What functions wnich fall between the national and local
level are required to support a national infornation

remains i€ a narional datva
int-computer system?]

system?  {e.g.

. what function
base is 1 i

supnorting a
Which of the

following kinds of services arc desirable

and what are the anpropriate geographic or political
houndaries? Are such boundaries identical for each

function?

coordination of collec
malntenange of holding
maintenance of bibliogr 3ph1 records (i.e.,
of national record or subset)
°communication route for members within network,
and herween network and national sources
°responsibility for interlibrary Ioan transactions
beyond supplying holdings information
°responsibility for generation, maintaining, or
disseminating bibliographic records
°responsibility for quality control of hibliographic
data

copy

What are the factors which determine the appropriate,
necessary combination of functions for a viable network?

°which functions are subject to economics of scale?

°vhat hardware configuration is required to support
bibliographic 11y related functions and what is the
optlmum load

°what is the relat1mnsh1p between high volume for a
limited number of functions and lower volume for
a wider range of functions?

How valid are the following constraints on the size and
configuration of a network?
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°political boundaries

?funding routes

“hardware and software capacity versus cost

°sjize, quality, availability of network staff

°telecommunication costs

°storage capacity and cost versus telecommunications
costs

“efficient governance, decision making mechanism

“complexity of functions versus intercommunication
requiTements for consultation, decision making.

education

What are the opportunities to structure records and access to
records? What is the optimum cost/benefit Lnnf1guralxtr§

i

°hierarchy by frequency of use
“hierarchy by functions supported
“alternative formats, access methods

6. How valid is community of interest (e.g., type of library)versus
geographic boundaries as a basis for cooperative arrangements?
(e.g., closeness of cogoeration versus support of limited functions)

7. What trends and technological changes may be anticipated in the
next 5 to 10 years and what implication do these have on inter-
library dependence?

Summary i@ﬁg&l Conclusions

The intent of this paper was to speculate about issues relating to the
generation of a comprehensive national bibliographic data base, the modes of
access to this data base, the impact of this utility on local library operations,
and the areas for intralibrary cooperation. There are obviously moTe
questions than answers at this point. Some general conclusions which may be
started are!

1. The assumption of responsibility for generation and maintenance
of a comprehensive national biblicgraphic data base by the
Library of Congress will profoundly affect the internal
operation of libraries and the degree of interdependence among
them. OT to state this point in another way, the kinds and
amount of cooperation between libraries is strongly influenced
by the kinds and amount of bibliographic support received from
the national level (i.e., it is unlikely that local and
regional developments have a similar impact on national develop-
ments) .

2. The opportunity for a local library to alter its collection
habits and opsrating practices is dependent upon the kinds
of access provided to the national bibliographic data base.
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5. The local lihrarv will have a variety of options for internal
processing depending upon the scope, content and format of
the records which can be accessed. (Local data processing
requirements are generally greater ard more unique than is
generally appreciated).

1. There is need for intralibrarv mechanisms to ensure full
ac to bibliographic information and informational
resources, but the optimum allocation of responsibilities

is not known (i.e., present boundaries and combinations of

[

ices may not be the most cost effective approach in all
) Pl

This paper has only begun to scratch the surface of some of the issues
which must be faced in planning a comprehensive national hibliographic data
base. It is hoped that this effort will lecad to more intensive discussion
and cventual resolution of these issues.

w ok Kk

Discussion
MR. DOUGHERTY: I wondered if Mr. Kilgour would comment on the following
characteristics -- do they apply to libraries or don't they: labor inten-
siveness; rising labor costs: reasonably stable productivity; decline of
the quality of library services; increased demand for services.

MR. KILGOUR: The third one is not so.

MR. DOUGHERTY: I thought you had made the comment that basically, the pro-
ductivity of our staff is reasonably stable?

MR. KILGOUR: Yes, if the staff are stable, the productivity is stable.

MR, DOUGHERTY: Has the profession, by and large, been slow to respond to nsw
technology?

MR, KILGOUR: Susan Martin pointed out that there has been a remarkably rapid
response, but there has not been the technology to which to respond.

MR. JACKSON: I want to point out that this technology did not exist 25 years
ago. It is relatively recent, and I think there has been an extremely rapid
response to it, The reason that I mention it is that if I were to agree to
those points, I am also describing the problems which beset the U.S. Postal
Service. We might be able to learn some lessons from their plight.

MR. KILGOUR: Well, the labor intensiveness of the Postal Service is about
85 percent -- about 85 percent of their budget is salary and wages. For
research libraries, it is 55 to 60 percent.

MR. JACKSON: It is higher than that now. It already is somewhere between
75 and 80, I believe,
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MR. KILGOUR: ¥ell, there is much to do. Yes, vou are quite right. Of course,
there are other aspects of the Postal Service. The Postal Service has got a
monopoiy on first class mail, for instance, and there is a deterrent to using
a technology. I hope that we never have a monopoly of on-line operations in
the United States.

MR. JACKSON: That was my next point, namely that we begin to see cracks in

the U.S. Postal Service's monopoly and that is going to exacerbate the situation.
Libraries and other agencies are beginning to turn to alternative sources of
delivery. What I am trying to do is reinforce some of the points you made,

and mavbe we can learn something from someone else's Jilemma.

MR. KILGOUR: Last week the chief of our computer facility division called me
and said, "I am looking right down a gun barrel at a strike at UPS." It
happened, and we are back with the U.5. Postal Service. Let me go on to say
that my current feeling is that as far as networks like OCLC are concerned in
the Unitell States, there has got to be a minimum of three and maybe more like
OCLC in order to have competition. It ought to be an open martketplace economy,
and there should be competition and there should be cooperation and there should
be security; and it would be much too expensive to maintain the security, the
additiconal redundancy necessary to cover, let us say, if there were only two.
Each one would have to have twice as much equipment as it would have to have.
There are a variety of problems, but I certainly agree with you about the

Postal Service: not only in its labor intensiveness, but in its unattractive
results of its monopolistic situation.

One more observation: you raised the matter of fees, whether or not a
person is philosophically in favor of it or opposed. [ think we have probably
unleashed a change of events, the consequences of which we do not fully under-
stand yet. I think it would be wise for ARL to establish a mechanism to
monitor and to see what the impacts are. I think there are going to be scme
real surprises, and I think it is important for us to keep an eye on this.

YMR. DE GENNARO: Are you speaking about interlibrary loan fees or fees in
general?

MR. KILGOUR: That is the beginning, but I think it is spreading into other
areas.

MR. DE GENNARO: That is a good observation. We have an interlibrary loan
committee: It is going to get active again in this area, as you will hear
at the business meeting this afternoon.

MR. SCHMIDT: Well, as long as I opened up the marketplace model cconomic

issue earlier, I guess Mr. Dougherty has really given me a kick in the head

with the analogy of the Postal Service. It strikes me, however, that there

are other potentially profound consequences of various kinds of marketplace
models that are of concern to me. For example, if the marketplace model is

a competitive marketplace (I do not think that there are those kinds of
marketplaces in any nineteenth century sense of that phrase)--can we afford

to have something prove out to be the Studebaker or the Edsel of the marketplace?
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Now, mentioned in purely economic terms, the answer probably is v
But in terms of responsibility for the preservation of the intellectun
resources for the nation and recorded thoughts of mankind and all of the rest
of those kinds of things, it is quite a different question, it seems to me.
It is profoundly depressing to me that something that might represent the
bibliographic access to X number of items should be potentially the Studebaker
or the Edsel. On the other hand, it seems to me that we are not wise in
agreeing, nor are we willing to agree to a monopolistic model.

MR. KILGOUR: Ray Frantz and I were talking on the way from the alrport a
couple of days ago about goverance of the networks and he was mentioning the
problems in solving that.

MR, FRANTZ: SOLINET has about 120 members now, and I remember the Tirst meceting
that we had. T guess about 95 people showed up. [ will never forget the first
question. Someone stood up from a library and said every library ought to

have an equal vote. But that was not considersd for long, and that sort of
thing has not arisen again. I think that Mr. De Gemnarc hit it on the point:
we are getting such cost effective service, many of us, that we are concentrat-
ing on this. But I think it is going to arise again because a variety of
services are wanted. It seems to me that it comes down to a difference of
interpretation of libraries and the way these operations pay for service, and
that we will be embarking upon a business enterprise. I do not see how you

can have total democracy as a business enterprise. You could have a meeting

at which every board of directors is suddenly overturned. You could have a
complete lack of continuity in the board and play revolving chairs, when a

very great continuity is needed. So the only thing I have come out with 1is

to gappeal to the membership to realize the diversity and to realize it is

not a game., We must put the interests of the diversity first and learn from
management the best way to proceed. [ do not know if an educational process
can cure it, but I think something has to be done before we can react to a
crisis that suddenly surprises everybody at an open meeting. I worry about
this very much,

MR, KRITZER: OCLC was started by a group of small and large colleges getting
together and deciding what they felt was needed. OCLC is governed in a
democratic fashion by the same group. It is now expanded to include large
and small public libraries, so there is a diversity in sizes and a diversity
in type of libraries. As far as I can tell, it still seems to be working well
without the kind of problems that Mr. Frantz has brought up, so it is not
necessary that there be these kinds of problem.

MR. DE GENNARO: One thought that I had with regard to a point that Mr. Kilgour
made about the desirabiiity of having some competition in this area -- let us
say three networks: if we did that, it seems to me to imply that the individual
libraries would have the freedom to move from one network to the other, taking
advantage of the lower costs and other things. If this were the case, it seems
to me to go against the concept of networks that we are now building, where
there is a kind of loyalty in the membership. You have your members and they
belong to you, but if the prices at BALLOTS got significantly lower than at
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can we afford to have the members of our network suddenly shifting

at OCLC,
over and changing vendors, so to speak?
ME, K [ L(-UUI{ Vs,

ves, we can afford to have that happen.
There arc, ! in which you can have competition that
really is not perhaps falr competition;: and we have a situation arising right
now in the case of BALLOTS in this regard. There arc a couple of problems
here, but what 1s going on is that at OCLC and BALLOTS, at BALLOTS' suggestion,

\ ﬂ'”’

we are working out 2 way in which the users of cach of the data bases can use
the other's data base, In the event it is not in the OCLC data base, the OCLC

5
participant can query the BALLOTS'data base and vice versa.

There are a couple of major problems and I will admit to onc. One of the
problems heore, obviously, 1s BALLOTS' duta hase is somcthing like 600,000 entric
and the OCLC data base is one of 2,100,000, Everyv study that has bcen done
exeept one by Ryburn Ross, shows that the percentage of usable records in the
OCLC data base is higher than the BALLOTS'data base, and there is the danger of
the BALLOTS'users migrating to OCIL. This can be avoided, T am quite sure, by
the manner in which charges will be done and the way it will be set up, so you
can have the cooperation and still not subject one of the members who is coop-
crating because of an accidental situation, to the liability of lesing its
participants, There are other problems, but that 1s one.

MR, PINGS: At the moment, T am acting director of MIDLNET, the consortium in
Michigan. My observation is that it is the governance aspect that is the
difficult one, from where I sit. Generally, it has been accepted, intellect-
uallv, that the computer-sensitive rccord is here and we have got to use it.
[t is when vou move over into starting to usc it 1hat people get threatened.
Now that threat can arise almost anywhere and at any time. It can be a union;
it can bhe a director of a library; it can be a library that has been going on
for a long time and all of a sudden with the changing about, people say, "we
are not governed right. You did not tell us this. We could not anticipate
this.”

I think those are healthy kinds of things to happen to us. Now, if you
are pgoing to bhe threatened, then, you sce, yvou conserve. Now, the kind of
thing I thought you were saving it can always be used as the excitement
of being innovative and doing other things. Now, which pesture are you going
to take? It is pretty hard when y@u are threatened or the union is threatenced

or the head of tcchnical servieces is threatened, to have an even keel. You
have to blame somcbody. This is Ju%t being meant in a different way, but I

think what we have not reccognized is that we arc talking to each other, that
is, the whole library community; and we are going to have to talk to each
other in different ways, We are going to have to hear each other differently.
I think that is part of the excitement of living in the era that we are now
living in, So, we are going to be improving ourselves in new and different

wWirve,

MR, BOES: 1t is obvious that at some future time we ought to have a program
on the effect of what we have been discussing and what Mr., Ping's talking

fod
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ahout =- nont in libraries. 1 think we ought to have a program s0 we
will begin ticulate the fact that what we have to do in our shops is
going to be affecting our staffs, does affect the hiring rate of librarians,
and it does affect switching them around.

gn back to what Mr, Kilgour salc
for librarians, they arec
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THE RESEARCH LIBRARIES GRQOUP

James Skipper
Research Libraries Group

Five or six years ago I addressed the Association of Research Libraries
on the then-new subject of a possible economic depression in higher education.
Following two decades of unprecedented expansion, libraries were at that time
experiencing the first evidence of losses in purchasing power. The dimension
and persistence of the impending recession were not clearly visible, and I
suggested that only time would reveal whether libraries might only have to
trim their financial sails, or perhaps redesign the entire ship.

More recently, after reflecting on the present and probable future of
institutional abilities to maintain services, the directors of the libraries
which founded RLG (Columbia, Harvard, Yale and the Research Libraries of the
New York Public Library) were convinced that an increasing gulf was being
created between reader needs and the ability of their libraries to satisfy
the expectations of constituents. The aggregate resources of these libraries
numbering some 27.5 million volumes, 247,000 current serial subscriptions,
and operating budgets of approximately $45,000,000 were judged to be in-
.sufficient for meeting present needs, and future prospects were uncertain,
at best. There were doubts that we would again experience the doubling of
staff and a tripling of budgets which were characteristic of the 1960s.

While it is true that financial pressure was partly responsible for the
establishment of the Research Libraries Group, the concepts underlying RLG
are rooted in more permanent and fundamental principles than simple economic
adversity. The aspirations of RLG go beyond the development of supplemental
programs for improving existing bibliographic and physical access in individual
libraries; they are founded on new perceptions of the ways in which libraries
can organize their efforts as a consortium to improve services while reducing
the rate of increase in operating budgets. This exercise is somewhat related
to what has been called the dynamics of the potted plant, or how to maintain
health and vigor under conditions of limited growth.

Joseph Rosenthal of Berkeley. Developmental activity was made possible by
general support grants from the Mellon and Sloan foundations, supplemented
by membership dues and uncounted hours of contributed staff time from each
member. An Executive Director (mow President) was appointed in August, 1974,
and the RLG office, originally occupying space provided by Columbia University,.. .
moved to Branford, Connzcticut in April, 1975, where The Research Libraries
Group was incorporated as a not-for-profit corporation in December, 1975.
present staff consists of three positions in the Bibliographic Center at the
Yale Library and four in the executive office, including a Vice-President
for Systems and a Senior Systems Analyst. The Group is governed by a Board
of Directors made up of three appointed representatives from each member
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institution, and the President. who also serves as Chairman of the Executive
Committee of the Board.

RLG deliberately limited ' embership during its formative years, not in
an attempt to be exclusive, bi. in response to the fact that difficulties
in achieving common policies and objectives among old and complex institutions
increase exponentially with each additional member. The Research Libraries
Group is committed to expanding membership at the appropriate time and is
considering the possibhility of providing services to other lihraries on a fee
basis.

RLG has attempted to identify a limited number of programs which have
the potential for making a major impact in improving scrvices to our users
and which can be sustained on a cost-effective basis by membership support.
We acknowledge that in some areas it will be difficult to obtain measure-
ments of benefit with any degree of precision. External funding will be
sought for planning and developmental work, but RLG program must be of
sufficient value to members to justify their paying for operational costs.

One obvious program opportunity is the improvement of access to the
collective pool of materials found in member libraries. A set of policy
statements has been drafted by a committee and adopted by RLG which assures
institution. Modes of access include interlibrary loan, photocopy, and on-
site. visits. Unlike many interlibrary loan programs, service to under-
graduate students is an integral part of the RLG system. As an example of
commitment by RLG members toward expanding collections, in October, 1974
the Trustees of the New York Public Library made a historic decision in
allowing books to circulate outside the Research Libraries to users in other
RLG libraries.

The operation of the Shared Access Program is the responsibility of the
RLG Bibliographic Center, located in space provided by the Yale University
Library. The Center manages a TWX and United Parcel Service communications
network which assures speedy and reliable transmission of interlibrary
requests and responses among members. The performance of the system is
continually monitored for delays in response time, and we are accumulating
data concerning the characteristics of borrowers and the materials they
request, as well as the nature of materials which cannot be found within
RLG. Our members continued to act as a national Tesource for other libraries,
lending a total of 127,000 items in 1974-75, while borrowing 12,700.

Related to the intent to share the collective bibliographic wealth of
RLG collections is the requirement that we protect and preserve these
resources for the benefit of future generations. The problem of deteriorating
paper, while not so noticeable in newer libraries, is a special difficulty
An RLG committee is presently drafting recommendations for our preservation
program. With microfilming technology being the best presently available
method for preserving text, RLG has budgeted $100,000 for each of the next
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two years for this purpose. We have also asked the Library of Congress to
discuss the possibility of RLG's depositing its present inventory of some
100,000 reels of master negatives at LC, thus making them more accessible
on the national level.

Strong research libraries tend to be a confederation of strong special
collections, and ways must be found to assure the continuance of adequate
financial support for these national resources. In a time of seriously
restricted purchasing power for acquisitions, the reduction in the amount of
unnecessary duplication among RLG members is seen as one of the best ways to
assure that the quality of the special collections in these libraries might
be maintained. This effort constitutes the second major RLG program. We
have established a system for reviewing new serial subscriptions to deter-
mine if one library might take responsibility for obtaining and maintaining
the title in the interest of the other members. A similar program has been
developed for coordinating the cancellation of existing subscriptions to
assure that no unique title of scholarly interest will become unavailable to
readers, and items costing more than $200 are reviewed by our Collection
Development Committee in an effort to identify one institution which might
acquire in the interest of others.

Central to RLG interests is the application of computer technology to
a wide range of bibliographic operations. As even the wealthiest of our
libraries finds it impossible to justify the expense of creating a compre-
hensive computer-based bibliographic processing system for its own use,

RLG is committed to developing a single system to serve the needs of present
and future members.

The requirements of the system has been specified by an RLG committee
in a document recommending a broad range of products and services. Con-
ceptually, the system is based on the creation of a union catalog controlled
by a single authority file for titles added to the collections of member
libraries, and is not limited to a catalog card production service which
responds to the cataloging practices of individual libraries.

The creation of an integrated system requires the adaption of uniform
cataloging standards among RLG libraries, and it has been agreed that this
standard should be based on the Anglo-American Cataloging Rules - North
American Text, as practiced by the Library of Congress. While most of our
members follow the Library of Congress either entirely or with minor
exceptions, RLG is conducting a survey 1o identify variant cataloging
practices which need to be modified. As another example of membership
support of RLG objectives, the Harvard College Library has announced that
it will adopt Library of Congress cataloging practices in the summer of 1976.

Not only will the use of uniform cataloging practices facilitate
bibliographic access among RLG libraries, but also it has the potential of
making it possible for members to contribute regularly to a national data
hase many thousands of titles cataloged by RLG members which will not be
acquired and cataloged by the Library of Congress. To further this objective,
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our eventual goal is to share a common computer-based authority file with
the Library of Congress and other library networks.

system, so far as possible, by borrowing and adapting computer programs
which might be acquired from other existing systems. As an example, the
software package for the Yale acquisition system is being modified teo pro-
cess and monitor activities in the RLG serials review program. Our union
list of serials will be produced by a system now installed at the Harvard
College Library but originally acquired from Berkeley in exchange for the
book catalog program from the New York Public Library.

Of immediate interest to our mechanization objectives is a cooperative
development program between RLG and the Library of Congress. Under Phase I
of this program, we will test the economics and feasibility of providing
library networks with direct, on-line access to machine-readable biblio-
graphic records at LC. Utilizing programs and systems now established at
LC, NYPL, and Columbia, the project will establish a data base of records
reflecting titles added to RLG collections. Title searches not satisfied
by the RLG file will be switched to LC and, if found, the record will be
transferred back to the RLG data base. This cooperative project between
RLG and the Library of Congress is viewed as the first step toward the
establishment of a more comprehensive bibliographic processing system to
serve the necds of present and future members of RLG.

If the eighteen month Phase [ program is successful, funding will be
sought to support Phases II and III, which involve the design and instal-
lation of equipment for a sophisticated system to facilitate library net-
work -to-network communications. Files at the Library of Congress as well as
bibliographic data basesat other library network centers can be searched
once standards for message switching and line protocol have been set by the
library community. The Library of Congress will need this capability to
handle the demand created by the anticipated National Bibliographic Service.
Such a telecommunications system will also make it possible for other net-
works to contribute cataloging information to the LC data base; i.e. through
bi-directional data exchange. It is anticipated . that other library organi-
zations will participate with RLG and LC in the design of the system.

In establishing the Research Libraries Group as an alternative t¢
attempted local self-sufficiency, it is natural that there should be many
policy and procedural problems which must be adjudicated. However, the
real challenge and the ultimate objective of RLG, is to alter the attitudes
of library staff, faculties and students concerning library service.
Historically, these perceptions have reflected a parochial view, with a
focus largely limited to meeting reader needs from local collections. RLG
presents the opportunity for a balance in library service objectives by
emphasizing the availability of information regardless of the source.
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RLG is acutely aware of its responsibilities for developing programs
which are in harmony with national plans and standards. We are convinced
that our objectives are consonant with recommendations of the National
Commission on Libraries and Information Science concerning network activities,
as well as with the objectives noted by the Library of Congress in its pro-
posal for a National Bibliographic Service. However, realizing that in
some areas we must move forward in the absence of national planning, it is
our intention that RLG's efforts must have the capability of interacting
with, and contributing to, emerging standards on the national level.
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RLG-LC CONNECTION

William Welsh
Deputy Librarian of Congress

I am going to call this the U.S. Connection. The Research Libraries
Group (RLG) and the Library of Congress (LC) are jointly involved in a project
of great promise. The project can be described as a three-phase effort. How-
ever, the funds for the project, which were successfully sought by the RLG for
both RLC and LC, cover only Phase I. Phase I may be briefly summarized as a
pilot project whereby a communications link will be installed between the RLG
computer at the New York Public Library (NYPL) and the LC computer to allow the
RLG members to access and acquire LC machine-readable bibliographic records.
The grant funds will be used for personnel and equipment where needed for both
RLG and LC, as well as for the cost to access the LC data base and for report
preparation and publication. The life of the pilot, both development and opera-
tion, is for a period of 18 months.

The pilot project will begin with two of the four RLG members, NYPL and
Columbia University Libraries. These institutions will be joined by Harvard
and Yale if project experience indicates that the services are beneficial. The
RLG libraries, as part of the cataloging process for new acquisitions, will
first search the files of the RLG data base. The search will be made via video
terminals installed at both NYPL and Columbia, connected to the computer at the
New York Public Library. If the local search is successful, the bibliographic
record found will be modified as required via terminal editing and added to the
file of the particular institution. Cataloging products will be produced if
desired. If the local search is unsuccessful, the user will rekey his request,
which will be transmitted from the NYPL computer via communication lines, to
the computer at the Library of Congress and will initiate a search of the LC
files by invoking its programs.

If this latter search is unsuccessful, the institution initiating the search
will revert to local cataloging procedures. If the search is successful, that
is, if a "hit" is made between the search query and the LC data base, the record
will be transmitted on-line from the computer at LC to the computer at NYPL
and will become part of the requesting institution's cataloging file. The LC
MARC record may also be modified by the RLG institution prior to adding it to
the institution's file. In addition, the original MARC record will be kept. In
all instances the cataloging record will be posted to the union catalog.

During the pilot project, the RLG will have the opportunity to begin the
development of future RLG systems. The member libraries will improve their
cataloging throughput time by sharing machine-readable cataloging data within
RLG and having rapid access to the LC files. The records will be used for cata-
log card production although this product is seen only as an interim one; tang-
range goals of RLG include the elimination of card catalog maintenance by including
all new entries in a computer-based catalog only. In addition, the cataloging
services provided by the pilot operation will support the present NYPL book
catalog program.
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The Phase I project will utilize as much as possible the already-
developed computer systems at both NYPL and LC. Since both organizations
have similar hardware configurations (IBM 370 series) and both use an IBM
support system (Customer Information Control System), modifying existing
procedures to install the link between the two is relatively simple.

As you know, LC for some time has been involved in the design and
implementation of a system to satisfy the requirements for placing our
collections under bibliographical control and to provide tools used by LC,
e.g., the name and subject authorities, cataloging records, etc., to the
national and international bibliographic community. In order to provide
both internal and external services, the MARC Development Office has expended
considerable effort over the past several years installing an on-line system.
This facility (called the Multiple Use MARC System) is presently used in the
Library of Congress for several operations, e.g., the correcting of MARC
records, creating records for materials in process of cataloging, and
searching files, etc.

The MARC Search Service operating under the MUMS system provides on-
line access currently to the entire file of MARC records for books. The
on-line MARC file is updated nightly to reflect all records added, corrected,
or deleted during the previous day. Records still in the process of veri-
fication are included, as are Cataloging in Publication (CIP) records. The
Service will also provide access to records for materials in process, COMARC
records, records for serials, maps, and films, and Canadian, Australian,
British, French, and other national bibliography records, as these files
become available on-line.

A request by LC card number directly retrieves the corresponding unique
bibliographic record, if the desired record has already been input to machine-
readable form in preliminary or final form. The full LC printed card catalog-
ing information is displayed. 'If the LC card number is not know, the desired
record may be searched using either an author/title or a title search key.

Any combiniation of main or added authur and bibliographic or other title
may be used in creating the search key.

If more than one record (up to a maximum of 30 records at the present
time) are retrieved as the result of a search key, the several records are
displayed consecutively in filing sequence by main entry and title, or by
title and data in the case of a title search. If more than 30 records are
retrieved, or if the searcher wishes to limit the number of records displayed,
a qualifier may be specified. A qualifier is a word or phrase that must be
present somewhere within a designated field or group of fields. For example,
if the qualifier "author-Collins" is added to the author/title search key,
only those records matching the search key and having the word "Collins" in
either a main or added entry field will be displayed. In most cases, this
qualification technique reduces to a very few the number of records displayed.

Additions and improvements to the service now under development include
the display of multiple records in brief form on a single screen. The searcCher
can quickly determine whether the desired record is present and, if it is, com-
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mand the display of the full record. Additional indexes are also being developed
to allow searching by personal or corporate author, subject, series, 1C call
number, Decimal Classification number, and ISBN. It is this search facility

that will be used by the RLG libraries -to access the LC data base.

Limited additional software will be required at the Library of Congress
to transmit the requested record in the MARC communications format and the ALA
extended character set from the LC computer to th- NYPL computer, to provide

new transaction proceduves and possible error conditions.

The software to be used at the NYPL facility also consists principally

of compenents already in cxistence. The components include a program developed
by NYPL staff for updating bibliographic records on-line and a program developed
by staff of the Columbia University Libraries for printing 3x5 catalog cards.
The catalog card program will require modification to enable it to run at a site
other than Columbia and to add certain features to provide the flexibility to
satisfy the specifications of several institutions. Additional software must

be developed to accept the LC search key commands and transmit them to the LC
computer, to receive messages from LC's system, and to process the MARC record.

In order for either party to benefit from the results of the RLC-LC project,
it is essential to collect statistical data. These data will support future work
at LC and RLG, as well as assist in evolving national network developments.
Software will be written for the NYPL computer to capture information about trans-
actions and present this information in a condensed form for analysis. The re-
sults will become the basis of a technical report which will be made available
to the community. At the end of Phase I project, a final report will be written
jointly by the staff of the RLG and LC describing the results of the project
and recommending future actions.

The RLG institutions, although working with a limited operational system,
will be taking the first step toward the goal of a union catalog. The data col-
lected during the project will provide cost models so the next generation of
planning can proceed more effectively based on the results provided by empirical
data. Even though Phase I is considered a pilot, cataloging services will be
available to the RLG members from the system. The rapid access to LC files
should be cost beneficial by reducing local processing needs and providing more
timely services.

The transaction loads on the LC computer generated by the RLG activity will
also be used by LC as a model for future projections. We will be able to experi-
ment based on traffic loads with procedures for providing access to the LC con-
figuration by outside user demands, and simultaneously servicing internal LC re-
quirements. The data captured by the statistical programs will permit the develop-

ment of procedures and cost models as well as billing algorithms based on actual
experience.

Phase I tests the sharing of resources between two specific library computer

systems. The proposed second and third phases explore the extension of this
resource sharing to a large number of library computer systems.

44

48



As the national network develops and regional networks are created,
there will be a need for z -ystem capable of interconnecting these systems
and allowing data exchange .mong a large number of bibliographic data bases.
This system is obviously far more complex than that required for Phase I.
It must include at least the following: (1) the capability for the different
systems to use the networks for different purposes -- author, title, and
subject searching, acquisitions and ordering, and interlibrary loan; (2) the
capability to interconnect systems which use computers manufactured by differ-
ent vendors and with different software systems; (3) the capability to pro-
tect the various systems connected to the network from the effects of failure
at one or more of the other systems on the network; (4) the capability for a
system to connect to the national network through a single standard interface.
When a network with these capabilities is developed, the full benefits of
national interchange of bibliographic data in the on-line mode will be realized.

One of the more promising ways to build such a network is to use a multi-
computer as an interface between each regional and/or local system. The inter-
connection among these systems becomes the national network. We intend to ’
test this approach by actually developing such a mini-computer interface and
installing and testing two of them, one each at RLG and LC.

In Phase 2, requirements of the system will be specified, the common
network protocol will be agreed upon, hardware will be selected, and detailed
plan for Phase 3 will be prepared. This will provide the means for writing
a project proposal requesting funds for Phase 3. Phase 3 will be the imple-
mentation of the system specified by Phase 2 and will result in an operating
system at RLG and LC, which can be extended to other participants.

Assuming that this system is successful, very substantial benefits will
result. These include: (1) the establishment and testing of network
communication protocol standards; (2) the specification of network hardware;
(3) the development of network software logic; (4) the development of a
relatively inexpensive system which can be replicated and expanded to form
the basis for planning the continuing development of the national bibliographic
network,

The national benefits of Phases 1, 2, and 3 are many. Phase I by itself,
although only involving RLG and LC, should provide some of the answers to
questions we all ask. Phase I, followed by the successful funding and
implementation of Phases 2 and 3, will give the community early experience in
national network design and the use of communications protocol. We will be
able to measure the results of timely access to the MARC files at the Library
of Congress; the tape distribution, at best, will always be slower than on-
line access. The Library of Congress will be better able to gauge the hard-
ware required to Serve a national network. Systems like the one proposed
should help stretch the budget of large public and university libraries that
are now faced with sericus economic problems by making the expenditure of
funds to serve LC also serve the national network. Thank you.
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Reactors

DAVID WEBER: 1 suppose a person from the West Coast is asked to participate
on the assumption he can figure out through distance and objectivity what goes
on in the crowded Eastern corridor. So with trepidation I will try. There
are three points I offer you as reactor. The first point is that it is well
for us to remember that very little indeed is new on the scene of library
cooperation. Almost all of the cooperative efforts among academic libraries,
with the exception of the use of computers and satellites. are ones that date
back 40, 80 or 100 years. Let me cite as an example the formal agreement
between Duke University and the University of North Carolina. In 1931 these
two institutions agreed to special book collecting areas, and the libraries
exchanged author cards for their catalogs. Four years later a messenger
service commenced. Full borrowing privileges were extended to all members of
each institution.

Thus the Duke-North Carolina plan for cooperation was one of the earliest
formal agreements for regional cooperation. It serves as a splendid example
of what can be done and, indeed, offers some suggestions for the future. The
agreement to share collections was one of its major efforts. Newspapers and
government documents were divided between the two institutions as were micro-
text sets. There were also the assignment of special emphasis in development
of research collections in major subject areas, designed so as to prevent
duplication wherever possible. For example, Duke took French literature,
Religion, Forestry, Late German literature, Fine Arts, and academy publications,
while the University of North Carolina took American and Spanish drama, Geology,
Folklore, the French Revolution, Linguistics, and Early German literature.
Collecting of state documents was divided between the two. Individual large
sets were sometimes jointly purchased but placed in the one that was presumed
to use it most heavily.

By the early 1950's the surge of cooperative effort had subsided and the
program was moving along as a stable and integral part of each institution.
In 1953 the presidents of the two universities set up a committee of librarians
and faculty to refine, reassess and expand such efforts as justified. There
was much more effort about avoiding duplication of expensive items likely to
be little used. Interlibrary lending and direct borrowing were extended. The
use of union listing and cataloging was expanded. Binding of journals was to
be staggered. Delivery of materials was speeded up. The 1955 redefinition of
lending policy included stack use for all qualified borrowers of the other
institution.

In the 1962 library school thesis by Ardie Lee Kelly devoted to this
program is a conclusion that: .

The intention from the beginning was to create in this

area of North Carolina a research center that could offer
something of what was offered by the great research

libraries in the other areas of the United States. The

scope of the two collections represents one total resource

and that resource is the largest book collection in the South. ..
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Perhaps one of the greatest handicaps to cooperation
and/or coordination of acquisition is the unwilling-
ness of the general faculty to agree to such a plan.
They are often not agreeable to the purchase of an
item by one library and not the other, but insist on
duplicating a journal or set that is really needed in
only one collection.

The thesis cites one major set, the Acta Sanctorum, clearly an example which
is debatable because of the way in which the set is used, not the frequency
with which it is used.

James Govan wrote me back in January that the consensus is that the pro-
gram is still exceedingly worthwhile to both institutions. Yet, though it
is a small point, he mentions that the freedom to concentrate on certain
areas of the underdeveloped world has been a big boon to both acquisition
programs but is the area where they are running into the most trouble because
the lines are becoming fuzzied and because the faculties of the two institutions
are tending less to stay within the agreed confines. There is also the
exceedingly deep involvement of "the University of North Carolina in a state-
wide university system which has its own ties and loyalties. A March 1976
staff report confirms the program for joint library privileges and interlibrary
loan service and coordinated acquisitions programs. It concludes that inter-
library loan continues to grow, acquisitions coordination has been weakened,
and bibliographic data sharing now awaits mutual use of a computer system.
"While there still appears to be a wide-spread desire to cooperate, no one is
doing very much." This report is part of the revitalization. Altogether
this has and continues to be a success program. Duke and North Carolina today,
only eight miles apart, have total resources which in numbers would rank them
only behind Harvard, Yale and Illinois among university libraries on this
continent. Thus one can see that the Research Library Group is like an off-
spring in one sense of that 44 year old North Carolina effort.

Others of this type of effort exist, of course. On the West Coast the
newly formed Berkeley-Stanford Research Library Program has the task before
it of further improvement of the existing rapid interlibrary loan traffic and
commercial delivery of materials, the planned integration of formal acquisition
policy statements,the expected addition of transportation of researchers going
to the other institution, and the use by both institutions of the BALLOTS
automation system for cataloging and for coordinated acquisition planning,

Secondly, I would highlight the comment made by Jim Skipper that "The
real challenge and the ultimate objective of RLG is to alter the attitudes
of library staffs, faculties, and students concerning library service.” To
my mind this is the task most needed and indeed the most difficult. When
Dr. Skipper spoke before the National Commission on Libraries and Information
Science last Nevember 21st he reported that:

We have reduced, by approximately one-half, the turnaround

time hetween response and request. We have considerably
improved the reliability of delivery, and we have found
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that in very few instances is the requested item in
active use in the instirution which can supply it,
which relieves one of our greatest apxieties - that

a verv active interlibrary access program would cause
disruption on the local level and pet the local faculty
on our backs. This has not happened.

From the experience at North Carolina and at other places, [ feel certain
that the faculty service (and of course the upper-class and graduate student
services) must respond with material held in the other institution almost

as rapidly as if the Harvard student, for example, were to walk across the
Charles River and personally borrow a book stored in the New England Deposit
Library. It is incumhent upon the university administration to publicly
support this different type of access to materials. It is incumbent upon
fuculty leaders and the library committees to publicly state their encourage-
ment and support for such a new policy of access. [t is needed that students
be told how the system can work to their advantage. And it is especially
incumbent upon library staff - whether they be a clerk at a service desk, a
mail room attendant, or an evening supervisor - to be able to explain why

the books are miles away and how the system will assuredly work rapidly and
smoothly to bring the item to the scholar. [ suspect that procedurally and
technically we can move much mere quickly than we can attain this change in
public attitude.

A third point [ would make is that there is a considerably increased
administrative formality and lepal structure that is prevalent in library
cooperative programs in the present decade. One can turn to the survey hy
Carlos Cuadra and Ruth Parrick which indicates that of 125 academic library
consortia, 60 percent had been incorporated. One may look at the Center for
Research Libraries, OCLC, and of course the Research Library Group to see the
offort that is needed when one develops systems for mutual support that are
of such large scale.

For the moment, let me add up the size of these four RLG participants in
terms of dollars, staff and books. The Research Library Group is, of course,
spread over 200 miles. Consider the fact that they have over 25,000,000
volumes, a staff exceeding 3,000, and expenditures that are approaching
$50,000,000. To approach anything like that number one has to total the
resources of the five campuses of the University of California which are
members of ARL, the University of Southern California, Stanford, University
of Oregon, University of Washington, Washington State, and the University of
British Columbia - these 11 as far apart as are Boston and Miami.

This does indeed require an organizational formality equal to the task.
This is expensive but requisite. Given the large scale of these four extra-
ordinarily important and large research libraries, the legal structure and
the administrative effort and the broad and constant staff effort is simply
what is required by the task they have at hand.

It reminds me of the ARL meeting in Colorado Springs where Stanford's
President W. Lyman spoke to us, saying: "One can be reasonably sure that the
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future of libraries will be shaped by the word 'more': more kinds of materials,
more kinds of users, more kinds of services, and more kinds of relationships

to other agencies, more dependence on advanced technology, more need for
managerial and diplomatic skills of a very high order." The Research Library
Group is an excellent and admirable case in point. I applaud its effort.

* % % *

RAY FRANTZ: [ have five concerns I would like to express to you very briefly
as questions:

1. 1Is RLG underestimating the difficulties of linking up its
computer with LC's? Among the very few to do this has
been the project of the Department of Defense, and I
understand it was a complicated and costly procedure.

2. Do the four libraries comprising RLG have enough money
to do what they propose, even initially?

3. Some ten years ago Yale and Columbia tried to develop an
automated system to do their medical cataloging. It
failed because the libraries could not agree on cataloging
practices. To what extent is this still a problem?

4. What is the cooperative relationship between RLG and OCLC?

5. The RLG group comprises four outstanding ARL libraries, and
is to a great extent representing ARL and its interests.

It may be that the ARL should now take a stronger role in cooperating with the
Library of Congress and RLG and not simply sit on the sidelines. It may be
also that Fred Kilgour handed us a great opportunity to pursue this when he
said that ARL might undertake the cataloging design and code of the new data
base.

I am not for a moment saying that there should be an adversary relation-
ship, nor am I implying that with RLG and LC. 1 think what concerns me is
that committees, particularly in ALA, can make decisions about such things
as the MARC format that have wide-ranging implications; whereas, ARL has very
little to say about this. 1 think our association probably should consider
quite closely now what its role should be in helping LC-RLG, to make this a
combined effort of the research libraries involved, and not leave it only to
ALA or to the other groups.

* *k * *
Discussion
JAMES SKIPPER: I am personally assured that it can and will work because the
attack on the problem is based on existing systems; we are not really developing
a new characteristic. These existing systems are reasonably well known; there
is a compatibility between the hardware used at LC and at the New York Public
Library. What we are doing, basically, is fooling the Library of Congress
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computer into thinking that the query coming from RLG is éoming from the
terminal within the Library of Congress, and they now have that capacity.
Perhaps Mr. Welsh would like to expand on the technical complications of
that.

Do we have enough money to do the job? The RLG executive committee is
convinced that we do. We have estimates from John Knapp, who is our vice
president for systems. We intend to put this on a partial cost recovery

basis during the developmental phase and a full cost recovery basis after
the 18 months period.

What about the past failure in the medical library effort? 1 can not
comment on that because I was not intimately involved. All I can say is
that 1 am convinced personally that in the ten years since that failure,
libraries have learned an awful lot about the necessity of commiting them-
selves to a common course of action. They are convinced that no one insti-
tution can create its own computer-based system. A joint effort is necessary
to make the effort effective., They have to commit themselves to common
standards of cataloging, and this has been agreed to.

Ray Frantz asked a question about the relationship between RLG and OCLC.
My position on that is one of greatest admiration. 1 think Mr. Kilgour and
his group have created perhaps the most important development in librarianship
certainly in this century, and no one should think that because RLG chooses
to explore a different mode of access to a national data base, that this implies
criticism of OCLC. It is not so. Fred Kilgour could not go out and tell 50
or 60 libararies in his region to convert to a common cataloging practice.
RLG can not commit itself to this particular objective and this is the essential
difference between the two.

The ARL connection with LC is an interesting one. When I was executive
director of ARL we had a lot of discussion as to whether ARL should become "
an operating agency or remain an association, as it had been in the past.
The Slavic program and the Chinese program were the first two operating
eituations that ARL got into, and it may very well be in your interest to go
beyond that sometime in the future. :

WILLTAM AXFORD: Could I ask what are John Knapp's cost estimates?

JAMES SKIPPER: I can not quote to the penny, but we have been convinced that
with the four member institutions, we can operate Phase 1 at a record unit
cost. of about $2.60 to $2.80 with four members participating.

WILLIAM WELSH: 1 will try a different tack on anwering that first question,
and say that of course we are not certain. We would not be undertaking a
pilot project if we had all the answers. This is what Phase 1 is really all
about -- to give us the data which will determine our course of action. The
money that we have is based on the best estimate available; but it is a pilot
project to demonstrate whether we can proceed at that level or not.
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With respect to cooperation, T think the entire attitude, fortunately
forced on us by the economy, is quite different now that it was ten years ago.
Ten years ago everyone had a lot of money, and everyone went their own way.
Now we are forced to come back to a cooperative mode, and I think that the
standards that will result will be to the bepefir of all of us,

The fifth point is the one that 1 find most troublesome, and that is the
question about ALA, ARL, and LC. 1 do not have an answer. [ wish I did,
because it is true that we are in a period of development of standards. 1t is
almost a certainty that some protocols will be developed in this relationship
between LC and RLG. It is also true that when we go to IFLA in August, we will
be talking about the development of standards which will be promulgated or
made available to the national and international library communities in
October of 1977 in Brussels,

We have the ability now to develop an international standard more rapidly
than we do a national standard. We have the ability to communicate more
effectively with the National Library of Canada, the British Library, the
French National Library, than we do with the group in this room. There are
committees established in ALA that give us the opportunity to forge more
effective communications, but there are not similar groups organized within
ARL. I wish that were the case. 1 do not know what, for example, the problei
would be if you established some committees on Romanization and the handling
of non-Roman alphabets and to consider our timetable for the conversion of
machine-readable data. We arc faced with a very critical problem affecting
most certainly each of you in this room. We have a task force vorking at
home, hut it will not reflect the joint views of ARL, and I think this is a
very serious shortcoming. I do not know what the answer I's, because there
are a great many efforts involved.

The MARC system was developed in the must uneconomical way possible
because it was done democratically. New standards are being developed, and
we do not really have an effective communication with this very distinguished
and very important community. After all, LC is a research library.

JOHN McDONALD: [ puess 1 feel a little challenged by Ray Frantz's point
number five. It is true that ARL is not an operating agency, and we have

not been able to take the direct course that perhaps Mr. Frantz is advocating,
but I would remind all of you that we have been sponsors of some very
important studies that have led to some of these developments, and T Think

we can he proud.

T had a question for Mr, Welsh that [ think relates to this. One of the
studies that we condicted and hope to build upon was the S1LC study, and it
seems to me as I listen that what is being done now in connection with RLG
does move to some of the Dh]EEthE% of the SILC proposal. To be sure, it
does not involve as broad a segment of the ARL through the networks that
would have been involved in what we hoped to do there, but for various rcasons,
we came to the conclusion that that effort was not timely. That does not
mean, however, that it can not happen later, and perhaps what the ARL and LC
are doing together will lead to that development. Mayhe Mr. Welsh would like



to comment on this. or havid Weber. who was very active in helping us develop
what he referred to as "Son of SILCT the other dav in a hoard meeting.

that view

DAVID WEBER: I would very much like to commentT, hecause [ share
completely., T think rhat what we are doing will also scrve as a pilot project

for the problems you cxpected to wxplore in the SILC effort. As a matrer of
fact. you will remenber that | proposed this very approach as a pilot, so |
am now optimistic that this will provide some of the answers that we had

sought in SILC.

[ think it is just a matter of time that SILC may arrive again in
another form, hopefully not in Alexandria, however; but I think this experience

we have will give us the data that we desperately need.

VeSPiR: T would like to take advantagze of Mr. Welsh's mention of IFLA,
and emphasize the point to which he was referring. 1 think in terms of this
whole question of standardization for catalogiung, the successful development

of the universal bibliographical control operation, that [FLA's contribution

is one of tremendous importance in modern librarianship. The developments have
oceurred hecause of this intermational organization, and except for the Council
on Librarv Resources, the American participation has been inadequate. I have
heen urging for some time that the American library community must take 2 full
place in helping the international standardization through UBC to move in
compatible directions for us, as well as for the rest of the world.

ROBERY

STANLEY McELDERRY: [ want to just point up the contrast between RLG's
activitics and what we' have referred to as the electronic networks. This

was a point T tried to make yesterday. 1 think RLG represents the efforts

on the part of a few libraries to effect very close initimate cooperation on

a wide range of activities, going all the way from collection development
through data processing in the broad sense of the term. 1 think most networks
represent a bibliographic data hase management activity and the number of
service bureau kinds of activities, but largely related to catalog support

and in some cases, acquisition activities. There is a question of how intimately
they can support international operations of a unique character. So what I
would like to emphasize here is that we are talking about an organization
structure that is small enough in numbers to effect a very close working
relationship, which I doubt could be done on a broad scale as is done in
clectronic network computing. T just do not see these two as compatible.

This is tully appreciated about RLG, but I think its pattern may emerge because
of the possibility on the one hand of access at the national level to hiblio-
graphic data. I am assured by Mr. Welsh that all the questions 1 had raised
yesterday are answered by him. This provides a wide range of opportunities

for large libraries that have enough volume of activity to do a lot of internal
computing, so that facility plus developnments in the minicomputer field that
will cnable us to handle a lot of internal computing puts the research library
into a somewhat different stance with regard to networks than is currently

the case. 1 personally think that we may scec a somewhat more independent
position with regard to networks for some of the functions, rather than de-
pending on the network for a broad range of activities. I think the RLG

S14

52
O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

]
W

pattern is the way that it is going to have to he used to effect very sub-
stantial changes in the way libraries operate internally.

r
=
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JOHN LORENZ: 1 think the ARL hoard of directors must have bheen psychic
day before vesterday. because in Its meeting it voted the acceptance of
new task Force on national library system development. I think this is what
is being called for here, ro some degree. | would also like to underscore
something that M. Welsh said, and that is that LC is one of the member
lihraries in ARL, =a I think we have a connection: it is automatic.

]

FREDERICK KiLGOUR: There was a meeting at the Library of Congress two weeks
ago today to discuss the interrelationship between the Library of Congress
computer and the New York Public Library computer, and there were two major
questions that came out on that. 1 was listening with both ears to what you
said in hope that I would get an answer, and then Mr. Skipper produced some-
thing that terrified me. The two proposals were that it could be donc as
though the computer could be a terminal, and/or BALLOTS computer could be a
terminal, or it could be done on a hardware and IBM software system. The
reaction of the group, I think, was largely that it should be hardware in-
dependent and software independent. Although BALLOTS has IBM equipment, it
could not use the intercomputer proposal that was being made. [ thought 1
heard you say that it will not be until the second phase that you would work
on the hardware independent relationship, and if that is true, I would urge
you to do it right at the start. When MNr. Skipper said that it was going to
look like a terminal, this means that it is going to be a formated record
which goes out, not a MARC-2 record, and you will not be complying with the
AmeTican communications standard. 1 think this would be a real error, and

[ think vou ought to get those two items reviewed so that you can comply with
the standards in Phase 1.

WILLIAM WELSH: Let me just comment on the first point. I agree completely.
The reason we did not proceed to make it independent in the first place was
the desirability of getting something going as quickly as possible, taking
advantage of what we alrcady had. We are certainly working toward that.

That is the ultimite ohjective. T will go back and will talk about that some

more. lHowever, I agree.

FREDERICK KILGOUR: [ want to speak to Ray Frantz. There really is not a

major problem in the computer-to-computer interfacct in this type of application.
As a matter of fact OCLC already does it, and as you know, we are on the way

to having a remotc comp:iter in the SOLINET area, which will be the same kind of
an interface. S$o this has been resolved wvith other types of computer where

onc does not know what the other computer is going to do. This is a real
proplem, but the way they will set it up almost certainly is that the LC
computer will be asking the New York Public Library computer if it has got
something. This will work all right., The RLG computer knows that a message

is going to be coming back and is waiting for it.

STEPHEN SALMON: | wanted to ask what sort of timetable you have in mind for
Phases 1 and 27

1)
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JAMES SKIPPER: TPhase 1 will he nine months developmental and nine months
operational.

WILLIAM KURTH: T was struck by Mr. Skipper's comment an The change that
would be wrought by having facrlty and other users having avcess to the
collections of a large number of libraries. 1 would like to stress the
importance that T consider this whole issue has for informing faculty and

other users before we move ahead too rapidly to make them aware of whar 1is
happening through various means. I think in some respects we can do this
individually; but perhaps we ought to collectively give this some thought.

not necessarily as an ARL point of view, but perhaps consider it at a future
rmeeting: the relationship and the responsibility we bear to library users to
keep them informed uniformly and evenly as we develop our new and more accurate
hibliographic systems.

WILLTAM AXFORD: I hope 1 can take the privilege of a moderator to make some
concluding remarks. One would be that if you read, as [ think all of us do,
the unrenitting litany of misery in the Chronicle of Higher Education with
respect to the present straits of higher cducation, 1 find a meeting such as
this to be very stimulating and very encouraging, partly because of local
circumstances, but partly because of the history of research libraries, and
the history of librarianship, as a matter of fact. I think that in this
present steady state or whatever we are working in, libraries and the pro-
fession is uniquely equipped to respond to it in the sense that the growing
interdependency of all types of institutions is something that we have
recognized back in the good old depression days in the 1930's, T suppose.

So when you read in the Chronicle of what is happening to our campuses, it is
very encouraging to come together here and suddenly discover what is happening
to the libraries. Somehow or other we are responding to the challenge of a
new era, and I think our accomplishments today are incredible. As a matter

of fact, I thipk they probably far outstrip what is going on in the level of
higher education above us.

I have one concern that T would just like to express to Mr, Skipper and
Mr. Welsh. It may be personal, but many otner people feel the same way. This
is rather heady atmosphere, and I certainly share Frederick Kilgour's con-
fidence that these problems can be solved. [ do see some dollar fipures
there that bother mr at both ends. As we nove into a less affluent environ-
ment, even less affluent for RLG and IC possibly, my concern here is that in
the excitement of the development of the national bibliographic data base and
being able to experiment with RLG on developing some of those capabilities,
since we are also suddenly dependent on LC now for MARC cataloging, for the
subject control programs, and the other augmentations of that -- we are
dependent on that cataloging no matter what kind of data base we are using --
[ would hate to see this basic program of LC in any way jeopardized by moving
too quickly, to rapidly into networking at the expense of having something to
network. In other words, we are all facing cataleging problems back home based
on the fact that, as good as MARC is, it still is not what it ought to be. I
would hate to see your timetable for 1980 for having all current catalog.n~g in
machine-readable form jeopardized by this wonderful and exciting new project.
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WILLIAM WELSH: It is so rare that somebody tells me that I am moving ahead
too rapidly. I want to assure you that I share your views about the cost of
all of this. I think that LC, and I imagine each one of your institutions,
have all spent a lot more for development than we ever dreamed of doing. It
is costing much, much more. To refer again to the comment 1 made about
development of the MARC format, we have the capability -- I think it is some-
thing like 35 access points. I wonder as we get down the line and begin to
apply these, how we are going to narrow that down. Mr. Kilgour has already been
pressuring us for a long time to have a less complex MARC. As we develop the
access points, the search Key strategy and develop the indexes, I am certain
we are going to have to introduce some constraints that we did not set out to
do. So, we are encouraged by your caution.

'

WILLTAM AXFORD: Are there any other comments before we close this section 0
the meeting?

Y]

JOHN LORENZ: I think there is one other virtue in LC, and that is that it 1
a public agency which reports to the Congress, which in effect reports to u
We are the national interest in this whole picture, and I think that this
national interest can be expressed through the Congress, and LC will be pleased
to respond to that kind of expression of national interest. So, I think, again,
having this leadership in LC is having it in the right place, because it is a
public agency.

W
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THE ROLE OF THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS IN NETWDRKSE
Report of the NCLIS Study

Alphonse Trezza

I would like to take this opportunity to do two things this
morning, if I might. Mindful of the importance of keeping all groups.
especially a group such as ARL fully informed of what the National Commission
on Libraries and Information Science is doing, [ am going to tell you briefly
about a couple of our activities just so you are aware of what we are doing in
areas which are of interest and can affect you. [ was interested in a comment
about ARL's involvement or non-involvement in the development of standards
through ALA. My only comment conce~ns involvement - how do you make sure that
all interested and affected groups are involved that want to be -- it simply
is impossible. I can never, for example, appoint a committee or task force
which would have one member of every single association that thinks it ought
to be on it. What we do instead is to look at the problem. decide on the size
of the committee, and who are the five or seven people that might bring light
and help to this problem. Then you select them, and once the individuals are
selected, you can look at the memberships they hold, and you normally see that
they probably represent organizations such as ARL, ALA, and sometimes LC,
depending on the purpose of the committee. 1 would suggest that one of the
responsibilities of the ARL office might be to look at the make-up of their
membership on the key committees in the ALA and NCLIS and other groups, and
wvhere they see there is an ARL member to contact that person and say, '"In
addition to your being a member of that commictee, would you also make sure
that we are fully informed of what is going on, so that if something is
required by our organization, we can be sensitive to it and be told while it
is going on, and not learn about it when the record is published?" In other
words, place an obligation on your members to keep the Association informed
through its staff, and then you can respond.

The Commission has added Ruth Tighe as a new staff member. She joi.ed
the staff on May 3rd. We are in the process of interviewing for one
professional position. [ got a call yesterday informing me that the House
Committee on Appropriations has approved our budget request. We will be
increasing our secretarial staff by two. We have been requesting additional
secretarial staff for three years., Our full staff will now consist of nine
persons -- five professional, and four secretarial. We do not plan to request
additional staff for the next two or three years.

Regarding the liigher Education Act, Title 1I-C, I want to remind you that
in the Commission's National Program Document there is a statement about the
importance of unique and major resource collections. Some time ago I talked
to Stephen McCarthy, and asked him to draft a discussiou paper in which he
will attempt to define and describe the criteria for determining what is a
unique and major resource collection that should be available nationwide. Do
all 104 ARL members fit this definition? The obvious answer is no; but how
many do, and is it the library's whole collection or a part of the collection?
Who will provide criteria for inclusion in the regulatlans? Government
bureaucrats will, and you may or may not be involved in that decision making.
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What we are trying to do by developing this paper is to provide the Office of
Libraties and Learning Resources with the information they can use in writing
the regulations. Dr. McCarthy assures me that he will have a draft which we
will then share very widely with of course some ARL members, among others.

We will need your immediate input. We are going to have to be ready by the
time Congress passes the bill.

In our efforts to work more closely with the Office of Education, I met
with Dr. Bell and offered the Commission's services in support of the Office
of Libraries and Learning Resources. [ suggested that we operate as an advisory
committee to that Office. Dr. Bell and Dick Hays like the idea and we arc now
developing the appropriate mechanisms for implementation, We will have a direct
relationship with that Office and our strength is that, as an independent agency,
we do not necessarily have to agree with the Administration's position. Qur
role can be one where we can participate in developing Administration policy.

John McDonald talked to vou about the copyright issues. The NCLIS, as
you know, is undertaking a library photocopying study. The advisory committee
to the study consists of one representative each from three organizations -

ARL, ALA, and SLA. In addition there are three persons representing publishers
and authors. The committee of six worked with the Commission staff in developing
the Request for Proposal; they also, along with some of our commissioners,
reviewed all of the proposals submitted and unanimously agreed on who should be
awarded the contract. This week the official letter went out, and I can publicly
announce that Market Facts, Inc., Washington, D.C. has been awarded the contract.
Obviously this study is important to ARL libraries. T urge you to fully cooperate
if you are selected as one of the libraries in the study sample. it is not going
to be an easy questionnaire; you will be asked to gather facts over a two to

four week period. It is going to require work omn your part, and we ask you to
please make the cffort to help us gather valid data so we can suggest solutions
to problems of library photocopying. [f we can develop the pattern of library
photocopying and gather facts that are valid, mavbe we can resolve the problems.

You will recall that in the revision of the copyright law (S.22), there
is a provision which was recommended by the National Commission well over a
year ago, that there be a review of the section on library photocopying in 1980.
That suggestion was supported by the six library associations (ARL, ALA, SLA,
AALL, MLA) and put in their documentation to the committee. [t was adopted.
This would mean, therefore, that our study and the work of CONTU during the
next two years will form the basis for any review or revision of the photocopying
part of the copyright act in 1980.

I have had a question on the status of the White louse Conference. The
President was asked a question in La Crosse, Wisconsin by a student from the
University of Wisconsin, River Falls. His question: "When will you be
appointing 15 citizens to the advisory board for the 1977 White House Conference,
since a college student has already been recommended to you by Wisconsin National
Commi tt ceman Harvey J. Fish?' The President responded,

The Personnel Office of the White louse is in the
process of trying ta collect the names of citizens
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all over this country that will make up the

advisory bpard. I can't give you the precise

time or date that those recommendations will come

from the White House Personnel Board (Office), but

1 will check on it. I know they are in the process.

1 think we ought to have the kind of a White House
Conference you are talking about. Whether we can do it
this year or not, I can't make a commitment, but libraries
are an essential part of our intellectual, academic areas,
and we ought to have a White House Conference. We will,
but I can't give you a precise time schedule either on the
names or on the conference.

I received a phone call from the Office of Management and Budget informing me
of the President's statement. I asked if any action would be taken. They
hedged. If you wish to take any action, you have to do it in the next couple
of months, especially those of you who are in states where the primaries have
not been held yet. You can write to the President or have your congressmen,
especially Republican congressmen OT senators, write to the President. First
of all, thank him for the support of the Whire House Conference, and urge him
to issue the call for the Conference. Foint out that if the President sends
up the budget request immediately, it wilil still take all of 1977 and 1978

to hold the state conferences. The national Conference can not be held until
1979.

I want to take this opportunity to inform you that the President has
announced his intention to nominate four persons to be members of the National
Commission on Libraries and Information Science. This was in a White House
press Trelease.

The four persons are: Ralph A. Renick, of Miami, Florida, Vice President/
News Director, WIVJ-TV, Miami, Florida. He will succeed Harold Crotty who has
resigned. This is for the remainder of a term expiring July 19, 1977.
Frederick H. Burkhardt, of Bennington, Vermont, President Emeritus, American
Council of Learned Societies, Bennington, Vermont. This is a reappointment for
a term expiring July 19, 1380. Marian Pollensky Leith, of Raleigh, North
Carolina, Acting State Librarian, State of North Carolina, Raleigh, North
Carolina. She will succeed William 0. Baker whose term expired. This is for
a term expiring July 19, 1980. Mildred E. Younger, of Los Angeles, California,
member, Board of Directors, Los Angeles Library Association and other voluntary
work with health and cultural organizations in Los Angeles, California. She
will succeed Le-lie Dunlap whose term has expired. This is for a term expiring
July 192, 1980. UL»on confirmation by the Senate, the President intends to
redesignate Dr. Burkhardt as Chairman.

[ want to take this opportunity to express the Commission's appreciation
and thanks to Leslie Dunlap, who served the Commission well during his term
as a member. We surely are going to miss his understanding and insight into
our problems. At the same time, I would like to thank John Lorenz, who served
in two capacities: he served as a stand-in for Quincy Mumford and then for
one year, while serving as the Acting Librarian of (ongress, was a member of
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the Commission. Johna's contribution to the commission is obvious to all of

you-

Also, I would like to thank John McDonald for developing such a wonderful
working relationship with the National Commission. It is ilmportant that the
National Commission work closely with the major associations such as ARL and
ALA, and through people like John McDonald and Robert Wedgworth, this is
possible. T will assure you that I will do my best to continue 1o work closely
with ARL as well as the other associlation.

Now, let me go on to the Library of Congress's role in networks. This is
a report on the NCLIS study of the Library of Congress's role in the emerging
national library network. First of all, the study involves a survey of what
developments are underway at LC and at libraries and networks in the United
States, which are pertinent to providing services to networks of libraries.
The object of the survey is to pinpoint missing components and to collect
roquirements for services which might be best provided by LC. Secondly, to
keep the survey to manageable proportions,the data collected is being restricted
to the following potential toles of 1.C: distribution of catalog data; distri-
hution of authority control data; union catalog maintenance (national, regional,
local); support of reference services; training and standards.

The survey is being conducted by personal interview using a questionnaire
as a guide. The questionnaire collects quantitative and descriptive data
about a network and its plans, and forms a "talking point" to elicit discussion
about LE's complementary role. A cross-section of libraries is being inter-
viewed: research, large public, small public, special, county networks, state
networks, regional networks. etrcC. This is dome in an effort to make
sure no ones' requirements get left out.

The review of activities at LC has been completed. The questionnaire has
been developed and refined through cesting in sample interviews. Approximately
one fourth to one third of the facilities to be surveyed have been completed.
Some new or novel suggestions have been forthcoming from the intervicwees.

The investigators reviewing the information collected so far have pinpointed
further study areas, which are needod to provide detail for final specifications
of LC roles and services.

The technical program at LC is a good onc, and 1s of such a broad scope
that it covers all of the requirements which could he laid upon it by national
networks or lihraries. No important areas have hean left out. Although the
technical scope is adequate there is no specific commitments in the form of a
plan to offer services in a specified quantity to specified users beginning
at a specified time. This obviously has to be done and must carry with it
all of the hudgeting and planning activities required to install operational ..
corvices, as well as the authorization to do so. The response to the request
for intervicws has been gratifying. Libraries are willing to dedicate three
or more hours of the time of their senior staff to the rask.
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[t was surprising to listen ro the range of comment about LC's role.
Some likraries had given little or no thought to the guestion, and had litrie

while others had extensive knowledge. [t followed
v should have a

knowledge of LC's activiries
that those who had little knowledge about LC stated that th

primary role in the area of Technical leader=hip and guidance in providing
How services. whereas those who were knowledgeable had in mind more specific

=

rioles for LU

Much of the comment was
improvement in LO's existing cult
themse lves into the future: for example. the use of the minicomputers or the
replacement of the card catalog. This was especially true of those libraries
who as vet have no access to mechanized services of anv kind. Librarias upon
hearing of current LU projects and plaus for new services stated a Jdesire 1o
use such services, asking when they would he available.

self to requests for
r most to project

All libraries contacted so far requested an increased role for LC in trainin
1 at likrary school hut practica

training in automation, LC procedures, and knowledge of what is under d
nent is desired From LC. The extent of what is desired portends a level of
effort which probably cannot be carried out as an adjunct to an LC staffer’s
development or management duties. All of those lihraries or networks carrying
on devclopment or providing services to others urged that they he kept informed
of L0's current procedures and plans. Alse quantitative data describing per-
formance is needed in cataloging and acquisition so that these organizations
can plan in a complementary manner.

fa—

d

¢an he lear

and standards.  FPriacipl

More than one network service expressed the requirement that I1C should be
the catalog source of "last resort," and that they then could store and process
catalogs in a much more cfficient manner. In this regard, the role of LC versus
the national libraries, agencies and organizations such as NLM, NAL, GPO, and
OCLG, was discussed but opinions varied wilely. This is a touchy subject with
most saying that LC should have a larger role, but that the other agencics and
organizations have a right to theirs by virtue of the fact that they are _
presently far ahead of LC in providing really timely services. One network
presently using OCLC was well along in plans to expand the capabhilitics of

a
d

their communication links so that all types of scrvices could be served.
These plans included communications to LC's computers, and a strong statement
in this area,

was made that LC should adopt one of the existing standards i
rather than create onc of its own.

Now, that is only a progress report. We have a long wiy to go hefore
the project is finished -- not in time, but in work. Actually, we are sup-
posed to have it finished by the end of June, bhut T suspect that we will
probabily have to have an extension of one or two months. We are looking to-
ward 1ts completion by September, o0 that ot your fall. meccting, we would
hope to have a full report.

Let me close by saying that the National Commission is definitely
supportive, and has said so in writing, of the LC-RLG propesal which you
heard about this morning. We think it is an important step in our national
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network plans. We are trying to develop a matrix, which will show all the
various projects that are underway, whether they are the ones that we have
started or ones that were developed through other groups; so you can see,

I think, how we are moving toward implementation of our national program

Your association, for example, has undertaken studies which meet some of the
objectives of our national program. The development of our matrix is

important for this reason: if you apply for grants of various kinds, there

are many, many times when the granting agency will contact my office and say
"How does this fit into the national program,” or ''Does it fit into the national
program, and if it doesn't fit the national program, is it important enough to
fund?" Tt is incumbent upon vou to keep us informed so we can be supportive.
Secondly, as you think about studies and projects, look at the mational program
and say, "How does it fit?" |If it does not, 1 have two questions: one, is it
important to the national program, or two, is it perhaps that your proposal

is niot one that ought to be funded.

1T

I will continue to keep you informed and to work closely with you. We
are sensitive to your comments, critiques, and critici i
especially shy about expressi
questions.

just as weg are not

ing our views. I would be glad to answer any

RTCHARD DE GENNARO: 1T want to ask Mr. Trezza whetner ARL's interest and
initiative in the national periodicals center fits inte that matrix?

ALPHONSE TREZZA: I am sorry, I meant to mention that project. The national
periodical system task force, has Vernon Palmour as our principal investigator.
He is spending 40 percent of his time on the project, which has been operational
since January. We have had two task force meetings so far. The task force
consists of about 30 people representing all of the various groups in tne
country, and as Douglas Bryant told you, four members from ARL are on the task
force. At the last meeting we had we received the two letters Mr. Bryant
referred to, and the report of your committeec and of the Canter for Research
Libraries'Board, expressing their wish to participate and to be supportive.

hat we did that day was to, first, present some models for discussion
purpose We have presently four different models, all the way from taking what
exists today as it is and simply trying to do a better jaob of coordinating it
at the one end, to a single center at the other end. We agreed to concentrate
on onc model as a basis for further exploration. Some of the assumptions are:
if you have 2,000 titles, you can satisfy 50 percent of demand; and 1f you
have 10,000 titles, you can fill 90 percent of the requests. We speculated on
a plan to establish a number of 2,000 title collections across the country in
either a major state which has enough material resources, or in a recgional
area. The next level would have 10,000 titles. How many of these do we need?
One, two, three? The Library of Congress could serve as the source for the
last 10 percent. Through the CONSER project they could refer requests to
other ARL libraries that have the titles not in the Library of Congress
collection. Would that model work? We are studying the possibility.

Wh

a
5

As part of the study, Vernmon Palmour is visiting a number of organizations
and agencies so he can get the latest information possiblc. e visited
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with CRL last week and looked into their faciiities. Mr. Palmour had a long
talk about LC-RLG and how it might fit into this operarion. By our n~xt
meeting on June 11 we hope to arrive at a comsensus by the task force as to
which model we are going ro pursue in derail « - 1l :

we will adopt a policy recommendation and start a national periodicals sys=tem
and, hopefully, by January 1, 1978, the orgarization will he operative, cven
. We are

: [y
1at by the end of Dec

if it means we must start with existing resources and existing mone
going to start, and [ am sure we will need foundarion support. We can then go
for the Federal and stuate funds. We will keep vou fully intormed as we pro-

gress. Certainly at your fall meeting we will have a much mote detiailed report,

JOHN LORENZ: Who is the investigator for the LO role?

ALPHONSE y LC study 12 Lawrenve
Buckland, President of Inforonics. The Library of Congress staff member is
e

e
lenriette Avram. Those are the two principal people

ROL GUCHESNE: T owould like to make a comment here, if [ may. This is less a
question or a comment and more a paint of information and an invitation. There

1
is a study which is being undertaken by the National Library of Canada which
relates to what was just described by Mr. Trezza, nd I thought he might like
to plug it into his information. I would like to 1avitce anyone who has a
direct inteérest in the Canadian scene to be in touch with us. The title of
the study was "Canadian Computerized Bibliographic Center Study.” I will not
ge into its full terms of reference, but it is essentially to review the
developing Canadian computerized librarvy network scere and to report with
ammendations. The time scale is approximately 18 months. T would just
like to close bv inviting anyone who has any direct interest in the Canadian
scene to be in touch with us with any comments or suggestions or information
that you may have that you feel is relevant. The objective of making this
invitation is that we would very much like to interface directly with the
United Srates networks and to be part of Nerth America. There are differences
in Canada, of course, but we would like to join North America and be part of
it with you. Thank you.

W

s

rac

WARREN BOES: [ wonder if thers is any move om the part of the Commission to
sec that research librariecs wiil continue to have a representative on the

Commission?

ALPHONSE TREZZA: Thank you for the opportunity to comment on that.

The Scnate action on the new nominations will take place in the next few
weeks. Once that action is complete, I would urge ARL and ALA, as well as
others, to write to the Presidential appointments cffice. Recognize the
fact that the appointments have been announced, and point. out that without
trying in any way to critize the individuals appointed, the fact is that the
way the Commission is now constituted, there is not any practicing research
librarian represented, and that this is an unfortunate vold. The rcason why
it is important to do it now is that we have two more vacancies coming up
this July. The terms of two Commissioners expire. They arc: Andrew Aines,
who is with the National Science Foundation; and Catherine Scott, who 1is a
special lihrarian. They may be rcappointed or replaced; so if you are to
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impact on the appointment, you have got to take positive steps and
ing s ions as well as raising the issue.

We did cooperate with ARL and ALA and some names were submitted. None
of the suggestions were selected. Reaction and suggestions from the field
are essential, and T really do think we ought to do our best to make sure ve
do have a research librarian on the Commission. We do not have a research
librarian such as Leslie Dunlap. I think we need one, and I urge you to make
that effort.

SUSAN MARTIN: It is my understanding that President Ford has asked his
Domestic Council te come up with a proposal for a national information policy
bv this fall. 1 was wondering if you could give us any additional information
on this, or discuss what the implications might be?

ALPHONSE TREZZA:; That is a difficult questiun to answer. That action was
precipitated by Vice President Rockefeller, who is Chairman of the Domestic
Council. It is essentially a thrust for science information, and was sup-
ported by Senator Kermnedy and the bill for reestablishing a science advisor
to the President. The Commission is aware of these developments and

Dr. Burkhardt, about a month ago, met with Dr. Stever of the National Science
Foundation and discussed the Commission's participation as matters develcp in
this direction. ! have talked to Quincy Rogers, who is the Domestic Council
person who has the responsibility of producing the proposal. The problem

is that he has got to produce it by September 1st. I have offered to use
some of our funds to help plan a special conference with individuals who I
feel necd to be represented in that decision-making process. I suggested he
develop an agenda based on specific goals or objectives and produce a bhack-
ground paper for such a meeting. It could run two ovr three days, involve a
representative group and he held at a location such as the Airlie House. I
have not had any reaction to that suggestion. [ can assure you we are con-
cerned about it, and we are trying to keep on top of what is going on; but
that is all T know about it. 1 do not really know what they are going to do.
They have been talking to Andrew Aines, who is experienced and knowledgeable
in the area of science information. That is the latest information I can
glve you.

% K & K
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Lawrence Livingston
Council on Library Resources

L

Becausc I am speaking last, T did not prepare a formal paper
for you. 1 thought that I had best wait to see what Messrs. Kilgour, Welsh,
Trezza, Susan Martin and the others had to say, because, really, we are all
talking about the same thing: national bibliographic control. I thought

that I would start by giving you my definition of national bibliographic
control, and telling you what three of vour agencies in Washington are doing
in the pursuit of the control; explain how this fits with what others are
doing and then wind up by telling vou what I think are the criticzl next
steps in bibliographic control.

My definition of National Bibliographic Control is a coherent effort
coordinated at the naticnal level to marshall all the nation's complementary
resources and capabilities so as to praovide comprehensive control over each
bibliographic item, and to make the products and services of that control
effectively available to the user.

Now this definition has several corollaries; I will give you some of them,
vou can think of others: (1) there needs to be a division of labor in the
creation and maintenance of the national bibliographic data base; (2) to
create a truly national data base, the records so created and used must be
accepted nationally, irrespective of where created; (3) national bibliographic
records must move freely in interchange without hindrance or restrictions on
their receipt or use. When I say move freely, of course I am talking about
among not-for-profit organizations; (4) adequate access to all the components
of national bibliographic files must be available to all those who have the
requirements for it, and an array of access modes iz required; (5) national
bibliruraphic control involves other agencies besides libraries. [ think we
must always keep this in mind; (€) there is and will be a continuation of
local autonomy in practice, products, services, and operations; (7) national
bibliographic control efforts must mesh with those 3t the internaticnal level.
In my definition, I said coordinated at the national level. You notice that I
did not say mandated from the national level; (8) although much emphasis 1s
placed on computer networks and on-line services, it must be undersiood that
some libraries and other agencies will remain dependent on catalogs und other
products printed on paper for a long time to come.

With some of those thoughts as background, CLR, the Nationmal Sc¢'ence
Foundation, and the National Commission in 1974 ccnvened 4 meeting in Rosslyn,
Virginia on the subject of national bibliographic control. A small group was
set up to write a background paper in preparation for the meeting. Represen-
tation across the board was invited from libraries, publishing, abstracting
and indexing services and the Copyright Office; observers from Canada and
Mexico were present. That meeting labored for two days on the subject of
National Bibliographic Control and came up with a set of recommendations.

It was the first time in my experience that people of these diverse professions
had actually sat down together and discussed these things to this level of
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detail. I will read these nine recommendations te you, and then the rest of
my talk will describe what we have done about them.

Let me begin with the ninth recommendation fixst and the others will
then fall into place, The last one was to the effect that the three sponsor-
ing agencies should implement a continuing agency,which would keep up the
momentum generated by the Rosslyn meeting, and would worry about national
bibliographlc control on a continuing basis. That group has been set up and
I will describe it to you after I read the recommendations.

First, it was recommended that this continuing group define the minimum
bibliographic record required for item identification. Incidentally, re-
commendations have been printed in the Library of Congress Information
Bulletin several times. 1 am only giving you the outline of each. For the
complete rccommendations, please see LC Information Bulletin, Volume 33, No.
25 for June 21, 1974, - )

Recommendation number two: study the requirement for additional standards
and recommend action in this direction.

Number three: promote the interchange of bibliographic records among
libraries, systems, and across professional lines.

Number four: devise recoxrd formats and content designation schemes for
journal articles, technical reports, and other forms of literature not pre-
sently covered by the MARC formats.

Number five: study the problem of coupling non-character representation,
such as graphics or numerical data to the related bibliographic records.

Number six: pronmote improved bibliographic access across professional
lines--this was repeated as a separate item.

Number seven: devise a national bibllographic name-authority systenm.

Number eight: study the problem of subject access and make recommenda-
tions geared to solutions.

Number nine: this one was to set up the Advisory Group on National
Bibligraphic Control, as it is now known.

That group has been set up and the membe: s appointed include: Theodore
Brandhorst, director of ERIC Processing and Reference Center, LEASCO; Dan
Lacey, senior vice president, McGraw Hill; Dr. Jerrold Orne, professor at the
Chapel Hill Library School at the University of North Carolina; Dr. James
Carwon, assistant vice chancellor for Computer Services, University of Georgia;
Dv. Romald Wiggington, director of research and development, Chemical Abstract
Service; William Welsh, formerly director of processing, Library of Congress
ind now Deputy Librarian. We tried to zet the best people we could for this
group, and you can see, we did. As a niiter of fact, they were so good that
two of them have already been promoted, which precluded their continuing on
the committee. Mr. Welsh had to tesiga, and we have appointed and the sponsors
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have s roved, Henriette Avram to replace him, Dan Lacey got involved in the
work on copright legistation and had to resign; Dr. Carol Nemeyer of the
Association of American Publishers is his replacement.

This is a good group; it is well balanced. I know it is well balanced
because the criticism we get is about equal from those who say that it is
dominated by librarians, and librarians who say that they do not have enough
vote in it. For your informavi.., three of the present incumbents have library
degress, and among the other group is Henriette Avram, soO that I would say
your interests are well represented.

The group meets quarterly at the offices of the Council on Library
Resources, where we do the administering of the funds, maintain the files,
and handle the correspondence. I chair the meetings. We have committed part-
time one of our professional staff members as executive secretary for the
group, and we have a fulltime administrative assistant, a very good man who
handles the minutes and so forth.

This Advisory Group has adequate funding. The method of operation is as
follow: first of all, the Advisory Group refers back to the recommendations
of the Rosslyn meeting to see what still needs to be done. Any of the members
then may bring up items they think are appropriate. These are discussed. 1f
items come up between meetings, they are circulated to the members for consid-
eration before the next meeting.

When the group decides on items for action, it may proceed in one of
several ways. [t may convene a working party to study the problem, to see
what needs to be done. We have two such in operation at the moment, We have
one group working on the record format for journal articles and technical
reports. That is in response to the reconmendation number four. This working
party is chaired by Margaret park. She is at the University of Georgia and
works with Jim Carmon, and has a very good reputation. Another working party
is working on the name-authority file problem. That ome is chaired vy Ann
Curran of the Boston Public Library, also with much experience and a good
reputation in getting things done im the bibliographic area.

The Advisory Group may also recommena standards work to Subcommittee 2-39
of the American National Standards Institute. Jerrold Orne is a member and he
chairs the committee. This has been done twice now. The Advisory Group start-
ed working on the problem of holding statewents for serials in bibliographic
files and got out of its depth rapidly and turned that activity over to Z-39,
Dr. Orne implemented a subcommittee (2-39,40), and the work has progressed
fairly rapidly. At the moment, they are just about to publicize the final
draft resulting from their deliberations. As soon as that activity has taken

s 2

place with 239 the work vill be given wider circulation for everyone's
comment and understanding.
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Also out of the deliberations of the Advisory Group came a reécommendation
to Mr. Orne that Z-39 should take another look at the Standards Account
Number (SAN) code. The SAN code has now been published as a standard, I
beliove, or,if not so, very near publication. In any case, Bowker, the agency
which has assumed responsibilty for the maintenance of that code, has begun to
number accounts. This took effect in the book trade initially, but it seemed
co us that this number had enormous implications, or at least the potential
for implication for libraries; and we also felt that these implications perhaps
had not received the detailed study that they required, so we asked Mr. Orne
to go back, reconvene the working party, and look at the SAN code and its
import for libraries. He has agreed to do that. I saw the other day the call
for the first meeting of that group.

In addition to working parties and standards activity of that kind, the
Advisory Group has decided that it may commissinn studies. We have one of
those in operation. We decided early on that we needed to take a look at the
potential of ISBN in libraries. We all know that the book trade uses ISBN
extensively. Dealers catalogs prominently display the book number. Many
libraries are using ISBN for ordering, but there is a nagging feeling that
there is potential for much wider use of I5BN on the one hand, and that maybe
ISBN is not totally adequate for all of the potential uses on the other hand.
Accordingly, vo commissioned a study being done now by one Helen Schmierer
of the Univeristy of Chicago library. She is looking into the whole business
of the use or the petential use of ISBN in libraries. That report is due
within thy ncxt =i+ months, and you will be advised as to what Schmierer finds
out.

In a:ddition to those modes of operation, the Advisory Group may convene
2¢tings of various kinds. We decided early on that because several people

m =
1504 bar codes in their libraries, it was high time chat a systematic look
be taken at this technology. We decided that there were enough things that

nobody knew zbout bar codes that we needed to take a systematic look at them.
You se¢, I can foresce the time when, if we do not do something about the
proliferation of these codes, your pristine book cover will have five or six
bar codes on it. The manufacturer of this book, who sees it as an article in
trade,. is going to stamp the universal product code on the face, for example.
If you do not believe that, look at Argosy magazine.

IC is using bar codes in the in-process file. Several libraries, for
example; Chicago, University ot Texas at Dallas, University of South Carclina
and others, are using bar codes in circulation control systems. Several
things need to be examined here. The bar codes themseives: should they be
standard? Cazn they be standardized? Is there a requirement for alphabetic
character representation in these bar codes? The bar code on your package
of weiners has only numerics in it. Do you need to bar code all numbers?

I have no idea, but that is the kind of thing we are going to look at. To
that end, we have ccavened for next week a small meeting just to look at the
requirement for study of the bar code problem, and we will be TepoTting back
to you on that. So, we need to look at the bar codes themselves, and also
the numbers which are being encoded to see what standardization is required.

=
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'hen there is a whole problem of OCR fonts and cquipment iw the same context.

The Advisory Group also discussed the requirements for bibliographic
protocols to permit the exchange of messages between and among systems. Out
of that came some emphasis in ALA to push for some standard activities ir
communication protocols. It is that activity that Mr. Trezza has now picked
up and is trying to push for  in concert with the Library of Congress, ALA,
and some others.

So you get the picture of how the Advisory Group wvorks. It is your
Advisory Group and you are free to recommend actions of various kinds. The
group is quite flexible. It has scme money, and it has some good people on 1it,
and it has a way of doing business that is effective, in my opinion. 1In the
future, we will continue to do things of the kind that I have described.

The results of the work of this Advisory Group are as the name implies,
advisory to the sprnsors--but you see how effective this can be, because it
permits the sponsors to coordinate their funding activitijes against projects
which have been picked cut and defined by the working parties of tns Advisory
Group. This ability to suggest where the three sponsors shou'd conc.ntrate
their efforts is the most powerful pait of the arrangement; but the group, of
course, has no authority to take any final action. Likewise, i a standards
activity is decided upon, i® cets put into the proper standards formulation
channels. If it is adv, ¢ to the spounsors, the sponsors decide what they
are going to do. So you need to understand that process; that is how it works.

Now, what [ see now as critical next steps (you will understand quickly
from my description of the Advisory Group some of the things I am about to
say are outside of the scope of that group, but in my opinion. they are
absclutely critical to the future development of national bibliographi:
control):

T think that the next step needs to be devising the mechanism of
bibliographic control, and I refer here to the lLibrary of Congress and the
regional networks, principally. We must devise a modus vivendi Fetween and
among the Lil-uary and the regional networks. I think that phraseology is ab-
solutely apt, because it is precisely the continued viability of these networks
that is so critical. James Skipper alluded to this at one point this morning. -
We need to define a network in much more precise terms than we have done. We
need to know what constitutes a viable network, how much geography, how many
customers, how many transactions, how many telephone lines, how much money.
we do not know this very well. We need to coordinate the funding.

Let me back off and give you one that must come before all of that. We
need to decide how many regional network: there are going to be. 1 think this
is an absolutely critical requirement. [ am not going to tell you how many
regional networks [ think there should be, although 1 have an opinion, but I
will predict for you the outer bounds of these numbers. [ predict absolutely
that there will not be just one; and Ithink +hat there will be not more than
ten. | think it is up to all of us todecide just how many there will be, where
thev will be, who is to operate them, and so forth. -
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It is going to be extremely difficult to coordinate all of the activities
that it will take to get these major components of the national networks to wotk
together. It will, for example, require a much higher order of cooperation than
has been evidenced in the past. Understand, I emphasize none of this is going
to be mandated from Washington. There is a big element of volunteer activity
involved here, but 1 think I can assure you that the pressures are going to be
on for more and better cooperation. That is all there is to that. All that we
have to do is get behind and push.

* * F K

73

69

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



BUSINESS MELTING

ARL Commission Structure

[See Appendix A for report of Task Force to Study Commission Structure]

MRS. WHITNEY: At the ALA Membership Meeting held in llouston in 1975, the
theme of the roundtables was the ARL organization. One of the developments
from that meeting was a feeling that the commission structure should be re-
examined. As a result, the Board appointed a task force under the chairman-
ship of Ralph Hopp to look into this. Mr. Hopp is about to give us his report
which has been discussed with the Board already. The Board has accepted the
report in principle and has recommended the adoption of the recommendations.

MR. HOPP: 1 will read the three recommendations that the task force has pre-
pared and then I will move their adoption. [ will then present the rationale
that we drew up in support of these recommendations.

The first recommendation is that ''the Board of Directors and the ARL
staff should assume the responsibilities presently assigned to the various
commissions, with the exception of the Management Commission."

The second recommendation is, "in place of the Commission on Management
of Research Libraries, a standing advisory committee to the Office of Manage-
ment Studies should be created with appropriate representation from the Board,
the membership, and others as may prove useful for the OMS program."

The third and last recommendation is that ''the commission structure of
the ARL should be eliminated."

I move the adoption of these three recommendations. [The motion was
scconded] .

Just about a year ago, Richard De Gennaro, then president of the
ARL, appointed a task force under my chairmanship to analyze the scope and
interrelationship of the commissions and the problems they had in fulfilling
their responsibilities. We were also asked to consider the role of the ARL
Board in relationship to the commissions. Members of the task force were
Ray Frantz, who is a current member of the Board; David Laird, one of our
younger ARL directors, Stanley McElderry, who, at one time or another, has
been chaiTman of two commissions and is also a former Board member; Basil
Stuart-Stubbs, a former Board member; and myself, a former Board member and
past president.

It might be useful for you if I were to review briefly the background of the
commission structure. The structure was first outlined in a March, 1971
draft report to the Board by then president Tom Buckman. In that rcport, he
identified the major areas of concern and activities of the ARL, and arranged
these under what he termed '"task groups.'" These groups were given titles,
essentially in use today, for our various commissions. This so-called new
form of ARL operation placed all the committees under one or another of the
task groups in a kind of hierarchical fashion, thus removing the direct over-
sight responsibility of the committees for the ARL executive director.
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The groups wure then named “commissions," rather than task groups, and the
plan was then implemented by the Board.

After some two years of operation under this method of organization, it
seemed apparent that the interposing cf commissions between the working
committees and the executive director, while perhaps relieving the executive
director of the burden of time consuming responsibilities, also placed him in
a position of not having firsthand information of many of the Association's
affairs. The commission chaixmen regularly met in nne session with the Board,
and also reported to the membership alternatively in written and oral form.

After experience of some two years inm ‘i o mode, i* became clear that
the organization was not functioning satisfactorily. On November 19, 1972, the
commission chairmen, the ARL staff, and the Executive Committee met to recon-
sider the commission structure. That meeting resulted in a placing of the
direction of the commissions more directly within the Board, with the Board
newbers serving as chairmen of the various commissions. Also, the commissions
were to serve only in an advisory capacity to the Board, rather than having
responsibility for the management of the various committees. Committees were
then placed directly under the executive director and the ARL office staff
for coordination. In addition, task forces for specifically identified con-
cerns were then established.

The commission chairmen and the Board in their continuous review of
issues and priorities of the ARL often found that many matters were of
interest to and fell within the purview of more than one commission. The
nembership appeared not to understand the commission structure, a fact that
became quite apparent at the May, 1975 Houston meeting during the roundtable
discussion session. In order to take yet another look at the commission
structure, then President De Cennaro appointed about a year ago the present
task force. Meanwhile, the commissioners, always trying to resolve the over-
lapping areas of responsibility, requestsd another joint meeting which subse-
quently was held on December 10, 1975. At that meeting, a number of issues
were identified, some effort was made to identify a few top priority concerns,
and the responsibility for these was then placed within the individual
commissions and the ARL office staff.

As presently functioning, the commissions have as their responsibility .
to identify problem issues and concerns, set objectives, provide state-of-
the-art analyses and assessments of the future directions for ARL. Although
the commission chairmen are members of the Board, these responsibilities the
task force believes are the proper functions of the Board as a whole, parti-
cularly those relating to setting objectives and assessment of the future
directions for ARL. At the December, 1975 joint meeting of the commissions,
among the high priority issues identified were areas in which the central
ARL staff clearly has to take primary responsibility.

5o, with this as a brief background on the general commission structure,
we are making the first of our several recommendations, which I will now
repeat: ''the Board of Directors and the ARL staff should assume the responsi-
hilities presently assigned to the various commissions, with the exception of
the Management Commission."”

Q -
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As you know, the Office of Management Studies is a special program with
a separately identified staff within the ARL office. It is entirely supported
by grant funds. There presently is a Commission on Management of Research
Lipraries, that oversees, along with the executive director, the activities
of the OMS. The task force believes that this program requires an advisory
group that has continuity, specific expertise in management matters, and should
be under the chairmanship of someone chosen for reasons other then simply Board
membership. Membership on the committee should not necessarily be limited to
ARL members, although we believe that the majority should be from among the
membership, and the executive director, we believe, should be an ex-officio
member of that advisory committee. The task force believes that the OMS staff
increasingly shall be available and drawn upon in a supportive way for ARL
staff responsibilities, particularly in areas involving statistics, planning,
research, and economic concerns. Assistance in drafting research or project
proposals, for example, appropriately could result in the development of
techniques and findings of use to the membership in a more general way.

So, our recommendation number two is therefore, that "in place of the
Commission on Management of Research Libraries, a standing advisory committee
to the Office of Management Studies should be created. with appropriate
representation from the Board, the membership and others as may prove useful
to the OMS program."

From this brief background regarding the commission structure, it be-
comes apparent that this pattern of operation, while possessing a certain
logic, has not been entirely successful. No attempt has been made to analyze
in any thorough fashion why this has been the ARL experience. Tt is sufficient
to observe that in its brief five year existence, the commission structure
has been under almost continuous review and attack. If there are proponents
of the structure, the task force has not heard of them. Obviously, some change
is called for, and therefore, our third and final recommendation is ‘'the
commission structure of the ARL should be eliminated.”

MRS. WHITNEY: Is there any discussion? The question has been called for.
[A vote was taken. The recommendations were voted].

AELM§§m§ership7C?jte:}a

[The Report of the Subcommittee to Review Criteria for ARL Membership is
included as Appendix B of these Minutes. The Report of the Task Force on
Criteria for Nonuniversity Membership in ARL is included as Appendix C of
these Minutes].

MRS. WHITNEY: During the past year some other task forces and committees
have been meeting. I am going to ask two chairmen to report on their
particular areas of interest. The first one is Page Ackerman, chairperson
of the Task Force on ARL Membership Criteria.

=
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MS. ACKERMAN: There are two groups which are working on membership criteria:
The other one, chaired by William Budington i¢ the Task Force on Criteria for
Nonuniversity Membership in ARL.

The Subcommittee (of the Board) to Review Criteria for ARL Membership,
primarily as a result of discussion at the ARL Board meeting May 7, 1975, was
charged with two tasks. One was specifically to review criteria number nine,
(and I think most of you realize there are ten quantitative criteria for
membership to ARL) which relates to the number of Ph.D degrees granted by an
institution. We were also asked to review all of the quantitative criteria
for ARL membership, to consider these criteria in and of themselves, to
consider their relationship to the work of the Joint Committee on Standards
for University Libraries, and to consider them in relation to the work of
Mr. Budington's committee.

The subcommittee has identified a long range problem, which we think that
the Association should attack with real concentration; and that is the problem
of moving from the present emphasis which is almost exclusively on bigness, on
size that is implicit in the current criteria, to an effort to supplement the
criteria of bigness with some quantitative measures reflective of quality.

We have recommended to the Board that this approach be taken, and we have also
recommended that criteria number nine be eliminated immediately as a criteria.

ihe report as presented to the Board is preliminary; we plan to distribute
it to the membership. T &m asking you to respond to it by the 1lst of July.
That will give Mr. Budiuzton and me time to produce a joint report, which will
be ready for action at the October meeting.
* * * *
MRS. WHITNEY: I will now ask William Budington to report for the Task Force
on Criteria for Non-University Membership in ARL.

MR, BUDINGTON: The charge of our task force was to consider criteria for ARL

interests.

In the by-laws of the Association, it does say that in gemeral, member
institutions are, I believe, major university libraries whose collections and
services arc broadly based, and certain other libraries whose collections are
recognized as having national significance. Now the quantitative criteria,
which has been applied to candidates for university library membership are not,
of course, all of them applicable to the nonuniversity group, the public
libraries or to the individual research libraries.

Our task force met twice; it considered the various kinds of nonacademic
libraries which had been brought to our attention for consideration in this
respect. These included multicampus agencies such as the onec 4% the University
of California. This includes agencies, such as the Council on Library Resources,
which are oriented to and supportive of research library interests, but are not
libraries. These may alsc include the networks which are coming into existence --
RLG, as well as the independent research libraries and the public libraries. We
had considerable discussion regarding the extent to which we felt each of the
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groups or entities should be considered as candidates for membership in ARL.
Our preliminary report, which was presented to the Board, discussed progress
and conditions in respect to each of these groups; and while we did come to
certain conclusions tentatively with respect to the independent research
libraries, we considered them in the context of the other association, the
Independent Research Libraries Association, whose criteria were derived from
ARL and whose criteria we now propose to use as Our very own in some respects.
The consideration of groups like RLG, and FAUL, we considered in the light of
their inclusion of not only nonARL members, but ARL members, and how that might
influence their eligibility for membership, Finally, to what extent do the
multicampus agencies, such as the University of California entity, bear on and
represent the interests of ARL itself?

As Page Ackerman said, the final recommendations have not been arrived
at, and we are directing a report from our task force along with that of
Ms., Ackerman's group to the membership within a few weeks. We do want your
feelings on these various items. When you read through the reports, you will
get a little flavor of what some of the discussion has been. So we will in-
deed welcome your feedback on this, and hopefully will come up with some
meaningful results which do not necessarily bear entirely on quantitative
measures, although, as has been said, this is all we have at the present time.
We hope to have somewhat of a tuneful duet prepared for you next fall.

MR. ROUSE: I have a question in regard to Ms., Ackerman's report. Does
criteria nine have to do with Ph.D degrees?

MS. ACKERMAN: There are two criteria that have to do with Ph.D's: number
nine and number ten, Number nine has to do with simply the gross number of
Ph.D degrees awarded; the minimum requirement is 30 percent of the median.
That was reduced from 40 percent to 30 percent last year, Number ten is the
number of Ph.D degree programs approved in all fields, and at this point, we
feel two things: one, that those twou criteria represent the efforts that
were made to approach the problem of quality. We feel that the problem of
quality needs to be approached in much broader ways; and two, we feel as of
now, anyway, that criteria number nine is really redundant, and that number
ten suffices. Number ten is the number of fields in which Ph.D degrees are
granted, and the requirement there is 40 percent of the median. This whole
matter was discussed back at the 83rd ARL meeting. That recommendation to
delete number nine was made at that time, and I might add, was defeated then
by the membership. We feel now that the situation has changed and we really
support the original recommendation as of now.

MR. ROUSE: 1 just have the feeling that the number of Ph.D degrees has more
to do with quality than some of the others.

MS. ACKERMAN: That is what I would hope that we would hear. We are aware
that this is a controversial issue, and we will try to give you our reasoning
in the record and hope that we will get a response from you.

* * Kk &
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gRL/ACRgiCgmmiﬁtearanﬂﬁiversjteriE;apy Standards

MS. WHITNEY: Another group that has been wrestling with quality versus quantity
is the University Library Standards Committee, and T would like Eldred Smith
to report on its work,

MR. SMITH: I have a very brief report. The committee is a joint committee;

it is composed of and has been charged by both ARL and ACRL. It was established
at the end of the last calecadar year, and is charged to develop university library
standards for review, and honefully approval by the two parent organization.

The committee includes the following members, in addition to myself: Calvin
Boyer, William Kurth, Stanley McElderry, Richard Talbot, Melvin Voigt, and

Roy Watkins,

We have met twice. We met first rather briefly at ALA mid-winter, simply
to lay out a general plan of attack and to try to establish a timetable for
ourselves. We had our first working session yesterday, which I personally
thought was quite productive. It is our hope that we will have draft standards
for presentation to and consideration by both ARL and ACRL by the end of this
calendar vear. The one accomplishment so far is that we have managed, largely
through the help of Beverly Lynch, to secure some modest outside funding with
receipt of the Morris Jones Award.

& * F K

ARIL/CRL Committec on q;ﬁgt}gna}f?crigﬂiﬁaIs_ggndingVLibragX

MR. BRYANT: The ARL-CRL Joint fommittee on the National Periodicals Library
was appointed by its two parent organizations late last autumn. [ might

remind you of the membership: its consists of Richard De Gennaro, vice chair-
man; Warren Haas; Arthur Hamlin; Stephen McCarthy, representing the Council

on Library Resources; John McDonald; Robert Wessel, who is president of the
Center for Research Libraries, formerly provost at the University of Cincinnati;
Virginia Whitney; and Gordon Williams. This committee was appointed and
established as a consequence of earlier action by the ARL membership, specifi-
cally as of the May, 1975 meeting, where the membership endorsed the report of
the ARL Task Force on a National Periodicals Resource Plan, which called for

the establishment of a national periodicals lending library.

Members will recall also the report by Vernon Palmer and others which was
published by the Association in February of 1974, and which advocated the
creation of the national facility for checking and disseminating periodical
jiterature, Now, almost simultaneous with the establishment of this joint
committce was the establishment of the NCLIS task force on a national journals
system. I underline the word "system." On this National Commission task force,
there are four members, who are also members of the ARL-CRL joint committee,
so there is a broad spectrum of interrelationship here, which is a very
important aspect of it. The ta=k force has been discussing a wide variety of
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components of such a system, which involves the capability of providing on a
national basis reliable access to periodical literature, in which the notion
of a library dedicated to providing journal articles across the country may
he a major element.

The joint committee prepared a progress report which was submitted to the
National Commission prior to its second meeting on April 5th, The progress
report from the joint committee went to the N toe sy Commirsion with covering
letters from the nresidents of the two pare .@ .. izations, ARL and CRL, after
action by the full boards of eaci Gf th=i- L. ‘sa, The progress report of the
joint committee was on thz agenda frr the apr.d 5th meeting of the task force
and was considered at that time. [ mav say that these three documents, that
is to say, the twe covering letters and the report itself, will be made a part
of the minutes of this session of the ARL convention, and thus in due course,
available to all of you. [The material referred to here is included as
Appendix D (1-3) of these Minutes].

The joint committee report proposes that i national facility be established,
a national facility dedicated to this purpose. Such a facility might well be
in addition to various kinds of local organization services now in existence
or later to be created. It is the joint committee's recommendation that such
a national center might well be formed out of the Center for Research Libraries
current collection and services. An essential element in this, of course,
would be a basic reconstruction or reconstitution of the Center for Research
Libraries, both as to governance, as to orgenization, and clearly a reconsti-
tution that would envisage a non-membership kind of organization with its
services and facilities available to readers everywhere,

Now what about the next steps? The National Commission task force, which
is chaired by Alphonse Trezza, will hold its next meeting on June 1lth: it is
the hope of all of us involved with the task force that at that session we
can arrive at o consensus on the general framework of a nationai capability for
the provision of journal literature to students and scholars across the nation.
The joint committee is working actively. I hope to have a good deal more to
report to the Association at our meeting in October. There arr, at the present
time and in the course of the last six months, a number of circumstances which
allow me at least a degree of optimism that at very long last ouw fen of so
very many years may at last become realizable.

* ¥ % %

Office of University Library Management Studies

MR. WEBSTER: 1 might review briefly the several activities of the Office

of 'University Library Management Studies in relation to two types of
priorities: the operating program priorities and secondly, the developmental
project priorities. You know that during several years of Office operations,
we have been iavolved in a number of activities that invelved a basic operating
requirement on the part of the Office. The Management Review and Analysis
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Program (MRAP) is onc of these programs. Currently we are in the process

of operating the fifth appiication of MRAP at Johns Hopkins University
libraries, and we expect that the study team there will have a report out of
that project semetime this summer, The earlier (fourth) application is in its
final stages. We have reports from three of the participating libraries, and
the remainder of those libraries expect to have their reports also vy summer.

In terms of future directions for MRAP, we are anticipating an application
this next year. There are two libraries that have indicated an interest in
working through MRAP, so I suspect that we will probably operate that self-
study project as an institutional project at these organizations. That is to
say, rather than working with a group of libraries in that self-study activity,
we will focus on individual institutions, with training sessions and assistance
provided directly by the Office to the participating libravy.

Regarding a second area of OMS activitity, the Systems and Procedures
Exchange Center, I think as you have seen, SPEC products are accumulating. We
have now 25 flyers and kits that have been issued by the Center. As you recall,
this Center is an attempt to gather information on current practices in
research libraries and to make available documentation on these practices to
other libraries., Topical focus of this center goes beyond management topics
per se. We have attempted to not be constrained with the management label,
but instead, to look at a number of issues or problems and to collect infor-
mation on how research libraries are dealing with those problems and then
make them available through the Center.

I think the last several SPEC flyers and kits illustrate this quite
clearly. On the basis of a SPEC survey covering public service activities in
research libraries, we issued a flyer on user statistics, a flyer on user

studies, and this month we are putting out a flyer on bibliographic access
services. We do expect during the course of the year to put out ten different
flyers and associated kits.

In another area, I think the training program has emerged as one of the
major interests and priorities of the OMS, Last year's Management Skills
Institute was assessed as being a relatively successful event and has prompted
the Office to plan three additional institutes for this year. The first
institute at Airlie House will be in July, and we have already a little over
50 percent of that institure subscribed to. The second institute is going to
take place at Stanford, and in that setting we have arranged with Stanford
University libraries to provide the facilities for the institute., We are con-
ducting a public institute there the third week in September. Following that
public institute we have arranged to conduct a mapagement skills institute for
select members of the Stanford staff themselves, and the idea here is that we
can provide the institute in this sort of cooperative arrangement in a much
more econocmical fashion than we could if Stanford had to subscribe to the full
price of the institute.

Other training activities that we have been involved in include the train-

ing film program, We have acquired several additional films and have found
that the use of this service is increasing significantly.
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The MeGill project, which we have talked about vittle before, is in
its operating stage at this point, The performance appraisal training
materials were developed, again in cooperation with McGill, and the MeGill
staff arc now actually applying these in the library. In summarv our threc
major priorities in the operating programs 1iielude MRAP, SPEC, and this whole
area of training,

In terms of developmental priorities, we have a number of projects that
arc in various stages of evolution. One of them I think we have mentioned
before is called the problem analysis project. The attempt here is to desigr
4 methodology for identifying and resolving problems in a research library
setting, The first package in this area is focusing on collection development .
We have outlined that and we are now looking at the next stages in the design
of some sort of pilot test for that technique.

A second project that we are involved in is this services development
project on which we have conducted the SPEC survey and which I mentioned
earlier, we have so far issued thrce SPEC flyers on this. We are now
looking again with the Management Commission toward the next steps we might
take with that project. '

We arc also rather heavily involved in working on the Academic Library
Development Program, The Council on Library Resources has funded the project
at the University of North Carolina at Charlotte in order to design a self-
study procedure that would be of some value as a tool to be applied in small
and middle-sized academic libraries. That project has been underway during
the last six months, and we look for the initial stages to be completed by
this summer.

' Another arca that we arc working on is a project that is aimed at
designing training materials for supervisors in resecarch libraries. We have,
on the basis of some of the work we have done with McGill and some of the
work we have done within the MRAP process, been alle to outline four modules
to date: one on leadership style, one on decision making, one on goal setting,
and one on the management and use of time. We expect to be able to move ahead
with those training materials and possibly have them ready for testing and
application during the latter part of this year.

[ mention these several developmental projects, because I think we will
1+ .ooking to the members for help in testing those activities and for assist-
ance in assessing their value, their importance, their usefulness to you; and
I think in line with that, the OMS staff are very interested in any comments
or suggestions you might have for us in helping refine and develop these
activities. As mentioned by Ralph Hopp, we are now at a point where the Office
will be establishing a new advisory structure, and your comments and suggestions
in that respect would be useful to us.

® & % %
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y last as execut1ve der;LQr. TQ an}ént who
uravﬂd I want to make the following promize s
's buavd meeting, I plan to disappear fully

icated birdwatcher such as myselt, t

nt people know that there ure three species
trumpeter swan, the whistling swan, and the
should choase to be on this cccasion gave me
I almost equally tempted by the mute swan and the
erer swan, hut [ have chosen the middle one, and [ mean to imitate the
wl o tling swan, whose song is short and sweet.
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tramg

I want to begin what might laughingly be called a report with what is
properly its conclusion. I do so because, like that good man William Welsh,
I sometimes get emotional on occasions such as this, and T want to get said
what is in my mind. 1 think you can guess what that is: =~ ~ly, that it
hias been a great privilege for me to have had the opportur  to oas
executive director of the Association of Research Librari~  even riefly.
Sewe of you may feel that it has not been brief enough. But this 1is Tl\l} a
great organization, with a great record of accomplishment. |1 itl it

e

as a great future.

1 would like to think that I have nut dene it any great larm during my
i3 months here, as some of you have been kind enough to write to me or speak
with me and say that vou think that I may have even done some good. To those
people, I obviously want to express my sincere *hanks, and I want to say to
those pecnle also t-ut it has really been casy, given the quality of the ARL
staff and the caliber of people with whom I have had the opportunity to work,
the officers of the Association, the members of the Board of Directors, and
all of vou, who, I think, contribute so very much to the ARL out of its long
rradition of volunteerism. T am really more grateful to you than I possible
sav here and that is really all I want to say at this point. I know you know
what is in my heart.

Having said the last first, let me get dowi. o business and try to tell
vou a little bit about some of the things that we have done in the seven or so
months since 1 last reported to you. Just after the October meeting of the
Aszociatien, It led to JJapan to represent the ARL at the Third Japan-U.S,
Library Conference where I read a brief paper on the subject of standards for
university libraries, A number of ARL directors also delivered papers at that
mecting. While T think it is difficult to gauge the effect dr the value of
such o hi-national conference, 1 would have to believe that it is the sort
of tiing that 1= worth daing from time to time.

“oon after my return from Japan, there began a series of meetin on
copyright, which grew in frequency and intensity as the House Judiciary Sub-

=
i




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ibertics and the Administration of Justice neared
and prepared to mark up the copyright revision
been the overriding concern T have had over the
and after the turn of the 3 -, 1t
virtually all of my time, which, T think, in part expla why we
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will odu oo lot betior in thc futurd.

Btoin oo foew minutes.  Just now, I wunt
and its two project=. I gave a fairly
in the fall on our finances, which were bett

g at the

than vou wanted them to be.  You know vou instructc
H and T ha»e failed vou avain. We keep accumulating a modest res
John Lorenz can do better. We now have 104 member
to yvou it the top of the show. Our first quarte

v omuch on our budgeted ta nd a full awditors'repo
in the next minutes of the As tion meeting, so that yo
in biack and white what T am reporti here.
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r cxpenditures are
Tt will he Included
u can he able to see

given you a very good repert on the activities of the
Studies, and I will not add to that, except to say that
rst vear of their Council on Library Resources grant.

As fur as the Center for Chine

delighted that P.K. Yu could be here

Rescarch Murerials is concerned, T am

be.  You know vou instructed us to do a little detficit
5

in commupicating with vou through the

er

as Virginia Whitney

and visit with some of you at the mecting.
l

The Center continues its excellent work. As vou know, it is operai.ng, unlike
the ARL, in a deficit posture. We continue tc have strong assurances from the
State Department that they will, at lecast for the current ycar, be able to re-
pair that deficit. The Center hd% a revolving fund on which they can draw as
well, but we are very much concerned to remedy this thrtfgll. P.K. Yu is
readying propostls for funding agencies, which T think is very great promisc
for success. | had hoped very muca before [ lett “dahlﬂgtﬂ last week to be
able to have the final assurance from the S5t Department. I do think “™1t
very scoi they will be sending us some supj o1 vy funding for the CCF Tt=
reputation 1s superb around the country, a not help but believe :

it will succeed in sccuring the necessary i

[ shared this and other information with the Board yesterday. 1 think since

this is an interim report, [ am not going to tiyv to dwell on all of the things
that 1 shared with the Board. The Board minutes will be =ent to you in duc

course. I would simply like to say that the office has made the best effort it

could to continue their good rolatisns with the NCLIS and Mr. Trezza, with the
Library of Congress, and with others with whom we work with such frec.aency.

We have a fairly good publication record, other than the Newsletter, since

we were able to get out the pTDml%Pd scparate on the Library c qf”Cpngré%L as a
Natié'dl Rlbllﬁng-h]E Cente I must say that I fcel much comforted by some
of the most recent events thdt have occurred in Washington. T rather dreaded

leaving the Washington scene with no visible ‘'ccomplishments, and T am not sure

that the ones I am going to cite arc all 'that tangible, but at least [ can
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for accomplishments.

leave feeling that there are

1t, t 2go the House
markup  the fame svotion 108(g) (2)
to its action, what T called a
Subcommittee adopted an amendment to the
which this association and others have
:t that 1t chang the language in a dircction
! wis that Fluer that [ was trying to share
i put my own interpretation on the meaning of that language, and
net 0 oatrvorney, [ could I very wrong. Some of you have n@tig
I hope it 1s not permancntly

languayge i3 vague, perhaps ambiguous, but

taken some additional actions.
egal interpretation of t
ured from them some suggested

since the copyright meme | osent you,
We have secured srom our attorne.s their
new languiage for 103(g) (2. Recently we
for the House report, which will
srart for u- to have in the House report suggested language wblgh
4 interpretation of the amendment. Philip Brown, our attorney,
-3 ad.arable job in providing possible re pﬁrt language. That language
i tiink we wiil be able to share after we have had a chance to read it, adjust
iv, and discuss it within the staff. It is very 1mpDrt§nt that we take comfort
from what has been accomplished, and at the same time not congratulate ourselves
warturely. There will be other hurdles. The bill will eventually be voted
on ir :-io by the committee, and it is cven possible at that late time that
another amendment can be brought forward. Assuming it is passed, and 108(g)
(2) remains as it is in its present version, it will go to the House floor,
‘ of course it could alsc be amended. Assuming it passes there in its
snt Form, ¢ paeds to go to o conference committee of the Senate and the
senate version differs. There, we would hope to be able to have
adherc to the ilcuse language, and I think we have some

o g
L

s
-
L
r

d

.

L
i

-
W
e

i

pre
House, as the
the conference
redascn to he optimistic on that score.

sunl ttoe

o

“he amendment has good auspices It was passed with only one dissenting
vote oy the House Subcommiitee,  [r2 Jdratiing by the committee staff gives it
stroagth.  We feel that the Register of (opyrivhts is not out of sympathy with
tie: amendment.  Very important, we believe that the emep fment has a very good
chance of standing up in conference.,  The publishers have not had a great deal
to say abont the amendment as yet, but what they have wsid T think has been in
a friendly or certainly not an unfriendly spirit, so that, again, [ think this
gives us some reason for optimism.

Throughout all this, we have L=l the great benefit of a powerful coalition
of Tibrary associations, and | <. tzinly want to recognize the indebtedness to
the ALA and the other associmiicna fo: their efforts that they have put into
this along with us. 1 think Robert Wedgeworth can testify that i+ is a de-
manding process, but we stuck together, we worked t.gether, and 1 zhink for that
reason and others we accomplished something. [ do not want to overlook th
cffort of the commmications from all of vou. The Subcommittec staff note
the unprecedented volume of mail that accompanied this issue, and T know f
the carbon copies that you sent to the ARL office that many of you wrote lo

85

81

am

ng

\C
d
r



ive accomplishment from ARL and its
uroups were heard from,

It was an impressi
snd more and more users and use
societies and others. This helped. T think

] ve been very unlikely ure an amendment in the
ith the Senate version wherever pussible.

rstand it the associat have agreed to have anoth;z
and although [ will not be a perty to that, 1 am del:
will eontirm». I certainly will be glad to ar

© of you who wish to put them to me, but I think that
534 = copvright matter.

mplishnent. This 15
nroviages new

o

,ow ; anguage for
you know, served as the vehicle for the shar~c
am, Wﬁlkh has now become a part of the annual "ndget of the Library
_and it is moving very effectively along in t ¢t way. Title IT-.
remains as kind of an empty vessel into which we have poured some new language.
Again, 1 think “hot the amendment that we have succ ~ded irn securing from the
Senate Subcommittecs on Education is one that has th  best efforts of not just

the ARL, but also the ALA, and others. This amendn t, if agreed to ultimately

in a conference comnittee with the Housc, would pro “de rhe funding for research
libraries, libraries of the type represented in thl% association, but in addition,
nost

ates where ther. i3 no ARL 11bfary§ thf largest acedemic library or the
t pul © agency.

: first vear is modest by Federal
standard=s (T am Li;klﬂg about $‘“ tDu,qOD whvn i sav modest), it could be the
start of o new program of 'ibrs . wimport hat conld have far-reaching signi-
ficance. In -ecent days, and 1m0 ust last week, we are considering the
possibility ot slight chany - .. .2 wording nf the new languagr fo. HEA T1-C
in order to make it possible for a resvorce sharing agency to secure funding
under this ritle. This hopefully wouid speak possibly tc ~he nsods of the
NCL1S and its task force effort on a national serials system. It would respond
to th: initiatives of the ARL that you have already heard about from Douglas

' reporting for the ARL-CR. joint committee, and possibly to other
shar. ;5 wgenci=s that might be in a .osition to provide a national

-yice in return for Federal support.

| have disc ssed this with Robert Wedgeworth and others. I know it has
been discussed with Alphonse Trezza, although he and I have not had a chance
to talk about it too recently, but Mr. Trezza knows about it and I think
approves, We have -ome assurances {rom Senator Pell's committes that it will
not be too dlfilcult to secure this change in the language, and we are very
hopeful that that, too, can be done. It might be from the ARL view, pro-
moting one of the long standing and high priorities that we attach to the
establishment of some sort of a national lending library.

I would like to turn now to a Board action which is in some way related
to what T "ave just talked about, and that is a reaffirmaticn of the charge
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15¢ the \aﬁnLlltlﬁn on thi:
need to take o nruud Vlih of

el udLms FuﬂlLdtiaﬂS
coupons In order to o
; Fesscd from five

the cha

fhes are o numbers of otiu %< that I think som - what less
Fleant. "1 do not believe _ing to tuke to go intc them
am bee 1ot ant&cipwtr ride and salmen hgn: and I do not
to ko ~u here too long ceitai~ly want to say in clesing that
am de ited that the 15 tound a person of john Lorenz's
CNpetoonae g Loability to cood me ous cxecutive director.  John has al:

huﬁﬁinirﬂ

to
irmun

ely as
relioved of the chalrmanship,
are fortupate in being gblc
gammiTtog, Las o oagre

rging for

and t
en d

&1 3

*Hdt

soevVen members.,
of the In?grlibrngg

but has ., 1
toosay thﬂt fg} L'QL,I
¢ come chairman, so

ian FﬂﬁﬂLTEL

EQ

3

inter-

wiant
1

beoun to work (or the Association, and his capable and judicious approach is,
I think what ii voing to serve the Association extron.ly well in the years

dhead,  As a pr »:putne, wember of the As
with him and voo in the future.  Thank
& &

ciation, |

vou.,

3

to

MEGL WHTTNEY o John MeDonald has not only given you, as u%rr;g a very benu
ful and full report of the executive dirvector, but he took away from me
apporounity of loing wore than asking *ov fa join we in a very hbwrtfclt
thanks tor the splendid way he rved us ;o ocan not believe it 15 only
months: 11 =eems a= i1 John has alwave been with us.,  You have listened
people inomy position frequently say how worried they are about beiny able
fultili the quircments of the oftice of ARL wr(kld“ﬂf” I have learned

th the cxecutive dircctor's
bod. D owoutd Tike 700 aive

LK

samething,
S 1= not

SO v Ioocanse they worked

the
cecdingly

help and the staff in the offi
~mbevrs of the Scarch Comm::
gquickly and came up with a

ce,

Toe

un-

Gennaro
Iph Hopp.

look forward to working

to

i recomne: tion.  The Scarch Committee was chaived by Lichard De

arct oincluded witoiam Budineton, Rutherford Rosers, Warren Haas, and B

[l oresented o unanimous recommendation to the Board, which was un.aimously
coted by the Board, and the bos ° »pwered the Executive Committee t

utfe: the appointment of executive

hive been happicr with his acceepts

we presently have two executive d
relieved ten o orrow atter the Board . 5

voaumed an orficial position with us as

of the

v to John Lorenz.

We could no
en the two Johns got together
to work with. One is going to
the other has just recently

lat of May.

In actuality,
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hand i osiove
the other.

John Lorenz, whom 1 am happy o intvo

NN . He wanld Tike to sav oa few words to oo
MR CORENL . Thanb vou very much, Virginia. [ alse wanted to thank vou tor

vour letters of cengratulntions and bes wishes and offers of cooper ratiun.
I think inhﬂ Me iundld h;UI Jg‘vg tiut any executive director necds atl the
can get. There was one letter in narticular,
é;uIAT eally struck me; and T would like to 1
1. b ohove tnoouap »"1f ot AR | 13
uld be mise that 1 will suddeniy become a paragon of
,witive thinking and cooperation, but I am certainly willing te try.' [ hail
]

- =10

Wil TO Gl Chie

said,

a4 major bred th; that i‘ the spirit I would agree with .John
that this 19 a great Assoclation, and T anm fortunate to have had

the nppn1tun~f\ of working with 1t the last 10 years. [t does bave a remark-
abhle record + achievement and tradition, of good wil and cooperation, and

I want to d. cverything [ opossibly can to .Jrry on those traditions.

[

[ belileve there s a t deal of strencth in this Assoc: intion, nnd |1

Chows this. Just recailing a couple of examples, it scems

ttiﬂg libraries included under Vi °, getting the National Tiogram
sitions and Cataloging all the way through the Congress against some

ssition -- and I remember it because [ was in the Office af
} -

4t tha: time -- that was a tremendous achievement. [ think tho
two thln alone hiave put ARL into bibliographic and cultural history. ii
would s to me that some of the recent achicvements, such as turning around
rhe ﬁwgtcﬁmciv; Subcommittee as agyresult of the many communications from members,
getting HEA Title [1-C written iﬂJQ the Senate biil on rhe extension of the
Higher FdU£dlllﬂ Act. 1 think therec are tremendous opportunitics in thaut
Titte 11-C because for first time the unique contributions that rescorch
Chraries make in the developmen. of a national library and informati s, systen
ed. A lot of auvd work will have to be done to get that all
.= 1n working toward

vis been reocosn
the way tarough, but [ think there . "¢ great opportuniti
tho e cnds,

50, I want to do everything this 1 cun to forward these interests of ARL

! will be looking to the Board; I w:ll be tnooking to the meni Iowo il bo
lanking to the staff and T would agree v with John that it 1s an cXxce staff
that we begin with. I do not think | want to go any further into Lhc Cabure
of the Association at this time, but [ do want to say that [ am delighted tn
have an oppe rtunity to be working wiih all of vou in this capacity. Thank vou
Very mac

8Y
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ARL COMMISSION STRUCTURE

Y To analyze the scope and inter-relationship ot the
nroblems thev have in fulfilling thelr responsibiliries;
the role of the ARL Board in relation to the Commissions.

i:

Recommendations:

1. The Board of ﬁircftirs and the AR!I staff should assume the
responsibilities presently assignod to the various Commissions,
with the excention of the Management Commission.

a standing Advisory Committee to the Office of Management
Studies should be created, with appropriate representative
from the Board, the membership, and others as may prove use-
ful for the OMS | ~ugram.

“. In place of the Commission on Management of Research Libraries,
'3

3. The (Commission structure of the ARL should be eliminated.

Background Information on the Commi:

n_..

The Commis=ion structure was first outlined in a Maron 29, 71 "draft
report’’ to the hEoard by President Thomas R. Buckman. In that f‘pDIt he
identificd the major arcas of concern and activity of the ARL and arrahﬂcj
these under "'Task Groups.” These '"Groups' were given titles essentially in

use todayv: Development of Resources, Organization of Resources, Access o
Resources and Service to Readers, Munagement of Research Libraries, Relation-

ships with the Federal Government, and Association Affairs (Executive
Committee). This "new form" of ARL operation placed all committees within
one ot the Task Groups in a heirarchical fashion, thus removing the direcct
oversight responsibility of the Committees from the Executive Director.
The "Groups' were named Commissions rather than Task Groups and the plan
was then inplemented by the Board.

After some two years of operation under this nethod of organization,
1t scemed appirent that the interposince i Commissions hetween the working
committees and the Ixccutive Director, whi’c perhaps relieving the Executive
fiirector of much of the time-consuming responsibilitics, also pluoced him in
the position of not having first-hand information on many Assnciation - Fw%r:=
The Commission chairmen regulariy m t in one session with the Board and also
reported to the membership, alternacively in written and orval fora. After
experience of some two years in this mode it hecame clear that the organi-
=atieon was not functioning satisfactorily.

On November 19, 1073 the Commission chairmen, ARL staff, and the
Exceutive Committee, met to reconsider the Commission structure.  That
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soting resulted in placing
i he Board, with Bouard
n

Commissions iven only ¢
THAN TATIend e ;ariaw

Jirfgtl under

in uliltlvn,

1v dentl “led concerns

within
nnt ot UV;“

it

To take ver another loo Commission structure, President Dy Gunnars
appointed the present Task Fc June 9, 1975, Meanwhi’e the Commissioners,
also tryi to resolve the overlapping aredas of rosponsiniaiiy, I¢
another joint meeting, whio ntlv was held on December 10
that meoting g calendar ¢ TS identified and some effort i
bring these down to a few Lo ' nsibility for
these was then placed wite i o i ARL Office

staff.

’"t“ndaklnxa

Recommendation No. 1 *he Bﬁﬂrd of Directors and thoe ARL
Sraff =kould : ! ! onsibilities presently assiuned

to the various Commis 15, w1th the ecxception of the

Management Commission.

Vs presontly funetioni . miesions have as thoir resporsibility
identifyving broad issues and concerns, sctting ohjectives, providing state-
o (-the-art analyses and assessment of future directinons f@l ARL"™ (Ncvember
37,1975 reperl by S Frankier.  Although the Commission chairmen arc
members of the Board, these responsibilities we belicve are the proper
“inetion of the Roard as a whole, partisularly those relating to "setting
chipctives" sment of future directions for ARL."

and Yasgs
For the Poird to take on (back) these responsihilities it may very well
consider several suggestions which the Task Force discussed.

i. The Board may nave to meet Jqor
its responsibilities,

re often if it is to expand

2. As an alternative, or even perhaps including the above,
th Board may want to extend its meeting period to an
additional day each time.

3. The meetings of the Board may be more appropriately
directed toward priority concern- and action matters
(instcad of ns much time as is now given to infor-
maticnal-type items).
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order to take on the functions of the Commissions
ard Wight want to CQﬂ%ldGT lelﬂdl 8 its memher-
v groups of

;hDSC naw 1déﬂtlf1éd by thé present
Thesce subh-groups would
to he considered by the Board

proser function, the Tuass
o be augmented. At the Deso
ssioners, among the high pr;:rity i
seversl areas in which the staff has to take
not only impractical but probably unr..iistic,
members

S5UC5

rship, for anvy cxcgpt the smill ruamber of

1fic 1ase For 1wdte very gﬁ“egt;rflf

on tihwe Board or s

L - - p
in ARL affairs. Furth.r, it undouhtedly I tati
ship that the ARL staff has to provide the major liédélhhlp and rhru%t on %ucﬁ
matters as tederal legislati b T mental and educational
agencies, research, and communication wmong thg membership. At the May 1975

membership discussion mecting at Houston, it was clear that membership cxpects
more from the ARl staff than the present size .ould possibly srovide.  Also,

H

many members were very surpriscd at the smalin of th. staff, and expansion,
even with the implication ot higher ducrs, was a commonly cxpressed suggestion,

Recommendation No. 2@ [n place of the Commission on
Auﬂaggment of Research !ibraries, a standing Advisory

Committee to the Office of Management Studies should he
created, with appropriate represcntation from the Board,
the membership, and osto0s as may prove useful for the

OMS program.

In some respects thig would refine present practice and properly label
the Management Commissiova. The OMs 15 pecial program requiring an

advisory group that has continuity, %p:cific interest and/or skills in
manazement matters, ﬂnd should be¢ under the chairmanship of somecone chosen
for ressons other than si= i+ Roard membership. The Board, however, shopt.i
have renresentation on fne Advisory Committee for liaison purpose Memte -
ship on the Committee s om +. necessarily be limited to ARL membership
although we belicve a maj.oo o of the Committee members should he from
among the memhership. The Exesutive Dircctor should ne un ex officio

pember of the Commitiew. T

In conpeciion with OMS, the Task Force believes that the OMs statt
increasingly should be available and drawn upon, in a supportive wuy, for
ARI stafy responsibilities, particularly in areas involving statistics,
cnomic concerns. Its assistance in drafting

planning, vescarch, ¢
rescarch or project proposils, for example, appropriately could result in
the development of techniques and guidelines of use to tne membership in

4 more general way,

-~
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y mepdatiaon hNo, 5 The Coemmission structare of the
ARL should be oliminated.

Eram the above brief background of the Commission structure, it become
apparent that puttern of operations, while possessing a certain logic,
has not been sctive in practice. No attempt has been made to analyZe,
in any thorough fashion, why this has been the ARL experience. Suffice to
observe that in its brief (5§ year) existence, the Commission structurc has
heen under almest continuous review (and attacki. If there are proponents
of the structure, the Task Force has not heard of them. Obviously some
change is called for.

The Task torce, '%igf is making this recommendation, consists of
current Board m;mbc pdst Board member, a past Commission Chairman, a
: ARL member In addition, the final meeting of
h\s fhf\ \P[ [,

pd‘t P o=ident,

utive Nirector and the Executive

il s i
Dirc ate. We humhlv a=k 1o hc discharued, having met what we
Intc‘} L charge.

Ray Prantz. Jr.

W. David Loird

Stanley Mchlderry

Rasil Struart-Stubbs
Ralph H. ffopp, Chairman

January 27, 1976
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APPENDIX B

FOR ARL MEM2ERSHIDP

REPORT OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE 1O REVIEW CRITERI

ment
At thv 45th ARL Bonwd : Mav 7, 1975, discussicn of specific prob-
tems ©r ed by Membership Crlt ria #9 (number of Ph.D degrees granted) led

to the gg;n;ntment of this Subcommittec. The Subcommittee was asked to review
all of the criteria for ARL mémbé‘ghip to Lnniiﬂvr the relationship of these
criteria to the proposed Stovoids for Unive Libraries and to the work

of ri= recently-cres ‘n Foree on (Criteria for ARL Membership for Non-
linvworryov Lihraries r Non-Librarv Agencies, chaired by William Budington.

e

in Washing

Nuring the 37th ARL ¢
met orce as a hody and once wltn the Task I row.
been carried on by mail or by tclephor .
conunications were shared with members of

or Wcmhgra}EL

The Suhcommittee first asked itself whether Article I1,
Byv-Laws, which describes in general terms the institutions L
memcoership as "major university libraries whose collections and servi
hroadly based and...certain other libraries whose collections a&re re
as having national significance...,” should continue to be the basis
development of QOhtrhhlp criteria. We concluded that: (1) ARL
tinue to be an association of academic and non-academic institutions which
maintain collections of national research significance and (2) that the primary
objective of the membership criteria is to identify such institutions.

Appropriateness of

(\um')cr ot 1

Criteria

In considering the approprister s of the  resent criteria tor this task
a5 they apply to academic Tibrari . we first addy ed the specific prohlem
of Criteria #9. We asked our ves o f he present requirement on the number
of Ph.D.'s grantoed helps to dift '

catiate between institutions in a spreial

and significant way. ‘the Committee reviewed the history of Criteria #9 which
covers several years and found itselt in 3grgcmcnr u1th the Rovelstad Commitiee
on Membership Criteria which recommended at the J.onary 1974 ARL ‘
mecting that the roquirement be dropped. The rcgummgiddLlﬂn Wils A
At that time the Rovelstad Committee avgued: (1) that the requircment causcd
difficulties for several promising potential candidat.s because 1t was skewed
upward by the number of Ph.D.'s granted by a few very large institutions.

-y
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'm: critertia
ihrar Id"l-, ,

the in"" ras
dminisy

}

11 ‘*ﬁ—d hu.

on qua A1i in education. we do not be 1LCMC thdf :hg present
nrovide hg best possible i e aty collections of
ftty. while the e now collected by
v orepresent mis; ilanuou% dc%arlvtlvn information collected over time
which is primarily oriented to budget applications and useful for management

with the ;a sible cxception of Criteria #10, they cell us how big

L)

MEusure c
ved from s

hl ﬁ:L how gacd nor héw significant unless we continue to accept the implicit
t 1 is best. Aithough we are acutely aware of the Jdiffi-

1l inv qu111tv in any terms, quantitative or subjective, we are
Co ‘inced that in the prescnt environment it is important for ARl to approach
mansgement information and .membership criteria is separate problems and to
make a major effort to develop more direct measures of the quality of ¢u=llec-
tions and services as u basis for membership. W therefore recommend:

4. That bheforce the close of the October
Membership Criteria Task F
work of the two groups now concern
-‘n_’j) Lrltm i

i, That the Task
for all typ
tne need to ¢

mnif‘lmw -

i. The definition of the collection should include all forms
cf material of resciarch significance (esp. microforms and
maANuSCcripts.

2 The collection should be described by a s andardized set
Of subjects (c.g. major LC categories, HEGIS fields or
ather mcthods)
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ified hy a
materials such as

4. Unigque holdings
n:frative dyrfriptinn g
Sroadaides, ete. are not

readily quanti-

fa
P

——
EY

sietures
fl; le).

g ey
[

should he measured 1In
1L, ratio of ioans ta

WrFNWIing

=1

. Quality of access should be measured in terms of the

number of service staff; bihliographic access should
' unless there are unigue tools that can he

"

nersiiip Fur Non-

Krllflmnanln w1tn ke
[L)Y{IlCL dnu \un Ilhr

Sinee October 1975, the Subcommittee and the Task Force have shared
documents.  We are agreed in principle that a continuing efrort to revise the
quint itative ARl membership criteria is needed and that the effort should bhe
carried on by a sinule commitree afrer action at the October mecting on our

et bie rocommendations.

FACRL Jornt Commi n Upivers ity

The work of the Joint Committee hepan after (Lo ALV Midwinter Mecting in
Japuary 1970 1F the Board concurs with the recommendations 1o this report,
it will be forwarded for information to the Chalrman of the Joint (?4mnzrrcv,
The Subcammittee recommends that there be o continuing [irison between the
Joint Committee, the present Subcommittee and the proposcd 1

isk Force.
Gusbiave Hhirrey
Stanley Meblderry

Pape Ackerman, Chairman

April 2, 197¢
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Th? nLTﬂhVT
at ~he k!A

at

: to
oaroupl s and mntain a1 moulLum Uf interaction.

wort-term and long-term
ria for ~dmission to ARL

vranms have
ons and proposals for <o

[here s syCe in the long-term, parameters
hotter develop AfoCiSé of qualitative judgment. For the
erm, our bost he directed toward honoring our quantitative

staristics., Although the specific element is
of charge, the Task Force supports the Sub-
ren the mumber of Ph.D.'s conferred us a mewber-

measures to the most relevant
nat anincful in its own arca
committee's recommendation to
ship criterion.

liberations, the Task Force reached one conclusion which it refers
4 hasic premise: that, a7 least for the time ing, ARL should
an L vinm nf likvaries (i..., their institutions) dlrc‘Tlv involved
in developing their own collections and in ?Qrvjﬂg scholars. (This rationale
i understood to be central to Sub .muittee thinking as well.) in light of
this conclu<ion, the Task Force recommends that non-library agencies not he
time. This derermination applies

in it=s d
To the Boasd

H

o= idered tor full membership at the o
S0 aaeh multi-campus entities as the University of California, Hxecutive
ror of University-wide Library Planning, and the CUNY top-level co-
ative position. These are felt to scrve largely an “internal™ function
i than integrative fuaciion, botween fully independent ontities.  The

to oreanizations such as the Comneil on pibrary

5 1 or L abrarics and Informatio. selence, cta,
“ivahl: eonflice of interest would be likely: in
not solely to focus on pattoers

Jetormination alsa app

are w0 hroad

addition,
which i

to large rescarch Tibraries.

fieo premise stated at the head of the precading paragraph does, howover,
n which memhership is feit to he appr“pxnatc:

lead to two catesories

L Libeaov Cragps - Sugacsted in this categorv have heen library
consortia (c.g., RLG, FAUL) and library networss (c.p.,
NEUINET, SOLINETH.  There are, most certainly, associated
groups whose objectives arc similar or even identical to thosc
of ARL. whose influence and expertise in the management of
group activitices are of key interest and concern to tue ARL
membhership.  Yet full membership for such groups 15 not the
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present recommendation. Rather it is concluded that an
Associate Membership is appropriate, carrying mo dues, no
vote, and no eligibility for elective office, but with the
right of the floor in all discussions, and the obligation
to serve in appointive capacities. Some criteria for ad-
mission would be:

1. All members of the group or consortia must be ARL
nembers .

)

The group or consortia must be well organized, with
fuli-time professional secretariat.

The underlying rationale is that zo a major and even exclusive
extent, the group is engaged in activities significant to ARL
goals and objectives. Those groups having nen-ARL members are
likely to focus on many matters of little concern to ARL and
would tend to dilute, to some great or small degree, the
energics of the total ARL effert. Should such non-members
later qualify and become ARL members, then the group would

be considered for a candidacy.

b. Independent Research Libraries - The Task Force considered the member-
ship criteria of the IndgpendEﬁt Research Libraries Association to be
basically appropriate for use in admission to ARL. These were adapted
from the ARL measures. In applying the quantitative criteria, the Task
Force concludes that a candidate for ARL membership (including any
IRLA members) should meet or exceed the ITRLA medians (not 50% of the
medians?, ‘

The Task Force recommends approval in principle of the two categories
listed above. In the light of such decision and related discussion, the Task
Force is prepared to formulate appropriate by-law wording, to be cocrdinated
with approved recomnendations from the Subcommittee, for action by the member-
ship at the Fall, 1976 meeting.

Still pending im the Task Force deliberations are criteria for public
library research collections. The following discussion is repeated from our
report of Cctober 15, 1975:

Public Libraries - It is recognized that not all present ARL measures
are applicable and that certain specifics must be established to in-
sure that a public library candidate has a real research base.

Important in such considerations are the following:

1. Statistical criteria should be applied to central libraxy --
branches should be excluded. Public library branch
holdings are basically duplicative of the central library
collections in contrast to departmental libraries in
academic institutions which reflect subject specializations.
Exceptions to the general ruic would be subject collections

917
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in units such as the Countee Cullcen
George Peabody Collection, Enoch Pra

&

Rranch, MNew York or
| tt Library

2 The central collection should have substantive subject
strengths necessary to support scholarly vescarch programs.
Collection develepment should be broadly based and not
limited to domestic or current imprints.

3., Microform holdings criteria need to be established since the

ition of microform publications is a good indicator of

4. al Library only:

a) Volumes in librarxy

b} Number of microform units in the library. (Micreform

statistics are now

gathered by ARL but are a n.- required

pedian. For public libraries, the ARL median w..ould be

derived and used.)

¢) MNew monographic titles added. (The present ARL median for
nyolunes added'’ would be used but for public libraries would be

applied as "tities
dj Number of current
e} Expenditures for !
f) Number of professi

added. ")

serials, inciud dicals
ibrary materials, ng hinding
nal staff, F.T.E.

g} Number of total staff, F.T.L.
h) Expenditures for salaries and wiges
i) Total operating expenditures

In addition, statements vo
obiectives and functioms.

statistical measures again
submit a further repcrt at

uld be recquired describing resource development
The Task Force is engaged in testing specific
-t selected large public libraries, and will

such time as its conclusions are reached

Ben Bowman

John Grilbin

vhilip McNiff

Wil tiam S. Budington, Chairman
April 20, 1976

* % ¥ *
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APPENDIX D (1)

THE CeNTER FOR RESEARCH LIBRARIES

721 Cettage Grrove Avenue
Chicag o Hhinets con gy

31 March 1976 (1121 nes—yeds

fear Mr. Trezza:

In your capacity as Executive Director of the NCLIS I hope that
vou will comszider sericusly the attached recommendaticn of the Joint
ARL/CRL Committee that high priority be given to the establishment of
a national lending library for journals as an essential part of a sys- R
tematic national program for assuriag all readers of rapid and assured '
access to journals. The reason= for this recommendation are fully given
in the Committee's repork.

The Board of Directors of the Center for Research Librardes endcrses
the conclusion of this Jelmt Committae that a centralized national lending

journals access programn for the natlon, and i{ts recommendation that the
highest priority be given tv establishing this as soon as possible. Ve
helieve that the cther elements of the full program,such as state or rerional
nodes and systens with their more complex political and organizational pro-
blems, will fall inte place more yuickly, rationally, and easily after a
national lendding library for journals has been established, rather than
before, and that the whole system will be speeded by this action.

The need for improved access to journals by all libraries, espec-
ially wirh thelr imecreasingly tight budgets, 1s urgent. Th: several excel-
lent studies of the need and of possible solutions that have been sponsored
hy the NCLIS and the ARL, among others, have clearly established the essen-
tial and most effective basic system pattern. The details still lacking do
port affece this, and it is practical and prudent to begin on the essential
base now.

Finally., while we agree with the Joint ARL/CRL Comnittee that the
present extensive journal collections of the Center for Research Libraries,
{ts central location in the natifon, its orpganization entirely for loan to
other libraries wlthout any responsibility to serve a local clientele first,
ite experience, and its established cooperative and back-up arrangements
with the Britdish Library Lending Divisiom, make it the most leogical choice
pither to be or to operate a U.5, national lending library for journals,
our trecommendation to yvou that the highest priority be given to establishing
a central national lending library for journals is independent of the agency
selected., We will solidly support any rational and effective selection. But
should others concur in preferring the Center as thuir first cholce to be
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Alphonse F. Trezza
31 March 1976
Page 2

cholce to be the operating agency, you should know that the Coenter's Board
of Directors is williug at least Co consider such changes in {ts programs
and organizational structure as might be required to effect this.

Yours sincerely,

VoG f% f,‘ﬁézﬁf

Robert H. Wessel

Chairman, Board of Directors
Mr. Alphonse F. Trezza .15,
Executive Director g
NATTONAL COMMISSTION ON LIBRARIES
AND IHNFORMATION SCLENCE
R swmw
Enclosure
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ASSOCIATION OF

LIBRARIES

Jg!ﬂf

Virginia P. Whitney
President

I\Ul_il 2_

Trezza

Exvcurive Dircctor

Matinnal
nformation Science

1717 b sStreet, H.0W. Suite 001

Washington, DG, 200306

Mr. Alphonse 1.

Commission on Librarics and

[renr Mr. Trezza:
[ am writing to vou in vour capacity as chairmin of the
NCLTS Task Forece on a Mational Serials Systom to vequest that von
put hefore the Task Force the attached report of the ARL/CRL Jeint
Committee for a National Poriedicals Lending Librarv.  This report
has been carctfully studied by the ARL Bxecutive Comnittee and hias
heen cendor=sad by the ARL tiie dircet ion
of the Reard that [ anm transpitring the report to vou at this time.

yoard of Direerors. [t iai at

The report rests on two propositions: first, that a central
periodicals lTending library should be o hasic component of anv
serials system and that the establishment of such an agency
ority: and sccond, that the Center for

is alredady func-

national
should have the highest pri
Rescarch Libraries is au established facility that 1
tioning as a kind of national periodicals center and that its cxpericoned,
»d upon by assigning CRL

capabilitics, and resources should he capttal
the responsibility for developing, with new sources of support and a
suitably madificd structure, the capacity to become the national

periodiecals Tending lihrary component of a1 national serinls svsten.

It is the hape of the ARL Bodrd that this report can be wade @
part of the agenda of the NCLTS Task Force when it meets on Aprit &
We recopnize that this is =hort notice, but in our view the need for
a centeal periodients tfacibity is so preat that there is no time to be

lost in pursuine the objoective,

This recommendntion from the ARL Board is entirely consistent
f the ARL mombership as cxpressed in o resolution
th mecting of the Association on October G, 1975,

with the wishes o
adoptod at the 87
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Alphonse F. Trezza
) 3

P;‘;gl{_‘ .

That resolution provided warm endorsement for the report of the
NCL1S entitled Toward a National Program for Library and Information
Services: Goals for ACTtion and urged prompt action toward the
Testablishment of a national center or centers for resource sharing

and interlihrary lending.’

The Officers and Board of the ARL appreciate the opportunity
1fforded the Association to participate in the important work of the
NCLIS Task Force on a National Serials System. We helieve that
the attached report will he of positive assistance in attaining the
goal of a national serials system for the nation.

Sincerely yours,

!

o) 41'”\\,_4 AR Y {
Virginia P. Whitney
Presicent

VPW:1p
cel .
bouglas W. Bryant

John P. McDonald
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APPENDIX b (5

ARL/CRL JOINT COMMITTEE ON A NATIONAL PERIODICALS LENDING LIBRARY
Progress Report

At the direction of its members, the Center for Research Libraries
(CRL) moved in 1974 to expand the scope and services of its long-established
periodicals lending program. In recent years strong interest in establishing
a national periodicals lending library has developed within the Association
of Research Libraries (ARL) and in May 1975 the membership cndorved the report
of the ARL TasKk Force on a National Periodical Resources Plan calling for the
establishment of a naticnal periodicals lending library. With the new CRL
periodicals program and the strong ARL commitment, it seemed essential that
action be taken to bring together these pioneering efforts and expressed
goals and that a course of action be designed to bring a national periodicals
center inte being.

To this end, the ARL and CRL boards agreed to form a Joint Committee
for a National Periodicals Lending Library and it was appointed in November
1975. It was agreed that this planning effort should be conducted without
preconceived ideas and that all feasible alternatives would be explored, but
it was also understood that the Committee would draw heavily upon the efforts
of the several previous committees, task forces, and other planning groups
that have been active in this endeavor,

Almost simultancously with the establishment of the ARL/CRL Joint
Committee, the National Commission on Libraries and Information Sciences
(NCLIS) established a Task Force to Plan a National Periodicals System. [t
should be noted that the two groups have different missions. The NCLIS Task
Force is charged with planning a comprehensive national system of access to
periodicals as part of a national network, while the ARL/CRL Joint Committee
is charged with fostering and planning only one component of the periodicals
access system--a central periodicals lending library. The ARL/CRL Joint
Committee supports the work of the NCLIS Task Force, and seeks to expedite
and facilitate the establishment of the central periodicals library because
this is of such vital importance to the members of both ARL and CRL.

There is a certain urgency in the Committee's deliberations; it feels

that the neced for a central periodicals facility is critical--almost desperate
--and that the hour is late. Rescarch library budgets are stabilizing and even
declining, while periodical costs and the number of titles continue to increasc
at unprecedented rates. At the same time, interlibrary loan demand on ARL and
CRL libraries is rising at a time when they can least afford to absorb this
increasingly heavy burden and several large libraries have already begun to
impose interlibrary loan fees to recover direct costs. Effective planning

must begin now if the facility is to become a reality in time to bring relief.
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Deliberations and Decisions

After several long and productive mectings during which the Joint
Committe= reviewed and discussed all aspects of a national periodicals
lending library and a national periodicals system, it has concluded that
the ARL-commissioned and NSF-supported study entitled, Access to Periodicals:
A National Plan by Vernon E. Palmour and others, published in February 1974
by ARL, is still the most authoritative work on the subject and provides a
sound foundation upon which to base the Committee's efforts. Mr. Palmour,
who is now Director of the NCLIS Task Force, had the advice and guidance of
an ARl Advisory Committee and a number of other distinguished consultants.
The study was based on well-conceived surveys and sound statistical methods
and analysis; it developed basic design features based on the needs of the
library community, and then developed and evaluated three basic configurations
for a national periodicals system as follows:

. A single new facility with a comprechensive collection, a
Notional Periodical Resources Center modelled after the
British Library lLending Division.

5 A new multi-location national system based on a number of
satellite resource centers with dedicated collections of
the most heavily-used titles, and a single new national
center serving as the major resource in the system, and

A regional resource network based on designated existing
library collections.

L]

Demand estimates were projected and cost estimates developed for each
configuration for a ten-ycar planning period. Based on the analysis of costs
and other factors, the report concluded that the first configuration, a
single national center, appeared to offer the hest solution, and recommended
that such a center be developed. Various implementation strategies were
presented and after outlining the principal requiraments for sponsorship
the report further concluded *hat:

"The existing collection, central geographic location, experience,
freedom of first responsibility to a local group of readers, and broad
national hase of support from and service to all types of libraries--
university, public, government, and special--suggest the Center for Research
Libraries (CRL) is a nonprofit, tax exempt, educational institution
established, operated, and supported by over 70 of the major universitics
and public research libraries in the United States and Canada, plus nearly
60 smaller colleges, govermment, and industrial libraries, and the number
of supporting members and associated member institutions is increasing
steadily. Membership and CRL service is national in scope..." (p.153).

The Palmour report named other possible sponsors including ARL, ALA,

‘the Library of Congress, and a new independent federal agency.
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After a thorough review of possible sponsors, the Joint Committee con-
curred with the Palmour report and came to the firm and unanimous conclusion
that the CRL, with strong ARL support, was the most appropriate agency to
undertake the development of a national periodicals lending library and that
it has both the willingness and the capability to do so. 1In the two years
that have passed since the Palmour study was completed, the CRL has gained
significant new cxperience with its expanded periedical program and its
cooperative relationship with the British Library Lending Division and has
strengthened itself by adding many new members. '

The Joint Committee recognized that the CRL's governance and adminis-
trative structure would have to be modified, that new sources of capital and
operating funding would have to be found, and that its physical facilities
would have to be expanded to accommodate this impertant new function. Tt
should be noted that the CRL Board is well advanced in a major planning and
fund raising effort aimed at acquiring additional land and adding a new unit
to its physical plauf.

The Joint Committee also recognizes that a national periodical lending
lihrary associated with the CRL would only be one of the essential components
of a national periodicals system, and that it would neither preciude the
necessity for, nor take the place of, the various state and regional
cooperative networks and systems that are in existence or being planned. It
seems clear that a country as large and diverse as this one, with its strong
federal structure, cannot be adequately served in the long run by a single
contral BLLD-like facility. The Joint Committee is equally convinced, however,
that a central facility is urgently needed, that it will provide the greatest
return for the dollars invested, and that it should be assigned the highest
priority in buiilding a national periodicals access system.

A recurring theme in the Committec's deliberations is the growing con-
cern that publishers and copyright holders have about this kind of library
resource sharing and how those concerns can be allayed. One major advantage
of this proposal is that it would concentrate a large part of the periodical
copying at a single national center and this would facilitate making whatever
arrangements may be required to satisfy the provisions of the copyrighted laws.

The Joint Committee seeks the approval of both the ARL and CRL boards
for its work to date as outlined in this report, and particularly for the
selection of the CRL as the agency for developing the national periodicals
lending facility. With this approval, the report should be forwarded, with
appropriate endorsements, to the Chairman of the NCLIS Task Force to Plan a
National Periodicals System, and that all appropriate steps be taken to gain
the concurrence and support of that body for the designation of the CRL
periodical facility as one of the major components of the projected national
periodicals system.
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It is anticipated that the Joint Committee’s next efforts will be
directed toward assisting in developing funding sources and further pro-
moting the concopt of a periodicals center associated with CRL.

[t will also lend its support to the extension and expansion of the
CRL's present periodicals program so that it can hecome the foundation and
prototype of the full-scalce operation when and as additional funding and sy
are secured.

Warrren J. laas

Arthur Hamlin

Stephen A. McCarthy

John P, McDonald

Robhert Wessel

Virginia P. Whithey

Gordon Williams

Richard De Gennaro, Vice Chairmun
Douglas W. Bryant, Chairman

March 29, 1976
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APPENDIX E

ATTENDANCE AT 83th ARL MEETING

University of Alabama Libraries
James F. Wratt

University of Alberta library
Mohan L. Sharma

University of Arizona Library
Ww. David Laird

Arizona State University Library
Donald Koepp

Boston Public Library
Philip J. McNiff

Boston University Libhrary
John Laucus

Rrigham Young Univeorsity
Donald K. Nelson

University of British Columbia Library
Bill Watson

University of California Library
{Berkeley) Richard Dougherty

University of California Library
(Davis) Bernard Kreissman

University of Calfironia Library
(Los Angeles) Page Ackerman

University of California Librarty
(San Diego) Melvin J. Voigt

University of California Library
(Santa Barbara) Donald Davidson

Case Western Reserve University Library
James V. Jones

University of Chicago Library
Stanley McEliderry

103
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University of Cincinnati Libraries
Harold Schell

University of Colorado Library
Leo Cabell

{(olorado State University Library
Le Moyne W. Anderson

Columbia University Libraries
Warren J. Haa

7

Cornell University Libraries
Ryburn M. Ross

Dartmouth College Libraries
Edward C. Lathem

Emory University Library
Don L. Bosseau

University of Florida Libraries

Gustave A. Harrer
Florida State Universit . Library
Charles Miller

Georgetown University Library
Joseph E. Jeffs

University of Georgia Libraries
Warren N. Boes

Harvard University Library
Douglas W. Bryant

University of Hawaii Library
Stanley L. West

University of Housten Libraries
Ronald P. Naylor

Howard University Libraries
Binford H. Conley
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University of Illinois Library
Robert Czan

Indiana Universiry Libraries
W. Carl .lackson

University of lowa Lihraries
Lleslie W. Dunlap

lowa Stute University Library
Warren kuhn

John Crerar Library
illiam S. Budington

Johns Hopk ins University Library
havid 5tam

Joint University Libraries

Frank P. Grishan

University of Kansas Library
James Ranz=

University of Kentucky Libraries
Mary Ruth Brown

Kent State Unlxergltv Libraries
Hyman W. Kritzer

Library of Congress
William Welsh

Linda Hall Library
Themas . Gillies

Louisiana State University Library
George Guidry . Jr.

McGill University Library
Maridanne Scott

McMaster University Library
William Ready

University of Maryland Library
tf, Joanne Harrar

jniversity @f Massachusetts Library
Richard J. Talbot
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MassachuseTts Institute of Technology
LkbrnzLC5 Jav Lucker

University of Michigan Library
Robin Downs

Michigan State University Library
Richard Chapin

University of Minnesota Libraries
Ralph iI. Hopp

University of Missouri Library
Dwight Tuckwood

National Agricultural Library
Richard A. Farley

National Library of Canada
Joseph Guv Svlvestre

University of Nebraska Libraries
Gerald A. Rudolph

New York Public Library
Richard W. Couper

University of North Carolina Libraries
James F, Govan

Northwestern University Libraries
John P. McGowan

University of Notre Dame Libraries
David Donovan

Ohio State University Libraries
Larry X. Besant

University of Oklahoma Library
James K. Zink

Ok lahoma State University Library
Roscoe Rouse

University of Oregon Library
H. William Axford

University of Pennsylvania Libraries
Richard De Gennaro



Pery nsy Avan ia State University Libxary
Stuart Forth

Uni versity of Pittsburph Libraries
Cryanna Kaufman

Pri nceton University Library
R ichard Boss

Pur-due University Library
Joseph M. Dagnese

Que-en’'s Univexsity Library
»ona 2d A . Redmond

Ric e University Libraxy
Richard 1. O'Keeffe

Uni versity of Rochester Librar ies
B-en Bowman

Rut gers University Library
Virginia P. Whitney

smi thsonian Institution Librardes
Russell Shank

Uni versity of South Carolina
Kemeth E Toombs

Uni versity of Southern Califormia Library
Roy L, Kidman

sorrthern I 1limois University L ibrary
S idney Matthews

sta nfoxd University Libraries
David C. Weber

St te University of New York at Aldbany
C . Janes Schmidt

Sta te Upivers ity of New York at Buffalo
E ldred Snith
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Syracuse University Libraries -
Donald Anthory

Temple University Libraty
Arthwr Hymlin

University of Tenmessee Libraries
ponzld R, Humt

University of Texas Libraries
Merle N. Boy lan

University of Toronto L ibraries
Robert Blackburm

University of Utah Libraries
Roger Hanson

Virginia Polytechnic Inst

itute and State
Univers ity H. Gordon Bec

hanan

University of Virginia Llibraries
Ray frantz, Jr.

University of Washington Library
Marion A, Milczewski

Washimgton State University Library
G. Domald Smith

Washington University Librarics
William Kurth

Wayne State University libraries
vern M. pings

University of Wisconsin Libraries
Joseph H, Treyz. Jr.

Yale University Librari¢s
Donald B8, Engley



Menbers Not Represented:

Brown University Library

Center for Research Libraries
University of Cennecticut Library
Duke University Libraries
National Library of Medicine

New York State Library

New York University Libraries
State University of New York at Stony Brook
Texas A & M University Libraxy
Tulane University Library
University of Western Ontario

Guests
Kenneth Allen, University of Washington Library

Calvin Boyer, University of Mississippi
Jean Boyer, CLR Intern/University of California, L.A.
Margaret Child, National Endowment for the Humanities
Fred Cole, Council on Library Resources

- George Farr, National Endowment for the Humanities
Frederick Kilgour, Ohio College Library Center
Ruth Kirk, University of Washington
Lawrence Livingston, Council on Library Resources
Karl Lo, University of Washington
Beverly Lynch, Association of College & Resecarch Libraries
Susan Martin, University of California, Berkeley
Mary Jane Reed, Washington State Library
Stephen Salmon, University of California
James Skipper, Research Libraries Group
Carl Spaulding, Council on Library Resources
Richard Sullivan, Carnegie Corporation of New York
Alphonse Trezza, National Commission on Libraries & Information Science
Robert Vosper, University of California, Los Angeles
David Watkins, Brandeis University Library

ARL Staff:

John P. McDonald, Executive Director

Jjohn Lorenz, Executive Director Designate

Suzanne Frankie, Assistant Executive Director

Duane E. Webster, Director, Office of University Library Management Studies
Jeffrey Gardner, Management Research Specialist

P.K. Yu, Director, Center for Chinese Research Materials
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APPENDIX F

OFFICERS, BOARD OF DIRECIORS, COMMISSIONS, COMMITTEES AND TASK FORCES
OF THE ARL

Virginia P. Whitney, President
Edward C. Lathem, Vice President § President-elect
Richard De (ennaxro, Past President
Page Ackerman (Oct. 1976)

Richard Boss (Oct. 1977)

Richard A. Farley (Oct. 1378)

Ray Frantz, Jr. (Oct. 1978)
Gustave A. Harrer (Oct. 1976)
Richard 0'Keeffe (Oct. 1976)
Russell Shank (Oct. 1977)

Joseph H. Treyz, Jr. (Oct. 1978)

ARL _COMMISSIONS*

1. Commission on Development of Resources

Page Ackerman (Oct. 1977)
Gormly Miller (Oct. 1978)
Gustave Harrer, Chairman (Oct. 1976)

) 2, Commission on Qrganization of Resources

Joseph Dagnese (Oct. 1977)
John McGowan (QOct. 1976)
Edward C. Lathem, Chairman (1977)

Commission on Access to Resources

i

Hugh Atkinson {G¢t. 1977)
Leslie Dunlap {Oct, 1978)
Richard Boss, Chairman (Oct. 1976)

4, Commission on Management of Research Libraries

Richard Dougherty (Oct. 1977)
Stanley McElderry (Oct. 1977)
Russell Shank, Chairman (Oct. 1977)

5. ARL Executive Committee

Richard De Gennaro, Past President
John P. McDonald, Executive Director
John G. Leren:z, Executive Director Designate
Fdward C. Lathem, Vice President § President-elect
Virginia P. Whitney, President, Chairman
*The Commission on Lxternal Affairs was temporarily suspended in February 1975.
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ARL_STANDING COMMITTEES

Committec on Access to Manuscripts and Rare Books

William Bond

William Cagle

C. ilerbert Finch

John Finzi

Leslie Dunlap

Ray Frantz, Jr., Chairman

CqmmiEFS?,Dﬂ"CQﬂPE?fo}”Chiﬂ?5§;E§§§ﬂffh Materials

Roy Hofheinz, Jr.
Ying-mao Kau

bavid T. Roy

Weiying Wan

Eugene Wu

Philip McNiff, Chairman

Committee on Federal Relations

Warren N. Boes
Richard Couper
Joseph Jeffs
Philip McNiff
Paul Willis

Committee on Foreign Newspapers on Microfilm

Gustave Harrer

Bruce Peel

Gordon Williams

John Lorenz, Chairman

Comnmittee on Interlibrary Loan

Richard Chapin

Ruth Kirk

John Humphry

Jay Lugkgr ’

pavid Weber, Chairman

N§;i9nalrFrﬁgram_fpf Acquisitions agd,CataLpgingﬁLiaisaﬂ Committee

- Philip McNiff
Howard Sullivan
Joseph H. Treyz, Jr.
Frederick Wagman, Chairman
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ARL

ARL/CRL Joint Committee for a National Periodicals Lending Library

Warren Haas

Arthur Hamlin

John McDonald

Robert Wessel

Virginia P. Whitney

Gordon Williams

Richard DBe Gennaro, Vice Chairman
Douglas Bryant, Chairman

Committee on Negro Academic Libraries

Arthur Hemlin
Warren Boes, Chairman

Committee on Nominations

ARL Vice President, Chairyman

Committee on Preservation of Research Libraries Materials

David Stam, Chairman

ARL/ACRL Joint Committee on University Library Standards

Calvin Boyer

William Kurth

Stanley McElderry
Richard Talbot

Melvin Voigt

David Watkins

Eldred Smith, Chairman

SUBCOMMITTELS

Subcommittee to Review the Criteria for Membership in ARL

Gustave A. Harrer
Stanley McElderry
Page Ackerman, Chairman

L COMMITTEES ON FOREIGN ACQUISITIONS

J.M.D. Crossey, Yale

Peter Duwigran, Hoover Institution on War, Peace and Revolution
Esther J. Walls, SUNY, Stony Brook :
Julian Witherell, -Library of Congress

Hans Panofsky, Northwestern University, Chairman



Middle East

George N. Atiyeh, Library of Congress

James Pollack, University of Indiana

David H. Partington, Harvard University, Chairman

Eastern Europe

Joseph A. Placek, University of Michigan
Paul Horecky, Library of Congress
Marion Milczewski, University of Washington, Chairman

East Asia

Weying Wan, University of Michigan -
Eugene Wu, Harvard Unive.sity
Warren Tsuneishi, Library of Congress, Chairman

South Asia

Richard De Gennaro, University of Penmsylvania

Paul Fasana, New York Pub’ic Library

Maureen Patterson, University of Chicago

Louis A. Jacob, Library of Congress, Chairman
‘ 5

Southeast Asia

Charles Bryamt, Yale University
John Musgrave, University of Michigan

Latin America

Nettie Lee Benson, University of Texas

ponald Wisdom, Library of Congress

Carl W. Deal, University of Illinois, Chairman

Western Europe

Norman Dudley, University of California - Los Angeles
Ten-Tsai Feng, Boston Public Library

William H. Kurth, Washington University - St. Louis
Howard Sullivan, Wayne State University, Chairman
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ARL_TASK_FORCES

Task Force on Criteria for Nonuniversity Membership in ARL

Ben Bowman

John Gribbin

Philip McNiff

William Budington, Chairman

Task Force on NEH Research Tools Program

Richard Dougherty

James Henderson

Hyman W. Kritzer

Pavid Sparks

W. David Laird, Chairman

Task Force to ftudy the ARL Commission Structure

Ray Frantz, Jr.

W. David Laird

Stanley McElderry

Basil Stuart-~Stubbs
Ralph H. Hopp, Cahirman

REPRESENTATIVES

ANSI Committee Z-39....... .. ceeitereenniersesasassns..TO be appointed
CONSER Project.. . fieiarieraerasas onsasas s Ryburn Ross

Joint Committee on Unlcn Llst af Serials cvtisnressas..Hilliam Budington -
Joint Statistics Coordinating Committee................Donald Koepp
United States Book Exchange............................Joanne Harrar
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APPENDIX G

MEMBERSHLP OF

ASSOUTATION OF

May 1976

University of Alabama Libraries
P.0O. Box $ T
University, Alabama
James F. Wyatt,
(205) 348-5298

35486

Universi¥y »§ Alberta Library
Edmonton, Afterta, Canada
Bruce Peel, Director
(403} 432-3790

University of Arizona Library
Tucson, Arizoma 85721
W. David Laird, Librarian
(602) 884-210]

Arizona State University Library
Tempe, Arizona 85281

Donald Koepp, Librarian

(602) 965-3415

RBoston Public Library

Roston, Massachusetts 07117
Philip J. McNiff, Librarian
(617} 536-5400

Boston University Library

Boston, Massachusetts 02215
John Laucus, Director
(617} 353-3710

Brigham Young University

324 Lee Library

Provo, Utah 84602
Domald K. Nelson, Director
(801) 374-1211 Ext. 2905

Dean of Libraries

University of British Columbia Library

Vancouver, B.C., Canada V6T IW5
Basil Stuart-Stubbs, Librarian
(604) 228-2298
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Rrown University Library

Providence, Rhode Island 02912
Charles Churchwell, lLibrarian
(401) B863-2162

University of Callfarﬂla Library

Berkeley, California 94720
Richard Dougherty, Librarian
{4i5) 642-3773

Callfﬂrnla Q%élﬁ
Librarian

Day;s
Bernard Kreissman,
{916} 752-2110

Urniversity of Cal1¥n:§l§!L1brary ,

Los Angeles, California 90024
Fage Ackerman, Librarian
(213) 825-1201

University of California, San Diego

The University Library

La Jolla, Califormia 92037
Melvin J. Voigt, Librarian
(714) 452-3061

University of California,

Santa Barbara, “California 93106
Donald Davidson, Librar:ian
(805) 961-3256

Case Western Reserve University Librarie

Cleveland ‘Ohio 55106
James V. Jones, Director
(216) 368-2990

Center for Research Libraries

5721 Cottage Grove Avenue

Chicago, Illinois 60637
Gordon R. Williams, Director
{212) 955-4545

Santa Barbara



University of Chicago Library
Chicago, Illinois 60637

Stanley McElderry, Director
(312) 753-2933

Clnélﬁnatl, thn 42221
Harold Schell, Dean, Library Admin. §
Director of Libraries (513) 475-2533

University of Colorado Library
Boulder, Colorado 80304
Leo Cabell, Acting Director
(303) 492-751]

(olorado Sfats University Library
Fort Collins, Colorado 80521
L.e Moyne W. Anderson, Director
(303) 491-5911

Columbia University Libraries

New Ycrk, New York 10027
Warren J.
(212) 280-2247

University of Connecticut Library
Storrs, Connecticut 06268
Norman D. Stevens, Acting Director
(203) 48hA-2219

Cornell University Libraries
[thaca. New York 14850
J. Gormly Miller, Director

(607) 256-3689

Dartmouth College Libraries

Hanover, New Hampshire 03755
Edward C. Lathem, Librarian
(603) 646-2236

Duke University Libraries

‘Durham, North Carolina 27706

Connie R. Dunlap, Librarian
(919) 684-2034

Emory University Library
Atlanta, Georgia 30322

Don L, Bosseay, Director

(404) 377-2411 Ext. 7691

1E7

Haas, Vice President § Libn.

Washington, D. C.

Bloomington,

University GE F]Grlda Libraries

Gainesville, Florida 32603
Gustave A. Harrer, Director
(904) 392-0341

Florida State University Library
TallahasaEP ‘Florida 32306
Charles Mliler, Director
(904) 644-5211 '

Georgetown University Library

Washington, D. C. 20007
Joseph E. Jeffs, Director
[202) 625-4095

University of Georgia Libraries
Athens, Georgia 30601
Warren N. Boes, Director
(404) 542-2716

Harvard University Library
Cambrldge Massachusetts 02138
Douglas W. Bryant, Director

(617) 495-2404

University of Hawaii Library

2550 The Mall

Honolulu, Hawaii
Stanley L. West,
(808) 958-7205

96822

University Librarian

University of Houston Libraries
Houston, Texas 77004
Ronald P. Naylor, Acting Director

(713) 749-2340

Howard University Libraries
20001
Binford H. Conley, Director
(202) 636-7234

University of Illinois Library
Urbana, Illlnals 61853
(217) 333 0790

Indiana University Libraries

Indiana 47405

W. Carl Jackson, Dean of Libraries
(812) 337-3404



University of Iowa Libraries

lowa City., Towa 52240
Leslie W. Dunlap, Dean of Library Admin.
(319) 353-4450

Iowa State University librawy

Ames, Iowa 50011
Warren Kuhn, Dean of Library Services
(515) 294-1442

John Crerar Library
Chicago, Illinois 60616
William S. Budington,

(312) 225-2526

Director

Johns Hopkins University Library
The Milton S. Eisenhower Librarty
Baltimore, Maryland 21218

David Stam, Librarian

(301) 366-3300 Ex. 80l

Joint University Libraries

Nashville, Tennessee 37203
Frank P. Grisham, Director
(615) 322-2834

University of Kansas Libraty
Lawrence, Kansas 66044
James Ranz, Dean of Libraries
(913) 864-3601

e Libraries
Lexington, Kentucky 40506
Pauyl Willis, Director
(606) 257-3801

University of Kentuck;

Kent State University Libraries

Kent, Ohio 44242
Hyman W. Kritzer, Assistant Provost &
Director of Libraries (216) 672-2962

Library of Congress

Washlngtcn D. C.
pPaniel J. Booxstin,
(202) 426-5205

20540
Librarian

Linda Hall Library

Kansas City, Missouri 64110
Thomas D. Gillies, Director
(816) 3636460q§
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Louisiana State University Library

gaton Rouge, Louisiana 70803
George Guidry Jr., Dircctor
(504) 388-3969

McGill University Library

Montreal, P.Q., Canada H3C 3Gl
Marianne Scott, Director
(514) 392-4949

McMaster University

1280 Main Street West

Hamilton, Ontario, Canada L85 4L6
William Ready, University Librarian
(416) 525-9140 Local 4781

University of Maryland Library

College Park, Maryland 20742
4. Joanne Harrar, Librarian
(301) 454-3011

University of Ma%sachu%etts Libraries
Amherst, Massachusetts 01002

Richard J. Talbot, Director

(413) 545-0284

Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Libraries

Cambridgce . Massachusetts
Jay Lucker, Director
(617) 253-5651

02139

University of Michigan Library

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104
Frederick H. Wagman, Director
(313) 764-9356

Michigan State University Library
East Lansing, Michigan 48823
Richard Chapin, Librarian
(517) 355-2341

University of Minnesota Libraries
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455
Ralph H.- Hopp, Director
(612) 373-3097

University of Missouri Library

Columbia, Missouri 65201
Dwight Tuckwood, Director
(314) 882-2739



National Agricultural Library

Beltsville, Maryland 20705
Richard A. Farlev, Director
(301) 344-3779

Ottawa, Ontario, Canada K1A ON4
Joseph Guy Sylvestre, Librarian
{613) 992-0401

National Library of Medicine

Bethesda, Maryland 20014
Martin M. Cummings, Director
(301) 496-6221

University of Nebraska Libraries
Lincoln, Nebraska 68508
Gerald A. Rudolph, Dean of Libraries
(402) 472-7211

New York Public Library
New York, New York 10018
Richard W. Couper, President

(212) 695-3231

New York State Library

State Education Department

Albany, New York 12224
John A. Humphry, Asst. Commissioner for
Libraries (518) 474-5930

New York University Libraries

New York, New York 10003
Julius J. Marke, Acting Librarian
(212) 598-2140

University of North Carolina Libraries
Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27515
James F. Govan, Director
(919) 933-1301

Northwestern University Libraries

Evanston, Illinois 60210
John P. McGowan, Librarian
[312) 492-7640

University of Notre Dame Libraries
Notre Dame, Indiana 46556

David E. Sparks, Director

(219) 283-7..7
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Ohio State University Libraries
Columbus, Ohio 43210

Hugh Atkinson, Director

(614) 422-6152

University of Qklahoma Library
Norman, Oklahoma 73069
James K. Zink, Director
(405) 325-2611 or 2614

Oklahoma State University Library
Stillwater, Oklahoma 74075
Roscoe Rouse, Librarian
(405) 372-6211 Ext. 237

University of Oregon Library
Eugene, Oregon 97403
H. William Axford
University Librarian
(503) 686-3056

University of Pennsylvania Libraries
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19174
Richard De Gennaro, Director
(215) 243-7091

Pennsylvania State University Library

University Park, Pennsylvania 16802
Stuart Forth, Dean of Univ. Libraries
(814} 865-0401

University of Pittsburgh Libraries

Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15260
Glenora Edwards Rossell, Director
(412) 624-4401

Princeton University Library
Princeton, New Jersey 08540
Richard Boss, Librarian

(609) 452-3190

Purdue University Library

Lafayette, Indiana 47907
Joseph M. Dagnese, Director
(317) 749-2571 '

Queen's University

Douglas Library

Kingston, Canada K7L 5C4
Donald A. Redmond, Chief Librarian
(613) 547-5950




Rice University Library

6100 S. Main

Box 1892

Houston, Texas 77001
Richard 1. O'Keeffe, Librarian
(713) 527-4022

University of Rochester Libraries
Rochester, New York 14R27

Ben Bowman, Director

(7h6) 275-4463

Rutgers University Library

Tew Brunswick, New Jersey 08901
Virginia P. Whitney, Librarian
(201) 932-7505

Smithsonian Institution Libraries
ronstiiution Avenue at Tenth Street, N.W,
Washington, D. C. 20560

Russell Shank, Director

(2027 381-5496

University of South Carolina

Columbia, South Carolina 29208
Kenneth E. Toombs, Director of Libraries
{803) 777e3]42

University of Southern Callfornla Library
Los Angeles, CaTitornia 9guuu7r

Roy L.- Kidman, Librarian

(618) 453-2522

Southern 111inois University Library
Carbondale, I1Tinois 62901
Kenneth G. Peterson, Dean of Library Affairs
(618) 453-2522

Stanford University Libraries
Fnford, California 94305
David C. Weber, Director
(415) 497-2016

State University of New Ycrk at Albany
TI0UD Washington Avenue
Albany, New York 12222
¢. James Schmidt, Director of Libraries
(518) 457-8540

State UﬂlVEPSltY of New Yark at Euffala
LAbFaries

Buffalo, New York 14214
Eldred Smith, Directorof Libraries
(716) 831-4205
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%tate Inivers

?fuﬁy Brﬁok

ity of New York at

Ilbrarleq

Stony Brook, New York 11790

John B. Smi
Libraries

th, Director & Dean of

(516) 246-5650

Syracuse University Libraries
Syracuse, New York 13210
Donald Antheny, Director

(315) 423-2

574

Temple University Library

Philadelphia,
Arthur Hamli
(215) 787-8

Pennsylvania 19122
in, Director
231

University of Tennessce Libraries
Knoxville, Tennessee 37916
Donald R. Hunt, Director

(615) 974-4

University of
Austin, Texas

Merle N. Boj
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Texas Libraries
TE712
slan, Director

(512) 471-3561

Texas A § M University Library

(oTTege SEati

on, Texas 77843

Irene B. Hoadley. Director
(713) 845-6111

University of Toronto Libraries
Toronto, Ontario, Canada M55 1AS

Robert Blac

kburn, Director

(416) 928-2292

Tulane University Library

New Orleans,

Louisiana 70118

John H. Gribbin, Director
(504) 865-5131

University of Utah Libraries

Salt Lake City, Utah 84112
Roger Hanson, Director
(801) 581-8558

Virginia Polytechnic Institute and

State University
Blacksburg, Virginia 24061
H. Gordon Bechanan, Director of

Libraries

(703) 951-5593



University of Virginia Libraries

Charlottesville, Virginia 22903
Ray Frantz, Jr., Librarian
(804) 925-3026

University of Washington Library

Seattle, Washington 98105
Marion A. Milczewski, Director
(206) 543-1760

Washington State University Library
""" 99105

G. Donald Smith, Director

(509) 335-4557

Washington University Libraries

St. Louis, Missouri 63130
William Kurth, Librarian
(314) 863-0100 Ext. 4523
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Wayne State University Libraries
Detroit, Michigan 48202

Vern M. Pings, Director

(313) 577-4020

University of Western Ontario Libraries
London 72, Canada -

Robert Lee, Director

(519) 629-3165

University of Wisconsin Libraries
Madison, Wisconsin 53706
Joseph H. Treyz, Jr., Director
(608) 262-3521

Yale University Libraries

New Haven, Connecticut (6529
Rutherford D. Rogers, Librarian
(203) 436-2456




APPENDIX H

AUDITOR'S REPORT

ASSOCTATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

REPORT ON FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
_(with supplemental material)

TWO YEARS ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1975

22 (Sodmand Sedman

CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOU NTAMTS
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Se!dman & SEEdma 1200—18th Streel, N W, Wastington, D C. 20036 (202) 293-1570

ERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS January 19, 1976

O

Board of Diregtérs
Association of Research Libraries
Washington, D. C.

We have examined the statement of assets and liabilities of the
Assaciaticﬁ of Research Libraries as of December 31, 1975 and 1974, and
the related statements of receipts and disbursements and changes in fund
balances for the years then ended. Our examination was made in accordance
with generally accepted auditing standards, and accordingly included such
tests of the accounting records and such other auditing procedures as we
considered necessary in the circumstances.

The financial statements of the Foreign Newspaper Microfilm
Project were examined by other auditors whose report has been furnished
to us. Our opinion, insofar as it relates to the amounts included for
this project, is based solely upon the report of the other auditors.

These statements have been prepared on the cash receipts and
disbursements basis, and, as a result, omit material assets and liabilities.
Accordingly, they do net, in our opinion, present financial position and

results of operaticns as they would had generally accepted accrual basis

accounting principles been appl;ed in their preparatiom.

120
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O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-In our opinion, based upon our examination and the report of the

other auditors, the accompanying statements present fairly the assets and

1iabilities of the Association of Research Libraries at December 31, 1975

and 1974, arising
and disbursements

years then ended,

from cash transactions, and the recorded cash receipts

and changes in fund balances of the Association during the

on a consistent basis.

,?:) e
s 3 =

i.

5 b .
/ I S P
T A I g e

= 7,,;1

Certified Public Accountants
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

STATEMENT OF ASSETS AND LIABILITIES

ASSETS

Cash in bank and on hand

Cash in savings account

Cash held by others - agency fund
Savings certificates

Deposits

Payroll taxes withheld
Special programs for which the Association

ie accountable to the grantors

Total liabilities

FUND BALANCES

General Operating Fund
Foreign Newspaper Microfilm Project Agency Fund
Chinese Center Revolving Fund

Total fund balances

125

122

ﬁis£¥§¥¥@¥§iéikg-_i
1975 1974
$ 3 400 § 37 366
729 813 9 330
50 711 76 888
455 504 322 802
292 _ 368
$3539 720 75&46421&
5 74 § 2 579
64 112 39 505
64 186 42 084

137 761
50 711
287 _062

110 771
76 888
217 031

_475 534

See accompanyling notes to financial statements.
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

GENERAL OQOPERATING FUND
STATEMENT OF RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS

Year ended

... December 31, __
_1975 1974
restated
RECEIPTS : {restatec)
Dues $206 000 5184 0060
Interest 16 678 12 506
Publications 9 762 8§ 238
Royalties 42 825

Miscellanaous ___ 351 -
Total receipts 232 B33 205 969
DISBURSEMFNTS 231 318 220 718

Less administrative expenses charged
to special programs 7 _..25 475 15 000
. Net disbursements 205 B43 205 718
EXCESS OF RECEIPTS OVER DISBURSEMENTS $.26 990 5 251
126
123
[ See accompanying notes to financial statements.
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A350CIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

FOREIGN NEWSPAPER MICROFILM PROJECT AGENCY FUND
STATEMENT OF RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS

Year ended
—..December 31, __
1975 1974
RECEIPTS:

Dues E 5 71 374 § 72 327
Sales to members and non-members £2 104 76 429
Interest __3 002 __ 5300
Totals 136 480 154 256

DISBURSEMENTS:
Purchases for members and non-members 53 710 58 468
Newspapers and microfilm 56 256 87 187
Salaries 40 134 32 944
Royalties 4 249 74
Payroll taxes 3 388 2 963
Storage 1 760 1 950
Supplies 1724 1 656
) Insurance 700 617
Professional fees 700 650
Miscellaneous o 36 136
Totals 162 657 186 645
EXCESS OF DISBURSEMENTS OVER RECEIPTS §72§7127 g,;;i%gg

124

See sccompanying notes to financial statements.




ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

CHINESE CENTER REVOLVING FUND
STATEMENT OF RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS

Year ended
Dgcgﬁbefrglj

(restated)

RECEIPTS : _
Sale of publications $192 068 5128 201
Interest income 20 675 14 533
212 743 142 73

DISBURSEMENTS :
Cost of publications 111 193 82 080
Postage and other expenses 2 585 2 167
Transfer to Center for Chinese Research

Materials program

EXCESS OF RECEIPTS OVER DISBURSEMENTS

128
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See accompanving notes to financial statements.



ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

STATEMENT OF CHANGES IN FUND BALANCES

GENERAL OPERATING FUND:
BALANCE, at beginning of year
ADD - excess of receipts over disbursements
- transfer from Chinese Center Revolving Fund
in respect of project overhead
LESS = excess of disbursements over receipts on com-
pleted project (Inter-Library Loan - N.S.F.)

- transfer to Chinese Center Revolviag Fund in
respect of interest earnmed on invested cash

BALANCE, at end »f year

FOREIGN NEWSPAPER MICROFILM PROJECT AGENCY FUND:
BALANCE, at beginning of year
LESS - excess of disbursements over receipts

BALANCE, at end of year
CHINESE CENTER REVOLVING FUND:

ADD = excess of receipts over disbursements
-~ transfer from General Operating Fund in
respect of prior years' interest earned
on invested cash

LESS - transfer to General Operating Fund in
respect of project overhead

BALANCE, at end of year

129

Year ended

$110 771

26 990

(restated)
$121 246

251

17 552

137 761

139 049

4 603

- 23 675
- 28 278

) ; . A
N See accompanying notes to finmancial statements.
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"ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

SUMMARY OF ACCOUNTING POLICIES

Basis of accounting

The accounts of the Association are maintained on a cash basis of
accounting. Under this method, effect is given only to cash collections and
pavments. Accordingly, the financial statements do not show accrued income,
costs and expenses, and the receivables and payables that would vesult from

such aeccruals.

]

(3]

Qffice eguipment

The Association charges payments for office equipment in full to
current operations and shows no equipment in its accounts.

INCOME TAXES

The absence of a provision for income taxes is due to the Associatioen's
exemption from federal income tax under Section 501(c)(3) of the Inrernal Revenue
Code.

LEASE

Annual rental of $20,058 is payable for the Association's office
premises on a lease expiring June 30, 1976.

Total rent and storage charges were $19,999 for 1975 and $17,591
for 1974.

RESTATEMENT OF PRIOR YEAR AMOUMTS

The 1974 statements of receipts and disbursements of the General
Operating Fund and the Chinese Center Revolving Fund and their related statements
of changes in fund balances have been restated to reflect the allocation of 1974
interest income, in the amount of $14,533, as a revenue item of the Chinese Center
Revolving Fund rather than a transfer between funds. The restatement does not
change 1974 ending fund balances.

-
Cm
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

Oyr examination of the financial statements included in the preceding section
ments taken as a2 whole. The supplemental material presented in the following
geetion of this report has been subjected to certain audit procedures applied
{n comnection with our examination of the financial statements. This informa-
tion, while not considered necessary for the fair presentation of the statements
of asaets and liabilities and receipts and disbursements of the Asscciatiom, is,
{n our opinion, fairly stated in all material respects when considered in

rvelation to the financial statements taken as a whole.

J o~
. 3,-{ - 7 - )
S Sy VT AN v al ety s

Certified Public Accountants

Washington, D. C.
January 19, 1976
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

GENERAL OPERATING FUND
SCHETULE OF DISBURSEMENTS

Year ended
--.lecember 31,
1975 7 T 1974
Board and committee oxpenses $§ 7291 $ 7 784
Conferenice expense 14 585 9 952
Dues 2 221 2 169
Equipment purchases 191 818
Honorarium 1 024 600
Hospitalization 1 308 1 519
Insurance aud bonding 1727 2 986
Miscellaneous 190 572
Payroll taxes 4 620 4 757
Periodicals and subscripticns 884 854
Printing : 12 242 11 481
Professional fees 28 113 24 633
Postage and freight i 2 369 2 386
Rent 7 461 6 466
Retirement plan 10 799 9 383
Salaries 99 795 105 351
Staff travel and expenses 5 030 2 871
Stationery and office expenses 6 804 7 220
Telephone 4 664 3716
Funding for special programs ~ University Library
Management Study Office 20 000 15 000
Totals $231 318 $220 718

132
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ASSOCIATICN OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

SPECIAL PROGRAMS
SCHEDULE OF RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS

—E———gg_gganagé;__a_*— i

(Nat;anal
Endowment
for the {(Mellon
Humanities) Foundation)
RECEIPTS:
Grants 568 000 5100 000

Convention income
Sale of publications
Transfer from General
Operating Fund
Transfer from Chinece Center
Revolving Fund 28 934
Management Institutes
Film service (net)

Interest income i _ _

Totals 96 934 _100 000
DISBURSEMENTS:

Allocated administrative fees 13 009 7 466

Consulting fees
Contractor fees
Convention expenses

Employee benefits 8 483 2 803
Equipment purchases
Miscellaneous 7
Office expenses 2 802 1 213
Payroll taxes 4 071 1 181
Periodicals and subscriptions 156 119
Postage 36 173
Printing 1 008 1193
Regional workshops (met) :
Rent and storage 5 370 2 903
Salaries and investigator fees 60 366 29 025
Telephone 596 316
Training (net)
Travel 3753 1642
Totals _99 650 48 041
EXCESS OF RECEIPTS OVER
(UNDER) DISBURSEMENTS (2 716) 51 959
PROGRAM BALANCE - BEGINNING 130 __21716 — =0~
-0~ 51 959

TRANSFER TO EQUITY ACCQUNT v
. 133

PROGRAM BALANCE - ENDING




Library Year ended
Management Brasenose II I.F.L.A, December 31, 1974
. 2.

Study Office _ Conference Conferenc _Total _Total

39 774 $235 431
10 513 98 186
26 347 17 383

20 000 20 000 15 000

28 934 -

1 710 1 710 980
2 788 2 788 -
51 o . 51 -

132 619 51 10 513 340 117 366_980

5 000 25 475 15 000

362

23 367

36 575 36 575 110 124

8 824 20 110 15 679

996 996 564

777 784 1 233

4 826 841 11 104

3 657 909 6 798

666 941 1 074

2 933 3 142 1 843

18 495 20 696 22 918
401 401 -

4 265 12 538 11 125

68 835 158 226 125 282

4 354 5 266 4 612

1 805 1 805 576

5 410 , 10 805 __10 506

o oo

i

131 264 36 575  _315 510 _362 167

1 375 51 (26 062) 24 607 4 813

: 131
30 089

+ 902
__4 503

£.64.112 $.39.503

6 979 3 748 26_062

T 8 354 ~3 799 -0-

Q 1534




ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

PROCF OF CASH
YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1975

CASH BALANCE, beginning

ADD - Excess of receipts over (under) disbursements:
Special programs for which the Assoclation
is accountable to the grantors
General Operating Fund
Foreign Newspaper Mjcrofilm Project Agency Fund
Chinese Center Revolving Fund
Payroll taxes fourth quarter 1975 paid January 1976

LESS = Payroll taxes fourth quarter 1974 paid January 1975

CASH BALANCE, ending

at,

—
it
(2%

$446 774

24 607
26 989
(26 177)
70 032

14

542 299

2 579

2239 720



Minutes of the meetings of the Association of
Rescarch Libraries are published semiannually. Sub-
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