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NSSOC1ATION OF RESEARCH LIBRkRIES

h 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: arch

Libraries and Cooperative Systems."



TRENDS IN LIBRARY NETWORKS

an K. Martin

Introduc ion

VIRGINIA WHITNEY: The title of the conference program is "Research Librari

and Cooperative Systems." This is a follow-up to our program theme of last

year, "National Perspectives for ARL Libraries." Library 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

by its joining with one OT 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 now seems capable of making a

dramatic transfer possible, and finally, it needs the assurance of the p

duction of new systems with related special staffs being maintained 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 enhancing 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 ha wriften 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 my 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 DI 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 aad its effect nationwide. I 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
ith 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 prcent 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 is so
high. In addition, the Lockheed Corporation, although not revealing to me
the names of customers, had told me that of the list of ARL libraries, SO t
60 percent of you are customers of the Lockheed Information Service. I 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 direcry
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 System
Development Corporation's Direetorr 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 edition

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 presen-,ed 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. OCLC is both

an orgavization 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 usefl.

Of the several types of networks, the one which most common y 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, still 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 orgaaizationally. 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 multiple 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 aTe still interactive and computer-based.

third category of arrangement, commercial services, certainly cannot

be as easily described as a type of network but it does share many character-

istics with the processing and data base networks just mentioned. Vendors

ofl'er a wide variety of services and products: these can be batch mode or

on-line they arc often deper'mt on shared data, with the NARC data base

forming the nucleus; and some firms maintain theiT customers' 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, receivo's its bibliographic

data on magnetic type (I am not sure whether it is weekly or 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

OCLC 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 invec!".ent of funds, and network develop-



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 criteria.

There is little doubt that the cataloging function is well-suited to a

network operation. A shared-cataloging network sucb 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 aJout additional locatiors reported whenever a library uses

an existing record.

Problems ari e from the lack of a standard autbority 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 recognize, 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 order, and sone resource-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 net represent a very

high institutional workload for most institutions.

Networks have limitations as well as benefits. Because a communication

process 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-line 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.
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The cJ. ,Ilation function seems in some way appropriate for networking,
sinc,., it uses bibliographic data which may be shared among institutions and
is cosely associated with interlibrary loan, However, three maior 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 circul,
approximately 0110 million items annually, for a total transaction load of well
over two million. The cataloging load of the same library is 60,000 titles
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 instiutions 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 netwcrk system, and would un-
doubtedly cause problems with the privacy and freedom of information issues.
Finally, local library functions such as mn-clue 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 15 the checking-in of serial _,,sues
and volunes. 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
averageissue frequency of quarterly, a library with 10,000 active serial titl:-
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 biuding 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
t 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.,cpmputer 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 net 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 I 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 a to-

matic authority checking, and identify for human verification all entries

which are not yet established headings. However, these aro 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 decision

was to accept only AACR entries in the CONSER data base. The repercnssions

of this decision in participating libraries were such that the decL;ion was

changed to allow ALA entries as well. Depending on the source of the biblio-

graphic data, then, a single title may be ,mtcred in the file more thiln once,

under more than one entry, making it very difficult to retrieve. The dynanics

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 oven worse. First, whenever more than one

person catalogs a work, even within a single institution, there is 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 weli 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 lihrarianshi

have adopted their own authority mechani ms because they find at the existing

ones do not give them the fine distineti

Why is this

ns that they require.

mportant? For instance, with OCLC or with LC's processing

with a number of machine-based systems, in order to ret:-Ieve a

record, you must know the exact author and title, or at least the exact title,

if it is not the LC call number and the ISBN. n, for the bibliographic data,

you need to know how the entry has been entered into the data base. Dow 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,

because 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 hest 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, or

it will not worh.

More ditf icult than the technical or technological questions are the

administrative and political ones, as you can well imagine. In OCLC, we have

already seen some of the issues involved in setting a pricing algorithm for

an on-line network which is gov -ned (ooperatively. OCLC members pay approxi-

7



rriately two dollars if they us_ a bibliographic record already in the data
hase: this is called First Time Use. 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-MARC data. In some ways the technique has backfired, as
libraries may enter duplicate records in order to avoid the First Time Use
charge.

Related to the pricing problem is t1-. question of data ownership and
reciprocity. A network, in order to function, must provide benefits to all
members. XLC'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 sane way that there is no authority control. I

would like to see a network which used the following formula: each record
entered or used would cost the library a specific base amount. if the library
used an existing record, that is, a record input by another library or from
MARC, there would be a small surcharge. Conversely, each time a library used
another library'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 lib aries, and implies a level of ownership without being unduly
rigid.

The network issue of most significance now is the question of national
netw rk 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

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
effoats with you.

1 2
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NIow I would like to go into some detail about a couple of technical develop-
iments which I feel are exeiti ng and significant for ii. brary networks First of
all , we have minicomputer-s. Libraries are beginning to use minicomputers,
especially as parts of complete hardware-software packages for various appli-
cations. The systems dev-eloped by the CLSI company are at this time the fore-
most examples of applicat ion packages based on minicomput ers. The most recent
comrnercia 1 circul ation pa_ckages a re also minicomput er-bas ed : these inc lude
the 3M system, Systems Control, Inc. , and a prototype system based on Hewlett-
facicard equipment at the Virginia Polytechnic Institute Library. Libraries
are acquiring and programming mini_computers on their own. The University of
Ninnesota Biorn,adical Libr-ary, for instanee, has created a sophisticated mini-
computer-based processing system_ In fact , minicornput ers are now so prevalent
.and so inexpensive that in some cases it is difficult to draw the line between
a "vinicomputer," "data entry device," and a "word processing niachine."

There are several reasons fox the minicornputer entrance into what has
until nobr been a field dominated by the large computer, First , minicomputers
are economical : an experrsive minicomputer will cost at the most $50,000; an
ine_mensive one might be $5,000 OT less. Secondly, the advent of library-
ori ent ed applicat ions pakages is st imu lot ing the marketabi lity of the mini.
-Thirdly, we must look at some of the chief reasons for networking; besides
resource and data sharing, they include distributed cost of software develop-
Tient, and shared burden of equipment costs. Ninicomputers are libely to be
competitive with networks in both of these areas . An important attribute of

m inicomputer is its capability for telecommunication processing, enabling
the transfer of data between two minicomputers, or between a minicomputer
and a large-scale computer. This is where the interface of the minicomputer
and the netvoric becomes possible.

Tte second exciting technical development is something that I will refer
to as l'network normalization," al though I did not invent the plira==lo. Network
normal ization mans the ability to access 'more than one networl and process
dat a, vithout significant alterations in approach to the machine. In other
uords, with noTmalization, you or I could go to a computer terminal, log on,
and access CCLC ox BALLOTS or Lockheed or SDC without requiring a totally
different set of instructions or procedures for every one of these sys-r_ems.
Wit h an existing operational normalizing system, users of on-I ine reference
data bases can formulate their searches in pl ain English; the program is
deq, igned to translate the queries to the part icular data base leing used. At

increase in computer cost, then the efficiency of the human being
searching the data bases i5 maximized.

The research being carried out in thi s area is by no means limited to
librar ies. Other organi zations are experi enc ing similar probl ems with the
need te communicate information from one pTe- existing network data base to
anbther. Ainong tile groups working on the problem are the National Bureau of
Standards, the Rand Corporation, Stanford Research Institute, and Battelle.
in ALA_ the ISM' Telecommunications Committee has been concentrating on a sub-

set: of the question, that is , the standards, procedures, and protocols r
quLred to enah le library netvorks to communicate with one another, , A
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proposal for discussion purposes will appear in the June 155tie of the Journal

of Librai kutomation. The work is very promising, although one has to wonder
how wewill 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 become

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 normal zation are two of the important features of our

future network.

Given these building blocks, we can construct a possible library network

if 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 wi I 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 that I an

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; recora 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 bibliographic record to my own catalog

file, or of maintaining only the brief shelflist record and querying the

large file on those occasions when I 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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-:orm, OT in microform, as circumstances dictat

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. I 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 nornalizing names and

titles may be the only way to assure communication between the various seg-

ments of the information community. Again, this description nay 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

.tie 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 OUT lives. Library administrators and staffs may wish to

conSider the potential of theSe concepts for their libraries. Until new,

most libraries have implemented automated or network systems without radically

changing the tools and methods of their staffs and patrons. The new systems

have been used effectively to assist in keeping up the old manual systems.

By now it i5 clear that true implementation of networks and other conputer

technology must force us to at least consider altering th 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 dat. a and programmable

equipment, we are no longer in a position where a decision to change a pro-

cdure has to be a final decision. This concept is very difficult to

communicate 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 the e capabilities.

Thirdly, minicomputers and networks must be accepted as compa ible tools,

rather than being mutually exclusive. It 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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parapro essional, or systems analyst. This statement applies to both netwurks
and so-called turnkey minicomputer systems, a5 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, I have a reputation among my iolleagues for being quite

optimistic about innovative technologies and where we are going with them.

Perhaps my optimism is unjustified. Nevertheless, I ask you to recall

libraries and library automation over the past IS years, In 1960, we were-

not yet really using computers. In 1965, someonu: was just benning tO in-

vent the MARC format. In 1970, only a little mare than five years 1o,
Fred Kilgour's on-line system which is now ia use in over 500 libra..'1,es was

not yet up and running. These are remarkably short spans of time; we have

accomplished a great deal and our libraries are noving to accommodate the

changes. Now we must concentrate on the tasks of the next five, ten, fifteen

years, and we must reineniber that it is not very far away.

cussion

JACKSON: You mentioned that about SO 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 SO to 60 percent of the libraries are

subscr hers, 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, sone

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 SIX for their

users? [Approximately two-thirds raised their hands].

MR. SPAULDING: In terms of that question, what about those in_ itu ions

where the university has access, but the library does not specifica ly. This

is what Mr. Jackson was really getting at.

MS. MARTIN: Maybe I had better tell you hou I went about doing this. I took

the page which was the listing of members out of one of the ARL publications

and I sent it to Lockheed and I said, "Please tell me how many of the$e people

are your customers." I just assumed that he would understand that it was the

library. That may be a faulty assumption, and he may have counted institutions

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 I do not really feel very

competent to answer. I know 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. I have not discussed it with any-
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body who is involved at any one of the5,e c.oinaercial instituticuis, so 1 do not

know how they feel about it. Mie system that I ws talking about is called

ROBOT, and it is a program that was designed to pr vidt 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 accessib
through the same terminal and through the same language. I am not sure GI

that being so, but we believe that, and we are Just getting started with
Lockheed.

MS. MARTIN: Yes, that Is the case. However, once Ja get on o ther SDC. Or

Lockheed, the person who is keying in the query must be aware of the unique

qualities Or characteristics of each of the data bases that is being searched.

For instance, 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 questioli in plain English, no matter what data base it is, and get an in-

telligiele response.

MR. KREISSMAN: Could you give us s me 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 hack. That seems to me,

on first blus:a, like am 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,

probability of having libraries input almost 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 not 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, wh:7,ch is both uneconomical for the system, and

difficult to search. Yet, there would be some kind of compensation in there,

and I was thinking somewhere along the lines of perhaps $2 a record, and $2.10

for the people who use somebody else's records, and a credit of ten centr5

whenever one of your records was used.

MR. READY: I think that the presentation so far has.,shown a considerable

improvenent upon our situation; but I think it is naive to think that we are

going to continue along this sunny road fLt the next flve years. What we

have really done is clear the ditches, prepare the field for the real battle

of the philosophy of library 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 have had in the past,

where, technology has given us a magic wand to clear away the cobwebs. Now we

are facing Teal difficulties of a philosophical nature on the use of materials.

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

ical questions can be avoided if we want to, het we probably should not, and

when we actual y face them, there are definitely going to be difficulties.
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MI. BOBS: hist one editoriol cornmcnt oca.sinnaMv I nfusion

processing and cataloging. The two are not necessarily synonymous.

MS. MARTIN: Right. are of that.

en

MR. McDONALD: I was particularly interested in your comments about the necessity

for common language in order to facilitate resource sharing. l an afraid my

question is vague, but I am wondering in 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 sone type, whether you have nay thoughts about

simplifying through networking the road to resource sharing that lies ahead?

MS. MARTIN: It is also difficult,
When you say resource sharing you are

tough one to answer very quickly.

about materials?

MR. McDONALO: Yes. You establ shed the importance

graphical control and resource sharing. I guess

mare on that particular subject.

f language b,etween biblio-
was asking you for a little

MS. MARTIN: r think that the efforts-that will be deScribed _a er in this

program, especially the things that are going on at thelibrary of Congress,and

MG, are probably going to address that question a little more specifically,

MR. BOSS: I worirr,er if 'Lhere is tot another implication of the technololy

for the-large re:earch library. One o1F the things we have encountered in

dealing with patlon's need for more accss to machine-stored data bases, that

in order to go ta the terminal, one has to sit down with that patron and COP-

duct the kind of reference interview that normally has not been conducted whea

approaching data that is in printed i?"ormat, and I 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 OUT whole reference

program,

MS. MARTI : That is a good point, and also reminds me af something that we

were talkimg about at the table on financial problems, when we were talking

about reallocation 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.

NR. WELSH: We face an enormous problemat LC as automation begins to have

its impaet In one division 400 people will literally be neplaced 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 ill the front door. .1 think this

is long overdue. We are going to make a joint effort to do a better job of

bedng i'.:ctive with OUT users.
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NEW DYNAMICS OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES D NETWORKS

Le Moyne Ande- n

LE MOYNE ANDERSON: There is evidence to suggest that the modern research
library appears to be threatened by its-own successes. In responding to our

various communities° insatiable demands for more resoueces, more services,
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 cam infer that
the modern research library is spurred by its own failures. In addressing

the nteds of our clienteles we overcompensate so gressly for our inadequacies
that we may be risking the fate which super power imposed upon the Sie-Million
Dollar Man--or as seme 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 everything before us, we had nothing before us..." This bit
of Dickensian eloquence in many ways epitomizes research library cenditires
today.

Libraries a. re cancelling serials subscriptions for lack of funds; yet .

book budgets have never been highere Enrollments in colleges and universities
are stabilizinge yet, the use of library resources has increased astronomically.
At any given time, in any given library, you could accurately say that the
milieu is either cool and controlled er volatile and voluble. You ceuld as

coevincingly say that the research library is being threatened for its very
life, or that it is having a fabulous heyday. %hen professional journal heade
lines and editorials trumpet that librarians cannet obtain jobs and that

several are all but digging ditches, another story on an-opposite page reports
that enrollments in graduate library schools have never been higher. What are

the great changes affecting the contemporary researth 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 inteoduce the familiar dichotomy of a library erganization;
namely, the technical services and the public services. It is met news nowa-

days to proclaim that the acquisitions dollar is purchasing fewer items than
it has in the past. We aanowledge, 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 micxoforms
acquired has dropped; and the maps, the audio-visual items and the fugitive
materials are falling in annual totals added. In sone instances, serials are

"being discontinued. 'The new serials titles are not being acquired for the
library shelves either--at least notAn the great numbers of previous years.

Within the technical serv ces arena consequently,our staffs are faced
with the task of selecting and acquiring materials with more dollars which
buy fewer items. These developments, in turn, also lead to the lessening 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 enpl yed which have reduced the per capita commitment to-

ward processing of mat9rials for a research library. We are adapting the

automated accounting procedures of our parent institu .-ns. 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 commnsurate demands for library services. This is not

our eNperience, however. The growing user audience seems to be vastly deviate

from any changes in a library's primary constituency. Circulation transactions

are increasing, requests for special materials are on the rise, attendance in

builris is way up, and the spiraling ascent of interlibrary loan transactions

C0115: unabated.

kithough we lave little empirical evidence we do have some th ories

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 so weak. It has also

been observed that professors are making more assignments involving library

resources, thereby suggesting a 1.,:mewed awareness. The burgeoning reserve

material we have noticed may be attributable, however, to nothing more than a

way to elininate the requirement 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, thereby generating a higher

utilization of our holdings.

It is true that nany of our circulation systems have been automated,

thus providing bcLerits in time saving te the staff and patron alike. It is

a fact that many libraries have installed electronic security systems, thus

reducing the staff Nomnitment 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 ta_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

dimindshing the interlibrary 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 frrewer items to

process. On the other hand, we have the same number of public service

personnel with a greateT number of patron to meet and materials to circulate.
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One could readily postulate subsequently that we need fewer sta-f members in
technical services and more persons in public serviees

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.
It 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 enhances the possibilities of service to our patrons whether on the
campus or in the larger communities of the state, region, and nation.

We cann _ survive independently. The self-sustaining research library

moribund. In this day and age, research libraries have little choice.

WE NEED 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 quickly our

collections. We need to share the development and use of bibliographical
apparatas 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 interpretive services because we need the benefit of group opinions and

outside views of specialists which we cannot provide alone.

Focusing on the cost factor , 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 or

receive less in monetary terms are assured that the programs most vital to

them will be supported adequately.

Cooperation is really "where i at." Sharing flows from this idea,

which is essentially what networks are all about. We are really concluding,

then, that an awareness of these dynamics leads naturally and logically to

share through netwotks. Cooperation and sharing and networks and consortia

and all of the other interrelated 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.
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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 Pennsylvania 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 1 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.

OCLC an e AzIrL t

At Pennsylvania we used participation in the OCLC 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 firs

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 operltions. 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 challenged 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

members and heads of the various units involved a new interest in their work

and a new spirt of cooperation. Units Iike 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 common 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 replaced Or 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 among 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 pre er 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
excellent introductory article on the OCLC Network by Art Plotnik with a
photograph of Fred Kilgour looking like Santa Claus.

Netwak_Lampolsitien and Goverance Problems

The directors and technical services heads of the large academic librar'es
that initially formed PALINET made, a heavy investment of tine and effort in
-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 St_te Title 1 and

Title 11 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.

It 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 by7laws

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 menbers, 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. Th y are really asking for more direct

democracy and an equal votec for each library regard1'ss of size.

It is too early to make a judgement, but it may turn out to be uncle r-

able, or even unworkable in the long run, for networks like PAL1NET, 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 collage 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. I am still somewhat skeptical

about the long-term political and financial viability of large and diverse

networks where the small libraries want authority to be 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 ne _ork'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.

Acceatance of andard Costs and Fees fo Service

Networks are beginning to educate and condition their membe --both large

and small-- 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 uniformofior 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 k_nd microfilm catalogs. Instead of pro-

viding unlimited 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. Ibis trend toward fees-for-service could have very significant

effects. FOT example, it could help make interlibrary charges acceptable.
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If network member libraries become conditioned to paying for cer ain manual

as well as computer-based library services, why should they halk 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 u

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.

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 tnat

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 marketpl4ce

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. I 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 under7

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

=_Iiidden; 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 tryto 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



putting a sign above the ci culation 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. I 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

doingthings one way or another; but I think that the users should be spared
all this kind of talk about costs and benefits and the like.

I have a recent experience at Pennsylvan a 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 consequence
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, I 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

think 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. I 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 al o going

to have some influence on what happens to governance.

RICHARD DE GENNARO: 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
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problems that might come from having large research libraries and small

public and college libraries in the same network .. and maybe we ought to get

it out in the open and talk about it. It was in the spirit I -ade my comments.

* * *
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LrpLui LA NEVicORKS ON RESFARCH LIBRARIES

Frederick G. Kilpour
Ohio Collogo library Center

Let me first point out to you that studios done of the use of academic
libraries in the United Kingdom and the United States show, to use tho 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 is not an adequate response to users. The problem is, of course,
that as price or cost to the user goes up, demand goes down. I 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 de not know of anybody? You are look
at one, because I have given up the type of research that I used to do in
history because there Fre just too many other interesting questions that are
easier to answer.

So, as the price to the u_er goes up, demand is going to go down. 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 I 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 books would circulate. So, we do have

evidence, both of a theoretical and empirical nature, that libraries can not
and de not respond successfully to increasing demands.

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

of only five publications &ri 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 percent in academic libraries, and .9 percent for the index. This is

the kind of rocketing rise that is proving to be impossible to keep up with.
It is not absolutely impossible, for the money is available 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 Hiher Educa ion 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 intmasiveness that you people dis-

cussed at your financial roundtable last night, and the only way to reduce

this labor intensiveness in librari s, or to solve the problem, is to increase

the productivity of library staff.

So, vith 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 aad Marcus was that there is going to be some profound modification in

the manner in which libraries are run, and that this profound modification may

virtually be inevitable. Computerization could effect such a modification.

Baumol and Mc.rcus 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

qosts 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

answer. 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 assiimption.

ft 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 havecompu-

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 siaff.
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This new technology makes it possible to have new products and to have

new objectives. The important aspect of computprized networks is the
potential for new objec:tives and for new economic solutions to old problems.

The objectives, as you know, of OCLC are to increase library resources avail-

able to individuals at participating libraries, and to reduce the rate of

rise of per-unit library costs; these objectives are not attainable in class-

ical libraries using manual techniques.

New products should be for users and the principal new 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 a

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.

f you search library lit rature for a book or article on catalog design,

you won't find it, except for historical discussions, unless you search more

extensively than I have. Such a publication is 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 como 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 eff__cts of computerized networks on

academic libraries will be that networks are going to make it possnle 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.

* * k
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INTERL Y COOP RATION AND A iATIONAL 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 national bibliographic access system
and is related 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 research
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. Uowever, there are compelling reasons 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 remaia 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 Bibliogruhic 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 naional 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

typ 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.

bliographic data on-line." It is not clear, 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.

authoriTy 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 coordinate its files with other organizations?

It seems clear that the strategy for transmitting bibliographic data in

its varied forzats is far simpler than the strategy for accumulating

authoritative input. Are existirg library networks necessarily the best

mechanism for disseminating and accumulating bibliographic informat on?

The problems of maintaining records in a bibliographic data base 4ppear

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 bibliographic data base

be one giant files with several copies in various locations or a series of

interconnected files with some unique and someredundant records? Will all

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 out 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 e.cforts. 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_ Bibliographi.c Data Base.

Some of the questions 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-litioness" 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-line? 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 ef on-lino access bo?
Will L.C. support alternative use oC the national bibliographic data base
through off-line access if on-line acc,ess is limited to creation of record
functions?

Bibliographic Access and the Local I,_ _ ra rv

It may he numed that the local nbrary , to designa
library providing direct service to R. defined clientel) will continue to
acquire the resources most needed to meet local responsibilities and will
need records to support local access. (The scope of resources held locally
may welt be reduced as dependable external sources and locating ii-nd delivery
mechanisms are deve)oped 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

arie4 and alternative forms of access would be acceptable (i.e., book,
fiche, card, on-line). Similarly some 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
need of local libraries for simple readily available record identification
mechaniEms to reduce the dependence on locally generated bibliographic records.
Further requirements of a local library are the ability to generate records
in-housu or through a service bureau with various options on the content and_
format of recor(ls (i.e., on-line, off-line products, 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 bureau; and it must be-able to acquire
performance data for planning purposes.

The local library would appcar to have s-reral options 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 readable bibliographic data is
readily available, preferably on-line, prepackaged hardware, software 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-house 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 resources for
extending the limits of local holdings. On-line searching also provides a
dimension and flexibility in searching not available with conventional tools.

Areas r Coo e ative Endeavor

The foregoing d scrintion of possible modes of operation for libraries
at the national and local levels indicates considerable opportunities for
more effective sharilig of costs in acquiring and processing resources. Since

the volume of communications and quantity of information to be exchanged
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bctwLcn libraries is very larie, it is ident that =""&

mechanisms are required. A v arioty of intral ihrary orani=ation

arisen to meet these needs. Such org.ni:ations are sometimes calle

sortia or networks and ,I;eneral lv have a geographiQ dimension. Functions

performed vary from facilitating access 7o resources through direct access

interlibrar loan compacts and delivery systems with or without

holdins -]riformation, service bureau services fin- record and processing infor-

mation, brokerage for collection and dissemination of bibliographic information,

a communication route or switching point, and related activities. For purposes

of discussion here onr definition of a network is limited to elect -onic trans-

mission and storage ,4 bibliographic information as a part of a national system.

In this context, and with the objective of developing an economical and respon-

sive mechanism thiere are a number of questions which require resolution,

Some example are:

What functions _ fall hetween the r1P, i anal and local

lcvel are required to support a national =,nforro.tion

tem? ,
what function remains if a national data

e I slip or Ling a local mini-computer system?)

__h of the following kinds of services a
and what are the appropriate geographic or litical

boundaries? Aro such bounda 'es ident ica I for each

function?

°coordination of collection development
'maintenance of holdings information
°maintenance of bibliographic records (i.e., copy

of national record or subset)
°communication route for members within network,

and between network and national sources
°responsibility for interlibrary loan transac ions

beyond supplying holdings information
-sponsibility for generation, maintaining,
disseminating bibliographic records
sponsibility for quality control of bibliographic

data

3- What are the factors wh ch determine the appropr'

necesary combination of functions for a viable ric rk?

'which functions are subject to economics of scale?
'what hardware configuration is required to support
bibliographically related functions and what is the

optimum load?
'what is the relationship between high volume for a

limited number of functions and lower volume for

a wider range of functions?

4. 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
°size, quality, availability of network staff
°telecommunication costs
°storage capacity and cost ve -us telecommun cations

costs
°efficient govermance, decision making mechanism
°complexity of functions versus intercommunication

requirements for consultation, decision making,
education

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

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

How valid is community of interest (e.g., type of library)versus
geographic boundaries as a bv.is for cooperative arrangements?
(e.g., closeness of coo')eration versus support of limited funct

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

Summary and General Conclusions

The intent of this paper was to speculate about issues relating to the
gem,ration 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 more
questions than answers at this point. Some general conclusions which may be

started aro:

The assumption of responsibility for generation and maintenance
of a comprehensive national bibliographic data base by the
Library of Congress will profoundly affect the internal
operation of libraries and the degree of interdependence among
them. Or 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).

The opportuni y for a local library to alter its collection
habits and °prating practices is dependent upon the kinds
of access provided to the national bibliographic data base.
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The local ii hr:iry wil I have a variety of opt ons for internal

processing depending upon the scope, content and format of

the records which can be acces :d (Local data processing

reouirements aro generally greater aod more unique than is

vnerally appreciated).

There is need for intralibr
access to bibliographic information and informational

resources,but the optimum allocation of responsibilit

is not known (i.e., present boundaries and combinatio

services may not be the most cost effectivD.. approach

casosi.

mechanisms to ensure full

of
all

Tliis paper has only begun to scratci the surface of some of th issues

which must be faced in planning a comprch national bibliographic data

it is hoped that this effort will lead to more intensive discussion_

and eventual resolution of these issues.

* * *

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, K1LGOUR: 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 new

technology?

MR. KILGOUR: Su: n Martin pointed out that there has been a remarkably rapid

response, but there has not been the technology to which to respond.

MR. JACKSW: 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 motion 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: Well, there is much to do. Yes, you are quite right. Of course,

there are other aspects of the Postal Service. The Postal Service has got a
monopoly 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 maybe we can learn somethinc4 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.S. Postal Service. Let me go on to say
that my current feeling is that as far as networks like OCLC are concerned in
the Uniteld 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
additional 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 ob 7:rvation: you raised the matter of fees, whether or no
person is philosophically in favor of it or opposed. I 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. / think there are going to be some

real surprises, and I think it is important for us to keep a eye on this.

MR. DE GENNARO: Are you speaking about interl brary 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 economic

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 ,,:onsequences 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 mntioned in purely economic terms, the answer probahl

But in telms of responsihilitv for the preservatin of the intellectual

resources for the nation and recorded thoughts of mankind and all of the rest
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.

of those kinds of thin--

MR KILGOUR: Ray Frantz: and I were talking on the way from the airport 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 not% and I remember the first meeting

that we had. I guess about 95 people showed up. I will never forget the first

question. Someone stood up from a library and said every library ought t
have an equal vote. But that was not considered for long, and that sort
thing has not arisen again. I think that Mr. De Gennaro 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 is

to appeal 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. I 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
nece$sary that there he these kinds of problem.

MR, DE GENNARO: One thought that I had with regard to a point that Mr. Kilgour
made about the desirability 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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at OCLO, .:.an we afford to have the members ot our network suddenly shifting
over and changing vendors, so to speak?

MR. OLGOUL: I think the answer is yes, we can afford to have that happen.
There are, however, some situations in which you can have competition that
really is not perhaps fair competition; and we have a situation arising right
now in the case of BALLOTS in this regard. There are a couple of problems
here, but what is going on is that at OCLC and BALLOTS, at BALLOTS' suggestion,
we aro working out a way in which the users of each of the data bases can use
the other's data base. In the event it is not in the OCLC data base, the OCLC
participant can query the BALLOTS'data base and vice versa.

There are a couple of major problems and I will admit to one. One of the
problems hero, obviously, is BALLOTS' data base is sowthing like 600,000 entric
and the OCLC data base is one of 2,100,000. Every study that has been done
except one by Ryburn Ross, shows that the percentage of usable records in the
OCIC data base is higher than tho BALLOTS'data base, and there is the danger of
the BALLOTS'usors migrating to OCIE. This can bo avoided. I 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 OD° of the members who is coor-
crating because of an accidental situation, to the liability of losing its
participants. There are other problems, hut that is 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-
ually, that the computer-sensitive record is here and we have got to use it.
It is when you move over into starting to use it lhat people got threatened.
NJW that threat can arise almost anywhere and at any time. It ean be a union;
it can be 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 going to he threatened, then, you see, you conserve. Now, the kind of
thing i thought you were saying is, it can always be used as the excitement
of being innovative and doing other things. Now, which posture are you going
to take? ft is pretty hard when you are threatened or the union is threatened
or the held of technical services is threatened, to have an even keel. You

have to blame somebody. This is just being meant in a different way, but I

think what we have not recognized is that we are 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
ways.

MR. WIMS: it 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

35

3 9



about managcment in libraries. I t hink we ought to have a program so we

will begin to articulate tbe fact that what we have to do in our shops is

going to be affecting our staffs, does affoet the hiring rato of librarians,

and it does affect switching them around.

-1R_ BMW:: We ought to go back to what !Or. Kilgour said at the beginning,

that network libraries are not for librarians, they are for users.
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THE RESEARCH LIBRARIES GROUP

James Skipper
Research Libraries Group

Five or six years ago I addressed the Association of Research Librar es

on the then-new subject of a possible economic depression in higher education.

Followlng 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.

Planning for RLG was brought into focus through a report written by

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 (now President) was appointed in August, 1974,

and the RLG office, originally occupying space provided by Columbia University,.

moved to Branford, Connecticut 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 il _.o serves as Cha I rman of the Executive

Committee of the Board.

REG deliberately'limited embetship during its formative years, not in
an attempt to be exclusive, b. 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 possibilitY of providing services to other libraries 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 services 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
reciprocity of access to RLG collections for Qualified users from any member
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
REG libraries.

The operation of the Shared Access Program is the responsibility 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 resource 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
REG collections is the requirement that we protect and preserve these
resources for the benefit of future generations. The problem of deteriorat
paper, while not so noticeable in newer libraries, is a special difficulty
for those collections which have been developed over longer periods of time.
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 yea-.s 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 pre ent

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 Angio-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 to identify variant cataloging

praetices 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

base 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.

t is RLG policy to develop and expand its bibliographic processing
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 to 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 needs of present and future members of RLG.

If the eighteen month Phase I program is successful, funding will be
sought to support Phases li and III, which involve the design and instal-
lation of equipment for a sophisticated system to facilitate library net-
work-to-network comnunications. 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 to
attempted local self-sufficiency, it is natural that there should be many
policy and procedural problems which must he adjudicated. However, the
real challenge and the ultimate objective of RLG, is to alter the attitudes
of library staff, faculties and stacients 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 Tesponsibilities 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
Depu .y 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 beg n 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; ing-

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.

42

4 6



The Phase I project will utilize as much as poss ble 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 prov des 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 auth:Jr 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
qualircation 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 searcher

can quickly determine whether the desired record is present and, if it is, cm-

43



mand the display of the full record. Additional indexes are also being dev loped

to allow searching by personal or corporate author, subject, series, LC 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 addi ionat 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.2 NYPL computer, to provide

new transaction proceduiTs and possible error condition-

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

of components already in existence. 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 Rey 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 1 tests the sharing of resources between two specific library computer

stems. The proposed second and third phases explore the extension of this

-ource sharing to a large number of library computer systems,
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As the na_ onal network,develops and regional networks are creatcd,

there will be a need for E. -ystem capable of interconnecting these systems
and allowing data exchange Imong 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 he reali

One of the more promising ways to build such a network is to use a muIC
computer as an interface between eath 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 RI.G and LC, which can be extended to other participants.

As uming 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 hardwar

(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 1 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 netwerk 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 Ooposed
should help stretch the budget of large public and university libraries that

are now faced with serious economic problems by making the expenditure of

funds to serve LC also serve the na ional network. Thank you.
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Reactor

DAVID WEBER: I 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 f 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 Buk -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 ono 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, clear y 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 furzied 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 wide7sioread 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 November 21st he reported that:

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

time between response and request. We have considerably
improved the reliability of delivery, and we have found
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that in very few istance is the re( -sted item in

active use in the institution which can supply it,
which relieves one of our greatest anxieties - that
a very active interlibrary access program would cause
disruption on the local level and get the local faculty
on our backs. This has not happened.

From the experience at North Carolina and at other places, I 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 hook stored in the New England Deposit

Library. It is incumbent upon the university administration to pub' cly
support.this different type of access to materials. It is incumbent upon

faculty leaders and the library committees to publicly state their encourage-
ment and support for such a new policy of access. It is noeded that students

be told how the system can work to their advantage. Amd 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

.he books are miles away and how the system will assuredly work rapidly and
smoothly to bring the item to the scholar. I suspect that procedurally and
technically we can move much more quickly than we can atta n this change in

public attitude.

A third point I would make is that there is a considerably increased
administrative formality and legal structure that is prevalent in library
cooperative programs in the present decade. One can turn to the survey hy
Carlos Cuadra and Ruth Patrick which indicates that of 125 academic library
consortia, 60 percent had been incorporated. One may look at the Center for
Research Libraries, octr, and of course the Research Library Group to see the

effort that is needed when one develops systems for mutual support that are

of such large scale.

Por 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 band.

It minds 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: I have five concerns I would like _o express to you very briefly
as questions:

1. Is RLG underestimating the difficulties of llnking 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 propo e even initially?

3. Some teri 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?

S. 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.

am not for a moment saying that there should be an adversary relation-

ship, nor am I implying that with RLG and LC. I 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. I 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.

pi_cussion

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 coming 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

conv need 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 drtvelopmental phase and a full cost recovery basis after

the 18 months period.

What about the past failure in the medical library effort? I can not

comment on that because I was not intimately involved. All I can say is

that I 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

tandards 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. I 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 SO

or 60 libararies in his region to convert to a common cataloging practice.

RIX 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

situations that ARL got into, and it may very well be in your interest to go

beyond that sometime in the future.

WILLIAM 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: I 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 iszeally 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 coopera_an. I think the entire attitude, fortunately
forced on us by the economy, is quite different now that it was ten years a
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 benefit of all of us.

The fifth poi _ is the one that I find most troublesome, and that is the
question about ALA, ARL, and LC. I do not have an answer. I wish I did,

because it is true that we are in a period of development of standards, it 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 'MLA 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 i- ,rnational standard more rapidly
than we do a national standar _ 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 ease. I do not know what, for example, the problem
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 are faced with a very critical problem affecting

most certainly each of you in this room. We have a task force working at
home, but 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 ts, because there

are a great many efforts involved.

The MARC system was developed in the niet 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 MclIONALO: I guess I 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 boon able to take the direct course that perhaps Mr. Frantz is advooati--

but I would remind a 1 of you that we have been sponsors of some very

important studi_ thot have led to some of these developments, and I think

we can he proud.

I had a question f r tqr. Welsh that I think relates to this. One of the

studies that we condocted 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 objectives 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 rea ons,

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

doing together ilt lead to that development. Maybe Hr. Welsh would like
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to comment on
what he fer

or navid Weber, WhO WaS very active in helping us delop

"Son of SILC" the ether day in a hoard meeting,

WHOA: I 1..'ould very much like to comment, because I share that view-

completely. I think that what, we aro doing will also serve as a pilot project

the prahlems you expected to explore in the SILC effort- As a matter of

you will remenher that I
proposed this very approach as a pilot, so I

am now optimistic that this ici II prov ide some of the answers that we had

sought in

I think it is iust 1 matter of tine that SILC may ariivc gain in

tiler form, hope ful iy not in Alexandria, however; but I think this ex
.

n

c have will give us the data that we Jsperit ely need.

WirNT VW-T1:R: I would Me to take of MT. Welsh's _ention of TFLA,

and emphasize the point to which he was referring I think in terms of this

whole question of standardization for cataloging, the successful development

of the universal bibliographical control operation, that 'MA's contribution

is one of tremendous importance in modern librarianship. The developments -have

occurred because of this international organization, and except for the Council

on Library Resources, the American participation has been inadequate. I have

hevn urging for some time that the American library community must take a full

place in helping the international
standardization through UBC to move in

compatihle directions for us, as well as for the rest of the world.

STANLEY McELDERRY: f want to just point up the contrast between RLG's

electronic networks. ni5

was a point I tried to make yesterday. I think RIG 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. I think most networks

represent a bibliographic data base 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 inti

_n support international operations of a unique character. So what T

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

electronic network computing. I just do not see these two as compatible.

is fully appreciated about RIG, but I think its pattern may emerge because

of the possibility on the one hand of access at the national level to biblio-

graphic data. I am assured by Mr. Welsh that all the questions I 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 in1ernal

computing, so that facility plus developments in the minicomputer field that

will enable 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. I personally think that we may see 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

activities and what we'have referred to as
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pattern is the way that it is going to have to be used to effect von sub-

stantial chanoes in the way libraries operate internally,

JOHN LORENZ: I think the ARL board of directors must have boon psychic the

day before yesterday. because in its meeting it voted the acceptance of a

new task force on national library system development. I think this is what

is being called For hero, to some degree. f would also like to underscore

something that Mr. Welsh said, and that is that LC is one of the member

lihraries in ARL, so I thin we have a connect ion: it is automat

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 Nem York Public Library computer, and there were two major

questions that came out on that. I 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 dono as

though the computer could he 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 uas being made. I thought I

heard you say that it will not he 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 Mr. Skipper said zhat it was going to

look like a terminal, this means that it is going to he a formated record

which goes out, not a MARC-2 record, and you will not he complying with the

American communications standard. I think this would be a real error, and

I think you ought to get those two itenis reviewed so that you can comply w' h

the standards in Phase 1.

WILL AM WHLSH: Lot me jus, 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 ue already had. We are certainly working toward that.

That is the ultimate ohjective r wi I go back and will talk about that some

more. However, I agree.

FREDERICK KILGOUR: I want to speak to Ray Frantz. There really is nor a

major problem in the computer-to-computer interface 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 remote compater in the SOLINET area, which will be the same kind of

an interface. So this has been resolved with other types of computer where

one does not know what the other computer is going to do. This is a real

proolem, but the way they will set it up almost certainly is that the LC

.omputer 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 waititig for it.

STEPHEN SALMON: I wanted to ask what

Phases 1 and 2?
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JANIES SKIPPER: Phase I will he nine months developmental and nine months

operational.

WILLIAM KURTH: T was struck by Mr. Skipper's comment on the chanee thnt
would he wrought hy having facrlty and other users having access to the
collections of a Large number of libraries. I 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 what is

happening through various moans. I think in some respects we can do this

individually; hut perhaps we ought to collectively give this sm.e thought.
not necessarily as an ARE point of view, hut perhaps consider it at a future

meeting: the relationship and the responsibility we bear to lihrary users to
keep them informed uniformly and evenly as we develop our new and more accurate
bibliographic systems.

WILLIAM WORD: I hope I can take the privilege of a moderator te make some

concluding remarks. One would be that if you read, 8$ I think all of us do,

the unremitting litany of misery in the Chronicle of Higher Education with
. _

respect to the present straits of higher education, I f
_

ind a meeting such as

this to be very stimulating and very encouraging, partly because of local

circumstances, hut 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. I 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, think they probably far outstrip what is going on in the level of

higher education above us.

I have one concern that I would just like to express to Mr. Skipper and

gr. Welsh. It may be personal, but many otner people feel the same way. This

is rather heady atmosphere, and 1 certainly share Frederick Kilgour's con-

fidence that these problems can he solved. f do see some dollar figures

there that bother m(' at both ends_ As we move into a less affluent environ-

ment, even less affluent for RIG and LC 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 50c 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 cataloging problems back home based

on the fact that, as good as MARC is, it still is not what it ought to he. I

would hate to Gee your timetable for 1980 for having all current catalog,Tg in

machine-readable form jeopardized by this wonderful and exciting new project.

54



WILLIAM WELSH: It is so rare that somebody tells me that I am movin ahiad

too rapidly. I want to assure you that I share your views about the cost of

all of this. r think that LC, and I imagine each one of your inqtitutions,

have all spent a lot more for development than we ever dreamed of doinq. It

is costing much, much more. To refer again to the comment I 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, bow 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.

WILLIAM AXFORD: Are there any other comments before we close this section of

the meeting?

JOHN LORENZ: I think there iS one other virtue in LC, and that is that it

a public agency which reports to the Congress, which in effect reports to us.

We are the national interest in this whole picture, and I think that

national interest can he expressed through the Congress, and LC will he pleased

to respond to that kind of expression of national interest. So, I thank, again,

having this leadership in LC is having it in the right place, because it is a

public agency.
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THE ROLL OF THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS TN NETWORKS;
Report of the NCLIS Study

A:phonse 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, I 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. I was interested in a comment
about ARL's involvement or non-involvement in the development of standards
through ALA. My only comment concerns involvement how do you make sure that
all interested and affected groups are involved that want to be it simply

s 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. I 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
where 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 ether

words, place an obligation on your members to keep the Association informed
through its staff, and then you can respond.

lhe Commission has added Ruth Tighe as a new staff member. She joi ed

the staff en May 3rd. We are in the process of interviewing for one
professional position. I 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 Higher Ed cation Act, Title II-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 discussion paper in which he
will attempt te define and describe the criteria for determining what is a
unique and major resource collection that should be available nationwide. P-

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 regulations? Government

bureaucrats will, and you may or may not be involved in that decision making.

GO
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What we are trying to do by developing this paper is to provide the Office of

Libraries and Learning Resources with the infoimation 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,

with Dr. Bell and offered the Commission's services in support of the Office

of Libraries and Learning Resources. I suggested that we operate as an adIfisory

committee to that Office. Dr. Bell and Dick Hays like the idea and we are 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. Our

role ean be one where we can participate in developing Administration policy.

John McDonald talked to you about the copyright issues. The NCL1S, as

y_ti 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

d 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 whe 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. I 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 on your part, and we ask you to

please make the effort to help us gather valid data se we can suggest solutions

to problems of library photocopying. If we can develop the pattern of library

photocopying and gather facts that are valid, maybe we can resolve the problems.

You will recall that in the revis on of the copyright law (5.22), there

is a provision which was recommended by the National Commission well over a

year ago, that there he 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. It was adopted.

This would mean, therefore, that our study and the work of CONTU during the

ilex_ 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 questi-n on the status of the White House Conference. The

President was asked a question in La Crosse, Wisconsin by a student from the

University of Wisconsin, River halls. His question: "When will you be

appointing IS citizens to the advisory board for the 1977 White House Conference,

since a college student has already been recommended to you by Wisconsin National

Committeeman Harvey J. Fish?" The President responded,

The Personnel Office of th( White House is in the

process of trying to collect the names of citizens



all over this country that will make up the

advisory board. I can't give you the precise

time or date that those recommendations will come
from the White House Personnel Board (Office) , but

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

I 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,

nut 1 can't give you a precise tine 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 or senators, write to the President. First

of all, thank him for the support of the White House Conference, and urge him

to issue the call for the Conference. Poirlt out that if the President sends

up the budget request immediately, it wili 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 opportun ty to inform you that the President ha

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 release.

The four persons are: Ralph A. Renick, of Miami Florida, Vice President/

News Director, KTVJ-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

term expiring July 19, 1)80. 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,

m mber, Board of Directors, Los Angeles Library Association and other voluntary

work with health and cultural organizations in Los Angeles, California. She

will succeed LL:iie Dunlap whose term has expired. This is for a term expiring

July IP, 1980. li,)on confirmation by the Senate, the President intends to

redesignate Dr. Burkhardt as Chairman.

I want to take this opportunity to express the Commis ion'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: ho served as a stand-in for Quincy Mumford and then for

one year, while sr-rving as the Acting Librarian of Congress, was a member of

62



the Comniss n. John's contribution to the commission is obvious to all

you,

Also, I would like to thank John McDonald for developing such a wonderful
working relationship with the Na_ onal Commission. It is important 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. I will assure you that I will do my best to continue to work closely

with ARL as well as the other association

Now, let me go on to
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.

object of the survey is to pinpoint missing components and to collect

requirements 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 roles of IC: distribution of catalog data; dJstri-

bution of authority control data; union catalog maintenance (national, regional,

local); support of reference services; training and standards.

he Library of Congress's role in networks. This is

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 discuss ion

about LC's complementary role. A cross-section of libraries is being inter-

viewed: research, large public, small public, special county networks, state

networks, regional networks, etc. This is done in an effort to make

sure no ones' requirements get left out.

The rev ew of activities at LC has been completed. The questionnaire has

developed and refined through ,esting in sample interviews. Approximately

one fourth to ono third of the facilities to be surveyed have been completed.

Some new or novel suggestions have been forthcoming from the interviewees.

The investigators reviewing the information collected so far have pinpointed

1 r study areas, which are needed to provide detail for final specifications

roles and services.

The technical program At LC is a good one, and is of SLICII a broad scope

it cover- all of the requirements which could he laid upon it by national

networks or libraries. No important areas have be,in 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

it a specified time. This obviously has to he done and must carry with it

all of the budgeting and planning activities required to install operational

services, 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 task.
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It was surpris ir- to list en to The rango of comment about LC's role .

libraries had Oven little or no thought to the question, and had itrle

know I edoe of LC's activities while others had extensive knowled2e. It followea

that those wh) lad little knowledge aboot LC tated that ta,.:y should hnve a

primary role in thr, area of technical loadership and guidance in providing

new services. whc-reas thoe who wre knowledgeable had in mind more specific

roles for LC.

MIIL-h of the comment was as expc-te, and directed itself to roquos ts fo-

improvement in W.'s existing sorvicc IT was difficult for most to proJect

Themselves into the future; for example. the use of the minicomputers or the

replacement of the card catalog. This was especially true of those i

who as vet have no access to mechanizt-,d services of any k hid Lihraries upon

hearin Df current LC projects and Millis for new services statcd a desire to

uso such services, asking when they would he av i lobi --

brories contacted so far requested an i flu ceased ro le for LC in tra loin

And Principles can he learnod at library -;chool but practical

training in automation, LC procedures, and knowledge of what is under develop-

ment is desired From LC. The extent of what is desired portends a level of

effort which probably cannot he carried out s an adjunct to an LC staffer's

development or management duties. All of those libraries or networks carrying

on development or providing servi es to others urged that they he kept informed

of LC's current procedures and plans. quantitative data describing per-

formance ts needed in cataloging and accpiisitiun so that these organizations

can plan in a complementary manner.

More than one network service expressed the rt. qui rement that LC should be
the catalog source of "last resort,' and that they then could store and process

catalogs in a much more efficient manner. In this regard, the role of LC versus

the national libraries, agencies and organizations such as NLM, NAL, GPO, and

OCLC, was discussed but opinions varied wilcly. Th is is a touchy subject with

most saying that LC should have a larger role, hut that the other agencies and

organizations have a right to theirs by virtue of the fact that they ate

presently far ahead of LC in providing really timely services. One network

presently using OCLC was well along in plans to expand the capahilities of

their communication links so that all types of services could be served.

These plans included communications to LC's computers, and a strong statement

was made that LC should adopt one of the existing standards in this area,

rather than create one of its own

Now, that is only a pruoresa report. We have a long v.ay to go before

the project is finished -- not in time, but in work. Actually, we are sup-

posed to have it finished by the end of June, hut T suspect that wo will

probably have to have an extension of one or two months, We are looking to-

ward its completion by Sol ember, so that ut your ing, we would

hope to have a full report.

Let me close by sayin: that the National Commission is definito_y

support ive, and has said so in writi ug, of the LC-RLG proposal which yc

heard about this morning. We think it is nn important step in our tint: nal
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net -rk plans. We are trying to deviop a matrix, which will show al
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 5ay,

"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?" It is incumbent upon you to keep us informed so we can he supportive.
Secondly, as you think about studies and projects, look at the national program
and say, "How does it fit?" If it does not, I have two questions: one, is it

important to the national program, or two, is it perhaps that your proposal

is not one that ought to he funded.

1 w..11 continue to keep you informed and to w- k closely vith you. We

are sensitive to your comments, critiques, and criticisms; just as tve , not

especially shv about expressing our views. I would be glad to answer any

questions.

RICHARD DE GENNARO: I want to ask Mr. Trez whether ARL's interest and
initiative in the national periodicals center fits into that matrix

ALPHONSE TREZZA: I am sorry, I meant to mention that project. The nalional

periodical system task force, has Vernon Palmour as our principal investigator.

He is spending 40 percent of his time on the project, which has boon 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 committee and of the Center for Research

Libraries'Board, expressing their wish to participate and to be supportive.

What we did that day was to, first, present some models for discussion

purposes. We have presentLA four different models, all the way from taking wh

exists today as it is and simply trying to do a better job of coordinating it

at the one end, to a sinole center at the other end. We agreed to concentrate

on one model as a basic for Further exploration. Some of the assumptions arc:

'f you have 2,000 titles, you can sa.O.sfy SO percent of demand; and if you

have 10,000 titles. you can fill 90 percent of the requests. We speculated on

a plan to establish a iiumber of 2,000 title collections acros-; the country in

either a major state which has enough material resources, or in a rcgional

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 pertent. 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.

As part of the
-,- cies so hc

dY,
get

rnon Pa mour is visiting a number of organ
latest information possible. He visited
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with CRL last week and looked into their facilities. Mr. Palmour had a long

talk about LC-RIX, and how it fit into this oporation. Ky our n,,xt.

meeting on June 11 we hope to arrive at a consensus by the task force ci:.; to

which model we are going to pursue in detail that by the end of December

we will adopt a policy recommendation and start a national periodicals system

and, hopefully, by January 1, 1n7S, the organization will be operative, even

if it moans we must start with existing resourc-es and existing monov. We are

going to start. and I am sure we will need foundation .,=,urport_ Wc Can then go

for the Federal and state funds. We will keep voo fully informed as we pro-

gress. Certainly at your fall meeting wo will have a much more detailed report.

JOHN LOREN:: Who is the investigator for the LL roie?

ALPHONSE fREA: Tne principal investigator for Th0 LC study is Lawrn;:o

Buckland, President of Inforonics, The Library of Congress staff member is

Henriette Avram. Those are the two principal people.

ROD LUCHESNE: I would like to mnkc, a con'nenT 1,.c..re, if I may. This is less a

question or a comment and more a point of information and an invitation. There

is a study which is being undertaken br the National Library of Canada which

relates to what was just describvd hy Troz:za, .nd I thought he might like

to plug it into his information. I would like TO LOViTO anyone who has a

direct itere5t in the Canadian scene to be in touch with us. The title of

the study was "Canadian Computerized Bibliographic Center Study." f will not

go into its full terms of reference, but it is essentially to review the

developing Catmdian computerized library network scone and to report with

recommendations. The time scale is approximately 18 months. I would just

like to close hv inviting anyone who has any direct interest in the Canadian

scene to be in touch with ut; with any comments or suggestions or information

that you may have that you feek is relevant. The objective of making this

invitation is that we would very much like to interface directly with the

Unite:,P St7ates networks and to be part of- North Americo. There aro differences

in Canada, of course, but we would like to join North America and he part of

it with you. Thank you.

WARREN ROLS: I wonder if thero is any move on the part of the Commission to

see that research libraries will continue to have a representative on the

Commission?

ALPHONSE TREZZA: Thank youfor the opportunity to comment on that.

The Senate 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 office, 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 Cemmission is now constituted, there is not any practicing research

librarian rooresented, and that this is an unfortunate v,pid. The reason why

it important to do it now is that we have two more vacancies coming up

this July. The terms of two Commissioners expire. They are: Andrew Aines,

who is with the National Science Foundation; and Catherine Scott, who is a

special librarian. Viey may ho reappointed or replaced; 50 if you are to
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have any impact on the appointment, you have got to take positive steps and
write, making suggestions as well as raising the issue.

We did co perate with ARL and ALA and some names were submitted. None

of the suggestions were selected. Reaction and suggestions from the field

are essential, and I really do think we ought to do our best to make sure we

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
Pomestic Council to come up with a proposal for a national information policy

by this fall. I 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 quest on 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 Kennedy 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 develop in

thi-s- direction. I 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 need to be represented in that decision-making process. I suggested he

develop an agenda based on specific goals or objectives and produce a back-

ground paper for such a meeting. It could run two or three days, involve a

representative group and be held at a location such as the Airlie House. I

have not had any reaction to that suggestion. I 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 I know about it. 1 do not really know what they are going te do-

They have been talking to Andrew Aines, who is experienced and knowledgeable

in the ar a of science informat on. That is the latest information I can

give you.

*
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ADVISORY GNI NATIONAL BIBLIOGRAPHIC CONTROL

Lawrence Livingston
Council on Library Resources

Becausc I am speaking last, I did not prepare a for- a., paper

fur you, I thought that 1 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 your 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 you what I think arc the critical next
steps in bibliographic control.

My definition of National Bibliographic Contro. is a coherent e.fort

coordinated at the national level to marshall all the nation's complementary

ic-sources and capabilitic so as to provide comprehensive control over each

bibliographic item, and to make the products and services of that control

effect vely available to the user.

Now this definition has several corollaries; I will give you some of t e

you 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 is required; (5) national

bibliraphic control involves other agencies besides libraries. 1 think we

must always keep this in mind; (6) 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 at the international level.

In my definition, I said coordinated at the national level. You notice that

did not say mandated from the national level; (8) although much emphasis is

placed on computer networks and on-line services, it must be undersood that

some libraries and other agencies will remain dependent on catalogs and other

products printed on paper for a long time to come.

With some of those thoughts as background, CLR, the National Sc'enc-

Foundation, and the National Commission in 1974 convened q meeting in Rosslyn,

Virginia on the subject of national bibliographic control. A mall group was

setup 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 th ngs to this level of



detail, I will read these nine recommendations to you, and then the rest of
my talk will describe what we have done about them.

Let me begin with the ninth recommendation first and the others will
then fall into place. The last one was to the effect that the three sponso
ing agencies should implement a continuing agency,which would keep up the
momentum generated by the Rosslyn meeting, and would worry about national
bibliographic 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 re ommended 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. I am only giving you:t:e outline 0 eac . FOT the
complete recommendations, please see LC Information Bulletin, Volume 33, No.
25 for June 21, 1974.

Recommendation number two: study the requ
and recommend action in this direction.

or additional standaTds

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

Number four: devise record formats and co tent 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 representat
such as graphics OT nUnerical data to the related bibliographic records.

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

Number seven: devise a national bibLiographc name-authority systeaL

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

n,

Number,nine: this one was to set up the Advisory Group on N- ional
Bibligraphic Control, as it is nom known.

That group has been set up and the membel-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
Carmon, assistant vice chancellor for Computer Services, University of Georgi
DT, Ronald Wiggington, director of research and development, Chemical Abstract
Service; William Welsh, formerly director of processing, Library of Congress

now Deputy Librarian. We tried to 2et the best people we could for this

group, and you can see, we did. As a roJLter 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 resign, and we have appointed and the sponsors

9
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have a. roved, Henriette Avram to replace him, Dan Lacey got involved in the

work on copright legistation and tad to resign; Dr. Carol Nemeyer of the

Association of Anerican Publishers is his replacement.

This is a good group; it is well balanced. I know it is we I 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 informal-1. e three of the present incumbents have library

degrees, and among the other group is Henriette Avram, so 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. 1 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 memb

then may bring up items they think are appropriate. These are discussed.

items come up between meetings, they are circulated to the members for consid-

eration before dhe next meeting.

When the group decides on items for ac ion, it may proceed in one of

several ways. It 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 recommendation 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

i5 working on the name-authority file problem. That one is chaired by Ant

Curran of the Boston Public Library, also with much experience and a good

reputation in getting things done in the bibliographic area.

The Advisory Group may also recommeno 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 state7ents 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 (Z-39,40), and the work has progressed

fairly rapidly. At the moment, they are just about to publicize fhe final

draft resulting fram their deliberations. As soon as that activity has taken

place with 239 the work will 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 recommendation
to Mr. Orne that 1-39 should take another look at the Standards Account
Number (SAN) code. The SAN code has now been published as a standard, I
believe, 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
o us that this number had enormous implications, OT 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 commission 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 ate using ISBN for ordering, hut there is a nagging feeling that
there is potential for much wider use of ISBN on the one hand, and that maybe
ISBN is not totally adequate for all of the potential uses on the other hand.
Accordingly, commissioned a study being done now by one Helen Schmierer

of the Univerity of Chicago library. She is looking into the whole business

of the use the potentil use of ISBN in libraries. That report is due

within th l. sl months, and you will be advised as to what Schmierer finds

out.

In 2.f16, -n to those modes of operation, the Advisory Group may convene
m.,2c-t1ngs of various kinds. We decided early on that because several people
Itsc.d brcr 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 about bar codes that we needed to take a systematic look at them.
You sec, I can foresee 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.

LC is using bar codes in the in-process file. Several libraries, for
example; Chicago, University of Texas at Dallas. University of South Carolina
and others, are using bar codes in circulation control systems. Several

things need to be examined here. The bar codes themselves: should they be

standard? Cv.n 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 ce,avened for next week a small meeting just to look at the

requirement for study of the bar code problem, and we will be reporting back

to you on that. So, we need to look at the bar codes themselves, and also
the numbers twhich are being encoded to see what standardization is required.
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[hen tiere is a Aole problem of OCR f-nts and equipmcot thc same context.

The Advisory Group also discussed the r quirements 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 ln

communication protocols. ft is that activity that MT. 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 Croup works. It is your

Advisory Group and you are free to recommend actions of various kinds. The

group is quite flexible. It has same money, and it has some good people on it,

and it has a way of doing business that is effective, in my opinion. In the

future, we will continue to do things of the kind that I have described.

The r_ ults of the work of this Advisory Group are as the name implies,

advisory to the sponsorsbut you see how effective this can be, because it

permits the sponsors to coordinote their funding activities against projects

which have been picked out and defined by the working parties of tno: Advisory

Aroup. This ability to suggest whore the three sponsors should o7Jr.c,,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, a standards

activity is decided upon, it ,ots put irtto the proper sUndards formulation

channels. If it is 0 to the sponsors, the sponsors decide what they

are going te do. So you need to understand that process; that is how it works.

sow, what I 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

absolutely critical to the future development of national bibliographi

control):

I think that the next step needs to be devising the mechanism of

bibliographic control, and I refer here to the Library of Congress and the

regional networks, principally. We must devise a modus vivendi hetween and

among the Lih-:iry and the regional networks. I think that phraseo1ogy 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 givt, you one that must come before 211 of that. We

need-to decide how many regional network there are going to be. I think this

is an absolutely critical requirement. i am not going to tell you how many

regional networks I think there should be, although I have an opinion, but I

will predict for you the outer bounds of these rl,umbers. I predict absolutely

that there will not be just one; and lthink 1-iat there will be nor more than

ten. I
think it is up to all of us thdecide just how many there will be, where

they 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 work

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 I 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.

* * *
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BUSINESS ME'T

ARL Commission Structure

[See Appendix A For report of Task Force to Study Commission Str

MRS. WHITNEY At the ALA Membership Meeting held in Houston 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 tifti:s. MT. Hopp is about to give us his report

which has been discussed with thm Board already. The Board has accepted the

report in principle and has recommended the adoption of the recommendations.

MR. HOPP: I will read the three recommendations that che task force has pre-

pared and then I will move their adoption. I 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 responsibiIities 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 reco endations. [The motion was

seconded].

Just about a year ago, Richard De Gennaro, then president of the

ARL, appointed a task force under ny 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 chairman 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 grouns in a kind of hierarchical fashion, thus removing the direct over-

sight responsibility of the committees for the ARL executive director.

'14
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The groups vere then named "commissions, ther than task groups, and the

plan was then implemented by the Board.

After some two years of operation under this method of organization, it

aned apparent that the interposing of 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 chairmen regularly met in nne session with the Board,

and also reported to the membership alternatively in w itten and oral form.

After experience of some two years ln a mode, 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

members 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 e tablished.

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

membership 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 Gennaro appointed about a year ago the present

task force. Meanwhile, the commissioners, always trying to resolve the over-

lapping areas of responsibility, requestod 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

commiss ons and the ARL office staff.

As presently functioning, the commissions have as their responsibility ,

identify problem issues and concerns, set objectives, provide state-of-

-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.

So, 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 &RD staff should assume the responsi-

bilities presently assigned to the various commissions, with the exception of

the Management Commission."



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

hy grant funds. There presently is a Commission on Management of Research
Lihraries, 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 respensibilities, 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 he create& 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. It is sufficien

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

commission structure of the ARL should bc eliminated."

MRS. WHITNEY: Is there any discussion? The question has been called for.

[A vote was taken. The recommendations were voted

* * *

ARL Membershi Criteria

[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 ether 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, chairp rson

of the Task Force on ARE Membership Criteria.

72



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

The Subcommittee (of the Board) to Review Criteria for ARI, Membership,
primarily as a result of discussion at the ARL Board mteting 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 preblem, 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.

The report as presented to the Board is preliminary; we plan to distribute
it to the membership. r am asking you to respond to it by the 1st of July.
That will give Mr. BudivIgton and me time to produce a joint report, which will
be ready for action at the October meeting.

* * * *

MRS. WHITNEY: r will now ask William Budington to report for the Task Force
on Criteria for NonUniversity Membership in ARL.

MR. BUDINGTON: The charge of our task force wa_ to consider criteria for ARL
membership for nonuniversity groups and agencies that support research library
interests.

ln the by-laws of the Association, it does say that in general, member
institutions are, I believe, major university libraries whose collections and
services are broadly based, and certain other libraries whose collections are
recognized as having natjonal 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 t ice; it considered the various kinds of nonacademic
libraries which had been brought to our attention for considcration in this
respect. These included multicampus agencies such as the one 4t 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 nut
libraries. These may also include the netwarks which are coming into existence --
RLG, as well as the independent research libraries and the publie 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 Roard, 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

nafluence their eligibility for membership. Finally, to what extent do the

multicampus agencies, such as the University of Californ a 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 ti e.

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?

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 two 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 ef

now, anyway, that criteria number nine i$ 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: I 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.

* *
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ARL/ACRL Committee on University Library Standards

MS. WHITNEY: Another group that has been wrestling with quality versus quan-ity

is the University Library Standards Committee, and I would like Eldred Smith

to report on its work.

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

it is composed of and has been charged by both ARL and ACRL. It was established

the end of the last calondar year, and is charged to develop university library

standards for review, and hopefully approval by the two parent organization.
The committee includes the following members, in addition to myself: Calvin

Boyer, William Kurth, Stanley NcEiderry, Richard Talbot, Melvin Voigt, and
Roy Watkins.

We have met twice. We met f rst 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 OUT 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 ACR1 by the end of this

calendar year. The one accomplishment so far is that we have managed, largelv

through the help of Beverly Lynch, to secure some modest outside funding with

receipt of the Morris Jones Award.

AkL/CRLComniittce on a National Periodicals Lending Lib ry

MR. BRYANT: The AR CR1 Joint Comnittee on the National Periodicals Librar

was appointed by its two parent organizations late last autumn. I 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 periodica

literature. Now, almost simultaneous with the establishment of this joint
committee 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 tk force has been discussing a wide variety of



components of such a system. which in- -Ives the cinahility of providing on n

national basis reliable access to periodical literature, in which the notion

of a library dedicated to providing j,urnal artile s across the country may

)0 a major element.

1e joint committee prepared a progress report which was submitted to the

National Commission prior to its second meetinc on April Sth. The progress

report from the joint committee went to Commision with covering

letters from the nresidents of tl!e two pa ,2tions, ARL and CRL, after

action by the full boards of 424, Gi -te progress report of the

joint committee was on tb.:: aenda fr t.c J 5th meeting of the task force

and was considered at that tiNe- I mov say that these three documents, that

is to say, the two covering Iett.ers 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 al.l of you. [The material referred to here is includA U5

Appendix D (1-3) of these Minntesl,

The joint committee report proposes that a 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

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 organization, and clearly a reconsti-

tution that would envisage a non-membership kind of organization with

services and facilities available to readers everywhere.

Now what about the next steps? The National Com- .-sion task force, which

is chaired by Alphonse Trezza, will hold its next meeting on June lith;

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 jont committee is working actively. I hope to have a good cleal 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 o H4on of so

very many years may at last become realizable.

Office of University Library Wies

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

orUniversity 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 involved in a number of activities that involved a basic operating

requirement on the part of the Office. The Management Review and Analysis
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Program (MAP) i one of these programs. Currenti, we are in the process

of operating the fifth application of MRAP at Johns Hopkins University
libraries, and We expect that the study team there will have a report out of

that project sometime this summer. The erlier (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 by 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 fc,_ 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 library.

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 practi es 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 Ive, alre 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 k

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

SO percent of that institute 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 management 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 economical fashion than we could if Stanford had to subscribe to the full

ice of the institute.

h r training a-tivities 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 serv ice is increasing! sign ificantiv.
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The project, which we have t;i1kil about a 'ittle before, is in

operating stage at this point. The performance appraisal training

materials were developed, again in cooperation with McGill, and the McGill

staff aro now actually applying these in the library. In sunniriry our three

major priorities in the operating programs ioclude MU', SPEC and this whole

area of training.

In terms of developmental priorities, we have a number of pro5ects that

are in various stages of evolution. One of them I think we have mentioned

before is called tile problem analysis project. The attempt here is to design

a methodology for identifying and resolving problems in a research library

Ong. The first package in this area is focusing on collection developmeni:.

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 three SPEC flyers on this. We are now

looking again with the qinagement Commission toward the next steps we might

take with that project.

We are also rather heavily involved in workirg on the Academic Library

Development Program. The Council on Library Resour es 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 are working on 1s a project that is ained at

designing training matu.-ials for supervisors in research 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 o'cylo 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.

f mention these several developmental projects, because I think we will

iooking 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

be establishing a new advisory structure, and your comments and suggestions

in that respect would be useful to us.

* *
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Report of the £zcc tiv e Director

MR. McDONALD: Some of you may have had the impression that last Fall's mecLing
was going to be my last as executive director. To anyone who is disappointA

to find me still around, I want to make the followinq promi2e: that at the

conclusion of tomorrow's boa!7d meeting, I plan to disappear fally

Therefore, as befit:5 a dedicated birdwatcher such as myself, this is going

to be my swan song. All intelligent people know that there are three species

of swans in North America; the trumpeter swan, the whistling swan, and the

, swan. Which one of these I should choose to be on this occasion gave me

-:oniderable problem. T ,01J-', almost equally tempted bv the mute swan and the

trumpeter swan, hut 1 llave chosen the middle one, and I mean to imitate the

ding swan, whose song is short and sweet.

want to begin what ,light laughingly be called a report with what is
properly its conclusion. I do so because, like that good man William Welsh,
sometimes get emotional on occasions such as this, and T want to get said

what is in my mind. I think you can guess what that is; a gly, that it

haa been a great privilege for me to have had the opportuL to ser as

executive director of the Association of Research Librari even if briefly.

Sge of you may feel that it has not been brief enough. But this is truly a
great organization, with a great fecord of accomplishment. I am positive it

has a great future.

I would like to think that I have not done it any great !:arm during my
months here, as some of you have been kind enough to write to me or speak

with me and say that you 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 poo:ale also it has really been easy, 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 you, who, I think, contribute so very much to the ARL out of its long

tradition of volunteerism. I am really more grateful to you than 1 possible

say hcre and that ib really all l want to say at this point. I know ydu know

what is in my heart.

having said the last first, let me get dowl. o business and try to tell

you a little hit about some of the things that we have done in the seven or so

months since l last reported to you. Just after the October meeting of the

Asaociation, I traveled to Japan 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 librarie. A number of ARL directors also delivered papers at that

meeting. While I think it is difficult to gauge the effect dr the value of

auch a hi-nationni conference, l would have to believe that it is the sort

of tii!v, tHt -,orth doing from time to time

',1::00n after my return from Japan, there began a series of meetings on

copyright, which grew in frequency and intensity as the House Judiciary Sub-
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oommitlep on Courts. Civil Liberties and the Administration of Justice neared
completlon of its hearings and prepared to mark up the copyright revision

Copyright has cortainly been the overriding concern I have had over tio
severi months sii4:e our meeting, and after the turn of the year, it

occupied virtually all of my time, which. I think, in part explains why we

havo failed to follow our normal rohodule in communicating with you through the

:ewsIott.iyr, i am suro that 'iart- do a lot bcqt,r in the future,

to come ha,_-_k to copyri!ztt in a few minutes. Just now, I want

to a fc', words about the ARL office and its two projects. I gave a fairly

full report at annual meeting in the fall on our finance:,, which were better

than you wanted them to be. You know you instructed us to do a little deficit

s,:eidin7, and I bv-- failed You again. We keep accumulating a modest reserve,

but maybe John Loire:i Lan do better. ttie now have 104- member, as Virginia Whitney

iftlicatud to you at the top of the show. Our first quarter expenditures are

,:ory much on our budgeted t:'Irget, and a full auditors'report will bo included

in the next minutes of the Association meeting, so that you can he able to see
in black and white what I am reporti!1,,,, her.

Mr. 'Webster has given you a very good report on the activities of the
Office of :Aanagement Studies, and I will not add to that, except to say that

they are in their first year of their Council on Library Resources grant.

As far as the Center for Chine3c Research MaT,erials iy concerned, I am

delighted that P.K. Yu could be here and visit with some of you at the meeting.

The Center continues its excellent work. As you know, it is operat.ng, unlike

the ARL, in a deficit posture. We continue to have strong assurances from the
State Department that they will, at least for the current year, be able to re-

pair that deficit. The Center has a. revolving fund on which they can draw as

well, but we are vevy much concerned to remedy this shortfall. P.K. Yu is

readying proposIs for funding agencies, which I think is very great promise

for_ success. I had hoped very muca before I eft Washington last week to be

able to have the final assurance from die St Department, I do think '''at

very S00:1 they will be sending us some ry funding for the CCP' Its

reputation is superb around the country, al not help but believe

it wilt succeed in securing the necessary 1

I shared this and ether information with the Board yesterday, I think since

this is an interim report, I am not going to tFY to dwell on all of the things

that I shared with the Board. The Board minutes will be !,-ont to you in due

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

could to continue their vod rolatin!I with the NCLIS and Mr. TT-cr.:7.o, with the

Library of Congress, and with others with whom we work with such freoJency.

We have a fairly good publication record, other than the NewsletteT, since
we were able to get out the promised separate on the Library of Congress_as a

National iilbliogrhie center. I must say that I feel much comforted by some

ofThe most recent events that have occurred in Washington. I rather dreaded

leaving the Washington scene with no visible lccomplishments, and I am not sure
that the ones I am going to cite are all glmt tangible, but at least I can
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leave feeling that there are some prospects for accomplishments.

Now, first on the copyright front, iust about a ago the HOUSE':

Subcommittee finally re'a,!'aed in its markup the famous lbs,z,-:tion 108(g) (2)

oa library pheocopyin; Iabseqaent to its action. I s_ait what I called a
copyright update. As YO-. know, the Subcommittee adopted an amendment to the
section which changes the language which this association and others have
objected to so strongly. We feel that it chan,ios the language in a direction
which is helpful to us, .,nd it was that influence that I was trying to share
with you. c flat my awn interpretation on the meaning of that language, and
since I am not =n attornev. I could very wrong. Some of you have noticed
that that language Is vague, perhaps ambiguous, hut I hope it is not permnontly
troublesome.

ince the copyright memo l sent you, I ha%e taken some additional actions.
We have secured .-rom our attornes their official legal interpretation of the
aew language for 1081g) 12). Recently we have secured from them some suggested
language for the House report, which will accompany the bill once it is passed.
It is imp' -tont for u to have in the House report suggested languaLle which
provicies interpretation of the amendment. Philip Brovn, our attorney,
has done job in providing possible report language. That language
1 t;,ink wo will be able to share after we have had a chance to read it, adjust
it, and discuss it within the staff. It is very important that we take comfort
from what has been accomplished, and at the same time not congratulate ourselves
premal-wrely. There will be other hurdles. The bill will eventually be voted
on ir by the committee, and it is even possible at that late time that
another amendment can he 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,
,here of course it could also he amended. Assuming it passes there in its
present form, roods to go to a conference committee of the Senate and the
How-e, as the :I:;enate version differs. [hero, we would hope to be able to have
the ..;onferenee committee adhere to the Houle language, and I think we have somo

reas(H to he optimistic on that score.

7he amendment has good auspices It was pissed with only one dissenting
.w the House Subcommiutee. 6rafting by the committee staff gives it

stry-.)gth. We reel that the Register of Copyrichts is not out of sympathy with
amendment. Verv important, we believe that the rn,nlnouc has a very gond

chance of -,itanding up in conference. The pubLishers have not had a great deal
to say about the amendment AS yet, but what they have f think has been in
a friendly or certainly not an unfriendly spirit, so that, again. I think this

gives us some reason for optimism.

Throughout all this, we havc 1..1 the great benefit of a powerful coalition
of lihi-ary associations, and I want to recognize the indebtedness to
the ALA and the other : their efforts that they have put into
this along with I think Robert Kedgeworth can testify that it is a de-

manding process, hut we stuck together. wo worked talether, and I 7..hink for that

reason and others we accomplished something. I do hot want to ovellook the
effort or the communications From all of you, The Subcommittee staff noted
the unprecedented volume of mail that accompanied this issue, and I know from

the carbon copies that you sent to the ARL office that many of you wrote long
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and persiaisivo letters. It was an impressive accomplishment from ARL and its

members. Toward the end more and more users and user groups were heard from,

including scholarly societies and others. This certainly helped. I think

this: we would have been very unlikely to secure an amendment in the

HoLse. Thei=i- tendency was to go along ith the Senate version uherevcr Possible.

As I understand it the associations have a.izreed to have another joint

meeting SOOP, and although I will not be a purty to that, I am ii14hted

the coalitonn will I certainly will be glad to answer questions

from ,T.w of you who wish to put thorn to me, but I think that is -.2now4h

for the -- on the copyright matter.

I ,,ant tc talk now about another possible accomplishent. This an

i!igher Education Act, wh_irh orovicies nel, language for Titio

fi-C. As you know, Title II-C chcc serl'ed as the vehicle for the shar-7id cata-

lo.::;ing program, which has now become a part of the annual 'udget of the Library

of Congress, and it is moving very effectively along in i tl way. Title II-L

remains as kind of an empty vessel into which we have poured some new language.

Again, I think 'hat the amendment that we have succ- -ded in securing from the

Senate Subcommittc on Education one that has ti hest efforts of not just

the ARL, but also the ALA, and others. This amendrt it, if agreed to ultimately

in a conference committee with the House, would pro. 'de the funding for research

libraries, libraries of the type represented in this association, but in addition,

in states where thel_ is no ARL library, thi largest acgdemic library or the

largest public library oi the state library agency.

Evri thoag the funding requested in tho first year is modest by Federal

standards. (I am talking about $29:00,A0 when I say modest), it could be the

s!art of a new program of 7i.b,-;, 'iat could have far-reachi4 signi-

ficance. in :went days, Iust last week, we are considering the

possibility of a slight chant,i- i:i-,rding of the new languago foi HEA il-C

in order to mai,:y it Fssible tor a reso,Ace sharing agency to secure funding

under this title. This hopefully would speak possibly tc nceds of the

NCLIS and its task force effort on a national serials system. It would respond

to tE'i initiatives of the ARL that you have already heard about from Douglas

Iiryant. reporting for the ARL-CRL joint committee, and possibly to other

resource ohur /'J 41enci,,,is that might be in a eosition to provide a national

3,:.7Vice in return for Federal support.

i
hlve Uisc-...sed this with Robert Wedgeworth and others. I know it has

been discussed with Alphonse Trezia, although he and I have not had a chance

to talk about it too recently, but Mr. Treata knows about it and I think

approves. We have same assurances from Senator Pcil's commLtte that it will

not be too difficult 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 Noard action which is in some way related

to Avit 7 'lve just talked about, and that is a reaffirmation of the charge

SG



to our into:: -ary Luau Committee. There was reference in our meetiiv, this
morning to the necessity to look at the orowing tendency in ARL librari s and
!-Iier:, to ch:-Irge for various services. The practice of charging for inter-

1:hrary loans is nne that is growl:- -, and it seemed to the Board that it would
he timelv to try to find out whar_ ..- happening, and t '..)e in a position to
advise the Association on tnis frunt. To that end, the Board reaffirmed the
need to take a broad view of Association interests regarding interlibrary loan,

t;10 Cnnmittee to invi:!-Hiiate the con:,couol,_-s of interlibrrv

loan charges, including implications of the proposed copyright issues and the
nnxposed use of coupons. In order to so, the Board agreed that the Committee
111,2mbershin 5hon: 1-)c, increased from five to seven members. Weber, who
has served very .,:foctively as the chairman of the Interlibra;i Loan Committee
has asked to h reli..ved of the chairmanship, hut has ..,Ireed to remain on the

Committe. K. are fortunate in being able to say that Jay Lucker. who has
tne, Commi7toe, rtia:, agreed to chairman, so there will he

continuity the activities of Interlibral: Loan Committee: it does have

an importa;- task to perform.

are a number or otilL s that I think a,n- soin-what loss signi-

ficant_ I do not believe I a- ,, ing to take the time to go into them. I

am be to anticipate Trhat boat ride and salmon bake, and I do not want
to hero too long; i.:t I do ce-ftaLiv want to say in closing that I

am de: .1ted that the Association has tOwld a person of-John Lorenz's
a: 1 ability to sucec,I me as eNecutive director. John has ah'eady

heg.lm to work for the As4ociation, and his capahlo and iudiclous approach is,
I think going to serve the Association extre,-ly well in the years
ahead. As a prospective member nf the Asociation, i look forward to werkilw

with him and yo-. in the future. Thank You,

vx

MI 'i%1111-Lli'r: John MLOonald has not only given you, as usual, a very henuti-
Cui ,ind. full report of the executivc directui-, hul he took away from me t:le
oppor,unity of more than In) Join me in a very heartfelt

th;-:nks for the splendid way he served us. ::11i not believe it is only

month.,,., it ,-eems if Thhh alway, been with us. You have listcned to

peopte l!1: position fr(qpiently holo, worried they are about boin, able to

fultill the reluirements of the oftice of ARL presidency. 1 have learned

somethin. With the executive director's help and the staff in the office,

r is not Hid. I would like .:!,lVe the memhers of the Sesrch Comm;itee

somy creCiii 7 i -ause they worked exi-eedingly qu ickly and came up with a un-

F0,-.:01M11C; tion. The Search Committee was chaired by kichard bc Gennaro

:in' included ,iam Budir.,,ton, Rutherford Ro;lers, Warren Haas, and l!ilph Hopp.
nrcsented a unanimous recommendation to the Board, which was un..almously

ac.cptmd hy the Board, and the boa w(.. red the Executive COmmitte0 to

oitcl Lily appointment uf executive -,- to John Loren:. We could not

hAve been happier with his accept, un the two Johns got together and
YO: presently have two executive I (0 work with. One is going to be

relieved mil, .ittei the Boara the other has just recently

A .,aimed an o:Licial position with us of the 1st of May. In actuality, both
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men kurr been working hand in .00-, all spring, so vr have a very oftective

transition from one to the othor, inev will continue to consult with one

lnother, and fortunately for all el' us, while we know John McDonald is goilv

Connticut, he is still one of ds and we will bc able to call on him, us

"0:Q wish him ood luck in his view ro.Tonsibilities at Co-,-,necticiit.

It is nc..'w my plcYsure to turn to John Loren:, wllom I am happy ts) intro-

yor drc,:tor :like to a few words tc, vo-.

MP, D)R0_, ThLin',., You very much, Virizinta. I also wanted to thank you for

your letters of congratulations and best wishes and offers of cooperation.

I
think John McDonald would Jgroo that dny oxecutive director noods all the

cooperation arld understanding he can get, There W25 one letter in particular,

with a particular :-)aragraph that really struck mi,,; xnJ I would like to share

it ,,ith nave th.:: approval oi the tis !le

said, "Iwo.uld he madness to promise that I will suddenly become a paragon of

thinIiTng and cooperation, hut I am certainly willinp to try.' I hail

that as ^ major hreakthrough; that is the spirit. I
would agroo with John

Mo.ionald, that this it-7 a great Association, and I am fortunate to have had

the opportunity of working with it the last 10 years. It does have a remark-

ahlc record f achievement and tradition, of good will and cooperation, and

I want to d, everything I possibly can to :Irry on those traditions.

thcre ix u great deal of stren0th in this Associrition, :md I

thi,q re,..7ord shows this. Just recnit;n a couple of e:i:amples, it seems

t11(..?
,t,ettin'g libraries included under 11, getting the National ftogram

CO/ ;--::.lisitions and Cataloging all the way through the Congress against some

rather severe opposition and | remember it because l was in the Office of

[(location at that time -- that was a tremendous achievement. I think tho,c

two things alone have put ARL into bibliographic and cultural history.

would seem to me that some of the recent achievements, such as turning ,iround

th t:istenmeiei Subcommittee as a (result of the many communications from members,

gotting HLA Title II-C written info the Senate hill en the extension of the

Higher Education Act. I think there are tremendous opportunities in that

Title 11-C because for Tlie first timi- the unique contributions that rosett,rch

ihrtIries make in the developmei,, a natina\ library and informatini

nns been recognized. A tot work will have to he done to got that all

the way titrough, but I think there -0 great opportunities. In working toward

:ho'e ends.

So. I want to do everything th,v- | Cail to forward these interests of tiPL.

I will be looking to the Board; 1 be looking to the membership. I Le

looking to the staff and 1 would agree with John that it is an excellent staff

that we begin with. I do not think want to go any further into the ..,orc

of the Association at this time, but f do want to say that I am delighted to

have an opprtunity to bc working with all of yo'I in this capacity. Thank you

very mux .



NTPLNPD, A

REPORT OF THE TASK FORCE To STUDY THE ARL COMMTSSION STRUCTURE

Task FOVCQ Charge: To analyze the scope and inter-relationship of the
Commissions and the problems they havo in fulfilling their responsibilities;
Iso to coni,,,ier the role of the ARL Board in relation to the Commissions.

Recommendations:

1. The Board of Directors and the ARL staCf should assume the
responsibilities presently assign,-d to the various Commissions,
with the exception of the Managomeo.t Commission.

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 representative
from the Board, membership, and others as may prove use-

ful for the OMS .-ogram.

3. The Commission structure of the ARL should he eliminated.

Bak--gl-ound Information on the Commissions

The Commis'cion structure was first outlined in a 29, 1971 "draft

report" to the Board by President Thomas R. Buckman. In that report he
identified the ma,ior ar2as of concern and activity of the ARL and arranged

these under "Task Groups." These "Groups" were given titles essential: in

use today: Development of Resources. Organization of Resources, Access r,Q

Resources and Service to Readers, M4nagement of Research Libraries, Rf-.-lation-
ships with the Federal Government, and Association Affairs (Executive
Committee). This "new form" of ARL operation placed all committees within
one of the Tusk Groups in a heirarchical fashion, thus removing the direct

oversight responsibility of the Committees from the Executive Director.
lho "Groul;" Were named Commisions rather than Task Groups and the plan
was then impftmented hy the Board.

After .iome two years of operation uT,dor this method of oranization,
it seemed apparent that the interposi,!, A Commissions between the working

committees and the Executive Director, whi'e perhaps relieving the Executive
Hrector of much or the time-consuming responsibilities, also placed him in
the position of not having fir.:t-hand information on many Assaciatior,
The Commir;sion chairmen regularly 'mt. in one session with the Board and also

reported to the membership, '.1tornatively in written and oral form. After

experience of some two years in this mode it hecame clear that the organi-

zation was not functioning satisfactorily.

On November 19, 1973 the Commission chairmen, ARL staff, and the

Executive Committee, met to reconsider the Commission structure. Thr.t



meeting resulted in pl:icing The ?:lanalerwnt of the Co=iisions

within the Board, -with Board mem'i)ors serving as chairmen Also, the

Commissions wore given only advisory responsibilities to 'zhe Board 7ither

than manlc,-ment of various commitrees, Committeez, were

directly under the kxecutive Pirector and ARL Office staff for coorcJination.

in addition, li_oq Fort:es For specifically identifi,..d concerns were establi'sLe:

The Commission chairmen and the Board, in thir continuous revic,,,; of

i:1'101-1Z1,---, oar ter-s sere f r-11

to, and fell within the pix ;low of, more than one Commission. Pic mcmhersk:n

api,earej not to undors,tand the C,,,r1r.hsion stralc-,-,hrc. a ra,:r uulte

apparent at the =lhy 1975 memhers,hip discussion

To tal;e yet another look at the Commission stru(ture, President De Cieiniziro

appointed the present Task Vorec ca June 9, lg75. !qcanwhi'e the Cummissionurs,

also trvin, to resolve the areas of resp6nsi;,Ility, reqi.leste

another joint meeting, wF,:: :1ihs-,_-uently was held on December 10, 1975. At

that meeting a calendar (". ws, identified and some effort was made to

bring these down to a Co, c:_ty concerns. Also, responsibility for

these was thon placed withl inAividual commissions and the ARL Office

staff.

Commen7-,s on the Recommendations

Recommendation No. 1: The Board of Diroctors and the ARL

Staff '..hnid 35.SMO the responsibilities presently assigned

to the various Commissions, with the exception of the

74anagement Commission.

Ai presently liiNetL7ini the .misni.ins have as their rosponiihility

-i,ie;;tifying broad issues and concerns, setting objectives, providing state=

`;:ie-art :.waiyses and assessment of future directions for ARL" (Ncyombor

22, 1973 revrt by S. Fvankie). Although the Commission chairmen arc,

members of the Board, those responsibilities wo believe aro the proper

nction of the Board as a whole, partularlv those relating to "setting

chiectives" old "assessment of future directions For ARL,"

For the ['wird to take on (kack) these responsibilities it may very w,.,11

consider several suggestions which the Task Force discussed.

i. The Bord may have to meet more often if it is to expand

its tosponsibilities, as suggested.

2. an alt*rnative, or even nerhaps includthg the above-

the Board may want to extend its meeting period to an

additional day each tine,

3. The meetings of zhe Poard nay be more appropriately

cirected toward priority concerw, and action matters

(instead of as much time as is now given to infor-

mational-type items).
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in order tu take on the famjions of the Commissions

the Board might want to consider expanding its member-

ship by several people and then forming sub-groups of

Board members Cocusi-n, attention to specifi': areas
similar to those now identified by the present
Commission delineation. These sub-groups would
generate recommendations to he considered by the Board

as a whLile.

For the Ain Office staff to disc.hars7e its ptvier function, the

r,arc re(d- 5trnmIlv that this stafC ha: to be augmentcd. At the Pc:.;imh,2:-

!, iiiieting of the Commissioners, among the pri )rity issues

there were clearly several areas in idiich the staff has to take

primary responsibility. It is not only impractical hut probably unristic,
given the size of ARL membership, for any except the small ramber of members

on the Boarcl or spc,:ific Forcos, to participate vc.ry

in Ald, affairs. Furth.r, it undouhtedly is an expectation among the member-

ship tiit tho ARL staff has to provide the major leadership and thrust on such

matters as federal legislation, liaisov 7.,Uth governmental and educational

agencies, research, and communication among the membership. At the May 1975

membership discussion meeting at Houston, it wns clear that membership expects

more from the ARt staff than the preent shie poi,isibly provide. Also,

many members were very surprised At the smallness of tl, staCf, and expansion,

even with the implication of higher dues, was a commonly expressed suggestion.

Recommendation No. 2: NI place of the Commission on

Management of Research I ihraries, a standing Advisory

Committee to the Office f5f Mani:omont. Studies should he

created, with appropr'.4f7e representation from the Board,

the membership, and o'H.::; as may prove useful for the

OMS program.

In some respect this would refine present practice and properly label

He Management Commissioa. The (TkIS is a special program requiring an

advisory group that has continuity, specific interest and/or skills in

mana:2,ement matters, and shou)d ho under the chairmanship of someone chosen

for reasons other than Board membership. The Board, however, shoolj

have re7r.resentation on Livisory Committee for liaison purpo,-;0's.

ship on the Committee <- u Thr necessarily ho limited to ARL membership

Although we believe a maJ of the Committee mcmbers should he from

among the membership. The Lxoontive Director should i]e an ex .offy=io

member of thc Committee.

in connection with ONIS, the Task Force believes that the OMS staff

increasingly should he available and drawn upon, in a supportive way, for

API. staff res:ponsibilities, particularly in areas involving statistics,

planning, research, .nd conomil.: concerns. Its assistance in drafting

research or project prorosis, for example, appropriately could result in

the development of tviJiniques and gilideline of use to tne membership in

A Toro general wAv.
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RecommeridaLion No, The Commission str- of the

ARL should he eliminated.

FroiT! the ahove hrief backc-ound of the Commission structure, it hocomes

apparent that this pattern of operations, while possessing a certain logic,

has not hec'n effective in practice. No attempt has been made to analyze,

in any thorough fashion, why this has been the ARL experience, Suffice to

obsere that in its brief (5 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 sow

change is called for.

The T3S11+ Force, which is making this recommendation, consists of a

currolt Board member, a past Board member, a past Commission Chairman, a

past President, and a young ARL member. In addition, thc final meeting of

Task Fr_r,r,:e attor,Lled hv the ARt. Fyorutive Director and the r.xecutive

Director-desinate. We humbly ask to he discharged, havirv met what we

interpreted to he our charge.

Ray frant7, Jr,
K. David Laird
Stanley Malderry
Basil Stuart-Stubbs
Ralph H. Hopp, Chairman

:January 27, 1976

*
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APPENDIX B

REPORT OF IllE SHRCUMMITTLF FO REVIEW CRITERIA FOR ARL MEW,ERSIIIP

Estahlishment

At the 15th ARL Bonrd meeting, Mae 7, 1975, discusio.71 of specific prob-

iems created by Membership Criteria 19 (number of Ph.D degrees granted) led.

to the appointment of this Subcommittee, The Subcommittee was asked to review

all of the criteria for ARE membership, to consider the relationship of these
criteria to the proposed tr,i,Js for Universit: Libraries and to the work

of t"0 recently-creat H.:I. Force on Criteria ARL Membership for Non-
Libraries and for Non-Library Agencjei,^ chaired by William Budington.

Puring the Sith ARE mci.tinC in Washiny 1975, the Subcommittee

met (:_)ce as a body and once with the Task F :zhe. iso its deliberations

have been carried on hy mail or by telephor... 0,:,..oher 1975, all written

coliaications wore snared with members of ' :cc,

Elivibility For MembersEiLa

The Subcommittee first asked itself whether Article 11, Section 1 of the
ARE By-Laws, which describes in general terms the institutions eligible for
mertlership as "major university libraries whose collections and services are
broadly based and...certain other libraries whose collections are recognied
as having national significance...," should continue to he the 'basis for the

development of membership criteria. We concluded that: (1) ARE should con-

tinue to he an association of academic and non-academic institutions which
maintain collretions of national research sUniificance and (2) that the primary
objective of the membership criteria is to identify such institutions_

AuToriateness of Pre.-entCritia

Criteria =9 (Number of _ _ _

fa considering l.he appropri.-J_ee. of thc ,Tsent criteria for this task

as they apply to academic 1 ihr.iri we Cirst addrssed th,:i specific ri-oblem

of Criteria 49_ We asked ourselves f h, iu-esent requirement on the number

of Ph.D.'s grant(al helps to differe..riate between institutions in a svcial
and significant way- The Committee reviewed the history of Criteria 49 Willi,. 1

covers several years and found itself in agreement with the Rovelstad Commitcee

on Membership Criteria which recommended at the ,E,Huary 1974 ARL members.

meeting that the rinirement he dropped. The recommendation was defeated-

At that time the Rovelstad Committee argued: (1) that the requirement caused
difficulties for several promising potential candidats because it was skewed
upward by the number of On.D.'s granted by a few very large institutions_
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(Wlibership point-i our. corrccclv, that thc r,:,faired percentac of the riedian

was flexible and could he: lo'ovred, a.s ir )..):Ctit),1:111)* v.as, f-om 40'1: to r-'.L.)

(2) That the nct::bcr cf if-dold5 in a lih)rarv hos been juded hv aiL-creditin(t,

agvhcles and by. own :nstitution te, be qui-,,lificd to support Ph.i),

is tho :no-sr rol,J,vant to c) judhi,cnt on the breadth of eollctions.

The Subcc)mtaitteo ).-4,-).-,),.es and ii,2licve Criteria -'9 to be rcdundant. thereT

t'ore recoitailena ):1))1.t Criteria ,).) be dlopned e.lkiir_(_!mnt for mombershio in
_ _

AKL.

1)),)Lial )

reyi,-wod ), tau criteria CC)F members,hip

,

of the ir::vc)asia,.) cca),,:ecn amom:. librarians. educators,

lo, -, anti adminis::rators with tlw range implications of exponential

o)i has led to increasing local, regional 3nd national emphasis on

rc:.;o))rc,' '));z:)) 11:=1 7;ind ::,,onerali:od but equally current

emphasis on quality and focus in educatiorm o;(.2 do not believe that the present

:riteria provide the hest possible dire',:t measure of research collections of

high duality. While they are easily derb:ed from statistics now collected hy

ARL, they represent miscellaneous descriptive information collected over time

which is primarily orientoJ to budget applications and useful for management

rairpo,ies. With the possible exception of Criteria rt'10, diey .011 us how big

but how good nor how significant unless we continuo to accept the implicit

:,ssumption that biggest is hest. Although we are acutely aware of the diffi-

',:ultY of (ixProllising gunlitY in any terms, quantitativm or subjective, we are

coM.nccJ that in the present environment it is importani for ART to approach

management information and .membership criteria as separate problems and to

make a major effort to develop more direct measures of the quality of e,Ilec-

tions and services as a basis for mombershim. We thcrefore recommend:

a. That before the close of the October mozting, appoint _a

MeMbership Criteria Task Force to continuo the unfinished
. _ _ _

work of the two groups now concerning themselves with me.mt.i.er-
_ .

ship criteria,

That the Tas-k Force he asked to revise_ Lriteria

for all taws of research institutions_
trio need to emphasize vality as wen. roquirci-

L.ent, using the followino Laiidelinos in).-)._)) a.- they apr),-.-
_

p 'et i vo .

GNI del Ines

1. lbe definition of tho collection should include all Corms

f material of research signiiicanco microforms and

manuscripts.

2. Tile collection should be described by a standardized set

'f subjects (e.g. w.jor LC categories, 11F(ITS fields or

other mc-thodsi.



-1

The rieasure applied to fiolds or collection should he
hy titles held and titles added, suilplemented hy a
,;tntement of acqui.-;itions policv.

Unique holdings should he Identified by a hricf
narrative description (i,o, some materials such as
picture:3, ftroadsides, ctc. are not readily quanti-

fiable).

Ounlity oC servtces shouid hc measred in termu of
national dependence (i.e. ratio of oans to

inclu, photocopy).

Quality of access should be measured in terms of the
number of service staff; hiMiographie access should

unl,s tl'ere aro unlque tool-z that can ho

identified.

e= That in of the importancc of datu gathering and analysis in the
work of the Tnsk Force, the pp-son directing the couilation of ARI,
statistics he an ex-officio member.

J. That in view of the imp2rtnnee and difficulty of the Task Force's
mission, the Fxecutive Director he nuthorizesl to make funds avail:
ahle for the suonor'.: of :occial iecdistu within reasonable.=

i(elationshin with iask force on Criterin for Aki, Membership l'or
Li)raries and Non-Library Agencies

Siat.:Q October 1975, the Subcommittee and the Task Force have shared

documents. We are agreed in principle that a continuing effort to revise tile
goAntitdtive ARE membership criteria is needed and that the effort should he
carried on by a single cormittee after action at the October meeting on our

recommendation.-,

keintionshi Retween Activities of thc A111./ACRI, Joint Committee on Uniaa'rsitv

"-,tnndards

ihe work ni tlit.7' Joint Committee began after =Le AL\ Midwinter Neetinv, in

January 197( .
lie Board coticurs with the recoiiimendatio, 1:1 this report.

it ....ill he lonn.nrdd fur informatioa to tilt. Chnirmin or tho Joint c-millitrce,

!---nibcommittee recommends that there ho a continuing 1,-i.is9n hitween Thc

Ji.iint Committee, the present Suhcommittee and the proposed insk Force.

!-1:an1ey Mahldorry

Page AckermJn, Chnin

April .74, 197(,
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NPPCNOI% C

Ol Thi TAS, F,ARCI1 U\ FQk ARL MOILikk5HIP FOR

n- 1.1MARILS V)N-LiRRARY AGINCIFS

The preent report ossertAal-- :cpents thAY A..onclosi(np= otr,entod to the

Board of 1)1rctors at its OeT.cr, 1975, meeting. Since prepa:ic9 o.F the

fL.dtr, :ak l'epte 11:AA o fuhcommittee on Critcria for

\RL YiPmherhip at the Octeher, 1 T7S, membership meetinz; the two Chairpersons

:11!co ,,:onfetrp,J. at '7.11e VA N!idwinter lnd hv telephone, to

coordirnte the thinkihx of the two roupi, and obtain a modicum of intoraction.

ioth (Iropp have :Attempted to .--ony,ider both short-term and long-term

cr,-)niJorat_ions ard proposals For ,_::-.ahges in criteria for r'dmission to ARL

TlemHt-rship. Ihere is ,,alhstantih'A ireement that, in the lon,:-tem, paralT.oter-.

must he hettor developed for tlie .!xercise of qualitative judgmont. For the

short ,,erm, oHr hest effort most he directed toward honoring our quantitative

measures to the most rolcvant statistics. Although the specific element is

not meaningful in its own area or charge, the Task Force sup,iorts the Seh-

Lommittee's recommendation to drop the number of Ph.D.'..3 conferred as a meldhor-

Thin eriterio!,.

tn its (leliberations, the Task Force rcmchQJ one conclusion which it refers

to the fioiA as a hash.: premise: that, u, least for '_..11c time T,cing, AP,1, should

u=ssc--:1V.:ion of lil-r-rries (i.e., their institutionsI directly involved

in developing their own collection!, and in servim.; scholars. (This rationale

is understood to he central to Soh dtmlittee thinking as well.) ln light of

this conclu.Qion, the Task Force recommends that non-library agencies not he

coohlere,1 ior full mer:1Jorship at thc i,resent time. This deter.mination applies

multi-campus entities as the Univerity or California, rxecutive

Pire::tor of University-wide Lihrary Flonni, and the CHNY top-levol co-

po:ition. Those are felt to servo largely an "internal" function

-:(h(!: than integrative fiLiciok, b,:tweep Folly independent entitie.:;. The

ictrminntion also to orani7Atioas such as the Colt,xii on kihrary

Rosources. NIon:.1 Commission or! ! l!yrarie and 111f017TC 10_ ..icionce, etc.

" a c,--;rolvahl oonflict of int,'rest he likely; io

;iddiAlog, thoir interes Are so broad not solely to focus on 11,..itters

which Ic of (-)ncyrn to large research Jibrarios.

premie stated xt the head of the precodin paragraph does, however,

lead to two entivIries in which mem)ership i5 reit to he aprr,nrinte:

- s!,10!-Arod in thi; cato.uory have hoon 1 brary

consortia (e.g., FAUL) and lihrary r.etwors (e.g.,

NP1W.T, SOLINFTI. lliere are, most certainly, associated

groups whose objectives are simitar or even identical to those

of ARL, whose influence and expertise in the management of

group activities are of key interest and concern to tae ARL

memhership. Yet full membership for such groups is not the



present recomnendation.. Rather it is concluded that an
Associate Membership is appropriate; carrying no 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-
miss on would be:

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

The group or consortia must be well organized, with
full-tine professional secretariat.

The underlying rationale is that to a major and even exclusive
extent, the group is encaged in activities significant to ARL
goals and objectives., Those groups having non-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
energies of the total ARL effort. Should such non-members
later qualify and become ARL members, then the group would
be considered for a candidacy.

Inde endent Research Libraries The Task Force considered the member-
ship criteria of the Independent Research Libraries Association to be
basically appropriate for use in admission to ARL. These were adapted

from the ARL measuresz In applying the quantitative criteria, the Task
Force concludes that a candidate for ARL membership (including any
IRLA members) should meet or exceed the IRLA median not SO% of the

medians).

The Task Force Tecommends appr val in principle ef 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 coordinated
with approved recommendations from the Subcommittee, for action by the member-
ship at Ole Fall, 1976 meeting.

Still pending in the, Task Fore

library research collections. The

report of October 15, 1975:

deliberations are criteria for public
-flowing discussion is repeated from ou-

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 library
branches should be excluded. Public library branch

holdings are basically duplicative of the central library
collections in contrast to departmental libraries in
atademic institutions which reflect subject specializations.
Exceptions to the general rule would be subject ::011cctions
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in units such a the Counteo Cullen
George Peabody Collection, Fnodb Pratt LAbrarv

or

The central col lection shouid ave substantive subject

strengths necessary to suport scholarly l'osuarch program_ .

Collection development should be broadly based and not

limited to domestic or current _imprints.

'licro12orm holdings cri,,e la need to be established since thz

acquisition of microform publications is a good indicator of

research intc%

4. Categories for Central Library only:

al Volumes in librar,

b) Number of microfiDirm units in the eform

statistics are now gathered by ARL but are a rt. requi ed

median. For publi v libraries, the W., median nld be

derived and used.)
New monographic titles addLd. (Tilw present ARL median fur

"vudwes added" would be used but for publ c libraries would be

applied as "tits added.")
NUMber of current serials, fncluding periodicals

Expenditures for library materials, including bin ing

Number of professional staff, F.T.E.

Number of total staff, F.T.E.
Expenditures for salaries and waies

Total operating expenditures

In ad 'tion, state_irits would he mquired dcscribin.g resource doveloptmilit

obiectives and functions. The Tash Force is engaged in testing specific

statistical measures -int selected large public libraries, and will

submit a further report at such time as its conclusions are reac'ne-d,

Ben Bowman
John Gribbin
Philip McNiff
William S. Budini- qn

April 20, 1976

* * *
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THE 'TL, 'TER FOR RE'EARCH LIBRARIE

3 Iarch 1976

Trezza:

=-21 P[Ltic 4ve Avrrole
tfr37

(11=,

:In your capacity as Executive Director of the NCLIS I hope that
you will consider seriously the attached recommendation of the _Joint
ARL/CRL Committee that high priority be given to the establishment of
a national lendinp; library for journals as an essential part of a sys-
tematic national program for assuring all readers of rapid and assured
access to journals. The reasons for tlhis recommendation are fully given
in the Committee's report.

The Board of Directors of the Center for Research Libraries endorses
the conclusion of this Joint Committee that a centralized national lending
library for journals must be an essential patt of any effective and rational
journals access program for the nation, and its recommendation that the
highest priority be given to establishing this as soon as passible. We

believe that the ether elments of the full_ progrnm,such as state or re:Jonal
nodes and systems with their more complex political and organizational pro-
blems, will fall into place ritore tquickly, rationally, and easily after a
natiomal lending 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 with their increasingly tight budgets, is urgent. Tha several excel-
lent studies of the need and of possible solutions that have been sponsored
by the NCLIS and the ARL, amoug others, have clearly established the essen-
tial and mast effective basdc system pattern. The details still lacking do
not affect this, and it is practical and prudent to begin on the essential
base now.

Finally, while we agree with the Joint A_ L/CRL Committee that the
present extensive journal collections of the Center for Research Libraries,
its central location in the nation, its organization entirely for loan to
other libraries without any responsibility to serve a local clientele first,
Its experience, and its established cooperative and back-up arrangements
with the British Library Lending Division, make it the most logical choice
either to be or to operate a U.S. national lending library for journals,
our recommendation to you that the highest priority be given to estab1ishing
a central national lending library for journals is independent of the agency
selected. We will solidly support any rational and effective selection. Rut
should others concur in preferring the Center as th 1r first choice to be

9 9
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Alphonse F. TrQzza.

31 March 1976
Page 2

choice to be the operating acncy, you s)ould know that the C--.hter's Board

of Directors ts at least Lo consider such changes in tts programs

arfti organizational structme as night he required to effect this,

gr. Alphonse F. Trezza
Executive Director
NATIONAL COHMISSION ON LIBRARIES
AVID INFORMATION SCTENCE

1114:wmw

Enclosure
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Yours sincerely,

-1-

V(f;-U;:
Robert H. Wessel
Chairman, Board of Directors
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ASSOCIATION QF RESEARCH p LIBRARIES

A111-

Alphonse 1:. Tr-

kxocutive Oirector
Commissioi on Libra ci es ani

Information Science
1717 r. S itc ocd

ngton, H _-"00

Pear ir 'frez.za:

Virginia Whitn

1970 President

I am writing to ou =10 v'OUr capacity as cha I rman of tho

NCLIS Task Force on IL National Serials =-,-ystem to request thot coo
put fic tore the Task Noroc the attached report or the ARL/CRL Jo in

Committee for ;I Periodicals Lending Library-. lhis repoit

has been carefully studied hv the ARF ii:Yecutive Committee Jad has

hecii endorsed hv the ART Reard of Pirectors. It I at tne direct lOn

or the Board that f am trinsikittit h repcirt at this time_

The report rests err two pro! s it. ions 1 ir5t , th:tt a cent

periodicals lending I ibrary shouki he a has in component or ;Inv

national serials system and that the establishment of such an agency

sbnuld have the highost priority: and second, that the Con
Research Libraries is nu established raciLity that is llredy I inc

tioning as il
kind of national periodicals center and that its eNperience,

capahilities, and resources should he capitaliized upon hy assigning CU

the responsibility for developing. with ne sources Of support and a

suitably modified structure, the capacity to become the national

periodtcals londing lillrary component of a national serials systeil.

It is the hope of the Bot-Trd that this report con he made a

part of the agenda oF the NCL1S Task Force when it meets on April 5.

lYe recognize thal this is short notice, but in our view the Herd fiir

a central periodicals faci lily i so great that there I nor t nue t o I

lost in pursaino the ()Hee-five,

This recomendation iron the API. Board is cut i rd ly 00115 i nt

with the wishes of tlnc ARL memhership as expresso__ in a riit ion

adop -d. at. the 87th meet int or the Associat ion on ober I

Rui er
Ne v BrunsItick, New /er%c'j OS VOI
(20 ) 932-7.05 101



Ilphense F. Tre:za

Page 2.

That resolution provided warm endorsement for the report of the

NCLIS entitled Toward a National Program for Lihrar and Informationv

Services: Goals for Action and urged prompt action toward the

'establishment of a national center or centers for resource sharing

and interlihrary lending.'

Mc Officers and Board of the ARI, appreciate the opportunity

afforded the Association to participate in the important work of the

NCIIS Task Force on a National Serials SysteriL We hclieve that

the attached report will he of. positive assistance in attaining the

goal of a national serials system for the nation.

VPK:lp

CC:

Douglas W. Bryant

John P. McDonald
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Sincere

-

yours,

Virginia P. Whitney

President



ARL lRI JOINT CO rum ON A NATIONAL PER1ODI ALS LENDING LIBRARY
Progress Report

Backoround

At the di ection of its memhers the Center for Research Libraries
(CRL) moved in 1974 to expand the scope and services of its long-establisned
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 endored the report
of the ARL Task Force on a National Periodical Resources Plan calling for the
establishment of a national 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 into heing.

To this cnd, 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 seve al previous committees, task forces, and other planning groups
that have been active in this endeavor.

Almost simultaneously with the establishment ,of the ARL/CRL Joint
Committee, the National Commission on Libraries and Information Sciences
(NCL1S) established a Task Force to Plan a National Periodicals System. It

should be noted that the two groups have.different missions. The NCI1S Task

Force is charged with planning a comprehensive national system of access to
periodicals as part of a. national network, while the ARLYCRL Joint Committee
is charged with fostering and planning only one cdmponent of the periodicals
access systema central periodicals Lending library. The ARL/CRL Joint
mmittee 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 stldi vital importance to the members of both ARL and CRL.

There is a cer-lin urgency in the llommittee's delibera feels

that the need for a central periodicals facility is criticalalmost desperate
--and that the hour is late. Research library budgets are stabilizing and even
declining, while periodical costs arid the number of titles continue to increase
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 loaa fees to recover di rect costs. Effective planning

must b gin now if the Facility is to become a reality in time to bring relief.
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1)el iheratior anti VecistOi)s

r several long and productive meetings during which 'he Joint

Committe -! reviewed and discussed all aspects of a national periodicals

lending library and a national periodicals system, it has concluded th

tho ARL-commiss nned and NSF-supported study on itled, Access_ toPeriodicc

A National Plan by Vernon F. Palmour and others, piihlihed 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 comNunity, and then developed and evaluated three hasic configuuat ons

for a national per odicals system as follows:

A sinle new facility with a comprehensive collection, a

Notional Periodical Resources Center modelled after the

British Library Lending Division.

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 now national

center serving as the major resource in the system, and

A regional resource network based on designated existing

library collections.

Demand estimates were pToiected rind cost e_tima.es developed for each

configuration for a ten-year 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

pic.sented and after outlining the principal requirments for sponsorship

the report further concluded

"The existing collection, central geographic location, experience,

freedom of first responsibility to a local group of readers, and broad

national base of support from and service to all types of libraries--

university, public, governnent, and special--suggest the Center for Research

Libraries (CRL) is a nonprofit, tax exempt, educational institution

established, operato.d, and supported by over 70 of the major universities

and public research libraries in the United States and Canada, plus nearly

60 smaller colleges, goverment, 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 ongress, and a new independent federal agency.

10
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After a thorough review of possible sponsors, the Jo nt Committee con-
curred with the Palmour report and came to -Ole 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 In the two years

that have passed since the Palmour study was completed, the CRL has gained

significant new experience with its expanded periodical 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 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 he expanded to accommodate this important new function. It

should be noted that the CRL Board is well advanced in a major planning and

fund raising effort aimed at acquiring additional land and add ng a new unit

to i-s physical plat.

The Joint Committee also recognizes that a national periodic 1 lending

library associated with the CRI, would only be ene of the essential components

of a national periodicals system, and that it would neither preclude 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

fOeral structure, cannot be adequately served in the long run by a single

central KU-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 building a national periodicals access system.

A recurring theme in the Com ittee's deliberations is the growing con-

cern that publishers and copyright holders have about this Rind 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.

Next Step!

The Joint Committee seeks the approval of bo h 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 NCL1S 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 nati nal

periodicals system.
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anticipated that the Joint Commi nr3Nt efforts will ho

directed toward assiF.ting in developing funding sources and furrher 3-

mating the concept of a periodicals conrer associated with CRL.

ft Will also lend its support to the estension and expnnion

CRL's present periodicals program so that it can become the foundation and

prototype of the full-scaic operation when and as addit onal funding and spa--

are secured,

Warrren J. Haas
Arthur Hamlin
Stephen A. McCarthy
John P. McDonald
Rohe
Virginia P. Whitney
Gordon Williams
Richard De Gennare. V c
Douglas W, Rryant, Chairman

March 29, 1976

irman
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X{TENDANCE AT 88th AR-_ MEETING

University of Alabama Libraries
James F. Wyatt

University of Alberta Library
Mohan L. Sharma

University of Arizona Libra-
W. David Laird

ona State University Library
Donald Koepp

Boston Public Library
Philip J. McNiff

Boston Univer ity Library
John Laucus

Brigham Young Univ!=r ity
Donald K. Nelson

University of British Columbia Libra
Bill Watson

University of California Library
(Berkeley) Richard Dougherty

University of California Library
(Davis) Bernard Kreissman

University of Calfironia Library
(Los Pngeles) Page Ackerman

University of California Library
(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 McElderry
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University of Cincinnati Libra ies
Harold Schell

University of Colorado Library
Leo Cabel

Colorado State University Library
Le Moyne W. Anderson

Columbia. University Librari
Warren J. Haas

Cornell University Libraries
Ryburn M. Ross

Dartmouth College Librar_
Edward C. Lathem

Emory University L ary

Don L. Bosseau

University of Florlea
Gustave A. Harrer

Florida State Univ sit: Library

Charles Miller ,

Georgetown University Libra-
Joseph E. Jeffs

University of Georgia Libraries
Warren N. Boos

Harvard University Library
Douglas W. Bryant

University of Ilawail Library
Stanley L. West

University of Houston Libraries
Ronald P. Naylor

Howard University Libraries
Binford H. Conley



iver5A

Robert OTam

Indiana Univeritv I

W. Carl Jackson

Univerity of 10..-a Libraries
Leslie W. Dunlap

Iowa State University Library
Warren Kuhn

John Crerar Library
Willian S. Rndinoton

Johns Uopkins Universi
Dnv

Joiint Un ivcrsity Libraric,s

Frank p. Grlshaiii

University of Kansas Librai-y
Jamo5 Ranz

University -f Kentucky Libraries
Mary Rut Brown

K nt State University Librar._
Hyman W. Kritzer

Library of Congress
Willian Welsh

Linda Nall Library
Thomas D. Gillies

Techn: orv

tim1ivrsi ty of Michigan Library

R( iii. a Downs

Miehic,an Srate Univer-' Library

Richard Chapin

rvirersity of Minnesota Libraries
Ralph H_ Ho p

University of Missouri Library
NiKht Tuckwood

tiona 1 Av,ricultural Library

iRicivird A. Farley

National F i hrarv of Canad
Joseph Guy Syivestre

Universi
Gerald

of Nebraska Libraries
Rudolph

York Public Library
chard W. Cooper

Univers- NoYth Caro ina
Jnmos F. Govan

Northwestern University Libraries
John P. McGowan

UMiversity of Notre ri

David Donovan

I-uisiana State University Library Ohio State University Libraries

George Guidry _ Jr. Larry N. Besant

McGill University Library University of Oklahoma Library

Mari nne Scott James K. Zink

McMster University Library Oklahona State Uni 'rsity Library

William Ready

University of Maryland Library

Roscoe Rouse

University of Oregon Library

H. Joanne Harrar D. Wil _am Axford

University of Massachusetts Library University of Pennsylvania -1 ries

Richard J. Talbot Rirhaid De Gennaro
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Pen nsy lvan lin library Syracuse University libr -lett
S Wart For h Donald Aorhory

Uni versity of Pi sbur h Li bra Ties Tenijle Univers ity Library
Arthur HamlinCloxanna Kaufran

Pri nceton tiniversity Library
Ftichard Bos s

Pur-due Univer sity Library
J oseph M . Dagncse

QueeIit s Un iversity Library
L>ona lt.1 A . Rodinond

Ric e University Library
Richard L. C' Keeffe

Uni vcrity of Rochest er Ljbrar ics
B. en 13owrn1n

Rut gers Un iveTsi ty Library
V irginia P. Whitney

Smi thsoniam riistitijtion Libraries
RAss el 1 Shank

Uni versity of South Carolina
iCenneth E. -footnbs

University of Tennessee Lihraris
Donald B. Hunt

Uni versit y of 'Texas lib rarie----;
Merle N . E3oy Jan

University of Toront L ibrarics
Robert Blackburn

Universit y of Utah Libraries
Roger 14 anson

Virginia Polytechnic In sti tute and St t
LiPivers ity H. Gordon Be chanari

Uni versit y ia Librarie
Ray Frant z, Jr.

Uni versit y of Mashingtom Library
Marion A. Mi lczews

hingto n State Uni'versi
Dona Id Smith

Y Library

uni versity of Southern Cal formia Library Washingto n University L ibrarics
Will iain KurthRoy L. K idrnan

Somthern I lliiiois University L ibrary Wayne Sta te Universi ty Librarie
Vern M. PingsS idney Matthews

Sta nford Iiiliversity Libraries
aavid C. Weber-

a te Univ ers ity of Now Yock al Albany
C , James Schmi dt

Sta te Univ ers ity of New Y
E ldred Snit b

a t Suf
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Universit y of Visconsi-
Joseph 11, Treyz Jr.

e Univ OrSity Librari es
Donald B. Engley



Brown Uhiversity Library
Center for Research Libraries
University of Connecticut 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 4 M University Library
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 fox the Humanities
Frederick Kilgour, Ohio College Library Center
Ruth Kirk, University of WasbIngton
Lawrence Livingston, Council on Library Re ources

Karl Lo, University of Washington
Beverly Lynch, Association of College 4 Research 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 4 Information 'Aence

Robert Vosper, University of California, Los Angeles

David Watkins, Brandeis University Library

ARL Staff:

John P. McDonald, Executive Director

John 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

) FICER' BOARD OF DIRECTORS, conmIssIoNs, COMNITTEES AND TASK FORCES
THE ARL

ARL Officers and Boa d

Virginia P. Whitney, President
Edward C. Lathem, Vice President 4 Presiderite1ect
Richard De Cennaro, Past President
Page Ackerman (Oct. 1976)
Richard Boss (Oct. 1977)
Richard A. Farley (Oct. 1978)
Ray Frantz, Jr. (Oct. 1978)
Gustave A. Harrer (Oct. 1976)
Richard O'Keeffe (Oct. 1976)
Russell Shank (Oct, 1977)
Joseph H. Treyz, J1% (Oct. 1978)

CO SSIONS*

Commission on Develo ment o _esources

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

Cojurnission on Organization of Resources

Joseph Dagnese ( ct. 1977)
John McGowan (Oct. 1976)
Eduard C. Lathem, Chairman (1977)

Conniissionon Access to Resources

Hugh Atkinson (Oct, 1977)
Leslie Dunlap (Oct. 1978)
Richard Boss, Chair an (Oct. 1976)

4 Cozurnissionon Nana ement of Research Libraries

Richard Dougherty (Oct. 1977)

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

S. ARL Executive Conanittee

Richard De Gennaro, Past President
John P. McDonald, Executive Director
John G. Lorenz, Executive Director Designate
Edward C. Lathem, Vice President President-elect
Virginia P. Whitney, President, Chairman

*The Corrunissiori on External Affairs was temporarily suspended in February 1975.
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ARL -STANDING COMM TTFUS

Committee on Access to Manus

William Bond
William Cagle
C. Norbert Finch
John Finzi
Leslie Dunlap
Ray Frantz, Jr., Chairman

and Rare Books

Committ e on Center for Chinese Research Naterials

Roy Hofheinz,
Ying-mao Kau
David T. Roy
Weiyirg Wan
Eugene Wu
Philip McNiff, Chairman

mitt e on Federal Relations

Warren N. Boes

Richard Ceuper
Joseph Jeffs
Philip McNiff
Paul Willis

Committee on Foreign_N wspapers on Microfilm

Gustave Harrer
Bruce Peel
Gordon Will ams
John Lorenz, Chairman

Committee on Interlibrary Loan

Richard Chapin
Ruth Kirk
ohn_ Humphry

Jay Luckr
David Weber, Chairman

National Program_for AcuIsitions arill2aLtApilLig_ Liaison Conrn

Philip McNiff
Howard Sullivan
Joseph R. Treyi, Jr.
Frederick Wagman, Chair a
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ARL/CRL Joint Conrnittee for a National Periodicals Lending Ilbr

Warren Paas
Arthur Hamlin
John McDonald
Robert Wessel
Virginia P. Whitney
Cordon Williams
Richard De Gennaro, ViCD Chairman
Douglas Bryant, Chairman

e on Ne Librare

Arthur Hamli
Warren Boe'i, Chairnian

Committee on Notinations

ARL Vice Presidcmt, Chairman

Committee on Preservation of Research Libraries Materials

David Stam, Chairman

AR ACRL Joint Committee on Uiiversitibrry _Standards

Calvin Boyer
William Kurth
Stanley McEiderry
Richard Talbot
Melvin Voigt
David WatRins
Eldred Smith, Chairman

ARL SUBCONNITTEES

Subcommittee to Review the Criteria for Membershi. in ARL

Gustave A. Harrer
Stanley McElderry
Page. Ackerman, Chai-.

ARL COMMITTEES ON FOREIGN AL UISITIONS

Africa

Crossy, Yale
Peter Duigaan, Hoover Ins itution on War, Peace and Revolution
Esther J. Walls, SUNY, Stony Brook
Julian Witherell, 'Library of Congress
Hans Panofsky, Northwestern University, Chairman
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'iddle Easi

George N. A iyeh, Library of Congress
James Pollack, University of Indiana
David H. Partington, Harvard University, Chairman

Eastern Eu o e

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

East Asia

Weying Wan, Un varsity cf Michigan
Eugene Wu, Harvard Unive.'sity
Warren Tsuneishi, Library of Congress, Chairman

South Asia

Richard De Gennaro, University of Pennsylvania
Paul Fasana, New York Pub'ic Library
Maureen Patterson, University of Chicago
Louis A. Jacob, Library of Congress, Chairma

Southeast Asia

Charles Bryant, Yale University
John Musgrave, University of Michigan

Lati America

Nettie Lee Benson, University of Texas
Donald Wisdom, Library of Congress
Carl W. Deal, University of Illinois, Chairman

Western Europe

Norman Dudley, University of Califo nia - Los Angeles

Ten-Tsai Peng, Boston Public Library
William, H. Kurth, Washington University - St. Louis

Howard SulliNan, Uaine State University, Chairman,
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ARL TASK FORCES

Task Forte on Crite or Nonunive

Ben Bowman
John Gribbin
Philip McNiff
William Budington, Chairnan

Task Force on NEH Research Tools Prosm

Richard Dougherty
James Henderson
Hyman W. Kritzer
David Sparks
W. David Laird, Chairman

embership_ia ARL,

Task Force to Study the A L Commlss on Structure

Ray Frantz, Jr.
W. David Laird
Stanley McElderry
Basil Stuart-Stubbs
Ralph H. Hopp, Cahirman

REPRESENTATIVES

ANSI Committee
CONSER
Joint Committee on Union List
Joint Statistics Coordinating
United States Book Exchange

.. . ...... To be appointed
, Ryburn Ross

of Serials........ William Budington
Koepp

.Joanne Harrar
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MiMiFRSF1 1 P OP ASSOCIATtON OF RESPARCH L1BRARILS

May 1976

University of Alabama Li raries
P.O. Box S
University, Alabama 354

James F. Wyatt, Dean of Librarie.4
(205) 348-5298

Universii Alberta Library

Edmonton. erta, Canada
Bruce Pee Director
(403) 432-3790

University of Arizona Library
Tucson, Arizoni7-8-577

W. David Laird, Librarian
(602) 884-2101

Arizona State University Library
Tempe, Arizona 85281

Donald Koepp, Librarian
(602) 965-3415

Boston Public Library
Boston, Massachusetts 02117

Philip J. McNiff, Librarian
(617) 536-5400

B s- n Universqy Library
s on Massachusetts 02215

John Laucus, Director
(617) 353-3710

IlEistl_4Eiatzlg. University

324 Lee Library
Provo, Utah 84602

Donald K. Nelson, Director
(801) 374-1211 Ext. 2905

University of British Columbia Library
Vancouver, B.C., Canada V6T 1WS

Basil Stuart-Stubbs, Librarian
(604) 228-2298

112

Brown University Library
0-i76-v1dence1 Rhode Island 02912

Charles Churehwell, Librarian
(401) 863-2162

University of California Library
Berkeley, California 94720-

Richard Dougherty, Librarian
(4iS) 642-3773

University of California Library
Davis, California 95616
Bernard Kreissman, Libra an

0163 752-2110

University of Cali_ornia Library
Los Angeles, California 90024

Page Ackerman, Librarian
(213) 825-1201

University of California, San Di
The University Library
La Jolla, California 92037

Melvin J. Voigt, Librarian
(714) 452-3061

University of California, Santa Barbara
Santa Barbara, California 93106

Donald Davidson, Librarian
(805) 961-3256

Case Western Reserve University Librari
Cleveland, Ohio 55106

James V. Jones, Director
(216) 368-2990

Center for_Research Libraries
5721 Cottage Grove Avenue
Chicago, Illinois 6063

Gordon R. Williams, Director
(312) 955-4545



University of ChiLiAo.._ Library

Chicago, Illinois 60637
Stanley McEiderry, Director
(312 753-2933

Univer _ty of Cincinnati Librari s
Cincinnati. Ohio 45221

Harold Schell, Dean, Library Admin.
Ditector of Libraries (513) 475-2533

Univers ty of Colorado Library
Boulder, Co1oraa6 80304

Leo Cabell, Acting Director
(303) 492-7511

Colorado State University Library
Fort Collins, Colorado 80521

Le Moyne W. Anderson, Director
(303) 491-5911

Columbia_University Libraries
New York, New York 10027

Warren J. Haas, Vice President & Lihn..

(212) 280-2247

University of Connecticut Library
Storrs, Connecticut 06268

Norman D. Stevens, Acting Direc
(203) 486-2219

Cornell University Libraries
Ithaca, 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 Librari
Durham, North Carolina 27706

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

_Ern= University Library
Atlanta, Georgia 30322

Don L. Bosseau, Director
(404) 377-2411 EXE, 7691

113

1 1: 7

University of Florida Libraries
_ .

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

Florida.State University Library
Tallidiassee, Florida 32306

Charles Miller, Director
(904) 644-5211

Georgetown. University Library
WashingtOO, D. C. 20007

Joseph E. Jeffs Directo-

(202) 625-4095

University of Geovia,Libraries
Athens, Georgia 3001

Warren N. Boes, Director
(404) 542-2716

Harvard University Library
CaMbridge, Massachusetts 02138

Douglas W. Bryant, Director
(617) 495-2404

Universiy of Hawaii Library
2550 The Mall
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822

Stanley L. West, Unive--L:. Librarian
(808) 958-7205

University of Houston_Libraries
Houston, Texas 77004

Ronald P. Naylor, Acting Director
(713) 749-2340

Howard University Libraries
Washington, D. C. 20001

Binford H. Conley, Director
(202) 636-7234

Univers ty of 111inois_Library
Urbana, Illinois 61803

Robert Dram, Associate Librarian
(217) 333-0790'

.Indiana University Libraries
Froomington, Indiana 47405

W. Carl Jackson, Dean of Libra es

(812) 337-3404



University of Iowa_Lihraries
Iowa City. Iowa 52240
Leslie W. Dunlap, Dean of _ Library

(319) 353-4450

Admin.

Iowa State University Lihraly
Ames, Iowa 50011
Warren Kuhn, Dean of Library Services

(51 ) 294-1442

4.2h11_22IE_LitLIEL
Chicago, Illinois 60616

William S. Budington. Director
(312) 225-2526

Johns Ho kins University Library

The Milton S. Eisenhower Library

Baltimore, Maryland 21218

David Stam, Librarian
(301) 366-3300 Ex. 801

JOJELI1IijamLiii_Libraries
Nashville, Tennessee 37203

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

University of Kansas Library

Lawrence, Kansas 66044
Janes Ranz, Dean of Libraries

(913) 864-3601

University of Kentucky Libraries
Lexington, Kentucky 40506

Paul Willis, Director
(606) 257-3801

Kent State University Libra

Kent, Ohio 44242
Hyman W. Kritzer, Assistant Provost &

Director of Libraries (216 ) 672-2962

LiArar-c_ft
Washington, D. C. 20540

Daniel J. Boorstin, Librarian
(202) 426-5205

Linda Hall Library
Kansas. City, Missouri 4110

Thomas D. Gillies, Director'
(816) 363-4600_

dr

it
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Louisiana_State University Library
fiton ATiuge.-L-Ouisiana 70803

George Guidry Jr., Director

(504) 388-390

McGill University Library
Montreal, P.Q., Canada H3C 3G1

Marianne Scott, Director
(514) 392-4949

McMaster University
1280 Main Street West
Hamilton, Ontario, Canada L85 4L6

William Ready, University Librar an
(416) 525-9140 Local 4781

University of Maryland Library
College Park. Maryland 20742

H. Joanne Harrar, Librarian
(301) 454-3011

University of Massachusetts Libra

Amherst, Massachusetts 01002

Richard J. Talbot, Director
(413) 545-0284

Massachusetts _Institute of Teshnology

Libraries.
Cambridgc, Massachusetts 02139

Jay Lucker, Director
(617) 255-5651

University of NiAliRtla Library

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48104

Frederick H. Wagman, Director
(313) 764-9356

Michi an State University Library
East Lansing, Michigan 48823

Richard Chapin, Librarian
(517) 355-2341

University of Minnesota Libraries
Minneapolis, Minneso a 55455

Ralph H. Hopp, Direct
(612) 373-3097

University of Missouri Libra
Columbia, Missouri 65201

Dwight TUckwood, Director
(314) 882-2739



National &gricultural Library_
Beltsville, Maryland 20705

Richard A. Farley, Director
(301) 344-3779

395 Wellington Street
Ottawa, Ontario, Canada KlA 0N4

Joseph Guy Sylvestre, Librarian
(613) 992-0401

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 Libir ian

(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. Sixzrks, Director
(219) 283-7:1.7
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Ohio State University Libraries
Columbus, Ohio 43210

Hugh Atkinson Director
(614) 422-615

University of Oklahoma 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

PennsylvaniaS tate 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

P inceton 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

iversiry_

Douglas Library
Kingston, Canada K7L 5C4

Donald A. Redmond, Chief Librarian
(615) 547-5950



Rice tJnivc'riry Lihrmry
criTi S. Main

Box 189..

Houston, Texas 77001

Richard L. O'Keeffe, Librar
(713) 527-4022

Unive s ty of Rochester Libraries
Rochester, Now-YT;K--T71-627

Ben Bowman, Director
(71.6) 275-4463

Rutgers University Library
WW-T1TUnswick, New Jersey 08901

Virginia P. Whitney, Librarian
(201) 932-7505

Smithsonian Institution Libraries
Cb-riSitution Avenue at Tenth Street, N.W.

Washington, D. C. 20560

Russell Shank, Director
(2021 81-5496

University of South Carolina
Columbia, 5out1i-17-Tblina 29208

Kenneth E. Toombs, Director, of Libraries

(803) 777-3142

University of Southern California Library

Los Angeles, Ca 1 orriia

Roy L. Kidman, Librarian
(618) 453-2522

So utherri

ar
Ken eth
(618) 453 2

inois University Library
is 62901

Peterson, Dean of

Stanford UniverFty Libraries
an.ord, California 94305

David C. Weber, Director
(415) 497-2016

ary A _

gtorl nue

Albany, l4ew York 12222

C. James Schmidt, Directorof Libra es

(518) 457-8540

St.te University of New York at Buffalo

es

New York 14214

d Smith, Directrof Libraries
716 31-4205

Buffa

State Univers ty of_New=York.at
Stony.8rook, Libraries

Stony BrOok, Now York 11790

John S. Smith, Director Dean of

Libraries
(516) 246-5650

Syracuse University Lihrari
Syracuse, New York 13210

Donald Anthony, Director
(315) 423-2574

Tem University Library
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19122

Arthur Hamlin, Director
(210 787-8231

University of Tennessee Libr_

Knoxville, Tennessee 37916

Donald R, Hunt, Director
(615) 974-4127

University of Texas Libra_
Austin, Texas -78712

Merle N. Boylan,
(512) 471-3561

or

Texas A M University Library
Carlege-Station, Texas 77843

Irene B. Hoadley, Director
(713) 845-6111

University of Toronto Libraries

Toronto, 0ntarroT,-17.715ada MSS 1A5

Robert Blackburn, Director
(416) 928-2292

Tulane Uni-ersity Library
Now-10-F1eans, Louisiana 70118

John H. Gribbin, Director
(504) 865-5131

University of Utah Libraries
Salt Lake City7-10fah 84112

Roger Hanson, Director
(801) 581-8558

Virginia Polytechnic institu-e and

ate niversity
Blacksburg, Virginia 24061

H. Gordon Bechanan, Director of

Libraries (703) 951-5593



University of Virgnia Libraries
Charlottesville, Virginia 22903

Ray Frantz, Jr.,, Librarian
(804) 925-3026

University of nfm.ligit_m Li- ary
Seattle, Washington 98105
Marion A. Milczewski, Dir or
(206) 543-1760

Washington State University Lib
PuliMan, Washington 99105

G. Donald Smith, Director
(509) 335-4557

Washiagton University Libraries
St. Louis, Missouri 63130

William Kurth, Librarian
(314) 863-0100 Ext. 4523

ry
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traxm_Llt9 University Li5raries
Detroit, Michigan 48202

Vern M. Pings, Director
(313) 577-4020

University of Western Ontario Libraries
London 72, Canada

Robert Lee, Direc
(519) 629-3165

University of Wisconsin Librar
Madison, Wisconsin 53706

Joseph H. Treyz, Jr., Direc
(608) 262-3521

Yale University Librarie
New Haven, Connecticut 06520

Rutherford D. Rogers, Librarian
(203) 436-2456



APPENDIX

AUDITOR'S REPORT

ASSOCIATION_OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

REPORT ON FINANCIAL STATENENTS
(with su lemental material)

MO YEARS ENDED DECEMBER 31 75
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Seidman & Seidman
CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS

Board of Directors
Association of Resear
Washington, D. C.

1200-181h Street, N W , Washirorm. C C 200 (202) 293-157Q

ibraries

January 19, 1976

We have examined the statement of assets and liabilities of the

Association 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

ith generally accepted auditing standards and accordingly included such

tests of the accounting records and such other auditing procedures as we

considered necessary in the circstances.

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 not in our opinion, present financial position and

results of operations as they would had generally accepted accrual basis

accounting principles been applied in their preparation.
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-In ouz opinion, based upon our examination and the report of th:_

other auditors, the accompanying statements present fairly the assets and

liabilities of the Association of Research Libraries at December 31, 1975

and 1974, arising from cash transactions, and the recorded cash receip _

and disbursements and changes in fund balance- of the Association during the

years then ended, on a consistent basis.

Certified Public Account nts
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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

LLABILITIES

Payroll taxes withheld
Special programs for which the Associ

is accountable to the grantors

Total liabilities

FUND BALANCES

General Operating Fund
Foreign Newspaper Microfilm Project Agency Fund

Chinese Center Revolving Fund

Total fund balances

2 :3
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yecember
1975 1974

$ 3 400 $ 37 366

29 813 9 350

50 711 76 888

455 504 322 802

292 368

446 774

74 $ 2 579

64 112 39 505

64 laO 42 084

137 761 110 771

50 711 76 888

287 062 217 031

475 534 404 690

_$539 720 6_774

See accompanyirag notes to financial sta ements.



ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

GENERAL OPERATING FUND
STATEINT OF RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS

RECEIPTS:
Dues
Interest
Publications
Royalties
Miscellaneous

Total receipts

DISBURSEMENTS
Less administra ive expenses charged

to special programs

Net disbursements

EXCESS OF RECEIPTS OVER DISBURSEMENTS

126
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Sae accompanying notes to financ a -nts.

Year ended
December 31

1975 1974
(restated)

$206 000 $184 000

16 678 12 906

9 762 8 238

42 825
351

205 969

231 318 220 716

5 000_25_475

205 843 205 718

$ 26 990 251



OCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

FOREIGN NEWSPAPER MICROFILM PROJECT AGENCY FUND

STATEMENT OF RECEIPTS AND DISBUMMENTS

Year ended
December 31,

1975 1974

RECEIPTS:
Dues
Sales to uiembr s and non-meabers

Interest

Totals

DISBURSEMENTS:

71

62
3

374
104
002

$ 72 527
76 429
_5_300

136 4S0 154 256

Purchases for members and non-members 53 710 53 468

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
1 724 1 656

Insurance
700 617

Professional fees 700 650

Miscellaneous
36 13_6

Totals 167 657 136 645

EXCESS OF DISBTJRSEMENT3 OVER RECEIPTS
2 339

127

124

See accompanying notes to financial statements.



ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCE LIBRARIES

CHINESE CENTER REVOLVING FUND
STATEXENT Of RECEIPTS AND DISBURSE1, NTS

Year ended
December 31 ,____

RECEIPTS:

1975

Sale of publications $192 068

Interest income 20 675
212 743

DISBURSEMENTS:
Cost of publications 111 193

Postage and other expenses 2 585

Transfer to Center for Chinese Research
Materials program 28 '34

42 712

1974

(restated)

$128 201
14_533

142 7 -14

82 080

2 3.67

84 247

EXCESS OF RECEIPTS OVER DISBURSEMENTS $ 70_011 Lia_A37

128

125

See accomp %ring notes to financial statements-



ASSOCIATION OF RESEIkRCH LIBRARIES

STATEMENT OF CHANCES IN FTND BALANCES

GENERAL OPERATING T D

BALANCE, at beg ng of year

ADD cess of receipts over disbursements
- transfer from Chinese Center Revolving Fund

in respect of proje t overhead

Year ended
December 31,

1975 1974

$110 771

26 990

(restated)

$121 246

251

17 552

761 139 049

LESS - excess of disbursements over receipts on com-
pleted project (Inter-Library Loan - N_S.F.)

t ansfer to Chinese Center Revolving Fund in

respect of interest earned on invested cash

4

23

603

675--
28 278

end , f year 1132_If1 5110 771

FOREIGN NEWSPAPER MICROFILM PROJECT AGENCY FUND:
BALANCE, at beginning of year $ 76 388 $109 277

LESS - excess of disbursements over receipts 26 177 32 389

ALANCE, at end of year

CHINESE CENTER REVOLVING ND:

IJILZ11 1_2§88

BALANCE, at beginning of year $217 031 $152 421

ADD - excess of receipts aver disbursements
transfer from General Operating Fund in
respect of prior years' interest earned

70 031 58 487

an invested cash 23_675
287 067 234 583

LESS transfer to General Operating Fund in
respect of project overhead 17 552

CE at end of year 1.25.222 J.212_031

1A2

See accompanying notes to financial statements.



'ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

SUMMARY OF ACCCJNTING FOLICI

Basis of accounting

The accounts of the Associatipn are maintained on a cash basis of
accounting. Under this method, effect is given only to cash collections and
payments. Accordingly, the financial statements do not show accrued income,
costS and expenses, and the receivables and payables that would result from

such accr als.

9ffiSe eq,111-271en;

The Associatln charges payments for office equipment in full to
current operations and shows no equipment in its aeca nts.

INCOME TAXES

The absence of a provision for income taxes is due tc7, the Association's
exemption from federal income tax under Section 501(c )(3) of the In.ternal Revenue

Code.

LEASE

Annual rental of $20,053 is Payable for the Ass eiation's office
premises on a lease expiring June 30, 1976.

To al rent and storage charges were $19,999 for 1975 and $17,591

for 1974.

RESTATEMENT OF PRIOR YEAR AMOUNTS

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.

1 0
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Our examina

SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

of the financial statements included in the preceding section

Of this report was directed _o an expression of our opinion on those state-

=lents taken as a wilole. The supple ental material presented in the following

Wtion of this report has been subjected to certain audit procedures applied

in connection with our examination of the financial statements. This Informa-

tion, while not considered necessary for the fair presentatipn of the statements

of essts and liabilities and receipts and disbursements of the Association, is,

in our op nlon, fairly stated in all material respects when considered in

relation to the financial statements taken as a whole.

Washington, D. C.
January 19, 1976

Certified Public Accountants
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ASSOCLATION OF RESEARCH LIB ARIES

GENERAL OPERATING FUND
SCHEDULE OF DISBURSEMENTS

Board and committee expenses
Conference expense
Dues
Equipmynt purchases
Honorarium
Hospitalization
Insurance and bonding
Miscellaneous
Payroll taxes
Periodicals and subscrIptions
Printing
Professional fees
Postage and freight
Rent
Retirement plan
Salaries
Staff travel and expenses
Stationery and office expenses
Telephone
Funding for special programs - University Library
Management Stady Office

Year ended
December 31,..

1975 1974

$ 7 291 7 784
14 585 9 952
2 221 2 169

191 818
1 024 600
1 308 1 519
1 727 2 986

190 572
4 620 4 757

884 854
12 242 11 481
28 113 24 633
2 369 2 386
7 461 6 466

10 799 9 383
99 795 105 551
5 030 2 871
6 804 7 220
4 664 3 716

20_000 15 000

Totals 1234Ji8 $220 To_

132
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRAP

SPECIAL PROGRAMS
SCHEDULE OF RECEIPTS AND DISBURSE, T

Year ended December 31 1975

Center for Chinese

-

RECEIPTS:

Research Materials------_. - --

(National
Endowmen
for the (Mellon

Humanities) ndation

Grants $68 000 $100 000

Convention income
Sale of publications
Transfer from General
Operating Fund

Transfer from Chin e Center

Revolving Fund 28 934

Managemet Institutes
Film service (net
Interest income

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 1 193

Regional workshops (net)
Rent and storage 5 370 2 903

Salaries and investigator fees 60 366 29 025

Telephone 596 316

Training (net)
Travel 3 753 1 642

Totals
48 041_99.650

EXCESS OF RECEIPTS OVER
(UNDER) DISBURSEMENTS

(2 716) 51 959

PROGRAM BALANCE - BEGINNI G 130
2 716

-0-
.

51 959

TRANSFER TO EQUITY ACCCUNT

PROGRAM BALANCE - ENDING 1,51_159



Year ended December 31, 1975

University
Library

Management
Stud- Office

Brasenose II
Conference

I.F.L.A.
Conference Total

Year ended
Decetber 31, 1974

Total

$ 81 774 $249 774 $235 431
0 513 10 313 96 186

26 347 26 347 17 383

20 000 20 000 15 000

28 934
1 710 1 710 980
2 788 2 788

51 51

2 619 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 8 841 11 104
3 657 8 909 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 0 805 10 506

131 244 36 575 315 510 362 167

1 375 51 (26 062) 24 607 4 813

6 979 3 748 26_062 39 .505 30 089
8 354 3 799 -64-112 --11471701

Ala

134

_4_03
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

PROOF OF CASH
YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1975

CASH BALANCE beginning $446 774

ADD - Excess of receipts over (under) disbursements:

Special programs for which the Association
is accountable to the grantors 24 607

General Operating Fund 26 989

Foreign Newspaper Microfilm Project Agency Fund (26 177)

Chinese Center Revolving Fund 70 032

Payroll taxes fourth quarter 1975 paid January 1976 74
542 299

LESS - Payroll taxes fourth quarter 1974 paid January 1975 2 579

CASH BALANCE, ending 20

1



Minutes of the meetings of the Association of
Research Libraries are published semiannually. Sub-

scription rates for U.S.A. and possessions are $10.00

a year; $5.00 an issue (foreign: $11.20 a year; $6.20

an issue). Checks should be made payable to the
Association of Research Libraries, 1527 New Hampshire

Avenue, N. W., Washington, D. C. 20036.

Association of Research Libraries.
Minutes of the meeting. 1st-

Dec. 1932-
(Princeton, N. J., etc,

v. 2S cm_

Meetings are numbered irregularly : 91h-100, 12th eL2k
tire?' : lOtb-lIth, Litb.
latectes :

Subject Index.

.A84 59-30046

Minutes are printed on a stable and enduring paper.


