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What is ACIR? %

* The Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Re-
lations (ACIR) was created by the Congress in 1959 to
monitor the operation of the American federal- sys-

~ tem and torrecommend improvements. ACIR is ¢ per- -

. +manent national bipartisan body representing the ex--
ecutive and legislative branches of Federal, state, and

" Jocal government and the public. ) . _—

s The Commission is. composed”of 26 members —nine
representing the Federal government, 14 representing,
“state and local government, and three: representing -
‘the public. The President appoints 20—three private
’citizens,and-,;hree%éa‘@ral executive officials directly
and four~governors, thrée state legislators, four. may-
. ors, and three elected county officidls from slates
nominated by the National Governors’ Coanference,. -
the Council of Stater Governments, the’ N@tion"al
League of Cities/U.S. Conference of :Mayors, and-the
National" Association of Counties. The three Senators
ate chosen by ‘the.President of the Senate and the.
three Congressmen by the Speaker of the House.
’ S

o

.+ Each Commission member serves a two year term and -

may be reappointed.. = 3 A

As a continuing body, the Commission approaches its

work by addressing, itself to specific issues’and prob-. .
jems;. tpe resolutién of which. would produce 4m-,
proved ‘cooperatiéh among_the levals of government

* and more effective,functioning of the federal system. .
In addition to dealing with the all important functional
and structural relationships among the various gov-
ernments, the Commission, has “also extensively stud-
ied critical stresses currently being placed on tradi- .
tional governmental:taxing practices. One. of the'long ey
range efforts of the Commission has been to seek ways S
to improve Federal, state, and local éovern_men_tal tax- v
ing practices and_policies to achieve equitable alloca- - ¢

_tion of resources, increased efficiency in collection -
and administration, and reduced compliance burdens
upon'the taxpayers. .o ' .

. Studies’ undertaken by the :Commission have .dealt
- with subjects as diverse as’transportation’and as spe- -
cific as state taxation of out-o?-statg depositories; as - .
‘wide ranging as substate regionalism to the more spe- '
cialized issue of local revenue:ditersification. In'select- ~ . ~ ~

\ ing.items for the work program, the Commission con-

siders the relative importance and urgency -of the ', ,
- problem, its manageability- from the point of view of

finances and staff available’to ACIR and the extent to :
‘which~the Commission can make-a fruitful contribu- .
tion toward the solution of the problem.. . "<

After- selecting. specific intergovernmental issues' for o
investigation, ACIR follows d multistep procedure that.
“assures review and commenqt by representatives of all 2
points of view, all affected levels of government, tech-

nical experts, and interested groups. The Commission

then debates each issue and %ormulates its policy po-

sition. Commission findings and' recommendations

‘are published and draft bills and executive orders de-
véloped to assist in implementing ACIR policies. |

-7, b



he Adv1s01;y, Commrssxon on Intergovernmen-

tal Relations was establlshed by Public Law 380,

which was passed by the:first session of the 86th
Congress and approved by the President on Sep-

. tember 24, 1959. Section 2 of the act sets forth the

following declﬁratlon of purpose arid specxfrc re-

: SpOl’lSlbllltléS for the Comm)ssron S

- Sec; 2. Because the cOmplexxty of modern -
‘ llfe intensifies the need in a‘federal form of
.- government for the fullest cooperatlon and

of government, and: because -population
growth and scientific developments portend

.an increasingly complex. society in future . -

g, itis essent1al that an appropriate agency
“be stablished to' give. .continuing attentron to
1ntergovernmental problems

N

performance of’ its dutjes, will: * :

1) br1ng together representatrves of the
federal, state, and local governments for the
consideration of common problems - . '

"’ 5) -encourage d1scuss1on and. study at an
early stage of emerging pubhc problems that
are"likely to «requrre 1ntergovernmental co-
‘operation. - J '

. 6) recommend, w1th1n the framework of’

the Constitution, the most -desirable alloca- -

~ “tion of governmental furictions, responsibili-' - -

ties,,and revenues among the. several levels
of governufg{lt : //

[ . f
/ ? . .

. Pursuant to- 1ts statutory responsrb1l1t1es, thé
Comm1ss1on has " from time-to-time been re-

quested by the Congress or the Presidént to /ex-

‘ am1ne partlcular problems 1mpend1ng ‘the ‘effec-

] /

< Itis 1ntended that tS(e Comm1ss1on in the -,

tiveness of the federal system The 1976 renewal
legislation for General Revenue Sharing, Public
‘Law 94-:488, mandated in Sectlon 145 that the
Comm1ss1on °,. Sy

study and evaluate the Amerlcan federal
'flscal system' in terms- of the allocation and
coordination .of public resources among fed-
-eral, state, and local governments 1nclud1ng,"
but not limited to, a study and evalu&tion of: .

Lo (1) the allocation. and coordination of taxing
_ coordination .of’ act1v1t1es between the levels. -

/and spending futhorities between lévels. of
-~ government, ingluding a comparlson of other -
federal governfment. systems (5) forces
likely to affect the nature'of the Amerlcan fed-
eral system in the short term and long-term‘

S ' ’future and possible ad]ustments to such sys-

tem, if any, which may be des1rable in light -
¢ of future developments\ L

a L

o The study, The Federal Role in the Fﬂderal Sy‘swh

- .stem: The Dynamics of Growth, of which the pres- -

- ent volume is one-component; is part of the Com-
m1ssxon s response to this mandate. Staff were,
dlrpcted ta: (a) exammeh the present role of the
.- federal government in the American federal sys:
'_tem (b) review theoreétical perspectives on Amer-
" ‘ican federalism, the assignment of functions, and’
governmental growth and (c) identify historical
and political patttyaa-m the development and ex:
pansion of national gbvernmental domestic activ-:
ities. This case: study on the federal role in librar- .
ies is one of seven prepared by Comm1ss10n staff~
pursuant to th1s ass1gnment - t .
Abraham D Beame
Chanrman :

y o, . L.




This' volume was prepared by the governmental
structure and functions section of the Commis-
sion staff. Carol Monical, analyst had. responsi-,
bility for the research and preparation of- this case
‘study. Other members of the governmental struc-
ture and functions section, including Cynthia Co- -
lella ‘Mavis Mann Reeves, and, particularly, David
‘R."Beam, project manager, reviewed the manu--
script and made helpful suggestions. The secre-

. tarial services of Evelyn Hahn were indispens-
able. Patricia Koch provrded valuable 'lrbrary
assistance.” - e e
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The Commission wrshes to express. its appre- .

ciation to the followmg peoplé who reviewed and .
: commented on a preliminary draft of the study:
Edward C. Banfield, Professor’ of Government,

)

* *  Harvard University; Robert Klassen, Chief, Pro-,
-~ ' gram Coordlnatlon Staff, Office of Lrbrarres and.
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Learnrng Resources U S Department of Health

Education, and’ Welfare; Redney Lane, Senior As--. -

sociate, Government ‘Studies and Systems; Rich-
ard H. Leach, Professor of Political Science, Duke
University; Redmond Kathleen Molz, Professor of

Library Science, Columbia University; ind ‘Al-

phonse F. Trezza, Executive Director, National

Commission on Libraries and Information- Sci- -

ence.-The report would not have been possible -
wrthout their cooperatron and assistance. Full re- -

sponsibility. for content- ‘and accuracy rests, of
course,lwrth the CommrssTbn and its staff.  ~

11

Executive Director

A,Dawd B Walker |
Assnstant Dlrector

.

sl s
~

av .

o LT ' Wayne F. Anderson

-



' 2——Changmg Purposes in the Publrc lerary Program -

. ~ v r, " Page
1-—Summary of Federal Lrbrary Approprratrons, 1956-80 .....:........10 _3
. 2—Expenditures for Office of Educatlon Lrbrary Programs Selected P
Fiscal Years, 1962-78, . ...:. 7, c.eeriineivemnnyvinnn s e 4
3—State and Local Dxrect General Expendrture for lerarles Fiscal ’
Years1964—76..: .......... S O
. 4——Compar1son of Percent Drstrrbutrons of Expendltures for Public I
Libraries by Governmental*Source of Financing ...........: 1 .... ;.. 5
' 5——Expend1tures for Current Library-Related Programs ................ - 16
S—Authorxzatxons Administration Requests, and Approprlatrons for _
: - Selected berary Programs. FY 196676 .............. .. ... ... 21
'7—Summary of B‘udget Proposals and Approprratrons FY 1379—80 ce. 220
SR a E o a
' ’ i) Y 5

a » ) . : Y

' : I n’
m Contents
’ v ’ Page 1
Federal State. and Local Roles A Current and Hlstoncal Overv1ew S
> 'The.National Libraries - AL A L R A
Other, Library Agencres P . .i:;,. T SR
-,  State and Lotal Roles .., .......0 .o ieeinn AT Cieee..illB
The Begmnmgs of Federal ‘Involvement A Lumted Role P SR
Early Efforts ........ IR T e il e
‘The Library Services ACtceii it . . [
. The Heyday of Federal Aid: The 1960s ........ e el 013
The Lrbrary Services and Constfuiction ‘Act . .."- R P "_13 vt
Aid'to Education Libraries and Special Libraries .................. 15.
I.lbrary Aid Conﬂlc\ The President vs. Congress ......7...... e D19
Approprratlons Tl:;,g President vs. Congress ..... e P
.Grant.Consolidation Proposals ............~ 7. ... R S
The Changing National Purpose: Amendments to the Ao
Public. Library Program ...... e et 24
Recent Legislative Proposals .. .w.........0 ool iiin. .. 26
The Organizatierial Issue: The Struggle for a Federal Presence .. 29
A Library Unit Within the Office of Education ................ ". ... 29
- .'National Commission on Libraries and Information Scrence . 31
.A Proposal for a New National Library Agency ............. R 5 BN
) 'An Analysrs of the Political Dynamics of Federal Involvement ....... . 33
Policy Development: Actors and Processes ...,.... .. . - 33,
Forces'and Rationales for Greater Federal Involvement s iie.. 36
, ConstramtsontheFederal Role - S L.n.m 37
The Future of the. Fedegal Role in Libraries ......... P .41
T _ 3 Figures
o 5 L R . Page
l—Ma]or Feder@l berary Legrslatlon R e . e viooo2

Kl

b



at

Federal State, and l_ocal Role5° A Current

-

M

\

r

“ and Hlstorucal Overwew*

;k

-

R @ v : ’
Lrbrarles only recently have benefrted from th
federal government s corhucopia of stdte. and lo‘
cal grapt programs. The first fruit was the Library

" Services Act of 1956 which’ establrshed a)system '

of aid to rural lrbrarres Eight years later, its name

was changed to the,berary Services ‘and’ Con-".

struction Act and it became.a. program of aid to

all-public lrbwries By the next year, there were'
AN

new programs- aiding school " and college and. R

- university. libraries (see Figure 1). Smce their es: ' .-

tablrshment these three prograrmis l;1a\r/e expended

over $32.3 billion (see Table 1). .

. Yet, by any measure, federal’ ‘aid to lrbrarres re- =
‘mains .a m1nor programmatrc activity. Total - -
federal’ outlays amounted o approximately $161 . .
rmillion in fiscal year 1975 (see Table 2), just 0.3% - -+ *
of al] federal grants-m -aid. In this same fiscal .
year, only 5% of total public lrbrary expenditures -
came from® the<federal government and 12.9%

from state government leaving local ‘government

P with a se\nror partner’s responsrbllrty for 82.1%

(see Talﬂe 4)"Thus, public library service, at least,
remams a predommately local government activ-

. Aty

Although ‘the federal role in lrbrarres is small,
some regard library=aid as an “intrusion” into a
gervice which should be- supported entirely by

e ) A.state and local funds: The initial federal grant—

the Library Services Act—was in fact-intended to
be both limited [to rural areas) and temporary,

desrgned to end when state and lecal expendi-

Y : -
* Publlc school and academic llbrary programs are now - -~ 5
¢

cated .within’ the Department of Education. establlshed in
‘1980 B co.
, A

'\\ ¥ ]
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tures hiad been stimulated to a more satis'factory‘.'

level. Instead, the Kennedy- -Johnson years saw arr ."_' ‘

expansion of this one federal Aid program, and

- the enactment of others as Figure 1 illustrates. In

time, though, the library programs were subject

to severe' Presrdentral pressure for consolidation

_and reduced fundmg Regardless, the. federal

grant programs “for libraries:have managed if not

to thrwe at least to survrve

-

THE NATIONAL LIBRARIES

o~

Although the (;ategorical aid programs were the

- first federal attempt to affect state and local library -

Y

) sponsrbrlrtres for provrdmg service to

service, the federal goverrﬁ:erl( from the begin-

ning recognized the importance of lrbrarres for its
own research needs. Most srgmfrcant because of ©

the part to be played in national library programs,

in 1800. In 1836, the Surgeon General s Office
startéd the library-which has since grown into the
National Library of Medicine within the Depart-

~_'ment of Health; Education, and Welfare.! Other
" executive departments es‘tal)lrshed libraries for -
- staff needs and several agencies, such as the Vet-
erans Administration and the military, run librar- "

ies for the general interests of employees and de-
pendents Eventually, several of the dep

over the country.

Foremost of these national’ lrbrarres is he Li-
brary of Congress which acts as the' de fatto na--
tronal library of fhe United States:.Not only'is it

the major collector of books ‘and other, research

- materials, but it is also the national center for cat-

aloging and bibliographic control,"operates a na-

“tional and regronal program for the visually hand-

- become a anajor research center and, thus, hasa - ‘
major resgponsibility- for the standardization and

icapped, conducts research in technical problems

of storing library materials; and extends interli-

and. other ‘progr.ams. ‘the Library of Congress has

" coordination of numerbus library functions.? Its

: ment]——whxch in their own. subject fields, per- ..
- form functions srrrular to the work of the Library /.
. of Congress.®” ‘

activities are supple;nented by the other national
libraries—the National Lrbrary\of Medicine, Na- -
tional Agriculture Library, National Library of

Natural Resources (within the Interior Depart-

-

S

>

' was the establlshment of the Library of Congress

- . brary logn privileges to the fation. Through these

., ~

XS F/gu;fd N ,
o MA]OR FEDERAL 1IBRARY - . K
- .LEGISLATION N

Lrbrary Servrce “Act (LSA) P. L 597~—70—Stat 293
June 19,71956.

Library Services and Construction AcW) PL.
1 88-269, 78 Stat. 1.1, February 11, 1964. -

Elementary apd Secondary Education Act of 1‘>_965
(ESEA), P.L. 89-10, 79 Stat. 27, Aprll 11, 19,65
(Title ).

Higher Education Act of 1965 (HEA), P.L. 89- 329 '
.79 Stat. 19, November 8, 1965 (T|tIeP -
T
and B) R / .
Medical Library Assrstance Act of 1965 (MLAA) .
“P.L..89-291,"79 Stat. 1059, Octgher 22, ‘1965.

Mibrary Servicgs and Construction Act Amend—
| ments of 1966, P.L. 89- 51'I 80kStat 313 July
19, 1966,

Library Services and Constructlon Act Amend-
ments of 1970, P.L. 91-600,'84 Stat. 1660, De- |
cember 30,,1970. ,

Natronal Commrsston on Libraries and Infornpatron'
Science Act,  P.L. 93-29, 87 Stat. 59, May 3,
1973. ’

Educatlon Amendr‘hents of 1974, P.L. 93-380, 88
Stat. 484, Augus# 21, 1974 (T|t|e IV - B).

""Lgbrary Partnershtp Act” (proposed) $.3944, in-.
" troduced August 22, 1974. “

“National Library Act (proposed)

»f"

troduced May M 1979. - . 3 )

.

OTHE;IBRARY AGENCIES

' The federal g8vernment’s,role in technical as--

. sistance, coordination, and planning lies not only
‘with the national libraries, but alézo with two other
- organizations. The library agency within the Of-

fice of Education of the Department of Health, Ed-

" ucation; and Welfare has acted since 1938 as ‘the

central and permanent focus of the executive de-
partment’s concérn with overall lrbrar%servrces

124, ‘in'-” o

Since its creation, the status and résponsibility of, «

this agency has fluctuated.* Yet it generally has
been responsxble for statistits, research and eval-

, uation, and the administration of some or all of

-
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- SUMMARY OF FEDERAI. LI RARY APPROPRIATIONS 1956—80 .

” S | S Total ~ Appropriation: Fiscal Year (in millions)
2 o 1956-75 1976 . 1977 ~ 1978 1979 1980(f) Total .-
Library Services and Construction At~ o o g

Trtlel(PubIr&l.'brary Services) L 34854 §614 9569 $569 $625 § 625 § 7856 1 .

Title 1. (Public Library Construction) . - 1741@ 0 =+ 0 . 0 S0% 0 1740

“ Title I (interlibrary Cooperation) ~ * 243() 327 33 33 50 50 4.1
Elementary and, Secondary Education Act - - : ' - , | A

Title lVQ(Consohdated Program? CNA) - 68.7(g) 1543(g) 167.5(g 180.0(h) 171.00h ° 741.5%) -
Higher Education Act’ R B . o

Title IIA(Resources) C e v 145.5(d) 99 9.9 "99 100 - 50 .. 1902
4 Title 1B (Demonstration)’ ~~ ~ 21400 RO 10 10 10 3. 260 -
- Title 1B (Training) > 396 - S5, 20 20 - .20 740

Title i1-C (Research) - " Didnotedstuntl 1978 50 &4 60 /170

Totdd , U B903(e) . 1447 ' 2274 2456 2665 ¢ 2505 0 2255
’ o \ - S <
(@) 1965-73. - * . . o . I \j
- (b) 1967-75. S S , @ X RPN S
(c) ESEA Title ll, 1966—75 school lrbrary rESOUrCes. o ‘ E : L L
(d) 1966-75. | . o '

(e} Funds for ESEA 1966-75 (then Title Il not mcluded ' co

!

(f) House and Senate Conference has agreed to but o yet srgned by the President. '
(8) Appropriation is for the consolidation progrant: school library resources and text books; instructional equipment; and guidance, counsehng and testrng.-
(h) Approprlauon estimate is for the revised consolidation program school library resources; and rnstructronal equrpment o L
L ,
‘.SOURCES 1956- 78 OLLR FY Budget Justrfrcatron Document cited in Natronal Commission on Lrbrarres and Informgm)n Scrence Prospects Possrblhtres
: ~ and Alternatives for Federal Support of Libraries and Informalron Services: Design for the 1980s,” a background paper revrsed October 1978,
l;?, - Washington, DC, 1978, p. 24. - .
1979-ALA Washington Newsletter, Vol. 36, No 1, Washmgton DC, American Lrbrary Association, January 29 1979, p. 1. i
" 1980-ALA Washrngton Newslerter Val. 31, No: 10, Washlrfgton oc, American Lrbrary Association, August 7, 1979, p. 1..




=T Tab/e2
EXPENDITURES EOR OFEICE OF EDUCATION I.IBRARY PROGRAMS

. SELECTED FISCAL YEARS, 1962-78
- : (thousands of dollars)

Program . o 1962 . 1964 1966 - 1968 1970 1971 - 1972
Elementary and Secondary * . T o o
- Education Act—Title 11 - $47,871-$ 91,054 $ 44,670 $59,253 $ 74,648
ngher Education Act—TltIe n . T ' :
((Library Resources and - . A S * B
Library Training) - : . 60,287 41,068 " 10,365 6,382
Public Library Services and ' : : § .
., Construction Act $6,056 $6,932 7,443 40,915 62,017 52,270 54,086 -
> Total B ‘. . 6056 6932 55314 147,755 121,888 135,116

B 192,256

—_ ~  Transi- = .,
. s - > . . T © tion ' o
Program t 1973 1974. 1975 - 1976 Quarter* 19772 '1978*
" Elementary and Seconddry S E ' |
Education Act—Title 11 $ 80,835 $.71,267 $ 82,261 $ 57,786 T .

. Higher Education Act—Titlell

(Library Resources and

>
<

Library Training) 11,009, 12,931 16,002 14,843.,$2,225 $8,980 $ 9,786
Public Library Services gnd . , o : .
Construction Act. . 45,782 44,441 62, 362 58,307° 8,146 64,200 * 52,958
Jotal P 137, 626 128 639 160, 625 130,936 = — _ —_ =

" * Separate figures are not dvailable. The Educatlon Amendments of 1974 consolldated the programs( equipment, guidance and.
- testing, and library resources,
""The transition quarter is the three-month period between fiscal year 1976 (which ended June 30 1976) and flscal year 1977 (which
began October 1, 1976). . o
2 Estimated. o : - : S

SOURCE U-S. Depanment of Healith, Educatlon and Welfare, Digest of Education Statistics, 1976 edmon Washmgton OC, U S.
Government Pnntmg Office, 1977, pp 173 76, and 1977-78 edition, pp. 163—,(16 i
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SPE] pa - . . - "’the'grant-.in-aid programs;Thus.thelibraryagency
. . ' Table 3 T . hds performed a service?role"as' well as distribut-
h o ‘ B ing money to librarfes. In addition, it has been
- STATE AND LOCAI. DJRECT GENERAIJ B >.involved in- the n[2,a'nmng. development and co-
o -~ EXPENDITURES FOR LIBRARIES "“ordination of serfice at all'levels of government., -
> FISGAL YEARS 1964-76 = - : end for all types of libraries.
_(millions of dollars) = . This planning and ‘development tunctlon does .
, o : , - not reside solely within the Office of. Education.
' State/ L - N The. passage of the National Commission on- Li-
" Loeal " Siate tocal | - braries and Informatxon Science Act.in 1976 cre-
B : : ' : _Hated a permanent\ 1ndependent commission to
- 1964-65 $ 444 . $ 30 $ 414 - analyze the country’s library and information.
1965-66 . 486 - 37. 449 |  needs, appraise current resources and services,
. 1966-67 535 .49, 486 - and “develop overall plans for meeting national.
. 1967-68 573 52 s " library. and ‘informational needs. and for the co-
| 1968-69 634 - . 55 579 | . ordination of activities at the federal, state, and
1969-70 7000 . 54 . 646 - local levels ... [and] promote research and de-
1970-71 - . 761 60 T 702 velopment act1v1t1es which will extend.and im-
1971-~72 814 . _ 63 ..+ 751. prove the nation’s’ llbrary and information:han- )
1972-73 877 . 66 - 811 dling capability ....”% The establishment of a
: 1973-74 968 .’ 71 ) 896 . permanent commission was a recommendatlol\ of
' A 1974-75 1,119 . .86 1,032 the earlier temporary National Advisory Commls- .
N - 1975—76’ '1 249 -99 1,150 sien on Libraries which was charged with evalu-
L ' ating the role of libraries in the national infor-
: SOURCE: U.S. Bureau- of the (.en.gus Governmental F/nances mation system. the way public agenoies can affect
(Jg.gf‘ébosvetﬁ,ézz:;ﬁﬁJg%iﬁze(v]vgazz_"f’;f’? bC library utilization, and hbw library aid can be
e | © more effectively utilized.” The White. House Con-
— : ference on Libraries, held in November 1979, wds
-~ Ce another attempt by the federal government to look _
- , ' at the nation’s library resources and’ develop rec-
) o ommendations for improvement. &

L " . . From the above, it is evident that the natlonal

. ‘ - role is scattered among several gﬁvernment agen-

. . o o , cies. The planning and coordihation efforts of ,
' Cul B : these agencies and the grant- -in-aid programs con-

N - I . ‘stitute the'federal presence in the library area. Yet,
RN . : ~ Table4 - historically, and even today, governmental pro-

K N ‘ vision of library service was,.and still is, .domi--
Companson of Percent Distributions of 'nated by state and local government..

Expendltures for Public Libraries:by -
Governmental Source of Fmancmg

-

.. [ .

STATE AND LOCAL ROLES

Federal State ' Local L
1972 - 58% 10.8% . 83.4% * Until the mlddle years ofthe 19th Century. state . - -
1974 4.3 124 . 833 h and local governments did not provide llbrary
N 11975 50¢ - 12.9 82.1 , sérvice. Readmg librarjes were private organiza-
‘ o , . tions supported by members‘hlp‘;fees or.the rental -
SOURCE: Government Studies and Systems, Improving State ’ of books..Then, in 1833, the, first free public li- .
L Aid to Public Libraries, prepared for the UrbanLi- brary was founded in Petersborough NH. It was -
bréries Council, Washington, DC, National, Com- lf h dividuals d h .
o mission on Libraries and Information Science; 1977, ree in the sense that individuals id not have tO
oo- ' - compiled from Tables 3 and B1 and 2. - , directly pay for the use of books. The services,
‘ . > . * N |

&

L , which the llbrary offered. ‘were supported by a

’
bne
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portron of- the rece1pts from a tax on ‘bank cap1tal
stock, wh1ch the New Hampshrre legislature ‘(in,
an 1821 law) had authorized for educational use.?
At about the same time, York Statezﬂlso rec:’
' ognized the importance of llbrarles in the educa-

“tional system. In 1835, the leglslature authorued
-each-school district to levy a tax for publlc librar-
ies available to adults as well as-children. Many -
- states followed'Ne'\A%York s lead; but-these librar-
" ies, because of their $mall size, later evolved into
school libraries and not general pubhc\llbrarres‘-’
. More than a decade later, New Hampshire was
again the scene of an important step, in the estab-
- lishment of public libraries, with the state’s pas:

. L . ' ' k .
%ahty college or un1vers1ty 18

The role of state gdvernments in the support of

academic llbrar.les was spurred by the passage of
~ the Morrill Act of 1862 which’ provided federabt |

. 'land grants te,establish'technical and agrlcultural -

colleges.'® With the subsequent establishmént of E

‘additional state systems of h1gher educatioy and

‘the retogiition of the importance of the academic '

library in the educational process, the states then
. became the major support for public college and

: uunlvers1ty librarigs N

sage in 1849 of a law authorizing towns to appro- -

“priate money for public llbrarles © In 1851,
- Massachusetts: passed a similar general public li-
brary law permitting towns to tax for libraries /™

>

giving real teeth 'to its 1848 law which merely

perm1tted ,mun1c1pallt}es to establlsh libraries.'?
Asaresult, the Boston Public Library wasfounded,

in 1854; and _partially.because of Boston's repu-- .

‘tation as an 1mportant center of learmng ‘and in-_
tellect, the public library movement spread.® Be-,

tween 1850 and 1875; 257 public libraries were

‘established, with- mdre than half'belng in Massa-
chusetts. ! : .
These early beglnnlngs led to the expansnon of

- c_ertlflcatlon research and astatlstrcs and 1nterll-.

-public libraries in comrnunities across the nation: * -

.Today, there are over 8,500'% pyblic libraries with .

nearly $1.25:billion expended in fiscal year 1976

by state and local governments for their support.

' Moreo'ver there has beeri-a modest bt steady. in-
_ crease in the previous ten years in state dnd local .

expendltures (see Table 4)."

‘Nonetheless, it . was a pr1va1e phllan‘throprst

- whe did as much as ‘government to. encourage the -
wrde spread establishment of public. llbrarles An-~ -

. drew Carnegie from the 1880s to.the 1920s gave -

- mumcnpalmes over $50 m,llllon for the ¢ ‘construc-
tion of over 2,500 library. bulldlngs 1f they would
‘maintain them.!®

Private phllanthropy also played an important
role in the development of university and collége
libraries around the turn of the century Large ,
sums of money were given: for the 1mprovement
of many institutions of higher educaﬁon‘ *and,
- their libraries receited a significant portion of this
for bulldlngs and materials.”” This occurred at a
‘time when the h1gher“§ducat10nal system began

»to recognlze that the quality of the llbrarwas an

1mportant and 1ntegral element in aohlevrng a

<

. engage in long-range planning,

. In contrast to higher education, the states have
not played a tnajor role in the provrslon of public
»llbrary service. Both the finapcing and adminis-,
tration of public llbrarles has been left largely to’
local government.? Like the federal governient,
state governments got into the llbrary field byrfirst

establishing Iibraries to serve the research needs

“of the legislative and the executxve‘,‘departments
‘In the 1890s, state library. agencies hegan what is
called extension Service, the purpose of which
was to “‘stimulate, and promote the growth -of 1i-
brary services, espec1ally in areas where none gx-
isted.”?! ‘Some of the serv1ces now ‘offered ;are
techn1cal assistance, promotjon of standards and

* brary loan.?* -

The services.that the state hbrary agencies prd-
vide: :vary “from state to state, but all now generally
development and.
coordination of public library service. Por many,
thqugh, these act1v1t1es were -initiated or greatly
expandegl asa result of the passage of the’ Library™
»Services Act (LSA) and subsequently the Library
Servrces and Construction Act (LSCA)** One’of-
the purposes of LSCA_is to improve statewide
planning and evaluatlon~.bnd to strengthen the
state llb\r?iry agencies themselves. “‘Large por-
“tions” of LSCA funds havé gone into state library.
admlnlstratlon and ‘statewide progrargs.?

State government i ultimately respons1blle for
the ebtablishment of local pubhc libraries either -

through home rule pfovisions or. spec1f1c statesta - v
tutory or constitutiondl - -provjsions authodznng e
t such seérvices. In 1958,. nevertheless, only Michi-

gan had a library provision in its constlfutlon yet,

for the establishment’ of local librartes.?s |
oney, of course, is the name of the game and

. the states- have entered the. race to provide more:

fundnng for public libraries, although at a turtle’s

Kpacex The first state to pr,gvnde any state ajd for

- . L

.

..';. .‘ :‘L'(J ' C . . Y * B \ g

. by 1970, 15 states had constitutional provisions - .
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local libraries was New York, although the state.

“did it with federal ‘money. During the Presideri-

cies of Andrew ]ackson and Martin Van Buren,. . .

the federal .government had surpluses of funds -

and these were distributed to the states. Of the .

numerous usgs to whrch the funds were putZin
‘New Yark State one was to aid local’ sthool li-
:braries,* which only a couple of years previously
had been.established to serve adults as well as’
chlldren Of the’ $4 million available in the ’Trrst¢
year. 1836 "$55,000 was approprrated..for the
school district libraries for-which the “state. had-
- authorized local taxes the' year before.” Thus, at
a very early stage in publjc. lrbrary development,
local libraries received both local and federal
funds. Admlttedly. though it was an unusual sit-
uation. .
‘Many years passed hefore the first state funded
grant -in-aid pfGgram for publrc libraries wis es- - -
tablished. This occurred in ‘Connécticut in thg
'18 0s2% and withina few years, ten New England
middle Atlantic states gave grants of $100 to

$200 to, each public library forbook purch,asing 2

The economic depression of the 1930s led+to,sev- -

"~ eral states, such as Michigan, Ohio, Arkansas, and-

Bad
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New Jersey, to give general state per capita funds
. for public libraries or to, aid in the establrshment
of ‘(‘.ounty or regronal libraries.®

The next major development in the contrnurng

. but slow rate of growth in state aid programs for

public libraries occurred in|1950. In that year,-
New. York State organized a etwork of coopera--

- tive: publrc library systems blanketing the entire-

state, supporting them with{substantial annual
approprlatrons——currently abdut $30 million. In-
recent years, othér states, such as Illinois, Penn-

sylvama -Massachusetts, and New Jersey,. have
' supported statewide system
¥ grams for public libraties.”

evelopment pro-

Other sfates such as Tekas. ndiana and Wis-+
consin have sotely general state aid | programs.® In-
1956 (the year the federal berary Services Act .

jassed), .23 states had establrshed them; in 1976,

all but 11 had.-However, 14 of the states with state

assistance programs spent only $500 000 or less.®
_This,aid amounted to less than 13% of gov‘érn-
mental expenditures in 1975 (see’ Table 4)—asig-
nlfrcant ‘difference from state aid to schools which
"amounted' to 43.6% of educatlon expenditires in
~ fiscal year 1975 3 State aid programs clearly have.
never been‘a major source of support for public"
libraries, although they-currently provide jhore .
than twice the amount that the~federal govern-

ent does. The federal categorical programs, al-

'though modest in dollar terms, nonetheless, cre-

ated a change in the traditional state and local

support of libraries, as the followmg chromcle in-
drcates . /
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e The Begmnmgs of Federal Involvement
T D T A lelted Role-_

" EARLY EFFORTS _

_ ' Feﬁéral aid to llbrarles was an intermittent but

Ce o ,perswtent struggle: of the American Library As-

: LTl ' .. sociation . (ALA) over more than 35 years. Al-

e I ‘ -~ though the ALA Council had proposed federal aid

- oo ' S __ as early as 1918 and 1921, it was not until the

. 1930s that the effért was intensified. At the an-

_ . : o _ o nuajl conference in 1931, the ALA Council (the

.y ; L : S govermng y, of the association) made its first

specific propésal‘ It asked Congress to appropri-

: . ate $1 million over 'a ten-year period with the

. . ] money to be distributed to the states according to

- : _ their rural populatlon The. purpese would be to

T s .+ equalize and stimulate state expepditures for rural

w . - ‘ public library service.”In additipn, the ‘council

’ suggested a federal library commi¥sion to admin-

ister the state programs. Economicfonditions pre- '
vented any serious plans for 1mplementat10n

In 1935, Carleton Bruns Joeckel, then: chairman

-.-J.<

¢ o ~ proposed a system of federal aid.which would re-
- R duce disparities in public library services, but
' - would allow wide variation in use by the states.?
s . . -The following year ALA’s Special Committee on
' ' Federal Aid issued a report calling for federal
. . ) - - funds to improve all types of libraries. 4 This time
several proposals-for legislative action soon f_ol- .
lowed—all of them attached to education bills.®
. None passed, but_the joint effort of the American-
- Library Association and National Educatlon As-

1=
b
NV

of. the ALA’s. Committee on Federal- ReIatlons,



sociation dur1ng this penod was the beg1n ing of
a long history of llbrary and education lobbies

. working together to secure Congress1onal assage’ '

of grant legislation.

- The ALA’s lobbying to generate a feder | inter- .

est in libraries did meet with ope‘success. ]n 1938,

the Libraty Services Division was. est bllshed*’
- within the Offrce of Education which then res1ded

in the D
. growth
‘speeg before ALA’ s Councrl and the subsequent

artment oftInterior. This was an out-

* recommenidation of the 1936 Special Commlttee o

on Federal Aid.S An appropriation of $25,000 for
the first year was passed, although even this mi-

.nor sum drew objections from the U.S. Bureau of -

the Budget.’

" sought to demonstrate’ how libraries caul

During the years of World War 11, %he‘ A.LA N

o conclusions of a lrbrary institute in 1944, Joeckel

called for a system of not more than 1 000 strong -

public library units across the country, effdctlve
. state library agencies with sufficient state aﬁd to
ensure a basic library program, and federal grants-

‘in-aid to guarantee a minimum level of' lrbrary‘ )

~ service.? The same. year, ALA voted to estahhsh

‘a Washington office,! thus recognizing the| im-
portance of being close to the grow1ng federal
government.'' : -1

The end of the war saw a renewed effort to ob-.

tain federal aid for libraries. A series of library
bills were introduced beginning with the ““Library
Demonstration Bill” of 1946 sponsored by Sen.
Lister Hill -(D-AL), Chairman of the: Labor and
Public Welfare Cominittee.’* In contrast ito the

1930s and. the comprehensxve plans of Dean

Joe&kel, these early post war proposals in the
79th, 80th, and 81st Congresses were unattached
.to general aid to education legislation and were
for more limite monstration programs. 13"
~ In the 81st |
troduced but -
changes.- Unde
Bill,” states wefe 'ven more freedom to deter-
mine how to'spend thé money and were not lim-
ited to demonstration programs.** The bill, how-
-ever, passed neither house. Leglslatlon was again

ith a new title and substantive

introduced in the 83rd Congress but, along w1th :

10

Y

Carleton Joeckel's urging in his 1934

and ..
did contribute to the country’s defense]efforts.®.

_Joeckel, occipying the position of Dean f the’

Graduate Library School of the Unlversrty of Chi- .
~ tago, still worked tirelessly for federal aid 4nd a’ .

national plan of library service. Summarizing the

ngress, the measure was again in- - .

e proposed ‘Library Services -

~

other educatlon bills, it was held up pending the

recommendations of the Commission on Intergov-
“ernmental Relations {Kestnbaum Commission) on -

federal grants-in-aid.!s The Kestnbaum Commls-

sion concluded, as it did for aid to elementary and
secondary: schoolsy that libraries weze a state and

local responsibility with no compelling national
rest to justify federal involvement.'® Ironi- -

cally, one year later, a federal a1d program for li-
braries was estabhshed

v _ . [ .

’ [ ) LN

THE LIBRARY SERVICES ACT

Federal 1nvolvement ,began in 1956 w1th "the
passage of the Library Services Act to aid rural -

libraries. Legislation was introduced’in the House x>

(H.R. 2840) by Rep: Bdith Green (D-OR) who ar-

-+ gued that books were essential to the educational
. achievement of the nation’s youth.'” The federal

governinent’s education administrato®ghared her
belief but this was not enough to obtain support

» of the  bill from the Eisenhower Admrnrstration
- As Commxssxoner of Educatlon Brownell test1f1ed

I think the libraries are an important part’

of our culture in this country. At the same
~ time I d6 not believe that existing evidence’.
fully supports the present necessity or desir- .

»

.
'

&

»

ability of federal grants as the appropriate “# -

.method of moving toward thelr ob]ectlve 18
' by
Congress was more favorably 1nchned with 27
Ropresentatrves and 16 Senators, from both polit-
ical parties co-sponsoring the bill.1s Support also
came in- testimony during hearings’ from sev-
eral educational and farm organizations, such as

the General Federation of Women'’s: Clubs, the |

Natlonal Education Association, National Con-
gress of Pafents and Teachers, Cooperative League
of the. U.S.A.; and the National Farmers Union.
The House and Senate passed the bill by .voice
and President Eisenhower, regardless of the
Administration’s testimony opposing the bill,
s1gned it on June 19, 1956. His statement at the
signing indicated this limited support for the pro-
gram when he declared that it ““shows promise of
leading to a significant enrichment of the lives of

- millions of Americans, which, I am confident will

be continued by the states when this limited pro-
gram es to an end.”?° Srgnrflcantly, both Con-
gress and the Amerlcan Lrbrary Assocxatlon also

u
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" viewed it as ohly a -t'emp'brary program to. stimu-

o
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Ete the states to increase their own expe” dltures
r libraries.?! 5
" The purpose of the act was *‘to promote the fur-

- ther extension by the several states of. pubhc li- -
‘brary services to ruralxareas without such serv1ce, .

or with madequate services.””** Grants » of
$7,500, 000 were.authorized for each of five years
to states which submitted plans approved by the
Commissioner of Education. The funds were to.be
".used in areas having less than 10,000 residents.
- The decision to’ limit the grant to demonstration

programs in rural areas (a feature of all legislative:

proposals from 1946 to 1960) was because rural -
areas were most'in need of assistance.® The ™
" American lerary ‘Association had testified - dur-.

ing the hearings that of the 27 million-citizens
without service from local public libraries and of
" the 53 million with’ madequate service, most were
in rural areas, the fringes of large cities, or areas

_affected by defense activities. In- addition, 404 of E
the_apﬁrox1mately 3,000 counties in the United -

-States had no public library.® A dramatic im-

provement in rural library service would dem-

onstrate what federal aid could achieve.
- The legislation also limited the federal Tole, in

that Congress (and librarians) wanting to prevent -
. -any possibility of federal control, 1ncluded asec- -

tion statmg that

The provision of . this: ac't,shall not be so-
construed as to interfere with state and local

"occur.

 initiative and respons1b1hty in the conduct of
public library.services. The administration- ‘of
" public libraries, the selection of personnel
_and library books and materials, an% insofar
as consistent with the purposes of this act;
the determmatlon of the best use of the funds
provided under this act shall be reserved to

' . the states and local subdivisions.?®

.
..

The act was extended in 1960 for flve mo
years, w1th overwhelming * support in bo%
Houses{® One .of the few expressions of opposi-

tion was

temporary and believed the statés should be re-
sponsible for libraries.?” This time the Adminis-

" tration gave token support and recommended ex-

tension of the prograin, ‘claiming it had been

_'successful but that “the. fede al role should end

when addltlonal state’ ty had: been stimu-

‘lated.?® Commissioner of Education Derthick, tes-

tified at the hearings that “‘great progress. [had]
been made,’; but that there “still remain 22 mil-
lion rural* s;dents with no library facilities, 18
million™ others ‘with inadequite service, and 150

-‘rural countlés without library services.”?® He in~

dicated ‘the ‘Administration’s hope that federal
participation wonld end witlin five years and the

. states would assume the “full load.”® In_this first
» renewal thepe was no s1gmflcant change in the -

nature of the program, although this was soon to
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Co., May 15, 1978, p. 1026.

- . P

11

om Rep. Frank T. Bow (R-OH) who
expressed concern that the program'would not be

Fry, op. cxt p-10. . .

2.
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* There were no opposing votes in the 3enate and only 29'in

the House ]
¥ Fry, opi 'cit., p. 14.

- mys. .Congress, House Committee on’ Education and Labor,

on Special Education, Extension of the Li-
Act, Hearings, March 29-April 7, 1960, Wash-

ington, DC,, U'S. Government Printing Office, 1960, p. 87. .
1 Ibid., p. 83. i s /"’
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The Heyday of Federal Aud

Tge 19605

D

.-

' THE LIBRARY SERVICES AND
CONSTRUCTION ACT . .~

. .~

’ Renewal of the Library Services Act in 1960. did -
. not mean that ALA sat back and rested on its lau-

" rels. Two years after passage, the leglslatlve com-.

mittee in its mid-winter meeting called for an ex-

panded and comprehensive program to mcrease)

the coordination and cooperation among all types
of libraries, to assist [ibrary education, and to re- *
move the population requirement limiting aid to

' . rurdT~areas.! With the Library Services: Act the

'ca&\l s nose had entered, the tent and now ALA.
" wasttrying to push in the whole camel.

for the dramatic. and unpregcedented support of
President Kennedy. Qn January 29, 1963, in a Spe-
- cial educatjon message to Coﬁgress 'he ‘advocated

Thls%’opOSal might have gone nowhere except '

S

<. ..

a comprehensive “appraisal of the entire range of -

education problemis,” believing. that educatlon "

was a “life- long process” in ‘which - educatlonal
opportunity was also dependent on *‘general com-
munity educational resources [such] as the pubhc
library.”* He concluded his argument by quoting
Thomas ]efferson as someone ‘who believed that

" one's eye should look at the. whole system.” As

_one part of Kennedy's comprehensive proposal to .

aid education-through new or enlarged gra‘nt-m- N

aid programs, he included an expanded public
library aid program *authorizing a three-year pro-
gram of grants for urban as well as rural libraries

3
H

13
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and for construction as well as operation "4 Ken-

_ " buildings.

2

nedy argued that the public library was “an im- -
portant resource for continuing' educaron” and
that 18 million people, at that trme had/no lLbrary
and 110 million inadequate servrce In addition;

“he pointed out that age and msuffrcren space and

equipment characterrzed many publrc library

Another element in Kennedys solutlon to the
educatron problem was a. recommendation- for a_
‘new’ program ofnald to institutions’ of higher ed-

" ucation. fot library materials 'and /construction.
. Kennedy indicated that the trend “toward less

lecturing and more mdependent study” results in -

* a greater dependence on the lrbrary and that ‘‘as

reported - by the gAmerrcan Library Association
nearly.all college libraries are urggntly in need of -
addrtronal books, perigdicals, - scientific reports -
and similar materjals to accommodate the grow-
ing number of students and faculty "5 The Presi-
dent also exhibited interest in the lerary of Con-
gress and consrdered the appomtment of a library
commission although ‘it was not establrshed dur-
mg his Administgation.® i -

- Kennedy’s message ultlmajely led to the om- -

- nibus education bi]! which included titles'for ur-

ban libraries and construction. When, major op-

_position to the bill surfaced in the House because
. of parochial sehool® and antidiscrimination re-

quirements, the public library title. was igtro-

- duced as a separate measure in the Holise and.

- Seffhte

"~ House by 254 to 107.#

 what thexrbecam,e the

passed.the Senate by a vote of 89 to seven, and the
On Februaryxll 1964 Presrdent Iohr‘lso srghed
rary Services &fd Con- ..
'stmctlon Act (LSCA) Ulfimate
ments of the educatiofy bill were passed in the

. crush of - Great Socrefy leglslatlon in the mrd-

1960s. . S
The lemry Servrces and Constructron Act was\

. a significant change from its predecessor on at

lgast two counts. First, by dropping the word “ru- -

-ral™ from the Library Serviceg Act, LSCA became

a broad:based program of aid to all public librar-
ies, urban as well as rural. Secondly; funds were
authorized for the first time for the constructron-
and remodeling of libraries.

Succeeding renewals of LSCA added new t1tles
and clauses which established programs to im-
prove the performance of public libraries in gen-

14

.7 Minor opposition was yoiced by some;ﬁ-~.__‘
conservative—members of the Congress. but it

. ‘\/_“ 1ﬂ': “

other library ele-.

. e . . »~

o A .

o

eral and to target funds to socrally and economr-

: cally disadvantaged peopl"\Thrs occurred at a -

time when the nation was frying to-usg federal

~ funds ¢o bring-the poor and drsadvantaged :into .
‘the mainstream of Amer‘lcan life by increasing -
- their acce\ss to services and by offering them spe- -

ctal opportunities. Tl’lllS the 1966 renewal added.

Title [ll—Interlibrary Cooperation, and Title IV—_. -,

Specialized State Servrces for handicapped and *

~ institutional client¢. This pattern continued .into

the 1970s as Gongre¥® passed renewals for the dis-
advantaged and odlder readers, (although the latter
has never been funded). .

. No President following Kennedy was ever as
enthusiastic ‘a supporter of federal lrbrary aid. -
President Johnson-did sign the 1966 renewal to

LSCA, which added two new programs | for inter-

library cooperation and specialized state services,
yet, his statement did not indicate a.whole-hear_ted
endorsement of the legislation. The Administra.
tion had already testified at the hearings for a sim-
ple extension, with John W. Gardner, Secretary of
the U.S. Department, of Heal
Welfare declarmg T

bt ) _ -

‘The problems confronting this natlon over-

- seas as well as the condition of*our domestic '
economy are-well known to the members of
this.committee; together they Seem to miljtate ™

~ against much that we would like to do at this
time in the fields of health, education, and
welfgre. It is my considered judgment that it
‘would be unwise to place an additional strain

“upon our. economy by ehacting' legislation

whose fiscal impact is in excess of that which

we have presented~to you in‘H..R. 13173,

PR . v

,’Educati0n, and - :

At the signing of the legrslatron, Iohnson ex-

pressed concern that ‘federal library assistance
was too fragmented among separate programs and
agencres and requested the soon-to-be establrshed
National Commissiof on Libraries to address this

problem.'” Although the national commission .

considered this issue, it made no recommenda-
tion to- srmplrfy the federal library programs. The -
question would surface ‘again in the 1970s when
President Nixon -and his successors’ trred to con-

solidate or eliminate library programs. This Jater -

period will be reviewed in a fnllowing section;
but, first, it is necessary to look briefly at the other
library programs for school, colleg and special

_ libraries enacted during the 60s. -
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AlD TO EDUCATlON / BRARIES AND.
~ SPECIAL um@\mss

In t.he 1960s, a1d to public hbraneE was not the
»only expression of a federal interest in libraries.

~ Following closely on the heels of the Library Serv-

ices and Construction Act, were several acts to
fund school and ekqademlcxhbrarles Title I of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965

. authorrzed.afw&"year program-of grants to states

for the purchase of books, periodicals, and other

‘augdiovisuals for public and private school librar--

ies."! The Higher Education Act qf 1965 contained
three programs: Title I-A—funds for acquisition
of books, periodicals, and other materials for col:

training and researct\ and demonstration pro-_

" -grams; and Title II- C:}a centralized cataloging

and- acqursrtlon program \under the direction qf
the Library of Congress (the latter now d1rect;§

appropriated in the Library of Congress budget).

- Aid for college and university programs had been

_port their programs were becoming scart:er ‘The :

prd’b sed by President Kennedy in his education’
message of 1963,'2 and then passed during the

~ flurry of legislative activity that occurred when

Lyndon Johnson became President.
* Other than this one shift of the location w1th1n :
the budget; the grant programs for, libraries- au-’
. thdrized by the Higher, Education Act (HEA) did
not change until 1976, when Congress decided to.
respond to“the -problems:of the large. research li-
braries whith were suffering increasing demands
orr their collectlons at a time when funds tosup@”

suggestion for federal support for research hbrar-._

Y

3 ; -

vate nonprof1t independent research llbrarles
Major research libraries were characterized as
those “whose collections make a significant con-

‘tribution to higher éducation and research, are

Na

. lege and umiversity ljbraries; T@? II-B—library = .

broadly based, are recognized as hav1ng Rational®
or international s1gn1flcance for scholarly re-
search, are ‘of a unique nature, Tiot.widely held,
d are of such importance that. substantlal de-
thands are made upon the institution by research- .

Fund for the program, first appropriated in fis-
cal year¥1978, have primarily been dispersed to,,
major university libraries, such as the Universi vy oL
of Illinois and Yale University, although .other re/«
cipients havesbeen Boston Public Library and th!

_€ers ar}§\s:holars outside its primary clientele.”'¢

'Folger Shakespeare Library. The money has been

. spent-for three major activities: collection devel--

- bec

opment, preservatlon of materials, and biblio- .
graphic control and access.!” The significance of

P

the Title II- C progtam lies not only with (he im-

pact it ha S?d on the recipient libraries but also '
se it'is°the one program for libraries in the
High Education Act which has been able to re-:

ceive/funding support from the executive branch. .

In fact, the support has be# so satisfactory to -
Congress that it was not compelled to increase the

- final appropr1at10n for the 1980 budget abqve the

* President’s’ recommendation - of - $6 million—an

- event'rarely occyfrring in-the last few years for
' (HEA)library programs. = - e

In an indirect way, all hbrary programs can po- -

téntially benefit special libraries, but the:federal -

governmerit’s strongest direct support has been to -

.medjcal llbrarles :Through the Médical Library
- Assigtance Act of 1965, the Public Health Service -

'ies ‘came, a year earlier, from the Carnegie Cor-

poratlons study on postsecondary education. It
. recommended a $10 million program of federal

support for research libraries with the money dis-"
tribited ‘on the basis of the number of doctoral
degrees awarded and.the amount of federal sup-
port of academic science in each institution."

. The American Library Association endorsed the
Carnégie Corporation proposal but with ¢he reser-
vation that it shou.ld not be based on Ph D. de-

“grees, since this would eliminate the major urban
public research lhhrarles such as ‘the New. York
Public Library." Congress acceded to ALA’s re-
quest and added (in the Education Amendments
of 1976)' a new Title II-C to the Higher Education
Act authorizing funds for institutions of higher

. educatlon public llbrarles state libraries, and pri-

a

gra ed funds for the construction of medical li-
braries, training of librarians, expansion of ”med-'
ical library resources, and development of a na-
tional system of regional health science libraries

-under the National Library of Medicine."®

All told -by ‘the end of 1965, seven categorlcal :
aid programs had been enacted—two for public
libraries, one for school libraries, three for college
and un1vers1ty llbranes and one for medical 11- '
braries. : :

Numerous ‘other federal a1d programs have
funding' provisions that can be used by libraries
to provide basic services, initiate special projects,

- or erect new buildings. For instance, libraries

have received funds from the Higher Education
Facilities Ad:P the. Appolachlan Reglonol Devel- -
opment Act the Publi¢ Works and Economic De-

LY .
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- ' . y L s ‘ . ] v.
o EXPENDITURES FOR CURRENT LIBRARY\REI.ATED PROG?!AMS - N
Y - U FY)979 ¢ - FY.1980 . ' ‘Carter
T lerary Related Programs\ ' : Approprlatlon_ \Authorlzatlon - FY 1980 Budget . ’
. ) Adult. Educatlon Act s S $ 100,000,000'; . $ 250 00(\9 000 $ 90,750,000
| Community Education - Co 3,190,000 - % 42,000,000 .. 3,138,000
. . Consumers Education o 3,601,000 ) S,OOdOOO o 3,135,000
- Corporation for Public Broadcastlng .=~ 152,000,00 F rmula-lgased 172,0.0'0,0002 E .
.| - Educationally Handlcapped Children -~ . L o , ' Co
(state grants) - . . -804,000,000'- Formula-based 862, OOO OGO‘
Education Information Centers g . .+ 3,000000 - 40,000,000 BRI | IRR
Educational TV and Radio Programmlng . 6,000,000 ,° Necessary sums - 6,000,000
ESEA Title I — Educationally Deprived. o - R R o
Children ' ~ 3,078,382,000" i Formula- t sed . 3,078,382,000
Il — Basic-Skills Improvement ‘ 27)0'00,000 "« Necessary|sums 35,000,000 - |
IV-C —Educational Innovation - - . " . ‘5 o ' :
- .and'Support . 197, 400 000" ecessary sums - 197,400,000°
. VIl — Bilingual Education = - 158, 600 000 299,000,000 - - 173,600,000 -
ne - 1X— Ethnic Heritage " - 2,000,000 15,000,000 . o -, | .
‘] Gifted & Talented Children ., 3,780,000 . - Necessary’ sums = 3,780,000 Y-
c HEA Title I-A — Community Serwce ) ) J(),’OOO,QOO' 140 006 000 0. R
-8 — Lifelong Learning ., . 0. © 40,000,0000 o} .
i — - Development Institutions - '120 000 000 o r 120, OdO 000 . 1 20,000,000°
ol VII—Constructlon"’and S R - ' R
: Renovation oo, '29 GOO 000 _ | 580, 0 0 000 129,000,000
Indian Education Act e 071,735,000 ’Necess ry sums - 76,875,000 ¥ |
3 Metrlc Education . s : - 1 ,840,000 0,000,000 + 1,840,000 ’
National Center’for Educatlon Statlstlcs , 14 ,820,000 *30,000,000 ~--10,893,000 . ;
“National Endowment forthe Arts ' 149,640,000 INecessfry sums *: 154,400,000 - - S
National Endowment for the’ Humanltles . 145,293,000 - | Necessary sums - 150,100,000 - | -
National Historical Publlcatlons and’ s . 7|- Needs new . ' -
Records Commissjon - . 4,000,000 . authorization ;3,500,000
National Institute of Education - 96,800,000 - J- . 2]0'51' 0,000. 98,285,000
NDEA Title VI — Language Development . 17,000,000 | 75,000,000 18,000,000 . .
Postsecondary Education Improvement ol R ‘ | > S
Fund 13,000,000 " . 75,000,000 - 14,000,000
Public Telacommunications Faculltles 18,000,000 | 40,000,000 . 23,705,000
‘Teacher Centers 12,625,000 ) .100, 000 000 - 13,000,000 -
Telecommunications Demonstrations 1,000,000 ‘; N qoo 000 71,000,000
Women's Educational Equi 9,000,000 v 80 qOO 000 16,000,000 )

2 CPB funded two years in advancé. FY 1979 supplemental request would raise ariount foriFY 1981 to $162, 000 000.
SOURCE ALA Wash:ngton Newsletter, Vol. 30, No. 1 Washmgton, DC Amencan lerary;Assocmtlon January 29, 1979 attachment
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velopment Act and the National Foundation on’

‘the Arts’ and' Humanities Act.' Many of the.fed-

eral grant programs from which libraries have the.
-potentlal to receive funding are listed in Table 5

; w1th current budget fxgures For instance, the Na-

’

tional -E

in 1979, a $2\million program for public libraries
supporting about 55 projects in 35 states partic-

ularly for rural residents, the elderly, and the.

handlcap ped.*

L
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; ‘Cohn op. cxt P 87

2.U.S. President, Public Papers of the President of the United
- States, Washmgton DC, U.S. Government Printing Office,
96-} John F l\ennedy 1963 p 108.

s Richard H. Leach, “A Broad Look &t the Federal Government’
and Libraries,” Libraries at Large, Douglas M. Knight-and E.

Shepley Nourse eds New York, NY R R Bowker.Company,
1969, p-. 369..

7Cohn op. cit;, p. 89.
. * Fry.-gp. cit., p 16.
+*U.S, (‘ongreqs House Select. Subcommlttee on Education,®

Comnmiltee on Education and Labor, Library Services and

Constr}xchon%‘r\ct Amendments, 1966, Hearings on H.R. :

14050. April 19-25, 1966, Washington, DC, U.S. Government
‘PrintingiQffice, 1966, p, 22. -~ -

1 White H(%use press release, July 20 1966.
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! Margaret Hayes Grazier, “The Elementary and Secondary
. Education Act, Title 11 Librgry Trends, 24, Champaign, IL,

UmVersny of lllinois, Gradute School of Library 'Smence :

July 1975, p. 50.
2 U.S. President, Public Papers, ap. cit.. p '43. ’
" Carnegie Council on Policy Studies.in Higher Educatlon

Business, 1975-1980, San Franeisco, CA, ]ossey Bass, 1975,
" p. 68 »
iz 4 Virginia’ H. Mathews beranes for Today and Tomarrow

/ New York. NY, Octagon Books October’ 1978 2 122
* P.L. 94-482.

¥ The Bowker Annual of Library and Book Trade Information, |

. 24thed.. New York, NY, R. R. Bowker 1979, p. 164.
7 Ibid., p. 166. -

" prert] Havlich, "Federal Assistance to Specnal Libraries,”
in “Federal Library Legislation, Programs, and Services,”
_ Henry Drennan-ed., ALA Bulletin, Ch)cago IL, American

Library Association, February 1966 Bp. 30-31.
"L each; op. cit., p. 368.

2 Carlton C. Rochell’ “Libraries and the Humamtles NEH on

the Move,” Library Journal, New. ?ork‘ NY. R. R Bowker .
Co., Apnll 1979, p. 800. R
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7 Library Aid Conflict:.
* The President-vs. Congress

P \ . , . .

The campalgn year of 1968 led to the electlon
of Richard M. Nixon as President, .and the'rec-

[ " during the ensuing years, were significantly dif- .
' ferent from those of Kennedy and ‘Johnson. In- ’
stéad of enjoying the fruits of its labor and work-

. . ing to refine and expand library programs, the
» '« library lobby spent the 1970s fighting to prevent
_ - . their elimination of curtailment. Although, su-
’ perficially, these programs changed little from the
1960s, it. was only because Congresswnal action

< .had nullified most Presidential proposals.

These Presidential initiatives were based om

two interrelated goals. The first was thnattempted

reductions or elimination of appropriations for

. the authorized programs. The other involved frg-

: \,, ' quent (and in one case, successful) proposals to

’ consolidate some of the separate categorical grants.

APPROPRlATlONS THE PRESIDENT
"~ VS, CONGRESS

The war over appropriations was continuous’

, during this period. Each Presidential budget sin-

i A .. gled out at least one program for reduction—
either public, school, or college—and sometimes

two or three But this effort to curtail appropria-

’
Y
\

ommeridations coming out of the White House " -
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* Act were up in fiscal years 1968 and 1969 but the

request for Title Il funds for school libraries wak

less than half what it previously had been.! Con-

gress essentially’ agreed with this reduction, with

eyeryone_blammg Vietnatfi War expenditures for . -

crowding out domestic Spéndinﬂ" Nixon's re-

‘vised budget for Fg-:1970 ‘contained ‘no tundmO'

for school !libraries. Yet, Congress which had
agreed with the earlier budget cut, would only g"o'
so-far. It continued the.funding, although at 4:
lesser amount than the previous year. ,
In FY 1970, Nixon also tried to reduce funding-
for public and college and university, llbrarles HlS

- requests for Title | of LSCA and HEA'Title 1l were .

half af the Johnson fequests for the prior yeaf:
Congress, although supporting him over college

‘and uhiversity libraries, balked over_the reduc- -

tions in the mam public library programs. #These .
attempts to reduce funding caused the library and
educatlon groups to create, in- April 1969, the
(Emergency) Committee for Full Funding of Ed-
ucation Programs. It operated, often successfully, -
in order to increase approprlatlons to levels closer .
to authorized amounts.*

For the next three vears (FY 1971 1972, and -

-1973), both Administration. and - Congressional’

funding goals were at, or near, the.rmd 60s levels.
Nixon. dld try to impound fiscal 1973 funds, e.g.,
$10 million of ESEA-Title II, but a court order

: later forced him to release them.* ‘
" On January 29, 1973, President Nixon again at-

tacked the:library programs and this time it was"
" not piecemeal. His FY 1974 budget submmslon
‘cpntained no.funding for any llbrary programs in

the Library Services and Construction Act, Ele-
mentary ‘and Secondary Educauon Act. and
Libraries, howevep had
not been singled out for special attention. All this

 was part of a broad Administratioh effort té® re-
duce federal spending to increase the “reliance "

on state and local governments to carry out what
are primarily state and local responsibilities'™ in
various functional areas. For example, Nixon
again called for special revenue-sharing legisfa-
tion in community . development, law enforce-
ment. and education. Yet, library programs were
particularly susceptible to termination. As Rich-.

.ard Nathan. former deputy undersecretary of

Health, Education. and Welfare said. “Libraries
snmply are' not a national government responsi-
bility. This program is a good casé of a federal

program that should be turned back to the states

20

and localltles i S .
The Admlmstratlon recommended

and the State and Local Fiscal Assxstanw Act of
1972 (the Ceneral Réevenue Sharing pr()g,mm) did,
include publlc libraries as one -of the priority ex-
pendltures for " local governments. . Librarians,
however, expressed concern about thieir,ability to

revenue’
- sharing funds as an alternative source of funding,

compete’ for funds which also cpuld be spent-on .

publlc safety, environmental protection, trapspor-

tatlon health, recreatlon social services, and fi-
nanc;al admlmstratlon Also, there were doubts
that local governments would. spend - revenue
.sharing funds on long-term expenditures for books
‘and other. materials or f6f regional cooperative
systems.® Althoug,h public libraries réceived 1.8%
of local revenue sharing funds in 1974, which
.compared favorably with the 1.6% of overall total
. local expenditures, there was some ewdence that
these GRS fundsu( were used to replice local. ‘sup-

port It was questlonable. then, whether révenue -

sharmg, mpney was a source.of additional support
‘similar to'the categorical programs.- One .study
- concluded that no more than one-third to one-half

of 1974 funds demghated for libraries resulted in' "
- increased library expenditures:” And in 1975,
only ore cent 'out of every dollar spent went for "*

libraries.™ Now ‘with no priority expenditures for . -

local rgvenue sharmo funds, public libraries, pre-
S/l_lﬁ{ﬁy holcl'an even more tenuous position.!""

>

ixon's plan to eliminate appropriations for li- . _

braries wag.not recéived warmly on Capitol Hill.
_All programs for libraries were funded, -although,
not at'the same_levels as I'Y 1973."* Thus, Con-
gress again indicated its support for categorlcal
lerarv programs.
~In' recent, years, appropriations have stabi-
lued 4 For -public libraries. this stabilization oc- _
curred at a relatively High level at least for Title
I funds. Title IV-B, the school library program, of -
- ‘the. Elemeéntary and Sec ondary Education Ac¥re-
ceived a significant increase although tlnq is prob-
ably because Title IV-B is a consolidated grant
~which includes other education support ".pro-

‘grams. College-and university funds survived.the s

‘Nixon termination effort." although the amount
dpproprlatod g_,cn(\rally de(lmod from the mid-
1960s. o

The stabilization of llbrary ‘fundmu did not

mean.  however, that the conflict between the
President and Congress. even of the same political -
party. had ended.

.

l’lk(' Pr(‘sld('nts Nl\()n and
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‘ AUTHORIZATIONS ADMINISTRATION REQUESTS AND APPROPRIATIONS FOR SEI.ECTED
L . LIBRARY PROGRAMS, FY 1966-76 IR
SN ~(thousands of dollars) L
- Administraion - - Admlmstratlon U
~ ‘Authorization * Request ,Appropnatlon -‘. o 'Authorization‘ f Request | Approp t|on ’
Y R
Y1960 $25000 §25000 - $25000: °FY1966' PR O —\/

19%7 3008 25000 35000 ;2. 1967 ;$5000 S5 L 8T
1968 45000 . 35000 . 35000 i 1968 o 7500 s R X v

1969 55,0000 -4 35000 35,000 .--:v]969‘*.‘ 10000, - 28T, 2281%

1970 . 65000, 17500 -35000. ", 1970 12500 2281 2,281

97175000 . +29750 4 35000, 971 15000 20T 208 g

Cle72 000 o590 Ldpses 1972:\‘:“ .15;000‘- Q0L 2640

1973 117,600 T_f_'.3'0‘,000-_"“ ~~'--62‘,000':};;,-{»‘,1';973‘.." 15,750 Q N0 750

A9 350 o ey 4647‘9“,],;197.4; B Y I

CA975 129,675 25000 49155 975 L 17300 5%

1976 '.‘137150 1000 49155\ 1976."_,’ 182000 .o 2594,
- Admnmstratlon N el \ Admmlstratlon

Autheflzat;on Request Appropna‘tlon‘ L Authorization Request. Apbropriatlon B |

ESEAll S L HRABRA
FY 1966 5100000 --sloo,ooo ~.$100,000 - - FY1966 - $80,000 - $11,000 . §$11,000"
1967 125000 - 105000 -~ 102000 = © 1967 80,000 82300 " 31300 .
1968 © - 150000 105000 - ° 99200 .. 198 . 80000 "' -36800 .. 36800 .
199 - 162500 46000 .- | 50000 - 1969 48600 - 36800 36250
1970 200000 ... 425000 1970 131000 18500 15900
1971 7. 200000 80,000 ,80000 To9M 166000 159717, 21,39
1972 210000 - 80000 © 90,000 1972 ., 42,000 . 10000 1575
1973 220000, - ‘90,000 ‘100000 1973 75000 _47857 78

1974 220000 a0 90250 1974 161500 - 15,0 ﬁ R
1975 - 220,000 - ‘\‘,‘90,(“)00' 195,250 }7‘1975 . : 100,000 ' ‘ -12,975 e

Norequest ]  ’=~ ( N e
- Prog\ram not yet authorized. N N

 Margaret Hayes-Grazier, “The Elementary’and Secondary Educandn A, Tnle i, L:brary Trends 24 Champalgn IL, Unlversny of III|n0|s, Graduate S

School of Library Science, july 1975, p. 47.
SOURCE: Unless otherwise noted data comes from Redmond Kathleen Molz Fedéral POMCy and L:brary Su&oort Cambrldge MA MIT Press, 1976 pp. 22
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.~Ford Presrdent Carter in both his FY 1979 and
1980 budgets, trigd to reduce or ellmmate fund-
" ing in certain library programs. And just as Con- .
gress did, when the Republicans. were in charge
at the White House; the Congress chose, in every
. case but one, to override the President by either
. raising the budgeted amount or appropriating .
' money when the’ ‘Administration recommended a
cessation of funding (see Table 7). - :
For the berary Services and Constructxon Act,

Congress incredsed the amount for interlibrary. -

“cooperation and public¢ library services. By lifting

- funding for the public library program over the
$60 mllllon mark, Congress indicated its desireto

‘aid the nation’s urban libraries with $2.5 million.

+ Congress raised funding from budgeted levels in -

both fiscal years for the school library and instruc-
tional materials programs. From Table 7, it would
appear that, regardless of this Congressronal ac-

tion, funding for Title IV-B went down, but the

appropriation for FY 1980 excludes the guidance,
‘counseling, and testing.program, which no longer'
is in the consolidategd Title IV-B grant.

The Higher Education Act is a different story

librarians were the

if not legislatively, then by the failure to call for

appropriated expendltures " The one exception.
is the recently added grant program for major re-- -
search libraries. For FY 1979, President Carter’s I
budgeted figure was $5 million, which Congress,, ~..°
‘upped to $6 million. For FY 1980, President--:

Carter proposed $6 million—a figure which Con-
gress found so pleasmg that, for once, it agreed

* with the President. n
The reason for the Administration’s relatively .

strong support of the research library program is
not totally clear. Prior to his election, Carter. in-
dicated.hjs support for strengthening research li-

braries s\QRy could serve not only their own |

patrons but also smaller libraries in every state,!®

- and he also had called for a “new, revitalized ef- .
. fort to save our libraries ...

with funding on a
sustained, and stable basis,” for public, school,
and academic institutions:*® Yet, upon becﬁmmg

‘President he ended up. proposmg reductions in
. funding for public and school libraries and no -
funding for higher education libraries, not unlike

grams recent Pres1dents "
: cons1stently tried {6 eradicate as categorical grants,

' Fundmg for academic llbrarres and training for

- his Republican predecessors.! Why he chose to - '

\' Table 7
SUMMARY OF“BUDGET PROPOSA{S AND APPROPRIATIONS
L .. *FY 1979-80
: (thousands of dollars) .
11979 1979 1980~ 1980
- Budget Appro- Budget Appro-
“ Proposal priation _Proposal -priation
LSCA—Tltle ! (PUblIC library. ' S o e .
. services) = - $ 56.9 $ 62,5 . $°56.9 $ 625 .
Title It (Public library L R . e
_construction) : 0o . .0 0. o
Title I (Interlibrary o ' L '
- cooperation) 3:3 5.0 33 5.0
ESEA —Title IV-B (Consolldated , B : .
_ program) 167.6 © 180.0 149.6 - 171.0 " -
HEA —Title 11-A (Resources) ‘0 10.0 , 0 . 50
" Titlell- B(Demonstratlon) 0 . 1.0 o903 S
- Title 11-B- (Tralmng) & -0 ' 2.0 - 0 L 7 i .
N _Tltle n-c (Research) 50 rg6 0 6.0 6.0 yo
. . .
ISOURCES ALAcWashrngton Newsletter Vol. 30,4No. 11, Washmgton DC, Amencan lerary Assocnatlon October 19, 1978 p. 1,
: , 4z and \70I 31, No. 10, August.7 1979, p. 1. M » :
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_advocate money for the new research library pro-

gram, while presenting parsimonious budgets for __

other grants is unknown. Major support for re-
search libraries also seemed to viglate the Catter
Administration’s philosophy -of aiding the poor

rather than’ the rich, as some criticized." The -

Commissioner of Education admifted, in a fiscal
1980 budget hriefing, that the Administration had
"-not “found the best way to get aid to needy li-
braries.”' In one sense, however, extra dollars for
major research libraries can "aid more needy li-

braries (those with limited collections) by guar- :

anteeing that the'research libraries have the ca-
pacity to share their resources with those lacking
funds to purchase the more specralrzed scholarly
\books

" Regafdless of the support for the research li-
brary
Administratfon has been “cut.”

dieated by the Office of Education, was that the
* program provided so little money for so many li-

braries that it wasgnot effective.?’ As the Commis-
- sioner of Educati“(#]mdlc_ated in 1979, “the grants
of $3,500 are like spreading peanut butter very

thin ... and don’t really do much good.”?' -

Spreading these grants thinly] however, means

that the money goes to colleges in. if not every,‘
" nearly every, Congressronal district in the coun-

~ try. And, although $3.500 may mean very little to
“a-large state university library, it'can make the

- difference for the small community college.” The . :
question of whether federal library aid is targeted

to the most peedy students also. was applied to
- the school library programin the FY 1980 bud-
. get.*® One other major srationale, which the

Administration offered as justification for reduc- .
ing or ellmmatlng fundrng for other library pro- -

grams was the need {o curb inflation by reducing
government expendrtures 24
In summary,- the” budget and approprlatrons
. process-in the last decade has been sub]ect to a
- series’ of Presidential vs. Congressronal differ-
ences over the amount of money available for li-

" braries. Fhe outcome of the battle is that Congress -

did eliminate funding for Title II—public library

"constructlon and did reduce appropriations for

some of the programs in the mid-1970s. Overall,
~ though, Congress has shown its support- for li-
- brary,programs. It never approprrated money- at
authorized levels; but at crucial times, when the
President was advocatrng termrnatron or cuts in

e

rogram, the basic message from the Carter, -
The rationale for
ing college and university libraries, -as in-.

- funding,-' the Congress continued to appropriate -

money and qftgn at higher than budgeted levels.

GRANT CONSOLIDATION PROPOSALS

" Not only d1d Congress and Presrdents argue

over appropriation levels, but they also clashed

‘over the number of categorical programs. This.

was particularly true of Nixon who was trying not

"only to reduce funding but also -to reduce the

number of separate programs by consolidation.
.This concern with the number of library pro-

. grams did not start with the Nixon Administra-

tion. President Johnson, as noted earlier, had
asked the temporary National Commission on Li-

_braries to study the problem of proliferating li-
-brary categoricals; however, it made no specific

reCommendations on programs to be terminated.?

The first proposed consolidation of library pro-
grams was proffered by the Nixon Administration
in 1970 as a substitute for a simple renewal of the

"Library Services and Construction Act. Libraries

were not singled out as the only program area for
reform. As James Allen, Assistant Secretary for
Education, argued: '

... such a consolidation is consistent with a -
ma]or concern of* this Administration for the -
decentralization and combination .of similar

- categorical programs wherever appropriate,

- to reduce .the rigidities and inefficiencies
which inevitably occur in making choices '
centrally——choices which can better- be made -
by the states and localities on the basis of
their own needs and priorities.? oo

+

- Although Assistant Secretary Allen indicated that '

“library service.[was] a matter of real priority,”%

‘Sen. Claiborne (D-RI), Chairman of the Senate

Subcommittee on Education, doubted the Admin-
istration’s sincerity on the basis of its budgetary -

‘request for' FY 1970 which for Title I was one-half

the amount for the previous year and which in-
cludéd no funds for construction. Congress re-
jected Nixon’s ecommendation, neither approv- -

* ing a consolid&tion of LSCA funds nor supportlng

substantial funding cuts. =
Nixon failed to achieve a densolrdatron of 11-

‘brary programs this time, but’ & tried1ater by pro-

posing that Title I of the Elementary and Sec--
ondary Education. Act be joined with other -
education support programs.” This was part of a

21_3V



plan to eliminate the separate’ categorical grants -

for education and create five broad grants. This
education revenue sharing proposal was first ad-
vanced in 1971 along with other special revenue
- sharing proposals for transportation, manpower,
"\commumty ‘development, law enforcement, and
rural development.?® Although none bf these were
warmly received by, Congress, Nixon ti#ed again
in 1973. Thistime, he proposed to achieve man-

power revenue sharing by administrative regula-. .

tion and law erforcement, commumty develop-
ment and education revenue sharing by
legislation.® .

Education revenue sharing was mtroduced in
the form of .the proposed ‘‘Better Schools Act”
which eliminated over 30 education -grant pro-

- grams and created five grants for aid to the dis-
advantaged, impact aid to school districts wrth-‘_-
parents working on private property, aid to the’

* handicapped, vocational education aid, and aid
for supporting services. Two programs—strength-
_ening state departments of eduication and library
services—were eliminated. This was reflected in
the FY 1974 budget, which contained no funding

for these programs. In addition, the **Better Schools -
‘Act” provided $200 million less for the other ed-
ucation programs than what was in,the FY 1973 :

budget 31 This factor, a fear that education reve-
nue sharing would allow local governments to ig-
nore national priorities (such as education aid for
the disadvantaged), prompted key Congressronal
leaders, such as Rep. Carl Perkins (D-KY), to
strongly oppose such a sweeping consolidation.

Hence, the bill langurshed in the'House and Sen- .

ate.?:
The Admrmstratron ir June of 1973 indicated
+ it would ‘abandon the proposed ‘‘Better Schools
,-xAct, in order to achieve some modest consolida-
*“tion. Several compromises were then worked out
/dmh the Congress, one of which was to consoli-

date several categories into two broader programs: -

one for innovation and support services and the
other for library and instructional resources.® The
latter merged the school library program (ESEA,
Title II), the instrucfional equipment program
" (Title I of the 'National Defense Act), and the
- guidance, counselmg, and testing program -(part

of Title IIl, ESEA)* into a new Title IV-B of the

* Elementary and Secondary Education Act.
The major education groups supported this
" conipromise decision. But those smaller lobbying
groups which had a direct stake in the individual

24

categoricals opposed.the consolidation. Among
these were the American Library Association and
the American School Counselor Association who
argued that the consolidation combmed people” :
programs (guidance) with “things” programs

. (books and equipment).%* Nevertheless, the bill

(the Education Amendments of 1974), eventually
passed, the House and the Senate and l’ L. 93-380
was signed by President Ford on August 21, 1974.
This compromise consolidatign was modified in*
1978% when Congress renewed the Elementary
and Secondary -Education Act. The guidance, .
counseling, and testing pfogram was lremoved
from Title IV-B, creating a new Title IV--D, leaving
intact the consolidation'of the programs for school
libraries and mstructronal materials. The reason,

- commonly cited, was thef linkage -of two inher-

ently different types of (programs ‘(people and -

B things) which had not wdtked in practice.’”

In summary, then, a decade of Presidential at-

- tempts to consolidate various library programs re--

sulted in very little-consolidation of library pro-

- grams. President Nixon’s major proposal to merge

the categorical programs in the Library Services
and Construction Act was not seriously consid-
ered by the Congress; and even ress; which

~had attempted to simplify several education grants

by linking school library funding with two other
support programs,  subsequently relented and .
modified the consolidation in Title IV-B of LSCA.
Despite the relative failure to consolidate li-
brary programs in any sighificant way, the issue
has not disappeared. The Carter Administration
is considering proposing several consolidationsx
in the FY 1981 budget. One of these is to join the
programs for public libiary services; interlibrary

.

" cooperation, and school library resources and

equrpment B e . )
“THE CHANGING NATIONAL PURPOSE:

‘ AMENDMENTS TO THE . .
PUBLIC LIBRARY PROGRAM

Regardless of continuing battles over appropri- - .

ations and consolidations in the last decade, all
of the basic authorrzrn_g legislation for school,
public, and college and university libraries con-
tinues to be renewed by the Congress.- Yet, for

‘public libraries, the renewals to the Library Ser-

vices and Construction Act have repeatedly estab-
lished nevl/' purposes and priorities for the avail-
able money. This is particularly true of Title I-

|
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~ which was subject to frequent redire'ctions in re-

“sponse to the “‘hot” political issue of the moment.

' Most notably, amendments to LSCA have empha«
~sized’ funding for groups with special library: .
needs; such as the disadvantaged:3®

~ The first renewal of the Library Services and

"Construction Act-in 1966 added” a separate pro-

. gram for interlibrary cooperation in Title III, and

Title IV authorized services to handicapped peo-

- ple and residents of institutions, such as prisons. -
Then, in the 1970 amendment, the program for .
services to the handicappéd and mstrtutronahzed i

was. folded into Title I of LSCA. v
-In addition,  the act was expanded %o provrde

_for specia). programs to meet the needs of dis-

advantaged persons, in both urban and rural

areas, for library services and for strenthening the

«

Title Il — public library constructlon
. | 1966 — Added Title Il — mterhbrary coopera-
. - tion.

'FigureZ . . ,'; :

CHANGING PURPOSES IN THE
'PUBLIC LIBRARY PRO,GR_AM
4
1956 — Basic prograni‘ of demonstration grants to
rural libraries (lerary Serv:ces Act)

) Amendments to the -
Library Services and Construction Act

1964 — - Established Title | — demonstration grants '
to urban and rural libraries.

'« Added Title IV — services for the handi-
capped and institutionalized.

1970 — Incorporates Title 1Y (servnces “for the
handicapped and institutionalized) into

_ Title I. -Purpose of act broadened to in-
clude special programs for the disadvan-
‘taged and to strengthen the capacity- of
“state administrative agengies.

1973 — Adds new Title IV — services to older .
readers (never funded).

1974,— Adds priority for persons ‘with Iimited
English speaking ability (Education
Amendments of 1974).

1977 — Provides possnblhty of special fundlng for
urban libraries only in Title |_ |f approprl-

at:ons exceed $60 million.
%

-indicated that “the growth of .

capac,i‘ty.ofstate library administrative agencies.’*
Librarians, themselves, favored this change; and
a hearing in 1967, conducted by the Public Li-

brary Association’s

attention to the problems of service in urban
areas, particularly to the _disadvantaged.*!. Al-
though no special funds were designated tor this
purpose, state plans were to include “criteria de-
signed to assure that priority [would] be given to
programs or projects which serve urban and rural

areas with high concentration of low i income fam- -
- ilies.”*.In another attempt to single out a group

of Americans who needed ‘'special attention, a new-
* Title IV was added in 1973 to encourage libraries -
‘to provide services to older Americans, although
_it has never. been funded. Then the Education

Amendments of 1974 amended LSCA to ensure

" that priority would be.given to-programs-in areas

with a high concentration of persons with limited
abrlrty to speak English.® .

The most recent national cr1s1£\_pr_ompted' still ~
_another redirection during the 1977 renewal of
LSCA. In light of the central city financial crunch

brought on by the mid-70s recession, the Senate,

at the urging of Sen. Clarborne Pell (D-RI), Chair-

‘man of the Human Resources Subcommittee, took
the lead in suggesting a new Title V for an urban

“library development program. Pell argued that
“‘the money [should be] directed to urban lrbrarres

because of their value as centers of research and

- as the keystone collections for interlibrary con-

sortiums,’** although he did not feel that sp’%cral
urban library aid was a permanent solution. He
r . networks is the
hallmark of the future in library 'work and [thus]

we need a new piece of legislation, a comprehen-

sive act ... of national scope to continue this
valuable and necessary work.” He did not “‘mean
by this to nationalize every library in the nation.
Rather [everyone], must work-to help: every library

retain its local character and yet [be abfellto draw

from the nation’s resources.’"*

Thus, Pell wanted both special fundmg for ur-
ban libraries to help them improve, the;r resource
exchange efforts-and a modest increase’ in the au-
thorization for Title III—mterlrbrary cooperation.
His justification was that the growth in informa-

. tion sources had- compelled libraries to share re-

sources and that the recession of thé'mid-70s had
forced cutbacks in library service partrcularly for
the urban central resource lrbrarres -

25

brar Metropolitan Area Services
-Committee (an organization in the ALA), drew



" The House, on the other hand, mcl;oded no pro-
vision for special urban library aid in its bill. The

compromise, as determined by the Conference
Committee, eliminated this proposed title but did -

adda section to Title I authorizing states to spend

v ﬁaddltlonal funds for urban libraries if the overall

appropriation exceeded $60 million.*” In the first
year of the program ‘( FY 1978), there was no ap-
propriation over $60 million and thus no special
funding; but Congress approved a budget of $62.5

million in FY 1979 providing modest added fund- -

" ing for urban libraries for.that year.*

Targeted aid.for urban libraries is one case in
which the major library association, ALA, was not.

the initial advocate of a new library program. In-

.stead the idea was initiated by the Urban Librar- -

ies Council.*® Both the American Library Associ-
ation and the Chief Officers of State Library
Agencies were, at first, ambivalent but eventually
became advocates.®® The movement to direct ad-

~"ditional LSCA-Title I funding to urban libraries-

was supported by the U.S. Conference of M'ayors
- who had urged special financial assistance to ur-
ban areas.of over 100,000 population to purchase

. -materlals and build libraries.?!

All of the renewals to the Library Servrces and
"Construction Act were subject to as little Congres-
sional controversy as the original legislation.
There was no outspoken opposition and both

Houses. gasrly passed these bills, either by voice .

~ votes or with few or no dissenting votes. For ex-
ample, the 1977 renewal of LSCA received only
- one opposing ‘'vote with 368 in favor.** The lone
. dissenter was Repr Larry McDonald (D-GA).*

*RECENT LEGISLATIVE PROPOSALS |

The renewals to LSCA grew out of the concerns
. of the Congress and the library lobby. There was,
- however, one major Presidential initiative pro-
- posing a change in-library aid. Shortly after Pres-
ident Nixon's resignation in 1974, Sen. Jacob Jav-
its (R-NY) -introduced the ° lerary Partnership

Act” (S. 3944), which proposed “discretionary .

‘grants. to be awarded by the Secretary of Health,
- Education, and Welfare for. demonstration of in-
‘novative library services to the handlcqpped in-
stitutjonalized, and the economically disadvan-

" taged; for the demonstration of means to integrate
information -and educational services .and for .

planning.”* Thus, the "Library Partnershlp Act”

was another attempt to focus money on spec:al .

H
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cllentele groups that were of national concern and

on ‘the development of mterllbrary and interinsti-
: tutronal cooperatives.

Two departures from prior leglslatlon were: (1)

-funds for publlc school, and academic libraries . -
- were mcluded in the same bill (thus, a major at- -

tempt- to -consolidate programs) and (2) the re-
search and demonstration grants disallowed any

K expenditures for general support.5® The bill pro-

vided for only $15 or $20 million in outlays, sub-

%, stantially less than what was currently spent for

“gven the publre llbrary program. The library lob- ,
byists, concerned that the bill would replace the
categorical programs,* did not. .support it. The
bill, neither endorsed by Javits nor supported by
“others in Congress, died.3” oS
- Senator Javits’ failure to endorse this partmular

- bill.was no indication of his opposition to all new =

federal library programs. In 1979, ‘healong with

Sen. Edward Kennedy (D-MA), both of whom are " .

membéts of the SerlatefSubcommittee_on Educa-
tion, Arts and the Humanities, introd
“National Library Act” (S. .1124) designed to

strengthen public libraries. Javits, in his introduc- o

tory remarks, lndlcated that the proposed legis-

~ lation would serve as ‘“‘a focal point for debating
_the key issues for new library legislation in con-
"~ nection with the White House Conference on Li-
_ braries and Information Services”

in November of
1979.%8 .

Like the.special urban program within TltleI of
the Library Services and Construction Act, S.

© 1124 was first advocated by the Urban Libraries

"Council, as well as the National Citizens Emer-

introduced the

“gency Committee to Save Our Public Libraries.®® -

Whitney North Seymour, one of the early organ-
“izers of the National Citizens Emergency Com-

mittee and a former trustee of the New York Pub- .

lic Library, played a major role in getting the bill
written and infroduced. Another library interest
group .supported the bill—the Legislative Com-
mittee of the Chief Officers of State Library Agen-

- cies—though the American Library Association
" had not endorsed it as of early fall 1979.% -

While the bill tries to reemphasize the current
components of the basic public library programs, _

two new elements in federal support have been

_interjected although they are not necessarily new .
to the thinking of librarians: 1) a proposal to cen-
tralize all major federal programs aiding the de-
velopment of state and local libreries within a na-

-

tional library agency; and, 2) an expansion in the -
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kmds of development@* help from the federal gov-

ernment.®* The proposed ‘‘National Library Act” -

(NLA) endqrseé the reenactment of LSCA; the re-
vival of aid for public library construction (LSCA,

Title 1I) for new buildings and assistance with o

renovation, particularly for energy conservation;

. and the interlibrary cooperation provision (LSCA,

Title III). It goes beyond LSCA-Title IH by calling
for the expansion of aid for development and
‘maintenance of networks within and between

states involving school, academic, and special li-: -

‘braries, as well as public libraries.

-Financially, the bill proposes several changes v

»in the federal format for library support shifting
federal aid, at’ least for public libraries, from cat-
egorical programs with a heavy emphasis on dem-
onstration and specialized projects and . .modest

federal funding to a program of direct support for -

general operating expenses. Spemflcally, the bill
calls for a national minimum per capita expend-

" iture for public library service and the assumptmn :

of greater responsibility by the federal govern-
“ment.and ‘state governments for supporting the

basic library services. Although large infusions of -

federal aid are likely responses for governmental
problems with major national effects, such as un-
employment and growing crime, a per capita sup-
port system at the federal level for what is gen-
-erally perceived tobe a local respon51b1hty would
be an uhusual occurrence. ‘

* The bill suggests that the state role should be-

" gin at 20% and, withinfa five-year period, rise to

50% (the latter being the approximate amount of
current state support for elementary and seécond-
ary education). Alternative provisions are in-
cluded for those states which cannot meet the

level of matching. because of fiscal constraints. .

Moreover, within the state; services would be fur-

" nished, to the extent practicable, on a per capita

.n" ->

basis. The pr yosed amount of federal support is
initially 30% of the, minimum national per capita -

-standard with a reduction, within five years, to.

20% (the latter figure being substantially above .
the percentage’of federal funds supporting edu-
cation—currently about 8%). If'a state spent above
the national minimum per capita expenditure, the -
federal government would not be required to,pick
up ariyshare of this additional state support. The
bill also calls for major federal support for other
categorical library programs; such as publalc li-
brary construction (currently not funded), special
user needs, interlibrary cooperatlon, and library
personnel development (the latter two being pro-
grams currently receiving some fundlng from the
federal government). -
Other major components of the bill. a;'e the Na- .
tional Library Agency, consolidating llbrary pro- -
grams -widely dispersed within the federal gov-
ernment®® and expanded programs to provide'
grants to publlc libraries for the following: adult

4,

literacy training; ]ob information centers; career o

counseling in high unemployment areas; English
language instruction; service to the handicapped,
educationally and economically disadvantaged,

residents of hospitals, jails, and other u\lstltutlons

and for special and technical services.for busi-
ness, employee, scientific or other special groups..
Many of the above activities, of course, are already |
being performed by numerous public libraries
with their own money or state and federal grants,
as well as through other nonlibrary programs.:

Moreover, S. 1124 urges special library training
programs to- adapt library personnel to meeting
these new community needs. Whether any ,of
these programs in the ‘NLA are enacted and
achieve substantial -federal funding is highly
problematical, considering past history and cur-

. rent expenditure restrictions at the federal lgvel.
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The Orgamzatlonal Issue:
The Struggle for a Federal Presence

’

' A subsidiary, but still important, element in the
‘drive to obtain federal library aid has been the
continuing movementto &stablish a llbrary agency
within the executive branch. Like many other
.. public service professmnals—and in deed, most
. .organized mterests—hbrarlans wanted an agency’
Do . . in the" federal bureaucracy responsible for their
' T concerns, Although such' institutional represen-
tation is to some extent symbolic, it also ensures
a useful point of entry into the policy and bud-
o o ‘ o getary processes and more sympathetic program
S A S J administration. And, of course, the size of this
o A ; : ' organizational entity, where it resides within the
S  bureaucracy, and the range of its responsibilities
\ - : - . indicates not only the degree of national comrit-
\ B '. ®ment but also the degree to Wthh thelga;ncy can
A SR " “influence public. pollcy In other words: position
\ ‘ - is power.! , :

S o T A LIBRARY UNIT WITHIN THE

- - : _ OFFICE OF EDUCATION
: Recogmzmg the - 1mportance of institutional
representation; the American Library Assocratlon.
\ N as early as 1919, sought a separate library unit in’
L " the Office of Educatlol} (OE) At the same time as
S S - it urged a federal aid program. Congress indicated
" . \ : - its interest by holding hearings op this question
Ve N in both- the House and the Senate.? It took nearly
Lo * another decade, however for ALA to achieve its
. S goal with the establishment in 1938 of the Library
_ - Services Division in the Office of Education (OE)
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(then in the Department of the Interior).? Librar- )

ians were optimistic tha: the presenceof this
agency would lead to an enlarged federal role in
_libraries. As Carleton B. Joeckel explained:
: - ¢ .
The creation in 1937 of a Library Service Di-
‘vision in‘the United States Office of Educa- .
tion was an eveht of great significance in the
- history of federal relations to libraries. It
marked the entry of ‘the federal government
into a field of educational activity which,
though not entirely new in precedent or in
- principle, is largely new in emphasis. Prior
to the establishment of this division, there -
was no. federal office directly responsible for
leadership in a nationwide program of library
development. The new unit will serve as a
federal library headquarters and will provide
a national focus for library interests* .

Only a year later, Joeckel advocated improved sta-
tus and financial support for the library unit
“‘commensurate with its importance as the na-
-tional headquarters for library affairs” and “the
advancement of the library agency to the status of

bureau.””® Thus, librarians were already trying to .
~climb the organrzatronal ladder in the Office of

Education. :

In the following years; the-library units’ status
did change from a section to a branch (with the
“enactment of the rural library. program), then' to

"adivision, and eventually (although temporarily) -
to a bureau. Yet, the library agency’s steady climb

-up the Office of E‘.duc'ation’hierarchy does not re-
flect its checkered hrstory Reorganizations, ‘al:

though leadrng to an upgrading in title, also re- -

sulted in- linking the library agency to other
education units, such as adult education or edu-

cational technology, diluting its strength. Fur-"
thermore, with the enactment of the major new

. library and educatron legislation in 1964 and

- 1965, the Lrbrary Services Division failed to re-

ceive responsrbrlrtygfor the administration of all
“of the new library programs. "The school library
program was placed in the Bureau of Elementary

and Secondary Education and the library research -

program was assigned to the Bureau of Research.?
Librarians, of course, expressed concern that the

fragmentation of. the programs among several

units in OE and the lack of bureau status weére
rndrcatrve of ¢he low priority of the library pro-
grams.” -
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It was. however, only a few short years till the
library unit received the long-sought for bureau
sfitus. In 1970, the Commissioner of- Education,
combining the functions of some of the library
programs with those of the educational media and,

. public broadcasting interests, created -the Bureau -

of Libraries and Educational Technology Then,, ,
in 1971, the education broadcasting. and media

" “training program was transferred to the Natronal

Center for Educational Technology leaving the re-
named Bureau of Libraries and Learning Re-
sources. With this action, the library agency also

was assigned responsibility for all three federal -

aid programs: the Library Services and Construc-
tion Act, Titles:II-A and B of the Higher Education
Act, and Title II of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act.?

Yet, the lrbrary unit's bubble ‘burst only two
years later. as the conflict between President
Nixon and the Congress over funding levels ‘and

" consolidation of library programs spread to the

bureau itself. When President. Nixon recom-
mended no funding for the library programs in
his FY 1974 budget, the Bureau of Libraries and
Learning Resources was. allowed to dissolve in

- November of 1973.Y The unit, continuing to ad-

minister the federal'aid programs, was named the

Division of Library Programs and assigned to an-. - '

’

other bureau in OE.
Librarians, of course, were upset about t-he

downgrading of their agency; and so the Ameri- . -

can Library Association pressured Congress to

~mandate the Bureau of Lihraries and Learning Re-

sources. Although hesitant to interfere in“the in- .-
ternal operations of the executive branch the Sen-
ate did- include- a clause in the 'Education

-Amendments of 1974 requrrrng the Bureau of Li- -

braries and Learning Resources. As.Sen. Thomas

' Eagleton (D.-MO) said, “In lrght of this Admin-

istration’s record of dismal - disregard: if not out-
right hostility toward library programs, Congress

" had no choice but to provide such statutory au-

thority.”'® The final outcome, after compromise

.. with the House, was a statutory requirement for

the Office of j.ibrary and Learning Resources. !
ALA’s decision to ask Congress to mandate a

viable library agency in OE suggests the impor-*
tance that the library community attached to the .
presence of a separate unit within the federal bu- '
reaucracy. The library lobby’s campaign for bu- -
reau status, not unlike the educatiorn lobby’s effort
to obtarn a separate Department of Eﬁucatron in-



dicates a belief that the result would increase the
prestige of library aid programs, providea power
base to achieve more of the agency’s objectives, .
and establish direct access to the Commlsswner
of Educatlon

~

NATIONAL COMMISSION ON LIBRARIES -

-AND INFQRMATION SCIENCE

While librarians in the last decade were tfylng
to upgrade the status of the library unit in the
Office of Education, they were also trying to es-

-tablish another federal agency concerned with
- national policy issues. The outcome was the es-

tablishment in 1970 of the National Commlsswn

-on Libraries and Information Science (NCLIS), oc-

curring just as the Office of Education was in the

,process of elevating the library unit.to bureau sta-

tus in 1970 and 1971. .

NCLIS represents an important new dimension
in the federal role in libraries. Going beyond the
largely administrative and’ service role of the Of-
flce of Libraries and Learning Resources, it has. -

“‘primary. responsibility for developing or recom-
mending overall plans for, and advising the -ap-.

- propriate governments and agencies on, [library]

policy."* Moreover, as an independent - -group,
composed of librarians, information technology

.experts, apd lay members, it can look atthe total

picture .without the need to be consistent with
either- Congressional or executive branch views.
'A.permanent Commission, as noted earlier, had
been recommended by “the temporary National ,
Commlssmn on Libraries. As with most prior leg- ‘.

islation; it was also actively sought by the Amer-

ican Library Association. With the President and:

- Congress of different polltlcaI partles after the
1968 electlon ALA PR -

S

began to: develop a new dimension to its
' leglslatlve program. Unlike previous propos- -
als, it was not aimed at obtaining federal-
grants-in-aid from the U.S. Office of Educa-
- tion. but was instead directed at long-range
planning and oversight by an independent"
‘government agency and at establishment of ,
a national library policy."“

The- establlshment two years later; of the per-.’

manent Natxonal Commtss;on on Libraries and

ry

.The possible functions of_ this agency would be:’

S

. that library and information setvices ad-
" equate-to meet the needs of the people of the
United States are essential to achieve national
‘goals and to utilize most effectively the na- -
-tion's educatlonal resources and that the fed-
eral government will cooperate with state and
local governmerits and publlc and private
agencies in-assuring optlmum ‘provisions of
* such serv1ces M
In-light of this, the commission was also charged
with studying the information needs of the na-
tlon evaluatlng current information . resources
and services and the effectiveness of library pro- -~

. grams, developing plans for meeting national li-

- ,brary and information needs, and advising the
PreSIdent Congress, state and local governments,
“and prlvate agencies on 'natlonal pOlle 15

A PROP_OSAL FOR A NEW NATIONAL
: ' LIBRARY AGENCY

-Neither a llbrary agency in the Office of Edu-
cation nor a permanent natlonal comrmission has -

 completely satisfied those- who want substantial

organizational 1nf1uence in“the federal govern-

ment. The proposed “Natlonal Library Act” calls

~for .a national library agency to “aid, ayfment,

and support local and state llbrary sertices,”!% -

A e . BIFRN .

" administering-federal aid pregrams;

e planning and coordinating a.national li--

- brary and information networketo aid in the
sharing of Hbrary resources and coopera-’
tion of libraries generally through national

. and reglonal resource centers, aid to state
_'llbrary ‘agencies;”creation of interinstitu- -
tional - catalogs,” transmission of bilio-

- graphic information, and joint operation of
communications facnlltles. as well as- a1d-
ing networks of federal libraries®

\ public libraries for the pujpose of estab-
lishing ways to assist pedfle in obtaining
information on federal and state prcgrams

_on health and social service benefits, un- *
employment services and other govern-
ment services;

o planning and ,coordinati;§ assistanee to. -

° conduc,ting'résearch. particulatly on inno-

4
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- vative. techmques and services; estabhsh-
ing cooperative library exchange programs
'w1th foreign libraries;

.

° a551st1ng in improving the resources and
services of all libraries by better cataloging
procedures, preservatlon of library mate-
rials, and encouragmg technologlcal ad-

“ vances; :

.

° developing and implementing a’ national
-plan for the dlStl’lbuthl’l of government

: publlcatlons and ‘ e :

-0 collectlng and dlssemlnatlng statistical data
* relating to library services."”

X Most if not all-of these functlons, are already
being peformed by.some agency thhm the fed-
eral government. For instance, the Library of Con-

gress currently tries to improve cataloging tech- -

'niques, manages a foreign acqmsxtlons program,
and works on methods of preserving materials. .
* The U.S. Govérnment Printing Office" currently

: conducts major programs to dlstrlbute federal
-publications through local and regional deposi- . _

llbrdrles. The Office of Education administers

_‘Afe'Eeral aid, assembles library statistics,. conducts
.- research, and, thro@ .its grant programs, has:
. S ) -~ . e . Lo

v o s

X kY
' - LS

aided the eStablishment of numerous library net-

works, systems, and resource sharing programs.

Additionally, the National Commission on Li-
braries and Information Science is e ed in re-
searcinrand planning solutions for citizens needs:
for libraries and information. If established, this

new'pational hhrary agency would put all of these .
fragmlented national library activities in one place .
. wherd the coordination and cooperation between ‘
them presumably. could result in the impact of a

rifle shot rather than a shot gunblast.
Like the “National Library Act itself, this pro-
posed agency is merely a focus, at this point, for

discussion by libririans, citizens, and Congress- ,v _

to determine the ultimate form. Besides the
}tlons to be performed three significant ques-

s remain. (1) Where would the agency be lo-.
cated—the Library of Congress, Office of Educa-
tion (now Department of Education); or as an
mdependent commission or council? (2) Who
would set agency policy? (3)°Should the act be

- expanded to-encompass school, academlc, medi-,
. cal research and bther libraries?'® Althcugh the

‘agency may never be -established, particularly =

with the powers initially suggested, its inclusion ’

_in pending leglsTatlon indicates the continuing

importance thatélibrary, interests attach to a cen- .
. tral, coordmatlng body w1th1n the federal govern- |

ment

-
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An Analy5|s of the Pohtucal Dynam|cs d%‘
R Federal Involvement

K3
v

T POLICY DEVELOPMENT ACTORS
AR '._' AND PROCESSES ’

‘ . '. o : .Interest groups, Congressmnal representatives, - -
T : o ‘Congressional committees, the Presidentand other
: executive branch institutions all have aole’in the
VI ' : policymaking ‘ ‘process. If pohcymakmg were ac--
LA e tually .2 stage play; a name like “the President”
T C would often have the starring role; at other times,
v it would‘be the character actors, the Congressmen,
' . who would; stand out; and, 'somatimes, it would
" be the unknown actor in the supporting role who
“would carry Mlay ! In the play “Librariés Get
Federal Aid,” the. name at the top of the marquee
_ should be the Amerlcan Library Associatign. That,
is, the chief credit:or the blame (depending on }
G ~ your point of view) for the establishment of a fed- -
S : eral role.in llbrar),gs' lies withr ALA .2
e _ g - It was ALA that first con,(;elved of the idea of
T ’ federal aid and"it'was ALA that was the initiator
at almost every step of the way. Not- onlyWas ALA .
the consistent advocate but it was a skillful one
as well.3 However, skill is not always enough.
T . o How could an organization of librarians with little
A, R i o o . power.and not much national attention succeed
sl o at getting the federal government to help fund lo- -
cal library service? Philip, Monypenny explores
SIE . ..~ .the answer to this question in his drticle, “The -
S E W . Public Library as a Pressﬁre Group.”™ As sum-
R } ) marized by ]ohn Cohn

. AT .- . . < . . .
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A, .Sma.ll'.Séglment of. the population, well - RN

educated .and pohtlcally aware, with-a lim- .-
_ ited budget and limited facilities for reach1ng '
.the. population ‘at large carfafford one com-
* " petent spokesman in a Washington off1ce
and, drawing on national resources, can or-
ganize its politically effective members into.
one s1gn1f1cant campalgn 5. :

g :The American Library Association d1d not wage o
-its campalgn alone.” Fully aware that its clout in- -

. - increase' its influence: Some of these; of course,
were the specialized library organizations such-as -~

N

- e
+

R o

=oh

g
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in see'klng‘ federal llbrary aid. Thelr interest has

- .. been focused predominately on seeking addl--
g tronal ‘funding for ‘large urban libraries in_the

wake of ‘tight fiscal situations for local govern-

- 'iments: beg1nn1ng in the mid-70s. The bleak fiscal .
-picturé,even spawned a new mnational interest " -

‘the - Assocratlon of Research L1branes and the

"Medical - lerary Association.
strength was$ 'in gett1ng org

ut ALA’s real
{zations whose

membership wouId bénefit by a new library pro--

gram to join them in their battle.® As Carl H.

Milan, former executive secretary of ALA ex- .

_plained:

This is polrtlcally reallstlc We know that
, such- organizations have more welght ‘with
- Congress than do  the library associations:
. [Tlhere, x,s.al,so somethmg to be said for lett1ng '
" those i‘/vhom we hope to serve have- ag o
determlmng ithe nature and extent of the ser-
vice.” - : I

oo

‘;'
w,\b

Thus, the berory Servxces Act wh1ch ai ed rural -

libraries was supported by farm organ izations,

and the 1977 renewal of LSCA*which a thorrfzed,

funding for Lll‘bq{l llbrarles was supported byur-

‘ban groups. fz/h

In the long run though it was, and is, the ed- -

" ucation lobby wh1ch ha¢d been most cogperative
_with" librarian§’ \ui leg1slat1ve drives to “obtain
funding for pubh s!well as school and academlc

libraries. Educators and librarians recogmzed t_hen'_
‘, frequently joined togetheq .
" to achieve théir comffion goals. One of the mos{{ :

. .common 1nterests a

suceessful of &h&s@cdahtlons was_the, (Emeil

gency) Com ‘éntt
Progra . The p

,' hshmg industry also has’been "

- Full Funding of Education -

ha supp \1: of Tibrary leg1slatlon 8 Although pub-

* lishers | u 'otjactlvely testify, their interest and

suppo?

gfter all \%t for the purchase of books.? :
’*JRecen}ly, other library groups, ‘such as the Ur-

barLi

State lerary Agen 2 “have become more act1ve

jtl . .') ) o v'.' :

(A .

Y . D

o

@a “apparent. Much of the federal a1d -

3

L

aries “Counc1l and the Chief Officers of . ’

L ‘group——the National “Citizens' Emergency Com- |
mlttee to- Save Our Public Libraries, whose mis-
% sion 1§ basxcally to represent the interests of li-
" brary:users.. it _pushed for more aid for urban.: -

- -libraries: and’has ‘proposed the “National Library .
Washington was minimal, ALA from the ‘begin-. -

. . ;Act’* which'suggests a unifying agency. at the fed;
. ning aligned itself with other interest groups tos - geosty ¢ ying agency

“eral level- to randle natioral: hbrary congerns. and‘-".~'-Q

state orgamzatlons Wthh are’ attemptlng to stop

or reduce" local reductlons in library expendi- -.* .

'_,great]y mcreased aid at both the federal and state ', .
Jlevels: The cutbacks in- spendlng for local public o
f-j.hbrarles also has generated part1cularly in Cali-
E forma as.a result of Proposition 13, new local and -

tures.! Yet, the growxng numbers of groups-push- i

ing for more fe
still leaves the’Amgrican Library Association, the
organization which represents all types of librar-
ies, as the preemlnent lobbymg force in Washmg-
ton. - .

If ALA was the 1n1t1ator in the pohcymaklng'

ral (and even state) expend1tures<

process, Congress was the sustainer. While rarely

* taking .3 lead position,-it did respond to the'in-

cessart prodd1ng of the llbrary lobby. A few con-

'.-:servative Congressmen rdised objéctions, yet, most
"'/bllls passed with llttle or no opposition. Since li-
‘brary did was not a subject which commanded the - .
" attention of all Congressmen, the shaplng of the

policy was left largely to'the-relevant committees

and sybcommittees in. Congress and,their cha1r-7:"‘;
men"{,’Such as Rep. Edith Green, ‘who'chaired the':..'..'
Specr‘:rl Subcommlttee on Education, and Sén.””

Llster Hlffi Chairman of the Senate Labor and Pub-

- as Cha}rman of the Senate Education Subcommit-
tee hags taken a lead role. Invgeneral through the

- last - two decades, the Congressmen who were '
' ~most supportive of library legislation were the

Yot ten-year effort to pass the Library Serv—
s ces Act/and received an honorary membership i in -
ALA in 1956.'2 More recently, Sen.Claiborne Pel] |

e Committee, who sponsored every bill ..

i".g' '

chalrmen of the edtication committees and sub-

committees in the House and Senate.
In contrast to the central role of the library

' lobby‘and the supportive; roIe of Congress, -most

Presidents and their education specialists have

~-_shown, at best lukewarm interest in llbrarles The. o
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Elsenhower Admrmstratron nerther=1n1t1ated nor
supported the 1956 . Lrbrary Servtces Act, al-
though it did endorse t\he 1960 reniewal: The most
-dramatic - exception - was ., Kehnedy's- education
message in 1963 and: hrs subsequent omnrbus ed-
ucatron -bill which mcluded aid for libraries.
lmtrally. }ohnson, was. supportwe of:federal li-
brary legrslatron and it was ‘during hrs Adminis-

tratnon that all' of the major lrbrary programs were:
-gstablished. His apporﬁtment .of the temporary ,

. “National Commission_¢p Libraries clearly indi-
cated his interest. Yet, His desrre to have it ad,dgess
‘the fragmentatron problemnn federal library as-
sistance suggests some Présidential doubts about

‘the expansion of the categorical programs. for li-

brarres Moreover, the Secretary of Health, Edu~

catron and Welfare's earlier testimony oppos1ng'.'-f
~an expansion of LSCA to cover interlibrary cos.,
.operation and 1nst1tuhonalrzed and handrcapped""_

persons was another indication that ]ohnson,s en-

- thusiasm for addrtronal lrbrary programs Was' BN

. waning.
__President lohnsons drmmrshed enthusrasm'

T4

however, looked like - burnrng passion compared '

'to President Nixon's attltude toward hbrary aid.

" Nixon repeatedly tried: to-reduce or eliminate °

fundmga.nd consohdate l,l'brary programs. In that

.- sense, Nixon was as 1mporfant an acter in the pro-
cess-as Johnson and Kennedy The difference was

' successful in “achieving a change irr the federal
’ role than his two predecessors
Even the twg Presidents: who ‘Havé taken the

most acttve role in® “trying fo shape theb federal li-
_brary programs Kennedy. and’ Nixon, were _-'not-

‘attempting; tp single out lrbrary policy for partrc-
ular attention, Rather; these Presidéntial - actrons'

- occurred within a .broader Presrdentral program '

" for Kennedy, it was on¢. aspect of a comprehen-

~aid. In fact, the Office of Educatron was never\ L
: 113 s
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"major factor in ‘the securmg of federal grants
«When the original Library Servrces Act was passed .
in 1956, the Office of Eduqatron was not ‘prepared
“to admrnrster it and’ was ‘‘uncommitted to its pur-
poses "4 Later, OE testified: in opposition to ex-
pandrng the- Lrbrary Servrces and Construct‘ron R
“Act in 1966. T e " L
The Lrbra.ry Services Drvrsron then drd not
_have the*tlout In its own setting equlvalent to, A, -
“what the American Library Association and .the = - - . -
Congressronal subcommittees had in therrs The
".American Library Association could marshall the -~
resoqrces o( an active and dedicated clientele - S
_group; and the Congressional subcommittees were .- . ¥
successful because both chambers ‘usyally. -ap- '
.provéd their décisions. In contrast, the L, brary'
"Services Division .was subordiriate to the v1eWs oF
-the officials in the ‘Department of Hea’lth EdUCa-
-tion, and Welfare and ifs’ energres werg drssrpated
by a series of skirmishes'to marntarn 1ts own sta- ,
tus within the departmeng' - : b
- Ttvo other actors sometimes play roles in polrcy
de lopment—the public’and political: ‘pasties. In-
the case of libraries, neither of these ‘were very‘l”P'
important. -No polis reported an - overwhelming

P
PRI

" need for the federal govemment to do somethrng ( . ', R

?

,--that Nixon was a negative influence, albeit less_

’ sive education ‘policy, and for. Nixon, it was one

of many components of his effort to limit the role
- of the federal government in publlc pohcy by cur-

taxlmg and srmplrfyrng categorrcal .grant pro-

grams . ' .

" 5'organizers of the National®Citizens Emergency

Even if Presidential interest in l‘rbrarres was not ‘

strong, the executive -branch still mrght have

“played ‘a major role had there been a powerful .

library agency, within the Department of Health,

‘Education, and Welfare. ‘As-it turned out, the es- .'-.

- tablishment of the Library Services Division wrthi-

in the Office of Educatron (®E} did not guarantee

that OE would be an actrve supporter of lrbrary :

¢

a.

- ‘about the sorry state of libraries. In fact, the ques-,

- tion rarely has been asked in surveys. i5 One recent - -
survey disclosed the startling phenomenonthat -
of the general publrc only 44% of those polled Coa
even knew that ‘most of the fundrng for public
libraries came f»rom local governmerits—11%
thought the federal government paid for libraries,
and 25% thought state government was mainly

' responsrble Those who. were lrbrary users faired

only a_little. better——49% knew lrbrarres ‘were
funded by. local governments 16 .

Of course, individual citizens have advocated i
library aid, bgi there has been no ground swell of
pubhc opinion. A recent example of an individual ,
trying to rally support for public lrbrary service - S
is Whitney North Seymour, Jr., one of the original .-~

“Committee to Save Our Libraries and a former * = "
" trustee of the New York Public Library. The com-
mittee was founded in 1976 during a period when
~many large city libraries—like those in Cleveland
Detroit, and w York—and. in many “smaller

~_communities were undergoing budget cuts while

‘inflation reduced the valueof.the dollars they
were strll gettrng It has focused 1ts attentron s0

LS 4
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far on improving pubhc llbrar1es through trying - '
‘to achieve a national library program, and by
- changing the current federal-state-local support

 for local libraries by- ralslng the state and federal '

share.!’
Other llbrarlans (such as Fred Glazer, head of

~supporters’ (such" as the ALA Friends of the Li-

brary Commlttee) have suggested a national li-
brary users association, but no' group other than .

the Natlonal Citizens Emergency Comm1tte& has
.emerged. As a result of local budget cuts, partic-
ularly in Callforma in the wake of Proposition 13,

~ local citizen compmittees have ‘formed, but- these.

have not coalesced into any national lobbying

. force.*® Most of the advocacy for libraries still lies-
"~ with the professronal groups like the American

Library Association or those with long time 1nter- _
..ests .in- governing llbrarles such as trustees or -.

“frrends of the libraries’ groups.

Polmcal parties did indicate a modest mterest
.in library problems For instance, both the 1960
'Democratic and Republic -platforms supported
 federal aid for libraries. Nevertheless, it was never
-an important issue for either_ party. At the same
time, thése speaking against library aid 'in Con-
gress tetided to be Republicans (eg.. Reprem

' " tives Bow and Ashbrook) and those actively seek-

-

R
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ing it tended to be Democrats (eg., Green, Hill,
and Pell). But the votes on library aid 1nd1cated
blpartrsan support and-little opposition. -

At the Presidential level, there was a marked

dlfference between the policies of RepubhcaqS——-— :

Elsenhower. Nixon and Ford—and the. Dem‘o-

‘rather to general philosophies of what the nature
. and scope of federal aid should. be. Democrats at
" least in the 1960s tended to favor an increasing
role for the federal government in solving many
" domestic social programs and this philosophy

*" the West Virginia‘ State’ ‘Library) or active library -*

manifested itself in’ numerous new federal initia- -

tives. Why not try to help libraries give better
service, too? Republicans, on the other hand, be-

lieved'.in keeping expenditures down and less
federal' invelvement. Their question was: aren’t

: f_hbrarles a state and-local function? -

FORCES AND RATIONAI.ES FOR
. GREATER FEDERAI. INVOI.VEMENT

Initially, the ]ustlflcation for a federal role in-,

v
¢

hbrary service was based on the 1nadequacy of

library service in rural areas. Thus thié first library,
program (the lerary Services Act) was' des1gned

to aid rural libraries. only. Librarians belitved ru-

. ral areas were-most in need because of ‘either no -
~. service or fewer resources compared to-urban li- .
braries. In time, librarians and.others advocated
) the expansion of library aid to all libraries, urban
“as‘well as rural. By the late 70s, the urban figcal

crisis and perceived cuts in city 11brary service

prompted special fundlng for urban hbrarles-

within the Title I program 19 The: 1nab111ty or un-

willingness of the states to provide sufficient - «
money from their own funds to improve local'_"-_L;."
service and/or to alleviate local fiscal problems, lt','-_.f

- was argued, meant that federal government ifi-

volvement was. 1nev1table Fiscal arguments for a™ P

- growing federal role also were expressed in terms
of the shrinking value of the budgets which state
“and local governments provide in light of sharp

1ncreases in the prices of books and materlals
What was the ]ustlflcaltlon for 11brary service?

" The most commonly cited reason was: that librar-

ies. played an important part in the educatlonal

process. It was a connection whoséToots could be
" found in the first tax-supported school libraries

estabhshed in New York State in 1835, which also
could be-used by adults. More currently, this re-
lationship between libraries and education was

. _ most closely drawn in the programs to support
*“elementary and secondary school libraries and in
- those for college and university libraries. As Pres-

ident Kennedy noted~in his 1963 special educa-
flon .message, more library books and materials

_ ‘crats—Kennedy and Johnson. However, this dif-re . Z.were needed to meet the demands of increased -
ference was not due to the library issue itself,-but -

numbers of students and faculty. Thus, the bur-
geoning student population of the post-World

War II era affected not only cla5sroom programs -
‘directly buit also the support serv1ces for educa- .

tion, such as libraries.

 -_Funding for-public libraries was also based on "\
. the1r contribution to the education of school chil-

dren and adults, especially those adults who were
continuing their education.?' Students, both: young

and’old, have become the largest segment ‘of users
. of public libraries.?? While broad cultural needs

also were noted, the basic argument ‘was tied .to

education.® Thus, the forces which had ledtoa "~
greater federal " involvement in education* also.

could lead to-a gregter involvestent in 'libraries,

}lf the connection: between education ahd libraries
.was conceded The relatlonsl;up between  educa-

2,
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- role was the
* crease in the number of book titles publlshed fre-

tion and llb,ranes may be theoretlcally ev1dent
* but expendlture patterns-would indicate that the
actual connection has never been very strong.- F or-

1974-75, elementary and secogdary schools and"' .
institutions of higher education spent approxi- *

. mately $81.4 billion of federal, state, and local -
taxes. Public libraries spent about $1 billion of all

taxes—an.amount. equal to 1. 2% of educatlon ex- -

pendltures ‘5

Another ma)or factorJeadmg toa greater federal -

“information explosron

quently was cited as a new. problem for libraries®$

. which felt a responsibility t6 acquire, store, and

1mprove the availability of this rapidly expanding

' record of human knowledge. The real problem for

libraries was the extraordinary increase in the

sheer volume of printéd. matter—paper copies of

books and periodicals. Furthermore, the new:
tech.nology now available to record and index this
knowledge ranged from highly sophisticated and
-expensive.on-line oo*mputer indexing services to
film stri’ps to help school children learn new sub-
jects. No one person could know all that he or she -
needqd to in order. to pursue his work, -and re-

. searchers were becoming increasingly dependent

on computer technology.?” The federal govern-

mept itself contributed to the demand placed on "~

.library:resources by rapidly. increasing research
_funds for colleges and universities. . :

In various 'ways, then, this information ‘explo-
sion contributed to-the demands- on libraries and

thus a demand for federal aid, $ince it had become -

increasingly difficult,*for all but a few libraries,
to store-all this mformatlon Libraries, which had
always shared their resources, found that they

needed to share even more; and, in addition the -

technology was avallable (telex, photocopying,
et to improve-inteflibrary cooperative systems.
-Still, one of the distinctive facts about the in-
cre‘asmg federal role in libraries is that it evolved—
* ot because of:- powerful pohtical or social forces—

The in-

»

-but because there was no major ppposition. There .

was no strong publxc demand for federal money, ~ -

but neither was any s1gn1f1cant group against it.
Library aid was simply not ‘controversial. In con-
trast, grants for education were opposed because
they might aid parochial schools and integration
efforts.?® Althaugh- libraries -were perceived by’
some to be of low priority, federal aid for them
did not present constitutional problems Thus, the
first major federal effort for broad-based library .

e,
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fCOstRAINfS;oN'THE FEDERAL RoLE

To those who w‘Bre observers or partxcrpants in
obnson as- -

those heady, months after Lyndeg
sumed' the Presidency, it must have seemed that
the federal government would soon dominate:

) aid,—-—the Library Services’and Constrdctlon'Act-; :
. was passed before the major new education bills. -

Yet; there were—and still are—constraining influ--
ences which controlled both the degree and the-

~ type of federal activity:

For library aid, these °constra1nts fall into three

categories: budgetary; attitudes about the function -

itself; and the traditional attitudes about the role

of federal, state, and local governments and na-

tional . responsibilities. In the case..of libraries,
- these constraints were not disconnected. Instead,

they reinforced each’other so that together they -

had more of @n effect than any one of them m1ght

~have had 1nd1v1dually

‘The budget always has been a constramt on
some, federal programs, although its effect has

. been more severe at certain t1mes than at others.

The early and middle 1960s was an expansionary

.perlod when the federal government expanded

old and undertook numerous. new programs, in-

cluding library aid. it was not long, though, before *

the situation changed. As John Gardner testified
as early as 1966, library expenditures had to be

held down because of the drain on the budget
. from the Vietnam War and domestic social pro- ..

grams. Thus, it was not only the desire to limit

the overall budget which constrained certain ex--

penditures, but also the priorities within the bud-

get. Citing budgetary restrictions, President Nixon
* frequently proposed reductions in federal aid for<~
librariés. Most recently, the Carter Administration .

has cited inflation as a reason to hold doWn ex-
penditures. In fact, the need for budgetary restric-

tions were almost always expressed by the exec-

utive branch rather than the Congress. '

Budgetary constraints would not have been so’

important had libraries been considered to be a

government to solve. The pubhc generally per-
ceived no crisis over library service; and while
the noncontroversial nature of fé¥eral library aid

had produced no sttong opposition fr_om the pub- o
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- high priority program. With; limited federal dol- -
lars to spend, inadequate library service was not- .
.at the top of the list of problems for the federal
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lic, neither had it provided strong advodates out-

side of the library community. Thus, library-aid -
was one of the more vulnerable programs in the

grant-in-aid system. - : ,
Library aid was constrained, too, by its failure
to be perceived as a program advancing a clear

- national objective. While libraries are generally
_viewed as supporting the achievement of national

goals such as better education and more ecenomic:
opportunity,? it has been difficult to transfer this
national interest to a support program. Regardless
of repeated efforts, better library service is not

viewed generally as important in and of itself.
“Furthermore, the definition of the national inter-

est changes continually, and by the end of the
1960s, the .objective of much of our domestic so- .

cial program was to aid those who had bé.en eco- ..
" nomically. or socially disadvantaged. There were -
-attempts, particularly with the public library pro-

grams, to target library aid to the.disadvantaged,
but these were never entirely successful. And in-

' some. instances, budgetary restrictions curbed

]

these targeted efforts.* More important, 'library.

aid went to institutions rather than to the disad-
vantaged themselves.3!. ‘ )

The failure to develop a strong national interest

rationale for library /g&ﬂ'xﬁ%ant that the service still

"was-viewed primarily as'a state and local func-

tion. Opposition forces in both the executive and
legislative branches “argued that library service

"\ was a state and local function and conterfied that

he federal government should only be involved

the extent of establishing the basic_service in

eas unserved and ’then ‘should withdraw -or

should not be involved at all. Of coufse, various . -

* traditional stafe and local functions, such as po-

lice, water, and education, now are federally sup- -
ported and some to a greater degree than libraries.
Regardless, some still contend that libfary service-,

is a state and local function, although this argu-

ment has been successful in limiting the féder_alf
role only when it has been linked to the constrain--
ing ififluences of the budget and'the low priority

of libraries. oL
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11t sRould be pointed out that the play has no direi;tor and
no script. Policymaking has always been improvisational.
-2 Leach, op. cit., p. 376; and Cohn, op. cit., p. 66. o

3 As Bailey and Mosher say, “'the largest lobby. NEA (the Na-
tional Education Association) is not the most powerful in-
“terest group. The vocational lobby. the audio-visual lobby,, -
the publishers labby, and the library lobby have been in their
respective fields, more effective forces in shaping federal -
education legislation than has NEA.” Stephen Kemp'Bdiley
and Edith K. Mosher, ESEA: The Office of Education Ad-
ministers a Law, Syracuse, NY, Syracuse University Press, -

1968,p. 15. Co

. *Ulinois Libraries, XLIIL Champaig'n, IL; University of 1lli-

nois, Graduates School of Library Science, December 1961,
pp- 727-28.

. * Cohn, op. cit., p. 101. . : '
! 6 Several people involved with lobbying for ALA havé ex-

pressed this idea, e.g., Cooke. op. cit., p. 141 and Leigh, op. -
cit., p. 76. - o > :

. 7 Carl HMilan, “Federal Aid to Libraries,” in Library Exten-

" sion: Problems and Solutions, Carleton B. Joeckel ed., Chi-
cago, IL, ﬂniversity of Chicago Press, 1946, p. 228.
8 Cooke, op. cit., p. 141. ~ a

. ® At one time approximately 85% of juvenile trade'books were
being purchased by tax-supported school and. public librar-

ies, Molz,.op. cit., p. 61,

1 “Casualty Reports;” Library Journal, February 15, 1979, p. - )

465; “Californid Crisis,” Library Journal, January 1, 1979, p.
" 5; and."A National Library Users Movement,” Library Jour-
nal. June 1. 1979, p. 1197, New York, NY, R. R. Bowker Co..
" Edmon Low, “Federal Consciousness-and Libraries,” Amer-
ican Libraries, Vol. 3, Chicago, IL, American Library Asso- .
ctbtion, July/August 1972, p. 721. L .
 Thomison, op. cit., p. 193. Low points out that Hill's influ
ence was greater because he was also Chairman of the Sub-’

s e

. P

- committee dn’ Appropriations for Heglth, Education, and ~
- Welfare. Thus, he held the key position on the subcommittee
hich auth@rized. library legislation and appropriated the- ™

" funds. Low, op. cit:; p. 723. ) v -
‘3 Cohn, op. cit., p. 71. .

" John C. Frantz, “The Role of the Federal Government,” Li- . -
brary Trends, 23, Champaign, IL.. University of lllinois} " ~°

Graduate. School of Library Science, October 1974, p. 240.

- 15 Ope exception is a recent poll from the Department of Hous-

ing and Urban Development which indicates that 16% be-
."lieve that the federal government should pay for cultural
facilities.such as librariés, concerts, museums, and 10% be-
lieve the federal government should run them. Whether
these percentages would hold up if the question were asked
about libraries alone is unknown. Louis Harris and Associ-

ates, A Survey of Citizen Views and Concerns About Urban |

Life, Final Report Part I, conducted for the Department of
HUD, Washington, DC, U.S. Government Printing Office,
1978, p. 65. : ’ S
# Data is from a Gallup poll, commissioned by the American
* Library Association, titled Book Reading and Library Usage:

A-Study of Habits and Perceptions, cited in “Americans .

Read, and Use Libraries, Says Gallup, Library Journal, New
_ York, NY, R. R. Bowker Co., December 15, 1978, p. 2465.
7 Seymour, op. cit., p. 186. . L
York, NY, R. R. Bowker Co., June'1, 1979, p. 1197.
% This was contingent on appropriations being over $60 mil-
lion.’ S

2 Rep. John Brademas, “The Future of Federal Library Sup- -

- #8"A National Library Users Group, Library Journal, New =

port,” Library Journal, New York, NY, R.R. Bowker Cos .

January 1, 1976, p. 35. . v

2 For a summary of historical justification of a relationship
between the public library and education, see Government

- .*Studies and Systems, Improving State Aid to Public Librar-

ies, op. cit., pp. 25-35.
# Seymour, op. cit., p. 37.
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B Cenera’lly ediication still meant “serious” education, that is,

- public libraries were important because they provided books
. that would improve one’s mind rather than just be fun. For

- instance, the House Repoit for the Library Services Act cited

that “the public library has been a bulwark against juvenile

"delinquency and has been a posmve force agairnist the bad- -

effects of vicious comic books,” U.S. Congress, House Com-

". . mittee on Education and Labor, Federal Aid for Library -

Service in Rural Areas, House Report No. 1587, to accom-

pany H. R. 2840, 84th Cong., st Sess., 1955, p. 1. It is in.

‘teresting to note that state and local governments spend
nearly three times the amount on local parks than they
spend on local libraries. Government Studies and- Systems,
Improving State Aid to Public Libraries, op. cit., p. 37.

education (Vol. III, No. 4) in this series.

8 Seymour, op. cit., p 49. Of course, a portion of the educahon '

expendltux'es go for libraries.

3

U . -
* For example the House Report on the 1966 Amendmer\ts to
the Library Services and Construction Act hoted that new’
titles had increased 90% from 1960 to 1965. U.S. Congress,
House Committee on Education and Labor, Library Services
and Construction Act Amendments of 1966, H. R. 1474, 89th
Cong., 2nd Sess., 1966, p. 4. .
7 An example is MEDLARS, the medical indexing system de~
veloped by the National Library of Medlcme and funded by *
the federal government. : )

.3 Cohn, op. cit., pp. 89 and 104.

¥ For instance, the act establishing the Nahonal Commission
on Libraries 'and Information says that “library and infor-
mation services adequate to meet the needs of the peaple of :
-the United States are essential to achieve national goals. .

% For .example, appropriations to aid college and umverslty
libraries have generally been sufficient for basic grants only.
Rarely has there been enough money for supplemental funds .
to aid needy -academic libraries. Also, Title IV—Older

; Reader Services has never.been funded
. st Molz, op. cit., p. 59.
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R ' -'5 o The Future of the.;
R '~ . Federal Role m leranes

LwmmEEIL The rocky road of lrbrary aid in the 19705 m-'
: . . dicates an uncertain future in the 1980s. President
- Carter’s proposal to cancel funding for library pro- *
~grams in higher educatron is the most recent ex-
LS ample of drssatrsfactron w1th the federal library
' program. There are those of-course, wbo ar- -
that federal’ programs once'established srarely
‘end' and that 'this fundamental “fact” of govern-.,
> mental life belies anend ‘to’ federal aid for libfar-
B S ystier 7 jes. A prediction of tefmination or ‘even a sub- -
S e stantial change would be regarded as foolish by
o o ’ those who focus solely on recent history. Regard-
~less of persistent Presidential pressure either to.
eliminate or substantially change'the present cat-
egorical form of federal aid and regardless of cer-
_tain Congressional modifications, library pro-
grams remain essentially as they were when first
established. Some would contend that: with the
R . _ growing pressures on state and local budgets, ex-
- . o ] o pansion qof these programs is a strong possibility.
- _ . . S ' Others contend that a change in the federal role - -
’ ' is quite possible. The forces which served to limit

* or modify library programs in the past are as

- ‘ ' llvely as ever and an important new one has been

e T added—the need for real - budgetary constraint.
' Although the library grant-in-aid programs are a
modest portion of the federal budget, attempts at_ -
" budget cuts are frequently focused on marginal
programs. In addition, some still view the provi-

sion of library service as a state and local function.
Those forecasting change also note the associ-
ation of. lrbrary aid with educatron ald * Foremost

e
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“among the factors underscored here iS»dedlining« .

' _enrollmehts in school population. Fewer school
age children, they claim, means less strain on the

educational system and less need for federal aid..

Any overall decline in federal support for edu-

cation will affect library aid, too. At the same

time, the entrance of the post-war generation into

adulthood may place new demands on the public

library as a ‘major Tstitution in adult education.
Still ‘others believe that not only is the degree
of feder4! involvement subject to change, but also

" that the form—categorical, consolidated grants, or ‘

block grants——ls subject to revision. Librarians

feel that" the changing nature of the,grant-in-aid -

. system may have a profound impact.on library
aid.? Past attempts to modify the categorical form
could indicate future innovations. Yet, the one
" _successful consolidation has had one.gf the three
- original grants exuacted and reestabg?h

. -acted since 1974, Moreover, the number of cate-
goricals continues to rise* indicating a continuing
interest on the part of Congress in the categorical

" grant. Yet, given the inclination of some experts
in the library community and in the executive
‘branch, as well as the continued likelihood of

B’udgetary constraints, mergers—if not a full--

fledged block - grant———may well prove to be a fu-
~ture alteration. .
The White House Conference on Libraries and
Information Services, held November 16-19, 1979,
addressed the future ge
ment in funding lo

~ The resolutions
. ‘gates to the conference (one-third of whom were

“and state library services.

librarians orinformation specialists and two-thirds .

of whom were required to be lay citizens), advo-
cated both the proposed ‘‘National Library Act”
~ and full funding of authorized appropriations for

ed as a.
categorical grant, and no block grant has been en-

e of the federal govern-

ich were passed by the dele- - '

the Library -Services and Construction Act, rele-
vant titles of the Higher Education Act and Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act, and the
National Library of Medicine. "The conference
also approved- proposals for new funding for in--
novative demonstration . projects primarily for

public libraries and additional money for aca- = - -
" demic. llbrarles In addition, it advocated. fundngl

formulas which would give special support for
rural, urban, and economically deprived areas |
with the distribution of funds based on criteria of

- population, geography, local participation, need

and ability to pay, and requirements of state and

local responsibility for library service. Sirce the | .-

resolutions. regarding federal library aid were in
two parts, there are some differences in the par-
ticular features of the conference’s proposed rec- -

- ommendations for federal library aid. Yet, one re-

sult of the conference is certain—librarians, and.
library users, wanted more. from the federal gov- '
ernment at least as far as money.

_ "“Two factors seem certain regarding the future " . -
of library aid. One is that it is likely, at least in.

the:short run, to be fought out in the appropria- -

. tion process. The other is that the political process
and the opinions and efforts of the key actors will

be influential if not decisive. If Congress should
become as concerned with restricting the budget
as.the President, then there could be a dramatic -
change in the scope, amount, and format of fed-
eral aid. If the library lobby should advocate
something other than the categoricals, then Con- .

- gress wduld be confronted with a new strategy.

What is likely to be decisive in the future of the
federal library aid program is not the presence of
the forces affecting a greater or lesser fedéral in-
volvement, but rather the position taken by future
Presxdents the Congress, or the pubhc mterest
groups. :

FOOTNOTES

' Molz, op. cit., p. 103.
¢For a dlscussmn of these, see ACIR s case studies on ele-

mentary and-secondary education (Vol. II, No. 3) and higher

education (Vol. I, No. 4) in this series.

- 3 The National Commission on-Libraries and Information Sci-
-ence is currently conducting’ ‘meetings.to discuss the pros-
pects and alternatives for federal support of libraries in order
to formulate a plan for library aid ‘with-the broadest possxble

>
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support. The four alternatives suggested in the background
paper for the meetings are (1) status quo; (2) modification of
categorical programs to refleet today’s needs; (3) a'library
“partnership” bill as first formulated in S. 3944; and (4) a
block grant with two objectives—coordination of national
library and information. resources as part of a national pro-.

. -gram and support of state and local library services.

* ACIR estimates that there are 492 federal grants to state and

local governments as of 1978—an increase of 50 over the
1975 total of 442. b
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