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PREFACE

Or arr. the problems which have, of recent years,
engaged the altention of educators and librarians
none have been more puzzling than those posed by
the astonishing growth of our great research librar-
ies. My own interest in this subject has, ovep.™
several years, resulted in @ series of papers,* .so,n‘z‘e

* “We Pass 2 Milestonc™ (About Books, March, 1936, p. §7 21) and
“The Growih of Amcrican College and University lermsﬁ:s {About
Books, September, 1040, p. 1-11) wete analytical studics ‘only, The
possibility of reducing lHbrary costs in general througly a more exact
knowlcdge of their incidence was discussed in”ALibrary Cost Ae-
counting™ (Library Quarterly, October, 1956, 9\331431) “The Pos-
sibility of Discarding the Card Catalog™S\(Kibrary Quarterly, july.
1633, p. 320—~45) made various suggcsl;'oﬁs, for reducing cataloging
cost. A Regional Joint University J;jbl;ary—a Suggestion Advanced
as a Partial Solution of the Prohlem ‘of College Library Growth”
{1937, 51 p. Same, revised, 1938; 36 p.; Same, Tevised, 1938, 38 p.
discussed reducing the cost of. acqmsltlon and storage by mcans
of - inter-library cooperation;, while “A C«)Opuatwe Cataloging
Plan for the Libraries of, thes Hartford Area” (1043, 46 p.) discussed
cataloging from the same standpomt Possible reductions in cata-
oging costs through¥chahges in cataloging methodology were sug-
gested in “Alternatives for the Present Dictionary Card Catalog”
{presented at theMy 1brary Tnstitute at the University of Chlcago,
July 1940 repn}nted in “"The Acguisition and Cataloging of Books,”
edited by A¥Mam M. Randall, University of Chicago Press, 1940,
p. 133-G80“The possibility of reaching the same goal through the
intro%ﬂon of certain uniun cataloging techniques was taken up
in “Real Cooperative Cataloging—the Concrete Approach” (Library
gbuarteﬂ), April, 1943, p- gg—112). Cutting cataloging costs through
{changes in catzlop card format was the subject of “Necw Possibilities

Yin Cooperative Cataloging” {a paper zead at the College and Refer-

enice Library Section of the Special Library Association, New York

City, July, 1948, 26 p.). An analysis of the library -policy of one

comparatively small institution, with suggestions for reducing costs,

was made in “The Wesleyan University Library, an Analysis of its
iz
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of them mainly analyses, but others of them en-
deavoring to suggest answers to what has sometimes
seemed to be an almost insoluble puzzle.

All of these papers were to a large degree a
“thinking out loud,” a pointing out of the direc-
tion along which eventual solutions might be
arrived at rather than a presentation of asmred
conclusions. Some of them were, indeed, ﬂntly
contradictory, the papers beginning by makmg cer-
tain definite suggestions, and winding up by flatly
disapproving them! But this was done deliberately.
Indced one of them remarked: “Itymay seem that
all we are doing is raising st?mu\men possibilities
for the sake of knockmg them'down. . . . But may
not this process give us a4 blea*rer understandmg of
" our difficulties?” The mgm reason why, all through

them, this quite open-minded attitude was taken
was that all of i‘h.g suggestions made were avowedly
tentative. Thz}\'was not because I felt that they had
no value; but only that they seemed inadequate to
meet whith e were called upon to meet. In fact this
was ;h‘g\one definite conclusion that these papers
digvreach: that no emendations in prresent library
R fwethod alone were going to provide a sufficient
Usolution of our growth problem. The petty savings
so effected were quickly overwhelmed by its in-
creasing magnitude. More and more over the years
I became convinced that our only possible answer
lay in inter-library cooperation, and cooperation

Past History, Present Position, and Possible Future Policy, Prepared
by the Librarian, for the President, Faculty and Trustees. Not pub-
lished, but printed as manuscript” (1943, 126 p.).

"N\
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much more sweeping than anything we had here-
tofore envisaged. That is why, when the committee
headed by Mr. Keyes 1. Meicalf of Harvard made
its noteworthy “division-of-fields” report two years
ago, it seemed to me a very important step in the
right direction; because, to basic changes in some
aspects. of library methodology, it added interi),
library cooperation on a scale which, although
modest in its initial yeach, was still unprecedented.
Four years ago, while I was milling arng&f in all
sorts of suggestions for reducing libydey costs—
some of them, as usual, mui!'ually,{s;qntmdz'dory,
some of them vaguely inconclusiyg,'and all of them
falling disappointingly short\pf ddequacy—ihe
iden came to me which is thesubject matter of this
book. From the first it ,ﬁ?géf:ﬁfe_d “right”; in fact so
obviously and completely right that I was afraid of
it! It had that ex;@me simplicity that makes one
distrust one’s e judgment. And so for months
1 iried out inmbﬁemhle samples of it—attacking if,
testing ik, @rificizing it, from every angle I could
think of ot had the somewhat disconcerting qual-
ity ﬂf}b’éing able to convert every new objection
Eg-rpbghf against it into a new argument in ils favor.
Ne) s Alse, of course, I sought criticism. But every per-
‘\\‘: “son to whom the iden was submitted—persons both
inside and outside the library profession, and repre-
senting all sorts of viewpoints from catalogers to
heads of libraries—uwas immediately so completely
enthusiastic in approval that it was hard to hkeep
one’s own doubts from dissolving! They all agreed
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that, tiny connecting methodological link though
it was, it had the far-reaching possibilities that,
from the first, it seemed to have,

This idea—the subject matter of this book—is
really the marriage, as it were, of two familiar con-
cepts. Most of the credit for it should go, therefore
to those who worked out these iwo concepts. On they
catalog card side to Charles Folsom, the first Ameri-
can actively to propagandize for the card catalog, to
Melvil Dewey, who standardized its techiuique, and
to Charles Cutter, who formulated thexfirst Ameri-
can cataloging code. On the migroweduction side
to the unknown man—whocuerhe was—who first
took a miniature camera sHQt of a printed page,
and to Messrs. Binkley\'Draeger, Tate, Pratt,
Raney, Metcalf, I’ussler and a long list of others,
who have struggled, 5o unselfishly and so success-
fully, to make micro-photography the practicable
library tool ﬁ?{it it now is.

Something like an apology is, perhaps, due those
librarian$“who have patiently listened through
these! ;J\em‘s to my warnings of what was going to
ha%gben to their libraries unless—when all the time
,jﬁhey were being offered no assured conclusion to

~\\J that unfinished “unless.” To most librarians any

change in method is disturbing, particularly when
it affects long-cherished and deeply rooted funda-
mentals; and this is true even when the new meth-
ods proposed have been thoroughly tested and
authoritatively approved. But change is very much
more disturbing, as a librarian whose professional
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.judgment I highly respect pointed out to me a few

weeks ago, when it breaks up one’s established rou-
tines, brings into"question one€’s professional stand-
ards, and impugns one’s professional judgments,
yet offers nothing definite to take their place. It isfD;
therefore, with something like relief that, at last, I
can present something I am willing unreservedly to
endorsel '\'\.

Some sentences in the pages thabjollow may
sound, to librarians, a little like qi{ﬂlatwns from
an elementary manual of library. lﬁ\mctzce But this
seemed desirable. Although tflis*book is intended
primarily for librarians, it.gs \also intended for edu-
cational admzmstmtors wachers, and scholars; and
to them some of our accepted, library terminology
might sound a bif blind if there were not inier-
jected ocmuo%ﬂg a brief phrase of elucidaiion.

" Fremont Rider
Wesle}usgn U mve'rszty Lzbmr}

E{ﬁ\ %6, 1044.
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chE MAY fepeat that the library is ‘the
heart of the college,” but are we acutely

- anxious that our assent shall be more than lip¢
servicer Do we have a really compelling cony

viction that on the richness of the blood stfgam
of books constantly flowing through it heart
the vitality of every college depcn@? Are we,
as educational pathologists, c()nt\ ually on the
alert that our libraries shall net\be attacked by
that 11151d10u51y fatal dlSCaSC b1b110graph1ca1
pernicions anemia? Do we profoundly realize
that our recitatton syStems our examinations,
our honors work aie)when all is said and done,
only devices by- m\eans of which we incite stu-
~dents to extract knowledge for themselves
from books? ‘Are we as teachers shadowed by
a press.{ng apprehensmn lest our instructional

abilitywither and die for lack of that continual
ré¥avification that only books can give it? Are

\~fi{?e, as trustees of the future, intently conscious
that the whole curious plexus that we call

‘civilization’ 1s directly and absolutely de-
pendent upon the existence and availability
of books?”
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CHAPTER 1

‘"THE GROWTH OF AMERICAN A
RESEARCH LIBRARIES

Ny

AL.THOUGH it had been known for a long tiﬁlé"that
American research libraries were growing at a
very rapid rate, it was not realized untila few years
ago that they were, on the average, actually dou-
bling in size cvery sixteen yeér»s And more de-
tailed analysis revealed am ‘even more startling
fact: this amazing rate of growth——a growth actu-
ally parabolic when put tnto graph form—was not
in any sense a recentphenomenon: all our research
libraries had grp{vh at this rate, without substantial
deviation either-upward or downward, ever since
they began' in this country, over three centuries

ago. \¢
Ngw when anything is growing parabolically,
th&\e obviously is going to come a time when some
sort of an impasse begins to impend very rapidly
}~ Jindeed. And it is evident, when one considers the
statistics, that American research libraries are fast
approaching this particular point in the curve of
their history. When a library has ten thousand
volumes, it may double itself in sixteen years with-
out creating for itself any special difficulties; but,

5
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.4 THE SCHOLAR AND THE FUTURE

when it has four million volumes, and still goes
right on doubling cvery sixtcen years, a situation
very quickly develops which cannot easily be
brushed aside or ignored.

To talk of library growth in terms of parabolas

may sound more than a little fantastic; but let ugs,
examine a few detailed figures.* The most cou -

servative rate of growth shown by any one class of

research libraries has been that of the sma]{qr men’s

colleges. Below are printed the figures fob ten such

representative colleges. It will be s¢eh that they,
: SO :

on the average, have doubled, not/every sixteen,

but every twenty-two years, NV

Table A— Comparazm Growth Figures of
American Coh’f}gﬁs Dating from 1831

1831 L3408 1876 1900 1925 1088 -
Dartmouth - " 11,500 ,\'2?,\‘300 B2550 Q0000 225000 454,005
Wesleyan 13808 _a1,125 26000 58000 1R1,000 240,022
Amberst Ap8od 13500 38533 Y2000 130000 213810
Hamilton - 6,200 10300 22000 40353 114,089 179,282
Bowdoin MMzgoo 24450 35860 67064 125000 178,000
Williams,o\.> 4019 15125 27500 47403 110000 160001
AIIEghm, 8000 Booo 10500 16000 47000  122.105
’]"nn\(y G200  gooo 15000 40730 100000 120,000
\Iici&icbury 4168 B417  IBBO0 23,498 B0000 104,774
Union 13,350 14,586 25800 35814  7h500 102461
A%
wAverage %821 14,324 26924, 40032 112848 188,154

* These Lables are all quoted from the article “The Growth Gf-
American College and University Librarics—and of Wesleyan’s,”
which appeared in About Books for September, 1940, (p. 1-11). The
initial date in the tables quoted, 1831, was taken hecause it was the
date of Wesleyan's founding. For the remaining figures an endeaver
was made to get dates as near as possible to cven quarter contury
intervals; but this could not be done cxactly because statistics had
to be taken where they could be found. lor the 1841 figures the
source was the American Almanac for that year; for the 1849 figurcs,

Q)



OF THE RESEARCH LIBRARY 5

These figures for college library growth are corrob-
orated by Miss Blanche McCrum, the librarian of
Wellesley, in her carefully worked out “Standards
for College Libraries.” She analyzed (in 1g33)
seventy-two of the leading college libraries of the
country. She found that thirty-one of the seventye,

two had equalled, or had actually exceeded, the

doubling-every-sixteen-years rate of growth ,shoxm
by the great university libraries, that six collegcs
had tripled, two had quadrupled, and‘}om had
quintupled in each sixteen-year per{od

The women’s colleges, as a g‘r({{lp, show a much
more rapid growth than the Blen’s colleges,

Tabie B~—Comparatiug Srbroth Figures of
American Westen's Colleges

1876 Q:o 1900 1925 1038
Smith -t B.400 125,050 256,300
Vassar 18,652 85,000 141,325 200,783
Wellesley {15,500 k1,150 113,678 182,000
Bryn Mawr \ 82,138 112,136 161 foo
Mt. Holyoke{,  0.500 15,000 01,460 153,000
Average ~\ / 7,626 28,747 116,581 192,537

A

(wray be objected that the rate of growth of
tHeése women’s colleges has been unduly high be-
~cluse they are all of recent foundation. This may
“be true: and this may also be the reason why the
newer of the great universities show a rate of
Charles C, Jewett’s, “Notices of Public Libraries in the United
States,” (1851); for the 1876 figures, U. 5. Bureau of Education, "I'ub-
lic Libraries in the United States,” {1876}, issued for the Centcnnial
Exposition; for the 1900 figures, the annual report of the U, 8. Bureau

of Fducation for that year; [or the 1925 and 1938 figures, the Ameri-
can Library Annual for the two years in question.

&
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growth much higher than that of the older ones.
Table C gives comparative figures for ten of our
largest universities founded since 1849 (i.e., those
whose first comparative figurces were the ones avail-
able in the 1846 report). The universitics of this
age-group have doubled in size, not every 51xtcen~

years, but every nine and one-half years! \
Table C—Comparative Growth Figures of Ameyian
Universities Dating from 1876 &

1876 1goo Agun 1938
University of Chicago 18,000 329 778, \\ BG,213 1,232,945
University of California 13.600 200 8841 1,141,612
University of Illinois 11,000 42 3 687,345 1,130,000
Cornell University 39,000  g95,632 742,723 1,035,150
University of Minnesota 10,000 & B5.000 473000 1,017,600
Western Reserve University 10,000 " 53,700 200,000 rod,000
Iowa State University 8.82s 20,60 293,725 141,396
Oberlin College 000 51,000 274,244 386,664
University of Rochester . 12,000 36051 143,380 329,700
Syracuse University '< 10,000 52,200 157,570 313454
Average \\ 14642 06,383 4Gp.84s 753041

N

Finally, §£we take our older university libraries,
those that’were established prior to 1851, we get
thifg nearer to what we might term a statis-
tical'norm. Their figures are on p. 8: like those of

0l research libraries averaged together they show
' a doubling at almost exactly sixteen year intervals.

The graph on the facing page pictures all these
respective rates of growth more strikingly than any
amount of figures can, and shows very clearly their
parabolic character. If it says anything it says that
there 15 a problem here which has not yet received
the educational attention it deserves. For it is ob-

N\
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8 THE SCHOLAR AND THE FUTURE

Table D—Comparative Growth Figures of American
Universities Dating from 1831

1831 1849 1876 1goo 1925 1938

Harvard 30,605 96,200 227,60 glo,000 2,416,500 5,941,959
Yale 25,500 50,481 114,200 860500 1,697,322 2,748,000
Columbia 4,580 12740 24,700 295,000 1,055,108 1,615,051
Princeton B,o00 16,000 41,500 151,640 570403 919,55§~\
University of Penn. 2,000 g250 23573 182,525 Gig000 881,781
Brown 11,662 38,800 45,000 110,000 350,000 530,200
University of N.C. 4,800 11,847 22207 31000 167000 ”é‘z\;;,ﬁzg
University of Va. 8,000 18,558 40000 [o478 150,008\ 308 502
Rutgers G500 8000 10614 41,581 1n7f24) 273873
Georgetown 7000 26,100 22,268 88,300 <3Gopoo? 258,700
Average 11,764 28,77 50,380 187,05}§:744,114 1182974

W

vious from it that the phenon}eﬁgn which it visu-
alizes is neither a local nor atemporary one. T'o be
sure the tables cited carryithe story back only to
1831; but every scrap.of statistical evidence that
we can gather shg@% that, as far back as we can
reach, the storycissexactly the same. It seems, as
stated, to besa mathematical fact that, ever since
college an{;l\’u}iiversity libraries started in this coun-
try, theyhave, on the average, doubled in size every

sixteciﬁ'\}?éars.

_@Pcourse, what makes this rate of library growth

cavery real problem from the educational stand-

o’

point is that it is not a laboratory experiment, not
a growth in a vacuum. There has always existed a
direct correlation between the educational effec-
tiveness of a college and the growth of its library,
a cotrelation so close and so consistent that it can-
not have been fortuitous. The various sources from
which these tables are quoted give us the statistical

Q"
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history of a great many more libraries, and give it
in much greater detail. And it is obvious, as one
runs through them and traces the progress of any
one library down through the years, that, when-
ever its growth slackened, its college was slipping
with it. On the other hand, when any library
spurtcd ahcad of the sixteen-year average durmg\
any given quarter century, one always finds on in-
vestigation that, during that quarter ccntury, that
library’s college was, for one reason oranother,
taking on a new leasc of life, ’
In fact, this may be asserted as alndPst axiomatjc:

unlcss a college or university is wﬁlmg to be stag-
nant, unless it is willing not tOvmaintain its place

_in the steady flow of edu(;ahonal development, it

has to doublc its library«n Size every sixteen years,
or thereabouts. Whemits library ceases to grow an
educational institdtlon dies. One may argue that
this ought not toobe so. All that can be said is that
the statistical' recold shows clearly that it s so. Nor
Is it matcpal whether our .reasoning be that a
strongyegliege insists upon having a strong library,
r that a strong library develops a strong college:
ﬂ\l’e"one clear fact is that the two go together.
'But, if this is true, and if this doubling every
sixtecn years is going to continue in the future, to
‘what sort of a situation does it lead? T'o a situation
that was prescnted, in somewhat dramatic con-
cregeness, in a paper which the writer read at a
meeting at the University of Chicago in the sum-
mer of 1g40. In this paper the Yale University
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Library was taken as a concrete example: and it
was taken mainly because its rate of growth had,
throughout its history, coincided very closely with
our statistical norm.

It appears that, along in the early part of the
eighteenth century, the Yale Library posscssch
somewhere around 1,000 volumes. If it had cqn-'.
tinued from this start to double in size every six-
teen years it should, in 1988, have grown e, 2,600,-
000 volumes. In 1948 it actually did have§,748 000
volumes, i.e., an amazingly closc cerrespondence
with the “standard” rate of grosth. And all the
intervening statistics for Yale f¥cre also in close co-
incidence. In 1849, for exa;npie, it should, accord-
ing to the doubling- every-mxteen-years formula,
have had approximately 60,000 volumes. It actu-
ally did have 50,484

It takes but, aTew moments’ computation to
work out that\the Yale Library in 1849 occupled
approx:mately 1% miles of shelving, and that its
card ca&aiog—lf it had then had a card catalog—
woulty*have occupied approximately 160 card
draivers In 1938 its 2,748,000 volumes occupied

\perhaps eighty miles of shelving, and its card cata-
\ ) “logs, of all sorts in all locations, must have occu-
pied a total of somewhere around ten thousand
drawers. To service itself this library required in
1938 a staff of over two hundred persons, of whom
probably half were catalogers {or others engaged

in accessory acquisitional or preparational proc-
€s5€s),

.\5.
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It is, however, when we project the rate-of-
growth graph of the Yale Library a century ahead
that its figures begin to become really alarming.
Of course, it may be -objected that any attempt
to forecast library growth a century ahead is
sheer absurdity. And, if that is one’s opinion, one,
may, Instead, figure it out for a half-century, af\™
a quarter century, ahead. That makes the ’p.r}p‘l}
lem seem a little less pressing: but, obviously,\does
not change it fundamentally an iotasdeubling
every sixteen years is still doubling Spery sixteen
years quite regardless of how far, aheqd one’s ﬁg
ures are projected. < \

But, on the other hand why should we not
project them for a century ahead? The Yale Uni-
versity Library is airqady. considerably over two
centuries old; Haryaxd’s is three. And we must
remember that, solfar as we have figures available,
neither library\in even a single generation in its
long history,(lias deviated substantially from our
established“*doubling” rate of research library
rfrowth\h may be said that we have no right to
ass 141%& that the Yale Library will even be in exist-
cnce a century hence. Quite irue. But, if we do

A\ makc that assumptlon then we have the further
‘right to assume, in the absence of any clear evi-
dence to the contrary,* its rate of growth, during
its next one hundred years, will continue to be
what it has been during its last two hundred.

But, if the Yale Library does continue to grow,

* Such cvidence as therve is, is discussed later in this chapter.
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and to grow at a rate no whit greater than it has

been steadily growing through its more than two

centuries of past existence, if it continues to grow

at a rate no greater than the most conservative rate

at which all our other American colleges and uni-

versities have grown ever since they started, and',
are now growing, then, by a series of further suc- '
cessive doublings, the Yale Library will, 111‘0040,

have approximately 200,000,000 volumés, which

will occupy over 6,000 miles of shelyes. Its card

catalog file—if it then has a card catalog—will con-

sist of nearly three-quarters of & million catalog

drawers, which will of themselyes occupy not less

than eight acres of floor spage. New material will

be coming in toitat thexate of 12,000,000 volumes

a year; and the cataloginig of this new matcrial will

require a catalogl{‘ng staff of over six thousand

persons.

These ﬁgures sound astronomical. Perhaps they
are. But afé/they any more astronomical than the
Yale ﬁgbu‘es for 1938 would have sounded if they
had\been presented to the Yale librarian of 1758?
Nor is there anything really new about any of them.

( BAII of them have been lying quietly in the record.
\ “But only a thoughtful few have fully realized what
they portended.

But these statistics, and the graph on p. 7,
make clear, perhaps, why this problem of research
library growth is, whether they realize it or not,
by all odds the most serious one that librarians and
educators face, When a library is leaping upward
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from two million volumes to four million volumes
in sixtecn years, and then from four million to
eight million, and then from eight million to six-
teen million, it is'clear that all mere palliatives are
going to be utterly ineffective, that we face a situa-

tion with which no minor economies in technique,
no cautious cmendations of policy, can 'possib]\'y\”

cope. We absolutely must analyze our whole prob
lem from entirely fresh viewpoints, and mist ‘en-
deavor to find, in one direction or anoth@l‘, sweep-
ingly new solutions for it.

Nor, as has been already su Esfcd can the
library and educational worldé\n ch longer delay
this endeavor. Doubling e"{ci”}i sixteen years has
continued now for over thiree centuries; and so far

we have been able to absorb it. But, obvicusly, we

can’t do so much 1pngér. Sooner or later, as any
mathematician y{iﬁ agree, repcated doubling be-

comes a most disconcerting business, To many li- .

brarians it. lS already disconcerting, for they are
watchin 2 \veritable tidal wave of printed materials
yearlys, monthly daily, kourly, mount higher and

higl%r

“Nor must it ever be forgotten that this is far

:.more than a library problem; far more than merely

an educational problem; it is a problem—and a
problem to the nth degree complex and baffling—
of civilization itself. It was remarked in one of my
earlier papers that ‘“we scen to be fast coming to
the day when, unless it is afforded the most expert
sort of bibliographical service possible, civilization

Q!
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may die of suffocation, choked in its own pléthora
of print.” Thisstatement is in no sense an oratorical
exaggeration.

Two questions regarding this doubling-every-
sixteen-years growth-ratio are likely to arise at once
in the minds of those who learn of it for the first
time. The first one is: why, over these past decades),
and centuries, has library growth procecded at siich
a rapid rate? And the second is: is this rate bewnd—
unless, of course, we are able to makeg chepmg
changes of some sort in cither our Ilbrary methods
or our fundamental library policigs=-to continue
in the future? The University-0f Chicago paper
which has been quoted from( purposely made no
attempt to answer either.ob these two questions.
But perhaps very brlef answers to them should be
attempted. ~

In reply to th€Mirst. Research libraries have
grown in the 5@51 as the result of four main incre-
ment factors?,

First, and most important, there has been a con-
tmually\mcreasmg realization of the importance
of Qbrarles in the educational process. This has
‘regsulted in libraries being supplied with increas-

{ungly larger funds Wlth which to finance their
growth,
Second, our universities havc been continually
adding new schools and colleges—some in old
fields, some in entirely new ones. At the same time
our universities, and also our colleges, have been
adding new courses. Every one of these curricular
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additions placed upon the libraries of the institu-
tions concerned the necessity of accumulating
books in fields hitherto uncollected, or h1thert0 in-
adequately collected.

Third, colicge and university libraries have had
the increased desire, as well as the increased means,

to acquire vast ranges of previously published maz )y
terials in the fields in which they were already ¢l

lecting. This has brought into them, over the" Tast
century-—mainly from Europe—mllhons\sf vol-
umes of the older material, the background litera-
ture of all the various d15c1p11ncs Ny
Fourth, there has been going.g ori\all the while an
enormous, and still continuingg }ncrease in the con-
temporary output of new ,i;)’lfinted material, some
of this last in the form;@f.“books," but most of it
in the form of periodicals and government docu-
ments. No library{can afford to ignore this new
material, however voluminous it may be, for it is
the veritableMife-blood of the whole educational
process. I zts mflow is cut off, or even substantially
dlmlmsh‘ed a sort of educational pernicious ane-
mia medlately sets in. :
«S6 much by way of answer to the first question.

(Bt the second question is far more intriguing, far

more important—and far more difficult to meet
with a completely defendable reply.

Research library growth has continued, without
any significant change of rate, either downward or
upward, for over thirty decades, and at a rate so
uniform over so many years, and so uniform in so

N
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many different libraries, that it might almost seem
as though some natural law were at work. And no
statistics as yet published * reveal the slightest in-
dication of any slackening in the rate. Neverthe-
less, if research librarians were asked categorically
whether they thought doubling every sixteen yeas',,
was going to continue indefinitely, most of them,
like the writer, would probably answer $Ng.”+
And there are a number of consideratigisy which
would support this negative answer W

First, growth due to the takingsin' of new col-
lecting fields (i.e., not new subjeét fields, but old
subject fields hitherto ignorediby a given library)
seems due ultimately to diminish, simply because
new fields for collectingtare some day bound to
become exhausted. 3"

Second, a simildtsort of growth, a growth due
to the extensior of the collecting interest of 2 given
library intofew geographical areas, seems also due
ultimately.(tb diminish, because there is bound
some tine to be an end to such new geographical
arcass’

W\ Third, such growth as is due to the increased
“\publicational output that results from a general
increase of population seems due ultimately to di-

* The war will undoubtedly affect the growth-rate temporarily,
but, almost surely, only temporarily.

t1In a recent letter to the writer Mr. Keyes D. Metcalf, of the
Harvard University Library, for example, says on this point: “It 18
perfectly true that for the past two or Lhree generations we have
been unwilling to face the growth of the future, . . . But I am con-

vinced that a turn in the road has come. Curves of that kind have
to change some time,”
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minish as {irst American, and later world, popula-
tion approaches the stabilization point.

Fourth, such growth as is due to the increased
publicational output that results from the con-
tinual raising of the cultural—and hence of the
book-writing and book-reading— level scems due
to slow down, in proportion as the 0ptir_num cul
tural level tends to become universal. A

Now, obviously, thesc are all very long-faﬁge
and exceedingly complex factors, factor&ih‘at are
here baldly summarized in absurdly ovéxsimplified
abbreviation. And, although it is al;t%’ether_ likely
that they all may ultimately h_a\{e’:ﬂ’leir effect upon
the rate of research library growth, it is also alto-
gether likely that that effg¢tmay, for many years
to come, be an almost ilﬁpe“rceptible one. In other
words, although sla(:keﬁing of the growth-rate is
remotely probzflblr;',\it offers no possibility of reliel
to our librarictso far as the forsecable future is
concerned. D ' '

Further:ﬁlo're, in fairness, it must be admitted
that, a¥gtimentative formulae can be developed
wl;i’&i"exactly contradict every single one of the

.Qi“g"umcnts summarized above; and-—unfortu-

g

\‘:

nately for our libraries—they are formulae which
sound almost equally plausible. Thus, for example,
it can be argued that: - o
A. Entirely new subject ficlds may be devecloped,
fields so important in the volume of their respec-
tive literatures as to wipe out completely any ad-
vantages gained by decreases in the output of other

N
\Y,
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fields. (Take aviation as an example: forty years
ago there was practically nothing; today there is a
veritable deluge of book, pamphlet and periodical
materials.)

B. Although it is true that we may, after a while,
have no new geographical areas left to collect from,
it is entirely possible that we may be offered néy=
geographical sovereignties and such new sovereign-
ties will be, from a publishing—and so fﬁom a li-
brary—standpoint, to all intents and putposcs, new
areas. Europe, for example, was actwaly no larger
inareain 1g2o than it was in 1g19¢btit the number
of its independent countrigf_had been almost
doubled by the first World War. And that doubling
in the number of its countitics meant, not only new
languages and new lgteratures which sought, and
recelved, publishiify expression; but also whole
new sets of gover\n}nent documents, of new society
publications, oF new periodicals, etc. The total
pubhshmg ottput of Zurope nearly doubled be-
tween 1916 and 1920. Or, to take another exam-

e, Né# Guinea is now little more than a name

Eie map; but, not 1mp0551b1y, thanks to air con-

..<th10n1ng and to advances in tropical medicine, it
)y may, 2 century hence, be another Japan or Aus-
tralia in population, in culture, and in wealth, with
all—book-wise, and so library-wise—that that de-
velopment in population, culture, and svealth
would mean. .

C. It 1s true that the cultural level of the world

may ultimately approach a theoretical optimurm,
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that optimum being reached, of course, when every
world inhabitant has become an “inteliectual,”
i.e., a regular book and periodical reader and user.
But, obviously, that optimum lies still far off in the
distant future; and, before it comcs to pass, there I\
are bound to be enormous further increases in the A
world’s book and periodical outputs—mcreases{x‘ “
which libraries must somehow find ways to absorb

All of which resolves itsclf into this: ase an in-
tensely practical matter librarians and\:eﬁhcators
cannot look to the outside world for a % solutxon of
their problem of research library growth. 1f they
do, they are surely going to be ovﬁmvhelmed They
must find a solution 1hemscl\rcs

E N
™}
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CHIAPTER 2

WHAT DO WE MEAN BY “RESEARCH
LIBRARY’? e
THIS problem of library growth has been §e£§¥red
.~ .to as the problem of one particularZkind, or
type, of library, of what we called¥idsearch K-

- braries.” It is not a problem of “public libraries,”

for example (except a few great public libraries,
like the Boston Public and thewNew York Public,
which are also great researgh libraries). Nor is it
a problem of most collegeNibraries, although a few
of them also are—indthe curricular ficlds which
they cover-——reseagc"h libraries. Most of our great
research libraries‘are university libraries. Finally,
we must always bear in mind that rescarch libraries
do not hav¢”to be large: there are many highly
specialized research libraries; and highly special-
izeskﬁbi‘aries are, naturally, small.

WNevertheless, when a librarian sees the phrase

N : y o . . ..
() Tesearch library,” it brings to his mental vision a

\

) “rather definite concept. What he sees is a vast

aggregation of all sorts of book and periodical and
Manuscript materials, assembled together, not for
sustamed, or for pleasurable, reading—indeed, in

a sense, not for reading at all—but for “research,”
20

A

N
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that-is, for the purposes of scholarly investigation.
Research libraries are, primarily, the stored-up
knowledge of the race, warehouses of fact and sur-
mise, in all their forms and infinitely remote
ramifications, the raw material from which our
humanists and our sclentists are going to develop
later new facts and fresh surmises. Research mas

terials arc in a sense the building blocks of civili=

ration; and the storage clement in the functlon
ol the research library—just the sheer; holdmg
of book and periodical materials, not"fbr any im-
mediate use at all, but for some p05§1b1e and pos-
sibly very remote, future uscAds an exiremely
important, but not always very well understood
part of that function.

But, in order clearly, ]ip:imderstand the various
sub-problems inio which this problem of research
library growth divides iiself, it is desirable that we
know a little m’e}c delinitely what we are talking

~about. What“d6 we mean when we say “research

materialy®dnto what main classes do they divide
themseles? What are their outstanding character-
istigsy(characteristics, that is, which they have in

' Q mon?

* One basic distinction very commonly made be-

" tween: research and non-research materials is the

line drawn betwecn primary and secondary, be-
tween books which are a first publication of ob-
served or recorded or deduced fact, and books
which arc merely rewritings of such first-hand pub-
lications. All “popular” books, that is all hooks

Q"
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written for that hypothetical person known as the
“general reader,” are sccondary in their char-
acter.

In every library certain broad categories of ma-
terial at once divide themselves—vith many indi-
vidual exceptions—into primary and secondary.
Most Government Documents, for cxample, aré),
primary material, the basic stuff of rescarch(for
those disciplines having to do with lnstory, eco-
nomics and government, and also for certadh of the
sciences, notably geology and biology, @hly a small
proportlon of documents (such poQulfmntlons as
the “Farmers’ Bulletin” series,. dor example) are
secondary in character. Peno(‘hcals are cither pri-
mary or secondary, dcpcn,d,mg on whether they are
intended for the generalieader or for the specialist
In any given subject ‘feld. In our mind’s eye the
former may loomJarger, becanse every day we see
more of themg (nit, in number of titles, special-
subject perigdicals outnumber general ones a hun-
dred to g’ Newspapers perform a dual function.
As curr’sm publications they are obviously for
theigencral reader; but, when they are held, bound
and indexed, they acqmre research value in many

\dlrectlons Theses, in any ficld, are—or, at least,
) are supposed to be'——prlmary material. They also
represent st'trtmg points for the development of
Further primary material.

Most laymen, when they think of a “library,”
think of it as a collection of what might be termed

“miscellaneous books” (as opposed to such specific

N\
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categories as those mentioned above—newspapers,
theses, periodicals, documents, eic.). As a matter of
fact, “books” are almost of minor importance as a
part of the contents of a great research library. And
the reason for this is that the vast majority of
“books™ are not of research calibre: they are sec-

ondary in character, rewrltmgs of original source( \

material. Literature is the most important single" -
exception: in this field the most important pritmary
material consists of “books,” i.c., the texts Qﬁa liter-
ature, whether these texts happen to béshew fiction
published last month, or medle > poems re-
printed by the Early English Tcxt‘ Socmt}r Com-
mentaries on these texts also Have research value.
In literature and in historyeperiodicals play a far
less important role thanithey do in the sciences;
and, in literature, goverhment documents seldom
play any part at alil’

Of course, tgdll of these broad allocations there
are many exqe&fons. For example, although nearly
all biography is secondary, autobiographies, per-
sonal metoirs, and collections of Ietters have pri-
mary.value. Most historical texts are secondary; bug
thework of certain historians may be so searching

:&nd s0 perspicuous as to acquire research value

‘,/

even though secondary in form. (And this last state-

ment is equally truc of secondary writing in any
subject field.) Furthermore, for some special types

of research, even material that is norinally hope-

lessly secondary may acquire research, or primary,
value of the first importance, as, for example, old
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school text-books in a critical study of teaching
methods.

Persons not familiar with the nceds of research
have at times become good-naturcdly critical of
the insistence of the truly scholarly library that al- |
most cvery sort of printed material may have, fopa
some one, at some time, rescarch value; and that, ™
accordingly, libraries are under a profound diity
to scholarship to preserve it, no matter hm\'{"}cﬁlotc
that value may secem. What these criticg domot fully
appreciate is that none of us is wisc cugtigh to know

whether the value in question is a{eally remote one
of not. \4

Inarevealing paragraph Prolessor Picrce Butler,
of the University of Chicago, points out * how the
humanist’s methods of\tvork require cxactly these
sorts of apparentl{ almost uscless materials, He
advises Amerieaihlibrarians to study these research
methods, anghhe goes on: “In particular American
librarians. :shbuld study in detail why it is that
Amerjc%ﬁ humanistic research workers must go
abﬂ\siid’ so frequently to pursue their studies. Case
§ﬁ§1dies of this cultural phenomenon will reveal

~that, contrary to the ordinary opinion of librartans,
/it is not to get access to primary source material. A
few go to study unpublished manuscripts, but a far
greater number go to examine what American li-
_brarians regard as obscure and trivial material. The

* Pierce Butler, “The Research Worker's Approach to Books—the

Huranist,” in “The Acquisition and Cataloging of Books,” edited
by William M. Randall, 1940, p. 280.



‘OF 'THE RESEARCH LIBRARY 25

advanced student of Shelley, for éxamplc, does not
go to the British Museum to study the texts of
Shelley’s own publications. We have an abundance
of these—far more than we really need—includ-
ing cven the rarest items. But we do not have, and
we are making little attempt to obtain, the great

mass of third- and fourth-rate novels, poctry, plays, { )\

schoolbooks, sermons, and political pamphlets that
were popular in Shelley’s period. Yet the studeﬂﬁ.of
Shelley must cxpose himself to those boo Phe is
to get the subjective feel of Sheltey’s batkground.
Again we do not have the lesser pcrixogljcals, ephem-
era, obscure society publications,fetc., which pre-
serve all sorts of recollection andwhemoranda where
Shelley is to be seen as a speeific human individual
and his personality is tevealed by its reactions to
the fads, enthusiasmﬁs,’Eﬁvolities, attractions, and
antipathies which dhdke up the quintessence of
life’s subjectivigi€s It is use of books such as these—
Intimate, pexsQnal, and cven trivial—that gives its
distinctive @haracter to humanistic investigations.
And untilMAmerican librarians Icarn to recognize
thci}\f’aﬁctional significance the American library
system will be unprepared to minister competently

¢to*humanistic scholarship.”

o’

But—and this is a very large “but” indeed—un-
questionably correct though Professor Butler is in
his main thesis, the fact that, somewhere, even the
most csoteric of trivia ought to be preserved for
possible future scholarly use, does not by any
means imply that every thing needs to be preserved
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everywherc—and certainly not in its original form,
It is exactly here that cooperation, restraint on col-
lecting omnivorousness by means of a division of
acquisitional fields, and reduction of bulk through
cconomies in other dircctions, are so urgently
called for.

So much then for the broad classes, or categori{s;‘“.\
into which research materials divide themselves.
‘What characteristics do they have in comuon?

One of the most important of their\common
characteristics—and it is a characte{istic which, as .

"we shall sce, is of great practical dmportance—is |
the one already alluded to, n.atiiﬁly that they are, ;i
broadly speaking, and sqrgéii'hat paradoxically
speaking, not read. Indggéi’, very frequently the re-
search worker wants nierely to make a “reference”
use of his material$; he wants to verify a date, to
find a chemical fotmtula, to check up on the terms of
an equation,,p§ﬁote the exact phraseology used in
a legal decision, to review a psychological reaction,
to obtaiﬁ.a map, to find an anatomical drawing.

k& “second characteristic common to all re-

search materials is that—again generally speaking
M:'\'j—;they are comparatively little used. The simple
< “law of averages would of itself make this true. A
' given university may have nine thousand students
of undergraduate grade, as against one thousand of
graduate calibre. But, when it comes to the books

in its libraries, 100,000 volumes of them may serv:

ice, and service very well, its entire undergraduate
requirements, while its remaining goo,000 volumes
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are being held solely, or almost solely, for graduate
and faculty use. This works out, at the start, to an
almost hundred-to-one ratio; that is, in that uni-
versity, on the average, undergraduate books get a
hundred times as much use as research books. O

When we examine sample bits of research ma-(),
terial we see at once why its use is slight. Reseaxch® -
workers are always working on intellectual~on-
tiers. They are continually pushing keen Gbserva-
tion, shrewd guess, and brilliant deduction out into
the black Unknown Country of the ¥hind that sur-
rounds on every side the little haIQIi\ghted spot that
we call “civilization.” We al\kwlow that fronticr
lines—any sort of frontier liges—are far fung and
thin and remote. The fromtier lines of the mind are
no exception. Alreadyfhey have become so remote,
and so thin, that I}Q"one is able to be familiar with,
or even to undewstand the terminology of, any
more than oue small segment of them.

The bogk-and periodical materials in our re-
search libfaries are nothing more or less than the
concfeté embodiment of thesc frontiers of the
m:rﬁ in fact, in a very real sense, they are the fron-

~tiers. And each year, as new research pushes. the
C V“lines out farther and farther, and as they so get

“siretched thinner and thinner, the use of each seg-
ment of the line, that is, of each section of our li-
brary rescarch materials, tends—and must tend
—to get steadily less. Indeed, one can go so far as to
say that, if something that we had previously
thought was research material is being frequently
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used, that very frequency of use proves that it has
ceased to be research materiall

The third characteristic common to all research
materials is that they are used—and that they can
be used—only by those who have gained a certain
level of intellectual competency, that is, by those:}
whom, for want of a better word, we call “scholafs}”
And this exclusiveness of appeal that surroutids all
research material goes vastly further thati“Increly
a differentiation of scholars from thesunschooled
mass of the population. Each scholdx) as was sug-
gested a paragraph or two above,;iﬁ}i'h turn, compe-
tent—that is thoroughly competent—only in the
usc of his own very special.fimaterials. Few scholars
can even so much as undérstand the meaning of
research materials in fields beyond their own nar-
row periphery. (Qfily of the librarian is there as-
sumed a sort ofg{rifellectual omniscience—of course
mvainl)

But what librarians have, perhaps, not always
sufﬁciex}ﬂy realized is that, just because the users
of reééifch material are on a different intellectual
lq?e_ from all other library users, they require a
L ':’q ite different sort of library service, a service de-
N/ Veloped from a quite different library method-

ology. The cataloging that is best for callow under-
graduates is not at all the best for full professors.
"The binding that is necessary for books used for

reserve reading is not at all the best for rare, or for

rarely used, rescarch materials, Th

1

. : e shelving tech-
lguesusedina browsing room are

not, necessarily,
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the most effective ones for a research library’s
stacks.

All three of these characteristics—relatively
short use, relatively infrequent use, relatively high
specialization in use—should be constantly kept in

mind in the discussions that follow. To those fa- y
miliar with rescarch materials they are 0bv10us\ )
But, just because they are, they have tended tg be

overlooked; and the overlooking of them 4{& “the
past has frequently complicated, quitg-furneccs-
sarily, a good many library problems \\ 4

N

®



CHAPTER 3

THE FOUR MAIN FACTORS OF THE
GROWTH PROBLEM .x:}

™\

THE library growth problem is a prgb’léxﬁ, of

course, primarily because it costs ahoney, a
great deal of money. Every volumeiadded to a li-

-brary involves it in so much additional expense.

This added expense divides its&lf’ into four main
parts: 1. acquisitional cost {1)¢., the original fur-
chase cost of the books atid periodicals which the
library acquires, toge*thér with the expense in-
volved in acquiring them) 2. physical preparation
for use (i.e., binding in those cases where binding
is required, \Phls certain other minor accessory
operationg™such as plating, back-strip marking,
page cumng, etc.), §. bibliographical preparation
(1. e\‘iﬂhat we call catalogmg) and 4. storage (i.e.,

| _th@shelvmg and maintenance of material after it
' ';has been prepared for use).

To gain a rough idea of the relative importance
of these four main categories of cost, the figures of
the Wesleyan University Library * may be inform-

*
- tOuc of the few reseaych libraries which has attempted exact
Chr:ﬂ;;cg:;tﬁ:gaand tl—;? only one which, in its cost fipures, has in-

as well as direct costs, and has kept costs Over
a long extended period, . pe i

a0

Q!
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ative. They are (average per volume): 1. acquisi-
tional cost $.95; 2. binding (and all minor physical
preparation) cost §.40; g. cataloging cost $1.05;
4. storage cost (capitalized) $.75; or a total, per
volume, cost of $g.15. As averages, these figures are
reasonably trustworthy. Of course ali of them will

vary somewhat as between this particular library ),

and any other; but it is probable that, if cost figutes
were available for our hundred largest research
libraries, their averages wounld agree fairly losely
with those just quoted. Each one of thefiurequires,
however, some further explanauon \)

Most laymen, if they had nevet\secn any ﬁgurcs
of library cost, would probahlythink that “pur-
chase cost” was the main cgpense incurred in add-
ing a book to a library. That it is not the above fig-
ures make clear. Thereare several reasons why; but
by far the most imp@stant one is that a large propor-
tion of the book§ Which a research library receives
it gets gratis XQver the last twelve years Wesleyan,
for exampl(:';édded, on the average, about sixteen
thousand,volumes a year. Of these it bought only
'tbomifour thousand. And, of these four thousand,
OHlY 2 little over half were books which it bought

e the ordinary sense of the word. The other half
\J were books which it obtained by binding up peri-

odicals which it had subscribed for. Besides the'
four thousand books which it bought, the Wesleyan
library received, on the average, seven thousand
volumes a year as gifts from its alumni, about a
‘thousand volumes by exchange with other libraries.
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and four thousand volumes as gifts {rom other
sources, viz. the documents of all sorts of govern-
ment bodics, the reports and bulletins of associa-
tions and institutions, the transactions of learned
societies, the publications of colleges and universi-
ties, free material sent out by commercial {irms, eiCh,

etc. The 2,200 “books” which it bought cost iton™

the average slightly over $2.90 each. The 3,800
volumes of periodicals which it “boughtA cdst it
(that is their subscription cost only, nogtheir bind-
ing) slightly over $4.90 each. It is wheh these two
purchase costs are averaged witH{the cost of the
twelve thousand volumes thapftreceived free that
we arrive at its net average,p}iféhase-cost of ninety-
five cents a volume, 8

Over the original cast of such of his materials as
he has to buy the(ibrarian has only a relatively
slight measur.e.eféontrol. He may try to spend his
book funds ‘e&homicaﬂy; and most librarians do.
But he has-fo buy in an open market, in which

- N\ . N
. prices {agve, for a variety of reasons and with only

verghinor and very transient declines, risen stead-

) 11)‘ or many years. Book and periodical prices de-
.~..-,“pend mainly on manufacturing costs; and, in book

manufacturing, by far the largest single factor 18
labor. Since printing wages in this country have
:jldvanced over 1509, in the last thirty years, noth-
Ing that the librarian could do prévented a cor-
relative rise in the cost of the books that he bought.

Binding costs fall into somewhat the same cate-
gory as book purchase costs. Over them, as such,

N\
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the librarian has little control. A few libraries oper-
ate their own binderies; but this is almost always
done for service reasons, rather than with any ecxpec-
tation that it will reduce binding cost. Both bind-
ing labor and binding materials have risen greatly
during the last three decades; and binding costs
have, of necessity, risen correspondingly. In Weses
leyan’s bindery-—for Wesleyan happens to beone
of the libraries which does operate its own, tii}ldéry
—the cost of binding, average per voliine, was
around $1.50. This is a rather higliyper-volume
figure—due to the fact that Wesléyan's binding
consists very largely of the bii}(ﬁﬁg up of periodi-
cals, a relatively expensive gort. (But this fact 18
equally true of other ’I‘clééarch libraries.) That
Wesleyan’s actual avelage binding cost is only
twenty-five cents a#dlume is due to the fact that

. itis called upon:ts{ bind only one book out of every

AN

o i,

six that it acqui}éé. The rest comc in alrcady bound.
(Minor ph;{sicél “processing’”’ costs, which are here
included\ih ““binding”—work which has to be
done 61 all books, whether they come in bound or
ﬂp;é-add the other fifteen cents per volume.)

“When we come to the third category of library
cost, cataloging, we come to the onc over which
more ink has been spilt than over any other. To
the layman cataloging is an esoteric, and indced an
almost inexplicable, process. He reads such figures
as those cited above—$.g5 as the average purchase
cost of 2 Iibréry book, and $1.05 as the average cost
of cataloging it--and is profoundly puzzled. Some-
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how this relationship doesn’t seem right. Some
librarians have been known to advocate throwing
out certain books, or certain whole classes of books,
for no reason whatever except that ““it would cost
so much to catalog them.” This does sound a lictle,
curious, doesn’t it? What these librarians wete)
really saying was this: ‘“We advocate depriving the
users of our library of all opportunity to useeertain
rarely used books; and we advocate this béczuse the
machinery which we have devised toumake their
use of books easier has become so c@}lplicated, and
50 expensive, that we cannot qﬂ?}:ﬁ‘d to apply it to
the books in question.” O
Many thoughtful libratiahs are admitting that

there is something Wrong with our present catalog-
ing picture. Yet theyaré not at all agreed as to what
is wrong; and, evenh when they are, they are not at
all sure what ()Qg}lt to be done to correct it. At one
extreme arethose who refuse to admir that present
catalogingcosts are—relatively speaking—exces-
sive. Abthe other extreme are
believe them excessive, but ha
{o th

S \men

those who not only
ve reluctantly come
¢ conclusion that nothing less than a funda-
tal change in our cataloging approach will
meet the growth situation we face,

_One difficulty about library cataloging is that
librarians have not yet been able
fundamentally speaking,
the bulky mass of min
“codes” that catalogers
ing up over the last eig

to agree on what,
it is for, When one faces
utely ramified cataloging
have been patiently build-
hty years, and examines the
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imposing body of scholarly precedent and dogma
that guides them in their work, it may sound ab-
surd to assert that they are not yet agreed as to what
they are trying to do. But it is a fact none the less.
As Arthur Berthold puts it: “We have a remark-

ably well developed professional technique, butes,

hardly any professional philosophy. We are stillig
the dark as to the meaning of our work.” - \
Just what is this basic disagreement among li-
brarians as to what a library catalog i§ for> Therc
are two schools. On the one side are those catalogers
who look upon the catalog as an gﬁﬁ‘ in itself, who
say that it is a reference tool igdits’own right, a tool
which conceivably would begf great use to rescarch
workers even if no librarpexisted behind i¢ at all. *
On the other side are é{rﬁaliy great cataloging au-
thorities who say t}@:f: this concept 1s all wrong; that
a catalog has ne exeuse for existence except to pro-
vide a means.to an end, that end being 1o put a
library usc‘(‘in'touch with the book that he seeks.
Dr. E»C. Richardson, then the librarian of the
Princéton University Library, thus once defined
tl}ej'ﬁmction of the library catalog: 1 It is, he says,

Ato connect a reader surely and promptly with the

Nt o

book that he wants to use.” And he adds: “Every-
thing in cataloging which is not necessary for that
purpose is a luxury.” Professor Harvie Branscomb,
then librarian of Duke University, in a recent book

*For this view sce U. § Library of Congress, “Report Df_ the

Librarian of Congress,” 1985, p. 241 . . N
+ Ernest €, Richardson, “The Curse of Bibliographic Cataloging,
in his “Some Aspects of Cooperative Cataloging,” 1934 P- 1+

Q"
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from which we shall have occasion to quote further
a little later, puts this same idea in these words: *
“Catalogs were created to inform readers what
“books the library possesses and where they are.
‘Their basic purpose, in other words, is to serve as 8
finding lists.” But the catalogers of the oppositigf),
school, the “bibliographic catalogers,” imimegdi-
ately point out that Dr. Richardson has qualilied
his own definition when he admitted intpdéthe two
question- beﬁgmg words “surely’” and\! 1)1omley
For, they say, it is only by means of tiiat exact and
elaborate “bibliographic cataloging” which they
_insist is necessary, thata a:ataleagr can give the reader
his information with “surely” and “‘promptitude.”
Here, as in so many similar cases, what both sides
forget is that all qualitative terms are relative, not
absolute, What’Di. Richardson meant to say was,
undoubtedly;\"fﬁith as much surety and prompti-
tude as it is'possible to secure at reasonable cost'’;
and whatéhe bibliographic catalogers really want
Is exaetly the same thing! They both know per-
feb(ly well that no amount of cost will ever bring
s ;fbsolute accuracy in cataloging. Their real point of
N 0) ) disagreement is this: how much cost for cataloging
is, all things considered, a “reasonable” one? In
_. other words, their whole controversy boils down to
specilic figures. The “bibliographic catalogers,” in
effect, assert that we can properly afford to spend
as much to catalog a book as it costs to buy it in the
firsc place. The “finding-Jist catalogers,” critics of

* Harvie Branscomb, ¢ “Teaching with Books,” 1540, p. 224,
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such ultra-expensive, “bibliographic” cataloging,
say that to spend that much shows a warped scnse
of proportion. S

As has already been suggested, there is one factor
that librarians, in their discussions of cataloging
cost and adequacy, have failed to take sufficiently,
into account, namely the kind of patronage foi
which the catalog which they are makings, in-
tended. In any very large research library 1\t:may be
ventured that half, or nearly half, off@ll*the use
which the catalog gets is a use, of ene sort or an-
other, made of it by the libraryigz&-vn staff. _The
acquisition department uses igniw' checking against
duplication in ordering; thegdataloging department,
in doing further cataloging; the binding depart-
ment, in collating holdings; the reference depart-
ment, in compiling. bibliographies (and in many
other ways); theinter-library loan department, in
searching -want . etc. And it may be further ven-
tured thatiit is mainly this use—Dby the library’s
own staff<which is very much aided by 2 catalog
x-vh:rgh“.\{é a bibliographical tool. It is the outside
us,ér\ of the Library who is more likely o find the

o finding-list” type of catalog, in most cases, T€a0N-
\J ably adequate.

But, even if the statement made in this last para-
graph should be true, it should not be miscon-
strued, It is nof intended to be an advocacy of
“finding-list” cataloging. My own fecling is that
this whole “theory of cataloging” controversy has
been a hunting for economy in the wrong direc-

N
n\
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tion. Simplified cataloging (i.c., “finding-list” cata-
loging), even though it be carried just as far as it is
possible to carry 1t, will save us relatively little. At
the same time it will deprive us of information

which, while it may not be essential, we can il af-

ford to lose, because its omission will be not wa®,
likely to cost us, in other directions, as much as"bhe'
savings which it succeeds in effecting. A\

It should also be emphasized, before x\xe go fur-
ther; that the fact that our present cataibging cOsts
are over a dollar a volume is not _the fault of our
catalogers. They do the work th,&iﬂgre called upon
to do with far more than avéxage efficiency. Lay-

men are very far afield indéed when they conceive

of cataloging as being ngthing but a copying off of
title pages on cards~Jf that were 21l that it is, it

| wouldn’t cost a (}({liar a volume to do 1t. Also there

would be nocataloging profession. In practice the
cataloging ol many of the most innocuous looking
of books¢bristle with very genuine bibliographical
difficuleies. Any one doubting this statement has
OQ?YO glance over a few pages of the last edition

R Qfthe official “Cataloging Code.” The result would
) ’probab!y be the acquirement of a new respect for
- cataloging and catalogers. No, the impasse that

cataloging is in does not lie at the door of those who
are domg it: it lies higher up. -

But this is not to say that savings—and very
material savings—in cataloging cost are not possi-
ble. They are. But they lie, not in any revision of
the details of our cataloging rules, but in the elimi-
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ation of our present duplication of cataloging
vork. We must try to develop some way to stop our
resent recataloging of the same book a thousand
imes in a thousand libraries. If we could eliminate
hat, then we could retain on our catalog cards
wvery scrap of the “bibliographic™ information

hat we find useful there—and might even add(

nore—and yet cut our present dollar—a—volumé.
ataloging cost down to a very few cents a vol{ine.
This is the sort of cataloging saving thatJd§ worth
yoing after. - A

We now come to the fourth factor"in library
srowth cost, book storage. It doedd’t buik as large
1 dollars and cents as some ofithe others; but it is
he most spectacular, for it9s here that doubling
very sixtecn years becories tangible and visible.
Yet, of all the four fag@i’s of cost, storage has always
rppeared, to both Wibrarians and administrators, as
he most nearly, ftreducible one. o say that, in
ome way or(another, cataloging cost can be re-
luced sounils’plausible. It sounds at least theoreti-
ally p sé}b‘le in some way to cut binding cost. But
ook gterage cost is something else again. A book
s, z(fv'éry solid bit of substance. It takes up definite
.’éoin on a shelf, and it isn’t compressible. Nor can
ny particular economy be effected by providing
torage on a mass production basis, for two books of
he same size take just twice as much space as one.
That is why possible savings in storage cost have
10t yet received the study they deserve.



CHAPTER 4

PAST ATTEMPTS AT SOLUTION--—- .

“WEEDING OUT” & \)
HEN 2 librarian comes to the administfative
oflicers of his institution, or to llis.mQG{z‘ird of
trustees, pointing out to them that his difrary is, or
soon will be, in pressing need of mpre’stack space,
he is practically certain to get, flioi:lq:at least one of
them, this suggestion: “Why don’t you weed out?
You admit that a lot of the lipeks in the library are
very seldom used: if that is¥he case, why do you keep
them?” Nor does this Suggestion come only from
laymen. Only a few{thonths ago one of our leading
cducational jowrfaals reprinted an address on “The
TFuture of t@e’College Library” by the president of
a Well-kr:lowrf mid-western college. In it he said:
Wec\ant afford to build a new library building
evehystwenty years . . . What can we do? We can
Fl}}l, we can weed, we can keep . . . at some rea-
. : “sonable figure, say fifty thousand volumes.” In this
\./ _chapter an endeavor will be made to show that
“weeding out,” whatever else it may be, Is not in
any sense a “solution” for the problem of growth.
In practice most “weeding out” proposals con-

fuse the problem of library growth with two closely
. o
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related questions: “Should college libraries for
undergraduates contain research materials?” and
“If they do, cannot they treat such materials as
‘revolving collections’® Can’t they discard old books
as fast as new ones come in?” Let’s try to clear the
ground by answering these two questions first.

A few years ago Dr. Harvie Branscomb, then the
librarian of Duke University, published his noga
ble study of college libraries, “Feaching with
Books,” which has been already referred e Be-
cause he wrote under the auspices of an. assbaatlon,
not of librarians, but of college admigigtr:itive ‘ofli-
cers, and, because he was himself nopalibrarian by
profession but a previous teachjrifg\ member of the
Duke faculty, he brought to ¢he library problems

which he discussed a stimudatingly fresh viewpoint. -

He began, it would appé;ii‘, pretty fally accepting
~ the idea that a college library is under no obliga-
tion to acquire, ofifo hold, research materials, for
most college hbranes 'do not do this. But, after
visiting somse' 3f our colleges along the northeast-
ern scaboara he was puzzled. '

pecifically he says: “Research materials. To -

What\}xtent should the college purchase these? Cer-

talrﬂy the thesis that research is a function of a-

™ umversuy, and not of a college, cannot be admitted,
since investigation and inquiry are essential to any
faculty if it is not to become stale. On the other
hand, research collections are enormously expen-
sive, both to sccure, to catalog, and to house.” What
he finally concludes is that most colleges will have

AN
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to limit their desires for research materials, and
will have to depend upon the generosity of other
libraries for what they need. But he admits that
“there is no easy solution” to this problem; and
feels that cooperation among neighboring libraries 0
is perhaps the most promising way out, He also co;:r-\..’\
siders it “practical and fair” to make a distingtion
“berween research materials which will sérve a
number of readers and those which wilkbe used
almost entirely by one individual”’; ahd €oncludes
that every college library, even those giving no
graduate work, ought to buy ‘tasic research ma-
‘terials . . . as far as funds ,gi'iﬁit.”

But does even this modified concept of “college
library” go far enough £ fit all cases? Dr. Brans-
ccomb admits that itis hecessary to provide some
‘Tesearch materiz{l.s\'ﬂsr faculty members: but he says
nothing about{providing them for graduate stu-
dents, simplyybecause he does not feel-—perhaps
quite properly—that graduate students have any
placgwiﬁl\i college. And yet some colleges do have
gradwate students; and others—a further compli-

"\,g:'é.ti.on—have “honors students”; that is, students
\»\} " ’Whp are not doing real research work, but who are,
to some extent, using its techniques, and, in any
event, are making constant use of its materials. At
Wesleyan our (relatively few) graduate students
use nearly two thousand volumes each year, our
honqrs students about six thousand volumes a year.
BeCél}lSC these volumes are used for research, or
quasi-research, they are highly specialized—which
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means that most of the eight thousand titles that
arc being used this year are not the eight thousand
that were used last year, nor are they the eight thou-
sand which will be used next year. Wesleyan has
never felt that it wanted mainly to “depend upon
the generosity of other libraries,” either for thesc
eight thousand volumes of student research mad

terial borrowings every year, or for the ten thou

sand volumes a year of research materials which its
{aculty charges out.* It has therefore foundhit neces-
sary to build up foritself a very considerable library
of research materials. And it has dége this despite
the fact that it is, avowedly aweD frankly, only a
“college.” Nor is Wesleyan in any sense uniquetin
this. Exactly the same sig&éﬁi’én exists at Ambherst,
Wellesley, Bowdoin, ij\fa‘r’thmore, Williams, Vas-
sar, Mount Holyoke{Smith, and a score or more of
ather colleges sztﬁe same general size and type. So
much for quest\l‘éh one. '

Now for question two, and for the fallacy behind
it—for ghiee is a fallacy behind it—the idea that
colleg€ Mbraries, even if they do feel that it is neces-
Sa}‘y‘h)r them to acquire a certain minimum of re-

search materials, can, nevertheless, by some sort
Yof a continual “weeding out” process, keep them-
selves at a “reasonable” fixed point, keep them-
selves “‘revolving collections,” never growing any

* Since Wesleyan's is an “open acccss”. library, these figures cover
only books which were taken out of the library building, and so were
“chatged” to their borrowers. They take no account of those volumes

—perhaps three or four times as many in number—which were used
within the library, and of which no statistical record was kept.

N

N
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larger. This idea surrounds itself with a certain
aura of plausibility, Why then do all college librar-
ies, large and small, keep right on growing, and
growing fairly rapidly? In the last twenty years half
a dozen brand-new colleges have started out sternly,
resolved to make the “revolving collection” theory))
their library policy. Not one has succeeded. | (0
The rock on which the revolving-collection,
fixednumber-of-volumes theory always féitnders is
what the librarian calls “continuatioh ™ i.c., peri-
odicals, government documents,',sx}ciety transac-
tions, and the like. These continve to grow indef-
initely; and, for any libraryChaving them, that
growth is unescapable. ToYarge degree “‘miscel-
laneous books” can b,q.'{effiminated; they can be
thrown away, and réplaced by newer ones (al-
though, even in ghelir case, elimination is hedged
about with mm{?;\practical difficulties; and, despite
theory, the;e:always results, in practice, a steady, if
slower, nefgrowth). But there is no practicable way
by which'a library can cut off the lengthening of its
setgofscholarly “continuations.” It is impossible to
. diteard the earlier volumes of the Early English
- OText Society and Hansard and the U. §. Geological
N/ Survey Bulletins and Chemical Abstracis just be-
cause later volumes are coming out; for, if the li-
brary needs any volumes of these sets—and of a
thousand other similar sets—it needs all of them.
. The result is that no library, large or small,
which takes material of this sort—and it can't do
effective teaching at even the college level unless it
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does take it—can help growing larger. No librarian
with any practical knowledge of college library

administration would undertake to keep any col--
lege library at a fixed size, and, at that size, to main- -

tain its scholarly quality. (In fact, if he were really

experienced, he would not even undertake to keep A
{ N\

it at a fixed size!) He would know that he was beipg
asked to do the impossible. ~\
But there is an even broader reason why, ‘:r:evdlv-
ing collections” are impossible: the basie reason
that makes all research libraries growis the fact
that human knowledge is contip@aﬁy growing in
volume, and there is no way fprjlibraries to escape
the result of that growth. Forpopular consumption
knowledge can be, to sorag extent, omitted or di-
gested or condensed. Bitt, for scholarly use, we can

+ omit and conder}%-"and digest only within very

narrow limits¢ingdeed: every scholar wants to do
his own omitt,ip\g"and digesting. Furthermore it will
be noticed@hiat over the decades our popular refer-
ence bopks—our dictionaries, cyclopedias, and the
likexLalso get steadily larger. _

. }B}lt' there is another question—and a very prac-

~tical one—which colleges of the Wesleyan, Am-

herst, Vassar type would have toanswer should they
decide to cease holding research materials. Suppose
that Wesleyan, for example, did decide to “weed
out,” decided to fall back, for such research ma-
terials as it might thereafter need, upon “the
generosity of its neighbors.” The que§tion it
would then face might prove an cmbarrassing one:

Q"
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“Which one of my neighbor libraries shall I pick
to be my ‘generous benefactor’?” For would that
neighbor be able, and willing, to oblige? And par-
ticularly would it be able and willing, if all of

-Wesleyan's sister colleges decided to follow its lead

and also become “revolving collections”—and sgékx
ers after a generous benefactor? O

Last of all, borrowing instead of owning\is not
always even an economical policy. A y@i' amount
of research material—many goveisiment docu-
ments and society publications, fonéxample—may
be had free of charge. And, ¢yén“though this free
material involves cataloging:ﬁﬁd storage costs, ‘it
must be remembered thaginter-library loans also

cost money. Indeed, in¥dme cases, the cost of bor-

rowing a given volume is about as great as the cost
of possessing it, At present the cost of making an
inter-libraryde@nt runs from $1.00 to $1.50 peritem.
This is unmecessarily high. But, even if it should
be cut irChalf, the borrowing of twenty thousand,
or mare; research volumes every year would in-
ve{v"b,‘for any college library, a substantial expense.

. ~;§i}t11e case of rare and expensive items borrowing
< offers a library real help; but it is no panacea; it has

its limjtations,

There is another fallacy-—less wide spread, but
almost as tenacious—the fallacy that a research li-
brary does not need to aim at completeness in the
special subject fields that it covers, but may be
deliberately “selective”—and stil] continue to be
a true research library. Yet, when one thinks about
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it, it is easy to sce that the very phrase “selective
research library” is a contradiction of terms. In
practice, stern financial necessity forces every re-
search library to be “selective.” But this sort of
selectivity is a quite different matter. Every faculty,
provided with the most important periodicals in .
its frelds, wants the next most important ones, Tod N,
think that one can create an ideal research library
out of a selection of the “best” books in thejﬁci'as
that it covers is to be completely unawereof the
true character of research materials. Tie'geologist
developing an ecological thesis dogsi’t want a “se-
lection” of “the best” state geolggical builetins: he
wants—and quite properly wamts— all of them.
The historian doing resear¢hin the American Givil
War doesn’t want a fewsof its better written regi-
mental histories: he ants all of them, for, in even
the poorest oncs,:tﬁére may be vital facts recorded
nowhere else.y N .

So far weshave discussed the research material
problems\iif\ small libraries, college libraries. But
the prehlem we are now considering is not prima-
rily€heir problem at all. What we want to know is
:x‘{}ié‘ther our great research libraries can find in -
\m y“sveeding out” any solution for the problem of
growth. _

It has been perfectly evident that, lying behind
every suggestion that college libraries might “weed
out,” there has been a tacit assumption that they
could do this because they could find some larger
library ready and willing to provide their faculties
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storage where the material is still available for use.
Nor does it mean the weeding out of inter-library
duplicates under some cooperative arrangement by
which adequate copies of items are retained for N
joint vse. It means a complete discarding, a uni- >
lateral weeding out, done entirely to scrve:.,@“f-’
interest, 2 weeding out consisting of the gl:i‘rh'ina-

tion of material—and nothing more. ON
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CHAPTER j

PAST ATTEMPTS AT SOLUTION— A
ECONOMIES IN METHOD AN\
ATL attempts which have been made t@ solve
rather than merely to evade, the pr‘eblem of
research library growth have taken ORNDT the other
of two directions: they have end.ea\fored to effect
economy in the individual hb‘ra’ﬁr by a reduction
in the cost of some part of its own practice: or they
have endeavored to effectieeonomies in all librar-
ies, or in a group of lib§ﬁfiés, through the introduc-
tion of some sort ofrepoperation among them.

We have alrea{fi? remarked that most of the at-
tempts so far thade to effect economies in method
have been, made in cataloging; and that, despite
this con€entration of effort, the net accomplish-
menttodate has been almost nil. The reason for this
st success is not far to seek. Despite the criti-

,ﬂsms of present cataloging practice offered by the
’~”ﬁndmghst” school of catalogers, most of the in-

formation now on our catalog cards has been put

there because it has proved useful to have it there.

Furthermore—unfortunately——the items that are

less essential happen to be the least expensive ones.

The most important part of the whole cataloging
51
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storage where the material is still available for use.
Nor does it mean the weeding out of inter-library
duplicates under some cooperative arrangement by
which adequate copies of items are retained for
joint use. It means a complete discarding, a uni-
lateral weeding out, done entirely to serve self--. N
interest, 2 weeding out consisting of the ehmm(\

tion of material—and nothing more. {5.\
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CHAPTER 5

PAST ATTEMPTS AT SOLUTION-—
ECONOMIES IN METHOD O\
NS ©
ALL attempts which have been made to solye;
rather than merely to evade, the problemn of
research library growth have taken one oxthe other
of two directions: they have endecavored to effect
economy in the individual library, by 2 reduction
in the cost of some part of its owai\practice: or they
have endeavored 1o effect econodmies in all librar-
ics, or in a group of librarig&,i’tﬁrough the introduc-
tion of some sort of cooperation among them.

We have already rémarked that most of the at-
tempts so far madetd effect economies in method
have been madeénn cataloging; and that, despite
this concengration of effort, the net accomplish-
ment to da\téilas been almost nil. The reason for this
small. siigcess is not far to seek. Despite the criti-
cism§'of present cataloging practice offered by the
“finding-list” school of catalogers, most of the in-

\"“ formation now on our catalog cards has bfeen put
there because it has proved useful to have it there.
Furthermore—unfortunately—the items that are
less essential happen to be the least expensive ones.
The most important part of the whole cataloging

ht
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process is what catalogers call the “determination
of main entry,” that is the deciding upon, and the
securing of full information regarding, the name
of the author (or the quasi-author) under which a
given book is to be given catalog entry. But this
part of cataloging is also the most time- consummg
and the most expensive. In such cataloging mat D
ters as the details of pagination collation a few
economies might be possible; but the trouble is
that the total saving so made would be) at best,
insignificant.

 Andwhat s true of cataloging 1{“[,6 a hrge degree
true of the other routines that‘make up accepted
- library practice. Many hbrarles have been able to
cut their acquisition costs materlally by the intro-
‘duction of some form of “multipleslip” order
system. Other 11brar1cs have cut their bookkeeping
costs by the inrefliiction of columnar ledger book-
keeping; have\cuL circulation costs by installing
charging machmes have used Hollerith cards in
varlous\of their routines; have simplified binding
records; and developed cheaper binding methods.
Afid all of these things help. A few cents gained
htre, and a few there, when they are multiplied by
* hundreds of thousands of items, do count appre-
ciably in-a library’s annual budget; and some li-
braries have saved many thousands of dollars a year
by just such so-called petty economies. It is only
when econormies of this sort are matched against
the “doubling- every-sixteen-years” handicap, that
they look so inadequate as to seem almost futile.
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With the fourth cost category, storage, there 1s
a diffcrent situation. Although, as was previously
remarked, the cost of “doubling” becomes most
quickly apparent here, attempis to reduce storage
costs meet with difficulties. For one thing, unfor-
tunately, book storage costs never appear in any
library budget at anything like their true value. , O
Book storage costs depend directly on building dé&)
signn and construction: and, if an accurate accaumt-
ing of them were the rule, there would be brotight
to realization a large amount of past errox ih build-
ing, which, because it is now buriedsand unrecog-
nized, is repeated over and over again, not only in
one library building after anéther, but even in
successive additions to the sainé library building.

A large number of cg&iét’ing research libraries
have very high book stotage costs. This is not due
to any fault of their\édministrators, but to the fact
that they are sa&dl\ed with unnecessarily expensive
stacks. They. (thay be expensive because they are
stacks whithiavere excellent when they were built
but axge.;z}dw antiquated; or stacks which are of
recent-Construction but poorly designed; or stacks
.V,\Ehith were well designed but built of unne_cessaril.y

¢\ expensive materials. Over building factors of this

sort, vitally important though they are in the pic-
ture of storage cost, most librarians have lit_tle, if
any, control. Either they are faced with a fait ac-
compli when they come to a given library; or, if
new stacks are built during their own administra-
tions, they are not unlikely to find themselves
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asked to sacrifice library efficiency to architectural
appearance, or toa desire to combine library func-
tions with foreign and perhaps inimical functions,
or to a desire to effect reaily short-sighted econ-
omies. Any one of these sacrifices may add greatly,

and permanently, to a library’s storage cost withi*,

out those responsible for the decisions involyed
having the slightest idea of their real cost effect
It may be objected that the statement: anade at
the start, that comparatively little soutly has been
made regarding the posmbllmes pbrmeeting the
growth probiem through greafer’ economies in
book storage, ignores the so«Called ‘storage ware-
house” movement. It doegtnot. In this respect the
“storage warehouse” is. Jeceptive. It is true that,
for the particular llbrary which resorts to it, a stor-
age stack bulldmg thay provide more economical
storage thancif$)'own present library stack does;
but, if thisjs the case, it is due to no magic in the
phrase ¢ storage warehouse,” but simply to the fact
that lhe warehouse stack has corrected mistakes,
ql\&aste, which existed in the design, or the loca-
L :{cjion, or the materials, of the original library stack.

o ¢ 111 * LE) if - L)
¢ Just as weeding out” offers no real “solution” to

the problem of library growth, so book storage in
a warchouse stack does not. (That is, it does not if
the warehouse is one built by an individual library
for its individual use. If a cooperative element
enters into the planning and administration of the
warehouse the picture is entn‘ely altered. For the
warehouse then becomes a species of “regional li-

Q!
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brary,” that is, a form of inter-library cooperation,
And if, as such, it is properly integrated into the
cconomy of its respective parent institutions it
may effect very genuine saving for them.)

The theory behind the storage warchousc per se
(i.e., one for a single library) is that a given educa-

tional institution shall build, somewhere at a dig:™ )

tance from its library building, in a location wheve
there is adequate room for growth, and wher.é finc
tional efficiency rather than exterior ayelitectural
appearance may be made the controfling factor in
its design, a book stack building, ’laﬁn’ed and built
to be simply an eficient book sta Cbuilding. The
growth pressure upon the Sastitution’s library
building is then to be relieved by culling out of it
and moving into the Swarehouse” building, its
“Jess-used”” books. Fhere is a certain plausibility
about this suggesgibn; and, of late years, as growth
pressure has _begun to become really acute, it has
reccived contlderable attention from librarians and-
universighddministrators. The only large ware-
house so\ far buile,* however, the interesting one
fO}i’g&é Boston area, planned and organized under

&«
e

"% Although none of them involve buildings which arc actually
““storage warehouses” in the true scnse of the word, the removal of
most of the hooks of the Columbia University Library from the
Low Library to South Hall, of a large portion of ll}c hooks of the
Library of Congress from the Library Building to its Annex, of a
part of the matcrials of the New York Public lerzl_rj.r fru'm the
Library building ta loft building storage, are all ma.mfcslatwns_ of
what might be called the “storage warchouse” trend, ie., the fakm.g
of some of their books out of momumnenial and ultra-expens:wc: 1i-
brary buildings, and the putting of them into new library buildings
designed and bnilt to secure more nearly maximuom working efficiency.

Q"
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the persuasive guidance of Mr. Keyes Metcalf of
the Harvard Library, does not fit into our present
discussion because it is a cooperative one.

The reason that any single library “‘storage ware-
house” is a tacit confession of past failure to cor-,
relate architectural design and location with funcs2
tion is that there is but one logical and truly effi-
cient place to store a library’s books; and tht place
is in the library building. From the standpoints of
both administration and use that is whefe they be-

“long. And there is no valid reasor;\\xvhy it should
cost any more to give them t}ge:ré the adequately
lighted and heated, fireproofstetage that they need,
than to give them the sam;éoétdequately lighted and
heated fireproof storage’ in some other similar
building located tegrmiles away. It should cost less;
for storage in twé Jocations, one of them remote,
however 1Nf:11’\{;)12;1nned, is bound to mean some
duplication‘of operating expense and some loss of
service efiitiency. It is always true that, if stack
storz;g{sﬁn the library building costs more than
s;a&k"storage in the remote location, it is because

. \the library has had saddled upon it costs which had
£\ nothing whatever to do with its own efficient func-
¥ toning. All that any single-library storage ware-
house does is to change the situs of its library’s
growth; and merely changing the situs of its growth

- does nothing, of itsclf, either to slow up that
growth, to reduce its costs,* or otherwise to soften
. * Except as land cost is involved. But, except in some great metro-

politan center like New York, this factor usually plays a very small
part indecd in total book siecrage costs. '
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the impact of any of the problems which it creates,
Instead it, of itself, creates new expenses and fresh
problems. : _ :

If, by moving books from a library building to
its “annex’” or “warehouse,” we have ai last found
a way to keep the books in the library building “at ,
a fixed point,” we have done so simply by moving\ >
our doubling-every-sixteen-years growth-center to
the warchouse. If this is true, then, ultima'te'lff ahd
inevitably, the center of gravity of thedibrary is
going, some day, to pass to it. /¢, from 20w on, will
grow; and to it, increasingly, the*'ﬁb’rary’s users
will turn, This has alrcady happéjx%d at Columbia
University: it is in process_of-happening at the
Library of Congress. Eventﬁp&ﬂly, with all “storage
warehouses,” the original *library building” will
remain only as an ar,chiiéctural monument, a show
place for tourisis, @ vault for treasures (probably
also, in the caséof university libraries, a working
library for unﬁérgraduates). The real “rescarch li-
brary” of e institution, the scholar’s working
tools Tﬁ’ﬁ be housed in the “warchouse.” Before -
10Hg‘§fié greater part of the library’s books will be
.t}\iei'e, and to it, as a result, he will want to go to

<\;dc') his work. '

None of the statements made in the preceding
paragraphs, however, should be misunderstood. To
meet, now, some existing situation a single-library
storage warchouse may be entirely defendable; it
may, very possibly, be the best way out now of
what would otherwise be a bad impasse. All that is
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being pointed out here is that it is no “solution”
of the growth problem. That problem goes right
on just as it did before, only in a new location,
Some genuine economies in book storage are,
however, possible. “Sizing” in storage, for example
—l.e., arranging the books on the shelves by size-Ly
needs a great deal more study than it has recefved.
A complete presizing would probably &awe as
much as 25%, of all present book storagég ¢osts. On
the other hand, if the library introducing it 1s now
being operated on an “open stack¥basis, such a
complete sizing would be a sourcé of annoyance
to users; for, if the first classifieftion of a Iibrary's
books is one by size, 1t is Ob:.“%iOUS that its books on
each subject will be scattered through the stacks in
as many different plaees as there are sizes in its
“size classification®" Considerable economies in
book storage € possible, however, without resort-
ing to any sueh a drastic “sizing” as this.* Some li-
braries ddnot at present “size” at all, although
most ofithem do segregate their folios. Few, how-
ever{dppear at present to segregate quartos—al-
ylg‘oﬁgh this was the standard practice taught to the
m:'\"ol'der generation of Library school students. And

_* There are also other possibilities. We have been experimenting

: f\’lth ong at Wesleyan which—if ir is combined with complete “'siz-
ing"~will almost douhle the capacity of our present stacks. It will
Cost us something to install it: and we will not be able to provide
quite as convenient scrvice, But g savi
storag-c C0sSt seems to 1us g saving not lightly to be ignored. In our
case it will increase ony total Storage capacity from approximately
480,000 volumes to 959,000 volumes—in the same stachs. This is the

equivalent of a $30,000 a year saving in.storage cost. Such a possible
saving scems o us worth some experimentation,



N o

OF THE RESEARCH LIBRARY 5

such quarto-segregation is well worth while; for it
1s the one or two quartos sticking up on each shelf
of octavos and 12mos, that force libraries to have
seven shell stack sections where they might instead
have eight shelf ones.
In cxactly the same way that “weeding out’ and\
“storage warehouses” are not “solutions” o the
growth ploblem but smlply ‘confessions ofevbid-
ance,” so any “savings’ which any llbra\y effects
by its failure, or its refusal, to do werk' ‘which it
ought to do are not genuine economies. Under this
head come things like “Savingsf)}fh binding cost
which result from a deliberate.refusal to bind ma-
terial which really ought: ‘t’é"be bound, and “sav-
ings” made in stack mdmtenance resulting from a
failure to clean properly or to provide adequate
lighting, or to futhish sufficient supplies of book
supports and s’&elf labels. None of these things are
true econondibs: they are all nothing but transfers,
or avoidahteés, or postponements, of cost. Some of
them, aa?e in materials at the expense: of higher
lab&\cmt some of them transfer labor from the

.sh(aulders of the staff to the shoulders of the public;
(dome of them are merely postponements of ex-

penses, deferments which are going to come back

later to plague a future library administration.

They arc menuoned here only to warn of their
futility.



CHAPTER 6

PAST ATTEMPTS AT SOLUTION—

INTER-LIBRARY COOPERATION A

AN

a

INTER-LIBRARY cooperation has always offefed

more alluring vistas of economy thax{fliljrary
methodology; and this despite the fagf'that some
of the vistas quickly clouded over, some of them
turned out to be mirages, and sogte of them, al-
though they showed clear pqé,'s.})ilities, showed,
equally clearly, almost insutmoéuntable difficulties.

Exactly what do we mean by this phrase, “inter-
library cooperation”2¥Fhere are some words that
have gathered to gHémselves so many accretions of
meaning, each atctetion so rich in associations of
its own, that\?l‘ie basic word has become almost
meaningless* Cooperation” is 2 word of this type.
Unt?l’,,’\therefore, in trying to apply it to library
Seql;be; we narrow it, pin it down and make it con-
‘ g‘éte, it is, as mental currency, valueless,
~" Even as between libraries “cooperation” has
taken on all sorts of forms. OF these, naturally, we
are here interested only in cooperations between
research libraries; and, ont of all such possible co-
operations, only in those which aim at solving their

problem of growth. Or, turning our definition
60
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around, and viewing it from another angle, we
might say that we are interested only in those forms
of cooperation between research libraries which
endeavor to make the combined book resources of
a group of such libraries available to all the mem-
bers of the group. The ways by which this combin-
ing of resources are to be accomplished are more O,
or less interrelaied, sometimes actually overlap:
ping. They group themselves, however, intog three
general categories, the first of which )Qay for
convemence be labeled “Union- Catalog Coopera-
tion.’ B Y,

A "union catalog”—to defing.glie term for the
benelit of non-librarian reader$s*consists of copies
of the catalogs of two or moné\libraries inter-alpha-
beted into one. Most exi§ting union catalogs are
“author catalogs” only=\Practically all of them are
on cards. With mos€of them there have been added

“to the cards “lgcdtion indicia,” that is abbreviated
annotations #hich tell in which of the libraries
representgddn the union catalog a copy of the book
cataloged\may be found. In other words, union
LaLal‘Qgs combine in oné place exact knowledge of
the’ books held by two or more libraries; and, by
his centralizing of information, make it easier for

\ 11brary users to locate the material they are seeking.

The model and progenitor of all union catalogs
is the one, national in its scope, located at the
Library of Congress. This is endeavoring to make
itself a complete author catalog, in one alphabet, of
all the books in all the research libraries in the

Q.
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United States. Financed originally by a gift of
$250,000 from Mr. John D. Rockefeller, Jr., it has
becn in process of accumulation and interf{iling for
about fifteen years. It has now some 12,000,000
cards; but it is still far from its goal. N
The transient overabundance of W.P.A. fungi\s\
a few years ago caused a rank and sudden bloom-*
ing of what were called “regional” union catalogs,
notably one at Philadelphia. These were ifitended
to do for a given local area what the na{dnial union
catalog was doing for the country ag'a*whole. The
Philadelphia catalog contains, 1n.QnE author alpha-
bet, copies of the catalog cards of nearly two hun-
dred Philadelphia libraries, T Here are other union
catalogs, smaller or largfei';'i’n scope, at Néw York,
Chicago, Denver, Seattle, and a number of other
cities. L '
What are the, zﬁ:l}'antages, and the disadvantages,
of “union cataldg cooperation’? Does it have an
effece on the-growth problem of its libraries? How,
if at all,(does it enable them to cut down on their
growtl? Union catalog cooperation has one advan-
tageai the start: it infringes hardly at all upon local
) \.l.ibrary autonomy and so is comparatively casy to
\~ ~introduce. Being a superimposed cooperation, it
leaves each of its cooperating libraries unchanged,
in both method and content. On the other hand,
because it is superimposed, it is an added expense,
and can, of itself, effect no economies.
What union catalogs really do is the thing al-
ready stated: by synthesizing access to their materi-
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als they provide their users with a better library
service. There are all degrees of synthesizing. It is
possible to have a nebulous sort of “exchange of in-
formation” synthesizing without any union catalog
at all. And union catalogs, in turn, may run all the
way from one-copy ones (usually located at some
one library of the group) up to their theoretical O,
perfection point, viz. a book form union catalogy® -
printed in a suflicient number of copies to/give
every cooperating library one or more. Tt iglast is
“theoretical,” however; for, although Jepeatedly
advocated, no such union catalogxp{\ this, one in
multiple copies in book form, };wfs‘ever yet been
made.* CH '
" Because “union catalog coeperation” imposes no
coercion; because no cogperating library needs to
give up anything, or to'add anything, unless it
chooses to, it can é€ffect no reduction in 1ts own
rate of growthefeept as, by a “self-denying ordi-
nance” it choeses not to add to its own collection
some book hat it knows one of its sister libraries
has a copsyof that it can easily borrow. Union cata-
logs rqz—ﬁ(c that sort of self-denial very easy; but of
themselves, standing alone and unimplemented in
:Eﬁé ir conventional one-copy form, that is their sole
\J effect on the growth problem.

And this is so slight an offset against their heavy
cost that many librarians have questioned whe ther
union catalogs—in their conventional form—are
worth that cost. About the regional catalogs par-

* Except small ones covering relatively narrow special fields.
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ticularly * have they felt that there was something
premature, something not quite thought through.
Many of these regional catalogs had implications
of impermanence of which some at least of their
© promoters appeared quite unaware—and, what-
ever a finished union catalog may be, one not\
finished and not kept up to date is pretty nearly a
complete waste of money. N\
Mr. R. B. Downs, then of the New Yor{r. Umver-
sity Library, in his excellent recently published
“Union Catalogs in the United States,” | took
pains to point out that “want of fifincial stability
is . . . an unfortunate charaetetistic of virtually
every catalog thus far established.” Dr. William
Warner Bishop, then libvarian of the Library of
the University of Mn:h‘lgan had remarked a few
years before: T “Itis questionable whether re-
gional catalogs #h“America will prove to be worth
the money a;?(%lme invested in their manufacture
and in thclr upkeep.” And Mr. Downs’ pomt is
further\emphamzed by Arthur Berthold, in his
mual of Union Catalog Administration.”
Sp\dkmg of union catalogs in general he says: “No
__¢Smatter how important or how necessary a umnion
\ ) catalog is, it ought not to be started before its fi-
nancial backing is assured. On this point practically

* No librarian questions the valuc of the national union catalog
at the Library of Congress,

T A comprehensive compilation which should be referred to by any
éne desiring further information on union catalog development.

I William W. RBishop, “Resources of American Libraries,” Library
Quarterly, October, 1038, p. 4n.
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all existing catalogs have gambled. The usual atti-
tude appears to be tha;, since the cause is worthy,
someone will step in and provide the means. To
some extent such a view has been encouraged by
the case with which it has been possible to obtain
federal assistance in the form of free labor. . . .
There is, in fact, already a fairly strong fceling
that regional union catalogs are wasteful and no%
justified.” : _ ' N
But none of the above quotations criticizisg the
raison d’étre of some union catalogs, Ot’some of
the methods used in compiling them; should be
interpreted to mean that I am myself opposed to
the union catalog idea. The eXaet contrary is the
case, My main criticism of existing union catalogs
has always been that thefteid not go far enough.

(Indecd, from one gofrit of view, this very hook’

can be looked upondas'a proposal to carry the union
catalog idea muélyfurther than anyone ever before
dreamed of carrying it.) _

In onexgfmy Library Quarterly papers * there
was set @y step by step, a series of premises regard-
ing L\(l:l\On catalogs. Sct up thus, one at a time, gen-
etahdssent to cach premise was fairly casily won;

(bt the syllogistic result ultimately led to was an
' interesting one. '

Premise 1, A time is coming—if it is not already here—
when no library endeavoring to provide research facili-
ties om even the mast generous of scales can consider try-
ing to live for itsclf alone, It will realize that, adequately

* “Real Cooperative Cataloging—The Conetete Approach,” Li-
brary Quarterly, Apxil, 1943, p. 99112 :

Oy
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to serve its own clientele, it must cooperate with its sister
research libraries in the securing, the storing, the catalog-
ing, the borrawing, and the lending of r_esearcl} materials,
And this is true whether the “area” be the entire country,
or only a part of it.

Premise 2. To render possible this maximum use, each
library must know what is being held in each of the other
libraries of (he area~—and must know this, not in such
general terms as “is strong in,” or “puts emphasis apon,”, {
or even “has a special collection in,” but in terms of the
exact books held, on a given subject, or by a given authat,
in each cooperating library. In other words the atebumust
possess some sort of a union catalog, showing the(beldings

of all of the cooperating libraries in the ar€a, and one

. with its entries provided with “location indi¢ia” showing
9 N

where the holdings are, ¢¥¢

Premise 3. But a single union catalbg of any sort, lo-
cated in some one of the libraries of $he area, is not suffi-
cient to give maximum service. 4 all are 1o have knowl-
edge of their respective holdings every library in the arex
must have a copy of the unign'catalog,

Premise 4. The form, that such a multiple-copy union
catalog should take dgpends upon the number of libraries
cooperating. Any, firsh copy of a union catalog has to be
one on cards. But ecpies made from that first copy may be
either on card$.or in book form. If ihe additional copies
are on cargls}then there is involved, for all the librariecs
having anevef the copies, a perpetual card-filing and card
equipmitnt expense. If the additienal copies are in printed
bogkiferm, then the catalog will be one far cheaper and
casier for each library to use; but it will force serious

o '}so'mpromises in other directions, simply because all book

\ W

) catalogs which have to do with a continually increasing

- volume of items have to run between the Scylla of -

Multiplied-Alphabets-to-Search and the Charybdis of
Multiplied-Reprintings-to-Pay-for,

Premise 5. The total cost of providing all the members
of a group of research libravies with copies of a printed
book union catalog of their joint hotdings would, of

N
h 3

\
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course, be a large one; but, when this total cost is divided
among them, it may be easily bearable and, if there are
a large number of libraries to divide it, it may be almost
negligible.

Premise 6. The larger the area covered by a union cata-
log, the greater the number of items included, the greater
the number of copies required, and so the greater the gross
cxpense. But, because of the increased duplication of b))
dividual ilems in the larger catalog, and because addi-
tional copies of a book, after the {‘rst can alv."tys be
printed at relauvely slight additional cxpense, sie larger
the area of the union catalog, the less the peklxbrary ex-
pense. Or, to put this statement in anothekwdy: a mulri-
plicity of regional union catalogs involygsithe same sort
of duplicative waste as a multiplicitghof mdlvldual i
brary catalogs. N\

Premise 7. It has alwa\vs been @sstimed that by “union
catalog” we mean a union euthgr catalog, simply because
practically all union catalogs Tave been author catalogs.
But, obvicusly, there isyhoihing whatever {(cxcept ex-
pensc) to prevent our makmg a union subject catafog, or
even, if we wish, a pfiten dictionary catalog.

Premise 8. In disaissing this last possibility so casufilly
in the past, ha\%ﬂ t we overlooked one cxtremely impor-
tant con51derat10n° Haven't we assumed that a union cat-
alog—any\sort of union catalog—has always, of neces-
sity, to bBe'an extra expenseP And haven't we continued to
ma%ﬁh&s assumption in the face of the fact that a union
digti "m‘y catalog (or its equivalent), of all ihe research
libraries in a given area, wounld automatically be a com-
(plete catalog of each individual library? :

Conclusion. But, il this last statemeut is true—as, of
course, it is—then it ceases to be true that a union catalog
—s0 long as it is a dictionary catalog—#as to be an added
expense to the libraries included in it. Rather, the reverse -
has become true: the moment that we have a multiple-
copy dictionary union catalog for any group of libraries
it is their independent making of separate individual cat-
alogs that has become the duplicative (and so unncces-

N\
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sary) process. But this has brought us, step by step, to 2
veorientation of viewpoint that opens up hitherto entirely
unconsidered vistas of both service and cconomy. For it
would appear that research libraries might discontinue
their separate making of individual card catalogs, and
might replace them with centrally-made copies of some
sort of unicn dictionary catalog which included all their
own holdings, thus giving them, for research purposes;y,
far more usciul catalogs than they have now, and yetsav-
ing them a very large proportion of their present catalog-
ing expense. G

S
- Theabove series of premises (here sgiewhat con-
densed) and their “Conclusion” Wa\s\,the way that
union catalog possibilities presented themselves to
me four ycars ago, before mitio-cards came into
the picture. N
The second categoryifhto which inter-library
cooperations group thémselves might be called
"Division-oE-F_ield\’(looperation.” The elimination
of unnecessar)\dj)plicative growth between the re-
search libragies‘of any given area, by means of an
agreed-to, division, among themselves, of specific
subjecrfields of acquisition, is an idea that librari-
ans\Rave discussed for many years.* But, within
;hfe\ast two years, interest in this form of coopera-
m;;\’._tién has been greatly stimulated by the appoint-
) ment of a special committee of librarians to ap-

*LeRoy C. Merritt did an cucellent and long-needed job (in
Robert B. Downs, “Union Catalogs in the United States,” 1942,
p- 58-g6) when he analyzed the probable book production of the
world to date (in number of titles) and assessed the propottion of it
held in this country. We now have a fairly solid basis, if not of fact,
at least of wcll-balanced estimate, from which to work toward a
sulution of any cooperative problem, :
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praise its possibilities anew, and by the report
which this committee submitted two years ago
(a report to which attention has already been
drawn). _ .
Headed by Keyes D. Metcalf, the Director of the
Harvard University Library, but representing all
the large research libraries of the country, this()
committee was asked to develop a concrete plan
for a national division of collecting “helds™\Its
report invites such of the libraries askedsé/desire
to do 50 to select for themsclves one ordnpre subject
ficlds in which they are prepared togpecialize. The
report is persuasively phrased, and earefully avoids
any hint of dictation, or even of pressure. It em-
phasizes that its proposals.aié tentative. It leaves
every library free to quciéiize, or not, as it chooses,
and in whatever fields$ it chooses. It leaves each
library free to continue its acquisitions in all other
fields so far as ir\c:hooses. But, in those subject fields
‘which it sclects as its own, it asks that it agree to try
to acquire €perything currently published.
Feu{’rg'si‘:.arch librarians will deny that this report
is a §tep—and, if anything, a step already too long
dél}iycd—"in the right direction. Indeed, if there
..(3hould be criticism, it would be rather of some of
) the details of the specific procedure which the
committee sets out. Yet, admirable as this report is
in its tone, and sound as it is in its ultimate aim,
there are some librarians who fecl that any divi-
sion of acquisitional fields, unless it implements it-
self, unless it correlates itself functionally with-
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" other clements of library practice, holds educa-

tional implications which are at best puzzling, and
at their worst perhaps undesirable.

To cxplain exactly what this last statement

means let us take a simple case of division- 0£
sub]ect -fields on a very small scale, T'wo small go‘l
leges, “A” and “'B,” are located a few miles from
each other. College “A” teaches no botany, but
does offer astronomy. College “B” dags téach bot-

" any, and doesn’t offer astronomy. I\is clear that

the libraries of College “A’” and G@hége “B” might
easily divide these two subjech “fields” between

“themselves to their mutual advantage. They might

“cooperate”: they might stop their duplicative
buying of research material in both fields. Each
library could agreevto buy little, if anything, of a
research character in the field which its own col-
lege did not_ téach, and rely on its ne ighbor library
for books-iw’that field when it needed them. On
the othénhand, each would agree to buy everything
(that\both colleges needed) in the subject ““field”
}\ it agreed to take as its own.

* So far so good. But now, let us take a more com-

\“ phcated example. Could they similarly divide the

“held” of biology, if they both taught it? And, if

- 80, how would they go about it? Granted that both

Iibraries would want to continue to buy the more
elementary, that is the “undergraduate,” type of
books in biology, could biological research ma-
terials be, in any way, divided between them? The
library of College “A” may already have certain
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research “leanings” in its holdings of biological
material, leanings that are, of course, natural re-
{lections of the special interests of the members of
its biological faculty. The library of College “B”
may have similar leanings, but in quite different

biological fields. It sounds plausible, therefore, to ¢

say that, working along the lines of their respective,
“leanings,” these two libraries might dividg~the
biological field between themselves (that is/gp far,
be it always remembered, as research materials are
concerned). O '

No librarian would want to sayﬂk}t such a divi-
sion of {ields was impossible, evén'though he knows
that, in its actual working ouf; all sorts of practical
problems would arise. The Metcalf committee is
undoubtedly well anfal“fe"th_at, ‘when it starts the
allocating of callecg'@g subject “fields,” it is bound
to strike snags. Jf-departmental disciplines ave be-
coming incregsingly harder to define, blending into
each other @hder such hybrid designations as “bio-
chemistypy*.dnd “astro-physics” and “physical chem-
istry, L (how much more blurred are intra-depart-
med¢al delimitations becoming? It may be hard
etiough to decide whether constitutional history
\m‘:‘rbelongs” to History or Government. It may be
hard to decide, if one library offers to specialize on
the history of Germany, and another on the history
of France, which one shall be assigned the history
of the {irst World War, But how much harder 1s it
going to be to split such a subject as “chemistry”
or “electrical engineering” among three or four
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research libraries, and to split it without any
overlappings on the one hand or hiatuses on the
other?

Nor, unfortunately,—to take another very real
difficulty—does library material come conveniently.&
wrapped up in neat little subject packages. Thet'g,
are scores of periodicals, for example, whlch cover
very broad “fields.” Other periodicals wilh be de-
voted to one field, but have occasionak articles in
fields quite remote. No matter how Jibraries may
divide subjects, there will come into each one of
them a constant succession of it:iams that cut across
two or move subject ﬁelds——only one their own;
and there will be other. items—whole groups of
them, periodicals, docﬁmentary series, reference
sets—so broad that évety library will see some of its
own special material in each of them.

The Metcalf committee is an extremely able one.

-And we age\all to be congratulated that it is, for it
is difficul€to overemphasize the complexity of this
“ dwy:hng problem that it faces. We must remem-
b‘e( that it must do more than see that every library

wselects some field. It must do more than see that the

O "fields selected do not overlap. It must try to see to

it that, collectively, the selections made cover the
entire range of knowledge. Allocation would be
relatively easy if libraries would be willing to ac-
cept collecting responsibility for broad and fairly
well-defined fields; but they won’t. For one thing
they will, naturally enough, want to take subject
fields in which they will be able to start off strong,
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that is, fields in which they already' have “special
collections.” And, since most of these special col-
lections came to them originally as gifts—that
is, were acquired fortuitously—there is, literally,
neither rime nor reason to their incidence, nor to

the way in which they at present delimit them- ¢

selves. That is why, at the start, the committee 18\
bound to face almost insoluble conflicts of intgr’cs\f:
—and also to have on its hands a lot of sad’lttle
“orphan” fields of knowledge, which it capfind no
library desirous of taking under its wihig!

But these very real difficulties ofdivision and
allocation, inherent in the working out of any sub-
ject division-of-fields plan, puzzting as they are, and
complex as they are, are sil} not the major difficul-
ties which a “divisiomeffields” policy involves.
They are, after all, pather in the nature of problems
of administratiofi) The teally serious difficuldies
that “division‘,(oi fields” presents lie deeper; and
are not at fifst so obvious. They all derive from this
basic qy@i"y: when we start dividing acquisitional
subj,c{t{tf“ﬁelds” among libraries are we not com-
mitting the educational institutions behind those

:I}Braries to research concentration in the same
) fields”? In other words, is “division of fields” just

a library matter? Is it not, instead, a matter which
is bound, ultimately, to involve the whole educa-
tional policy of each cooperating institution?
When any library undertakes responsibility for
“complete coverage” in any subject field, even a
relatively small feld, it is taking on a substantial
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commitment. Few even of our university libraries
are in such an enviable financial position that they
can attempt the sponsorship of more than one en-
tire departmental field. And the average college,
if it should feel able to assume any “division-of-
fields” sponsorship at all, would probably feel it
could afford to take on only some one small segment
of one departmental field. ' o\ )

In due course, however, having assumejjl"such a
national sponsorship, that college or waiversity li-
brary 1s going to be nationally “ﬁrst,;’."‘hf its research
holdings in the specialized ﬁeld:\that it selected,
whether that field happened o-be “colloid chem-
istry,” or “Italian literature,” or “physics,” or
“the Risorgimento,” 01:~‘?13iézo—electricity,” or “the

‘history of Virginia,” et any one of a thousand other

o’

subjects, large and\’s}nall.

But, because that library’s sponsorship of its spe-
cialized field :éosts it money, perhaps a good deal
of moneyitis going to find that whatever it spends
on its §gohsorship field 1t will probably have to sub-
tr:;q&[«r"om what it has available to spend on all its
ather regular curricular fields. (As a matter of fact,

N\ - +
~\\as we shall sec later, this last is an extreme under-

statement.) If, however, an educational institu-
tion’s library becomes pre-eminently good in a
highly specialized research field, and more or less
lacking in all other research fields, it would seem
to be inevitable that the faculty and the studenis
of that institution would at least tend to restrict
their research to their library’s special field.
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These arc the implications that were referred to
above as “far-recaching.” For what they rcally say
1s this: that, if we “divide fields"—and do nothing
more—we are likely to have, eventually, not col-
lege and university libraries based on local curric-

ular requirements, but college curricula based on®),

local library heldings. And not merely curricglg, -
but faculty. And—Ilet’s follow the idea through to
its logical end—not merely faculty, bu¢Btudent
bodies. These are the ultimate resultdéthat would

seem to be “‘puzzling,” and even ‘‘yhdesirable”—

in an “unimplementcd” divisiqﬁ{é}‘-ﬁelds plan.
We shall discuss this particalar problem of divi-
sion-of-fields cooperation fagther a litile later. Be-
fore we do, however, xgefih‘iight dispose briefly of
the third category ofSinterlibrary cooperations,
“briefly” because t@ey are of little immediate prac-
tical 1mportance,*elther for the purposes of this vol-
ume or in actyal fact. They may be grouped under
the heqdmg ‘Regional Library Cooperations.”
Reglo;(}al library cooperations go further—very
L further—than any of the others; for what
Lhey propose is the actual physical amalgamation,

wmto one single centralized library, of part, or of

) all, of what had previously been two, or more, in-
dependent libraries. Obviously ‘regional library
cooperation” is practicable only for institutions
that are, gecographically, reasonably near to each
other.

This amalgamatmn may be complete, as it was,
for instance, in the case of the Joint University

Q.
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Library which was set up a few years ago at Nash-
ville, T'enn., where three independent educational
institutions pooled all their library resources into
one consolidated, jointly supported, library which
they jointly use. Or it may be only partial, as would
be the case, for example, if the research materials
only of a group of college libraries were to beCon-
solidated into a central research library ot the
group, each college of the group retaining’its own
independent “college,” or undergraduate, library.
(This was the original so-called\*'Connecticut
Valley Plan.”) Still another exdntple of a partial
- regional library, would be the one previously re-
ferred to, viz. a “storage watehouse” of less-used
research materials, set upiby a group of cooperating
libraries, into whic“h‘:ixfarchouse each member of
the group placed s much as it pleased of its less-
used researche finterials, with the understanding
that, in the ¥arehouse Library, they would be given
cooperatigiéireatment for joint use, that is that the
materials”would be checked and all duplicates
wm{i&‘be eliminated, that the remaining items
5@{pﬁld be union-cataloged, etc.*
(" Because “regional library” cooperation destroys
) local autonomy it is likely to meet with local op-
position. On the other hand, it has the great ad-
vantage of assuring, if carried through, very much
greater economy than any other possible form of

* As previously stated, such a regional (cooperative) storage ware-
house should be carcfully distinguished from the storage watchouse

;;vllich has been set up to take care of the overfiow from a single li-
rary.
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purely local cooperation. For the libraries cooper-
ating it postpones materially the impact of cumula-
tive growth, for it eliminates all duplicative waste
among themselves. Whether it provides their pa-
trons with a better, or with a poorer, library serv-

ice depends almost entirely on the specific local

situation. It is an obvious advantage to theig™
users to have all of the materials of all the librar-
ies of the group brought together in ong, place,
and findable in one catalog. Furthermexe; with
inter-library duplication eliminated, fitnds are re-
leased to make the joint library,a"%etter library
than the independent ones ‘\{Glfé On the other
hand, if the centralized library’happens to be lo-
cated at a point remote frém a user’s own institu-
tion, cooperation is frepi his standpoint not so
attractive,

It may be asked, what, in general, has been the
attitude of rescaich libraries toward greater inter-
library cquif:r’ation? The answer has to be that
there hagbeen a great variety of attitudes. Run-
ning_thém over, in a sort of ascending order, one
might summarize them as: entire lack of interest
inithe whole subject; denial that unrestrained re-
search library growth will ever cause any real Crisis
in library development, i.e., the attitude: “We
have always managed to get along somehow, I guess
we always will”; admission that 2 real crisis is im-
pending, but the attitude: “It won't come in my
professional lifetime: why should 7 worry?”; ad-
mission that research library growth is becoming a
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serious problem, but sincere inability to see in any
sort of inter-library cooperation any solution for it;
admission that some sort of inter-library coopera-
tion may be desirable, but inability to agree on any
plan for accomplishing it when attempt is made to
come down to specific details; and, finally, enthg“-\
siasm for cooperation in general, and even enthu-
siasm for some specific cooperative plan whey the
plan is first presented, but this first exrithusiasm
followed by a gradually waning interest, as the
realization grows that the benefits«3f*cooperation
cannot be secured without the saQi"‘ﬂ’lce of a certain
amount of local autonomy, ahd-that it is likely to
involve considerable change” in existing proce-
dures. N
The last reaction ias been the one most com-
‘monly met with. L'{Erarians instinctively tend toshy
away from change, for reasons that are entirely un-
derstandable, SFhey have had ground into them by
years of pz;peiﬂience the hard fact that change of
any sortirt library method is not something lightly
to be'entered into. They know that, since they are
‘dealing with books, any change made is bound to

: ‘\'.b’é multiplied a hundred thousand—or a milljon—

. ) times; which means that the most Insignificant of
changes will run into real work and real money. It
1s just because librarians, as a group, are naturally
——and properly—conservative, that it is so hard for
them to realize that, in Tesearch library growth,
they face a situation where sweeping change is
Inevitable, a situation in which many of their

&
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hitherto accepted routines have alrcady ceased to
be effective.

We discussed at some length, a while back, the
puzzling cducational * 1mp11cat10ns that were pre-
sented by any division-of-fields plan which was to .
be a cooperation in acquisition, and nothing MOTEA
And we said that it seemed to be necessary to add
to cooperation in acquisition some sort of. <o-
operation in dissemingtion, some plan by, Swhich
all the special-field holdings of the conperating li-
braries might be integrated, brought'into some
sort of single national corpus, ‘d>in such a way .
as would make them automatigally available to all
rescarch workers everywhere,For 2 long while it
was my own hope, as theﬁis’cfies of premiscs above
quoted made clear, thatin some kind of a multiple-
copy national unioff catalog this “integration’ re-
quirement w ould\be met, Yet I wasn’t convinced
that it would J¥or one thing, the “puzzling educa-
tional 1m]311(~:at10ns already referred to stood in
the way\

utythere was anothcr difliculty raised by co-
Ope tion in acquisition only, a very serious diffi-
_-eulty indeed, which, like Banquo’s ghost, kept rais-

\\;"ing its head just when everything seemed—on

paperl-—to be working itself out. Let us look at it,

If one analyzes them, it is clear that the various
proposals that we have been summarizing, all these
attempts to meet the problem of library growth by
inter-library cooperation, have one common de-
nominator: they propose to solve it, in one way or
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another, by taking the scholar’s books away from
him. In “weeding out” this taking-away is blatant
and permanent. I “storage-warehousing” it is tak-
ing them only a short distance away, and to a place
whence they are easily returnable, In “dividing-

up-fields” the materials are being taken 2 lopg),

N

The truth of this last statement may net be
immediately obvious; let us therefore amplify it.
Division of fields means—and, if it doesn’t mean
this, 1t 15 meaningless—that at somertime, either
immediately or in the future, even’the greatest of
our research libraries will ha‘ve to give up their
present over-all, all-inclusive acquisitional reach,
and will have to restsict themselves, more or
less narrowly, as theii" resources may allow, to
their special spop€orship fields. (We are now, of

way away, and being taken “for keeps.” )

course, referringyonly to their acquisition of re-

search materials.) They may, as stated, decide to
come dowtto this limitation of their collecting
reach 1mmed1ately and abruptly; or they may come
domg to it gradualiy, staving off the inevitable just
as long as is possible; but, sooner or later, come to

()it they must. Why? Because, as “doubling” con-
) tinues, there will come a time, perhaps fifty years
hence, perhaps a century hence, when every re-
search library will be spending just as much for the
material it is acquiring in its own special sponsor-
ship fields as it is now spending on its entive library.
That means that the latter cannot, and will not,
have been kept up: either directly (by deliberate

N\
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discard and exchange) or indirectly (as the result
of steadily increasing neglect) all broad-coverage
research libraries will have ceased to exist,

Now you may rationalize this inevitable result
of the bald unimplemented division-of-fields plan
all you please; you may support the necessity for it
with all the completely irrefutable arguments you \J)
are able to dig up; you may paint in the most glow—
ing colors all the new things that your hbrary will
try to offer to take the place of what drvfsxon of
fields will take away, but it still remaiis;a stark and
devastatingly clear fact, that, if divisjen of ficlds is
to have any really eftective result\ﬂ: must—if it be
that and nothing more—-deprwe 2ll our research
scholars of the one thing that they rate at present
above everything else ifi“importance in the daily
doing of their work*—-thez'r libraries!

Nor will it do any good to explain to them that
—once dwxsmf\of fields is in full Aower—although -

there may Berin their own library only a smat-

tering of* Fescarch materials on—shall we say
metabglﬁmP there is a collection of books on me-
tab&ﬁm in New York that is the uitimate word

'm ‘comprehensivencss, bibliographical perfection
, f.of cataloging, and expertly classified accessibility.

It will do no good to e*{plam to them that, poor
as their own library may be in materials on Chinese
history, there is out at Berkeley a collection that is
likewise the scholar’s dream of research perfection
in that particular field. It will not even do much
good to explain to them, finally, that, through
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a wonderfully complete, printed, national union
catalog, of which you have a copy, they can find out
exactly what books are in these two almost perfect
collections, and that, if they want any of these
books, you can get them for them.

It is all very well for us, as librarians, to think,
that such a theoretical heaven of bibliographicper-
fection as this ought to satisfy our scholars. Pérhaps
it should; but I very much fear that it 3@n’t. On
one point they all seem to be amazingly unani-

mous: they all seem to have a desire*—to the lay-

" man a sometimes quite incomp\fe\hensible desire

—to have their research materials available, not in
New York or California, bitunder their own fin-
ger tips wherever they may happen to be working.
If you will only givelthem their materials, they
are willing to take‘them in almost any form—un-
typographed, , untbound, un-cataloged, un-every-
thing—but they do want them.

This aggitirde is almost disheartening! Here you
are sineerely doing your best to solve an almost un-
SOIQI}*IE problem; and your scholars, the very peo-
ple'you are trying so hard to.serve, remain—most

~of them-—unconvinced of the desirability of your

solution, maybe impatiently unconvinced, maybe
apologetically unconvinced, maybe resignedly un-

- convinced, but still, alas, unconvinced. They are

willing to give up everything else you offer them in

the way of library service rather than give up their
books. -

In a few cases, of course, librarians meet with
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quite unreasonable demands from the people they
are trying to serve; but the very fact that this de-

mand for ““book immediateness” is so nearly unani-

mous should make us realize that there must be
“some real reason for it. And there is, a reason that
stems from the fact—going back now to our orig-

_inal analysis of the characteristics of all vesearchl

materials—that research use tends to be a casuel
use, a short use, and so, often, an unantisipaded
use. A chemist, desiring in the middle ofa Tabora-
tory experiment to check up-on some Pre%‘ious Te-
port of the reaction which he expecteﬁ'to get but 1s
not getting, isn’t going to be hqlp}d'at all by your
offer to borrow from the Uniyessity of Chicago the
book that contains that repp’r:t“. An astronomer, see-
ing an unexpected patchof light on one of last
night’s platcs, and wanting to make another plate
tonight, can’t wajllong for the article that he wants
to examine in the\meantime, A professor, hurrying
to get a ba};cbl of proofs back to his publisher, and
endeavorihg to verify a footnote, isn’t golng 1o
think,your proposal to get his data on inter-library
loarfrom Duke a completely satisfactory libraxy
' .géfvice. Tt does no good to say to these men that the
\Mtem that cach wants now so urgently, and so un:
expectedly, will probably not be asked for again
for ten years. That, to them, is no answer at all.
They nced it now—and yoa haven't it.
It is when one sits down and considers quietly
this almost universal attitude of research workers
toward the immediate accessibility of their ma-

4
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terials that one is almost forced to the conclusion
that no division-of-fields proposal that offers only
cooperation in acquisition is going to be a satisfy-
ing solution to the problem of research library
growth. To satisfy the research worker we must go .
further, must try to find some way by which he\)y
can still keep his books at his elbow. QO

Obviously, however, if we are going to d¢ this,
it must be in some quite unprecedentlyqfiexpen-
sive fashion. For, remember, it is ngt\a”question
of cutting book purchase cost along” Our books
must be made amazingly cheap;46 be sure. But
also our cataloging must be made amazingly cheap,
our binding amazingly cheéap, our book storage
amazingly cheap. We must never forget that we
have a four-part problém: and that, unless we ac-
complish a reductibpr in all four parts we do not
solve our problei)

Is some entgrely new synthesis, some entirely new
integration'of library materials conceivable? Is it
possiblewhether we realize it or not, that we are
appr‘gizc‘hing the end of an era in our library meth-
odplogy? It is now sIXty or seventy years since, un-

~ d‘er the compelling assurance of Dewey and Cutter
‘and Poole and their fellow pioneers, the library
world crystallized a definite pattern of library tech-
nique, which, although it has been greatly ampli-
fied and refined, has never been basically changed.
There has even been a tendency in some library
circles to take it for granted that it was a final tech-
nique. But no technology is ever final or finished.
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Entirely new conditions arise. In the library world
they have already arisen: they are pressing upon us
for solution. Are we standing on the threshold of
changes in our libraries that are going to be
far more sweeping than those which the library \
pioneers made six and seven decades ago? R "\1\
It is perfectly evident that, if they are going to
accomplish anything worthwhile, they musg%é“fir

more sweeping. _ ’\:\Q"
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CHAPTER 1

MICRO-CARDS -\

: e
EBRARIES are great complexes of tiny items, itefs’
which it is almost impossible to handle jirany
way en bloc because each one, tiny thq}{gﬁ it Is,
is highly individualized and demand§-equally in-
dividualistic treatment. It is this\gombination
of enormous mass and extreme. individualization
of detail that has gone far to uake the problem of
research library growth sowdifficult to solve. But
it has not been the main;d,iﬁculty. Even more puz-
zling has been the facli already emphasized, that
this growth probledins-—or seemed to be—not one
problem, but @a(lphg line of problems, intercon-
nected at various points to be sure, but not in any
way that hélped us to a solution when, one by one,

we tooksthem up.,
T‘k{é\ basic trouble here has been with cur view-
point, the way in which we posed our case. We
o Have taken our problems of growth one by one. We
\J tried to solve our problem of swollen cataloging
cost as though it were a separate and independent
problem, and our book storage problem as though
it also were quite separate and independent. We
have tried to economize on binding costs, as such,
Bg -
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on circulation costs, as such, on ordering costs, as
such, trying to treat each as though it were a prob-
lem in a vacuum, not something tied up in a veri-

table mesh of inter-relationships. We failed to see -

that this segregation was an artificial and mislead-
ing one. \

. . 2\
And the reason for our failure to mtcgra,te

what were really varying facets of one smgla prob
lem was that we were blinded by the srams quo.
We insisted on continuing to accepg™ds library
axioms, unalterable and unquestignable, certain
assumptions which' no longer hadrvalidity, such
dicta, for instance, as: librarjes.are collections of
books: books are stored on ,sheives library materi-
als have to be cataloged ~cata10gs have to be made
on cards: books musg be arranged by their call
numbers, etc., etc.etc. It is not until we have
looked behind, a,n?i beyond, every one of these—
and many oth&~supposedly basic axioms of li-
brary metl;lod and have seriously questioned their
vahdlty &) ax10ms that we begin to make any real
pr ess For, when we do this, we are suddenly
anfazed to find all the mismatched bits of our re-

ssearch library growth puzzle falling, almost of
“themselves, into a quite astonishingly new syn-

thesis,

Let us see if we can make concrete the phrase
used above: “failure to Integrate.” Some months
ago the Wesleyan library bought, from the Readex
Microprint Corporation, their reproduction of the
two literature volumes of the “Church Catalog.”
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Their micro-print copy of these two volumes came
to us on six leaves of paper, each leaf six by nine
inches in size, and each printed on both sides. The
six leaves were delivered to us enclosed in a sub-
stantially made, linen-bound, slip-cover box, six
and one-half by ten inches, and two inches thick,

duly labeled on 1ts back-strip edge so that it could,

N

be stored, upright on the shelf, like a book. .S

The point I am getting at here is this¢{ the
“Church Catalog” had, by micro-reductimag,’\’been
greatly reduced in purchase cost, had beegweduced,
in fact, to about one-twenty-fifth ol 1@5 ‘established
auction price in book form. Obvloilsly, that s a
very substantial accomplishment” But book pur-

chase cost, we must always, remember is only the .

first of four categorics of; b{fok cost, What 'had the
Readex people done abOrut the other three? Clearly,
they might, in sopiésway, have done something
about storage «@st’ at least; because they had,
through the Mmagic of micro-reduction, shrunk
twelve hunélied lar ge pages down to twelve small
ones, 1. .8, \thcy had effected a more than 999, de-
(,reas?i\m storage bulk.

Bit, in this particular case, as in all the attacks
Whlch librarians themselves have made upon the

\ Nibr ary growth problem, there had occurred at this

point a failure to integrate all four of the factors
of cost. What was the resnlt? Our six leaves of
. micro-printed “Church Catalog” werc delivered to
us, as a completed unit, in a storage form that neg-
atived almost completely all of the saving in storage

\.
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~ cost that micro-reduction had effected. So far as
bulk was concerned, we were, to all intents and
pufposes, put right back where we started: we were
asked to handle and store a “book” again, and a
fairly bulky book at that.

What about the last cost factor, cataloging®
About it also the Readex people did nothing:t”
never even occurred to them that it was any}l;’usi-
ness of theirs to do anything. (And, very :Iiossibly, :
at this stage, it wasn’t!) In any eveng their failure
to mtegrate Cost Four into their oyer-all produc-
tion picture meant that, when we teceived our six
leaf “book” from them, we had'to catalog it our-
selves; and, in doing our cataloging of it, we had
to follow exactly the same procedure, and had to
incur exactly the samie expense, that we would
have had if we had been cataloging the “‘Church
Catalog” in its original two-volume form.

This partic\l’ar illustrative example has been
picked ougynot because the Readex people did any-
thing wausually short-sighted, or at all out of the
ordidgary. Quite the contrary., They did cxactly
what all the rest of us have been doing. But what

~they did shows, in essence, why the micro-reduction

“of books for libraries has been, to date, so relatively
disappointing a development. For—all propaganda
~ to the contrary notwithstanding—it has been dis-
- appointing. We have had coming into our research
libraries 2 mere trickle of micro-materials, where
our micro-enthusiasts had hoped for, and had ex-
pected to have, a flood. And the reason why the
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flood has never come is the one just stated, that
micro-reduction has never yet really integrated it-

self into library practice. Micro materials have al-
ways been treated by their makers, by their users—

and by librarians—as though they were books. A
different sort of books, to be sure, an annoyingly .,
different sort; and so problem-making, instead af)
problem-solving. : N\

<

No one secms to have realized that, abruptly, for
the first time in over two thousand years;mli raries
were being offered a chance to begin:aé(pve'r again.
In this first half of the 2oth century’a. »:, the re-
corded words of men were coming’in to us librari-
ans, not in the form of the “‘bpoks” in which they
have becn coming in to afs¥for two millenniums,
but in a brand-new formydn utterly and completely
and basically differefitiorm, a form that demanded -
and that, if we eolild only sec 1t, would requite, an
utterly and cdmpletely and basically different 1i-
brary treagfitent. Basically micro-materials are far
more diff¢rent from books than flat books were
diffet Wt from the papyrus and vellum rolls that
prej@ged them. But we didn’t see this: we tried our

.. iardest to treat them in the way we trcated books.

SJAnd we became annoyed when this didn’t seem .

to work out very well. .

 Diditwork well? Consider what we have all been

doing when we took in a twenty page pamphlet

which had been reduced for us to a ten inch strip

of micro-flm. A ten inch serip of film doesn’t seem

to fit into conventional library practice anywhere.
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How have we tried to store it? Some of us put it in
a box on the shelves. But, if we did that, we can-
celled—exactly as the Readex people did with that
“Church Catalog”—all of the economy in storage
space that microreduction had salvaged for uses
Some of us put such a snippet in an envelope, and )
then filed the envelope in some sort of vertu:al
file. This worked fairly well—provided 3 e had
encugh similar snippets to make a real"f}ie out of
them-—svhich most of us have not had) Some of us
tried splicing a lot of such snippefs)together until
we had created a composite regl \E odds and ends.
But this result was, of course; a}ways ahodge-podge,
awkward to use—and a,sig& ‘mess to catalog.

“To catalogl” He;‘eﬁ'}ﬁxfe are, back again to the
fourth great factorzef our growth problem, to that
cost which, as we have already seen, bulks larger
than any one*of ‘the others. Who has made any at-
tempt whafeyer really to integrate micro-reduction
into cataloging? Remember that now we don't
meaQtarawmg up any set of supplementary catalog-

“rules,” to be duly inserted in our cataloging

.;". ‘codes,” to cover such questions as: *“What addi-
(O tional data, if any, should be given when we are

cataloging materials in micro form?”—*Should
width of film be put on the cataloging card?'—
“What form of ‘collation’ is required when catalog-
ing films?”—*“Who, in the case of films, shall be
deemed the ‘publisher’?”—and such similar cata-

loging minutiae,
It can be granted that there is in the record any
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amount of this sort of cataloging discussion. What
we mean here is something far deeper, far more
fundamental. We mean: what thought has been
given to the idea that micro-reduction might make
possible some entirely new conception of catalog-

ing, might make practicable some ¢ntirely new ap- ¢

N
Ny

proach to the whole cataloging process? For this,
sort of discussion onec searches the litcmtur;c},df
micro-film almost in vain. 7
Almost. In his comprchensive compendium,
“Photographic Reproduction for Librarics,” pub-
lished only a few months ago, MryHerman H.
Fussler, of the University of GKieago, docs give a
hint—-not much, but still a hine—of the thing that
we are talking about, He s:}‘j'é {herc italicizing some
significant phrases): “Fhe use of microfilm by li-
brarics . . . has notresulted in basic changes of
methods or organization. . . . Perhaps the nature
of microfilm %5, is such as to slip smoothly into
established @yethods. . . . Certainly that is truc of
the pringipal uses made thus far by li braries. How-
ever, il it is quite certain that this is true, the
clpkil“iim must be raised as to whether . .. we

Have gone far enough. Is it possible . . . o utilize

reproductive techniques in new and radical ways
which would result in cither greater clficiency, or
greater service to library patrons . . . in ways
. . . entively divergent from our present concep-
tion of library organization and methods?”

And a little further along he answers this ques-
tion of his in these words: *“There is a body of evi-
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dence in the experience of nonlibrary and non-
research organizations and in the inherent nature
of the techniques themselves to point toward an

affirmative . . . answer. . . . The library profes-
sion cannot afford to be too complacent or too con-
servative . . . if the library is to }»eep its nghtful‘

place in these swiftly changing times.” C

For many years, if any of us had made any at-
tempt to effect the sort of integration we @re now
talking about, he would have been handlcappcd
by the form in which our micro- ma\berlals were be-
ing given to us. T'wo thousand Yﬁars ago books in
roll form gave place to books' i1 folded flat sheet
form. But, although some of us felt strongly that,

~ sooner or later, micro-ma'terials in roll form would
effect the same transition, there had been discov-
ered then no practicable way to accomplish it. And,
although we fwrt‘her suspected—some of us—that
the material'that was going ultimately to be used
for these ﬂﬁt micro-materials would be paper, or 1t8
equwalbﬁt primarily because paper is cheaper
thanMilm, but also because it is more resistant to
handlmg abuse, we hadn’t found any way to make

\thls change either,

But, because we had these two ideas, some of us
felt that Dr, Bendikson, of the Huntington Library,
had been on the right track in his work, a decade or

‘more before, with paper photo-micro prints, and
thought that these pioneer studies of his had hardly
received the attention they deserved. He had been
“stymied” by the difficulty of reading small-scale
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micro-reduction in paper print form; but there was
no doubt in his mind that, some day, the optical

difficulties that stood in the way ol this sort of

micro-reading, as well as the technical difficulties
that prevented the printing of micro-materials on

paper, would both ultimately be solved. And his

faith was justified. Whén word came to me one days,
threc or four years ago, that the Readex peOplg.h,ad
found the answer to both of these _problerpslil was
so excited that I took the next train to N&w York to

see exactly what they had accomplished. They bad

indeed made a vast siride forwards We are not yet
fully aware how great a stride. Beforc our eyes en-

. tirely new possibilities in theiuse of microreduced

h

materials were opening,'.up:’ new micro concepts
were at last taking practicable shape. '

The micro pioue\ei“s are not responsible for our
failure to integrate‘their work into our own. That
was our job,mot theirs: They wete interested pri-
marily iny, (e technical problems which the new
mediumppresented. They almost had to be. And, as
a resx{ﬁ:’bf: their ingenuity and vision and financial
saC;fihcew—and many of them contributed all three

things—we have now attained a perfection of tech-
) nical result which places us very much, and forever,

in their debt. It was not their fault that the meshing

of micro techniques into library techniques has

been an ignored study.

The idea that is the subject matter of the second
half of this book came into being, as many such
things do, from a quite unexpected direction: In

R

N 3
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attacking the library growth problem from various
angles, 1 had, for one thing, becomc acutely dis-
satisfied with some of the aspects of our conven-
tional catalog card. And one thing about it that
kept bothering me was the way it wasted perfectly
good—and expensive—card space. O\
In the first place, the face of the card was waste-
ful. Measurement of the superficial area of’a}g:r'eat
many catalog entries showed that, in ,t}fe great
majority of cases, a half-size card (6% % 7% cm.)
‘would provide all the space neededy>And such a
small card could be read and hdndled almost as
easily as our so-called “standax@” catalog card.
But, although I went sofar"as to suggest in one
of my early papers * the :ﬁo’ssibility of giving such
halfsize catalog cardsiserious consideration, and,
although, here atWesleyan, we have for several
years been sucge:ss\fully using such cards—several
millions of ghem—for another purpose,t Iwas not
at all conyiticed that they ought to be adopted for
catalog.i\hg. For half-size cards would not, of them-
selyesy do anything about the wasted backs of our
ptesent cards. And, because this waste was twice as

Lgreat as the waste on the fronts of the cards, it in-

/N
N\
\ }

trigned me that much more.

The waste of space on a catalog card—even
though it was a waste of three-quarters of every
card, and even though it was being repeated on bil-
lions of catalog cards all over the world—might not

* The Possibility of Discarding the Card Catalog,” Library Quar-
terty, July, 1938, p. 8834.
1 In the files of the American Genealogical Index.
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scem, to most people, important enough to spend

very much time over. But, as I was thinking about

it one day, this idea came to me: why might we not
combine the micro-texts of our books, and the cata-
log cards for these same books, in one single entity?
in other words, why could we not put our micro-
hooks on the (at present entirely unused} backs of
their own catalog cards? And why wasn’t this.chat
new “integration” of our basic materials that\l had
for years been looking for? T called this'n}x\v con-
cept, this new correlation, a “micro-edvd’: * and
that is what it will be called }%i:éa'fter in this
volume. N

The more I considered tlxis "_"‘micr(_)—card” idca,
the more it grew on me., E@F, with almost miracu-
lous simplicity, it seem;ﬁ,’automaticaﬂy, to solve,
not one, but all fout of the factors of our growth
problem. Let us pﬁr}over them, briefly at first, very
much as T did when the micro-card idea first came
to me, Ieax‘ri\nfg the more detailed discussion of each
point inyelved to one of our later chapters.

Théyeut in the first of our library costs, the
og"ig;i‘nal purchase cost of our text, is obvious. In

¢\#1Tn a letter reccived 2fter this book was In type Mr, Keyes Metealf

calls my attention to the interesting fact that Dr. Bendikson, in a
short artide in the Library Journal in November 1933 used the phrase
“When filing cards take the place of books” in referring to his
binocular-read prints. In this article he alsa suggests the possibility of
using 8147 x 117 prints as an alternative for the 5" x 8 prints which
were his primary recommendation. What he did not catch was the
idea of going downward, not upward, in the ratic of his reduction,
and, by so doing, to reach a second idea, the idea which is the es-
sentiality of “micro-cards,” that i the combining of micre-reduced
prints and their respective catalog cards into one single entity.

N

Nows

WA
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the case of the Church catalog the saving here
made was about g6%,. It will seldom be very much
Iess: it will sometimes be more,

Second, storage cost. Any one familiar with
micro-film knows that a fair amount of micro-text . A
can be put on the back of a standard-size catalog,
card: but even some micro-film enthusiasts will‘bé"'\
surprised to learn how much can be put there. We
are assuredly today only in the first stages of micro-
reduction technique, yet cven today it iS"p\(;ssible—
by using some very simple new m\gthods in our
photographing—to get as many as'@50 pages of an
ordinaty 12mo book on the bagk bf a single catalog
card. And there can be no doubt at all that, given
just-a slight further smogthness in film graining,
just a little more thhi'fiéal skill in micro-photo-
graphing, just a litsle.smore improvement in lenses
and in camera eﬁ{c}ency, we shall be able, and in a
very few yearg;%t"that, to put, if we wish, as many as
five hundred-ordinary size book pages—in other
words gj,\i"égular full size book—on the back of one
singlecatalog card.

R Eour_se, as has just been suggested, we can’t do

~this if we insist on following the conventional

\"“ y “methods that we have always followed in the photo-

-graphing of our texts. But there isn’t the slightest
reason why we should follow them.

Furthermore, very often—in fact, in most cases
—we shall not want to put 250 pages, or anything
like that number of pages, on the back of a single
catalog card, even if we are technically able to do
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so. Other, and very important factors indecd—as
we shall see later—are going to enter into this par-
ticular question; and it is these factors, rather than
ultimate compactness in storage, that are going to
determine the number of pages we put on each

card. But, certainly, and now, we can reduce the &\
storage cost clement in our problem of research, -
b,

library growth, not 10%, nor 50%, not even 99%.
We can reduce it, by means of micro-cards{Za*full
100%,. o)

Now this last statement will probabljbe thought
to go a little too far! Ninety-nine ’p@:éent, perhaps,
yes. But 100%,? After 2ll, oneought not o claim
the impossible! I admit thaga saving of 1009, on
the storage of anything dgéé'sound a little fantas-
tic. But let’s look at «lie facts. A single twenty-
three inch long cqt@iog drawer would, if it were
full of micro-cards, hold twenty-three hundred
author-entry'cg}aﬁlog cards for twenty-three hun-
dred booksZlt would also hold, on their backs—if

we assumte’ for the purpose of this example that-

none&Pthis particular lot of books happened to be
0\!@1:\2 5o pages long—the complete unabridged

ctexts of all these same books in micro-reduced form.

ot

And just to get in one single catalog drawer twenty-

 three hundred “books,” twenty-three hundred

books which would require, for their storage in
their normal bound book form, a row of eight book-
cases, each bookcase seven shelves high and three
feet wide, would seem to be, in itself, quite enough
of a miracle in the way of saving book storagc space.

~
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But, the percentage of saving in storage that we
claimed wasn’t g5%,, or 99%,; it was 1009%,. And
100%, saving is the simple literal fact; for our
twenty-three hundred bound volumes, when they
have been reduced to micro-card form, actually
occupy no space whatever, because what they.
occupy is the otherwise unused white space on the™
backs of twenty-three hundred catalog cargls‘;' the
white space that would have been in thet cata-
log drawer anyway, whether there wasyanything
printed on it or not! O

Take next, the third category Q{i"fs'earch library
growth costs—binding. Once w€ have micro-cards,
binding costs have also evaporated. They too have

~ been cut a full 1009, 2

Yet stili we have nqt}'.féached—in fact we have
not begun to reagh~the end of the economies
which micro-card$ Offer us. There still remains the
fourth and Iast\ctor of our growth cost problem
—cataloging:”

For décades librarians have been talking about
-“coQaprative cataloging”—and through all these
safie'decades they have kept right on doing a large

part of their cataloging over and over again, in each
% of their libraries, independently. Now micro-cards
come, (o invite those libraries for which they are
intended-—research. libraries—to save somewhere
between g5%, and gg%, of their present cataloging
cost. As a matter of fact “invite” isn’t a good word:
“force” would be a better one. For, with micro-
cards, it is hardly possible to avoid, even if one
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wanted to do so, the enormous economies of co-
operative cataloging. Why? Because whoever prints
one side of our micro-card will in practice print the
other side also: indeed, under a proper set-up for
micro-card publishing, a set-up which will be out-
lined in a later chapter, any alternative would not
only be impractical; it would be almost impossible:y

Just what economy in cataloging cost is effe\;}t'tgﬁw
when we do at one point the complete catalgging
of every item, as well as the printing of {2{The cost
of printing the micro-card text, smallthough it is
n tota_l anyway, will be dividcdul;rétwccn a hun-
dred, or two hundred, subscribing’librarics. And,
in the same way, the cost of the cataloging of that
text will also be divided between the same onc hun-
dred, or two hundred, Mbraries. Our present costs
for independently @Qﬁe cataloging will, for micro-
cards, shrink almestto the vanishing point. Where
they now avcnagéwat least a dollar per cataloged
item, they }«(fl}l"faecome a matter of a cent per item,
or less. /o '
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CHAPTER 2

'\
BEFORE we go further one incidental quéstion

perhaps deserves an answer. There :rha)? be
some who are reading this, familiar.with micro-
film, but not with the Readex micttkprint process,
who are querying: How s it po;s"@lb to put micro-
text—i.e., astrip of film—"on thieback” of a catalog
card? Five years ago we \\;q}ifci have said that it
wasn't possible. )

When Dr. Bendiksontput his ten to twenty mini-
ature book pages on(a sheet of photographic paper
five by eight inplies in size, he had to read them
afterward either with extremely good eyesight or
with 2 lgwspower binocular microscope. Dr. M.
Llewellyn>Raney, the director of the Library of
the Uhiversity of Chicago, another vigorous micro-
photographic pioneer, although he was pointing in

~the right direction when he remarked, in one of
\“the first treatises on micro-photography,* “Therc

seems a possibility of paper prints for short runs in
low reduction, and {ilm for Ionger footage in high
reduction,” could only point, because, when he

* “Microphotography for Libraries,” edited by M. Llewellyn Ra-
ney, 1937, p. 107.

104
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MICRO-CARDS—THEIR MICRO-TEXT A
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wrote, there was still no practicable method to read
high reduction micro-text printed on paper.

When mankind—most of it—discarded manu-
scripts in roll form for flac books, it was because it
had learned by experience that “books” in this
form arc easier to handle, more compact €0 StOre,
and less subject to disintegration in use. We, inM
turn, sought to get away from “reels,” or rolls,\of
film for exactly the same reason. Reels, whei we
want to read then, have to be “threaded?Nn and -
out of a reading machine—which takes time and
invites damage. To “find a place” .i’[él'\\thCITl is diffi-
cult, despite some clever accessorydevices that bave
been developed (and the stro]?,dséopic device of the
Film-Book Co. was, in thedry, extremely clever).
At the same time we wanted to get away from
film, because, as alre‘ady' remarked, it is more €X-
pensive than pz}pe.f,\more casily damaged by care-
less use, and moreTiable to deterioration in storage.
For, although’it is true that we have got away
from th'e\:ifd\ea that it is necessary to store ﬁlms in
air-cofditioned vaules, and accept ordinary stacks

- as afle Hing a reasonable moisture-content storage,

128k of proper humidity is still a real foe to film.

v It did not prove easy, however, to solve either of
the two problems which micro-print on paper in-
volved. It was necessary, first, to find some cheap
way to put the print on the paper; and, sccond,
having gotten it there, to find some way to read it.
Both presented serious technical difficulties. There
had to be discovered some chemical, or mechani-

PN
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cal, process by which a metal printing plate could
be made which would carry a photographic image
having a fineness of detail much greater than that
used in the finest of half-tone screens. And then
there had to be invented a reading machine which {\
- would magnify this micro-printed image by ey
flected, instead of by transmitted, light. O
‘There is no need to review here all the steps that
led up to eventual success. It is sufficiefiy here to
say that there was success. Within the l"zi}t few years
both of these problems have been solved by Mr.
Albert Boni of the Readex Goggb?ation, if not yet
perfectly, at least in a way that affords us a thor-
oughly practicable start, & start in the direction
which, it seems fairly gertain, most of the micro-
reduction of printedimaterials for library use is
destined to take, _
1t should bg‘&r}ade clear, however, that we are
not, for our hiicro-cards, limited to mechanically
printed, mieto-print. Nor do we, necessarily, have
to useaveflected-light reading machine (on which
i :Béadex Corporation has, at present, a patent
monopoly). It is true that their micro-print process
A, at present, for any except a very small edition of
<\“ copies, far cheaper than any alternative Process.
Andit is true that their reading machine is far more
satisfactory, at present, than arry alternative read-
ing device. In other words, there is every practical
reason why their process, and their reading ma-

chine, should be used, at present, for micro-
cards,
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But we do not have to use them. It is quite possi-
ble to make micro-cards entirely by photography,
photographing the original text matter on a regu-
lar negative film, and from it making positive
photo-print copies on ordinary sensitized paper by
the usual photographic methods.* And it is also en-

tirely possible for us to read these photographic{ )

micro-prints by Dr. Bendikson’s simple original
methods. Any good binocular microscope giyeére-
markably clear reading images of even g:rciltly re-
duced micro-card text. _ )

Furthermore, our micro-card textican be photo-
printed directly on our catalog.fsérrds. All of the
regular photographic supply mattufacturers manu-
facture a sensitized card ‘s't’{jcfz, which is already
closc to library catalog eard requirements in han-
dling crispness,'thigkhé’s.s, ‘and rtag content; and
there is nothing 4& prevent a photographic card
stock being ms(ii.l\factured that would meet exactly
standard library card specifications. '

A suggéjs},ibn might be interjected at this point
for thébeénefit of scholars—and librarians—who
ﬁnc&h@:mselvcs with short bits of micro-film which
lhéy want in some way to store and index: Directly

(rontradicting what was said a page or two back, it is

Y

' entirely practicable to put film-—actual film—right

on the backs of our catalog cards. And, by “putting
it on,” I do not mean what Mr. Fussler suggests in
his discussion of this particular little problem (ie.,
merely clipping it to them). I mean actually ce-

* The card making the frontispicee of this book was so made.
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menting it down flat on thé back of the cards. Few
users of micro-film, even among those who use it
regularly, seem to be aware that, although the
Readex machine was never intended to be used to
read film, it nevertheless does read it. In fact it can
read it just about as well as it does micro-print, Al
that is required is that the film be a clear posifive
film, and that it be placed flat and close agatnst a
white paper background. It is this filméfeading
capability of the Readex machine thaf\énables us
to cement short strips of regular micro-film flat to
the back of a catalog card, using ‘any chemically
suitable, transparent adhesive;y for, when it is so
cemented down, it can be réad with perfect case by
means of the Readex machine. If the film strip is
covered with a strip“ef cellophane similarly ce-
mented down, it A0 be, in this quasi-micro-card
form, far morg(sécurely protected than by any
other method, that I know of. In experimenting
with samplés of film strips “micro-card pocketed”’
in thisoway, I have deliberately given them the
roughest sort of handling imaginable; dropping
them, walking on them, rubbing them across table
~ :jt"cips, ete.; they have come through as fresh as ever.
’ This method of storing and cataloging short
snippets of film appears to solve almost perfectly
the problem of handling them, No longer nced they
be one of the library’s outstanding nuisances. All
that one has to do is to type on the front of an ordi-
nary catalog card a -proper catalog entry for each
snippet, cement the snippet down flat on the back
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of the same card, and drop the completed quasi-
micro-card into one’s catalog file.*

Mechanical micro-print—the Readex process—
does not become economical until the “edition” to
be printed has passed the [ifty-copy mark. In large
editions (editions of one thousand copies or more)
Readex micro-print costs almost as little, per copysy O
as ordinary letter-press printing. In such editiohs
the micro-text on one micro-card, which might'be
the entire contents of a 25o0-page book, would-prob-
ably cost less than a cent! Photographicatly repro-
duced micro-text is, per copy, mughimiore expen-
sive, simply because sensitized pap‘:sf 1s much more
expensive than plain white paper. But photo-
graphic reproduction is “indieated,” as the doctors

# [+ is even possible—if onc'sJibrary does not yet happen to own

a Readex reading machine=£tg make a “film-strip micro-card” which
can be read by means gf\the Recordak, or any other regular film
reading machine. Tg fifake micro-cards which will store film strips
for transparent reading, cut 2 “‘window” gymim. wide—very much
like the window O a “window envclope'—out of the cenicr of a
regilar catalggleatd. Ceroent two strips of cellophane over the back
of this window, one slightly larger than the window, one .2 centi-
meter largetyall around than the first one. Before cementing down
the ﬁﬁil“&hd of the second strip push your strip of film into the
“pogkel¥ “which you have thus made, Up to four frames of gsmm.
gk van be placed in this fashion, not on, but literally inside of, 2

p .\“cgu'lar catalog card. ‘L'he center of the card being transparent, the
S\\Miim strip can be read by means of any conventional fifm reading
} tnachine. On the front of the card, above the window cut-out, there
is enough room to type a normal catalog. entry, thus making the
whole umit a micro-card, inter-lilable with onc’s other micro-cards,
I'he window can he cut out of the card by hand: but, if there is
need for a lot of them, they can be cheaply dic-cut in quantitics.
“Window micro-cards” will take only a single strip of gsmm. film,
instead of the two strips that can be cemented {lat, side by side,
on the back of a card. : )

~ These cards are also very cheap lantern slides!
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would say, for all micro-card editions running to
less than fifty copies. Depending on the number of
_copies printed from the original negative, and the
cost of making the original negative, a 250-page
book, photographically micro-reproduced, might
cost between five and ten cents per micro-cardy
Copy- O
It is time now that we sald something more about
how it becomes possible for us to get 256/pages of
micro-text on the back of a single 724X 12% cm.
catalog card; for it is probable that, since this par-
ticular assertion was made, thoselreaders who have
had experience in micro-filmaing have been doing
some mental arithmetic. Intheir mental arithmetic
they are saying that our.fitst mathematical premise
has to be that one carrget only one book ““opening”
(ie., two book pages) in each “frame.” And they
are saymg thK atr second premise has to be that
ten “frameg®, are the greatest possible number of
frames that;can be placed on the back of one card.
And ren frames times two pages equals twenty
pa s)(which isn’t anywhere near 250). Q.E.D.
\“his little bit of mental arithmetic illustrates
o :ﬁ’excellcntly what was said, a while back, about the
) necessity we are at present under of trying to view
all our library problems entirely afresh, of review-
ing all our practices unfetiered by any sort of
precedent, background, usc, or tradition. Let’s try
to do this with micro-photography. And, to do
s0, let’s go back for a moment and see how it all
started, Some unknown ploneer, in some European
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library, with a Leica (or a similar) camera in his
pocket, wanted a copy of something in 2 book he
had been reading. He had an idea. To save his
time in copying he propped up the book; spread it
~ open at the page he wanted; and snapped a minia-
ture picture of it. When he did this he started a .
tradition. And that tradition, or practice, op-d D
method, has stayed with us ever since. N\
The Leica camera, like most cameras of iLijypé,
used regular gymm. motion picture ﬁlrrr:?S\o the
greater part of all micro-film Cameras\ever since,
and the greater part of all micro—F{;ﬁa&éading ma-
chines ever since, have been equipped to use g5mm.
motion picture film. Nobody scems io have given
any particular thought as ta3hether this was either
the size or the sort of 'ﬁ}.r:fl’ best adapted to library
micro-text use; it wagsimply what micro-filming
happened to star;'\iﬁth.-(lt is true that there has
been also a co;l?iﬂbfable library micro-text use of
16mm. motiohpicture film; but the gymm. width
has'beep\‘ﬁlgemed “standard” for library micro-
photegfaphy, and the use of other widths has been
acyug discouraged.) |
5;;&'11 moving-picture cameras are set o take their
\m ‘Wictures in “frames” of a certain size. And the
Leica, and similar cameras, were set to take their
pictures in frames of the standard cinematographic
size. Why not? It was a good size—for pictures. And
so—in turn—the library world began to use, and
continized to use, this motion picture frame size,
again without attempting any particular analysis



112 THE SCHOLAR AND THE FUTURE

as to whether it was really the best size for library .
micro-text use, or not. There was nothing obvi-
ously wrong with it; all sorts of photographic equip-
ment was geared to take it; why shouldn’t the li-
brary world accept it too?

And finally, when we, in our libraries, photo;
graph the materials we are micro-reducing, howdo
we do it? We do it in essentially the same way’in
which that unknown micro-pioneer did&it) We
prop up a book, and photograph it “‘aslis;” either
one or two pages of it at a time; angMt has never
occurred to us, apparently, that it’ﬁl’ight be uselul
for us to question the economié%alidity of the pro-
cedure that we were using.\One finds in micro-
photographic literature,:ﬁnf amount of discussion
about such things as«ctadles” of various sorts—
that is devices to.hold books open, and to hold
their pages flat,.§0'as to make their photographing
easier—but, nowhere a word about a much more
basic question, whether we ought to do our micro-
photographing from opened books at all or not.

If-we'now look at our whole problem again, en-
t1 / afresh, from a micro-card standpoint, it is

:,ch;t-bvious- that our proper photographic frame for
\”\; . llbral"y micro-work, should be, not a moving pic-
ture industry frame, but a frame exactly the size of

the back of a catalog card. And here we happen to

be very fortunate; for there is a standard width of

film, momm., that is exactly right to go on our
75mm, high card, and still leave the 2%mm. of

what printers would call “gripper margin” at its
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top and bottom—just enough margin and no more.

But what are we going to put into this new stand-
ard-size library micro frame, 70 by 120mm.? Surely
not one page, or two pages, of text. On the contrary,
we are going to put there just as many pages as we
want to put there, from one up to 250. How are we

going to do this? By “imposing™ our photographie! ~

“copy” to suit our requirements, We are not going
to work, as all our micro-filmers have hithertobeen
content to work, and as that Leica pionecr;\vﬁrked,
from unmanipulated originals.* For one co'py_—-or
several copies—we may have to o this; but, just
as soon as we get into “editionTgproduction” of
our texts our hands are no longcr'tied. In every case
where we want to make more than fifty copics of
our micro-text—and thatwill always be true where
we are dealing with sificro-cards—we can use much
more efficient meﬂl})ds. We are no longer under
compulsion tQ Tminimize fixed cost ai the expense
of fej)rodu(,:tio:iz cost. ' .

TJust }&@I’d’t does all this lead to? Look for a mo-
ment at‘one of the Readex Corporation’s six-by-
niné\nch micro-printed pages (and one of their

_pages is taken as an cxample only because it is the

e

only sort of micro-printed text on paper at present
available). If you analyze it from the standpoint
of text compactness, you discover that the one hun-

% Of conrse we are here assuming that we are not photographing
unique manuscript, or rare book, materials, If we are dealing. with
material too waluable to destroy we shall have (0 contipue to opy
it by single “openings” just as we do now. We are here talking about
the micro-reproduction of the ordinary library run of book, pamphlet,
and periodical material. '
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dred pages of micro-print which they put, systemati-
cally, on each of their pages usually occupy less
than half of the superficial area of the page. The
rest of the page space is white space, taken up by
page margins and by page “gutters” (the space be-
tween the pages). But, in failing to use so large a
proportion of the space they have available, tl{eée
Readex pages are no whit different from the micro-
filmed pages which the rest of us are makmg all the
time. Any strip of our micro-film willshow a con-
siderable amount of entirely waste ﬁlm some of it
between {rames, but more of Ita'long film edges,
particularly along film edges 1f\we happen to be
using perforated film. K®x

But the really 1mp0r£‘a,m waste which we have
been permitting ourg.glves all the while 1n the past
by our conventional method of micro-filming has
been not a waste of blank space, but a quite inade-
quate use of the'space that we did use. For, because
we were always photographing from opened books,
it was,{zewer possible for us to get more than two
ba mthat is oné book ‘opening”’—on a single
framme. No one gave any thought as to whether this

_o\was a wasteful practice or not, any more than one
” gave much thought to the waste involved in the

use of perforated film. The saving gained by micro-
reduction itself was so enormous that it seemed a
Little silly, perhaps, to endeavor to squeeze the last
possible drop of use out of a strip of film. It seemed
silly, however, only because we were not viewing
microreduction as but one element in an intet-
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related whole of processing. We were not—to go
back to our already worn-out word—trying to inte-
grate it into our library economy. But, now that we
are, now that we have set ourselves a definite prob-
lem, now that we want to get just as many pages
. of micro-text as we can on the back of one cata-
log card, we are able, quite abruptly, to see thatd N,
every square millimeter of wasted film space
counts. B, \
Well, what are we going to do about iR e have
already said. We are going to “manipulate” our
copy in such a way as will enable us t,b\ photograph
at onc time, not iwo, but just ag¥ahy pages as we
can get in our frame. And t}}iéds really a simple
enough matter. All that w¢ have to do is to take
two copies of the .book;tﬁat we are proposing to
micro-copy, return these two copies to their original
unbound form, apd then spread them out. How do
we do this? We fake the two copies; trim off all the
wastc papetyanargins on all the four sides of their
pages; ap{l:t}lcn “reimpose’ the resulting pages in
an ordexand layout especially adapted for the easy
Tea(ii‘fﬁ of them on the back of a catalog card. Then
seephotograph, at one shot, in one frame, the com-
“\plete book as it is thus laid out for us in one single
huge sheet. This procedure sounds simple enough.
It is simple enough. But, when we follow it, we find
that the impossible has become possible; and that
we can, very easily, get on our catalog card not
twenty, but up to 200 or 250 perfectly readable
book pages; and that we can do this without using
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a reduction ratio any greater than the one that we
commonly use now when we are microfilming -
newspapers.

Nor is the above “imposing’” job either a difficult
or lengthy one. For one hundred to two hundred . ¢
pages it may take half an hour; for twenty to th1rty~
pages, it takes ten minutes. The preliminary bodk”
trimming should, of course, be done on a regular
guillotine cutter. And, in practice, we have found
it helpful to paste the pages down with Tubber
cement on a large piece of binder’s ]{Oard OT press
board, simply to keep them in¢their places for
photographing. To glve a neap, Iookmg result they
should be “lined up” evenly wactoss the board, very
much as a printing plant stone-hand lines up a

“form’ of type for primmg The binder’s board
should be five feet by three feet, or in some other
size exactly proportionate to the size of a catalog
card. (One pie ¢ of board can be used over and
over.) They two copics of the book being photo-
graphed\are of course, destroyed by this method of
ph ogt'aphmg but what of it? Their cost is negli-
gible'when it is distributed over even five hundred
:.;mcro -cards—and micro-cards will probably never

\be prmted in editions of less than five hundred

cop ies.

So far we have spoken only casually about what
micro-cards are going to cost. Before going further
1t might be worth while to insert a few comparatw
figures. For convenience, we are going, in this com-
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parison, to assume that our library “processing”’
costs (cataloging, etc.) are those quoted in Chapter
3. We are going arbitrarily to assume that our cata-
loging of each item requires three cards {an “‘au-
thor-entry” ¢ard, a “title” card, and 2 “subject”

card). We are going fo assume, even more arbi, Oy

trarily, that we shall buy our micro-cards for ﬁ'\fé
cents each (more will be said on this parg‘m’iilar
point later). Finally, for the sake of compaﬂsﬁn, we
arc going to estimate comparative casts’ for two
entirely different sorts of original itemhs, one an un-
bound 8o-page pamphlet whigh-~gah be acquired
by the library free, and one 2 hound five-hundred-
page book which can be bvq;ﬁg;ht by it at a purchase

costof $.00. - W
' L - Total Cost to the Library
p \ \ 8o page pamphlet 8o page pamphlet’
X in printed book form  in micro-card form
1. Original purchase cost $— § a5

2. Binding {as’uijning the
cheapxst“pnssible)
3. Minor physical “proc-
ing"’ 15 —
4, Catiloging (in the case .

20 -

A L of the micro-cards the

cataloging is included
in their purchase
cost. Card filing, es-
timater] at 1 cent a
card, is here itemized

separately) Loz I
5. Card filing ' 03 03
6. Storage .10 —

Total cost $1.50 $ a8

N

N\
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suo-page book,in 5o00-page book, in
printed, bound form  micre-card form
(assuming that o

cards are required)

1, QOriginal purchase cost $5.00 $ 30
2. Binding —_ I\
Mi hysical * - ‘\\

3. Minor physica proc .

essing” 15
4. Cataloging . 1.02
k. Card filing 03 N+ ob
6. Storage 34 (Q&{\‘i —

it &V
Total cost $06.64 '\Q % 86
N
",



CHAPTER §

MICRO-CARDS—THEIR CATALOG
CARD FORMAT )
. AN
IN several revolutionary respects the catalog—cﬁ%:d
side, or front side, of a micro-card will be diffcr-
ent from the one that librarians are at pigsent used
to0. The Library of Congress prints castigfor all the
books that it catalogs, and most Lihaties buy and
use copies of these cards to do tHeH ‘own cataloging
of the same books. By catalogets Library of Con-
gress catalog cards are _comsidered model cards.

They look like this: . ™

: N\
Maurois, André, 1885 _ -

Tragedy in Franee, by André Maurois; translated from the
French by Denyér,Lindley. New York and London, Harper
& brothers fl}%@; ’ .

vitl, 255 p. 21

“Firs;b,eﬁ'ftlon."

"i(—ﬁrénce-—Pol. & govt—1014- ¢, Furopean war, 1930- —
France, 1. Tindtey, Denver, tr. I Title,

' Nome originaliy: Bmile Salemon Wilhelm Herzog,
. ’ 40-27785

Librsry of Congress D761M32

Copy 2. :

Copyright B0y 0405344
119
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The Library of Congress type of catalog card has
these major characteristics:
- 1. It is what catalogers term a “unit” card. Cata-
logers make their “main entry” for a book under
the name of its author. But they also make “added »

entries” for it: “title” entries (i.e., entry under the N

title of the book being cataloged); “subject” enfrtes
(ie., entry under the subjects which the cataloger
decides that the book is about); and (sefnétimes) '
“translator” entries, “editor” entriesi\“joint au-
thor” entries, “series” entries, eteyetc. A “unit
card” is a card which has the auth'g)}‘s name printed
at its head; that is, it is itself thf}}“main entry” card.
But, above the author’s name/has been left a blank
space. A library buys as m:ciﬁy unit cards for a given
book as it decides to take entries for it (usually
either three or fqur)'.’ The “author entry” card is
complete as it €omes. On each one of the other
copies of the'fanit card the local library types in one
of its prqpqlsed “added entries,” in the blank space
which Has‘been left on them for that purpose.
T};e\catalog cards printed for general library use
byithe Library of Congress suggest, in fine print
& at the bottom of each card, what “added entries”
o\ it thinks desirable for the book being cataloged.
" {Thus, on the sample card reproduced above, it
- suggests making a title entry, two subject entries—
“France-Pol. & govt.—1g14-" and “European war,
1939— ~France,” and also a translator entry,
“Lindley, Denver.”) The individual library buy-
ing these Library of Congress cards may, however,
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entirely ignore its suggestions; and, in practice, it
often does. It may make more entries; it may make
fewer: and when it makes the same number, 1t may
use different wordings. It is because some librar-
ies arc not willing to accept, unchanged, the stand-
ard “added entry” headings suggested by the Li-

N

brary of Congress that all of them are obliged to{\)

type in the headings on their own cards by hand, O
2. On every Library of Congress or other.&init

*card”” about one sixth of the card, on the 1¢f¢hand

side, is left blank. In this space eachiiudividual
library is supposed to insert, by handpis™call num-

ber” for the book that the card satalogs. Call num-

bers are shorthand “classification symbols” by
which a library indicates W];féie, on its shelves, the
book cataloged is storedy O '

* Just as'it did in th(;:»rﬁatter of entry headings, the
Library of Congréss suggests on its cards (in fine
print at the bbttem) a form of call number for
the book which the card catalogs. (That is_what the
“D761.Mg¢” on the above sample card is.) But, for
the san{e.\feason that forced them to write in their
ownﬁﬁdividual subject headings (viz. that they
géﬁnot all agree to use the call numbers suggested
by the Library of Congress) libraries have to fill in
their call numbers on their own cards by hand—
hence the blank space. o

Why can’t they agree? Various reasons. For one
thing a large library, like the Library of Congress,
with many books on a given subject, 18 theoretically
obliged to use longér' call numbers to differentiate
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its indjvidual titles than a small library, with only
a few books under each subject, would have to use.
Since, however, as few as five symbols—in any sys-
tem of callnumbering using a combination of
letters and numerals (as all do)—will, mathemati-- N
cally speaking, be enough to differentiate no lessy,
than sixty million different books, it is evident that”
call numbers ten or fifteen symbols long ate’ the
result of a poorly planned call-numbering’nomen-
clature. Furthermore, although the srﬁ}ll library
does not like to use call numbersJonger than it
really needs, it might far bettc&zu\se such a long
number occasionally, than do what it does now {viz.
make up, and write in, callyiumbers of its own for
every book, to make themfit what it thinks are its
own very special needs)* This doing over of all call
numbers to suit ez€lt individual library has, how-
ever, always beem accepted library practice; and
this despitehe fact that the great majority of li-
braries ng{fﬁhally use the same system of classifica-
tion, N\ '
: :E%ry “unit card” has, under the author
héading, and taking up the main body of the card,
A1 exact transcript of the title page of the book
) Wwhich it catalogs. (With minor exceptions, the title
page is always copied in full, regardless of its
length, or its informational pertinence.) Most book
titles arc only a line or two long, in which case most
of the card is left blank. On the other hand, once in

a while a title comes along that runs over onto two
or three cards.
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4. Below this transcript of the title page, in
somewhat smaller type, the Library of Congress
gives the book’s “collation” (1.e., an exact descrip-
tion of its pagination, its illustration material, etc.}.
By accepted library practice this collation is done
with the most meticulous sort of hair-splitting ac-
curacy, all separately paged and all unpaged leaves

kinds of illustration that the book may contaifl be-
ing minutely differentiated. R 4
5. With rare exceptions, the conventigual “unit”

type of catalog card, such as thosesisstied by the

Library of Congress, gives no gv’;tliiativc, or de-
scriptive, information regardifig“the contents of
the book which it catalogs. «3%

In every one of thege present generally ac-
cepted catalog card chatacteristics micro-card cata-
loging will make 1ja831ca1 changes.

“First: It wili\éaﬁ(e full cognizance of the already
noted fact thap catalog card space is expensive. It
will thereberé try to see that every square inch of it
is put,t\a%"ﬂi'ciem work. Even the fact that we are
goixg%tb compress enlire libraries into owr card
g@kalog drawers ought not to permit us to waste
~Sspace on our cards which might be put to some
} good use. .

What “good use’’? The (directly readable) front
side of a micro-card is the key to, the introduction
to, and the explanation of, the (indirectly readabie)
complete text on its back.

The ideal catalog card will give a reader such

¢\

being carefully so recorded, and all the varigus)
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information about the book it catalogs as will en-
able him to tell, without examining it, whether it
will be of use to him or not. We cannot always real-
ize that ideal; but the less often a reader has to
waste his time hunting up a book which proves,

from his point of view, to be useless, the better),

This is just as true of a micro-card, where toex:
amine a book a reader has only to turn thelcard

- over, asit is of our conventional catalog car'dy where

W

a reader has to hunt up his book in{the stacks.
Therefore: A

Second: The catalog card entry‘on the front of
every micro-card will be madednsufficient fullness,
and will be devised in such\a way, as to tell the
would-be user everythingithat it is thought will be
helpful to him, regardiitg the micro-text which is
on the back of the card. ‘This means that it will, as
now, give him ghgyauthor’s full name (and his dates
of birth and dedth). It means that it will give him
so much ef@transcript of the title-page as provides
genuineinformation as to the scope, the authorita-
tivengss, and the subject matter of the text—but
Wl}lhwt waste valuable card space in giving more.

e means that it will save card space (and cataloging
' cost) by omitting all, or nearly all, of the present
“collation”—Dbecause by the merest glance at the

back of the card, without even the necessity of put-
ting it in a reading machine, the user is given a
much better “collation” than by any amount of
detailed description.

Third: On the other hand, micro-cards will, in

N
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their cataloging procedure, add something to the
cards that our present cataloging usually does not
provide at all, viz., a bricf but carefully worded de-
scriptive—and possibly to some cxtent an evalua-
tive—-annotation (an “abstract,” if you please) of |
the text on the back of the card. This abstract will, .
whenever possible, try to provide the would-bg N,
user with some clue as to the author’s scholatly
competence, viewpoint, and background. j}fuﬁ"its
main purpose will be to indicate the s0ope, and to
summarize the subject matter, of ehe text. As with
the- cataloging entry proper, thedbstract will try
to answer the prospective usel’s) invariable qucs-
tion: “‘Is this book likely to be-tseful to me in the
picce of work I am doing?® In the case of books
{or pamphlets, or pcrioﬂ'ii:ﬁl articles) in foreign lan-
guages, and particularly in the case of items whose
text 1s in R11s§i~a:11\, Dutch, Portuguese, or some
other of the lessvwell-known foreign languages, this
micro-card; Sabstract” is likely to be extremely use-
ful to theresearch user.
Fofir'th: The catalog-card front of all micro-
cafds will be sent out complete. Nothing will be
N Jeft for the receiving library to add, or fill in, by
() hand. -
How is this “‘completeness” to be accomplished?
Take, first of all, the question of the “call num-
ber.” This particular problem settles itself, for,
mirabile dictu, a micro-card is, for the first time, &
catalog card which needs no call number. “Call
numbers,” it will be remembered, are a device by



126 THE SCHOLAR AND THE FUTURE

means of which books can be put on shelves in some
definite order, and found there again afterward
when they are wanted. With micro-cards, our
“book’ has been already “found’: it is not away
somewhere on a shelf, but here, at the reader’s
finger tips, in our catalog drawer. The necessity.
for having call numbers—so far as finding bedks-
by them is concerned—has automatically\ van-
ished; and the time taken to make thcrri;'?up’ and
write them in, and the space saved by omitting
them, can both be used for someth'ng more useful.
Why we no longer need callﬂQ’u}nbers for find-
ing our books is clear. But }may not be so im-
mediately obvious that, if we-are able to eliminate
the necessity for havingicall numbers, we may
also be able to eliminate the necessity for hav-
ing all classiflcati({rial nomenclature for call num-
bers. This elimination is extremely important, Let
us see why. s, ™
All of ‘Llié“éo—called “systems” of library classifi-
cationpthé Dewey Decimal Glassification, the Cut-
tel:\ELki;iansive Classification, the Library of Con-
g;*e}s Classification, etc.—the classifications that
__(\hbrarians, for generations, have had to become
\) familiar with, and have come to consider a per-
manent and absolutely essential part of library
practice—are essentially sysiems of callnumber
symbols. 1t is these that make them classifications
for books, rather than merely theoretical, or philo-
sophical, classifications of human knowledge. What
has always most obviously differentiated them has
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been the various ways in which they chose and
combined either letters or numerals, or both, to-

denote the various subdivisions of their classifica-
tional schemes. Their nomenclatures were the
tools which we used.

I¢ is true that “Dewey’” and "Cutter” and “L.C.” A

. . . : . . AW .
do-differ greatly in their actual classifications, that™
is, in the way in which they divide up and subgrds-

nate the various subject fields of knowledger But,
. . - ) X9

rather curiously, we as librarians thinkeef them, I

am sure, primarily in terms of therr nendenclatures.

The Dewey classification has won, flie commanding

lead it has over all others, notPtimarily because of

‘the wisdom shown in its suberdinations, but rather
because of the simplicity{the adroitness, and the -

compelling practicaligyy 6f its nomenclature. In-
deed, to most libratians nomenclature seems the
all-important thifg: It will be difficult for them to
conceive of a Aassification for books which has no
symbols, newomenclature, of any sort.* Yet if we
are able it:O\CEElSC to need call numbers, we shall be
able poeease to need classification symbols for call
ny&"ers. If we escape requiring them {or cail num-

Bers, we may escape requiring them for any pur-
\Wpose; and, if we can do that, then—so far as micro-

cards are concerned—they, and all the decades of

argument and controversy they have aroused, may

be completely discarded. ' '
It any librarian doubts this Jast statement, let

* The Harvard Uriivcrsily Library is almost the c'mly one w]‘:Lich
hitherto has stood out a bit in this particularly individualistic direc-
tion! ) :

&
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him examine some good system of subject classifi-
cation which has no system of symbolic nomen-
clature to accompany it, “Corpus Juris,” or any
similar cyclopedia in any one of the professions,
provides excellent examples. Look up the classifica.,
tion of “Toxicology” which precedes the cygle™
pedic treatment of this subject in the “Buitish
Encyclopedia of Medical Practice” and conipare it
with the Dewey, or the Library of Congfess, treat-
ment of the same topic. The differendes-are at once
obvious. What are they? Firse, th;at\?tﬁ soon as any
subject classification is freedy from all nomen- -
clatural bondage, it is able .'t'a'l’)ccome extremely
flexible, because it ceases 6 be under any obliga-
tion to fit into any presgiibed nuwmerical or alpha-
betical pattern.* Thesubordination of its clements
is dictated solely by logic and convenience. It can
relate itself move/closely to practical use.
Furtherm@re—and this, from the standpoint of
- the lay usér, is extremely important—it is self-
interpretative. It no longer has to say that “842.08”
mqa}zé“ “French drama, Collections of,” or that
‘YYP means “English poetry.” Instead, it says
~ JFight out, in plain straight English, “French drama,

" Collections of,” and “English poetry.” And book
classification thus expressed in plain English words
meets the needs, and satisfies the dcsires, of most
library users far beiter than any symbols like

N\

* Unless 2 relative index 3s vequired. This peint is further dis-
cussed later.
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“842.08” and “YYP” ever can, no matter how
cleverly the latter were devised.

But escaping from the symbolism, the conven-
tional nomenclature, of library classification does
not mean that with micro-cards we are going to
escape from classification and classifications. In faci ‘\'}\
we may decide—in the next chapter—that it G9
wise for micro-cards to embrace clasmﬁcatlou\ﬁlare
closely than books ever did.
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CHAPTER 4

MICRO-CARDS—THEIR ENTRY
HEADINGS

O\

THE form of the entry headings to be put ongoyr”
micro-cards deserves special conmderatmn, for
on their practicability—that is, their pracieability
for research use—hangs a great deal of thic practica-
bility of the cards themselves. Micro*cards are so
new, so different, that it is not eaﬁ’ﬂ;t first to see all
their implications. Suppose, foi‘g’ctting all that we
now know, we were asked\to try to formulate a
science of librarianship, fmm a brand-new start. If
we did, we would find0urselves developing, so far
as entry headings, {o“r micro-cards are concerned, a
number of rathexastonishing new library axioms.
We have jll\: seen that micro-cards intend to
eliminatg - 61 writing in of material by hand by the
receiving-library: that the cards will be sent out
COIQ{)TetCIy printed. The elimination of the neces-
sity yof ¢ ‘writing in”’ call numbers proved to be a
. Ssimple matter: we eliminated the call numbers
. )™ themselves, But entry headings can’t just be elimi-
nated. To file cards we must have headings on them
to file them by. And how can we print all the head-
ings we desire to have at once, at the top of the

same card, at the point of origin? Yet, in some way,
130 .
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we must. To leave the local library under the neces-
sity of writing in, or typing in, anything by hand,
places upon it an absolutely impassible burden of
expensc. To show that the expense would be abso-
lutely “impossible” we have only to say that it
would far exceed the total cost of the micro-cards
themselves. But, to provide such a complete print-
ing, we may have to make some changes, some com~
promiiscs, some sacrifices. O

First, an example of the changes that Wﬂl dven-
tuate. Micro-cards wiil give due placeum‘the ‘au-
thor entry,” and will recognize thedesirability of
“title entry,” but they will emphasize, even more
than our catalog cards do tieyy the predominant
importance of the subject approach to research
materials. So long as hbranans fail to realize that
it is the subject approach which scholars most often
use, they are going {3 fail to do as cffective cata-
loging of research materials as they might. To li-
brarians it 1s\the author entry that is supremely
important.Fhey have found, by experience, how
necessaryit is that they set up for themselves, some-
wheréZi their cataloging procedure, what might
bef{ermed a primary triangulation point; and, after
iong study and experience, they are unanimously
Dagreed that the ¢ ‘author entry” is the best single such
point. And the reason that they are so agreed 15
because, despite all the dificulties it develops in
actual practice, it still is the only form of catalog
cntry which can be established with reasonable
definiteness and exclusiveness.
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But, for all that, if we examine, quite dispassion.
ately, how much the author-entry is used, and by - |
whom, we will see that its value, though great, is
to a very large degree one existing for the library
itself. As a class it is the catalogers themselves who. 2\
make the largest single use of author entries: they,
have to: for them it is the absolutely essential enty.~
Library order departments find it equally esséntial.
So do other departments. 7

On the other hand, when it comes o gutside use
of the catalog, this is no longer truenOnly in the
field of literature does the authefentry have pri-
mary research importance. Vepy seldom indeed
will a scholar in any field desire to look for a book,
or a pamphlet, or an artigle, by its title. Occasion-
ally he may want a book, or a pamphlet, or an
article, by a certainfauthor. Most frequently, how-
ever, what he wifl ‘be looking for will be material
on a certain gitbject: the battle of Solferino, tensor
decomposition, the action of diazomethane on
qrclohexaiﬁdione, the parasites of Ostrea V irginica,
the influence of the discount rate in England on
agricultural prices, the spectrophotometry of the

femperature of the cepheid variables, In most cases
(\he won't know in advance who wrote the articles
he is after; and generally he won’t even care.

My own feeling is that, even in our regular cata-
loging, we have not, for the really scholarly use of
our materials, given as much emphasis to the sub-
Ject approach as we should have done. But we are
now particularly considering micro-cards. And
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here we face some very interesting changes of use-
valne. The library staff will, so far as its micro-card
library is concerned, entirely cease to do catalog-
ing; that means, obviously, that cataloging staff use
of the author entry will, for micro-cards, be cor-
respondingly diminished. But the library staff will
also, so {ar as its micro-card library is concernedy )
cease to do any ordering: that means that ordeq:-
department use of the author entry will Cone—
spondingly cease. In other words, so far as\mlcro-
cards are concerned, the. author entty™s going
greatly to decline in refative 1mporta}qcc even for
the library stafl. All the more réason therefore,
why the subject entry should b sfiade the first one
to find on a card, the casiést;d;ie to use, the onec con-
trived with the utmost ©f ‘scholarly competency,
the one most carefully kept up to date.®
Much of the magerial that will make up our
micro-card liblt{r'f will be of less than full book
length—pamphlets, theses, reports, bulletins, and
the like, and/even separate periodical articles. (On
this last })omt more in the next chapter.) This
me Q&~that the separate units of ‘material which
mitro-cards will be called upon to catalog will, In
~ (@eneral, be shorter, and more highly specialized,
\Jthan the ones we catalog now. And this in turn
means that, in general, we shall require subject
headings more finely worked out than those to
which we are accustomed. Otherwise we. shall find

* Please do not mis-read this sentence: b:bhogmphxcally speakmg,
the author entry will still remain the moin eniry.
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ourselves turning over to our users huge inchoate
masses of undigested materials lumped in the cata-
log drawer under a few inadequately subdivided
subject headings. _

But properly to work out, and properly to apply;
highly specialized, finely subdivided, subject hegds
ings will require staff members who are not only
experts thoroughly trained in catalogingbut also
experts—that is, thoroughly trained resédich schol-
ars—in the respective fields they asg\given to cata-
log. It is absurd to think that, in the days that are
ahead of us, we can continue to.ask our catalogers
to be omniscient. To expectyeataloger to develop
one day a correct and exact'catalog entry, subject
heading and abstract fét*a doctoral thesis, written
in Russian, concernifig some obscure reach of
mathematical thq’(’)ry, and the next day to do the
same thing fei@book in German on some esoteric
chemical r’esiﬁion, is simply asking too much of
one hum@n ‘mind. For all our micro-card catalog-
ing, subject heading and abstracting we shall have

th(aé‘ért to a very high degree of scholarly subject
. {spécialization.

(" Now for another angle of this matter of micro:

card entry headings. Twenty years ago practically
all rescarch library catalogs were, like all public
library catalogs, what the librarian calls “diction-
ary catalogs,” that is, they were catalogs in which
author, title, subject, and all other sorts of entry
headings were intermingled in one straight alpha-
betical order. The dictionary catalog was an Ameri-

Q!
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can invention. It was originally developed because
it was thought simpler and casier for ordinary
mortals to use. But, of recent years, as our catalogs
have grown ever huger in size, and as their vari-
ous headings have become more and more complex,
this original simplicity has been gradually lost. Par-
ticularly under such headings as “U~rrep STATES/ \
where cven a small library may have thousandd.of
cards, the mixing of author, subject, and title\en-
tries into one alphabet has resulted i;’\é' filing
labyrinth in which the ordinary librasp-user now
very easily gets lost. N\

Because of this, a few colleg‘& and unwerut‘,r
librarics, a half dozen years age} began to experi-
ment with “split” catalogs,that is, with card cata-
logs in which authors, ;it]é’s, and subjecis (this was
the usual split-up) were filed in three separate
alphabets. These, §plit catalogs proved so much
simpler for thef@verage library patron to find his
way about im\that the libraries that tried the new
plan werg soon enthusiastic about it; and, among
research\hbrarles this movement away from the

“di %&onary catalog” has gradually spread. -
«Our new micro-card catalogs will be “split” cata-

:;ib'gs. But they will be split catalogs for several

reasons in addition to the one—-greater simplicity

-in use—which has so far been the only argument

in favor of them. Take, for example, the difficulty
already referred to, that faces us in the case of

-micro-cards: the necessity of printing in all our

eniry headings at once, all together, at the top Qf
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the cards. Our users don’t want all of them at once:
at any one time they want only one. How then can
we print them all together, and yet print them in
such 2 way that a user of the catalog can casily “un-
scramble” them, can pick out the one that he wants
to use, and temporarily ignore the rest? .
At first blush this seemed an almost impossible)
order: but, at a meeting in New York last styTimer
of the College and University section of thé Special
Libraries Association, there were shg&ﬁ"’"‘ some
sample catalog cards that seemed to dffer a way of
accomplishing this result. Heresate a couple of
these sample cards: AN

N\ J

S
CHEMISTR.Y—INORGANIC—-POTASS}:UM——FERRICYANIDE
Locke, Jamesi18—, et al.

A POTASSIUM ferricyanide, On
an isomer of. Amer%@hem. Jour: 18gg: 21: 193-206.

LITERATURE——:Eﬁb’I:xSII——Pom'RY-——VICTomAN PERIOD—BROWNING,
~OBrockington, Alfred Allen, 1872-

QO . BROWNING [,Robert, 1812-]
and the twentieth century, a study of his influence and reputation
w0 [Doctoral thesis, Univ. of London] London, Oxford Univ.

\pr. 1932.

It will be seen at once that each of these two cards
is umformly supplied with three separate printed

" To accompany a paper by the present writer, “New Possibilities
in Cooperative Cataloging.”



OF THE RESEARCH LIBRARY 137

headings—the first a subject heading, the second an
author heading, and the third a title heading. These
three different headings are all printed on the card
at once: but each is printed on a separate line; each
s diffcrentiated from. the others typographically;
and each is also differentiated by a standardized.,
scheme of widely different indentions. So long'a\s"m\
they are thus——triply——diﬂ'ercntiated on each g:grd,
and so long as the headings are kep! alphabéted in
three separate alphabets (i.e., in a “spli‘tiz\c‘ataIOg)
the three different headings are likelyto be kept
mentally separated by the great mg%rity of users.
It will be noticed that, on thés€sample cards, the
subject heading is given the {irst, or dominant, posi-
tion. But the author headiirg (which is sdll, biblio-
graphically, the “mainwntry”), although it is given
second line placc,ds given almost equal promi-
nence by setting it in a bold-face type. The (rel-
atively) much Jess important titlc-heading—less
importaqt;ib'z’a research library—is given inferior
positignj.both in typography and in indention.
B the necessity we are under of issuing our
mfc\«i—cards completely printed is not the only
:'\’.ré'ason for giving them this “three-way” form of
C‘; “entry heading. This form of heading permits great
fexibility in the purchase and use of the cards. Not
21l micro-card subscribers are going o be able to
afford, and some of them will not even desire, three
sets of mjcro-cards. Many a small college library,
determined, at some strain on its 7esOUTCES, L0 sub-
scribe for all micro-card books in ifs curricular
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fields, will decide that two sets of them will have
to do it. It will decide, for example, to have a micro-
card author catalog and subject catalog; but to
save one-third by getting along without a title cata-
log. And some micro-card subscribers, patticularly
individual subscribers in limited subject fields, will)y
decide that one set of cards only, to be filed by them
as either an author catalog or a subject atalog,
will do them. The “three-way,” or “aquﬁiatically-
alternative,” form of printed-in entcy headings,
offering, as it does, the opportunityto file identical
cards in three different ways, gi\:lé‘s a flexibility in
purchase and use that their buycrs are going to find
CXtTf.‘I‘IlElY desirable.

“But,” catalogers aregoing at once to reply, “you
are providing only thiee headings: one author, one
title, one subjectySuppose we want more: suppose
we want othekadded entries?” The answer is: here
is one placedwe have to compromise. If this form of
printed- m\headmgs should be adopted there would
be sypplied, uniformly on every micro-card, the
thr‘{s&alternatwe forms of filing entry stated (author
<—~t1tle—sub]ect) and only these three. If any li-

‘brary decided that it wanted to enter a given book

\ ’ under some fourth heading, there would be one
thing it could always do: exactly what it would

have had to do if no one had ever supplied it with
printed cards: it could put a blank card in its
typewriter, type at its head whatever additional

entry heading it wanted, and copy, under that
heading, as much as it chose of the catalog entry of
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the micro-card. {And, if any library should happen
to want somc unusual sort of added entry—a
“translator” entry, or an “editor” enury, for exam-
ple—this is the procedure that it would have to
follow.} ' '

Much more often, a library would be likely to, \

think that it wanted a second subject entry. And,
in this direction, even though micro-cards are, g@-
ing to provide only one subject heading [or each
micro-card, they are going to extend allshc help
they can, because they deem subject héadings im-

portant. How can this further “help’ be extended?

Well, for one thing, the title ety can be made to
work overtime, as it were, by giving it, wherever
possible, the additional vgiiie of a subject entry.
By inverting it, or by atherwise “manipulating”
1t, every endeavor swill be made to make it just as
practically helpflil\as possible, instead of the al-
most meamngﬁss entry that it now often is.

It is especlally likely to have the added value of
a subject{esitry in cases where the sccond subject
head m\g\\emred is a geographical one. A book bear-
ing~the title “Chinese Missions,” for. example,

) .W()iﬂd get its actual subject entry from the religious
\ ancle but its title, besides being a title entry, would

“bring it out” in the catalog from the geographical
side. Similarly a title entry for “Australian Geol-

- ogy” would “bring out” this book from the geo-

gr’tphlcal angle, while the subject-entry, under
“Geology—Australia,” would direct a would-be
user to it from the geological side.

N\
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A good many librarians think that subject head-
ings tend at present to be overdone, that we need
fewer rather than more of them. And this is prob-
ably true. On the other hand, a great many baoks
very deflinitely have a subject interest from twé
enttrely different directions, How can we give this,
double subject approach to books of this typer
Fortunately our micro-card publishing plan itself
automatically takes care of this; for, under it, all
books in borderline, or criss-crossing,'silbject fields
will presumably be “micro-pub@hcd” twice, in
each of their two respective subject ficlds. As a re-
sult, all libraries subscribingt to material in both
the subject fields will receive two sets of cards for
the same book, each .sépivith a different subject
heading. Thus, to "ci‘tfé'easy examples, material on
forensic medicin@\would receive both law and
medical mier¢ard publication; books on bio-
chemistry Wwould receive both chemistry and biol-
ogy publi¢ation. A library which subscribed for
the capds’for only one of a book’s two fields would
get i3 ‘cards only once, and then subject-headed
‘f.()r\the one field in which it was interested. This

__(Swould, obviously, be both proper and adequate;

) for a law library would be interested in forensic

medicine only from the legal side, and a medical
library in it only from the medical side.

Let us now turn to another heading question,
raised not for dogmatic, or immediate, decision,
but rather as a moot point to be further discussed.
It probably was noticed that the subject headings

QY
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on the sample cards shown a few pages back were
quite different in their form from our present con-
ventional subject headings: in fact that they were
classificational subject headings rather than alpha-
betical subject headings. .

Not all librarians may realize that what they()y
term “subject headings” are really a special sort(of '
“classification”’; and that subject heading “‘edd¢s”
are really a special sort of schemes of cla§§i\1tféation.
The difference is simply that, in schemes'of subject -
headings, the classificational units, after they have
been selected and correlated w@d’@éach other, arc
given names, instcad of symbals;*and that they are
then placed in relationship.té each other by means
of an alphabetical # arraggement (and by means
of “See” and “‘See also"“reference cards) instead of
by a logical, or analytical, arrangement.

In consideriq.g\ this whole subject of headings
for our micr@cards we must get used to the idea—
a little haﬁa’for us to get used to at first—that a
mic:rq;(\zé}}d catalog is very much more than a cata-
log};‘\ih fact that it is no longer primarily a catalog,.
Pgymarily it is a collection of microreduced books:

(it'is a “library” in and of itself: only secondarily is

it also—simultaneously—a card catalog of these
same books. D

This matter of the necessity of viewing a collec-
tion of micro-cards as primarily a library rather
than a catalog is brought up here because it takes

_ * Not always alphabetical, however. Tn many ‘places, partieunlarly
in history, our present schemes of subject-headings have _adoRted
a classificd sub-arrangement, exactly like any analytical classification.
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on very great practical importance when we come
to the arrangement of the cards in their drawers, -
Not the arrangement of them by author or by title:
with these two sections of the catalog no question, o\
arises; the arrangement has to be an alphabetical
one by their respective headings. But, whenwe’
come to the arrangement of the subject-heided
micro-cards, a question docs arise. No gchblzfﬂy 1i-
brary in existence arranges its books m’}ftS shelves
in the way it arranges its subject cardsin its diction-
ary catalog, i.e., alphabetically bythé names of their
subjects. Such an arrangemesi js entirely possible;
but no librarian has ever dréamed of following it.

_ X

We do—almost always—grrange the books on our
shelves by subjects; but the subject arrangement
which we follow tlfere is not an alphabetical one,
but a classified ¢he. We say that we “classify” the
books on the Shelves. Why do we do this? Because
long experjenice has proved that this classified ar-
rangemglfﬁ 1s the one found most useful by the vast
majority of library users.
~ (Fhe question that immediately faces us with
) .{in'icro—cards is, can we, as librarians, argue with any
“\“consistency for a change in this hitherto funda-"
menial rule of book arrangement, just because our
books have ceased to be books arranged on shelves,
but have become books on cards arranged in
drawers? On what grounds can such a change be
argued for? and are the grounds tcnable?
“Oh, but,” it will be replied at this point, “what
youare really proposing is that we adopt a classified
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<

subject catalog for micro-cards instead of an alpha-
betical subject catalog.” That is, indecd, what the
suggestion amounts to. Only I would phrase it the
other way around; I would say that we ought not
to change our established—and always previously - M
found good—method of book arrangement merelyc*,
because in the case of micro-cards it, incidentallyy
results in our having, for them, a classified sphject
catalog,. D
~ Why do most library users—and scholars invari-
ably—prefer to have their books artasiged on the
shelves in a classified order ins:eﬁ\&of in a hit-or-
miss alphabetical, or alphabetipally-arranged-sub-
ject, order? Because, to a‘gy;iﬁformed user of re-
search materials, morc ox¥ess familiar, as he'1s, with
the systematic taxonomy of his special field, there
is a considerable ,z@vantagc in being able to find
these matcrials, €he directly pertinent and the cog-
nate, in close }ﬂysical and bibliographical juxta-
position.yFgen to the uninformed, but intelligent,
workewin’any field a classified arrangement of its
dat'z\'s";?ﬁthesizes it, clarifies it, shows 1ts mutual re-
lgt;‘ianhips, in a way that no straight alphabetical
S “atrangement, with its higgledy-piggledy mixing
J andscattering of subjects all over the alphabet, pos-
sibly can. Furthermorc—and this is of very great
practical convenicnce,—any classified arrangement
keeps materials of a sort together in one place.
When it comes to micro-card books two objec-
tions to a classified arrangement for them can be
raised. '
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First, that it will be obviously Necessary 1o pro-
vide a “relative index,” or “alphabetical key” to
the classified arrangement, whatever it may be, that
we use, a “key” to give the uninformed, or puzzled,
library user an alphabetically arranged list of syb:
ject words to which he can turn, to learn where, {iy,
the classified arrangement, the material he is Seck-
ing is. (In the case of micro-cards this alphabétical
“"key” could be printed on cards—in aifiich case
its continual revision, correction, alld“pi:blication
would be made easier-—or it might-be printed in
book form, in the same way fHat the “Relative
Index” to the Decimal Classification is printed

now.) N

It may be argued thasuch a classified catalog as
this, with its “key,”~forces library users in many
cases to make a \t{vo—step approach to their ma-
terials. What these particular critics fail to see is
that in this N'Spect the procedure, with micro-
cards, wolld be no whit different from the one we -
followsat” present with books. Our books are at
pp&{éﬁ‘t arranged on our shelves in some sort of
dassified order. The scholarly expert almost al-
o < ways prefers to go directly to them, to browse over
) .them, and to pick out for himself on the spot the
books that he wants. But, if he is not expert in the
classificational arrangement, or if, however eXpert,
he can’t find what he is looking for by this direct
approach, what does he do? He uses a two-step ap-
proach: that is, he uses an alphabetical “‘relative

index,” or “key” to the classified book order; a
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“key” which we know better as our present diction-
ary catalog subject headings. .

The second objection to any classified system of
subject headings for micro-cards is that, if we are
to have a “key” to them, it would be impossible to
arrange them in a completely “logical” order. This¢ O
last statement may need a word of explanatior.)
Why would it be impossible? Because, unless, we
accompany our name headings with someﬁsb%t of
classificational symbolization, we must arrange
them in an alphabetical order. Othemwvisc there is
no way by which a “key,” or “relarive index’’ could
direct a user to a given name bi:}l'ding, and no way -
by which he could find it.vzj’fi"

There arc two possibléWays by which this diffi-
culty might be overcome. By one plan, under each
“stcp-down” in the classified subject-hcadings, the
headings under thdt step might be arranged alpha-
betically. H g:rjé the main clarificatory and grouping-
together adydntages of every classified form of sub-
' jetj: heai}i\ng would be preserved; because only the
OTd,fﬂ%f the headings in each class and subclass
}\i(‘)ﬁld be put into alphabetical order. Although

\‘ this would frequently offend one’s logical sense, 1t
would not actually make any very great practical
difficuley. E ' '

As a matter of fact the Library of Congress Classi-
fication, our great present exemplar of scholarly
classification, in thousands of its subheads and sub-
subheads, deliberately departs from 2 classified (or
philosophically correct) order for its headings, and-
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adopts, for sheer practical convenience, an alpha-
betical order. Thus, to take a single example, in’
the Library of Congress Classification the various
chemical elements are arranged alphabetjcally by' '
name under their subject class number “QD18;,"<

whereas the Decimal Classification groups them "
“546” according to a classified scheme. TheGpéti-

cally the classified order for them is bettgrs prac-

tically, so long as we have all Bromigd’material

together under “QD181B%” and alllhe clements.

together under “QD181,” it is notreally very im-

portant whether “Bromine’’ .éomes before ““Bis-

muth” in our shelving arrangernent under a group-

ing arrangement, or afteryit under an alphabetical

arrangement. It wouldh’e éntirely possible to work

out such an alphabetical-classified subject arrange-

ment that wouldMollow very closely either the

Decimal Classification or the Library of Congress

Classification, but, unfortunately, it would have to

be workéd out, and, when it was worked oug, it

wouldrot be either one of these two present classi-

ﬁpﬁx'tffﬁns.

«\" The alternative possibility would be to go back

5 to the classificational symbolization that in the last

chapter we thought we were going to be able en-
tirely to discard. This would mean that micro-
cards would have definitely to adopt a specific
classificationi scheme for themselves, presumably
one or the other of the two present standard classi-
fications, Decimal or Library of Congress. The idea
would be to adjoin to the word headings (by means
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either of superior letters or some similar typograph-
ical device) their proper classification symbols. A
micro-card subject heading might, for example,
look something like this:

N

KON

RK - hh1 : . £\
Dentistry—Operative—Filling—Porcelain .3 N

D
This form would give us a classified arraing\ement
of our micro-cards; enable us to use,e}'{hcr one of
our standard classifications “‘as is,’}Lfn"Changcd ; and
cnable us to link it up directlf by means of the
symbols, toa “key” or “‘relatig@index” in the usual
form. _ R

Tt should also be noted; before we close this phase
of the discussion, thata classified arrangement of
our micro-card ’QiBject headings would have an-
other practical advantage. We shall learn, a little
later, that 2¢6fhomy in distribution is going to dic-
tate that @ sales of micro-cards shall be by subject
ﬁeldnghis being the case, there are obvious
“handling” advantages in having the words of our

~$ubjcct headings, whether they be classificational
tmain heads, or subheads, closely corrclated with
our various “fields” of micro-card sale.

Discussion of micro-card subject-heading forms
should not be permitted to receive undue emphasis.
The way in which our micro-cards are subject- -
arranged is obviously an important detail—a very
important detail—but it is still only a detail. A
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decision on it, either one way or the other, does not
affect the fundamental micro-card idea an iota. It
would always be entirely possible to follow present
subject-heading practice, and even to use—at least
as a starting point—the present oflicial subject:\¢
heading code. All that has been pointed out is gl
this would mean a break—an entirely unnecéssary
break—with all previous library shelving prattice;
and that, before we made this bre’a}g;\'t}ie whole
question ought carefully to be considered.*

&

* For a further ampiification of the \»rlt,éré‘ “own attimrde toward
this qucsnon see his “Alternatives for th\ Present Dictionary Card
Catalog,” in “The Acquisition and Cataloging of Books,” edited by
William M. Randall, 1940, p. 148-0, \JJ

>3
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CHAPTER §

MICRO-CARDS AND CATALOGING
ANALYSIS

N

THE library cataloging of pCl’lOdlC&l‘i as 1t 15 now
customarily done, tends to leave beh}nd it a
“sense of futility. Essentially what it dogs'is to pro-
vide library patrons with a checkhs\(?f the library’s

“holdings” of a given periodigalin terms of vol-
umes and numbers. It does not, eordinarily, give

them any information as T:(J ‘the material that is in

them. It is as though we carefully listed a series of
caskets containing gréat treasure, but gave to those
most nterested, pg }hze as to thelr contents. We
leave them exthé« fo open the caskets and paw over
what is 11151d€* ‘or, by means of some information
gained ou\tarde, to look for a jewel said to be in one
of themmy .

1&1‘;\ was not always the case. Back in the pioneer
dgys‘ of librarianship librarians did attempt to di-
_Yect library users to periodical materials. In those
days “‘analytics,” as catalogers call them (i.c., in-
dividual catalog entries made for the separate parts
ot periodicals and other “composite works”), were
an acccpted part of cataloging procedure. Soor,
however, periodicals grew so rapidly in size and in

149
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number that such “analyzing™ threatened to swamp
cataloging departments. A few libraries—the Ney -
York Public for one—carried it on manfully long .
after most libraries had given it up. Eventually
most of it was taken over by a new species of bib-
liographical tool which had been developed for
this specific purpose, a long, and stil} growing,Jine
of “indexes,” “digests,” and “abstracts” in_period-
ical form, of which the H. W. Wilson Gompany's
numerous excellent publications, alliii;hc Index
Medicus, were perhaps the first examples.

If research materials can be,said to have any
common denominator, it is_the“fact that, on the
whole, they come in small pa;:‘?’\;ages—in periodical
articles, pamphlets, goverament documents, com-
mittee reports, society pfoceedings, and the Iike.
As has been already~pointed out, it is the second-
ary material, the(re'serving up of primary fact for
the géneral r\géfder, that usually blossoms out into
full-lengthdhook form.

It is largely because research material comes in
smallj}:gak:kages, and is, as a resul, minutely spe-
cialized, that it tends to be hard to get at. But the

Ye'}y reasons that have tended to bury it, biblio-

O ﬁraphically speaking, are exactly the reasons that

make it fit so admirably into the micro-card set-up.
The area of a single catalog card is, after all, a
limited one. Although, under compression, it will
take longer items, it is best suited to jtems not over,
P erhaps, a hundred pages long. But for research
material this length is almost ideal. Probably g5 %
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of all its separable “units”—all of its many millions
of books, proceedings, periodical articles, reports,
theses and pamphlets—run to less than one hun-
dred pages. Probably the average size of a unit of
research material would not be over sixty or seventy
pages. In other words, micro-cards on the one hand,
and research materials on the other, seem naturally O,
to “match up.” And, when we do come to the océas"
sional rescarch item that runs to over two hundkéd
pages, we can either arbitrarily split it 11Eo\f2;’)r sep-
arate micro-card “analysis,” if it appears to split
along well definable subject lines, OF,We'can, as has
already been suggested, take recouise to a continu-
ing serics of two or more microfdrds, '
One would hardly want te\suggest, at this stage,
that micro-cards are goitighto reverse the Iibrary
world’s seventy-year trend away from catalog “ana-
lyzing,” or that the\‘w(; tnay ultimately eliminate—
so far as researchnuterials are concerned—any sig-
nificant propqrtlcih of our periodical indexing and
abstracting{ournals. Yet, for all that, this may
prove tose’one of their effects, It is clear that they
Hlalg&’fi,\direct access to scholarly materials, that all
rqsea}ch workers would be delighted to be able to
" zsét"ﬁre, both bibliographically and financially prac-
. ticable. And in the older literature, not covered by
any existing periodical indexes, there is likely to
be a great deal of micro-card analyzing.
To see just how micro-card analysis works let us
consider a typical scholarly periodical, the biolog-
ical journal Ecology. It comes out in four quarterly
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issues. Bound, these make a reasonably weighty

- annual volume. Each issue contains three or four.

separate articles, each from ten to forty pages long,
An out-and-out ecologist will wish to browse over
the entire contents of each number as it comes out: .,
but, for research use afterward, nobody is going to
want Ecology as a whole: what will be wanted ;\h’eﬁ‘
will be some specific article in it. The wauld-he
user may want a certain article by John @, Robin-
son (author approach), or he may wanfall the ma-
terial he can find on the effect of salisre sacuration
on marine life (subject approach),er he may want
an article entitled “The Forest\Cover of the Adi-
rondack Region” (title appfoach). But, no matter
what the angle is from \-\fhi(fh he approaches the cat-
alog, what he wants_is*always something in the
periodical, not the petiodical as 2 whole. In the past
we have catalo ad Ecofégy as a whole; we have
bound it as a\wiole, and stored it as a whole; and
even thouglhya research worker wanted to use only
one tenpage article he had to carry home three or
four. pounds of Ecology.

.No'w, obviously, if we wanted to, we could still

shandle Ecology on micro-cards as a periodical
' whole. We could continue to treat an annual vol-

ume of it as our storable and catalogable unit: that
is, we could put an entire year of it on the backs of
a series of two or three micro-cards (or perhaps
better, on four cards—one quarterly issue to each
card). And it may very well be that that is what we
shall finally decide that we do want to do with it.
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But there is something elsc that, for the first time,
we can do with it, something that no previous cata-
loging or storagc mcdium has permitted our doing,
and something that the users of our rescarch ma-
terials are very likely indeed to want us to do: we
can “analyze”’ Ecology. : L
And, if we analyze, we shall have, instead of€ \J)
Ecology, stored and cataloged as a whole, Ecology;
split up into ils research unit parts. On thefront
of each FEcology micro-card the user of the:\éatalog
would find a careful cataloging, indexiig and ab-
stracting of some one particular z'mpbﬁant article
in a given volume of Ecology. An(j} on the back of
each card he would find, nog ‘Ecology as a whole
periodical, but the text of the one article, {rom
ten to forty pages long I‘ﬁe}haps, which was cata-
loged on the fronc. Mo longer would the ccologist
have to search for.foaterial through a long series of
indexing and gbs”tractin g yvolumes—and then hunt
through thestacks to assemble the actual periodical.
volumes éalled for in his indexes. Instead, all of his
index/réferences—and all of the material itself—
WQ}% be assembled for him at one place in one file.
3k may be replied that this docs, indeed, sound
\m videal; but that the library wotld gave up periodical
' analyzing sixty years ago, not because it wasn't
idcal, but because it had grown prohibitively ex-
pensive. But this reason has, with micro-cards, lost
most, if not all, of its force. The following two
tables of comparative cost will make this fact more
clear. The first table shows the time cost to the

N
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scholar of the two alternative procedures (for the
scholar’s time, too, is something that costs money);
the second shows ¢he financial cost to the library.

TIME CGS81 TO THLE LIBRARY USER

To Find All the Available Periodi-
cal Material on a Given Subject if
it is in Bound Periodical Book Form,
the User Musi:

1. Scarch in anywhere from one to
perhaps fifty separate alphabets, in
anywhere from one to perhaps five
different “indexing” or “abstract-
ing” periodicals (and even then he
will he without assurance that he
has been directed te alf that the Ticy
brary possesses on the sub]cu \in
question). %

(Time from ten to thrty mln’utes?}

2. Look in the libraxg ?\card catalog
(in an indefinitegimber of places)
to see if it possgsscs the various peri-
odical volumés ‘which the indexing
and abstrar\mg journals consulied
say have imatcrial that may be what
he is Jooking for.

(TQE\EH to thirty minutes?)

3. "Hunt in the stacks for for have

“hunted up for him) the volumes de-

sited and found to be owned by the
library.
(Time five to ten minutes?)

\Whalever

N
2 A
Teo Find the Same Pq:nig(,!\féal
Material, if it is Agaflable in
Separately Arm@:ed Micro-
card Form, !he User Must:

u,\

. Lookin\one single place,
in onc sivgle card catalog. He
will rb}re fined everything that
[h&hhrary has on his sub-
ojeck, and  will know (hat,
the library’s xe-
sources may be, he has cvery-
thing.

{Time [rom one to five min-
utes?)

2. No time at all. (If their
micro-cards are ¢here he auto-
matically has the material.}

5. Turn over the catalog cards
that lock interesting and in-
sert them in the reading ma- .
chine at his clbow.
{Time one minute)

“Total time: From 25 minutes to 1 hr.
and 10 minutes,

Total time: From two minutes
to six minutes.
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FINANGIAL COST TO THE LIBRARY

To Provide

To Provide

One Year of a Typical Periodice!

in Bound DPeriodical Form

1. Subscription Cost of Pe-
riodical

2. Cost of Binding

3. Cost of “Processing” and
“Cataloging” the bound
volume. {The “cataloging”
cost is small in the case of
such a “‘continuation” as
this.)

4. Cost of Micro-cards. As-
suming that in the case af
Jreriodical arlicles the li-
brary buys two sets of cards
only ("Luihor and subject
cards); that they cost five
cents cach; and that for the
particalar periodical we are
taking as a swmplc there are
“analyzed"” twenly separate
articlcs each year.

$5.00

1.80
3h

Nil

\

k. Cost of Storage (capllal-.\ 40

ized). {This (:‘btll'llatc is fora,
hook occupying 2" of B1f
space, and for cards gecupy-
ing 14" of file spade.'In Lhis
case we do chai‘g}:'for the
storage of {the” “apalyti-
cal” mierg cards because, if
we hagdih %ed ordinary li-
brarg \uamloginq methods
we\would not have had any.

vEost of Filing Cards (@
1¢ cachy -

7. Proportionate Cost of
the Periodical Indexing or
Abstracting Services which
cover this periodical {esti-
mating it here, quite arbi-

trarily, at 45pth of an an-

nual subscription cost of
3po)
Total

Wil

25

$7.80

1

424
41§

One Year of the same Periodical
in Micro-card Analyzed Form

$5.00

Nil
Nil

<10

Nil
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If we are to believe the last of the above tables
the financial cost of the two methods is almost 3
toss-up. But this table gives micro-cards no
“breaks™: it gives them the bad cnd of every as-
sumption. It assumes, for example, that we are sub-
scribing for the current penodlml only to throw it »

away.

Suppose, to be a little fairer to micro-cards{y We
take an example of periodical analysis for\which
they are more logically fitted, viz. a vo]mne out of
a set of an old, out of copyright, expezﬁ\lve foreign
research journal. Suppose this ]oumal 1s now in-
dexed nowhere. Suppose also thay it is printed in
Russian or Finnish or some pther language so for-
eign that the micro-card abstmcts of it would be of
great practical value for, thIS reason alone. Our cost
table might now look somethmg like this:

To Provide One Yearwqf Periodical To Provide Same Periodical

in Conventional Bomgd Form in Analyzed Micro-card Form
1. Cost of one Year of the
Perlodlcai »anbound S10.00 Nit
2. Cost of Bmdmg
3. Cou\;;} E}alaloging 35 Nil
4. Best/of Micro-cards Nil S2.00
~5 L of Storage 40 10
b Cost of Tiling Nil 40
* 7. Cost of Present Abstract-
ing Services Nil Nil
Totals _ST.-;};- -333—0

But there is still another cost consideration. Both
of these cost comparisons assume that the library
subscribes for two sets of micro-cards. This also is a
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little unfair to the micro-card side of comparison;
for even one set would often give its users far better
research service than they get now. And a subscrip-
tion to one set, instead of two, would cut all the
micro-card cost figures given exactly in half.

We now come to another question: if, on our
micro-cards we “analyze” individually all the long .
and really important articles, just what are we_go?
ing to do with that portion of every periédical
which isn't worth any such separate anal“ﬁié? It 1s
true that a great many periodicals, and\those the
most scholarly ones, are little mop¢ithan bound
collections of monographs; and tli»ai’ these period-
icals lend themsclves casily to mlcro-card analysis.
But thcere are other perlodu’:&ls particularly those.
more popular in characLer, trade journals and the
like, which contain a great deal of more or less
cphemeral matter,§hort notes, current news, per-
sonal items, aqsggatlon notices, and the like. These -
short scraps afymaterial are clearly not worth sep-
arate analymng Most of them have extremely lictle
research’\q’)tcrest Some of them are hardly worth
keep‘mg at all—except in one place (which would
m.ean in this case, in the “sponsorship library”
Cmvermg the subject field which the periodical 1s

\ in: that library will, by the way, always hold a com-

plete copy of the per10d1ca1 in bound volume
form)..

One answer would be to make the SpOI‘lSOI’ShIp
library the only place where these ephemeral, short
items would need to be preserved. In those com-
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paratively few cases when one of them might be
wanted, it could be requisitioned there. But there
is another answer, a logical answer, and perhaps a
better one. It is: that we might first “analyze” (ie.,
catalog and micro-card separately), out of a given
issue of a periodical, all such articles in it as are

deemed long enough, and important enough, to des,
serve separate analysis. (This, of course, would.fe-"

quire the exercise of expert scholarly and edjtoifal
Judgment; but the present editors of abstiacting
publications have to exercise exactly thissame sort
of scholarly and editorial judgmentinow: we are

making no new demand of themy§/We might then

. . N
take all the remaining scraps oFthe issue, and cata-

log and micro-card them (plus a table-of-contents
list of the separately analyzed articles) under the
title of the journal itsglf. "I we should follow this
procedure, we woyldhhave duly preserved, in one
form or the othf:r.,:t\he entire contents of the period-
ical, making ipNailable, and in a not illogical form,
to anyone wha wants it.

WhenGye consider analyzing, many other types
of libraty “continuations” fall into the same cate-
goryvas do periodicals. Take law reports, as onc

~£xample. We now preserve them as bulky, buck-
yTam-bound volumes; and we catalog them in ex-

actly the same checklist fashion that we do period-
icals—as volume so-and-so of such-and-such a series
of legal “Reports.” Users of them are forced to get
at their contents, as best they can, indirectly,

_through various law “indexes” and law “digests,”

N\
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whose growth has paralleled that of the indexes and
digests in other scholarly fields. '

But, just as we have found that micro-card “anal-
ysis” might be enormously helpful:to users of re-
search periodicals, so might it also be for courts
and lawyers, and for other users of legal materials. . o~
If we were to “analyze” these law reports we would
digest, index, catalog, and print the compleie teab,”
of each court decision on a separate micro-card. N§
we did this, every lawyer who subscribed fcr Taw
micro-cards would find all his cases autoﬁ)atlcally
marshalled [or him, in one place, in ane card fi le.
He would instantly have availabléthere the com-
plete text of every pertinent dé€lsion on-the exact
legal point he has at issue, all 6fthem duly indexed
and abstracted. His digest§ would always be up-to-
date; would never becﬁ'ril’e obsolete; would never
requlrc supplcmentb and “annual volumes” and

“cumulations.”’ Thc result: a great saving of his .
time, and, i }ﬂost cases, a great financial saving
over his present “library” costs.

For, g{nce micro-card “decisions” were available
for Q uxthase, most Iawyers would cease 10 buy the
Coxﬁpletc bound-volume ‘“Reports” of any juris-

'.dlCtIDn {except, perhaps, their own). Only law li-
\m y“braries would buy such “Reports’—and perhaps
even they would not! For micro- -cards could, and
would, divide the law, and all the judicial inter-
pretations of it, into small, interlocking, flexible,
infinitcly interchangeable bits. Each Jawyer would

buy only those subscription fields in which his prac-
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tice lay. If he were a patent lawyer he would not

buy micro-cards for all of the decisions of all the

federal courts, but only the patent dccisions, It
would take only a relatively small card file o pro-

vide him with, what would be, literally, a com-

plete library of patent law, and a completely

pre-organized, and always up-to-date one at that. A
And what would be true of the patent lawyéf’

would be equally true of the negligence practi-
tioner, the corporation lawyer, the specialisein’real
estate litigation, or in copyright lawaorin admi-
ralty law, or in domestic relations, oxNh any other
legal special field. No longer ‘V(iﬁd any one of
them need to overload eitherhis oflice space or

his purse. No longer-—excepton rare occasions—

- would he need o go out ef his own office to his bar

association or law schog:fl'Iibrary. Right by his own

desk, in one smalldiling case, topped by a small.
reading machine,:l}e would possess a “law library”
far cheaper, fa}i’E:asier to use, and incredibly more
adequate imMheeting his own special nceds, than
ever he Qaa dreamed of possessing.

Furthermore, if our Iawyer wished, he could in-
tepfile in this same file not only the micro-card
~Pprinted decisions of the higher courts in a given
\“case, but micro-card copies of the unprinted pre-
liminary decisions of the lower courts in the same
case, micro-cards of the briefs of opposing counsel,
micro-cards of the exhibits and auxiliary materials
—in short, complete case histories—all condensed
into incredibly small space, and all filed under a

N\
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master filing system, familiarly “legal” in the flavor
and form of its subject headings, and so affording
him instant accessibility to all its contents:

Who would “publish” the lawyer’s micro-cards?
Perhaps law libraries; but, very likely, commercial
law publishers, exactly the same law pubhshers
who are now publishing the same court reports in
book form. They would find it easy, for they w ould
simply have to combine with the editing, absﬁrat:t
ing, and printing of books, the editing, ab&b{&ct1ng,
and printing of micro-cards. And, by so\foing, to
find almost surcly a vastly wider, ami\morc profit-
able, market for their productl s '

What is true of the law is llkely o be hardly less

true of medicine, of engmeermg and indeed of

cvery other profession, Micro-cards, with all of
them, make analytical citaloging easy. All of these
other professionaldfields can also be divided into
subject sub-figlds: JFor few men will want to sub-
scribe for thé micro-card output of a whole pro-
fession. The’ dentist, the gynecologist the radio
en gmee\r\thc oculist, the highway engineer, the so-
cial t“}\tse worker, the pSy’Chl'dtl‘lSt——CaLh will be able
to choose and to subscribe for, the micro-cards of
Qi particular branch.

¢\



CHAPTER 6

WHEN THE MAIN RESEARCH LIBRARY

CONSISTS OF MICRO-CARDS &2

\

Ny

WJ: have so long thought of the catalog cards of

a hbrary as being merely the key‘so its books
that it is going to take a little timé&3d adjust our-
selves to this idea that the cat,alt%’ itself is going
to be the main library. Nog dhat micro-cards are
going entirely to supplant Bdoks. Don’t for a mo-
ment get that idea! Of: course they won't. Every
research library will contmue to have real books,
hundreds of thousands of them, millions of them.
Only one part of fhe entire library—but that a very
important pét(t mdeed—wﬂl be affected. Perhaps,
before golng further, we ought to try to visualize
What_lf‘rnlcro cards develop as it scems likely that
they.$¢ill develop—the university “library” of the
fuﬁﬁ‘e 1s going to be like. It seems likely to be a four-
~Jpart affair, consisting of:

I. Various relatively small libraries in book
form, intended for “general” everyday use. These
willincludea “Reference Room™ collection, which,
depending on the size of the institution, might run
in size all the way from p,000 volumes to 100,000.

They will include the “reserved book” collection
162 .

N\
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so-called (if this anachronistic pedagogical device is
still being perpetuated!). They will include the
“browsing room” collection, or some sort of an

equivalent (“dormitory libraries,” ‘“house librar-
ies,” and the like). They will include laboratory

collections, class-room collections, seminar room

collections, and various other small special-subject,

libraries spotted here and there around the uni}
versity for direct, “easy access” use. Finally,;’they
will probably include what can, for want Qf@abette’r
term, be called the “college library,¥ auselected,
“revolving” collection of the latest and best books
in all the institution’s curriculaz.fields, almost en-
tirely non-rescarch in charac}ér: and intended
mainly for undergraduate .cgllateral reading. This
“college library” (it cogld.’éictually be “divistonal”
in form) might run alt the way from 20,000 to
200,000 volumes. L hese various libraries in this
first category lel‘, collectively, serve such of the

university’s library needs as lie below the research -

level. A2 .

11 ”{'he“ university’s “sponsorship library,” again
a libsary entirely in book form, very highly spe-
Qidiized, very definitely consisting of research ma-

{ferials, and covering, as completely as its means and

abilitics will permit, its segment or segments of the
divided-by-subject fields, nationally organ_ized, Te-
search library corpus. Depending on the size and
the financial resources of the university, this special-
subject library might contain only ten thousand
volumes, or it might contain several million. For

N

N
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the materials already in, and continually coming
mto, this “sponsorship library” the library would
be continually making and sending out micro.
cards, distributing them to other research libraries
all over the country.

II1. What we might call the university’s “hold=
over” general research library, i.e., its present i,
brary, as it has been gradually modified by thenew
conditions which will surround it and witl\affect
its content and use. &0

It might possibly be thought that, dace division-
of-fields has become a settled natiohal library pol-
icy, there would result an immeédiate disintegra-
tion and scattering of our ptesent great research
libraries. Such a developinent seems to mc cx-
tremely unlikely. It wonld'seem much more likely
that, instead, withoutj’afly deliberate intent so to
do, our present’{ésearch libraries in book form
would at last~become “revolving collections.”
Nearly all spew “trade” books (i.c., hooks pub-
lished ongatommercial basis), research as well as
non-research, will come into the library not in
nmicroscard, but in book form. There are also many
categories of research material which every library

AWl want permanently to retain in book form. It
)" will want, for instance, to retain a good deal of
what might be called “prestige material,” incuna-
bula, first editions, fine press printings, and the
like. It will want to retain material not easily and
adequately reproducible "in micro-card form—
books with colored illustrations strike one, offhand;
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as one example of this sort of material. It will want
to retain research material which receives frequent
use—for there is some research material (“Beil-
stein” is a good cxample) which is an exception to

our general rule that research material is seldom

used. It will want to retain—for both sentimental

and legal reasons—many gift collections. So every s
N

great rescarch institution will continue o have'a
library of rescarch books, but with the strong fiab-
ability that, at last, as just stated, this librarg would
have become a fixed-size collection. Tliere would
be a continual accretion of new copyrighted bought
material, and, simultaneously, azcontinual slough-
ing off, or “weeding out,” Qf‘élflcr and less-used
material, the weeded out bvop’I{“s representing almost
entirely books for whieh' micro-cards were being

_substituted.

V. Finally, theé“é:xvould be what, by inexorable

mathematical fate) is bound to become the main

\

general rescakch library of the university, covering
all its curfiédlar fields, and running (in these days
that a;el%head of us) into a great many millions of

V@Uﬁ‘téé. This “library” would be one entirely on.

uifero-cards, housed in cndless aisles of file cases.
Of all the four categories which compose the uni-
versity “library’ it alone would be growing larger;
but it would be growing larger fast. Additions to
it would be pouring in all the while from a hun-
dred or more cooperating micro-card-issuing librar-
ies. In it the scholar would, eventually, find most
of his materials, and do most of his work.

~
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Now for a few words about the internal “work-
ing,” the operating side, of this new type of uni-
versity library, this new research library, this micro-
card library. So far we have been discussing only
its “plant,” or investment, phases: i.e., the acquisi-
tion, binding, cataloging, and storage of its “books.”
We have said nothing, or very little, regardingoi’t;;“
operation, the use of its books, the impact of itdnew
techniques upon its patrons, RS

Just as micro-cards will effect enormous econo-
mies in the four phases of the libraryls “plant,” or
library growth, problem, so willshiey also effect
economies—very considerable-oués too—in every
phase of its operation. These “economies will be
espectally apparent in its..‘f'izirculation” work, ie.,
in the use of its books-bY its patrons. And these
economies will start avithe beginning, at the point
where a library pétron, having found in the card
catalog a referdiice to a book which he thinks he
would like tdJook at, takes steps to secure it.

At preseiit—if the library is one that does not
give itsxeasual users “open access™ to its stacks (and
mostigreat research libraries do not)—the usual
Rrocedure which the borrower would follow from

o ~this point would be:

) 1. Tofillouta “call-slip” for the book he wants,
putting on it usually: a. the book’s author; b. its
title; c¢. its call number; d. his own name; e. his
address; f. perhaps other information—as, for in-
stance, the date, or his seat number.,

2. To take this “call-slip” over to the “circula-
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tion desk,” and give it to the library attendant
there, for him to dispatch, by stack page or pneu--
matic tube, to the proper stack deck.

g. For. the stack attendant there to search for
the book.

4. If it is n its place on the shelves, for him to
forward it, by stack page or automatic carrier, back\' \:§

to the circulation desk. S
5. For the desk to signal the borrower and'give
him the book. ' .m.’\'~ '

6. If it is not in its place in the stack] ‘for the
stack attendant to send back word t@ihat effect to
the circulation desk; \ .

7. For the desk then to searchits own “‘charging
trays” to find out if the boq]gié““charged out”; and,
if 50, to whom, and wher\ft is due to be returncd.
If the book is already: overdue, or if the would-be
borrower has a “pfiority rating” so far as library
use is concernedito send for the book for him.

8. To havé the circulation desk atiendant file
either theedll slip itself (in duplicate, or book
“chargesslips,” previously made by the library staff
and¢placed in a “pocket” on the inside cover of the
bdok—libraries vary in these details) in two differ-

“\ett files, one file kept by call numbers, one file kept
cither by borrowers’ names or by due dates. (It
is desirable to have a “‘charging system” which will
be able to answer at least two of these three ques-
tions: 1. “Who has a certain book, which is not
in?” 5. “What books has a certain borrower out?”
8- “What books are due today?”)
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-While all this procedure was going on the bor.

rower’s ““waiting time” may have run, from a minj-
mum of perhaps five minutes, up to a high of sev-
eral times that much.

Now compare the above routine with probable . £\
micro-card “circulation’ procedure, A

1. If a patron finds in the catalog a title thathe
wants to examine he knows at once whether.arhot
it is “in,” because, if it is “in,” it is thepeMin the
catalog drawer, under his fingers. )

2, If it is not “in,” he finds in Qs‘ Place a card,
which tells him where it is—and @yo where else in
the caialog one or two additional copies of it may
be found. For we must not_forget that, with micro-
cards, every catalog cardy\Whether it be an author
card, a title card, or a,séib'ject card, has, on its back,
the complete micrg®ext of the book which it cata-
logs. In other wp:fci%, any library which has a micro-
card book in‘i}sif:atalog atall zas as many duplicate
cofries of z{ bhere as it has catalog entry cards for it. .
This mg’a;rls that, if the library has a “two-way,” or
a “three-way,” catalog, there is always likely to be,
soffiéwhere in it, 2 copy of any book which a bor-

_rower wants. V. ery seldom will he have to wait for
()2 book to be “recalled” from another borrower.

$. Desiring to take away a micro-card “book™ -

which he has found in the catalog, the would-be
borrower, just as he does in present practice, fills

out a “call-slip” for it. This micro-card call-slip
will be very much like our present call slips, except
that: a. It will be the exact size of a catalog card.

1y
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. It will be made out in duplicate, the second
“slip” a cheap-stock, thin, colored card, the first

~ onc paper. (The borrower will, naturally, make his

duplicate copy by means of a carbon-paper insert.)
¢. On the micro-card call-slip the borrower will’
put, very much as he does now, the subject, the
author, and the utle of the “book” he wanis-to-
take out, the only difference being that hé, will
write these three itemsin the exact wo:rda'ng; and in
the order, in which they occur on the"‘a}ticm-cafd
which he is removing from the cald@iog file. d. Be-
low them, as now, he will put hi;;@a}ne and address,
and the date. PN :
4. He—or, perhaps better; a catalog attendant
standing by—will remeve the “book” he wants
from the catalog draw@r * and will drop in its place
the card copy of his*call-slip.” From then on, until -
the micro-car%"‘book” is returned to its placc there,
his call-stipyforit will show all subsequent users of
the catala@ g, that the library has that book, b. who
has thaf-particular copy of it “out,” and ¢. where,
Ciseiﬁ}iére in the catalog, one (or two) additional -

QG:.oo[}ies of it may be found.

% 5. The sccond callslip, the real “charge slip,”

/AN
%
\ )

will be filed, under the borrower’s name, as pow, it

*To facilitate the removal of individual cards from the ‘micro-
card catalog it may prove desirable for Lhe cards to have the com-
mercially used keyhole slot form of card hele insicad of our coti-
ventional library form of round hole. The advantage of the sl9t
hole is, of course, that a mere twist of the Tod releases any card m.
the drawer, without the necessity of pulling out the rod. Thc d_ls-
advantage is that the slotted hole does not lock the cards in quite
50 securely, This is another minor detail that ought-to be studied.

~
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a file kept at the circulation desk. (This procedure
gives the library the double charge—one by book
and one by borrower—which is common o all
charging systems known by librarians as “two.
card” ones.)

And this, as it has just been summarized, is thes, .
full micro-card “circulation routine.” The bor

rower has no waiting time whatever: he gefs-his
"book” immediately. There is no stack-decksedrch-
ing for books, because all the “‘books” are'right un-
der the borrower’s hand in the catalogNT he work of
“charge slip filing” (and “un-filifg" later) by the
library staff is cut exactly in ’ha]}, because one of
the two “charge slips” was filed in place automat-
ically, when the micro-card for it was taken out of
the catalog. (And, of eourse, the reverse will be
true when the “bogk” is returned.) Charge slip
searching for “out¥ items is entirely eliminated, for
the catalog itgé}f’automatically gives this informa-
tion. Finally there is likely to be very little “calling
back” of overdue” items (always an expensive
process);\because the library can usually supply 2
bcg:t%ifer at once with a duplicate micro-copy.

s3I practice it will probably be desirable for the
tibrary to protect its micro-cards by furnishing
cheap small manila envelopes into which they can
be tucked when horrowers are taking them away
from the library building. Fortunately, our present
catalog cards are of a size convenient to “handle,”
convenient to carry in the pocket, convenient to
send through the mails. Think of the case of carry-

N\
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ing home a whole micro-card “library”"—fifty to a
hundred volumes perhaps—in one’s coat pocket,
as compared with the work of carrying home the
same number of volumes in their present form. Or
of mailing the same “library” away somewhcre.
Two alternative methods of micro-card “circula-
tion” are possible, and so, perhaps, deserve mené W)
tion. Both may sound a bit startling; yet both, 4xé
entirely within the bounds of immediate practica-
bility. There are on the market at prcsg:rﬁ{‘séveral
diffcrent models of snap-shot-picturgdaking ma-
chines of the automatic coin-in-a-steptype. There
1s no reason why one of these sqme\fhachines could
not be modified slightly to mhake it available for
library use. How? Librm:ie;éﬁ%vould purchase them
for installation at variopé" points in their micro-
card catalog room (oF robms!). With such a machine
at his elbow any J\ibrary patron, who wished to do
s0, could dropamickel in it, insert a micro-card in
. the proper slo, and receive back from the machine,
afew secOnds later, the original micro-card (which
he would then return to its catalog drawer) and a
nggvﬁqﬁcro-card copy of it of his own—duly photo-
, \g‘rjhphed, developed, “fixed,” and dried—which
\m} .¢opy he could carry away with him. He could either
throw it away when he was through with it; or add
it to his own personal micro-card ‘‘library.”

It is not at all impossible that the library might
prefer to employ this automatic micro-card copy-
ing technique to take care of all of its “circulation,”
rather than to “circulate’ its own micro-cards. Tn-
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~deed it might so much prefer it as to be willing it-
self to pay part of the cost of making the automatic
copies, Le., to let the patron get his micro-card copy
for two cents or three cents. Judging from such
figures of circulation cost as are available it might
be actually cheaper for it to do this. It sounds in-
deed fantastic to say that it might prove to He)
cheaper to give away books than to lend them;(but
we are dealing with factors so new to libraryrprac-
tice that we must not be surprised at anything!
There is still another alternativesvhethod of
micro-card “circulation,” which, js>also entirely
practicable, but this is one in the‘:nnture of a special
service for those library patrens”who want it badly
enough to pay the extra coét of 1t. In its photostat
department every library*could install an enlarg-
ing device, by the use'of which any micro-card text
could be “blown pp}” on photostat paper, either to
its original size{or at least to a size which could be
easily read apain with the naked eye. This would,
naturaily‘, be much more expensive than straight
micro-¢ard reproducuon but some library uscrs,
'kno\wmg they are going to have to use a certain
book intensively over a considerable length of time,
X “mighe be very glad to pay the cost of this photostatic
" enlargement. To all intents and purposes they
would be getting a copy of the original book back
again, made to order for them, while they waited!
Where will library patrons find reading machines
with which to read micro-cards? When micro-cards
have become “the library,” the answer will be
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studies, in laboratories. They will be omnipréséht';
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“Tverywhere”| Every faculty member, in fact 'every

regular research user of the library, will, as a mat- -

cer of course, have a reading machine of some sort
of his own, and probably two or three, one of them
easily portable (i.e., of brief case size). Machines
will also be sprinkled freely, not only all over the
library, but everywhere else around the universigy
—in seminar libraries, in classrooms, in faculty

more constantly used, by students and facu}Qr alike,
than radios, or typewriters, or telephdies, In one
large university there will be hund*r;&_é of them, of
various types. \

Naturally any such mass glefz}aind as this for read-
ing machines is bound tageéhlt in enormous tech-
nical improvement ins them. They “‘work” now.
But in this new era shat is coming, they are going to
be much lighter ifi.weight, much more compact in

bulk, mauch si‘mﬁler to use, much easier on the eycs,”

and, last busby no means least, much cheaper. All
A - .

of thﬁse.{hmgs always result from mass production

and, nrass use. : '

.;I%érc will be those who will assert that our
seading machines are already almost perfect. But
Mvith the perfect reading machine, micro-text will

N

N\

be at least as easily, and as clearly, readable as

was the original book page from which it was taken.
Micro-reading machines are, as yet, no nearer per-
fection than our radios are—and they have still
some distance to go! Not that the makers of reading
machines are to be blamed for that. We have here

N
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a perfect example of the vicious circle. When the
situation is that, once 2 month, one library, after
thinking about it for a long while, decides to buy
one reading machine, the Iibrary market for read-
ing machines is not one for either the inventor or
the manufacturer to get excited over. On the other
hand, so long as the micro-texts which these mas,
chines offer us are blurred, and poorly lighted, ahd?
strain the eyes, and snag and tear our films, andre
generally uninviting to use, they offer shght irncen-
tive to the library to buy. Now comeunjero-cards,

to offer to both parties in interest alwWay to break
out of this vicious circle! When efders for reading
machines come tumbling inyfrom large research
Iibraries twenty or fifty machines at a time—as some
day they will—technical jinprovement in our ma-
chines is going to follow Very quickly.

One other minoxhut nevertheless not unlmpor-
tant point. If I1b1>ary card catalogs are going to
swell, as we cah\sec them swelling under the impact
of micro- cards their own storage efficiency ought
to be carefully re-examined. In the future, wastage
of cataIE}\g filing space can no longer be dismissed as
something of slight importance. Catalogs of a mil-
.'hon cards are one thing; catalogs of ten million, or

“\Mifty million, cards deserve thought.

If the matter is considered it will be seen that the
crucial factor in card catalog filing capacity is ex-
actly the same as the crucial factor in book shelving
capacity, viz. the area of the vertical plane facing
on the two sides of an aisle.
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One of the things that this means is that catalog
drawers should be longer. Almost all our card cata-

- Jog drawers now come in one of two lengths: fifteen

inches for single drawers, twenty-three inches for

double ones—the double drawers being not {(easily)
removable. There is no good reason why the length,™

of single drawers should not be doubled, or almadst
doubled: this change alone would double the card
capacity of our files. To be sure, drawersas long as
this would be somewhat more awkward to use, and
somewhat heavier to lift around;chit the post-war
use of plastics or of light metals might solve the
weight phase of the problem.‘N'or would doubling

their length make them:iillimssibly heavy in any -

event, parily because,dn practice, they are seldom
full of cards. : .-

N



(CHAPTER 7

THE PUBLICATION AND SALE
OF MICRO-CARDS A9
HERE will be those who will believafﬁi‘at the
publishing of micro-cards might b@j\ﬁonc most
effectively by some sort of singlé\great central
organization. It is only, they w%‘ say, by such a
centralized handling of the( c}ltalogmg, filming,
printing, and distributing 6Pthem that it will be
possible to secure that umforrmty of format and
subject-headings, angd) that scholarly adequacy, ac-
curacy, and complchensweness that are admittedly
essential. The ﬁ)rcc of somc of their arguments
cannot be d&(ned But there are also difliculties in
the way, oDsuch a centralization, difficultics that
woulddséem to be too real and too strong to be
eﬁec\t'.l\?ely overcome. -

N‘he main one is this: behind every micro-card
,~f.f1h01‘f-‘ must be, not merely an original cgpy—-and
. in most cases several original copics—of the book

copied: there must also be behind it, at the con-
stant call of its makers, all its background literature,
ie., a library in its subject field. Every cataloger
knows that, properly to catalog and abstract one

book, it is often necessary to consult ten related
176
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books. In other words, before any centralized
micro-card publishing organization could even
start to do its work it would have to build up for
itself an enormous centralized library. And “enor-
mous” would be no mere rhetorical phrase; for
this organization would be proposing to reproduce
by means of micro-cards the research materials of "/
every subject field, of every discipline, every pro-
fession, and every social interest. The building 'ﬁp

of such a new library as this would be neither prac-
ticable nor practical.* \

Instead of such a central micro~cfijh’1ibrary and
issuing agency, which would b¥ %und, to a very
great extent, to duplicate a}téady existing library
facilities, besides presentigg :political and adminis-
trative problems of the first order, it would seem

* It may be replied thaf we would have no need to build up such
a new central library beealise we already have the Library of Con-
gress: in other 1vorﬂ{~it- may be asked, why cannot the Library of
Congress itself take over this micro-card project. Of course it could
—if it wanted-4owbutl one can sce very great difficulties. For such
a library as_is here cnvisaged the present Library of Congress, great
as ir is, r?ptﬁsénts no more than a small initial nucleus. Not merely
in thegry,(but in sober fact, the micro-card idea, like the division-
of-fliglds.idea, contemplates, not merely a great library corpus, but,
C"t‘;rlt\ally, a complete library corpus—which is a very dilferent mat-
teriindeed. Furthermore the micro-card plan of publication involves,
o “g5' we have already seen, the preliminary gathering together, not
™ of one, but of at least three copies, of every book covered. As betwan
the various libraries of the division-of-ficlds group these three copics
could be easily acquired through a system of gradual interchange of
materials: but, with the Library of Congress, it would be a case
of all-acquisition, or, at Jeast of relatively very little exchange. To
ask Congress to provide funds to buy and to house—just as scon as
possible—a library of from thirty to fifty million volumc's. and to
provide funds for a corresponding stalf, plus 21l the entirely new
staflf required for micro-card publication is something Ehat could be
done, but, as was said, one can see very serious difficulties.



178 THE SCHOLAR AND THE FUTURE

better, from every angle, to decentralize the project
and to build upon the excellent foundations that
already exist in. our various research libraries.
Furthermore, since this means a division of micro-
card publishing among them, it would seem al-
together logical to ask these libraries to work out i
division of this publishing along subject lines which,
would closely parallel the division-of-fields céllect-
ing lines proposed for them by the Meteath Com-
mittee, R Y

Let us go back for a moment to thie ’pr0posal. It
will be recalled that it is: that{ﬂl American re-
search libraries divide up amorg themselves all the
various subject fields of llbi"aly acquisition, each
library choosing for itselfgome one collecting feld
in the light of its existing holdings, its financial -
resources, and its_prebable future needs. One li-
brary might say{fer example: “We will agree to
take the natigfal sponsorship for Italian literature:
that 1s, we will try to secure, catalog, and store every-
thing nﬁxw’ly published in this particular field.”
- Anotlier' might say: “We already have the best col-
lettion of material on medicine in the country; we
R will take it upon ourselves to make this our special

(O Tesponsibility, to make every reasonable endeavor

to secure everything new published in this field.”
Another: “Our holdings on the history of France
are already outstandingly good: count on us to
make them the best that can be made.” And so on.

‘The Committee’s plan, as it thus tentatively set
it out, was one for cooperation-in-acquisition only;
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the various libraries entering into it were to be
merely collecting, cataloging, and holding centers.
Other libraries might borrow their sponsorship
books from them in accordance with the established
rules governing inter-library loans; but otherwise
these books would be available for use only as
scholars traveled to them for that purpose. - O\
Micro-cards propose a still further step in ¢he -
division-of-Aelds plan. They propose to make all
 the re-printable sponsorship material of all©f these
libraries available everywhere—in microreduced
form. Each library would buy oxly such micro-
cards as it wished; but, if apylibrary did wish
to buy everything, it could:.bé as complete in
its own holdings of reseateh materials (so far as
they had been reproduced in micro-card form) as
all the libraries of thééountry were collectively (in
their original bogk form). Micro-cards propose €o-
operation-in-dgsébmination; they propose that the
division—of;ﬁ‘él s libraries, instead of being merely
collcctix;g’y:'éhters, be distributing centers, distrib- -
uting £& their sister research libraries micro-copies
Of,%la'rge part of the older material that they bave
and of some areas at least of the new material that
~Othey are currently collecting. Clearly, this exten-
. sion of their functions is neither unreasonable nor
illogical. Collecting and holding, however impor-
tant, are merely static functions: publishing and
disseminating are dynamic functions.
Nor does the point need laboring that the add-
ing of these dynamic functions would in turn help
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the Metcalf Committee; would encourage and ac-
celerate that acceptance of specialization sponsor-
ship which it desires to bring about. For micro-card
publishing would give increased meaning to that
sponsorship, a working reason for it of the most )
compelling sort. Once any library saw that, by com:
ing into a subject division-of-fields plan, it would
become, not merely a holding center for schglatly
materials, but also a publishing center, {t“would
all the more want to come in: it wouid Teel that
it was going to contribute to, and<bévan essential
link in, an integrated and correlaQed whole of pro-
ductive national scholarship, Aud that, when one
thinks of it, would be a rather bracmg atmosphere
in which to conduct the. hbrary of any institution
of higher education., '

But micro-card pubhshmnr would be much more
than just a psych@logical benefit to a library, to its
university, apd)to the division-of-fields plan. It
would alsobe a financial benefit. There is no reason
1\rhatever\why any library’s publication of micro-
cards shOuId be an expense to it. To be sure, its

“sales” of its micro-cards to its fellow research li-
brar1es would be likely to be very largely “offsets,”

e, bookkeeping credits against the costs of similar
) micro-cards being supplied to it by them. But, even
though its inter-library micro-card business was
conducted very largely on an “exchange’” business,
this exchange business would have a real cash
value; for, if it had no cards to supply it with

“credits,” the library would have to pay cash for
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all the cards that it bought. In addition, besides its
exchange business with the other sponsorship li-
braries, every micro-card issuing library would also
have non-library customers; and, on these sales of
cards to the outside world it could, with perfect
propriety, sccure for itself a reasonable profit, just(™y,
as it secures a profit—or endeavors to—on the baok .
publications of its university press. It shouldneyer
be forgotten that micro-cards, particularly>those
issued in certain subject fields, will fia sale to
thousands of private buyers—to ’p{a‘y‘sicians,'law-
yers, engineers, and other professional men, to
manufacturers, banks, and eommercial firms, to
laboratories, hospitals, and, sacial agencies, etc., ete.
The larger division-©Ffields libraries that be-
come, jointly, the principal agency of micro-card
- publishing (for ghe library field), might find " it
desirable to set (p for themselves micro-card print-
ing departmenpts, just as they already have bind-
eries, and Bhotostating, and micro-filming depart-
ments/ ;Ef"fhe sponsoring library were a very small
ong)\¢his last requirement would not, however,
HCCE to deter it from accepting a sponsorship.
\:;\Various alternative arrangements for doing the
' “manufacturing” of micro-cards would be possible.
A small library might accept 2 division-of-fields
obligation and do the cataloging of all the micro-
cards for it, but leave the physical making of them,
either to some large neighbor library equipped to
handle it, or to some commetcial firm prepared to
do micro-card filming and printing. In this it would ™. -
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be acting in exactly the same way that most librar-
ies do now, when, reluctant to put in printing
plants and binderies of their own, they have their
printing and binding done for them by outside
commercial firms. There is no reason to think that
such commercial micro-card manufacturing plants,
will not, in due course, be established. A

This mention of commercial micro-card making
brings up another point which should, perliaps, be
made perfectly clear before we go fugther. There
will be no effort or intent of any sorewhatsoever to
restrict the printing, or the publiiiing, of micro-
cards to libraries. There is no s¥ay by which it could
be so restricted even if wes, a9’ librarians, thought
that it might be desirablgite do so. Personally I do
not think it would be desirable. As a field for pub-
lishing, micro-cardg'eught to be, and will be, open
to anyone: to pfesent book and periodical pub-
lishers, to iqaﬁidllals who never have been pub-
lishers, to jgstitutions not libraries, and to libraries.
The mare” different agencies there are issuing
micre<cards, the more rapid their effective im-
provement will be; for, of all the economic axioms,

_il¥s is one of the most fundamental: that the more

“\“minds there are, competitively at work in a frce

market making any given product, the better, and
the cheaper, that product is going to become.

At the same time, the corollary of this axiom
should be equally, and just as emphatically, made
clear. Although the micro-card printing and pub-
lishing fields will be open to anyone, they will be
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open, 50 far as research library patronage is con-
cerned, only to those who are willing to issue micro-
cards that conform strictly to certain established
library micro-card standards that will be set up for
them. (This phase of the matter will be further
discussed in the next chapter.) L0

Just as with all other sorts of publishing, micros "
card “publishing,” regardless of who does it,zwi}i’
be of three types: original (i.e., of material 1gi'be-
fore published in any form); reprint (i.el",;\of-ma-
terial previously published in either hdok or peri-
odical form); and simultaneous (\E}s,\ of material
which is being issued simultanegusly in both micro-
card form and book or periodical form).

The field for repringtand for simuleaneous,
micro-card publishing issobvious. But that micro-
cards also offer a logieal method for certain kinds
of original publ'Qgpion may not, perhaps, be at first
50 clear. Therg\js, however, no sort of research ma-
terial at prédent being published for scholars in
“near Eri‘ﬁt;’ form for which micro-cards do not
oﬁer@gﬁé expensive, and more effective, medium.

’.T.:he way in which library micro-cards will be

.80l stems directly from the method of their publi-
\Jcation. All library micro-card sales will be “global”
sales, i.e., by annual subscriptions covering desig-
nated subject fields. There will not be, and there
cannot be, with micro-cards, any such “individual
item" sale as books have. This matter of the size

of the micro-card “sales unit’” is very much more
important than might at first appear. In fact it is-
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vital. It 1s the chief factor governing the cost of the
cards—just as it now is the chief factor governing
the cost of Library of Congress catalog cards. The |
actual manufacturing cost of Library of Congress-
cards may possibly run to as much as half 3 cent .
apiece. Why then—even with no allowance, or a
very meagre allowance, for profit—does the Lid)
brary of Congress have to sell them for 1%.t0\3%
cents each? The answer is simple. The diief cost
which the Library of Congress is undef, n selling
its cards, is not for the making of them at all, but
for the finding of them after they are made, and
for the maintaining of a stock, of many millions of
cards on hand to fill orders forthem as it gets them.
"The Library of Congress des fill individual orders
for individual cards, agvast multiplicity of infini-
tesimally small ordersAnd it is this expense—the
expense of handLiﬁg these innumerable tiny sepa-
rate orders—~t«l{a{t\ micro-cards will politely, but very
firmly and pusitively, get completely away from.
Althopghi all the library buying and selling of
micro-€ards will be by global subscription, and not
by ,i{idividual titles, every effort will be made to see
that, in splicting up the whole field of human
~Ckhowledge into subject fields, or global “sales
) units,” each distinctively differentiated field of
scholarly and commercial interest is segregated
publicationally, Would-be micro-card buyers may
© not be able to buy micro-cards for separate titles;
but they will be able to pick out the exact subject
field, or fields, which they are especially interested
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in, without hiatuses on the one hand, or overlap---

ping duplications on the other. We would have, for

example, not merely a split-up of the whole field
of knowledge into such broad subfields as Law,
MEDICINE, LITERATURE and Art; bui a further
split-up of such broad sub-fields as these into much

smaller units, PATENT Law, DENTISTRY, GERMAN

LITERATURE, PAINTING, for example, any ‘one, &8
which could be subscribed for separately. Oxé can
foresee perhaps three hundred, perhaps ffvé hun-
dred, of these separate subscriptional sibject fields,
some very large, some very small, bupall separately
available, on annual subscriptiqn;}é global units.

This splitting up would be gatefully planned to
afford sufficient freedom of purchasc choice to meet
almost any buyer’s need. "Each separate depart-
mental field of a college or university, for example,
would be available s a separate subject subscrip-
tion field, beciuse cach college would probably

“want to subsefibe only for those subjects within

- . R . - .
its currir\u]ar range. A law, medical, or agricultural

: SChfﬁal’ibrary could, similarly, meet ifs ‘special

cugficular needs. Personal subscribers might want

_tdtarry their specialization in subject subscription

%

{\Miclds even further. A firm of patent AtLOTMEYS

would want all patent law micro-cards, and per-
haps nothing else; an obstetrician all the micro-
cards in his special field only; a firm of architects all
architectural micro-cards; and so 0D When onc
remembers that, in each case, the micro-card sub-
scriber would be {ultimately) securing, not only 2

N

£ '\

N 3
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card catalog of the literature of his subject, but also _
an actual “library” of it (a library in IICroscopic
form, taking up only microscopic space, and pur-
chasable at a microscopic pricel) the possibilities
of micro-card sale, and the combinations of subjects
which could be subscribed for, are obviously end,
less. \
But micro-cards would be able to offer theit\sub-
scribers flexibility in another and hardl j}éss im-
portant direction. Not only would cach($itbscriber
be able to subscribe only for the micro-cards in its
special subject field, or fields, butalso the number
of sets that it subscribed forniwould be entirely
under its own control. Tha,t,"is where the “three-
way,” multiple-entry, headings described in Chap-
ter 4 come in again. If.&$ubscriber desired to have
a “three-way” (subjeCt-author-title) approach to its
micro-card matepials, it would have to subscribe for
three sets of all the micro-cards it bought (just asa
library nci\lr has to buy three—or four or five—
copies of‘every Library of Congress card to do i?s
own.cdtaloging). But, if it desired to economize, it
might'feel that it could get along without a title
:c\étéilog, for example—at a proportionate saving.
" Most businesses, and many small educational insti--
tuttons, might very well find that even a single set *

¥ One thing, by the way, every library will save on, It will not have
to purchase a set of micro-cards to make a “shelf-list” catalog for
them, For shelf-lists are another bit of present-day library machinery
that micro-cards make entirely unnecessary, Getting rid of the shelf-

list means also another saving in library staff laber, in equipment cost,
and in space,
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of micro-cards, filed either by author or by subject,
would be enough to meet their needs. '
On the other hand, large universities, and large
commercial firms, might very well want extra sets
(i.e., more sets than the basic three required for a
“three-way” catalog). A university, for example, (D
might want to have more or less completely dupli~
cative sets of its main catalog installed in cath of
its separate college, school, and departmet, Hbrar-
ies. (Particularly would this be the case 'if these
were widely separated geographicallys\,) Or it might

‘want to maintain a complete three-way catalog at

the main library, and a subj’e'c’t‘Catalog only at the
school or departmental library. A large business
concern might wish to’k.'é,‘eﬁ sets of micro-card ma-
terial, in certain subject fields, at its main office,
and other sets a;.\i’t§ regional offices, or sets at its
main manufagi?\i;ring plant, and other sets at its

-subsidiary plasits.*®

Except fyom the cost side, it may, perhaps, be
thought@t first that the inability to buy micro-cards
itenby item is a disadvantage. But it is not. The
.S\Eili‘l‘ of micro-cards globally, by subject fields, is a

“positive advantage. Remember that micro-cards

are- cards for research materials; that they are ma-
terials for scholars; and that completeness of cover-
age is of the essence of research materials. A scholar

* 1 suspect also that we shall find many college professors sul?-
scribing to ar least single sets of the micro-cards covering their
special fields, A centory ago it was possible for a teacher to get the
entire literature of his field within the four walls of his study, and
possible to do so ar a comparatively modest cost, toc. Affer a century
interim, micro-cards make this seholarly ideal again realizable.
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may be well aware that his micro-cards are not giv-
ing him complete coverage; but the qualifications
that Impair such coverage have been stated to him,
and are known. If, subject to these qualifications,
he is able to feel that, in buying his micro-cards, he
is getting everything—or at least is gradually aps
proximating it—in the field he is buying, he is get<>
ting a surplus value in being put in touch Wwith -
material that he did not previously knowiabout.
The number of micro-cards issued ahnually in
each of the various subject ficlds will; of course,
vary greatly—some of them may, aith‘i to only a few
hundred a year; some will sl.ufe\ly run to tens of
thousands. All micro-cards will be sold at so many
cents per card, Probably;éb far, at least, as inter-
library sale is concernéd; this price per card will
be a uniform one for all fields, and one set high
enough to cover allcosts. Probably also, for obvious
reasons, it wotld'be desirable to allow subscribers
a slight disdohnt per card on all additional sets of
cards afe@x“the first. But these and many other fi-
nancjalﬁétails can be worked out and settled later.
’\Fq\ally, a few words on one very important
point: on what basis will the micro-card issuing
~Uibraries select their material for micro-card publi-
~ cation? They obviously can’t publish everything
all at once; it will take decades for them to begin
to cover their fields; what then are they going to
select for publication first? The answer, as an an-
swer, is an extremely simple one: it is only the
application of it that is hard, For the answer is in
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brief: these libraries are really, all of them, in busi-
ness, a special sort of publishing business: every
business exists to provide its customers with what
they want: these libraries, therefore, out of all the

materials which are available to them for micro-

carding, should publish first, step by step, what
they think will be of the greatest possible use to the
greatest number of their subscribers. A

How will they know what this might be? One-of
the great advantages of having libraries de micro-
card publishing is that, just becaus they are 1i-
braries, they ought to have a very mudh better idea
than any outsiders could possi];alyfhave, as to what
types of material, and even as\to-what titles, will be
of the greatest immediate, tlse to their fellow librar-
ies and ought, therefoxgy to be micro-carded first.
But, if they are in any doubt, or want suggestions,
it would be ea@ya}or them to ask advice—by.
questionnairgs_or otherwise—either of their sub-
scribing lihféfies or of research authorities in the
field inysﬂv’ed. ' -
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CuAPTER 8

LIBRARY CONTROL OVER MICRO-
CARD PUBLISHING R\

SOME of the preceding paragraphs may bave sug-

gested the solution for one probled ‘that had,
from the start, been a puzzling one. Mieto-cards are
not patented. It is quite possible that no patent
protection upon them could/have been secured;
but, in any event, no effort wagmade to get any. Be-
cause they are not protected by patent the library
world has no legal cauitrol of any sort over them.
Any one may make- thém; use them; buy them; sell
them. "\

With no sétb-of legal control over therm, there is
obvious ddnger that they may, as they develop,
take on the same extremely individualistic varia-
tion.fu form that makes books so expensive for
ll&a’nes to store and to catalog. But this danger,
though obvious, is not inevitable, The library and

}ﬁ scholarly worlds are, with micro-cards, starting

from scratch, as it were, with a brand-new publish-
ing medium, and a medium specially devised for
their use. If they clearly resolve to do so it 1s en-
tirely possible—and easily possible—for them to

standardize, for their own use, its essential char-
190
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acteristics. Knowing what enormous wastes a lack
of standardization would involve, it would be in-
deed profoundly unfortunate if micro-cards were
permitted to evolve into an inchoate mass of mis-
mated, mis-sized, mis-headed, and otherwise un-
integratable elements. -

In its broader aspects this particular problem isg\J)

in miniacure, the problem which all society fapéé§
the problem of preserving, so that both may(werk
together for its good, the supremely_ important
urges of competitive efforc and indiyidualistic
ingenuity on the one hand, and thgSupremely im-
portant efficiencies deriving {romhstandardization
and coordination of effort on theother. It is socially
desirable to throw the makiirg of micro-cards open
to everyone; it is equally Socially desirable to see
that all of them that.are made (for library use) are
automatically inpeﬁ;ﬁlable and “inter-usable.”
Fortunately’\(tﬁ\would seem entircly possible to
secure all the)standardization we need for library
purposes™iy’ cooperative decision and voluntary
confo;@}fy; and to secure it without inhibiting
migtexcard development outside of the library field
inlany direction it may choose to go. It is unneces-

(Sary here to do more than suggest the lines along

which this result may be arrived at.

In the first place, the supervision of all the mak-
ing of micro-cards for research library use should
be placed in the hands of a Library Micro-card
Committee. Exactly who should compose this Gom-
mittee need not be discussed here; but it would

.

Q!
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certainly seem that those libraries that propose to
engage in micro-card publishing should have repre-
sentation upon it. It is. obvious that it should co-
operate closely with such organizations as the As-
sociation of College and Reference Libraries, the
Association of Research Libraries, the National

/

Association of Book Publishers, the Library of’

Congress, the Council of Learned Societies,, thzz
Social Science Research Council, etc., etc. That it
should make every endeavor to work in close asso-
ciation with the Metcalf Committee ipgually ob-
vious, N

The work of the Library chro%ard Committee
would be advisory only. It would recommend, not
dictate. Even so, such a commlttee would have a
number of important d.utles and, if it performed
them with tact and wxsdom its recommendations
would almost surel‘y be generally, if not unani-
mously, adopteﬁs{ It would have to establish certain

standards for@icro-card format, and certain special '

rules for micro-card cataloging practice. It would
have tg decide upon a form, and a scheme, of
subjést ‘headings for them. Besides these biblio-
graphlcal decisions, it would have a large number
of publishing decisions to make. It would have to

7 correlate its division of subject fields with the

division-of-fields that the Metcalf Committee set
up on the one hand, and with the practical exigen-
cics of micro-card sale on the other hand. It would
almost surely have to deal with some subject-field

publishing for libraries by commercial firms. It
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would endeavor to see to it that all subject fields
were covered, yet without duplication, It would
have to formulate sales and marketing policies to
govern the library distribution of micro-cards, and
assist the cooperating libraries in setting up a prac-
tical schedule of micro-card sales prices.

The executive work of most committees is dong;)
and has to be done, by its officers. This Committée
would be no exception. And it is clear, frédm) the
above outline of its duties, that these officés’ should
be possessed of an unusually hroad\birtlook and
background of experience. Naturally they should
have had both library trainingiand executive li-
brary experience. They should be intimately, and.
sympathetically, familiar"'with scholarship—its
needs, viewpoints, and ‘bibliographical usages—
preferably at first hand' And it would also be clearly
desirable that théy should have had a first-hand
experience im} commercial book and per10d1ca1
publishing{ For the production of micro-cards is,
after all prlmarlly a pubhshmg enterprise; and its
efliciefit execution will require continued contact
WLQ};“book and periodical publishers, and an inti-

.‘mate knowledge both of their ways of thought and
Jof their practical problems.

Because the Micro-card Committee would have,
at the start at least, to do a considerable amount of
real work, it would have to have a certain amount
of secretarial help, and there would be involved
also travelling expenses and office expenses How -
would all these necessary eXpenses be financed?
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One obvious answer would be to seek foundation
support. And, at the start, while the project is still
in its embryonic stages, help from this direction
would undoubtedly be extremely helpful.

But foundation support, if it should be obtained,
should be viewed as a purely temporary matier,
The Micro-card Committee will have to bel 2
permanently functioning body; it should Lherefore
stand soundly on its own feet; and should.develop,
just as soon as possible, proper and adeqate meth-
ods of meeting its own expenses. Vatibus ways of _
accomplishing this end could be suggested. For ex-
ample, every micro-card hcensée —that is, every
individual, or corporatlon . op Tibrary, which has
been officially “approved’®®y the Micro-card Com-
mittee, to produce elther micro-cards, or micro-
card equipment, for Zzbmry use—might pay a
nominal fee to support the Committee in its neces-
sary coordmal\onal and orgamzatlonal work. This
fee might, for example, in the case of libraries be
one per ¢efrt on its gross annual sales of micro-cards,
and jdthe case of commercial firms selling to li-
braixes two percent on their gross sales of micro-

_eards or micro-card equipment.

~J  The only control which the Committec would
~ be able to exercise over its “licensees” would be a
very simple understanding, viz. that no cooperat-
ing research library would buy either micro-cards,

or micro-card equipment, which did not mcet the
standards of library practice which it set up for
them. This would leave micro-card publishers and
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micro-card equipment manufacturers free to de-
velop in any direction they chose. They could con-
form to the standards set up by the Micro-card
Committee or not, as they chose; but, if they
wanted to secure library business, they would have
to follow library rules. To this requirement no
legitimate complaint could be made; while, if thé )y
Committee were upheld in this way in its decisidns; |
anational uniformity in micro-cards for liblgm’fuse,
their complete interfilability and in;;ga@éhange-
ability, would be a fact. N2
Any subject division-of-fields plaw’ formulated,
' ought to have four outstanding-eharacteristics. In
the first place it should BeySimple and easily
understood, unequivocal"a’rﬁid unzmbiguous, omit-
ting nothing essential @nd leaving nothing to be .
assumed. In the seconid place it should threaten
no coercion; but\ invite a voluntary coopera-
tion. In thé&(ehird place it should be long:
visioned, farsightedly comprehensive in its ulti-
mate reaeh! . : -
Bufhe fourth characteristic that it should have
i{igﬁb“ less important: sweepingly comprehensive
_though it may be, it should not propose, ot advo-
\ Jcate, any sort of a grandiose start. It should realize
perfectly well that, though complete coverage is its
ultimate ideal, such coverage is not to be attained
in a moment; in fact that it can never be com-
pletely attained, but only slowly worked toward.
In other words, although it should sct its uluimate
aim high, it should keep its feet on the ground. It
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should see clearly that even a modest advance
gained is far better than no advance at all; and
that, by not attempting to do too much in a hurry,
the progress which it makes will be in the end far
surer, and in the meantime far less costly. Once the
details of its course of actionn have been settlcd
upon, it would take but one single acceptange, of
sponsorship—onc single library agreeing d, take
over one single subject field—to place 1ts d1V1510n-
of-fields plan into operation. From thén‘on devel-
opment would be a matter of gradual buc steady
growth. In its deliberate avoidarice of the grandi-
ose, its willingness to start sm:S the Committee
would show, more than by, any other one thing,
how “well thought out,"*how practical in the best
sense of that word, lts’pmposals were.

‘These outstanduipy characteristics which are rec-
ommended to gulﬁe the procedure of the Micro-
card Commﬂ:t%e would seem to be those which the
Metcalf Commntee has also adopted for its pro-
cedure, \lee the Micro-card Committec it has a
- basigridea that is, in its essentials, amazingly sim-

plcl\Lll\e it, it leaves the library acceptance, or
ndn -acceptance, of its plan an entirely voluntary
“matter. Like it, its ultimate ideal is sweepingly
comprehensive, nothing less than a complete cov-
erage of the whole range of recorded human
knowledge.

But the Metcalf Committee wisely realizes that
this ultimate ideal can, in practice, be only an

/N
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ideal, something to be kept in mind and slowly
worked toward. It too discourages anything in
the nature of a grandiose approach to its task. It
sces clearly that the soundest start into any un-
known field must always be a modest and tentative
one. And, since it is entirely possible to have
subdivision-of-fields begin when one single Iibraryo\:}
says ‘‘we are ready to start,” it will not be disda’ii&-\
ful of just that extremely modest sort of a begin-
ning. : R4

One word of caution may, perbaps, beudesirable
at this point. Like the Metcalf Gommittee the .
Micro-card Committee will have an immense
amount of work to do that is génuinely essential,
work that is intensely prag:;féﬁl and very definitely
constructive. It will thefefore be obliged to set its
face resolutely agaipsf 211 siren-voiced proposals
that it waste precious time in purely theoretical
“preliminary,stitddes”” of all sorts of special micro-
card questioné’: ' - :

Not tba}: licro-card publication requires no pre-
1imillaiiy.\study. It does—plenty of it—enough of it
to gwainp any committee. And, just because there
istsb much for it to do that it is absolutely necessary

(¢hat it do, the Committee should weigh its every

act with two stern questions, like a sort of_Me-
mento mori, staring it in the face. If micro-cards
do what it would appear not unreasonable to ex-
pect that they can do, they will save American re-
scarch libraries alone, on the basis of their present
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size, at least two million dollars a year. Later, at

‘their present rate of growth, the annual saving
would be many times that sum. Two million dol-
lars a year is over §5,000 a day. Faced with a possi-
bly avoidable waste of $5,000 a day it would seem<
that every “preliminary study” presented to_ the
Committee for consideration ought to be("sub-
mitted by it to these two acid tests: 1. is jt~a Study
absolutely essential to the immediate ipdQguration
of the micro-card program, or is it\gerely some-
thing that it sounds interesting to\‘get data on’?
and, 2. if it is essential, how gaiekly—at a cost of
$5,000 a day!—can it be jagmned through to com-
pletion, so that the pragbi’caI results which are to’
be based on it can be initiated?

In one of my previ(’ﬁ’ug articles * there were (wo
paragraphs whig@émphasixed how urgently neces-
sary it would seem to be that librarians take a defi-
THte cohstm;c ive action soon on their library
growth, gtoblem. 1 said: “There would scem to
be grave’danger—and here we come back to our
texf $}—that, if we wait too long, the . . . reorien-

_tation which the situation calls for will not be one

O planned by librarians but one directed by strangers

\ W

largely or wholly ignorant of library needs and

* “Alternatives for the Present Dictionaty Gard Cataleg,” in “The
Acquisition and Cataloging of Books,” edited by William M. Randall,
1940, p. 1450,

+ The temark of Panl North Rice, associate librarian of the New
York Public Library, that “The problem of cataloging costs must
be attacked by catalogers themselves or it will be attacked by cxecu-

Lives less able to judge fairly as to what should be modified or elimi-
nated.”
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techniques, For ‘things,” we must remember, never
‘happen.” They are always done. If they are done
by people with expert knowledge, able -to’ think
keenly and then to act aggressively, they are done
well. But sometimes, unfortunately, they are done
by people lacking all qualifications except the(
willingness to act aggressively. Do librarians see™
nothing incongruous, or even alarming, in tl]ze.féét
that the largest union cataloging project, €v€r at-
tempted, the largest bibliographical project ever
carried on, the largest printed catalog*ever com- -
pleted, the most searching critigjs\in\of cataloging
methods uttered of recent ygars, were each and
every one of them directedqiof by a professionally
trained cataloger but byjébmeone drawn from an
alien field? RN\ | '
“Is it not possibk:: thercfore, that it may be our
present duty, asdibrarians, to ask ourselves, and to
ask very sobgr} and thoughifully: ‘Are we doing
all that we@hould to assure that the future of our
researchhbraries, and of their librarianship, Is go-
ing'tq‘]\:fé directed by librarians, or are we in danger
o,f}lf}tting that direction go, by default as it were, -
& -€lscwherc—to our trustees and educational execu-
< tives, to our architects, to lawyers and engineers, to
teachers and physicians, to writers and radio an-
nouncers, to members it would seem of every pro-
fession except the one . . . equipped by SPeCi?{I
training and expericnce to meet the grave responsi-
bility that faces it?” Genuinely puzzled by this li-
brary problem of ours . . . our colleagues look
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to us for guidance, for informed and courageous
guidance.” And “guidance” means more than
“studies” and committee reports. Sconer or later,
it means action, action by trial and error to some
extent perhaps, but action.



CHAPTER ¢ -

COPYRIGHT AND MICRO-CARD
PUBLICATION -

EVERY advocate of micro-reproduction has, fromp ~>

its first inception, emphasized the necessit,y.igf

having it conform strictly, both in letter zn:ﬁl in
spirit, with all the requirements of c0pyri'g}1t faw.
This attitude should be equally the xile'in every
phase of micro-card development, 'Eo} micro-cards
to start off as exemplars of openoF covert, literary
piracy would be to have themystart off under very
bad auspices indeed. Comfﬂét’e equity, as well as
complete legality, in their handling of all the copy-
righted matcrials thej desire to reproduce will have
to be an essenr{aj“\sine qua. non of all micro-card
procedure. : _

The Nafitnal Association of Book Publishers
and the Joift Committee on Matcrials for Research
of tllts\:z&fherican Council of Learned Societies and
the\Social Science Research Council drew up, some

:S{{‘fﬁrs ago, an excellent “code” for the micro-filming

\Jof copyrighted materials, a code which seems to .
have worked to the satisfaction of all_concerned.
Here are the essential porcions of its text: *

* Quoted from Herman H. Fussier, “Photographic Reproduction

for Libraries,” 194z, p- 176-7. .
201
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“A library, archives office, museum, ot similar institu-
tion owning books or periodical volumes in which copy-
right still subsists may make and deliver a singie photo-
graphic reproduction, or reduction, of a part thereof io a
scholar representing in writing that he desires such re-
production, in lien of a loan of such publication, or in
place of manual transcription, and solely for the purpose
of rcsearch, provided

“(1) That the person receiving it is given due notice in,
wrmng that he is not exempt from liability to the copy
right proprietor for any infringcment of copyright\by
misuse of the reproduction constituting an m[rlngement
under the copyright law;

“{2) That such reproducuon is made and\ £urmshed
without profit to itself by the institution m*tkmg it. ..

“Under the law of copyright, author\\or their agents
are assured of ‘the exclusive right to frint, reprint, pub-
lish, copy and vend the copyrightéd work,” all or any
part. This means that legally no andividual or institution
can reproduce by photography or photo-mechanical
means, mimeograph or othesitethods of reproduction a
page, or any part of a boek) without the written permis-
sion of the owner of theltopy right.

“While the rlght ©f quotation without permission is
not provided in lat, the courts have recognized the right
to a “fair use’ af book guotations, the length of a ‘fair’
quotation be.mgdependent upon the type of work quoted
from, and ¢he fairness’ to the author's interest. Extensive
quotathn\ls obviously inimical to the author’s inter--
est

I‘n order to guard against any possible mfrmgemcnt of
c\opﬁrlght . - . libraries . . . should require each appli-
cant for photo-mechamcal reproductlons of material to
assume full responsibility for such copying . . . The ap-
plicant . . . is obligated under the law not to use the ma-
terial thus copied from books for any further reproduc-
tion without the express permission of the copyright
ownetr.

“It would not be fair 1o the author or publisher to make
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possible the substitution of the photostats for the pur-
chase of a copy of the book itself either for an individual
Jibrary, or for any permanent collection in a public or
research library. Orders for photo-copying which, by rea-
son of their extensiveness, or for any other reasons, violate
this principle should not be accepted . .. -
“Out-of-print books should likewise be reproduced only
with permission, even if this reproduction is solely for

the use of the institution making it and not for sale.”” A
ne

Q"

So much for the existing “code” governing
photographically reproduced materials. 181 at
once obvious, however, that micro-cards.gaise copy-
right questions which microfilms antl*photostats
did not have to face; for, as the “code” itself makes
very clear, it covers, and is definitely intended to
cover, only what might be ,‘té;('ﬂ.lEd a casual repro-
duction of materials, thaj::jéia reproduction of them

~ in.one-copy form, for‘tfi,é'ﬁse of a single individual.
Micro-cards represgnt','on' the other hand, not indi-
vidual-use, not Q’n\e—copy reproduction; but a new
form of publfbétion, or of re-publication, in mulit-
ple-copy jdum. Their illicic production would,
therefore; be a flagrant violation of copyright.

Forfnately, the interpretation of the law does
netoffer micro-cards any unusual or especially

',ifi;{hzzling problems. And becausc violation would
\”‘3 Jbe so clear, because micro-cards have no excuse (O
avoid, or evade, or infringe copyright, the Library
Micro-card Committee will have one duty thal.t
will be paramount, viz. to sec that all of its “Ir-
censees” meet, strictly, fairly, and fully, all of the
obligations of the copyright law. On the other
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hand, to say that the copyright obligations which
micro-cards are under are clear and easily recog-
nized, and that they will be strictly met, does not
mean that copyright can press a deadenmg hand on
micro-card development, can cripple it or smother
it. Micro-cards will have ample opportunity for
growth along entirely proper lines. N

For, the moment we begin to talk about all
inclusive coverage in any subject field, there shretch
out, in every direction, vast ranges o, matenal
which were never under copyright at allyand other
vast ranges on which copyright hag\bng since ex-
pired. In these two categories SEmatcrial, both
legally and ethically fully in the public domain, lie
most public documents, most society and institu-
tional publications, andemany millions of books,
pamphlets and perlodlcal articles—enough ma-
terial to keep everyone interested in micro-card
publication bus;x for generations to come without
any necessity, OF going any further.

From a copyrlght standpoint there remain two
other chegoncs unpublished manuscript ma-
terialand published copyrighted material.

Al unpublished manuscript material is pro-
~teted by common law copyright, a copyright sub-

' ]’mstmg, of course, with the author, if the material

in question is still in his legal posscssion. There
should be no micro-card publication of it until his
consent to publish has been secured, and his rights
in his literary property in every way properly pro-
tected. He may demand a royalty; and, if so, this

o
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must be duly arranged for before micro-card publi-
cation can be proceeded with. It is true, of course,
that the micro-card sale of any item would, in ac-
tual dollars and cents, amount to 5o small 2 money
total that any royalty possible from it would hardly
be worth an author’s bothering about. It is true,
furthermore, that original publication in micrq-o\:}
card form would occur, usually, only for resea}rés];f
material, that is, for material for which thelsales
market is too slender to justify regular publiéétion.
In other words, the author would be in'the iaosition
of having to choose between mic;‘g{:a’rd_public&
tion, nominal or nil though its menctary return to
him might be, and no publiéation at all. Fortu-
nately most authors of material of the research type’
do not ecxpect—in fact tljiésf' may not even desire—
to secure financial Teturn from its publication. Tf
they know that a pitblic sale of their work is possi-
ble, they will, “adaturally, ignore micro-cards and
seek regular{¢emmercial book form publication
forit. A o .

A ratlier curious copyright question arises in the
casg&' unpublished manuscript materials whic.h
areldwned by a library—bought by it, or given to 1t

”'\fr\'—-which it wishes to publish in micro-card form.
"The copyright in such materials (i.c., the righ.t to
publish them) exists as a legal right quite distinct -
from the right of ownership in the physical manu-
script. Usually the library acquired, by its gift or
purchase of the manuscript, both rights; and it 18
generally presumed to have done so unless the
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copyright was expressly reserved by the author,
But, when it acquires such materials, every library
is well advised to see to it that it clearly does acquire
both rights; for common law copyright, unlike
statutory copyright, does not run for any stated
term; and cases have arisen where the heirs of thg
orlgmal author have claimed common law copy
right in unpublished manuscript materials which
have been owned by a 11brary, and have IIESth un-
disturbed in its possession, for a century Of more.
When we come to the final categoryyi.e., already
printed and copyrighted materialyive come to ma-
terial on which micro-card repu\bhcauon 1s Impos-
sible until due legal arrangement to republish has
been made with the owner 'of the copyright (who

will usually be the orlgmal publisher). His attitude .

will normally be: 1 How much, if any, will micro-
card re- publlcatloh hurt my sale of this material in
its origmally Rubhshed form? 2. What, if any, ad-
ditional re¥eénue can I secure from a micro-card
‘reprintingtif 1 permit one to be made?

A hb}ary would naturally like, when it is buying
mlc\\m cards of anything, to be able to save on all
.f@ur factors of its cost. But it may be worth its while
Jto buy them even though it saves on only two or
three. We saw, for example, in the comparative
tables of cost quoted a while back, that a library
might be money ahead to subscribe for a periodical
and throw it away, using the micro-cards of it to
- save on its binding, catdloging, and storage costs.
If this were always the case, it might appear, at

/N
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first blush, that it offered a reasonable modus vi-
vendi: the original publisher would be asked to
permit muicro-card republication of his book, or
periodical, provided all the buyers of micro-cards
for it first bought it in its originally published form.
But this suggestion, though ingenious, is not practi-

cal; for there 1s no way by which the microcard

publisher may know which of his micro-card sub;
scribers have, or have not, so bought. Furthermofe,
even if he did know, he could not—in his owrf'sales

—distinguish between them. For his salags we re-

member, are to be “global” sales. All-af-his cards
must go to all of his subscribers: heveannot check -
up on their “right” to secure, or'not to secure,
micro-cards for any given indivtdual item.

It looks, therefore, as thjég’ligh, for current copy-

 righted materials, micrg-cards cannot come into -
the picture very mugh. 'When they do, it must be
through some suchiways as the following:

The possibility that, with certain types of publi-
cations, with*Which total research library subscrip-.
tion sales-dté an extremely insignificant part of the
publig,}-kf’é total income, the publisher might ig-

“noreythe possibility of losing some portion of that
/Pt of his income; and, as a matter of “scholarly
e6mity,” or whatever else one may choose to call it,
might say to the would-be micro-card publisher,
“Go ahead.” This is a conceivable, but hardly
likely, possibility. . ' ' ' '_
The possibility that the “go ahead” signal might
be encouraged by some “consideration,” paid by



208 THE SCHOLAR AND THE FUTURE

the micro-card publisher to secure from the origi-
“nal publisher the “micro-card rights.” The trouble
here is that the micro-card income on any one item
15 50 small that any honorarium which a micro-card
publisher could afford to pay would hardly be
worth a regular publisher’s wasting time even to
talk about. O\

The possibility, however, that the honorariiyr
plan might prove to be really practicable f?lf:’:’o

a. Foreign periodical research publications
(mainly German) on which the subsgtiption price

~ has heretofore been so extravagantlyhigh that com-
paratively few of our libraries hdve been able to
afford subscription. o\ '

b. Foreign new publications (mainly English)
on which no United Statgs copyright exists because
of the so-called “manmuficturing clause” in our ex-
isting copyright lag These are the books for which
American publiShers “import sheets.” The sale of
this material is always small, and has been very
largely toidibraries.

Thepossibility that the micro-card republica-
tioh'of new copyrighted books might become prac-
tifizh)le afler they have ceased to be new. When 2 -

& f};’iven book has ceased to sell, when all its avenues
) of possible sale have been exploited, when its plates
have been melted up and its last copies have becn
sold out or remaindered, then its publisher might

be willing to give micro-card republication the “go
ahead signal” without asking for any sort of con-
sideration. It may be asked: would libraries then
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have any reason to want micro-cards? The answer

is: yes. In choosing an item of this sort for micro-
card republication the issuing library says, in ef-
fect, that it considers the item to have research
library value. If the receiving libraties nmever . (N
bought the gwen book in book form, they would ¢ * N
now get it in micro-card form. That is clearly worth\
their while. But, even if they already have the book

in book form, it may very well be that, for,pe}ma—
nent storage, they would prefer to have itin ‘micro-
card form. They could then d1spose Qfsthen' origi-

nal copy. \\
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CHAPTER 10

THE USE OF MICRO-CARDS FOR
CERTAIN SPECIAL CLASSES A
OF MATERIAL

N\
e N

P

Theses N

¢

THESES are, at present, one of the grea"f:}lcadaches
of the research librarian, It is dowbtful if there
can be found in the whole Uni;e\a.\States even one
library, not excepting our latgest ones, which is
handling them to its entiregatisfaction. They come
pouring out—many thomsands of them every year
—from colleges and wiiiversities all over the world.
Some of them arg’ﬁlmost valueless; but many of
them are of greathimportance in the development
of further regéﬁ*ch. Lest they should miss some-
thing of wtal value, research libraries are under
obligation'to collect all of them in the subject fields
thagt\tl}é}f cover; and, because they arve very inade-
qga}ely listed anywhere, and because they are is-
R <$tted irregularly, in many countries and languages,
.~ and at hundreds of different issuing points, the
mere collection of them is, of itself, a time-consum-

ing and difficult task.
And, when they have finally been collected, a

library’s troubles have only begun. Most of them
210
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come in unbound, and should be bound. -And,
whether they come in bound or not; they cannot
be said to be really available for research. use until

they have been cataloged. Binding them is purely

a question of expense; but, when it comes to cata-
loging them, the difficulties encountered are much

more than merely financial and much harder to .
. « 28N
surmount. A large proportion of all theses are WEA, ™

ten in foreign languages, some of them in languages
very foreign indeed! By their very charactet; they
are bound to be esoteric in their subject matters.
Between the far-reaching ranges of\their contents
and the difficulties of translation;(their adequate
cataloging becomes a work of .gr"éat bibliographical
and scholarly difficulty, gQgpled with a correla-
tively great expense. R\ S
But suppose—just Icf’é supposc!-——that, so far as
libraries are concp{‘hed, the handling of all of the
world’s dissertations was sO organized that three

" copies of them™—just three—came in regularly to

some ong single point {or, poa.sibly, to a half dozen,
or a dozen, carefully selected points, cach one cover-
ing:d given sector of the whole field of knowledge).
Supposc that, at that point, they were cataloged by

S ‘fi staff who were bibliographically, philologically,

\‘:

and scholastically expert in their respective fields.
Supposc that they were not on
micro-carded. And suppose, finally, that complete
sets of all these dissertation micro-cards—each czu'“d
bearing on its back the complete micro-text of its
thesis, and on its front a full cataloging, an accurate

ly cata_loged,' but duly-

A\
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subject heading, and a careful abstract of the thesis
(this last, remember, regardless of its abstruseness
or of the language in which it happened to be writ-
ten)}—were sent out each week, to all the world’s
research libraries which desired to cooperate, two
or three hundred of them!

The text of probably 989, of these theses wouldy
go on a single card; very few would run to ore
than two cards. This means that any libr ary, that
wanted them all could obtain the complet@yexts of
all the world's theses, all cataloged 'm"cl\rcady for
use, at a cost, probably, of not over fpur thousand
dollars a year. But, as is true oE@ﬁ‘ other types of
research material, few librari¢s’would desire all.
Subscribed for by separate)subject” fields, each
library, at relatively smachost—at perhaps, an al-
most nominal cost—co,uld meet the research needs
of its own institu’ti\én.

¢\
N Maps and Charts

OR the ’tzlidcspread microphotographic distribu-

ion"of map materials of every sort micro-cards

a;c;%eal. From a use standpoint every map and

X -chart is a unit, a separate item. Atlases are nothing
) but collections of individual maps. (Indeed, some
of the great “classic” atlases were more or less
bound up to order, and sometimes no two cxtant
copies have quite the same contents.) No research
worker ever wants to use an “atlas’’: he wants to use
“amap of Blank”~—which may, or may not, happen
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to be in an atlas. All of which means that, if they
are to be used with maximum efficiency, all maps
and charts should be individually “analyzed.” Why
haven't we done this? For no reason at all except
the cost of it,

But micro-cards actually invite us to do this map),
analysis, for the reason that a single map or cHart,
wherever the original may happen to haye-been
located, fits neatly, in micro-print, on thqback of a
catalog card. In other words, here,asin so many
other cases, the natural cataloging “unit,” the nat-
ural unit of common use, and\the micro-text ca-
pacity of a micro-card, arrigy at a happy coinci-
dence! No longer shall wc,be obhged to catalog our
atlases only as atlases,c@r to catalog huge sets of
governmental sheet “maps, like the British Ord-
nance Survey mapsyor our own U. S. Topographic
Survey sheetsyds)“sets” of sheet maps. With micro-
cards we cam, reproduce, and we can catalog, each
mdlmdual map as a unit, and so can makc it easﬂy
avallab‘}e to the research user.

Welcan go even further, a whole lot further! Not
o‘nly can atlases be “broken down” into their con-

\stltuent maps; but thousands of invaluable maps

\ hidden away in guide-books, travel books, govern-

ment documents, and all sorts of miscellaneous

volumes can be individuélly micro-repr_oduced,

and individually “brought out,” for the would-be
user, by analytical cataloging.

And, finally, once each map and chart has been
micro- -printed and cataloged on a separate card, the
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resulting collection of map micro-cards will be so
flexible that it will be possible to arrange them
according to any filing scheme desired—geographi-
cally, or chronologically, or by maker, or by pub
lisher, or even “typically,” or by “projection,” etc, |
If a library desired to buy two or three sets of ma
micro-cards, it could maintain several dlﬂferent‘
map files. .\

As for cost: consider what this map micte-card
technique means when it is applied to a®Blaeu oran
Ortelius. Such rare atlases as theseualthough they
are cartographically fundamental,shave now gone
quite out of the financial reach-ofany but the most
wealthy of college and uhiversity libraries. In
micro-card facsimile—peffect photographic repro-
ductions (except for color!)—a whole atlas can be
brought to any hbrary for a very few dollars, and
can be brought ; furthermore, already completely
and analytm{llly cataloged. It 1s likcly that all of
the contents)of—shall we say—five hundred of the
most intgertant of the world's existing atlases, old
and xew, together with complete sets of the sheet
mip and chart publications of all the map-issuing
Jgovernments of the world, and perhaps 20,000

~\J miscellaneous individual maps—in other words a

really excellent “map collection,” a collection
“which would meet the research needs of almost any
library, a collection which, in its original form,
might well cost the library acquiring it somewhcre
up to a quarter of a million dollars, a collection
which would further require in its original form,
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a map room and many hundreds of fect of expen-
sive map filing equipment—could, in micro-card
form, be made available to any library, filable in
one small card cabinet, at a total cost which would
probably not run over $5,000 and might—depend-
ing very largely on the number of subscribers—run

N

to less than §$3,000. : &

-~ Newspapers ‘ 3

. &% 4

ONE would, of course, be foolish to-assert that

micro-cards are going to usupphe entire field

of microreduction for libra}fy:\ﬁse. Newspapers

may very well be one of the fotms of printed matter

for which micro-film in teel form may not give way
to micro-cards. N '

There are, however, some types of newspapers
that lend themsélves excellently to micro-card re-
publication.Q-ﬁere, just for example, is a special
micro-card project that might very well be under-
taken Pysome such library as that of the American
Antignarian Society: the micro-card publication of
a omplete set—or at least of as complete a set 2s

sean be assembled and collected from all sources—
" of all American newspapers prior to 1800 (or 1820,

or some other set date). Most of these early news-
papers were small folios, issued weekly. None of

. them ran over four pages an issue. Either a com-

plete single issue of them could be placed on each
micro-card, which would be a convenience 1nt filing
and use (and also in intercalating now missing, but
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later discovered, issues); or as many as four issues
could be put on a single card {(if maximum micro-
compactness was desired). In either case a couple
of dozen drawers of micro-cards would probably
hold the entire newspaper output of the country |
prior to the year 18c0. For such a consolidated file
as this even the unique holdings of private colfeds
tors could almeost surely be drawn on. O
Such a set of all our pioneer newspapezs, “distrib-
uted to from fifty to a hundred resean:h libraries
the country over, would be worth\jty’'cost merely
as a fire-and-war-insurance movesBiit it would also
be of inestimable convenienge\to genealogists, to
historians, to economists aiid to all other scholars

working in the perlod Svhich these newspapers
covered.,

™
SN g

Manuscript Materials

MICRQTC}\RD publication is especially suitable for
thépublication of manuscript material. This
ma.tqlz}él divides itself into two classes; 1. the rare,

edrly source material (which it is now impossible
10 examine in its holographic form except in the
» library where it is being treasured); and 2. the con-

temporary material—not rare, but useful (whose
interest appeal is, however, too narrow to secure
for it any sort of conventional publication).

For the rare early material micro-cards, like
micro-film, offer the scholar his ideal reproduction,
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viz. an actual photographic copy of the original
But, unlike micro-film, micro-cards are able to offer
the scholar his photographed result, pre-calendared
for him, pre-cataloged for him, and cut up for him

into easily usable sections, i.e., completely preparedC )

for his easy use. We must remember that the'
calendaring and cataloging of rare manuscrlpt Hia-
terials is in itself a job for scholars, mtr\ate and
time-consuming,—and so expensive thdteven the-
wealthy library can take it on but a @:ﬂe at a time.
Micro-carded, however, this calendarmg and cata-
loging cost could be widely shared; split among
fifty or a hundred librarics, iwould become almost
nominal. Given micro-¢drds, we would no longer
need to wait indefinitely for the publication of now
vault-buried collegfions of “Letters” and “Papers.”
In book form (their publication would require
heavy subsidization. Micro-cards can give them
immediatégpublication, cheap publlcatlon perfect
copy pﬂbhcatlon

For. unpubhshed curremnt manuscrlpt material,
ofivalue, but of value only to a limited few, micro-

:"cards offer a method of * pubhcatlon costing very
) Yitele more than the expense of typmg a cléan copy

of the text.

This phrase—" typmg a clean copy”’—brings up
the question of the proper typescript for micro-
card reproduction. Micro-cards can be made from
any sort of copy, using any kind of typewriter type-
face, and any size of type page. If, however, the
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typist chooses a typeface especially adapted for
micro-card work,* if a carbon-paper ribbon is used,
and if the typist takes pains to secure a sharp and
uniform impression, the micro-card result is naty-
rally going to be very much more legible. If, fur- {
thermore, the size of the typewriter type-page and,
the method of its “imposition” are planned defi-
nitely to fit micro-card requirements, the,uﬁgﬁiost
efficiency in the use of the card area a\y@ﬂable 18
made possible, and a much more attfadtive card
will result. RN

We do not yet have a reallyo\sﬁtfsfactory type-
writer for micro-photographig xeproduction. Such
a typewriter was described by the writer in an
atticle in the Library Quurterly six years ago,f
after he had attemptedsiin vain—for several years
to get one of the ypewriter manufacturers to de-
velop a machingdalong the lines which the article _
in question’é\ti'ggested. The “variable spacing”
typewriter,,just mentioned, does meet one of the
most important of the specifications asked for in
this artige, and embodies, as a result, one of the
mast'revolutionary improvements made in type-
‘,g}r'iters since their first invention. But we very
y'much need the other things asked for: provision for
multiple alphabets on the same machine, auto-

* Such as that on the new “variable-spacing typewriter” which the
International Business Machines Company is expecting to put on the
market a5 soon as conditions permit, or one of the large variety of type
faces offered by the Varietyper Company with its ingenious
removable-type-bar machines.

. 1"The Paossibility of Discarding the Card Catalog,” Library Quar-
terly, July, 1938, p. 542-3.
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matic line “justification,” removable “sorts” type
bars, ligatured letters, etc, All of these improve-
ments—except, perhaps, line justification (which
does seem an almost unsolvable problem)—are en-
tirely and easily practicable. And, because type- .
writing, not merely for micro-cards, but for all.
other sorts of photographic reproduction, is going"\
to become increasingly important every year\itis
altogether likely that, before long, some one\ef our-
typewriter manufacturcrs will wake ui: to the
opportunity which this trend offers;;and will de-
vclop and place on the market, sufgl}h really effec-
tive “composing machine typewiter” as this article
of six years ago called for,

a3

Goveﬂmient Documents

GOVERVMENT pz}bhcatlons are as varled in form,

size, orlg\q lmportance, and complexity as the
general bogk’publications whose growth they par-
allel. ‘T show the application of the micro- -card
tec{ilnques to them let's take as a sample, not an
ay€rage, but a hard, case of “documents,” a case
tl'Iat presents them in their most difficult and most

'" puzzling phases; viz. “near-print,” federal govern-
ment publications. If micro-cards are able to
smooth the librarian’s path any for them, the case
for the micro-carding of -government documents
may be considered proved. .

The librarian’s difficulties with “near- print”

publications of this type begin before he gets them:
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he has at present no way of knowing what has been
published! When he finally finds this out, he is but
little ahead, for the bureau that published the
document he is after is likely to be quite apathetic
to his needs; and, anyway, the printing order on it
was very small, and no copics are now left.

Even if his library happens to be one of the lucképy
ones this time, and does secure its precious copyiof
the bulletin, “study,” report, letter, “diréctive,”
or what-have-you, that it is after, there¢still faces
it every one of the three remaining fagebrs of cost
that are always involved—binding.,{sa’talogin g, and
storage—and each one of then}‘}fn’ a more forbid-
ding and more expensive ferwi than usual. For
‘most near-print government® publications are diff-
cult to collate and to catalog, expensive to bind
out of all proportion tortheir bulk and importance,
and come in such‘odd and mis-matched sizes that
they scem nevefto “fit in” anywhere when it comes
to their storage. At a very rough estimate indeed,
a reasonal?ij; complete set of federal near-print
publicdtions—not in any sense a bibliographically
con@lé’te set, be it understood, but just a tolerably
complete set—would cost a library today, to ac-

s “guire, bind, “‘process,” catalog, and storc, not less
" than §10,000 a year, and probably nearer $20,000.
And $20,000 a year is real money to any library. Yet

in these same documents, hidden away in an ap-
palling mass of sheer rubbish, lies also an immense
amount of research material of the very highest
economic, historical and scientific value for those
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few scholars who want it and know how to use it.
Our problem is, in some way, to make it available
to those few without such an exorbitant cost.
Compare the above procedure with what might
be the micro-card way of handling the same mate-
rial. Let us suppose that one hundred research li-
braries contributed $xoo a year each—not 20,000 A
a year each, but $500—to establish at Washing; AN\
ton, for their joint service, a Government Dogcii-+
ment Micro-card Publishing Agency, whose job it
would be to collect, micro-card, and diseribuite, to
the one hundred cooperating libraries, Wi federal
documents not disiributed by tk{z'\‘O ce of the
Superintendent of Documents. Thig’Agency would -
work in close cooperation withythe Superintendent
of Documents, and with the Library of Congress
and the Government Prifiting Office (all of which
are often just as mu;:{fat a loss, at present, when if:
comes to publications of this type, as the most help-
less of little college libraries). -
This Agefity would, first of all, develop a care-
fully plapmed and organized “searching’ - s.taff,
Which\iifiﬁuld maintain a close, and friendly, liaison
with‘zhl the government bureaus doing this type of
_ publishing—and an even closer, and more friendly,
iaison with their respective printing depm-”tm_eﬂ-‘fs
(for the place to ensure getting this matgrla} is 10
have copies of it laid aside SYStematiCallyr—lf t'hls
can possibly be arranged—at it manuf:flcturmg
point of origin). This searching staff—and it wqr.tld
be a staff of some size and complexity—would, :mth
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the 2id of thoroughly organized records, the exer-
cise of every ingenuity of method, and the cultiva-
tion of every pertinent personal contact, ferret out
and secure, not one hundred copies, but just three
copies, of every publication it could get knowledge
of. A sufficient number of copies to supply one
hundred libraries would be in many cases impos("),
sible to get, for the reason that that many copfes
were never printed; but three copies are a reason-
ably realizable goal. &0

Each document would then be profaptly and
expertly cataloged by a cataloging staff*which had
been selected and trained for the g@tﬁloging of this
specific material. It would thém\be micro-carded,
and the resulting cards wouldbe mailed out weekly
—¢ach card, as always, containing the complete
text of its document, duly cataloged, abstracted,
and ready to file—to{he one hundred cooperating
libraries. If two hundred libraries subscribed the
total cost could be cut to $300; and it is not at all
unlikely thaptwo hundred such “global” subscrip-
tions could.be secured.

Furthiermore it should be remermbered, that, as
always, besides the global subscriptions to this ma-
qui‘éﬂ, part subscriptions, covering special subject

“stib-fields, would be obtainable—tAousands of them
—irom banks, accountants, importers and export-
ers, industrial concerns with special libraries, law-
yers, insurance companies, tax consultants, rail-
roads, oil companies, and the likc. These commet-
cial concerns are tremendously interested to get
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promptly the complete texts of all bureau outpour-
ings in the special fields in which they are inter-
ested. These commercial subscriptions would go far
to reduce the over-all pro-rata cost of operating the
Agency: 1n fact it is not at all impossible that it
would wake up some morning to find that it was
making money! _ O\
There is no particular point in suggesting that -
one is afraid that the patrons of one’s dibrary
| wouldn't like micro-texts of governmeny” docu-
| ments. And the reason that there is e point is be-
| cause, in a great many cases, the orjgival documents
are simply not to be had. And,even if they were,
would they be worth the difference between $500

and $z20,000? o

a3

M icro-c.;{rd:é-l—in Other Fields
0\ - -

T is not x-\riagi:ﬁ the province of this book to dis-
cuss the*possible extension of the micro-card -
idea to ﬁcslds other than the library ficld. Bu, just
as 1ib®~y index cards and all sorts of Othe_'r vertical
filing’devices came to have business and commer-.
,Ci}cl} uses which dre now many times greater 1
~Ovolume than the library uses for which they were
N/ originally devised, so there is little doubt that
micro-cards will eventvally have business and com-
mercial uses in a thousand directions, which will,
- collectively, greatly outweigh their library use. All
that will be done here is to suggest, Very briefly

“indeed, a few of them. -
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Life insurance, fire insurance, and other insur-

ance companies might have micro-cards for their

policy-holders, with their headings filable three-
ways in regular micro-card heading fashion. For life
msurance companies the three ways might, for
example, be by policy-holder’s name, by policy,
number, and by geographical location. On the
back of each card, there might be given, in miero-
text—Iin the case of the life insurance companies-—
_ the policy holder’s original application, his‘medical
inspection, the text of his policy, loans if any,
against it, assignments of interest,if\dny, etc., cte.,
i.e., a complete history of the pelicy. Very cheaply
reproducible, these “policy cards” would be avail-
able to maintain duphcats ﬁles in various depart-
ments of the home officey filed differently in each
department as its spcclal needs might dictate, and
(spht up into geegraphlcal sections) in the com-
pany’s branch Q{Hces

Schools, coleges and universities could maintain
similar njiefo-card files of their students, with their
apphcati‘ons for admission, medical histories, scho-
Iastﬁ\xrecords personal photographs, etc., all repro-
daced in full, in micro-text, on the back of a single
tatalog card. These cards could then, likewise, be
" easily and cheaply duplicated to maintain similar
files in the dean’s office, the registrar’s office, the
office of the physical education department, the
treasurer’s office, etc., etc. These cards also could be
given possible three-way, or two-way, filings; and
they could be made, duplicated, and stored, at a

/
/
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small fraction of the cost of the photostating which
is often presently used for the same data. They
would also store in very much less space, and at very
much less filing equipment cost.

Architectural, contracting, and manufacturing
concerns could reduce plans, charts and blueprinisg \:}
to the backs of micro-cards, which could be fully)
indexed (and in two or three ways, if desired) on
their fronts. These micro-cards could thenﬁ)%' filed

“in vaults for permanent holding. If twanted later

N

they could either be referred to “ayig?by reading
machine, or “blown up” by pho,to}féphic enlarge-
ment, should they be wanted @gain for use in the
field. When the blllepringg"fdr a single job run to
tons, as they sometimes j@d,” the permanent storage
of them afterwards becomes a real problem.
Similarly, magg'r‘acturing concerns, patent attor-
neys, and others’interested in machinery design
might miqro;card their drawings of machine de-
tails, Y ' ' :
Hqsp'»itgtls, asylums, placing agencles, welfare as-
sociations, sociological investigators, and the like,

.E{Iduld find it easy to maintain on mi;ro-cards the
“\dase records of their patients, for permanent filing

away in a minimum of space with a _maximum (?E
casy accessibility. Name indexed, as usual, on the.lr
fronts, these cards would have complete case his-
tories micro-texted on their backs. All the bulky
original papers could then be discarded.

Within the last few months a special problem fie-
veloped in one of the New England states for which
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micro-cards were the ideal answer, and for which
there seemed to be no other answer. A special state
archivist was appointed whose duties were to be to |
collect all available records of every conceivable
sort on the present war—soldiers’ letters, pam-
phlets, newspaper clippings, programs of local war,
meetings, draft board records, rationing board rgﬁ>~ 2,
ords, soldiers’ photographs, photographs of, yar
events, etc., etc.—first to collect, and then £Q corre-
late, file, store, index, and make availablé for later
research use. ’

We were going to have to degl'%ére, in other
words, with an enormous massof inchoate, undi-
gested material, most of it in rhanuscript form, the
greater part of it unavailabl&to the state in its orig-
ina2l form (i.e., it had, insome way, to be copied),
coming to us in an.endless variety of forms and
sizes. 'The archival ippropriation was so small that
photostating tHis shaterial was out of the question.
"The possibility of micro-filming it was, of course,
discussed pbwt the problem of filing and indexing
which yould then result seemed almost insuper-
ablq.‘{:lo’w could one make accessible for convenient
lageruse, either long rotls of film, each a veritable

«jh}édgepodge of small units of material; or, on the
‘other hand, how could one handle bibliograph-
ically these same rolls cut apart into separate snip-
pets of film, when most of the snippet units would
consist of two or three frames only?

‘The micro-card reproduction and indexing of
this material would seem to be the almost perfect
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answer. Estimated very roughly indeed, this one
archival “project,” covering one comparatively
small state, would require—if thoroughly done—
from three to ten million micro-cards.
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CHAPTER 11

MICRO-CARDS—WHEN;

How soon s it going to be possible to initigte:}
micro-card publication? O
The ultra-conservative librarian would “per-
haps reply, probably not for two or thrce ‘years at
best. He would say that micro-cards a¥astch a new
concept, so utterly and completely néw, that, before
even a start can be made to m@k‘:@;’them an estab-
lished part of library practice @ number of basic
and extremely far-reaching® decisions regarding
their manufacture and us&Will have to be reached,
And he would add thatbasic and far-reaching deci-
sions ought not to pe'made offhand; and that there-
fore the decision§ 6 be reached in this case deserve
—and indeed’demand—long and careful study.

* But it j§@ossible to draw an exactly opposite
conclusiowfrom the very same original premises. It
can bg'iia’éinted out that, just because micro-cards
arg@aiew concept, no one can be foresighted enough

. (o 3ee in advance all the problems that are going to
Jarise in the use of them, or all the possibilities of
use for them that are going to develop. It can be
argued—and argued with even more force—that

- to delay using them in order to settle cvery detail
’ 228
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before we start is simply to waste time and money to
accomplish nothing, It is quite true that thete are a
few fundamental micro-card determinations that
will have to be made before anything can be done;
but, when we examine them, most of these decisions
are found to settle themselves; If we try to settle
every last detail in advance, we can easily waste
years in an endless—and really almost ent1relyo\:} ,
theoretical—discussion of the mmutlae of mlc;m- '
card practice. :
Let us see if it is not true that most of ouﬁiunda- _
mental determinations settle themselvesfor us.
Size of micro-card? Isu't this, for exdwdple, a ques-
tion that has, to all intents and pﬁ}:f)’oscs, been de-
cided before we stare? It is trud that there has been
a little discussion * of the.pessible advantages of -
using, for cataloging p}g.r:pbses, a.“half-size” card..
But this discussion was had over a catalog card
that was intended %0 be a catalog card, and noth-
ing more. NO\’\KtI\le situation is entirely changed.
We want todise the back of our card for-a micro-
text, andtg ddd an abstract to the usual cataloging
entry, Qn,\ﬂle front, Argument can still be made—
and}xot entirely unfounded argument either—for
a Balf-size micro-card. But, considering afl the facts
\ 2 _the additional material that we want to get on the
" cards, the general “handiness” of our standard
=% x 12% cm. size for circulation purposes, our
Iong familiarity with that size, and the existence of
* “The Possibility of Discarding the Card Calalog," L!brarj) Quar-
terly, July, 1938 p- 3354 : -
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an enormous amount of filing equipment that fits
it—it would appear that a decision in favor of
adopting, for micro-cards, our standard catalog card
size is one that may be taken for granted.

Catalog entry and abstract to be placed on the
front of the micro-card: micro-text to be placed on
its back? This basic decision seems equally obvio{is,
and logical; indeed, no alternative decision scéms
possible. N

Shall we standardize the degree of ?mc’ro -reduc-
tion? and, if so, at what power? Hexevwe initiate
controversy. Actually, however dlgs‘irable such a
standardization as this might be'at some cime, it is
not, at the present time, poss;ble of attainment. We
are not yet standardized.2$ to reading machines;
and, at the present stage'of the art, we cannot be.
All our machines age’still in their embryonic stages.
Looking at themwith an unprejudiced, long range
eye they are a{litrude, bulky, unclear, and unduly
expensive copirivances. It is not even by any means
sure that'We are as yet on the most efficient track
with th\em either optically or mechanically. This
be@g ‘the outlook, we are certainly in no position
How to attempt to standardize such a detail as the
«l “\ degree of magnification of our micro-text, impor-
" tant though that detail may be.

Nor do we need to, With the machines that we
have we can read the micro-texts that we have. With
the better machines that we shall get in the future
we shall always be able to read whatever micro-
texts we accumuilate in the meanwhile. The thing
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to do is to start at once—improving both the re-
duction and the definition of our texts, and the ef-
ficiency of our reading devices, as we go along.

A standardized form of catalog entry. Let’s face
the facts. After nearly a century of argument, cata-

logers haven't yet been able to reach world-wides )\
agreement on a standardized form of catalog enpri. ™

Is there then the slightest likelihood thag.they
would succeed any better if they tried to 4eb up a
standardized form of catalog entry for m"i‘C;\r:)-cards?
And why do we need to wait while Khey discuss it?
"The Library of Congress form of C{té:}dg entry, even
if it is not unanimously appra¥ed, is certainly an
excellent and adequate one, Until catalogers agree
on something better, why\could we not start our
micro-cards with that,;i’s’ our model? Probably it
would be desirable to.modify it slightly for micro-
card use; but wha\fa/er modifications arc desirable
can be put ingo\éffect at anty time. Neither catalog-
ing formatser form of entry has to be final. The
Library_¢fCongress has changed its own form of
entryrepeatedly over the years, and undoubtedly
will'¢antinue to do so. So can micro-cards.

R Abstracting forms. and methods? Here again

v'months might be spent arguing over the details of
a code of rules for micro-card abstracting. But why?
There exist already excellent models in such jour-
nals as Chemical Abstracts, Mathematical Ab-
stracts, the A.L.A. Booklist, etc. Without too much
preliminary argument over details why cannot
micro-cards follow these excellent models? It will

Q"
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always be possible for us to improve further on
them later, ' '
The form of micro-card headings? especially
their subject headings? This would seem to be our
most puzzling immediate problem, in fact almost
our only one. On this one question there would,
seem to be necessity for some very thoughtful con->2
sideration; for, if some of the suggestions made’in
this book have any validity, this matter of; infcro-
card subject headings will directly affegtia consid-
erable number of other micro-card detisions—all
important. A concentration of CQIx\l'mittee study
upon this one question, ought, hq’ib(:%r, to develop
reasonable answers to it in q...féw months, if not in
a few weeks, O '
Yes, “in a few weeks 33T he library and scholarly
worlds face a situatign, that demands of them at the
present time, notdaerely study but action, forward-
looking, courg?;é’ous action, definite and intensely
practical actien. In taking any such action we are
going to fiake some initial mistakes. Of course we
are! {i’.ri:?here is only onc mistake that we can make
thaf’¢annot in due course be corrected later, and
that is the mistake of indefinite postponement!
~ 1t was remarked somewhere earlier in this book
that a “pilot plant approach” to all new library
ideas is always the desirable approach. We don't
have to wait until the division-of-fields set-up has
been completely organized. Once any one library
has been assured of the exact limits of ¢ts field if can
begin.

<N
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Nor does that library have to feel that it cannot

start publishing its micro-cards until it is ready to

cover all of its field. It will be a long, long time be-
fore it reaches that point! It can begin. At once.
With a little. Certain titles only out of all its field.

Certain most useful, most wanted, and hardest—tq-s\

get things. Scarce early material. OQut-of-print mate-"

rial. Hard-to-catalog material. Each field will’,g}'fér' _

its own special problems of choice; but every field
will offer endless opportunities o b‘eg"z‘z} to issue
Perhaps, at the end of its fixst yg’v‘;,\a‘ given library -
will find that it has not isspéd’over a thousand
micro-cards; it may hardly have made a dent iIn its
field. But it will have noweason to feel dissatisfied.
For in that year it willl haire learned the ropes; will
have seen and corrceted its initial mistakes; will
have found waysto cut its first costs; will have dis-
covered better ’f)roduction techniques; will have
improved\t'he'physical appearance of its cards. The
secondryedr it will be ready really to go to work; the

* secofid year it may issue ten thousand cards instead

£N%0 on.

N
N\
\:

’o;fo}he one thousand it issued its first year. And

This is the logical, the safe, the sound way for
micro-cards to develop. It is also the easy way and
the inexpensive way. In one respect we of the li-
brary world are incredibly fortunate: micro-card
publishing requires less initial “plant” equipment
investment, and Tess technical skill, than any other
sort of publishing, or printing, whatsoever. That

Q"
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enables every library, unskilled as it may be both
in micro-card printing and in any kind of publish-
ing procedure, to “start small”—very, very small
—and feel its way. =

By sheer coincidence, it happens that, at this
very moment, another problem is pressing upon the
scholarly and library worlds for collective, construcs A
tive action, for which micro-cards would scerd.fo
offer almost the idcal solution, All over the world—
buc ‘particularly in Europe——great research li-
braries have been destroyed by eneiny action.
Man},r more are going to be destroged before the
war is over. And not only hbrarleskbut booksellers’
and publishers’ stocks of books)millions of books.
The extent of the destructign done is not only un-
precedented: in a very, teal sense 1t is irreparable.
We are assured by eyéry highly competent source
of information thatfor many types of scholarly
materials—for¢&xample, for sets of certain key
research perfedicals—an acute and world-wide
dearth is go.mg to become apparent once peace has
come agzﬁn Accompanying this dearth of certain
of th‘\s\bamc materials of research, at the very time
whf:n the reviving world is going desperately to
ﬁ*eed those materials in widely available form, there
Jis going to exist, in all of these devastated libraries,
a corresponding dearth of funds, of funds not only
to buy them with, but also of funds to catalog them
with after they have been bought, of funds to bind
them with, and of funds to build vast new stacks,
the world over, to house them in.
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‘This devastated-library problem has already re-
ceived wide and thoughtful study. It has been pro-
posed to reprint by photo-lithography, or to micro-
film, or to photostat—each of these three methods.
has been suggested-—certain of these essential re-
search materials, and, having done this (either with
government funds, or foundation funds, or both),\? )
to distribute sets of them to a hundred or mord.of
the destroyed libraries of Europe and Asia, {™

-May it be suggested'hf:re that, instead of using
any one of the. three above-mentionedvprocesses,
these research materials be microgarded. Even if
we had only the first cost, the mqm}lfacturing cost, to
consider, micro-cards woulds ?tﬂl seem to be the
first choice, simply becaus,e;x:i’licro'-card copies are by
far the cheapest to makel™

But, as has been pomited out again and again all
through this book{ this first cost, purchase cost, is by
1no means the oley cost that librarians face, Instead,
it is only thefirst of four costs, and it is not even the
largest efie of the four. To meet the other three
costs‘,:péi'ther photostating, nor photo-lithographic
rcgtdduction, nor - micro-filming can aid in any

J}fay. But micro-cards can, and do. If micro-cards

. (Swere used for the wholesale reproduction of re-
\J search materials, there would be saved, to all these
devastated libraries, not only all of their purchase

cost on these materials, but also all of their binding

costs, all of their cataloging costs, practically all of

their transportation costs, and all of their housing

costs. And it would save them on all five of these
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costs at a time when it is desperately necessary for
" them to save in every direction that they possibly
can.

And finally—but by no means whatever least—
the micro-carding of all this key rescarch material
would accomplish another thing. While we weft:_,\
making micro-cards of it for these foreign lilggzirfes,
it would be possible, at very slight additignal cost
indeed, to micro-card additional copies-8Lit to sup-
ply it to scores of our own AmericairCollege and
university libraries, libraries ,\xf:l;ich have long
wanted it but have not been abl;:\o afford it, These
American libraries would atet ask to get it free.
They would be glad to pay-its small cost.

In other words, to,]iflt it bluntly: the very war
situation we are infoffers us a unique opportunity
to initiate the fitro-card era—if only we move
quickly to tak\ciaidvantage of it. But we shall have to
move quickly: alternative steps in other directions
are alrdady under way, steps greatly more costly,
anQ“g’r‘(zatly less useful, to the libraries we are seek-

ingtoserve.
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