DAVID O. LANE

The Selection of Academic Library

Materials, A Literature Survey

A survey of the literature of book selection in academic libraries indi-
cates that there has been for more than a half-century a continuing
shift from faculty-dominated selection to library-dominated selection.
It appears likely that the trend will continue, because of the increased
use of subject specialists on library staffs, the growth of the publication
industry, the articulation of more selection policy statements, as well
as increasingly widespread recognition of selection as part of the li-
brarian’s professional responsibility.

THE PURPOSE of this paper is to survey
the professional literature as it pertains
to the selection of materials for academic
libraries, and especially selection with
respect to who chooses titles for a collec-
tion and the criteria, guidelines, and
tools utilized.

Writing in 1957 concerning the selec-
tion policies in fifty-four colleges he had
surveyed, Harry Bach, then at San Jose
State College, California, neatly divided
the usual library acquisition routines in-
to three basic patterns.

If libraries are classified according to the
role in the selection of library materials
they seem to fall into three categories—
(1) Self-effacing libraries, (2) Libraries in
which materials are selected by the faculty
with the aid and advice of the library, and
(3) Libraries in which materials are se-
lected by the library with the aid and ad-
vice of the faculty.

1. Self-effacing libraries. These . . . are
characterized by over-reliance on the fac-
ulty and a 20th Century version of a 19th
Century outlook on book selection. Li-
braries in this group disclaim almost all re-
sponsibility for the development of the col-
lection. [Only 5 of the 54 responding li-
braries are in this class.]

Mr. Lane is Assistant University Li-
brarian, University of California, San Di-
ego, in La Jolla.

364 /

2. Libraries in which materials are se-
lected by the faculty with the aid and ad-
vice of the library. . . . Book selection for
the university departments is left almost
entirely in the hands of the faculty. . . .
The librarian and library staff supplement
and round out faculty buying in the vari-
ous fields and select those works which are
not specifically needed for the work of
particular departments. They also call fac-
ulty members’ attention to important pub-
lications in their field. [There were nu-
merous examples of this in the survey of
54 libraries. ]

3. Libraries in which materials are se-
lected by the library with the aid and ad-
vice of the faculty. These libraries . . .
represent . . . the avant guard of librar-
ianship in the matter of library responsi-
bility in book selection. . . . At Columbia,
for instance, according to the annual re-
port of the Director of Libraries, supervis-
ing librarians and department heads do the
day-to-day selecting of publications for the
collections under their immediate control.
Although faculty members made recom-
mendations as to items to be pucrhased,
the library relies upon its staff members to

. indicate significant publications which
shall be acquired. (Six libraries of the 54
surveyed were in this group.)?

1 Harry Bach, “Acquisition Policy in the American
Academic Library,” CRL, XVIII (November, 1957),
446-47.
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Historically, American institutions of
higher education are adaptations of Eu-
ropean models. Colleges, in general,
were modeled after English examples.
Graduate universities, when they finally
began to develop toward the end of the
nineteenth century, attempted to imitate
German models, for the nineteenth cen-
tury German universities were thought
to be without peer.2

As early as 1800, the library of the
University ,of Goettingen contained
nearly two hundred thousand volumes,
while at about the same time (1790)
the Harvard College library held a mere
twelve thousand volumes.? The library of
the University of Goettingen, founded
1737, seems to have been the first mod-
ern “research” library in the sense that
we now use the term. The first Kurator
of the University, Count Gerlach
Adolph Von Muenchhausen, was

. . . in a very real sense the spiritual fa-
ther and the planner of the University li-
brary. . . . Among his [major principles]
were very liberal regulations for use . . .
regular budgets, scholarly quality, useful-
ness and up-to-dateness of the collection;
and book selection on a planned, regular
and international basis. Above all, and per-
haps for the first time anywhere, Muench-
hausen consciously viewed the library as
an indispensable [tool] for the institution’s
teaching and research, as a part which
could fulfill its essential role only by
planned growth and regular nourishment.

This was the academic library that
served as a goal for the other German
institutions of the nineteenth century
and ultimately for American colleges
when their graduate programs started to
develop toward the end of the last cen-
tury.

The second librarian of that universi-
ty, Christian Gottlob Heyne (librarian
1764-1812), held, according to Danton,

27, Periam Danton, Book Selection and Collections:
A Comparison of German and American University
Libraries (New York: Columbia University, 1963),
p. XX.

3 1bid., p. 14.

4 Ibid., p. 15.

. . the reins of book selection firmly in
his own hands. For years he carried on a
staggeringly voluminous correspondence
with book dealers and publishers all over
the world.5

Danton shows statistics of the rapid
growth of Goettingen University library
in the nineteenth century. The other
German libraries also grew rapidly dur-
ing that time, finally surpassing Goet-
tingen in the latter nineteenth century.
It was not until the twentieth century,
however, that an American library
(Harvard) surpassed in size the largest
German library.®

Though the Goettingen library was, in
many ways, the model for the other Ger-
man universities, it was not imitated in
one important factor—the strong librar-
ian/selector—perhaps because librarians
of Heyne's stature are always rare. In
any case, though the goal was the same
—strong, research-oriented collections,
inclusive in scope and current in content
—the means of obtaining them were
usually different. Detailed regulations or
directives were issued by the university
administration governing the library in
its activities, in most cases charging li-
brary faculty committees or commissions
with the task of selecting library ma-
terials.”

These regulations were quite often so
detailed that even the ratios by which
the book funds were to be distributed
between the various departments and
faculties were spelled out. For example,
at the University of Rostock, the book
funds were split among twenty-one dif-
ferent departments.®

This then was the prevailing pattern
of library organization in Germany in
the years immediately preceding and
during the beginning of the rapid
growth of American universities. As a re-
sult—

American institutions founded before 1900

8 Ibid., p. 17.
8 Ibid., p. 20.
7 Ibid., p. 26.
3 Ibid., p. 28,
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. generally developed the practice of
allocating most of their book funds and
generally relied upon faculty and faculty
committees to a greater or lesser extent.?

The pattern for this country was there-
fore set.

It is interesting to note that very
shortly after the emergence of American
universities and their libraries, a reaction
against the faculty-developed collection
set in across Germany. A rather formal
system of subject bibliographers was
adopted, and by 1900 virtually all Ger-
man academic libraries had switched to
this type of selection arrangement. Li-
brary bibliographers are still the prime
selection agents in German academic
main libraries, though the situation there
is far from perfect. Each university,
through its dozens of institutes and sem-
inars, has developed literally scores of
faculty-selected, non-circulating collec-
tions, each completely independent of
the others as well as of the main library,
and lacking such basic bibliographic ad-
juncts as a central author catalog. In
most cases the book funds available to
these small splinter collections total
more than the main librarv’s book
fund.1?

In American academic libraries today
the traditional method of book selection
is to allocate a sizable portion of the
book fund to the various schools and de-
partments, the faculties of which are pri-
marily responsible for the selection of
subject collections—the German system
of approximately eighty-five years ago,
with the difference that the responsibili-
ty for the collection administratively
and legally may, and frequently does,
reside in the library.!!

Again, unlike the earlier German
model, though selection is often a facul-
ty responsibility, there has been an al-
most universal trend to library staff ad-

S Ibid., p. 30.

10 Ibid., p. 47.
1 1bid., p. 34.

ministration of book funds, accompanied
by centralized ordering and cataloging.!*
This viewpoint has been stated and re-
stated over the decades by various li-
brarians. In 1937 P. B. McCrum wrote—

. . . the faculty then is the extensive agent
in book selection as the librarian is its in-
tensive organizer. As such the librarian
owes his faculty all possible deference in
the matter of their special knowledge of
books. He owes himself the pleasure of
providing for their needs as generously as
possible and as efficiently, and he owes it
to the library to make for a rounded col-
lection, adequate as a whole, not in spurts
from hit and miss buying.!3

In 1954 N. F. McKeon wrote—

. as collaborators with the library they
(those devoted members who have a nat-
ural interest impelling them) select the
books to be acquired in the subject con-
cerned in the curriculum. . . . It is not too
much to say that a college library is as
good as the faculty it serves.14

In 1963 Guy Lyle presented the
“traditional” view most elegantly in his
book, The President, the Professor and
the College Library.

Good libraries are the result of careful day-
by-day selection in response to the express
needs of departments. No single individual
should be allowed to exercise undue con-
trol over the activities connected with
building the library collections. Whenever
a department head or individual professor
dominates the selection and acquisition
process, there is inevitably a disinclination
on the part of other faculty members to
participate fully.

The librarian has a job of leadership,
but he should use his office to coordinate
and inform and not to dominate book se-

2 Ibid., p. 58.

13 Blanche P, McCrum, An Estimate of Standards for
a College Library (Lexington, Va.: Journalism Labora-
tory, Washington & Lee University, 1937), p. 104.

14 Newton F. McKeon, “The Nature of The College
Library Book Collection,” in Herman H. Fussler, ed.,
The Function of the Library in the Modern College
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1954), p. 51.
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lection. If occasionally he becomes impa-
tient with what appears to be the pro-
crastinating and slipshod methods of his
teaching colleagues he should not com-
pound their faults by taking over their se-
lection responsibilities.

For a more positive approach to the de-
velopment of . . . book collections it is ob-
vious that there must be a working com-
bination of administrators, faculty and the
library staff. Each has his role to play and
the librarian cannot delegate his part. De-
spite his occupation with budgets, building,
and staffing, the college librarian must
mak= the development of the book collec-
tions his major concern. It is a task in
which he should receive help from the fac-
ulty and the members of the administra-
tion and the library staff but for which he
must assume the ultimate responsibility. To
promote this “working combination” there
are certain components which a college
will be compelled to incorporate into its li-
brary program. Among these are: 1.) A
clear understanding of what kind of li-
brary the college is supposed to be build-
ing and for what kinds of users. 2.) A
genuine and general awareness of “the
different roles which different books play.”
3.) An effective organization for involving
the faculty and library staff in book selec-
tion. 4.) A liberal and assured annual fund
with regular annual increases for book pur-
chases.

The librarian is concerned with the book
development program as a whole as well
as with his specific responsibilities in selec-
tion. He will see that policies and proce-
dures for selecting and recommending
each of the various types of books—ref-
erence works, standard works, general
books and special collections—are clearly
formulated and made known to the facul-
ty. He will have the final responsibility for
book purchasing and this will include the
right to approve or disapprove book orders
which seem grossly out of line with library
policy. The faculty has a two-fold responsi-
bility in building up library resources in a
subject field. The first is to keep the col-
lection up-to-date by a careful selection of
new publications and a weeding of the old.
The second is to fill gaps in the collection.

. . . The library staff’s contribution to de-
veloping the library collection is made
chiefly in the realm of general and refer-
ence books.15

In 1964 in the second edition of their
textbook on book selection Mary Dun-
can Carter and Wallace Bonk wrote:

The various departments of schools and
colleges are theoretically responsible for
selection in their subject areas while the
library staff remains responsible for the
fields of general bibliography, for those
areas not covered by departments, for spe-
cial material such as periodicals and docu-
ments, and for overseeing the general de-
velopment of the collection.18

A similar but more strongly worded
statement appears in the May 1966 issue
of CRL:

Obviously, working closely with individual
faculty members (in book selection) re-
quires considerable time and patience from
the librarian but the results prove well
worth the effort. There is no gainsaying
the fact that the only strong research col-
lections with national quality are those
built in depth by faculty and librarians
working together as colleagues.1?

In summary, this point of view main-
tains that since faculty members know
their fields well, it should be their duty
to select the important books in those
fields for the library.

Over the past few years a counter
tendency has shown itself in the litera-
ture. This viewpoint suggests that librar-
ians should take more initiative in collec-
tion development and the faculty less.
In effect these authors would have
American academic libraries, at least the
larger ones, move closer to the position
of the German university main library.

135 Guy Lyle, The President, The Professor, and the
College Library (New York: H. W. Wilson, 1963), p.
37‘-‘:11\74'31')’ Duncan Carter and Wallace Bonk, Building
Library Collections (2d. ed.; New York: Scarecrow,
1964), p. 87-8.

17 Jack A. Clarke, and Richard M. Cooklock, “Book

Selection; From Teacher’s College to University,” CRL,
XXVII (May 1966), 224,
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As early as 1934 William M. Randall
wrote as follows:

This practice [the departmental allocation
of book funds] although it seems theo-
retically to be sound has two disadvan-
tages. In the first place, when the compar-
atively small gross book budget is divided
between from 15 to 30 departments, the
amounts assigned to each are small. . . .
The second disadvantage . . . is the failure
to secure certain outstanding works in the
various fields because the department
head who passes upon book purchases sees
no immediate need for them.

Thus, usually, control of the greater part
of the funds for book purchases passes
from the library to the department head.
Yet the primary responsibility of the li-
brarian in a college is to maintain balance
in the collection and to make sure that
future as well as present needs are filled.
. . . One possible escape from the difficulty
is for the college to refrain from a depart-
mental budgeting of its book funds and in-
stead to leave them, or a large portion of
them, in one sum under the control of the
library. . . . It is certainly evident that some
means must be found to correct the ordi-
nary attitude of the faculty toward the li-
brary. . . . Too much influence is given at
present to the individual tendencies of single
members of the faculties. The result has been
poorly balanced book collections with some
subjects overdeveloped and some almost
neglected.

The routine of [acquisition by] purchase
is comparatively standardized throughout
the group of colleges [studied—205]. The
initiating of the purchase ordinarily comes
from the faculty, who indicate to the li-
brarian the titles to be acquired on their
individual budgets. In many colleges, no
check is made of this list, . . . and books
asked for by the faculty members are
purchased so long as funds are avail-
able. Such a procedure is responsible .
for the lack of balance everywhere evident
in college library collections.

The evident remedy for this would seem
to consist first, in having a librarian capa-
ble of choosing books in the light of the
aims of the college and with an eye to the

development of its book collection as a
unit and second, in giving to such a li-
brarian wide power in the initiating of
purchases from departmental funds. . . .
What the average college library appears
to need more than any other one thing is a
directing head capable of wunifying its
aims and translating them into books.18

In 1940 Keyes Metcalf wrote a chap-
ter for a book edited by Randall:

I have already stated my belief that too
much reliance on faculty initiative has
been unfortunate, I might also say disas-
trous. What then can be done? It seems to
me evident that the solution should be
two-fold. 1. While we should not expect
faculty to do the work without aid or com-
pulsion, full benefit of the special knowl-
edge residing with its members should be
taken advantage of and every effort made
to persuade its members to suggest freely
titles for purchase and also to cover system-
atically the fields in which they work.
2. T believe that at least in a large institu-
tion the subjects which the library tries to
cover should be divided between members
of the library staff. In these libraries it
should be possible to find men and women
who have a fair, even if somewhat simpli-
fied, knowledge of most of the broad fields.
These assistants may do very little of the
book selection themselves, but they should
have the responsibility of seeing that there
are called to the attention of the faculty
members who are specialists the various
lists of new books and old books that are
available and that these specialists shall be
almost forced to make recommendations.
The staff members should then try to cover
material that falls between the different
lines cared for by the faculty and thus
round out the work.19

In Guy Lyle’s The Administration of
the College Library, Paul Bixler, librar-
ian of Antioch College, writes in the

138 William M. Randall, The College Library (Chi-
cago: ALA, 1932), p. 22-23, 105-107.

1 Keyes Metcalf, “The Essentials of an Acquisitions
Program,” in William M. Randall, ed., The Acquisition
and Cataloging of Books (Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press, tc. 19401), p. 82-83.
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chapter on “Book Selection and Acqui-
sition”:

There seems to be a good deal of hap-
hazardness about the way in which most
college library book collections are built
up. The faculty initiate most of the orders
in the special fields of their several depart-
ments of instruction. The librarian and li-
brary staff -order as a matter of course
many books of obvious importance which
are not definitely in departmental fields.
. . . Where there is plenty of money and
bibliographical enthusiasm selection need
follow no plan.20

In 1963 S. A. Stiffler states:

From a statistical point of view, the major
problem in acquisition policy for smaller
institutions with limited financial resources
is that of selection from a constantly in-
creasing rate of publication. What
should the librarian’s responsibility be in
supervising the quantitative and qualitative
growth of his book collection? Some li-
brarians appear to follow a simple
stimulus-response buying policy. Especially
is this so if general funds are limited and if
the budget is departmentally allocated.
This policy, insofar as it is a decision (or
an implicit acquiescence) of the librarian
represents too often failure to discharge the
full measure of his professional responsi-
bility.21

Again in 1963 the University of Illi-
nois published eleven papers resulting
from a Graduate School of Library Sci-
ence institute held at Allerton Park on
“Selection And Acquisition Procedures
Of Medium-Sized And Larger Li-
braries.” The first, by Robert Downs, has
a bearing on this study. He writes:

It is a fairly common practice in college
and university libraries for the staff to ab-
dicate responsibility to the faculty for book

20 Paul Bixler, “Book Selection and Acquisition,” in
Guy Lyle, The Administration of the College Library
(2d ed., rev.; New York, H. W. Wilson, 1949), p.
348.

21 S, A. Stiffler, “A Philosophy of Book Selection for
Smaller Academic Libraries,” CRL, XXIV (May
1963), 204.

selection. . . . We shall be able to rely in
the future even less than in the past on the
faculty for aid in book selection because
academic careers are being built increas-
ingly, not simply upon teaching, but upon
research and publication.

Every large library has or should have
subject specialists in its organization, and
others can be trained to assist in selection
processes. In brief, these [bibliographical
skills] are competencies that can be ac-
quired by intelligent professional librarians
who may lack extensive formal training or
subject specialties.22

Another pertinent paper in this vol-
ume was contributed by Robert Orr of
Towa State University. He writes:

It seems to me that the sooner such cum-
bersome and sometimes troublesome meth-
ods of administering library funds [de-
partmental allocations] are eliminated in fa-
vor of centrally administered library funds
the better off all concerned will be. More-
over, in my opinion, there is a greater
likelihood then of achieving a more bal-
anced development of the book collection
as a whole where funds are centrally ad-
ministered.23

Many other papers, by such people as
W. R. Pullen,2* Maurice Tauber,?® James
Skipper,?¢ and R. A. Miller,?” have stated
ideas and principles similar to the above.

One of the most recent statements is

22 Robert Downs, “The Implementation of Book Se-
lection Policy in University and Research Libraries,”
in Selection and Acquisition Procedures In Medium-
Sized and Large Libraries (Allerton Park Institute
Papers No. 9), Urbana; University of Illinois, Gradu-
ate School Of Library Science, 1963, p. 4-8.

28 Robert Orr, “The Selection, Ordering and Han-
dling of Serials,” Ibid., p. 74.

2 W, R. Pullen, “Selective Acquisitions at Yale,”
in Studies In Library Administrative Problems: Eight
Reports From A Seminar In Library Administration
Directed by Keyes D. Metcalf (New Brunswick: Rut-
gers—The State University, Graduate School of Library
Service, 1960), p. 23-40.

25 Maurice Tauber, “Faculty and the Development
of Library Collections.” Journal of Higher Education,
XXXII (November 1961), 454,

28 James E. Skipper, “The Continuing Program of
Book Selection and Acquisitions,” Library Resources
& Technical Services, 11 (Fall 1958), 265,

27R. A. Miller, “A Look In The Mirror—25 years
of Librarianship,” Library Journal, LXXXVII (Octo-
ber 1, 1962), 3379.
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by Robert Haro of the University of Cal-
ifornia, Davis,?® who reported on a sur-
vey he made of acquisition practices of
seventy academic libraries in the range
three hundred thousand to a million-
plus volumes. Sixty-seven of those que-
ried replied, and of these the library
staff of sixty-two were engaged to a
greater or lesser extent in book selec-
tion. Selection, for the purpose of his re-
port, “excludes the selection and pur-
chase of reference materials and occa-
sional general items for the library.” He
states that

. . . while most academic librarians now
agree that they [librarians] should engage
in book selection, there is at present little
agreement on selection methods and pro-
cedures. . . . Most of the larger academic
libraries with firmly established area
studies or medium sized libraries with ac-
celerated programs for collection develop-
ment were utilizing bibliographers or sub-
ject specialists responsible for the selection
of library materials.

The statistical tables accompanying his
article are of some interest.

Charles Burdick, associate professor of
history, San Jose State College, wrote an
article in 1964 that also pertains to this
subject.?® In it he speaks out against the
domination of book selection by faculty
and proposes the use of library subject
bibliographers:

The responsibility for expanding the hold-
ings is divided among 25 to 30 souls, some
interested, others oblivious, and a minority
intellectually dead. They order whatever
happens to strike their fancy, what they
selfishly desire for their personal esoteric
projects, and what they find reviewed in
current journals. These members -of the
faculty have little comprehension of the
overall collection. They are current but no
more. They are further limited by the re-
search field of competence from which

2 Robert Haro, “Book Selection in Academic Li-
braries,” CRL, XXVIII (March, 1967), 104,

29 Charles Burdick, “The Library and the Academic

Community,” Library Resources & Technical Services,
VIII (Spring 1964), 159.

they seldom emerge. The product is un-
even, questionable on every hand except
quantity and of dubious value to future
generations.

This is a strong statement, to say the
least, but as it originated with a faculty
member and not a librarian, it seems
peculiarly pertinent here.

Another statistical survey was done by
C. James Schmidt, associate librarian of
Southwest Texas State College. He sur-
veyed the twenty-one other Texas state
institutions of higher education and pre-
sented the results in an article. Refer-
ring to Harry Bach’s 1951 article in
CRL, he assumed that

whether the library staff or the faculty has
the primary responsibility for selecting ma-
terials seems to hinge on whether or not
the [book] budget is allocated to instruc-
tional units.30

Twenty institutions replied to his in-
quiry, and eighteen indicated they did
allocate their budget. At twelve of these,
the faculty library committee was in-
volved in the allocation of funds. The
majority, twelve of the twenty, allocated
from 40 per cent to 60 per cent of the
total book funds, but only three of the
twenty had formal collection or selec-
tion policies.

In 1963 J. H. Richards wrote an arti-
cle for Library Trends on “Academic
Budgets and Their Administration.”! Tt
was based on a questionnaire study of
more than one hundred “better known”
colleges and universities; ninety-five re-
plied. Of these, all but seventeen allo-
cated book funds. Among the seventy-
eight that did allocate, eighteen used an
allocation formula. In only four institu-
tions were the allocations of the book
fund made by the faculty library com-
mittee.

30C, James Schmidt, “Administering the Book
Budget: A Survey of State Supported Academic Li-
braries in Texas,” Texas Library Journal, XLII (Sum-
mer 1966), 51.

31 JTames H. Richards, Jr., “Academic Budgets and

Their Administration,” Library Trends, XI (April
1963), 420.
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Another aspect of collection develop-
ment that occupies the attention of
many people writing on the question of
selection is that of selection policy state-
ments. No one wrote against a selection
policy; if mentioned, it is praised. In
fact, the October 1953 issue of CRL had
a “symposium” on the subject of acquisi-
tion policies in which can be found arti-
cles by Robert Vosper, Eileen Thornton,
and Herman Fussler—all in favor of ac-
quisition policy statements.

In 1954 Felix Reichmann questioned
thirty-one university libraries on the sub-
ject of acquisition policy statements.
Seven replied that they had formal writ-
ten statements, while twenty stated that
they had formulated, though unwritten,
policies.??

Clarence Gorchels studied this prob-
lem as it applied to colleges of edu-
cation. Of eighty-six schools queried,
sixty-five did not have written state-
ments. Twenty reported they did have
statements, but of these three were real-
ly statements of ordering mechanics,
and seven were very short—a few brief
statements of generalities; five libraries
had rather complete one-page state-
ments, and five had long (two to eight
pages) complex statements. One reply
was incomplete and therefore not sum-
marized.3?

Is there a trend to be seen in the
study of the literature of library selec-
tion processes? The answer would seem
to be “yes,” and the initial choice of
terms to describe the two major ap-
proaches to selection—(1) faculty—“tra-
ditional,” and (2) library staff—“mod-
ern”—shows the direction of the trend.
As the above quotations may have
shown, the bulk of the writing on this
subject seems to be more and more in
favor of library staff selection, at least

32 Felix Reichman, “Current Acquisition Trends in
American Libraries,” Library Trends, II1 (April 1955),
46‘%’.Clarence Gorchels, “Acquisition Policy Statements

in Colleges of Education,” Library Resources & Tech-
nical Services, V (Spring 1961), 157.

for the majority of library items and
within the framework of larger academ-
ic libraries.

Accompanying this trend is the fre-
quently stated need to add qualified
subject specialists to the staff; Cecil
Byrd writes on this subject as it pertains
to the Indiana University library, where
ten professional subject specialists were
added to the staff in the three years
1963 through 1966.3* Another develop-
ment, often noted, is the requirement to
write a workable “selection” or “collect-
ing” policy statement.

Danton sees a trend developing to-
ward increased library selection. He
quotes surveys from the late 1920’s and
early 1930’s which show almost all book
selection being done by the faculty.?®* He
says that today, however, (writing in
1962) there exist libraries “among them
some of the largest and best—in which
a clearly recognized joint responsibility
exists and in which members of the li-
brary staff actually perform a great deal
of book selection.”3®

What then might be future develop-
ments in this field? On this subject the
literature in general is vague. There is a
tendency, quoted above, to use more
subject bibliographers on the staff of the
larger academic libraries. In smaller in-
stitutions, the courses of action that seem
to be most frequently suggested are the
writing of a selection policy, a closer li-
brary coordination of the book selection
and collection development activities,
and intelligent faculty-library staff coop-
eration. For example, the new Canadian
university library standards state:

Book selection should be the joint respon-
sibility of the teaching staff and the Ili-
brary staff. The teaching staff should be
consulted about the books needed for the
present and future teaching programs . . .
within the defined policy for the collection

34 Cecil K. Bvrd, “Subject Specialists in a Universitv
Library,” CRL, XXVII (May 1966), 191.

3% Danton, op. cit., p. 62-63.

38 Ibid., p. 63.
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all library staff members should suggest
purchases.37

The Waples-Lasswell study, though
now thirty years old, is often quoted to
show that librarians can build a better
collection than can teaching faculty. In
this study nearly five hundred books
written in English, French, and German
on the social sciences were selected as
“important” by a group of specialists in
the field. These books were then
checked against various libraries. The
result shows that the Harvard library
contained 63 per cent of the volumes,
University of Chicago library held 49
per cent, California at Berkeley held 40
per cent, University of Michigan library
had 31 per cent. These were basically
faculty-selected collections. On the other
hand, the New York public library, as-
sembled by librarians and subject bibli-
ographers, held 92 per cent of the to-
tal.3® It would be interesting to repeat
this experiment today—perhaps in some
field in addition to, or in place of, the
social sciences.

Again, as on the history of the devel-
opment of the library acquisition proc-
esses, Danton is the most detailed and
far ranging in his discussion of the weak-
nesses of the current position and in sug-
gesting future courses of action. In his
1963 book he lists seven flaws resulting
from too great dependency on faculty
selection. Among these the more serious
are the resulting imbalance of the collec-
tion, the reduction of flexibility of ac-
quisition programing, and neglect of pe-
ripheral and overlapping subject areas.3?

Danton sums up his position as fol-
lows—

. . . the evidence and position of this study
are not in opposition to faculty participa-

37 Canadian Library Association, Report of the Uni-
versity Library Standards Committee, 1961-1964:
Guide to Canadian University Library Standards, (tOtta-
wa): Canadian Library Association, 1965), p. 19.

3 Douglas Waples and Harold Lasswell, National
Libraries and Foreign Scholarship (Chicago: Universi-
ty of Chicago Press, rc. 19361), p. 71.

% Danton, op. cit., p. 69-70.

tion—to the fullest—in . . . book selection in
all its aspects. Quite the contrary. The evi-
dence is rather against the faculty’s ulti-
mate authority and responsibility, against
the largely unrestricted allocation of funds
to the faculty, against too great reliance on
the faculty of the library, and against the
uncoordinated collection building, inad-
vertent inbalances, and other disadvan-
tages which result to scholarship from these
practices.*?

As for recommendations for the future
development of collection building prac-
tices, Danton, in a lengthy article pub-
lished in 1967, says:

In view of the facts and observations de-
scribed . . . , it seems possible to offer the
following suggestions and conclusions:
Most Anglo American University Libraries
and those operating similarly should move
as speedily as possible toward a compre-
hensive plan of book selection by library
staff specialists. Such a plan should in no
sense inhibit or prevent able and willing
members of the faculty from selecting
books in their fields but would rather a) in-
sure that the important books in all rele-
vant fields are acquired, b) place authority
where responsibility now generally exists
(i.e. the library) and c¢) place book selec-
tion subject to library administrative con-
trol and supervision.4!

Harry Bach concludes his 1957 article
as follows:

It is the writer's conviction that the librar-
ian ought to assume responsibility for the
development of the library collection. If a
librarian fails to act the part of a librarian,
what is he? He is a custodian of books, a
glorified research assistant, a business man-
ager at the most. . . . Librarians ought to
consult with the faculty, librarians ought
to take advantage of the special advice
that is available to them, but librarians
ought not to depend on the faculty to do
three jobs—teach, do research and develop
library collections. It is unfair to the faculty
and it is unfair to the library.42 um

4 Ibid., p. 82.

47, Periam Danton, “The Subject Specialist in Na-
tional and University Libraries With Special Reference
to Book Selection,” Libri, XVII (1967), 55.

42 Bach, op. cit., p. 450.




