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ABSTRACT 

VICTORIA KATEil..EEN SWINNEY 

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE STANDARDS FOR COLLEGE LIBRARIES 

MAY2004 

This study traces the history and sources of the Standards for College Libraries 

from the first committee discussion in the late 1950' s to 2000. Changes in the leadership 

of the American Library Association (ALA) and the Association of College and Research 

Libraries (ACRL) strongly influenced the process of revising those standards. Changes in 

higher education standards and the practice of college librarianship also shaped the 

standards. Throughout all of the versions on the standards, basic support for the central 

role of the library in collegiate education and faculty status for librarians remained 

unchanged. 

The 1959 Standards for College Libraries represented a response to calls for 

policies and methods for improving smaller college libraries. They set ambitious goals 

with quantitative minima for all college libraries. An unsuccessful attempt to revise them 

responded to calls for more flexible standards focused on actual practice and avoided 

quantitative minima. A new committee developed a consensus document approved in 

1975 that returned to quantitative minima and introduced a grading system that allowed 

libraries to compare their collection, staffing, and facilities to libraries serving similar 

institutions, with the majority of libraries receiving a grade of C. This scoring system and 

the omission of audiovisual materials from the collection formula drew considerable 
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criticism. The new edition of the standards in 1986 maintained much of the structure and 

content of the 1975 standards, but addressed criticism of the scoring system and the 

omission of audiovisual materials from the collections formula by making it easier for 

libraries to receive a grade of A and adding audiovisual materials and resource sharing 

transactions to the collection standard. The increasing complexity of the ACRL and the 

rising influence of smaller units led to a shift in responsibility for the standards to the 

College Libraries Section Standards Committee in the 1990's. This group wrote a minor 

revision of the standards in 1995 and the final revision-of the standards in 2000. This 

final revision focused on individualized assessment and replaced national normative 

quantitative standards with suggestions for local quantitative assessment, while 

maintaining the vision of the library developed in the earlier standards. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The Central Role of Standards in American Librarianship 

The modem library movement owes much of its momentum to the development 

of standards, especially those for bibliographic control. Early American Library 

Association (ALA) activity focused on the discussion of library practices and these 

discussions provided the basis for the development of common practices and shared 

cataloging efforts. The 1853 convention oflibrarians included Charles Jewett's proposal 

for standard cataloging rules and distribution of printed library catalogs. 1 The 1876 

founding conference of the ALA also included considerable discussion of issues related 

to bibliographic standards, including cooperative cataloging and indexing, Dewey's 

recommendation for noting book sizes in centimeters, Cutter's cataloging rules, and 

Dewey's decimal classification.2 The integral relationship between the desire of librarians 

to gather to share ideas and their desire to discuss cataloging and classification is equally 

evident in the first 20 years of the College Library Section of the ALA. One third of all of 

the programs dealt with cataloging and classification or printed card catalogs. 3 This focus 

was vital as librarians moved toward centralized production of catalog cards and 

1 Dennis Thomison, A History of the American Library Association, 1876-1972 (Chicago: 
American Library Association, 1978), 3. 
2 Ibid, 8-9. 
3 Charles Edward Hale, "The Origin and Development of the Association of College and 
Research Libraries 1889-1960" (Ph.D. diss., Indiana University, 1976), 52. 
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cooperative cataloging. Histories of cataloging focus on the codes or standards librarians 

developed because these codes made possible the development of current cooperative 

practice.4 These bibliographic standards have been vital to the development oflibrary 

practice for more than a century. 

Service Standards: Beginnings and Impact 

Librarians have likewise long assiduously pursued and defended the development 

of service standards. Work began on academic library standards in the 1920s and the 

ALA proclaimed the first public library standards in 1933. The ALA Standards for 

College Libraries appeared in 1959 and these efforts have continued through the present 

with 65 current standards and guidelines listed on the ALA web pages. 5 Kaser has 

likened the search for standards to the quest for the Holy Grail;6 librarians seek endlessly 

for the magic elixir that will separate good libraries from bad ones and support the 

improvement of all libraries. 

The impact of this work has proved harder to quantify. Martin points to references 

to the 1933 Standards for Public Libraries in statewide library plans in the 1930s as 

4 Helen W. Tuttle, "From Cutter to Computer: Technical Services in Academic and 
Research Libraries, 1876-1976," College & Research Libraries 37 (September 1976): 
421-51; Kathryn Luther Henderson, '"Treated with a Degree of Uniformity and Common 
Sense:' Descriptive Cataloging in the United States, 1876-1975," Library Trends 25 (July 
1976): 227-71. 
5 American Library Association, Standards and Guidelines (Chicago: American Library 
Association, 2002), accessed 19 February 2003, available from 
http://www.ala.org/ alaorg/ ors/standards.html, Internet. 
6 David Kaser, "A Century of Academic Librarianship, as Reflected in its Literature," 
College & Research Libraries 37 (March 1976): 115. 
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evidence of the positive impact of the standards. 7 Others have compared libraries to the 

standards and pointed to improvements as evidence for the impact of standards, or seen 

failure to meet those standards as evidence of failure. 8 Several studies asked librarians to 

quantify their use of the standards. 9 The literature also includes multiple references to the 

daily use of standards in building and improving libraries 10 and addressing regional 

7 Lowell A. Martin, "Standards for Public Libraries," Library Trends 21 (October 1972): 
171. 
8 Ray L. Carpenter, "College Libraries: A Comparative Analysis in Terms of the ACRL 
Standards," College and Research Libraries 42 (January 1981): 7-18; Gregory Alan 
Crawford and Gary W. White, "Liberal Arts College and Standards for College Libraries: 
A Quantitative Analysis," The Journal of Academic Librarianship 25 (November 1999): 
439-44, reproduced in Wilson Select Plus [database online] (New York: H.W. Wilson, 
1999); Agnes D. Stahlschmidt, "Impact of National Standards on the Profession form the 
Research Perspective," in School Library Media Annual vol. 7, ed. Jane Bandy Smith, 
(Englewood, Colo.: Libraries Unlimited, 1989), 120-3; David B. Walch, "The 1986 
College Library Standards: Application and Utilization," College & Research Libraries 
54 (May 1993): 217-26; Phillip M. White, "College Library Formulas Applied," College 
and Research Libraries News 47 (March 1986): 202-6. 
9 Beverly P. Lynch, "University Library Standards," Library Trends 31 (Summer 1982): 
40-45; Walch, "The 1986 College Library Standards: Application and Utilization." 
10 George M. Bailey, "The Role of the Standards," Drexel Library Quarterly 2 (July 
1966):207-12; Crawford and White, "Liberal Arts College and Standards for College 
Libraries: A Quantitative Analysis"; Jeanne R. Davidson, Paula S. McMillen, and Laurel 
S. Maughan, "Using the ACRL Information Literacy Competency Standards for Higher 
Education to Assess a University Library Instruction Program," Journal of Library 
Administration 36 (2002): 97-121; Johnnie E. Givens, "Current Uses of Standards," in 
Libraries and Accreditation in Institutions of Higher Education. Conference held in New 
York City June 26-27, 1980, ed. Julie Caroll Virgo and David Alan Yuro, (Chicago: 
Association of College and Research Libraries, 1981 ), 39-40; Felix E. Hirsch, "Library 
Standards," in The Encyclopedia of Library and Information Science, vol. 16, ed. Allen 
Kent, (New York: Dekker, 1975), 43-62; Olivia M. A. Madison, Sally A. Fry, and David 
James Gregory, "A Model for Reviewing Academic Branch Libraries Based on ACRL 
Guidelines and Standards," College & Research Libraries 55 (July 1994): 342-54.; Lydia 
Morrow Ruetten, Rebecca R. Bostian, and Diane Dates Casey, "Implementing ACRL's 
'Standards for College Libraries,"' College & Research Libraries News 61 (July/August 
2000): 570; Norman E. Tanis, "Junior College Libraries in the 1960's: Implementing the 
ALA Standards," Drexel Library Quarter(v 2 (July 1966): 227-39; Norman E. Tanis and 
Karl J. Jacobs, "Strengthening the College Library," Drexel Library Quarterly 2 (July 
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accrediting needs. 11 While these articles demonstrate an active interest in standards, they 

provide no cohesive understanding of the role of the standards and their value to 

librarianship. However, the popularity of standards and the various standing committees 

devoted to them point to the importance of standards to librarianship in spite of the 

inconclusive nature of the literature seeking to verify their impact. 

History of College Library Standards: Literature Review 

One part of the overall picture of the impact of standards should be found in the 

history of their development. This development, especially that of the ACRL Standards 

for College Libraries, has not been studied in any great depth. The ACRL standards have 

helped shape college library development. 12 Librarians have used them to justify budget 

requests. 13 Academic librarians and others in higher education have debated, revised, and 

rewritten them over the years. However, very little has been written about how and why 

these changes have been made and how the standards themselves were developed. 

Standards continue to be important in college libraries. The current climate of 

continuous assessment places new demands on librarians to identify objectives and 

measure them. The current edition of the Standards for College Libraries reflects these 

1966): 276-91. 
11 Paul Coleman and Ada D. Jarred, "Regional Association Criteria and the Standards for 
College Libraries: The Informal Role of Quantitative Input Measures for Libraries in 
Accreditation," Journal of Academic Librarianship 20 (November 1994): 273-84; 
Johnnie E. Givens and Wanda K. Sivells, "Accrediting Agencies and Library 
Cooperation in Education," Library Trends 24 (October 1975): 361-378. . 
12 Helen M. Brown, "College Library Standards," Library Trends 21 (October 1972): 
209. 
13 Steve Marquardt, "Six Percent and Other Standards," College and Research Libraries 
News 49 (February 1988): 74-75; James S. Coles, "A College President and the Standards 
for College Libraries," College and Research Libraries 22 (July 1961): 267. 
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demands through its reliance on the development of objectives and comparison to peer 

institutions. As librarians compare their operations to those of their peers, they need to 

make many decisions about minimum standards, goals, and targets for services. The· 

creation and revision of the Standards for College Libraries was a result of such a 

process, and understanding the process and the decisions that went toward creating these 

standards will help prepare current librarians and library researchers for future decision

making about standards and goals. 

There are several limited overviews of the Standards for College Libraries, as 

well as various published articles describing or using them. The reviews of Standards for 

College Libraries include two articles in Library Trends: one in 1972 and one in 1982. 

These contributions to special issues on standards provide an overview of the standards 

and some basic information about the development of the standards. Brown's article in 

1972 provides an excellent beginning to a history of the standards until that time with six 

pages tracing the history of the Standards for College Libraries back to the ALA's 1927 

Proposed Classifications and Compensation Plans for Library Positions. She provides a 

short evaluative review of each contribution to the standards and ends with the 1971 draft 

Guidelines for College Libraries. 14 The 1982 article focuses on the 1975 revision process 

and provides insight on that process from the perspective of the editor of that revision. 15 

Hirsch provides another overview of college library standards in al 975 article on 

standards in The Encyclopedia of Library and Information Science. His work is more 

14 Brown, "College Library Standards." 
15 David Kaser, "Standards for College Libraries," Library Trends 31 (Summer 1982): 7-
19. 
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broadly based and so spends less space on the history of the Standards for College 

Libraries. He devotes five pages of the article to all aspects of academic library standards 

and emphasizes the motivations for standards, mentioning the same sources but 

emphasizing why each was developed. His review includes discussion of the then draft 

revision of the Standards for College Libraries prepared in 1974. 16 David Kaser wrote an 

article on the centennial of the ALA in 1976 in which he discusses the literature of 

academic librarianship and traces the search for standards back to surveys of the current 

status of libraries in 1926 (by the ALA) and 1932 (by William Randall). As a review of 

the literature, this work focuses on the publication of standards. 17 Jasper Schad directly 

addresses the history of academic library standards, with an overview of them through the 

197 5 revision of the standards and provides more insight into how the later standards 

were used. 18 These articles provide an outline of the history of the Standards for College 

Libraries, but the standards are deserving of a complete treatment, including the sources 

of the standards and the forces in librarianship and higher education that shaped them. 

In addition to these outlines of the history of college library standards, two 

dissertations have been written on the history of regional accrediting association 

standards. 19 These reviews are important adjuncts to the study of the Standards for 

16 Hirsch, "Library Standards." 
17 Kaser, "A Century of Academic Librarianship, as Reflected in its Literature," 113. 
18 Jasper G. Schad, "The Evolution of College and University Library Standards," in 
Libraries and Accreditation in Institutions of Higher Education. Conference held in New 
York City June 26-27, 1980, ed. Julie Caroll Virgo and David Alan Yuro, (Chicago: 
Association of College and Research Libraries, 1981 ), 9-1 7. 
19 Morris Arthur Gelfand, "A Historical Study of the Evaluation of Libraries in Higher 
Education Institutions by the Middle States Association of Colleges and Secondary 
Schools" (Ph.D. diss., New York University, 1960); and Ronald G. Leach, "Identification 
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College Libraries, as they provide context for the interrelationship between the ALA's 

work on standards and other work at the time. · 

Two other categories of publications about the standards also provide foundation 

for further study of the history of the standards. The larger category includes articles 

about the use of the standards. These works range from statistical analyses oflibraries 

based on the standards,20 to discussion of the implementation of the standards,21 and a 

review of how the standards are used in accreditation and other decision-making.22 Also, 

over the years some librarians have published articles attacking the standards and calling 

for changes in the standards. An example of this is Marquardt's 1988 attack on the 

numbers in the 1986 standards.23 

Methodology 

The present study seeks to provide a comprehensive understanding of the history 

of the Standards for College Libraries by illuminating the ways the library profession has 

chose, established, and applied standards for college libraries. It illuminates the struggle 

to define college library standards that led to the 1959 Standards for College Libraries. It 

considers the issues that developed through this effort and how librarians responded to 

and Modification of Criteria and Procedures for Evaluating College and University 
Libraries by North Central Association Accreditation Teams" (Ph.D. diss, Michigan State 
University, 1980). 
2° Carpenter, "College Libraries: A Comparative Analysis in Terms of the ACRL 
Standards."; Crawford and White, "Liberal Arts College and Standards for College 
Libraries: A Quantitative Analysis."; and White, "College Library Formulas Applied." 
21 Ruetten, Bostian, and Casey, "Implementing ACRL's 'Standards for College 
Libraries."'; and Walch, "The 1986 College Library Standards: Application and 
Utilization." 
22 Givens, "Current Uses of Standards." 
23 Marquardt, "Six Percent and Other Standards." 
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these issues in the various iterations of the Standards for College Libraries. In addition, 

the study traces the sources and evolution of the Standards. These sources include ALA 

publications that sought to provide information about the state of college libraries, 24 

individual efforts to explain the needs of college libraries, 25 and specific studies designed 

to prepare for future standards. 26 

Influences on the standards include changes in academe, attitudes toward 

quantitative standards, accreditation changes, and changes in the nature of information 

and service provided by college libraries. In addition to these, the work of accreditation 

bodies and standards for other kinds of libraries influenced the standards committees in 

the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL). Especially prominent among 

these are the North Central Association study in 1936,27 and the library standards 

published by the Middle States28 and Southern Associations.29 Finally, the study follows 

24 American Library Association, Board on Salaries, Staff, and Tenure, Classification and 
Pay Plans for Libraries in Institutions of Higher Education, vol. 2, Degree-conferring 
Four-year Institutions (Chicago: American Library Association, 1943). 
25 Blanche P. McCrum, An Estimate of Standards for a College Library: Planned for the 
Use of Librarians when Presenting Budgets to Administrative Boards, Lexington, Va.: 
[Journalism Laboratory Press] Washington and Lee University, 1933; Carl H. Milam, 
"Suggestions for Minimum College Library Standards," College and Reference Library 
Yearbook 2 (1930): 90-94. 
26 Survey of Libraries in the United States (Chicago: American Library Association, 
1926-27); George Alan Works, College and University Library Problems (Chicago: 
American Library Association, 1927); William M. Randall, The College Library. 
(Chicago: American Library Association and The University of Chicago Press, 1932); Eli 
M. Oboler, Ruth Walling and David C. Weber, College and University Library 
Accreditation Standards -1957, A.C.R.L. Monograph no. 20 (Chicago: Association of 
College and Research Libraries, 1958). 
27 

Douglas Waples, Leon Camovsky, Lloyd W. Rowland, E.W. McDiarmid, Jr., and 
Edward A Wight, The Library, The Evaluation of Higher Institutions, vol. IV (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1936). · 
28 

Middle States Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools, Evaluating the Library 
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the evolution of the standards from the initial draft in 1959 through the failed revision 

attempt in 1971 and the approved revisions in 1975, 1986, and 1995 and at last the major 

revision in 2000. 

This study employs documentary analysis to develop an understanding of the 

sources of the standards that college librarians have used for more than half a century. 

This documentary analysis includes a review of pub1ished accounts of the standards 

creation process, archival documents relating to committee work on the standards, · 

published and unpublished drafts of standards, and materials included in the archives of 

the essential actors in the standards making process. These materials are analyzed using 

iterative review, arranging data first chronologically and by subject and then as needed to 

facilitate analysis, synthesis, and interpretation. 30 

The primary source of archival data on the Standards for College Libraries is the 

ALA Archives at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. These include some of 

the records of the committees that created and revised the Standards for College Librarie, 

(sometimes including unapproved drafts of revisions), as well as the papers of some of 

the people who were important movers jn the process (especially the papers of Jasper 

Schad). 

Philadelphia: Middle States Association, 1957. 
29 W. Stanley Hoole, "Library Standards," Southern Association Quarterly 12 (February 
1948): 118-19. 
30 Methodology is guided by Louis Gottschalk, Understanding History: A Primer of 
Historical Method 2nd ed. (New York: Knopf, 1969); and Michael R. Hill, Archival 
Strategies and Techniques, Qualitative Research Methods Series vol. 31 (Thousand Oaks, 
Calif.: Sage, 1993). 
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. While archival material is important, librarians published a great deal of 

information about the standards as well. This information is vital primary evidence of 

how the standards were established and justified. In addition, these materials point to 

specific published sources of information used in the development of standards. These 

materials are reviewed in the same manner as archival materials, with iterative review 

and sorting of data chronologically and by subject and then as needed to facilitate 

analysis, synthesis, and interpretation. In addition, the editions of the Standards for 

College Libraries and related library standards from other sources are reviewed to 

establish their relationship of various concepts included in the Standards. 

Conclusion 

The ALA' s various standing committees on standards indicate an ongoing 

commitment to the development of standards and the rising tide of assessment demands 

in higher education likewise demonstrate a continuing need for standards at all levels. 

The Standards for College Libraries provide both guidance in setting goals for 

assessment and indications of what to measure. As college librarians continue to face new 

challenges they will need to redefine service standards both individually and in groups. 

This study of past efforts to develop and maintain library standards will be useful in 

informing future efforts. Understanding the elements involved in creating past standards 

provides a basis for developing new standards, especially those based on those earlier 

standards. The past provides important information for moving into the future. 

Understanding both the successes and failures of previous efforts to establish and modify 

standards is a valuable tool in the creation and modification of future standards. 
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CHAPTER2 

HISTORY OF LIBRARY SERVICE STANDARDS 

The Standards for College Libraries do not stand alone in librarianship as 

examples of service standards. Librarians have long sought to develop guidelines for the 

administration and evaluation of library service in addition to bibliographic and technical 

standards. The American Library Association (ALA) has promulgated standards on 

nearly every aspect of library service, and other organizations have also published 

standards for library service within their areas of interest. These standards have each been 

a response to a perceived need to provide guidance to librarians in the pursuit of their 

duties or to provide structured arguments to demonstrate the need for increased support 

for library service. 

The Origins of American Library Service Standards 

Library service standards can be traced back to 1876, with the United States 

Office of Education report on libraries, Public Libraries in the United States of America: 

Their History, Condition, and Management, in which the Commissioner of Education 

sought to gather statistics about libraries and the prepare a report "embracing the most 

important points in their history, administration, and management ; then to bring out, for 

the benefit of each, the most instructive lessons in the experience of all."31 This report 

31 United States, Office of Education, Public Libraries in the United States of America: 
Their History, Condition, and Management, Special report (Washington: GPO, 1876), ix. 
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included both descriptive information about the state of libraries at the time and 

proscriptive essays concerning what libraries should do. While the title seems to limit the 

volume to public libraries, this term was used to include libraries that are open to the 

public, as opposed to private libraries of individuals. This ponderous volume provided 

historical sketches of libraries, descriptions of current practice, and editorial comment on 

how libraries should be administered. In particular, Otis H. Robinson, librarian of the 

University of Rochester provided a prescription for academic library service in chapter 26 

of part 1. He covers administrative concerns under the headings of "general 

considerations" and "principles of growth." Technical ·services such as classification, 

cataloging, indexing and shelf arrangement receive thorough coverage. Service policies 

discussed include privileges for officers and students, access to the stacks, borrowing 

privileges, and library instruction. This survey thus began the search for accepted 

standards of practice. 

The quarter century that followed produced no more such comprehensive 

descriptions of library practice, but it did produce further descriptions of library practice 

and various articles calling for the improvement of libraries. In the area of academic 

libraries these included descriptions of new buildings and classification projects as seen 

in Fletcher's 1885 "Yearly Report on College Libraries"32 and arguments for greater 

integration of libraries into academic life seen in articles by Otis Robinson in 1881 and 

Rueben A. Guild in 1885 in Library Journal. 33 

32 
W. I. Fletcher, "Yearly Report on College Libraries," Library Journal 10 

(September/October 1885): 267-69. . 
33 

Otis H. Robinson, "The Relation of College Libraries to College Work," Library 
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The 1890s saw the rise of the Carnegie grants for public libraries. Carnegie's 

standards for a public library were simple. He would provide the building, generally at 

the cost of $2.00 per capita, if the community would continue to fund the library at the 

rate of 10% of that sum every year. 34 This practice established a de facto library funding 

standard of twenty cents per capita annually. 

The Rise of Higher Education Accreditation Standards 

The next great movement toward published standards comes with the 

accreditation of higher education. By 1900, the number of colleges had grown 

considerably, and change and variety were widespread. Gelfand points to the industrial 

revolution, the introduction of the elective system, and the increased need for college 

graduates to supply faculty to the growing number of new institutions as motivations to 

develop some form of standardization in higher education at the tum of the century. 35 The 

regional associations were already certifying high schools that were adequately preparing 

students for entrance into colleges, and they began to move toward accrediting the 

colleges themselves. They developed standards for that accreditation that included 

standards of library service. In 1909, the North Central Association adopted standards 

that included the requirement that a college have a library that contained "adequate 

Journal 6 (April 1881): 97-104; Rueben A. Guild, "The College Library," Library 
Journal 10 (September/October 1885): 216-21. · 
34 George S. Bobinski, "Carnegie, Andrew (1835-1919)," in Dictionary of American 
Library Biography, ed. Bohdan S. Wynar (Littleton, Colo.: Libraries Unlimited, Inc., 
1978). · · · . · 
35 

Gelfand, "Evaluation of Libraries in Higher Education Institutions by the Middle States 
Association," 67-8. 
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books" to "develop fully and illustrate each course taught."36 The Middle States 

Association adopted similar rules in 1919, but added a call for annual expenditures to 

support the library. 37 In the same year, the Southern Association added the first 

quantitative minimum for library collections, with a requirement for 7,000 volumes. This 

minimum was seen as necessary first in the South because so many of the institutions had 

struggled financially and needed specific requirements to begin to progress toward higher 

levels of funding and success. 38 These library standards formed part of larger institutional 

accreditation standards, but they set the stage for more standards to follow. 

Progressive Reform and Standards Development 

The years following the development of accreditation standardswere·fertile ones 

for the development and implementation of service standards for librarianship. 

Progressive reform of social institutions was the watchword of the times and librarians 

sought to improve their service through information, statistics, and eventually standards. 

Public librarians developed a plan for uniform reports, and academic librarians expressed 

a need for statistics for the comparison of libraries and the provision of data to inform 

practice. The College and Reference Section of ALA appointed a committee at its 1906 

conference to plan, gather, and disseminate such statistics. 39 The committee reported in 

36 "Report of the Committee on College Standards,'~ Proceedings of the Fourteenth 
Annual Meeting of the North Central Association of Colleges and Seconda,y Schools 
(Chicago: North Central Association, 1909), 52-54. 
37 Middle States Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools, Proceedings 33 (1919): 
33-34. 
38 Donna K Cohen, "A Recent History of the Library Criterion of the Southern 
Association of Colleges and Schools," The Southeastern Librarian 39 (Spring 1989): 9. 
39 James T. Gerould, "A Plan for the Compilation of Comparative University and College 
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1907 that the process should be continued, and the ALA continued to gather these 

statistics through the nineteen twenties.40 Willard Austen's 1911 article in Library 

Journal expressed a similar desire for more information on how college libraries were 

run and pointed to trends in industrial management as a source of inspiration for those 

studying and improving college libraries.41 These two threads in the development of 

standards began here. The influence of comparative statistics and of trends in business 

practice soon became so fundamental as to be incorporated into the standards without 

comment. 

Library service standards development continued to grow in the years after World 

War I. ALA president William Warner Bishop appointed the "Committee of Five" to 

survey post-war library conditions in 1919. Among the explicit motivations for the study 

were the need for information to aid in adjustment to post-war conditions, the momentum 

gained by the ALA war service, and the development of norms and standards for library 

service.42 As young men returned from the war and college enrollments increased, 

librarians saw an opportunity to improve their libraries, but they needed more 

information about what would be improvement. Librarians were not alone in seeking a 

more unified view of standards. The multiplicity of accrediting associations and standards 

led some in the field to attack the accrediting process and others to begin to work together 

Library Statistics," Library Journal 31 (November 1906): 761-63. · · 
40 Hale, "The Origin and Development of the Association of College and Research · 
Libraries 1889-1960," 55. 
41 Willard Austen, "Efficiency in College and University Library Work," Library Journal 
36 (November 1911): 566-69. . 
42 "Committee of Five: On a Library Survey," Bulletin of the American Library 
Association 13 (June 1919): 32-33. 

15 



to develop a unified stand on quantitative accreditation standards. In 1921 the American 

Council on Education published the results of this work as "Principles and Standards for 

Accrediting Colleges," recommending that the various accreditation standards be 

coordinated.43 The changes in the academic and library environment by the·end of the 

war provide impetus to national developed standards. 

As The ALA began work on developing a nation-wide survey of library practice, 

individual librarians were publishing articles related to standards for specific types of 

libraries. Ira Kidder wrote an article in the June 1919 Library Journal on the "Requisites 

of an Agricultural College Library." This article describes the spirit and range of services 

that should be offered, as well as providing advice for the administration of the library. 44 

Teachers' colleges were especially well represented in the move toward 

standards. The Committee on Normal School Libraries of the National Education 

Association, Library Department issued preliminary standards in 1921, which were 

presented in revised and expanded form at the ALA meeting in Hot Springs, Arkansas in 

1923. This "measuring stick" was presented as providing answers to questions about the 

appropriate building, collection and staff size and funding of normal school libraries. It 

was not presented as a description of the current state of these institutions, but rather as a 

goal.45 

43 "Principles and Standards for Accrediting Colleges in the 'Report of the Committee on . 
Standards,"' Educational Record 2 (October 1921): 154-55. 
44 Ida A. Kidder, "Requisites of an Agricultural College Library," Library Journal 44 
(June 1919): 367-69. . . .. 
45 W. H. Kerr, "A Measuring Stick for Libraries of Teacher Training Institutions," 
Library Journal 48 (May 15, 1923): 457-61. 
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Library. Surveys and Statistics 

By 1926, the trickle of reports and attempts at standards became a flood. The 

ALA "Committee of Five's" work culminated in the Survey of Libraries in the United 

States, which provided valuable information about the concrete activities of libraries46 

and many studies and recommended standards followed. Charles Brown published 

"Some Objectives for Agricultural Libraries" in the ALA Bulletin in the same year.47 In 

addition, Library Journal published articles by Willis Holmes Kerr and C. B. Shaw on 

"What Makes a College Library?" and "Accredited Colleges and Their Libraries."48 

These articles reflect an increasing concern for library standards and improving library 

funding and service. 

In 1924, a group of librarians recommended a study to examine administrative 

problems in larger college and university libraries. The Association of American 

Universities sponsored the study and the Carnegie Foundation funded it. George A. 

Works conducted the study of eighteen libraries from across the country. The study was 

published by the ALA in 1927 as College and University Library Problems. It provided 

statistical information about the state of these libraries and trends from 1900 to 1925. The 

46 American Library Association, Survey of Libraries in the United States, 4 vols. 
Chicago: American Library Association, 1926. 
47 Charles Harvey Brown, "Some Objectives for Agricultural Libraries," ALA Bulletin 20 
(1926): 474-7. 
48 C.B. Shaw, "Accredited Colleges and Their Libraries," Library Journal 5 l (January 
15, 1926): 77-79; Willis Holmes Kerr, "What Makes a College Library?" Library Journal 
51 (February 15, 1926): 171-73. 
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major areas of emphasis were growth and financial support, cooperation in resource 

development, centralization of library administration, and the status of librarians.49 

The ALA's initial interest in standards reflected its role as the representative of 

library professionals. It sought to define appropriate activities and compensation patterns 

for its members. This effort was reflected in the creation of the Committee on 

Classification of Library Personnel. Following a trend toward the position classification 

begun by the City Civil Service Commission of Chicago in 1910, the ALA chose to 

provide job analysis and classification plans for librarians and library workers. 50 This 

group published reports on public libraries and academic libraries in 1927 and 1929. 51 

These reports focused on the qualifications, duties, and salaries of librarians and other 

library workers, but they also provided classifications of libraries with explicit minima 

for funding and staff size. The committee based the classes on the budget of the library 

and the population served. In the case of public libraries the latter was the population of 

the service area, in academic libraries, the population was the size of the student body. 

The committee based its minimum expenditure recommendations on a comparison of the 

budgets of libraries that had been rated as above average and below average. They found 

that expenditures of more than $20 to $25 per student and 4% of the total university 

49 Works, College and University Library Problems. 
50Leonard D. White, forward to Classification and Pay Plans for Libraries in Institutions 
of Higher Education, by American Library Association, Board on Salaries, Staff, and 
Tenure (Chicago: American Library Association, 1943), v. . · . 
51 Bureau of Public Personnel Administration, American Library Association, Proposed 
Classification and Compensation Plans for Library Positions (Washington: ALA, 1927); 
ALA Committee on Classification of Library Personnel, Budgets Classification and . 
Compensation Plans for University and College Libraries (Chicago: American Library 
Association, 1929). 
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budget separated above average libraries from below average libraries. 52 The deliberate 

study and the simple classification system created in these reports led them to be used as 

standards for many years. 

The Use of Survey and Statistical Data in the Development of Standards 

Blanche McCrum made an important contribution to the field of college library 

standards in 1933 with the publication of An Estimate of Standards for a College 

Library. 53 This volume dealt both with the place of the library in the educational 

enterprise of the college and with the specific details of book collection size and 

administration, staff qualifications, education, status, duties, and benefits, budget, and 

cataloging. McCrum's work received wide publicity. The beginning of the work was her 

Report of the General Library of Washington and Lee University for 1928-29, which was 

reprinted in Virginia Libraries in 1929 as "College Library Standards."54 It reflected her 

need to provide a convincing explanation of library needs and purposes in order to 

procure funding for her library. In this report, McCrum used the data published in the 

ALA' s Survey of Libraries in the United States and Proposed Classification and 

Compensation Plans for Library Positions and Works' College and University Library 

Problems to establish specific goals for her library. The publication of the completed 

Estimate of Standards for a College Library in 1933 was heralded in a positive book 

52 
ALA Committee on Classification of Library Personnel, Budgets Classification and 

Compensation Plans for University and College Libraries, 4-5. 
53 

Blanche Prichard McCrum, An Estimate of Standards, 1933. 
54 

McCrum, Blanche P. "College Library Standards." Virginia Libraries 2 (October 
1929): 42-46. 
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review in Library Journaz55 and a related article in the Bulletin of the American Library 

Association.56 Finally, McCrum published a second edition of the work in 1937.57 The 

work was sufficiently well received to be used as textbook in library school courses at 

Columbia, Illinois and the University of Kentucky. 58 Kaser described it as "a thorough 

review of contemporary thought and debate regarding libraries ... drawn not only from 

the published literature but also extensively from library minutes, annual reports, staff 

manuals, handbooks, and ephemera."59 This description of the contribution of the library 

to the college and its need for funds to provide that value was an important part of other 

standards as well, especially the Standards for College Libraries. 

The increasing availability of information on college libraries was accompanied 

by an increased interest in developing specific standards. Harold Leupp, librarian at the 

University of California, was asked to discuss service standards in large university 

libraries in an address to a meeting of the University Librarians of the Midwest in 1927. 

In his address, he listed the areas to be considered in the form of questions cop.cerning 

staff competence, collection adequacy, and access to bibliographic tools. 60 Two 

55 Charles Harvey Brown, Review of An Estimate of Standards for College Library, 
Planned for the Use of Librarians when Presenting Budgets to Administrative Boards, by 
Blanche P. McCrum, Library Journal 59 (15 June 1934): 519. 
56 Blanche Prichard McCrum, "Groundwork in Budget Making for the College Library," 
ALA Bulletin 29 (1935): 131-7. 
57 Blanche Prichard McCrum, An Estimate of Standards for a College Library: Planned 

· for the Use of Librarians when Presenting Budgets to Administrative Boards, 2nd ed. 
(Lexington, Va.: [Journalism Laboratory Press] Washington and Lee University, 1937). 
58 Betty Ruth Kondayan, "Blanche P. McCrum," In Leaders in American academic 
librarianship, 1925-1975, ed. Wayne A. Wiegand (Pittsburgh, Pa.: Beta Phi Mu, 1983), 
190-1. 
59 Kaser, "A Century of Academic Librarianship, as Reflected in its Literature," 114. 
60 Harold L. Leupp, "Service Standards from the Standpoint of a Large University 
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publications in 1929 continued to reflect this interest in specific standards. In the first of 

these, George W. Rosenlof performed a study of 69 teachers' college libraries and 

published the results, as well as detailed quantitative standards for collection size, 

administration, and budget based on the results of the study in Library Facilities of 

Teacher Training lnstitutions.61 These publications used the increasing availability of 

comparative statistics to establish standards for college libraries. 

This movement from survey data about the status of libraries toward specific 

prescriptive goals became more pronounced with the coming of the depression in the 

1930s. The first meeting of the Junior College Roundtable of the ALA at its Conference 

in Los Angeles in June of 1930 resulted in the adoption of standards for junior college 

libraries. Hirsch saw these new standards as "designed to assure the struggling junior 

college libraries of better days to come."62 These standards sought to improve the 

standing of the libraries involved by providing specific minimum requirements for 

libraries serving colleges of particular sizes. Again, standards were developed in order to 

convince funding agencies to improve the ability of librarians to offer the service that 

they felt was appropriate. 

The Impact of the Carnegie Corporation on Library Standards 

At about the same time the Carnegie Corporation turned its attention to academic 

libraries. A report on the failure of library building grants to achieve the goal of providing 

Library," Library Journal 53 (January 15, 1928): 87-88. 
61 
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quality library service in 1916, the shortage of building materials during World War I, 

and the transformation of the Corporation after the death of Andrew Carnegie in 1919 led 

to new directions for the Corporation. The Corporation moved from grants to 

endowments and funds for collections and toward academic libraries as the juncture of its 

interests in higher education and libraries.63 As a part of this transformation, the grant

makers saw a need for a better understanding of what libraries needed and how to 

recognize strong libraries. The Corporation organized an Advisory Committee on College 

Libraries, which discussed "minimum standards for college libraries" in its inaugural 

meeting in December of 1928. 64 This discussion was followed by publications of two of 

its members relating to college library standards. The first was an article published only a 

few months later by the chair of the committee, William Warner Bishop, which dealt 

largely with the definition of adequacy in college library collections. 65 The following 

year saw the publication by another member of the committee, the ALA's Executive 

Director, Carl Milam, in the College and Reference Library Yearbook of a compilation of 

existing standards for college libraries entitled "Suggestions for Minimum College 

Library Standards." It uses both general college accreditation and library standards 

publications, which have already been discussed, as well as publications concerned with 

63 Neil A. Radford, The Carnegie Corporation and the Development of American College 
Libraries, 1928-1941 (Chicago: American Library Association, 1984), 7-17. · 
64 Ibid., 26. . . . 
65 
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specific aspects of librarianship such as architecture and budgets to provide an overview 

standard for college libraries. 66 

The continuing activities of the Carnegie Corporation's Advisory Group on 

College Libraries further resulted in four major publications relating to college library 

standards. First, Charles B. Shaw compiled his List of Books for College Libraries in 

1930 (and its supplements in 1931 and 1940) for the Corporation. Frederick Paul Keppel, 

president of the Carnegie Foundation, originally envisioned this volume as a buying 

guide, but it was later used to evaluate libraries for grants.67 Next came two publications 

in quick succession. First, a pamphlet published in February 1932, listing the advisory 

committee itself as author, provided a three-page summary of standards for college 

libraries.68 This document was followed shortly by William M. Randall's The College 

Library, which _used the data collected by the Advisory Group on College Libraries to 

provide an overall picture of the state of college libraries and expanded on the standards 

listed in the Carnegie pamphlet to include 24 pages of explanation and justification for 

them. 69 These publications show another change in the direction of standards. These 

authors based their standards on specific studies of libraries and attempted to define 

criteria of excellence based on information collected in the studies. 

As the Carnegie Corporation was focusing its attention on college libraries, the 

mood was beginning to shift in the accrediting community. While Milam's 1930 

66 Milam, "Suggestions for Minimum College Library Standards." 
67 Radford, The Carnegie Corporation, 31. · 
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"Suggestions for Minimum College Library Standards" had focused on specific numeric 

minima, movement in the next few years was toward broader standards based on the kind 

of service that the library should provide. The clearest example of this was the work of 

the North Central Association's Committee on Revision of Standards. This committee 

sought to create new criteria for the measurement of institutions based on current social 

research trends. 

The Impact of the North Central Association on Library Standards 

The North Central Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools (NCA) set out 

in 1929 to evaluate its standards and accrediting procedures and to develop new criteria 

for the measurement of institutions. The rationale for this effort was described in the 

forward to the published findings of the committee. The group found that the old 

standards were inadequate predictors of quality education. Not all institutions that met 

these standards provided quality education and some institutions that did not meet the 

standards did provide quality education. The Committee on the Revision of Standards 

engaged in an extensive study of institutions of higher education in order to create new 

standards based on best possible information. 70 It sought to define qualitative standards 

for collections and argued that there was no significant relationship between the size of 

the library and its quality.71 The NCA adopted new accrediting standards based on the 

results of this study in 1934 and published a monograph on the library study in 1936. 72 

70 
L.D. Coffman, foreword to The library, by Douglas Waples, Leon Carnovsky, Lloyd 

W. Rowland, E.W. McDiarmid, Jr., and Edward A Wight, , vol. IV, The Evaluation of· 
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71 
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This study and the resulting change in the NCA accrediting standards provided a 

new direction for library standards and stimulated more standards writing. These new 

standards broadened the scope of accrediting standards by adding qualitative information 

about the kinds of books and periodicals the library should contain and requiring that the 

administration encourage students in the use of the library to the already existing calls for 

adequate collections and expenditures. They were based on an extensive research project, 

adding a new level of credibility to the standards. However, the power of these new 

standards that were so different from previous accreditation standards proved an 

incentive for more discussion and standards writing. 

The profession was uneasy about these changes. The direct link with the 

curriculum of the college and the emphasis on subjective quality with little reference to 

quantity led to unease. 73 The 193 7 midwinter meeting of the ALA saw the expression of 

some of these concerns. Purdy generally praised the standards in what they included, but 

repeatedly pointed to what they excluded, especially their failure to address staff 

qualifications. 74 Russell likewise expressed concern with the new standards, pointing to 

the emphasis ofNCA on the whole institution, and not excellent library service in 

general, and its need to rely on criteria that could be judged by non-experts.75 This unease 

College and Reference Library Yearbook 2 (1930): 87. · 
72 Mark Newman, Agency of Change: One Hundred Years of the North Central 
Association of Colleges and Schools (Kirksville, Missouri: Thomas Jefferson University 
Press, 1996), 140; Waples, et al., The library. 
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was understandable given-the sharp difference between the new NCA standards and the 

standards already in existence. 

Previous accrediting standards had focused on collection and budget size. The 

ALA Classification and Compensation Plans and the Carnegie standards had also 

included such criteria and provided more detail. New standards that completely left out 

these considerations were not readily accepted. The Carnegie Corporation had long been 

associated with building facilities for libraries, so their emphasis on buildings, including 

10 of 21 criteria related specifically to facilities, was not surprising. Likewise, the 

Carnegie standards included specific details on the administration of the library. The 

Carnegie Corporation needed these guidelines to assure that the book money they gave 

would be well used. The NCA on the other hand, concentrated on use, competent service, 

and integration with the curriculum. The Carnegie Corporation wished to provide 

collections, and the library receiving those collections needed facilities, staff, and 

administrative procedures for housing and making them available. Waples and the North 

Central Association, on the other hand, had less interest in the building than in the service 

and interaction with the teaching and learning process. 

Public Library Standards 

Academic librarians were not the only librarians struggling with standards in the 

1930s. In 1933 the ALA adopted the "Standards for Public Libraries." Public librarians 

particularly faced new challenges that indicated a need for standards. The great 

Criteria," in College and University Library Service: Trends, Standards, Appraisal, 
Problems, ed. A. F. Kuhlman (Chicago: American Library Association, 1938), 59-63. 
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depression brought decreased revenues and increased use to public libraries, and public 

librarians in the ALA sought to provide guidance for how library service should be 

provided. 76 The result was a two-page document outlining minimal financial 

requirements for service, including a funding minimum of $1.00 per capita. These initial 

standards for public libraries were supplemented in 1939 with Classificaiion and Pay 

Plans for Municipal Libraries, which provided more comprehensive guidelines on 

personnel. 77 

Such standards became more popular after the implementation of the public 

library standards. The new Post-War Standards for Public Libraries replaced the public 

library standards in 1943. The first standards were written during the Depression and 

sought to outline a few minimal requirements. The new standards provided considerably 

more detail in a ninety-two page document described by Lowell Martin in his review of 

public library standards as "an act of national and professional faith"78 The spirit of hope 

for the future brought more standards in the years following the end of the war. School 

librarians in ALA published ~ibraries for Today and Tomorrow; Functions and 

Standards in 1945. A project begun in 1937 by Perrie Jones also reached conclusion in 

1953 with the joint promulgation of the Hospital Libraries: Objectives and Standards by 

the ALA Hospital Libraries Division, Medical Library Association, and Special Libraries 

Association. 79 The Canadian Suggested Standards for Service for Public Libraries in 

76 Hirsch, "Library Standards," 46. 
77 Martin, "Standards for Public Libraries," 165. 
78 Ibid . 
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1955 was directly influenced by the ALA's Post-War Standards/or Public Libraries.80 

This proliferation of standards reflected optimism for the future of libraries and 

confidence that such statements would have an impact on the direction of library 

development. 

The Classification and Pay Plans 

The widespread popularity of statements of standards and the use of the 

classifications as standards and the strains on library budgets brought on by the Great 

Depression led the ALA to initiate a project in 1939 to revise and expand the 

classifications to include more specific standards on a wider range of issues than budget 

and personnel. While the war interrupted the efforts toward the creation of the score card 

the revised Classification and Pay Plans for Libraries in Institutions of Higher Educatio, 

was issued in 1943.81 This revision provided a more sophisticated definition of the classe; 

and pay rates, providing a service load formula and pay scales, and divided libraries into 

categories (non-degree conferring, four-year degree conferring, and universities). The 

service load formula provided different weights for the number of underclass 

undergraduate, upperclass undergraduate, honors undergraduate, graduate, and 

professional school students. It also included faculty members and provided for the 

inclusion of part time students and faculty in the calculations based on the number of 

hours of study or teaching in which they engaged. Finally, while the entire score card for 
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evaluation of libraries was not included, standards for collection size, annual book 

budget, and hours of opening were added. 

The Subcommittee on Budgets, Compensation, and Schemes of Service for 

Libraries Connected with Universities, Colleges, and Teacher Training Institutions of the 

A.LA. Board on Salaries Staff and Tenure revised the classification and pay plans again 

in 1946, and finally publish~d the score card for evaluating libraries in 1950. The 1946 

revision focused on a revision of the figures for staff salary, book, and periodical, and 

binding expenses. The long awaited Library Score Card arrived in 1950 and p~ovided a 

self evaluation checklist with numerical scores for each category under evaluation. These 

areas included quantitative and qualitative appraisal of the book collection, staffing, 

compensation, benefits, library hours and services, and the physical plant. The Library 

Score Card specifically attempted to provide minimum standards, with the total score set 

at fifty percent. It stood as the ALA standard for college libraries until the publication of 

the first Standards for College Libraries in 1959. 

Library Standards Since the 1950s 

The trend toward standards writing continued with the revision of the Standards 

for Public Libraries in 1956. The new document, Public Library Service; a Guide to 

Evaluation, with Minimum Standards, incl~ded a financial supplement with sample 

budgets,82 but de-emphasized standards to focus on service planning and attempted to 

address the problem of small libraries' inability to meet the old standards and provided 

82 Hirsch, "Library Standards," 47. 
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new ways to address the problem.83 Several related standards followed the new public 

library standards document, including standards for young adult services in 1960 and 

children's services in 1964,84 but the 1956 document was the beginning of the end of 

quantitative standards statements in public libraries. It began the trend toward planning 

and evaluation rather than minima. The 1966 attempt to revise the document failed, 85 and 

the Public Library Association Goals, Guidelines, and Standards for Public Libraries 

Committee moved its focus to evaluation guidelines, including the 1977 "A Mission 

Statement for Public Libraries - Guidelines for Public Library Service: Part 1." Rohlf 

identified this document as marking a significant change in focus from standards for 

institutions to the needs and services for people that the institutions serve. 86 This change 

was further cemented by the decision to delay new standards for at least three years and 

by the publication at the end of that time of A Planning Process for Public Libraries. 87 

The new focus on evaluation manuals rather than standards checklists continued with the 

1982 publication of Output Measures for Public Libraries: A Manual of Standardized 

Procedures.88 These documents represent the trend toward standards for the evaluation of 

libraries as opposed to numerical standards for library inputs. 
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Other segments of the library community reflected this struggle between input 

standards and guidelines for evaluation. The Standards for College Libraries began in 

1959 with few. numbers, but with a focus on the input resources a library needs. The 1972 

revision attempt reflected the sympathy for changing the-model, but failed to reach 

consensus. The 1975 revision swung back to hard quantitative standards for library 

inputs, and this emphasis was not changed in the 1985 and 1995 revisions. Not until the 

2000 revision did the Standards for College Libraries embrace the evaluation guideline 

approach seen in the 1977 Public Library Association Goals, Guidelines, and Standards 

for Public Libraries Committee's work. The Standards for Junior College Libraries89 of 

1960 were similar to the 1959 Standards for College Libraries, butthis group moved 

away from that format more quickly with its Guidelines for Two-Year College Learning 

Resource Programs9° in 1972. Standards for University Libraries91 made a much later 

appearance on the scene in 1979 and likewise followed the trend toward qualitative 

standards without quantitative minima. While these first standards reflected the format of 

the 1975 Standards for College Libraries, the emphasis was on the framework for 

evaluation of library services, listing the kinds of services expected and the issues that 

should be considered in evaluating them. The first revision of these standards reflected 

this different emphasis with addition to the title change of "Evaluation and Performance" 

89 "Standards for Junior College Libraries," College & Research Libraries 21 (May 
1960): 200-206. 
90 "Guidelines for Two-Year College Leaming Resources Programs," College & 
Research Libraries News 33 (December 1972): 305-15. 
91 "Standards for University Libraries," College & Research Libraries News 40 (April 
1979): 101-10. 
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in 1989.
92 

College library standards only made the change after extensive study in 2000. 

In addition this change adopted outcomes as well as a less rigid scale of standards with 

numerical minima. 

Conclusion 

Since the birth of the ALA, librarians have sought to develop standards. Surveys 

of libraries, including the Office of Education's 187 6 Public Libraries in the United 

States of America provided data on how libraries operated. Individual librarians provided 

information on library needs by publishing standards and administrative handbooks. 

Accrediting agencies developed standards for libraries in accrediting institutions of 

higher education. The Carnegie foundation developed standards for granting funds to 

libraries. The ALA gathered and published statistics that allowed for the comparison of 

libraries. The progressive movement in the early 1900s marked a new focus for these 

efforts. Standards making within the library community became more explicit. The 

development and publication of the various editions of the Classification and Pay Plans, 

although focused on personnel issues, provided the first official statement of the ALA on 

service standards. These standards began as descriptions of the services library should 

provide and the resources needed to provide them. The great diversity of library needs 

and the disconnect between inputs and quality led to an unevenly paced movement 

toward standards as frameworks for the evaluation of library service. 

92 
"Standards for University Libraries: Evaluation of Performance," College & Research 
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CHAPTER3 

THE HISTORY OF HIGHER EDUCATION STANDARDS 

Library standards are an important part of the background for the development of 

the Standards for College Libraries. Understanding the trends in and motivations for 

these standards was a vital part of understanding these standards. Another important part 

of the milieu in which the Standards for College Libraries have been written and revised 

was found in standards and accreditation in higher education. The basis of higher 

education standards was the definition of higher education. Standards in higher education 

began with attempts to define a set of minimum requirements necessary to bear a name 

college and grew to include goals for improvement of colleges. A standard in higher 

education defines the minimum acceptable criteria for a college, an average description 

of a college, or a goal toward which colleges should strive. While the question for the 

writers of library standards has been the definition of a good library for the service of a 

particular population, higher education standards focus on the requirements needed to 

maintain and improve colleges, universities, and other institutions of higher education. 

The Roots of American Higher Education Diversity 

The creation and promulgation of standards in the American higher education 

community has been extraordinarily complex. Most countries define higher education 

legally, by providing charters or governmental control of higher education. In the United 

States, government has largely stood aside in matters relating to higher education, and the 
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independence and creativity this enabled has long been an important strength of 

American higher education. However, this veryvariety has created a need for definitions 

and standards to distinguish higher education from common education and fro~ 

fraudulent programs. Without the strict charters and governmental control of European 

university systems, American educators have struggled with both the definition of a 

college and the means -of controlling the granting of degrees without unduly limiting 

institutional individuality. 

From its colonial beginnings, American higher education has reflected the 

individualistic spirit of the American way oflife. Harvard College's decision to operate 

and grant degrees without a royal charter was an example of this independence. 93 The 

great numbers of colleges founded in America during these early years provide fmther 

evidence of this independence and diversity. By the coming of the American Revolution, 

the American Colonies already boasted nine independent colleges, compared to 

England's two chartered universities. By the time England chartered its third university in 

the 1830's, more than 50 colleges were granting degrees in the United States.94 This early 

tradition of independence for colleges, and the fact that the U.S. Constitution does not 

address higher education and reserves those powers not specifically assigned to the 

federal government to the states, has meant that American colleges and universities have 

had to seek legitimacy and control from areas outside the federal government. 

93 William K. Selden, Accreditation: A Struggle over Standards in. Hi~her Education 
(New York: Harper and Bros., 1960), 19. 
94 Ibid. 
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In the early stages of American higher education, each college developed its 

standards individually, but these standards were based on the same vision of higher 

education. Each college had its own admission requirements, but these requirements were 

based on the same concept of a college. Harvard's requirements of classical Latin and 

Greek syntax were typical. This uniformity of expectation held for many years, until new 

requirements for algebra, geometry, ancient history, English grammar, and geography 

were added in the middle of the nineteenth century.95 College was a place where elite 

members of society and future ministers were indoctrinated into a specific understanding 

of western culture, and while denominational differences were common, the basic 

concept of collegiate education was the same. While early admission standards were 

varied in detail, they were similar in. that they were based on a required knowledge of 

classical languages. 

Most states followed this independent model, with individual colleges defining 

themselves through entrance requirements and governing themselves. Each college was 

free to write its own requirements and to prepare students according to its own goals. 

While this model functioned adequately as long as the classical college model held, 

several early attempts to regulate and improve standards in college demonstrated a 

growing need for some form of control. 

95 Robert. Shaw; "A Backward Glance: To aTime before There Was Accreditation," 
NCA Quarterly 68 (Fall 1993): 323-35. 
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Early Standards 

The first of these efforts toward regulating standards in colleges appeared in the 

state of New York. .Beginning with the establishment of the University of the State of 

New York as a board for the state's colleges, the state of New York regulated higher 

education. In 1787, the legislature reorganized the University of the State of New York 

and in that reorganization established the first identifiable standards review system for 

higher education in the United States. The New York legislature charged this body, 

which later became the New York Board of Regents, with conducting annual reviews of 

every college in the state and reporting the results of those reviews to the legislature. 96 

This state regulatory model fit the federal mode of government, and provided local 

control over higher education, but it also limited the independence of higher education 

institutions in the state. The practice did spread to other states, but never became 

universal. Not all states had the same interest in regulating higher education activities, 

and other means were needed in those areas to assure some level of quality in higher 

education across the nation. 

Outside the state of New York there was little outside regulation of higher 

education. Almost anyone could establish a school, obtain a charter, and begin granting 

degrees. This was particularly a problem in the area of medical education. The medical 

profession saw an urgent need to improve the quality of medical education both to control 

their profession and to assure some level of quality for patients. It was in this area that the 

96 Fred F. Harcleroad, Accreditation: History Process, and Problems, AAHE
ERIC/Higher Education Research Report, no.6. (Washington, D.C.: American 
Association for Higher Education, 1980), 20. 
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next major step in the development of standards in higher education came. As 

government had failed to provide sufficient oversight of medical education, interested 

parties created an independent, non-governmental agency to aid in the formation and 

enforcem_ent of standards for higher education. The American Medical Association was 

established in 1847. Unlike the New York Board of Regents, the medical association was 

not interested in controlling the ability to grant degrees directly. Its focus was on finding 

a way to control the quality of the education of those who claimed to be members of their 

profession. This group fought low quality and fraudulent medical degrees with some 

success. 97 This first success of independent agencies in the development and enforcement 

of higher education standards provided important support for the concept of the voluntary 

standards and accreditation. 

Federal Government Entrance into Higher Education 

While the federal government had no direct constitutional role in higher 

education, it did have considerable influence on the course of higher education standards. 

It became a more important player in the understanding of college standards with the 

passage of the Morrill Act in 1862. Money flowed from the federal government into 

higher education and Congress created the U. S. Department of Education in 1867 to 

gather and publish statistics about education in the United States. The collection and 

publication of these statistics influenced the development of standards in two important 

ways. First, in order to gather statistics on colleges it must have a list of these colleges 

and this required some definition of what institutions would be included in the list. 

97 Ibid., 20-1. 
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Second, this base of descriptive statistics would provide evidence which was discussed 

and debated during the development of standards. 

From 1870 to 1910, this agency regularly issued lists of colleges. 98 In 1910, the 

Department of Education's new higher education specialist sought to expand on this list 

by classifying the list according to quality. However, the actions of two United States 

Presidents in preventing the publication of the list set the stage forthe federal · 

government's assiduous avoidance oflarge-scale evaluation of colleges.99 After this, the 

departmentreturned to simple lists, without the politically volatile classifications of 

quality. In order to create these new lists, it relied on state, regional, and professional . 

accrediting agencies to define college, thus lending the power of the federal government 

to the definition of college standards promoted by these organizations. 

The Rise of the Regional Associations 

The organizations that were to become the independent accrediting agencies 

began to develop in the eighteen-eighties. Two major influences converged to bring 

significant change to standards in higher education. The proliferation of colleges and · 

schools and the progressive social reform movement combined to create a new model for 

improving education through the · development and enforcement of standards. Drastic 

growth in the population of schools and colleges moved these institutions from .the .. 

periphery of American life to a more central role. Secondary school and college 

education became more common and more people· developed an interest in it. Newman 

98 Ibid., 22. 
99 Selden, Accreditation: A Struggle over Standards, 47. 
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identified the force behind early regional association standards activities as the broader 

progressive social reform movements of the era and their interest in improving society 

through improving education. 100 Secondary. and higher educators organized associations 

to promote their interests and discuss improvements in educational practice. 

As long as higher education was understood as classical education of wealthy 

young men and the preparation of clergy, standardization was unnecessary. While the 

number of colleges proliferated dramatically and higher education changed with the 

introduction of the German university model, technical a:nd scientific studies, and the 

elective system; more was needed. In the thirty years form 1869 to 1899, the number of 

higher education institutions grew from 563 to 977 and the number of students in those 

·institutions grew from 53,000 to 237,592. The growth in high school was even more 

dramatic, with 53 public high schools in 1860and 2,526 high schools in 1890. 101 The 

proliferation of collegiate education and the variety of ways it was defined led 

educational leaders to seek methods of bringing order to the chaos in higher education 

and to separate valid collegiate education from substandard practices. C.M. McConn, 

dean at Lehigh University, described this period of reaction to the uncoordinated growth 

of higher education, from 1890 to 1915, as the 'Age of Standards.' 102 A large part of this 

greater emphasis on standards was found in the structure of the regional associations. 

The first of the voluntary organizations of high school and college educators was 

the New England Association of Colleges and Preparatory Schools. It began when the 

100 Newman, Agency of Change, 328. 
101 Ibid., ix-x. 
102 Selden, Accreditation: A Struggle over Standards, 28. 
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Massachusetts Classical and High School Teachers Association sought to meet with the 

president of Harvard in 1884 to help solve the problem of different admission 

requirements at each college in the area. They found it difficult to prepare students when 

each college required different proficiencies. This meeting led to the creation of the New 

England Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools in 1885.103 This group worked 

together to promote education and communication between college and secondary school 

leaders in the region. It resisted the move toward the enforcement of standards and 

accreditation until threatened with outside imposition ofstandards in 1952. 104 

The next regional association to arise was the North Central Association of 

Colleges and Secondary Schools (NCA). Encouraged by the success of the New England 

Association, the Michigan Schoolmasters Club met with the president of the University 

of Michigan to create a similar organization and the NCA was formed in 1895.105 Like its 

model, the NCA began with discussion of college admissions and curriculum for 

secondary schools. 

While the original goal of the regional associations in the Northeast and North 

Central portions of the country was coordination between high school and college 

educators, college educators in the Mid-Atlantic and Southern states organized more 

specifically to promote higher education. The Middle States Association of Colleges and 

Secondary Schools had its roots in the College Association of Pennsylvania, created by 

an act of the Pennsylvania legislature in 1887. It expanded to include other states in 

103 Ibid., 30. 
104 Ralph 0. West, "New England Association of Schools and Colleges, Inc.," North 
Central Association Quarterly 52 (Winter 1978): 419. 
105 Selden,Accreditation: A Struggle over Standards, 31. 
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1889. 106 The Southern Association was likewise created to improve the condition of 

colleges. Particularly in the south, educators sought standards in order to distinguish 

higher education from secondary education. 107 

Much of the early work of the regional associations was in the establishment of 

guidelines for the preparation of secondary students for higher education. Beginning with 

standardized entrance requirements and moving into the accreditation of secondary 

schools, the regional associations created standards for higher education as a by-product 

of their original work. The New England Association began with the discussion of 

college entrance requirements. The Middle States Association recommended the creation· 

of the College Entrance Examination Board, which developed standardized entrance 

examinations. 108 In the NCA, these definitions included descriptions of the appropriate 

amount of coursework for a Doctor of Philosophy or Doctor of Science adopted in 

1896. 109 

The NCA focused on defining what a college or school should be, but it also 

sought to enforce those definitions among its members. This made it a leader in the 

creation and enforcement of standards. The 1896 resolution that defined a doctorate was · 

followed by a resolution to exclude from good standing any university that granted such 

degrees without meeting this definition. 110 They began by defining entrance requirements 

and high school curricula, but the definition of standards became important to their work 

106 Ibid., 31-2. 
107 Ibid., 32. 
108 Ibid., 33. 
109 Newman, Agency of Change, 50. 
110 Ibid., 50. 
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as these groups sought to develop admission standards for colleges. The NCA began 

accrediting high schools in 1902, and in that process developed standards for high 

schools. 111 The Eastern model was to seek standardized entrance examinations, while the 

NCA began with a model high school curriculum and the certification of schools meeting 

that curriculum. 112 Both of these models concentrated on defining what was necessary to 

begin college, and in the early years focused on discussion to reach consensus, rather than 

setting and enforcing standards. Both of these organizations began the work of creating 

standards for higher education by working toward standards for secondary education that. 

enabled a student to succeed in college. They were defining what a college student was, 

and thereby to some degree they were defining a college. 

National Organizations 

The progressive era spawned more than the regional associations. The Carnegie 

Foundation focused attention on improving higher education and supporting faculty 

pensions. The General Education Board supported both secondary and higher education 

institutions. The Association of American Universities (AAU) was established to 

promote graduate study. Many other groups were formed bringing together .colleges and 

universities based on the types of students they served, the manner in which they were 

governed, or the specific emphasis of their programs. These organizations influenced the 

development of standards both within the regional associations and outside of them. 

111 Ibid., 66-8. 
112 Ibid., 10. 
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The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching became one of the 

most influential national organizations in the development of higher education standards. 

Created in 1903 by Andrew Carnegie to administer a ten miliion dollar gift of United 

States Steel Corporation bonds to provide pensions for retired professors, the Foundation 

did much more. By setting standards for inclusion in the program, it set standards for 

higher education. Since colleges and universities wanted access to the program, the 

Carnegie Foundation could shape them by requiring that they meet certain standards to be 

admitted to the program. These standards included requirements regarding.admission, 

faculty, and finances. Admission requirements were based on the amount of high school 

work students must have completed before admission. The "Carnegie unit" was born at a 

1908 Foundation sponsored conference and the Foundation required colleges in its 

pension program to require 15 such units to have been completed by incoming students. 

The Foundation likewise required that colleges have first.six and later eight full 

professors. Financial requirements included the size of the endowment and that the 

college be free from debt. 113 These standards became the basis of other standards, 

including the AAU list of universities and the regional accreditation criteria. 

John D. Rockefeller's General Education Board also concerned itself with higher 

education beginning in 1905. Its initial standards were focused on the perceived viability 

of the college and concentrated effort on those schools which could attract both money 

and students, thus focusing its philanthropy on well established and prestigious 

113 Merle Curti and Roderick Nash, Philanthropy in the Shaping of American Higher 
Education (New Brunswick: Rutgers University Press, 1965), 220-1. 
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schools. 114 The General Education Board had a more detailed impact on standards later 

when it helped to finance the N CA' s standards revision work in 1931. 115 The General 

Education Board's emphasis on viability of college programs and its support research for 

the development of standards played important roles in the development of higher 

education standards. 

The AA U was an important example of a specialized higher education 

organization that influenced standards. A group of universities that focused on graduate 

study formed the AAU in ·1900. While they discussed membership policies, none were 

set. However, the University of.Berlin decided in 1904 to accept graduate work from 

American universities only if they were members of the AAU. This brought the 

organization into the discussion of standards. Since it felt thatAAU membership was not 

a fair measure of appropriate graduate level education, it sought to convince the U.S. 

Department of Education to prepare a better list and worked toward creating its own list 

of American graduate level universities for use by the German universities. 116 They 

began work on creating such a list in .1908 and by 1909 had approved standards in the 

form of definitions of terms, including department, course, college, and school in 1909. 

However, since Kendrick Babcock was appointed as a specialist in higher education at 

the U.S. Department of Education in 1910 and he began work on creating a classified list 

of American colleges and universities, the AAU delayed implementation of its own 

scheme. By 1914 it was clear that Babcock's list would not be officially published, and 

114 Ibid., 216-7. 
115 if Newman, Agency o Change, 138. · 
116 Gelfand, "Evaluation of Libraries in Higher Education Institutions by the Middle 
States Association," 37-44. 
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the AAUprepared its own list. This list was based on the criteria for inclusion in the 

Carnegie Foundation's pension plan, but added sectarian colleges which were excluded 

from-Carnegie's plan, but would have met its criteria except fthat they were controlled by 

sectarian bodies. 117 This group continued to publish lists of schools, grouped by the 

success of graduates from these schools in graduate work through 1948. 118 

Other associations and groups also influenced the development of standards. 

Educators at the National Association of State Universities conference in 1906 formed 

the National Conference Committee on Standards, which eventually brought together 

regional accrediting agencies, the College Entrance Examination Board, the New 

England College Entrance Certificate Board, the National Association of State 

Universities, the Association ofUrban Universities, and the Association of American 

Colleges. This group set quantitative standards in 1918.119 Although the regional 

associations rose to prominence in the development and enforcement of standards, groups 

like these continued to influence standards and accrediting, particularly through criticism 

of current standards and efforts to coordinate and limit the numbers of organizations 

setting standards and ·accrediting colleges and universities. 

The Development of Voluntary Regional Accreditation 

In 1912, the NCA began the movement toward the accreditation of colleges by 

publishing a Hst of accredited colleges and publishing a list of twelve criteria for 

117 Selden, Accreditation: A Struggle over Standards, 69. 
118 Harcleroad, Accreditation: History, 23. 
119 Gelfand, "Evaluation of Libraries in Higher Education Institutions by the Middle 
States Association," 62-3. 
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accreditation. The following year it applied the criteria and published a new list of fully 

accredited colleges. 120 Three other associations followed with accreditation systems in 

the next 11 years. The Southern Association established standards in 1917, with the 

Middle States Association following in 1919 and the Northwest Association in 1923.121 

These standards were largely quantitative, focusing on the resources needed to support 

successfully collegiate level education. 

The NCA led the way in early efforts at accreditation and represented a model· 

that was largely followed by the other accrediting agencies. The Southern Association 

and the Middle States Association followed the lead of the NCA, and the Northwest 

.Association simply adopted the NCA's standards as its own. 122 These first accreditation 

standards, adopted by the NCA reflected the need to define collegiate education with a 

mix of qualitative and quantitative standards. Qualitative standards described how the 

curriculum was typically aiTanged, referred to the "tone of the institution," and called for 

teaching loads to be based on the number ofhours needed for preparation in various 

fields. The standard on quality called·for student success in graduate school admission 

and work. 123 The library standard was also qualitative, describing the need for adequate 

books related to the curriculum. 124 Quantitative standards focused on the requirements 

for faculty and students. Faculty members were required to have the equivalent of a 

Master's degree, and a Ph.D. was recommended. Incoming students were required to 

120 Harcleroad, Accreditation: History, 22. 
121 Ibid., 22. 
122 Selden, Accreditation: A Struggle over Standards, 121, 62. 
123Newman, Agency of Change, 83-4. 
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have completed fourteen secondary units before admission and their graduation required 

120 semester hours of college work. 125 These standards were based in part on the 

standards of the Carnegie foundation and the U.S. Commissioner ofEducation. 126 

Criticism and Changing Standards 

The massive change seen in the 1920s did not leave higher education untouched. 

More immigrants found their way into American colleges. 127 Modem scientific 

approaches became important in curriculum development. 128 These changes led to debate 

and change in higher education standards. Complaints that the standards were too rigid 

date to the early discussions of those standards in 1902. 129 These attacks reached 

crescendo in the late 1920's with calls for mass resignation from the NCA and 

accusations that the enforcement of the standards was designed to eliminate 

denominational colleges from accreditation. 130 These calls did not go unanswered by the 

NCA. 

Criticism of accreditation grew as the number of accrediting agencies grew. The 

National Association of State Universities authorized a study of accreditation, which Fred 

J. Kelly completed in 1926. The report reviewed all of the accrediting agencies and raised 

a series of questions suggesting that accrediting should be limited to setting standards, 

that the enforcement of standards should be left to the states, and that there should be 

125 Newman, Agency of Change, 84. · · · 
126 Gelfand, "Evaluation of Libraries in Higher Education Institutions by the Middle 
States Association," 59. 
127 Newman, Agency of Change, 105. 
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some control on the work of the accrediting agencies. 131 As the perceived problem of a 

proliferation of sub-standard "colleges" diminished, the pendulum began to swing against 

the development of rigid minima for collegiate education. Many felt that the.early work 

of the regional accrediting agencies had achieved its purpose. They sought to declare 

victory and end accreditation. Others, however, continued to see a need for their work 

and began to seek new justifications and models for that work. 

The NCA led much of this change in the accrediting scene. Criticism of standards 

was growing, both within and outside the accrediting community and in late nineteen 

twenties the NCA set out to evaluate its standards and accrediting procedures and to 

develop new criteria for the measurement of institutions. Criticism of the old standards 

included their failure to perform their most important function: to distinguish between 

good and poor educational institutions. The association formed a Committee on the 

Revision of Standards to perform an extensive study of institutions of higher education in 

order to create new standards based on best possible information. 132 

The Commission on Institutions of Higher.Education of the NCA began studying 

the effectiveness of its standards. A study using contemporary statistical methods found 

that the financial standards did not serve the purpose of guaranteeing an effective 

educational program. 133 The NCA chose to agree with the critics of their standards and 

seek to change them. The Association began in 1929 to prepare a massive study of 

colleges in order to develop new standards that did not have ~he faults of the ol~ . 

131 Selden, Accreditation: A Struggle over Standards, 70-1. 
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133 Newman, Agency of Change, 127. 
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standards. The new standards should be simple and flexible and based on research. The 

NCA and the General Education Board dedicated a combined budget of $135,000 to the 

project and the result included new accreditation "criteria" published in 1934 based on 

research that was published in the form of a four volume report entitled The Evaluation of 

Higher Institutions in 1936. 134 The impact of this work was widespread. The new criteria 

changed the focus of accreditation from minimal institutional improvement based on 

institutional goals. The other regional accrediting agencies adopted similar standards in 

the succeeding years and c_onsolidated the change of focus from quantitative minima to 

flexible qualitative goals. 135 

This revision and refocus of accrediting criteria·was insufficient for many ofits 

critics. The American Council of Education formed a Joint Committee on Accreditation 

in 1938. This group met with accrediting agencies and provided an approved list of such 

organizations to university presidents. 136 In 1939, it sponsored a conference on 

accreditation that provided a platform for some of accreditations sharpest critics. Samuel 

P. Capen condemned accreditation in a powerful speech entitled "Seven Devils in 

Exchange for One" and John J. Tigert gave another important speech on the problems 

with accreditations. These critics complained that were too many accrediting agencies, 

that they cost too much, encouraged uniformity, that they restricted institutional freedom, 

institutional rights, and experimentation and that they were developing a guild or trade 

134 Newman, Agency of Change, 132-42. 
135 Harcleroad, Accreditation: History, 25. 
136 Selden, Accreditation: A Struggle over Standards; 73. 

49 



union attitude. 137 Criticism continued, and various groups were created to fight the abuses 

of accreditors. Universities created the National Commission on Accrediting in the late 

1940's and they recommended the elimination of all specialized accreditation. 138 The 

regional accrediting agencies sought a more prominent role and created the Federation of 

Regional Accrediting Commissions. This group sought to create consensus among the 

regional accreditors. 139 

The Post Second World War Resurgence of Standards 

The period after the Second World War saw another major shift in higher 

education. Masses of veterans entered college campuses and the number of college 

students more than doubled between 1940 and 1960. These veterans were older and had 

different goals from traditional students. They brought broader experiences to the 

classroom. These broader experiences and the sheer number of students entering college 

placed strain on the higher education system. These older students had different needs 

from the traditional 18 to 20 year olds and higher education began to change. 

The strain that this growth exerted on accrediting bodies led the NCA to a more 

thorough implementation of the 1934 accrediting criteria. It added training for visiting 

consultants in 1955140 and adopted a ten-year reaccreditation policy in 1957. 141 It also 

restructured its accreditation policy around a new Guide for the Evaluation of Institutions 

of Higher Education, which refined the criteria of the nineteen thirties and added 

137 Selden, Accreditation: A Struggle over Standards, 72. 
138 Newman, Agency of Change, 206. 
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emphasis to the institution as a whole which was more than the sum of its parts. 142 This 

new emphasis on enforcing standards reflected concern for ensuring quality in accredited 

institutions and fairness in the process. 

Another strong force in the resurgence of the importance of regional accreditation 

standards was the demise of the AAU list in 1948. That list had provided a simple 

certification of a college's status. When it no longer existed, the regional associations that 

had not yet begun accrediting activity felt pressure to take on the role. The Western 

College Association expanded into accrediting activity in 1948. The last regional 

association to enter accrediting did so reluctantly, but with no other source of such 

validation, the New England Association initiated accreditation in 1952. 143 Harcleroad 

asserts, "Clearly the movement toward standards and accrediting of both institutions and 

programs was a response to needs in the society."144 

Several forces also led to a rise in the federal role in accreditation after Second 

World War. Concerns about accreditation and degree mills grew. The Office of 

Education had sponsored a series of conferences and studies concerning diploma mills 

after 1937, with a report in 1941 stressing the value of voluntary accreditation in 

combating the problem. 145 The demise of the AAU list of colleges led to the need for a 

substitute national cumulative list of accredited colleges. The GI Bill funds made 

available meant that the government began to exert influence on accreditation. This 

influx of federal government money brought with it a greater federal interest in programs 
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for higher education. The federal government sought a way to identify institutions that 

should be eligible for federal funds. The renewal of the Veterans Readjustment 

Assistance Act in 1952 included an endorsement of regional accreditation. Regional 

accreditation was to be the mark of colleges at which funds could be used, and the 

legislation included a list of the accrediting agencies it would accept for this purpose. 146 

As the regional associations accepted the role of accrediting colleges in all parts 

of the country, and received federal government endorsement, concern over the power of 

accreditors was again voiced. Of particular concern was the proliferation ofprofessional. 

accrediting agencies. The move toward more standards from more organizations made it 

more difficult for schools to meet those standards. Not only was the American Library 

Association working on new standards for college libraries, the National Education 

Association had added evaluation visits to its accreditation program and formed the 

National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education in 1952.147 The ACRL 

Monograph on accreditation standards in 1958 listed 21 professional associations with 

accreditation standards related to libraries. 148 As this proliferation of accreditation 

standards began to grew, university presidents sought to limit the power of these outside 

standards writers. In order to do this, a group of them established the National 

Commission on Accrediting in 1948.149 

146 Ibid., 26-7. 
147 Theodore Day Martin, Building a Teaching Profession: A Century of Progress 1857-
1957 (Washington, D.C.: National Education Association, 1957), 21. 
148 Oboler, Walling and Weber, College and University Library Accreditation Standards. 
149 Harcleroad, Accreditation: History, 25. 
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New Criticism and Attempts to Control Accreditation 

This remarkable·growth in the extent of accrediting agencies paralleled a 

continuing growth in the size and extent of American higher education. Colleges had 

expanded to accommodate the influx of veterans after the Second World War and Korea, 

and not long thereafter, the baby boom generation descended on colleges and the number 

of college students again more than doubled from 3.2 million in 1960 to 8.5 million in 

1970. This population explosion in colleges resulted in increasingly diverse student 

bodies. 150 These changes again put pressure on colleges to value innovation and 

individuality over standardization and the 1960s and 1970s saw another rise in attempts 

to coordinate accrediting. 

A major concern at the time was the proliferation of accrediting agencies. Various 

groups sought to coordinate and influence regional accreditation. The foundation of the 

Federation of Regional Accrediting Commissions created a situation where this group 

competed with the previously formed National Commission on Accrediting. These 

groups merged to form the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation in 1975.151 This 

group sought to deal with proliferation, address educational evaluation and outcomes 

measurement, cope with the government role in accreditation, and select, train, and 

evaluate accreditation volunteers. 152 The academic and accrediting community was 

concerned with the proliferation of accrediting agencies. The earlier concern for the 

number of agencies to whom colleges were accountabl~ had not disappeared, but now 

150 Newman, Agency of Change, 167. 
151 Harcleroad, Accreditation: History, 28. 
152 Ibid., 28. 
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there was also a concern that so many different paths to the increasingly important label 

of "accredited institution" allowed to much opportunity for fraud and substandard 

institutions. 

This was the time of the first revision of the Standards for College Libraries. It 

was a time of conflicting forces, with attempts to confine and limit the power of 

accrediting, especially specialized accrediting groups, and continued pressure to assure 

quality in the rapidly growing field of higher education. These competing forces both 

influenced the discussions of the revision of the Standards, pushing them away from the 

idea of rigid standards that could be enforced and pulling them toward standards that 

could be used to define minimum quality. While the approved standards chose the 

definable standards route, they also reflected to some extent the desires of the other side 

by providing qualitative guidelines along side the quantitative formulas. 

The Accountability Movement 

The pressure to change accreditation and find new standards continued in and 

beyond the 1970's. A new accountability movement followed the 1960's upheaval in 

higher education. Accountability became the focus of much of the criticism of higher 

education and its standards. Criticism of accreditation again surfaced concerning the lack 

for a clear scientific basis for accreditation criteria and the failure of the accreditation 

system to provide comparative information about colleges. 153 The United States Office of 

Education played a prominent role in this new criticism and in changes in accrediting 

standards. It developed new criteria for certifying accrediting agencies in the early 1970s 

153 Newman, Agency of Change, 335-36. 
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that moved the emphasis toward the public interest responsibility of the agencies and 

called for clearly defined accreditation policies and specific guidelines on conflict of 

interest concerns. 154 The role of the accrediting agency was changing from a group of 

educators seeking to set minimum standards for themselves and their institutions and to 

improve education to a quasi-governmental role in consumer protection for students and 

parents as consumers of education. 

This new role was not accepted easily, but the power of the federal government 

and the changing social standards moved education and accreditation clearly in this 

direction. The 1980s and 1990s saw conflict between the traditional independence of 

educational decision~making and the need and desire for national control and standards. 

The accountability movement was economically or financially inspired and used 

economic and consumer protection metaphors. 155 This was in stark contrast to the 

traditional view of many educators of their role as leaders and the arbiters of what 

constitutes value in higher education. However, since federal government funding had 

become so important to the survival of higher education, it was not surprising that its 

calls for control would be a strong factor in this trend. This new movement insisted that 

accrediting agencies go beyond their traditional .role to prove the effectiveness and 

efficiency of higher education. 156 The U.S. Department of Education published new rules 

154 Ibid., 337. 
155 Ibid., 329. 
156 Ibid., 214. 
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on recognizing accrediting agencies in 1987 that emphasized outcomes and assessment. 

After initial reluctance, the accreditors adopted this new direction. 157 

This new emphasis on outcomes and assessment reflected reform movements that 

sought to impose new curricular standards. Standards have again become the center of 

attention, although the new implementation and measurement methods allow for more 

local control over what those standards should be. This has become necessary as 

standards are applied to an even broader array of post-secondary institutions.with a 

broader array of missions and means of accomplishing them. Newman points to the 

challenge of accrediting institutions ranging from schools of welding to statewide 

systems of higher education and from traditional single campus institutions to those 

operating without a campus atall. 158 

The ACRL completed three revisions of the Standards for College Libraries 

during this period. The first two revisions reflected the emphasis on minimum standards 

that was still important in this era. They also reflected the increasing importance of 

meeting standards. The standards were adjusted in order to make them easier to meet in a 

variety of ways. This was the first reflection of what would become more apparent in the 

2000 revision of the Standards. Diversity had become more important, and the Standards 

needed to make more room for that diversity. The final revision also reflected the other 

changes seen later in the period with an emphasis on outcomes assessment and 

accountability for meeting individual institutional goals. 

157 Ibid., 341. 
158 Ibid., 331. 
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Conclusion 

Standards in higher education have followed a cyclical pattern in which the 

development of such standards are alternatively influenced by two competing values. 

First was the fundamental value· of diversity, creativity and independence; The second 

fundamental value was a uniform understanding of higher education. These two values 

have sometimes been easily combined, but during times of upheaval and change, one has 

tended to take precedence over the other. As the values have come into conflict, they 

have alternated in the ascendancy. As diversity and creativity have become causes for 

concern about the fundamental definition of higher education new standards have been 

developed to provide a new platform for that definition. 

Diversity and creativity based on a common foundation were hallmarks of the 

early American higher education system. The rise of the elective system and other 

educational innovations led to concern for too much diversity and questioning of the 

common foundation. This led to the creation of standards and mechanisms to enforce 

them, including the regional associations. As standardization and enforcement gained 

ground, there was a need to provide for more diversity and creativity and the standards 

were challenged and changed to address these concerns. Increases in .enrollment and new 

roles for higher education after the Second World War led to yet another call for the 

enforcement of standards. As these needs changes, standards and their enforcement were 

again questioned and educators sought to control and limit the power of accreditors and 

provide for more creativity and diversity. When this diversity was again seen as too great, 

new attempts to enforce standards arose in the 1980s and 1990s, with these new efforts 
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focusing on not the inputs required to support education, but the outcomes, or what the 

educational system provided to students and to the community. 

The changing standards represent those changes in the common foundation on 

which diversity in American. higher education was based. The first standards, those of the 

classical curriculum, were understood rather than imposed or developed, but each cycle 

thereafter has included discussion and new written standards for what higher education 

should be. Early standards focused on the level of instruction through control of entrance 

requirements. As change in higher education made these standards inadequate, 

organizations including Carnegie, the regional associations and others added standards 

conc~rning financial support and . curriculum. When new changes in higher education. 

made these standards irrelevant, NCA moved toward goal-oriented standards and others 

followed. When the nature of the students in higher education again changed after the 

Second World War, standards again came to the fore and minima again gained influence. 

It was toward the end of this era of renewed emphasis on minima in standards and 

accrediting that the first Standards for College Libraries were developed. As diversity 

increased, efforts arose again to limit the ·use of minima in standards and then the 1980s 

move toward accountability again turned attention to standards. The nature of higher 

education standards changed over this time from quantitative minima to goals for 

improvement, to more efforts to eliminate fraud and identify worthwhile organizations, to 

goals and individuality, and finally to the current focus on evaluation to establish 

improved effectiveness .. 
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CHAPTER4 

1959 STANDARDS FOR COLLEGE LIBRARIES 

Library service standards and academic standards were w·ell entrenched as 

necessities in the 1950s when the ACRL Committee on Standards began the work that led 

to the first edition of the Standards for College Libraries. The American Library 

Association (ALA) had developed general library service standards for public libraries 

and junior college libraries and had published multiple editions of the Classification and 

Pay Plans. The regular revision of accreditation standards was routine. The last of the 

regional associations had recently accepted responsibility for accreditation of colleges 

and universities and they were placing new emphasis on standards and inspection in that 

process. However, the Classification and Pay Plans were almost a decade old and 

inflation had made them increasingly inadequate. This atmosphere led to a desire among 

many college librarians to develop a new document on academic library standards. 

The Motivation for the Standards 

Librarians expected to able to compare their institutions to standards and expected 

the ALA to provide those standards. Much of the early documentation in the ALA 

Archives concerning standards was related to the desire for·standards and responses that 

none were available. The letters repeat .the same theme: "We have nothing on circulation 
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standards for college libraries, nor indeed on college library standards of any kind."159 

"There are no standards for college and university libraries on which statements can be 

based."160 There was no reference to the Classification and Pay Plans in these letters, 

even though one writer specifically used the service load terminology of that document in 

his request. 161 These letters provide evidence of the expectation that the ALA should be 

able to provided information about what a college library should do and of the 

Association staffs increasing unease with their ability to answer these questions. 

A more powerful indication for the need for college library standards came from 

the Carlson Committee on College and University Postwar Planning. The Carlson 

Committee was a joint subcommittee of the Postwar Planning Committee of ALA and the 

Wartime Activities Committee of the ACRL and worked during 1944 and 1945 to 

produce a report on the status and future of college and university libraries as part of the 

Planning for fjbraries series. Its report covered the broad range of issues in academic 

libraries from expenditures to professional literature, but called special attention in 

regards to standards to college and university libraries that fell "below accepted levels of 

159 Samray Smith, Interim Executive Secretary, Association of College and Reference 
Libraries, to John F. Harvey, December 12, 1956, Committee on Standards 1956/57, 
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, 
Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 3], American 
Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. · 
160 Samray Smith, Interim Executive Secretary Association of College and Reference 
Libraries, to Kenneth L. Raymond, January 22, 1957, Committee on Standards 1956/57, 
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, 
Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 3], American 
Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
161 Kenneth L. Raymond to the American Library Association, January 2, 1957, 
Committee on Standards 1956/57, Association of College and Research Libraries 
(ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 
22/2/6 box 3], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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support." They called for standards and norms to provide assistance in improving these 

libraries in relation to staffing, collections, and service. While the report found that the 

Classification and Pay Plans for Libraries in Institutions of Higher Education provided 

adequate standards for the present, they pointed to the need for new standards that would 

be simply stated and used. 162 This group endorsed the Classification and Pay Plans as 

adequate standards, but provided a blueprint for the standards that were to replace them. 

It identified weaknesses in the majority of college and university libraries and pointed 

toward simpler standards designed specifically to raise the minimum quality of the 

poorest libraries. 

With the immediate stimulus of letters reques_ting standards that did not exist, the 

Carlson report's call for easily applied standards for college libraries, and the rising 

importance of standards in accreditation, it was not surprising that the Association of 

College and Research Libraries should tum its attention toward a new statement of 

standards. This new attention included a new name and focus for the Committee on 

Administrative Procedures as the Committee on Standards. The process of giving the 

committee a new name and focus began in 1954 and became official in 1958. During this 

time, the committee worked on several projects aimed at gathering information about 

standards. David Weber of Harvard University began compiling an annotated 

bibliography on standards in 1954.163 William Jesse, the chair of the committee was also 

162 American Library Association and Association of College and Reference Libraries, 
College and University Postwar Planning Committee, College and University Libraries 
and Librarianship. Chicago: American Library Association, 1946, 2,20""21 ·. ·· · · 
163 Arthur T. Hamlin, "The ACRL Annual Report, 1953-54," College & Research 
Libraries l 6 (January 1955): 81. 
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chair of the Committee on the Library of the Southern Association of Colleges and 

Schools and planned to use that position to increase communication between ACRL and 

the regional associations. 164 In 1955, the Committee on Standards named Eli Oboler chair 

of a subcommittee to prepare a monograph presenting copies of the library standards of 

each of the regional accrediting associations. 165 Helen Brown began a project to study the 

use standards in college libraries. 166 The new chair of the committee, Wayne Yenawine, 

focused on the monetary standards in the Library Score Cards and Classification and Pay 

Plans and how they should be increased. 167 This early review of the currently available 

standards set the stage for the drafting of the Standards for College Libraries. 

As the Oboler subcommittee completed its work on the monograph College and · 

University Library Accreditation Standards -1957, the Standards Committee looked 

forward to what should follow. However, the confusion caused by the reorganization of 

ALA 168 led to questions about the status of the committee. The committee was unsure if it 

had a charge to continue, but there was a desire to go forward with the creation of a new 

standards document for college libraries. The committee completed its preparation and 

review of the monograph in January 1957, but no other action was taken at the meeting. 

Yenawine reported in several letters to Harwell at ACRL that the committee had been 

164 Ibid. 
165 Arthur T. Hamlin, "The ACRL Annual Report, 1954-55," College & Research 
Libraries 17 (May 1956): 246. 
166 Ibid. 
167 Ibid. 
168 In response to one of a series of conflicts between ALA and its divisions, especially 
ACRL, in 1957, ALA appointed a special committee to rewrite divisional responsibilities 
and address the question of whether the divisions, including ACRL, or the ALA·council 
only could speak for ALA. For more information see Thomison, A History of the 
American Library Association, 205-206. 
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unsure of its future standing and had taken no action beyond the completion of the 

monograph. On the other hand, he was working toward the preparation of new standards. 

While the committee was unsure of its continuing mandate, discussion of the 

possibility of creating general standards modeled on the work of the Public Libraries 

Division began as early as 1956. The Public Libraries Division had recently completed 

the Public Library Service; A Guide to Evaluation, with Minimum Standards~ focused on 

principles first, then .specific standards and provided ·guidance for both planning and 

evaluating library service. 169 At the June 1956 ACRL Board meeting, Harwell mentioned 

the Public Libraries Division's work and suggested that ACRL should perform similar 

work. 170 Yenawine mentioned that work again in a March 14, 1957 letter to Harwell. He 

stated that he had reported a recommendation of the committee that work should begin on 

standards "comparable to the standards for public libraries recently published" at the 

Midwinter meeting. 171 The minutes of that meeting focus on the upcoming changes in 

ALA and ACRL and include no report from the Committee on Standards. The desire to 

begin work on standards was visible, but the time and attention needed to deal with re

organization overshadowed that desire and slowed progress on the standards. 

The reference to the public library standards indicated that the coinmittee felt that 

something more than a compilation of the standards promulgated by others was needed. 

Martin, "Standards for Public Libraries," 166. 
170 Arthur T,. Hamlin, "Brief of Minutes: ACRL Board of Directors Meeting in Miami 
Beach," College & Research Libraries 17 (November 1956): 504. 
171 Wayne S. Yenawine, chairman, Committee on Standards, to Richard B. Harwell, 
Executive Secretary, Association of College and Reference Libraries, March 14, 1957, 
Committee on Standards 1956/57, Association of College and Research Libraries 
(ACRL ), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [ archive file ·· 
22/2/6 box 3], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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Wayne S. Y enawine, director of libraries at Syracuse University and chair of the ACRL 

Committee on Standards conducted a correspondence over the spring months concerning 

the possibility of funding the development of such standards. He hoped to fund the 

project through a proposal to Verner Clapp at the Council on Library Resources, Inc. 172 

There was some indication that the committee term was expired and that' it lacked the 

authority to continue. However, when this was resolved, the committee was not yet ready 

to act. Y enawine missed the ALA deadline for submitting a budget proposal for the 

committee because he wanted to talk to those who had been involved in creating the 

public library standards in order to develop a budget for the creation of similar standards 

for college libraries. He also said that he was too busy to provide the time the project 

would require. He bowed out of leadership of the committee and suggested that the new 

committee chair be someone with more time. 173 

Choosing and Organizing the Committee 

The confusion about the status of the committee and problems with the 

appointment of new committee members continued through the spring with the new 

ACRL president, Eileen Thornton, naming new committee members without including 

any of the members suggested by Y enawine. The new committee members included 

Helen Brown, librarian at Wellesley College and Felix Hirsch, librarian at New Jersey 

172 Ibid. 
173 Wayne S. Yenawine, dean, Syracuse University, to Robert W. Orr, president, 
Association of College and Reference Libraries, May 9, 1957, Committee on Standards 
1956/57, Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, 
Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 3], American 
Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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State Teachers College rather than any of the six university librarians suggested by 

Y enawine. Thornton asked Brown to serve as chair of the committee, but it was Hirsch 

who assumed that responsibility. The remaining members of the committee included two 

more college librarians (Minnie R. Bowles, Head Librarian at the Hampton Institute and 

Roscoe F. Schaupp, Librarian at Eastern Illinois State College) and three university 

librarians (Katherine M. Brubeck, Librarian at Jacksonville University, Eugene A. 

Holtman, Circulation Librarian at Ohio State University Libraries, and Ruth Walling, 

Chief Reference Librarian at Emory University). The new appointments were made to the 

committee in June and Hirsch attended the ACRL Board meeting and discussed the work 

of the committee with Thornton at the annual conference, but the actual work of the 

committee began in August when Hirsch received the final list of the committee members 

and began to contact them and prepare for the work of writing new standards. 

The Committee's Vision of the Standards 

The vision articulated in the Carlson report of standards to elevate the status of 

poorer college libraries and the rapidly changing environment in academe guided the new 

committee. Hirsch described the charge of the committee at an open meeting on the draft 

standards held during the annual conference in San Francisco July 15, 1958: 

[The committee] members have felt the urgency of their task in this era of rapidly 
expanding enrollments and changing curricula. Every member of the committee is 
convinced that we are not here to codify standards that would merely perpetuate the 
status quo. We must set our sights much higher. We envision that America will 
need much stronger college libraries in the nineteen-sixties. They should be well 
staffed with librarians who hold a position of esteem, equal to that of the teaching 
faculty, on their campuses. These libraries should be well equipped with rapidly 
growing collections of books and other materials representing the best in the 
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heritage of both Western and Eastern civilization. They should be well housed in 
functional and attractive buildings. 174

This statement supports the goals of the Carlson report which were also restated in the 

introduction to the ACRL Committee on Standards first publication on standards, the 

ACRL Monograph, College and University Library Accreditation Standards - 1957. It 

addressed both changes since the preparation of the Classification and Pay Plans and the 

desire for standards designed to raise the level of library service in poorer libraries. It 

may have provided less well for the requests of individual librarians for normative 

standards for use in their own libraries, but these concerns were submerged in the desire 

to make easily applied minimum standards of the improvement for the more than half of 

libraries that the Carlson report considered to be below standard. 

The committee turned this vision of easily applied minimal standards into reality 

through a process that included telephone and mail communication, meetings at ALA 

conferences and outside of those conferences, and individual work outside of committee 

meetings. The early activities of the group included a number of contacts that Hirsch 

made between August and November 1957. He contacted all but one of the committee 

members and seems to have discussed the standards project at every opportunity. He · 

mentioned a meeting of the College and University Section of the New Jersey Library 

Association and contacts with the Executive Secretary of the Middle States Association, 

and various other interested people. Largely informal discussion also included a meeting 

174 Helen M. Welch, "ACRL Committee on Standards Program Meeting at 1958 ALA 
Conference in San Francisco, July 15, 10:00 a.m.: New Standards for College Libraries, a 
Draft," Committee on Standards, 1958/59, Association of College and Research Libraries 
(ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 
22/2/6 box 5], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana, 1. 
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with fellow committee member Helen Brown at the meeting of the Eastern College 

Librarians in November 1957. These broad contacts laid the groundwork for the 

development of consensus around the standards. 

The Committee Process 

The committee made momentous decisions concerning the scope and content of 

the standards during its first official meeting on January 27, 1958 during the ALA 

midwinter meetings in Chicago. They met for a large portion of the day and came to 

decisions that were to direct the progress of the Standards for College Libraries for the 

remainder of the twentieth century. The Standards were to apply to colleges offering 

Bachelor and Master degrees, would concentrate of principles and suggest specific 

figures in the areas of the budget ( as a percentage of the college's educational and general 

budget), minimum professional staffand collection size. These basic areas of quantitative 

standards were to stand, with the addition of facility size in 197 5 until the outcomes 

based standards approved in January 2000. The statements of basic principles of 

librarianship continued even into the 2000 edition of the standards. 

' 
These early decisions were supported by significant efforts to include the 

committee and the library community in the process. Contact and interaction with the 

college library community beyond the committee also continued at the ALA midwinter 

meetings in Chicago. An afternoon session was an open meeting of the committee and 

included 27 college and university librarians who discussed the project with committee. 

members. The following day, Hirsch spoke at a meeting of the Teacher Education 

Section of ACRL about the preparation of the new standarcls. Interacti9n with the ACRL 
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membership continued with plans for an open meeting at the annual conference in San 

Francisco, and presentations by Hirsch at the Philadelphia chapter of ACRL and the New 

Jersey Library Association meetings. Discussion was also extended to the pages of 

College and Research Libraries with an article by Hirsch in the May 1958 issue175 and an 

article by Wyman Parker in the September 1958 issue. 176 These meetings and 

publications demonstrated an important part of the standards writing process, building 

consensus within the college library community for the basic concepts of the standards. 

The same pattern was followed in the successful 1975 and 1986 revisions of the 

standards, and the failure to follow this pattern may have been part of the cause of the 

failure of committees in the late nineteen sixties and the early nineteen eighties. 

The Draft Revision Process 

The committee began developing its draft collaboratively as these meetings took 

place. The committee sought to include many points of view in the document beginning 

with the earliest drafts. Committee members sent drafts of sections to committee chair 

Felix Hirsch in February 1958 and he then wrote the first complete draft in April, which 

he called "Draft II." 177 This draft was distributed to library and higher education leaders 

for their comments in April and May of 1958. These leaders included former director of 

175 Felix E. Hirsch, "Facing the Future: On the Way to New College Library Standards," 
College & Research Libraries 19 (May 1958): 197-200,262. . 
176 Wyman W. Parker, "College Library Standards and the Future," College & Research 
Libraries 19 (September 1958): 357-64. 
177 "College Library Standards: Draft II," Committee on Standards, 1958/59, Association 
of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and 
Subject Files 1930-1991, [ archive file 22/2/6 box 5], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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the Harvard Libraries Keyes Metcalf, representatives of the regional accrediting agencies, 

and the library leaders asked to participate in a panel · discussion on the draft at the annual 

ALA meeting in San Francisco. 

These individuals represented both those involved in the previous standards work 

on which the new standards were based and current leaders in the profession. Flora B. 

Ludington was librarian of Mount Holyoke College and had been a leader in interlibrary 

cooperation with the creation of the Hampshire Inter-library Center, had recently served 

as president of ALA, 178 and was a member of the committee that developed and revised 

the Classification and Pay Plans. Wyman Parker was head librarian at Wesleyan 

University and the incoming vice-president of ACRL. Eileen Thornton was head librarian 

at Oberlin College, participated in survey and accreditation service for Middle States and 

North Central Associations, and was the president of ACRL for 1957-58. 179 Paul Bixler 

was librarian at Antioch College, a member of ALA Council, author of chapters in 

Administration of the College Library, and was about to begin an ALA and Ford 

Foundation sponsored program at the University of Rangoon. 18° Finally, William H. 

Carlson was director of libraries for the Oregon State System of Higher Education and 

librarian at Oregon State University, a consultant for and surveyor of academic libraries, 

178 Anne· C. Edmonds, "Ludington, Flora Belle ( 1898-1967)," in Dictionary of American 
Library Biography, ed. Bohdan S. Wynar (Littleton, Colo.: Libraries Unlimited, 1978), 
322-4. 
179 "Thornton, Eileen," in Who's Who in Library Service: A Biographical Directory of 
Professional Librarians in the United States and Canada, ed. Lee Ash, 4th ed. (N.p.: 
Shoe String Press, 1966), 694. · · 
180 "Bixler, Paul (Howard)," in Who's Who in Library Service: A Biographical Directory . 
of Professional Librarians in the United States and Canada, ed. Lee Ash, 4th ed. (N.p.: 
Shoe String Press, 1966), 55. 
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and chair of the Po_stwar Planning Council of College and University Libraries, which 

wrote College and University Libraries and Librarianship. 181 This last activity, 

sometimes referred to as the "Carlson report" provided some of the stimulus for the new 

standards with its call for standards designed to improve the weakest libraries. 

Both the panel and the open discussion that followed provided the committee with 

important perspectives on the standards and current concerns in librarianship. After the 

open discussion of the draft, the committee held a special meeting in Washington in 

November 1958 to develop a new draft which incorporated some of the changes 

recommended by those who commented on the previous draft. The committee made 

substantial changes in the draft, many of them reflecting comments that they had 

received. While these comments were important, other changes reflected the difficulty of 

reaching consensus in areas of disagreement in the library community that were not 

raised at the San Francisco meeting. Less substantial changes were also made in an effort 

by the committee to provide a well-written, cleanly worded, document. The committee 

made these changes in two further drafts and the ACRLboard made final changes before 

its approval of the document. 

Substantive changes in the drafts reflected areas of concern in the library 

community. These concerns included the status of the library and librarians in the 
1· . . . 

academic comnmnity, the appropriateness and research support for quantitative 

standards, differences in the administration and practice of different libraries, and the 

181 "Carlson, William Hugh," in Who's Who in Library Service: A Biographical 
Directory of Professional Librarians in the United States and Canada, ed. Lee Ash, 4th 

ed. (N .p. : Shoe String Press, 1966), 101 .. 
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place of audiovisual materials in the library. The issues of status and questions about 

quantitative standards influenced changes in nearly every section of the document. 

Differences in practices at different libraries influenced revisions in several areas as well. 

The question of audiovisual materials was limited to the section that addressed them, but 

it was an important issue that led to many attempts to appease both sides and a final 

ruling by the ACRL executive board before approval of the standards. These issues 

appeared repeatedly in the revision of the drafts. 

Section one of the standards, orr the functions of the college library, was 

important as a symbol of the status of the library and librarians and the changes in the 

revision process reflect that. The opening sentence of the section was important in setting 

the tone of the document, and it was revised twice. Ludington had specifically 

recommended changing "powerhouse" to "resources" in this sentence. 182 The committee 

first changed the phrase from "function as the intellectual powerhouse" 183 to "be the 

intellectual center" 184 and finally, before the draft was approved included Ludington's 

wording: "be the most important intellectual resource." 185 This definition of the place of 

the library in the academic community was carefully edited and revised to reflect as 

positively as possible on the status of the library. 

182 Welch, "ACRL Committee on Standards Program Meeting," 3. 
183 "College Library Standards: Draft II," 1. 
184 "College Library Standards: Draft III, November 16, 1958," Committee on Standards, 
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ACRL president Lewis Branscomb suggested the other substantive change in the 

first section in December. He recommended the addition of a statement that a secondary 

"purpose of the college library is to stimulate and encourage the student to develop the 

life-long habit of good reading." 186 The "final revision" of draft III added almost those 

exact words: "to stimulate and encourage the student to develop the lifelong habit of good 

reading" 187 to the functions of the college library. Again, the emphasis was on 

demonstrating that the college library was an important part of the intellectual endeavor 

of the college. 

Section two, concerning the structure and government of the library was even 

more closely tied to the issue of the status of the library and librarians and therefore even 

more controversial. Librarians raised concerns both at the open meeting in San Francisco 

and through the mail. These comments resulted in various small but significant changes 

in the draft. The important status question ofto whom the librarian should report was 

played out in the drafts and discussion. Draft two stated that "The librarian should be 

directly responsible to the president, or to the head of the academic program, depending 

on the administrative set-up of the institution." 188 This was the object of some discussion 

at the July 15, 1958 open meeting, with Bixler, a library director and writer on 

administrative issues, defending this wording, since he believed it was added at his 

186 Lewis C. Branscomb, ACRL president, to Felix E. Hirsch, ACRL Committee on 
Standards chairman, December 3, 1958, Committee on Standards, 1958/59, Association 
of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and 
Subject Files 1930-1991, [ archive file 22/2/6 box 5], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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request, and others (Evan I. Farber of Emory University Library and Kenneth T. Slack of 

Church College of Hawaii Library) arguing for strict reporting to the president. 189 Bixler 

argued that for administrative reasons it was better that an administrator have only a few 

people reporting to him, and therefore the library might be better served by reporting to 

the chief academic officer if that officer was in charge of the teaching program. Farber, 

who was chief of the serials and binding division at Emory, 190 and Slack, who was 

librarian at Church College and a member of ALA Council, 191 argued that the librarian 

should report to the president because he was not the same as a head of instruction, and 

because he should rank with academic deans. This latter argument was based more on 

status, while Bixler's argument was more pragmatic and based on the realities of 

administration as he saw them. It was the arguments of these latter two in favor of 

establishing higher status for librarians that won in both the third and final drafts. The 

third draft and final draft reflected the controversy by deleting the option of reporting the 

head of the academic program. They also added language concerning the rank of the 

librarian, stating that the librarian was equal to other chief administrative officers and 

should have a close relationship with the chief academic officer. 

Library advisory committees represented a challenge in two areas. The place of 

the advisory committee reflected on the status of the professionals who administered the 

189 Welch, "ACRL Committee on Standards Program Meeting," 5-6,8-9. 
190 "Farber, Evan Ira," in Who's Who in Library and Information Services, eds. Joel M. 
Lee, Sandra Whiteley, and Robert J. Beran (Chicago: American Library Association, 
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library, and varying practices in different libraries needed to be accommodated. The 

paragraphs dealing with library advisory committees therefore received considerable 

revision after the second draft. The wording on the faculty library committee was 

changed to include changes recommended by panel members Thornton and Bixler 

concerning the allocation of book funds to departments. This change reflected the 

differences in library administration of those interested in the draft standards. Some 

allocated book funds to departments, but these defended the right to retain the authority 

over library funds within the library. The final version emphasized the role of the board 

library committee as limited to policy guidance by adding, "The committee should be 

concerned with general library policy and not with matters of an administrative and 

executive nature" 192 to the paragraph describing its duties.

Other changes in this section also reflected requests for more emphasis on the 

independence of the library. The committee moved the statement concerning the advisory 

capacity of the committee ahead of the description of its make-up and added that "books 

and periodicals ... acquired by the institution," 193 and not just those "purchased from 

library funds," "should be considered a part of the library and should be under the control 

of the librarian." 194 
The committee also added a paragraph concerning student library 

committees to the second revision. This paragraph again emphasized that the committee 

should serve as a liaison with the student body and have carefully defined functions. 

Thus, some changes in the standards regarding library committees reflected comments by 

192 "College Library Standards: Draft III (With Final Revisions)," 2. 
193 "College Library Standards: Draft III," 3. 
194 "College Library Standards: Draft II," 3. 
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leaders in the profession about the need to accommodate different acceptable practices, 

but the majority of the changes reflected the effort of the committee to present a 

document in which the status and independence of libraries and librarians was established 

and supported. 

The issue of what quantitative standards ACRL could and should support for 

college libraries was an important one. It resulted in major changes during the draft 

revision process. Discussion was intense, and the changes from the draft that was 

discussed at ALA in 1958 to the final version approved the following year were 

pronounced. The second draft provided considerable and specific guidance on the budget, 

moving away from the. budget per capita recommendations and data collection of the 

Classification and Pay Plans and the Carlson report and calling for a specific percent of 

the Educational and General budget of the institution. For most institutions, the draft 

recommended 5 to 7 percent. For smaller institutions, the recommended percentage was 

7.5, with less recommended for technical colleges. 195 
These specific recommendations

were questioned by Ludington at the meeting. She and Thornton both questioned the 

source of the figures. 196 The third draft and the final drafts responded to these concerns 

by modifying the figures (recommending only a minimum of 5%) and by citing analysis 

of the annual statistics published in College and Research Libraries as the source of the 

recommendation. 197 The struggles over this section indicated some of the problems that 

writers of standards based on consensus faced, especially when they moved away from 

195 Ibid., 4-5. 
196 Welch, "ACRL Committee on Standards Program Meeting," 2, 5. 
197 
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the pattern set in earlier standards. The authors began with a complex plan to address 

various environments, but then found that it was impossible to reach consensus on those 

details, so they pared back the recommendation until they had a minimum standard that 

they could support with a specific reference. 

The section on staff was contentious for two reasons; It addressed status issues 

and provided specific quantitative standards. The status of librarians was addressed in 

great detail in two separate paragraphs of the original draft of the document, but the 

following drafts dropped those paragraphs in order to integrate the information on rank 

and status into other areas of the section. The most significant move was the addition of a 

call for a library staff of professional librarians and a definition of a professional librarian 

to the first sentence of the section. It also included changing various mildly worded 

suggestions on the teaching responsibilities of librarians into proscriptive statements. 

These changes included a move from "This may include ... " 198 to "Specific provision 

should ... " 199 and the removal of several more qualified statements using "may" or "will 

depend." KennethLaBudde, director oflibraries and professor of history at the 

University of Missouri, Kansas City, 200 advocated this kind of change in a plea from the 

floor of the meeting for more emphasis on the teaching functions of the library.201 

Ludington and Parker raised a second concern on status during the panel presentations. 

They expressed concern over the representation of faculty status- and fringe benefits in the 

198 "College Library Standards: Draft II," 8. 
199 Ibid., 7. 
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document.202 Unlike the previous Classification and Pay Plans, all of the statements on 

salary, benefits, workload and status were limited to the professional librarians. In this 

case, the concern for the status of librarians continued to guide the draft, and although 

these sections were significantly rewritten and rearranged in the succeeding drafts; the 

focus on professional staff only remained. The focus on the status of librarians was 

strengthened when the paragraph on faculty status was moved and refocused on the rights 

and responsibilities of librarians and members of the faculty. 

Questions on the quantitative validity of the standards were also raised at San 

Francisco and beyond. These concerns reflected the lack of the consensus necessary for 

establishing a nation-wide staff formula and again pointed to the difficulty of supporting 

complicated quantitative standards. In the open discussion Esther Hile, chieflibrarian of 

California's University of Redlands library, and Henry Madden, college librarian at 

Fresno State College and 1957 president of the California Library Association,203

weighed in against the staffing numbers cited in the staff section.204 
Madden's objection, 

that the California State Colleges libraries already had better formulas, reflected one 

problem of creating national standards. Some would find them too low, just as others 

found them too high. The Western College Association also raised objections to the staff 

size requirement. 

202 Welch, "ACRL Committee on Standards Program Meeting," 3-4. 
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These questions and concerns led to considerable change in the document. Again, 

the actual quantitative minima in the standards were simplified to a recommendation for a 

minimum of three librarians, supported with the reference to the different duties required. 

Specific suggestions for larger libraries were removed. The specific staff formula from 

the New York State University teachers college standards was moved to a footnote and 

more information on the California State Department of Education's formula was added 

to the same note. In addition, additional factors to consider when determining staff size 

were added. These included several, but not all, of Ludington's suggestions. As with 

other sections, the considerations and concerns of those who commented on the standards 

often resulted in changes, but few suggestions were accepted in .their entirety. The 

committee retained control of the document, but incorporated ideas from others, 

especially in relation to the quantitative standards. 

The collection section reflected the tension between those who preferred 

quantitative and qualitative standards. The draft included both standards, taking its 

quantitative minimum from the Classification and Pay Plans and pointing toward several 

general tools for building broad collections and evaluating those collections. This balance 

of quantitative and qualitative standards resulted in considerable comment and change in 

the draft. The collection was seen as especially important and various commentators 

recommended raising both the quantitative and qualitative standards. On the question of 

quantitative standards, the committee responded to criticism by increasing the minimum 

collection size and adding a reference to support the standard. Parker expressed concern 
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that the minimum collection size was too low at 40,000 volumes.205 In addition, 

comments on earlier sections that stressed the need to support the numbers included in 

the standards were useful for this section as well. The committee addressed these 

concerns in several ways. The revision changed the minimum collection number to 

"50,000 carefully chosen volumes." It also added a reference to the annual statistics 

published in College and Research Libraries as the authority for the collection 

minimum. 206

The qualitative collection standards were also the subject of much comment that 

led to strengthening in the final document. Ludington expressed concern for the quality of 

the collection.207 Bixler felt that the use of subject bibliographies in building and 

assessing the collection should receive more emphasis,208 and Eli Oboler, Head Librarian 

at Idaho State University and chair of the committee that wrote the College and 

University Library Accreditation Standards- 1957, reiterated this in the open 

discussion.209 These comments and some specific suggestions led to the inclusion of 

more bibliographies for checking collections, in particular, the addition of a periodical 

bibliography and various subject bibliographies. 

The issues of status and differing practice in different libraries were likewise seen 

in the section on the collection. Both were present in Thornton and Bixler's discussion of 

the allocation of books funds. Since not all libraries did allocate funds to departments, the 
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question was raised whether it was necessary to allocate funds to departments at a11. At 

the same time, the status of the librarian could be in question if departments controlled 

book funds and the need for the librarian to retain control over a significant portion of the 

funds was asserted. These questions were reflected in changes in the draft to reflect that 

allocation and non-allocation to departments were acceptable and to emphasize that the 

librarian should retain control over a substantial portion of that budget. Bixler pointed to 

another statement on the collection that might tend to make the library appear as a 

passive resource for classroom materials. He suggested that the statement on multiple 

· copies, by using the adjective "instructional," might tend to imply textbooks and urged

that the wording be changed to emphasize that this was not intended.210 To address this

concern, the wording was changed in the next draft to "works oflasting significance or of

contemporary importance should be available in a sufficient number of copies."2II Other

changes made in the draft included the addition of language referring to the importance of

a gift policy and the insertion of a paragraph on the importance of proper cataloging and

classification of the collection that began "The library's collection should be fully

organized for use."2I2 In each of these cases, the committee sought to balance varied

current practices with their vision of the library as having an important and independent

educational function in the academic world that could be described in universal

standards.
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The sub-section on audiovisual materials in the draft was particularly problematic. 

The differences in practice among libraries were accompanied by strong feelings on both 

sides. Both the advocates and the opponents of the inclusion of audiovisual materials in 

library collections were powerful and outspoken. One panel participant, Parker, and one 

speaker from the floor, Farber, recommended the complete removal of audiovisual 

materials from the draft.213 However, Richard Harwell spoke to the ALA staff liaison for 

the Audio-Visual Committee, Grace Stevenson, who recommended that the audiovisual 

program sho_uld be "both budgetarily and operationally an integral part of the whole 

library's functions."214 This obvious conflict led firstto the severe reduction of space 

allocated to the audiovisual collection, with almost half of the text removed. In this 

shorter version, the introductory sentences sought to display a balance between those who 

advocated for and against the inclusion of audiovisual materials in the library. It added 

"and every college library must concern itself with them to some extent" to the first 

sentence, and changed the second sentence to state that the library should take 

responsibility "if no other agency on campus has been assigned this responsibility"215

rather than the original "if no other agency on campus has assumed responsibility."216

The committee completed its third draft still trying to strike a balance between the 

proponents and opponents of audiovisual materials. That draft added "No audio-visual 
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program can succeed without adequate facilities for the use of equipment and materials," 

but retained such mitigating language as "to some extent" in the statement that the library 

should have responsibility for audiovisual materials and that "the program must not be 

operated at the expense of other library functions and resources."217 Although the ACRL 

executive board received the standards in general positively, this one section continued to 

be contentious, and it approved the standards only after altering one sentence. The 

statement that the "The program must not be operated at the expense of other library 

functions and resources," which reflected a begrudging acceptance of audiovisuals only if 

extra money was available, was changed to "The program must be, both in its budget and 

its operation, an integral part of the whole of the library's functions."218 The inclusion of 

audiovisual materials was still minimal, with only six sentences after the original fifteen 

sentences, but the result was a less equivocal statement of their importance. 

The section on the building presented the same problems as the other sections. 

The multiple quantitative standards were questioned as too low and too complex, and 

more qualitative standards were recommended. Once again, in the building section 

comments at the San Francisco meeting led to changes in the quantitative standards, and 

to the simplification of those standards. Thornton stated that the "seating capacity figure 

is very low, too low"219 and LaBudde added in the open discussion that the capacity 
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should not be lower for commuting populations. 220 These comments resulted in the new 

draft calling for a simple seating capacity minimum of one-third of the student body and 

the removal of the comment on commuting populations. In addition, the new draft 

included a statement suggesting that changes in the academic community might call for 

even more seating capacity.221 Ludington suggested the addition of factors that influence 

the size of the library building at the meeting and two items from her list were added to 

the next draft. On the side of qualitative standards, Parker recommended a strong 

endorsement of open book stacks,222 which was not added. Some of the recommendations 

resulted in changes and others did not. However, the section was largely re-written with 

substantial changes in the definitions of the amount of space required with more 

descriptions of the kind of accommodation required for students and changes in the way 

of calculating staff space from separate numbers of square feet for full time and part time 

staff to a larger number of square feet "per person." 

The discussion and editing of the section on service quality and its evaluation 

-
reflected again the differences in practice among libraries and the desire of the authors of 

the standards to emphasize the professional status of librarians. Ludington' s suggested 

the addition of consideration of the number of students in the library who were using 

library materials and emphasis on the importance of the self-study reflected the 

importance of variation in the libraries covered by the standards.223 Parker pointed to 

another such variation when he noted that circulation records could not provide a 
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complete picture of library use when students use materials from open shelves. 
224

Carlson's emphasis on the importance of cooperation between librarians and faculty 

again addressed the issue oflibrarian status.225 These comments resulted in changes in the 

section to reflect this diversity and to strengthen the standards in relation to the status of 

librarians. The self-study was already a part of the document, but the question of what 

students were actually reading in the library was added to the next draft. The revision 

likewise included the sentence "Where the library has open shelves, these records will 

only give part of the picture"226 in response to Parker's comment that circulation records 

cannot provide a complete picture when the library has open shelves. The status question 

was addressed with new language concerning cooperation between librarians and faculty 

in the planning of new courses and the development of library resources in areas covered 

by the curriculum. 

The final section of the standards, covering interlibrary cooperation, drew nothing 

but praise from the speakers at the program in San Francisco and the final draft reflected 

this with only one change that was more than editorial. Areas for cooperation were 

expanded from the community, region and state to include the nation. The close 

relationship between the comments made at the open meeting at the San Francisco 

Annual meeting of ALA and the changes made in draft III reflect the level to which the 

first Standards for College Libraries was a document of consensus, developed not by an 

individual or committee alone, but with serious consultation with interested college 

224 Ibid., 4. 
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librarians. It was also clear from the kind of changes that were made to the document that 

the important issues revolved around the status of librarians, the balance of quantitative 

and qualitative standards, and the tension between a single standard and the variation 

found in the libraries covered by the standards. 

While the changes made in the draft to address these specific concerns 

represented a large portion of the changes seen in the draft as it developed, they were not 

the only changes. The revisions of the draft also reflected a serious attempt to achieve a 

clean, readable document. In the first section, two such editing changes occurred after the 

initial review of draft II. One exchanged "given" for "rendered" and the other replaced 

metaphoric "walls" with the more literal "barriers."227 Section three likewise reflected 

this careful crafting and word choice with changes when "programs of independent 

study" replaced "honors work," "institutions of its type" was replaced with a comparable 

institutions," and "Latest annual college library statistics published in College & 

Research Libraries" became simply "latest annual college library statistics."228 Section 

five on library collections also reflected these minor editorial changes. "Offers such 

instruction" changed to "offers the Master's degree." "If special programs involving the 

wide use of books, such as honors work" became "If special programs of independent 

study involving a wide use of books." "At least in all subjects covered by the curriculum" 

was reworded to "which are relevant to the program of the individual institution."229 
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Finally, the explanation that part-time and extension students should be included as full

time equivalents when calculating collection size based on student body was moved from 

the text to a footnote. 230 

While the section on the building reflected many substantive changes, minor 

editorial changes were not completely missing. For example "at least 50% more books 

than are in the collections at present"231 was reworded without the number to "at least for 

the doubling of the collection."232 However, the section on quality oflibrary service and 

its evaluation provided the most fertile ground for editorial tinkering. The committee 

obviously had difficulty describing the purpose and challenge of service quality 

evaluation and the importance of portraying librarians with the appropriate standing was 

added to the desire for clean writing. They began in draft two with "Nothing is more 

difficult than measuring the 'spirit' of a college library, since it involves so many 

intangible factors. However, nothing is more important than the constant study of the 

effectiveness of the library service."233 This casual approach did not satisfy the 

committee and the next draft dropped the use of spirit in quotation marks and reworded 

the sentence, "Nothing is more difficult than assessing the quality of a college library, 

since it involves so many intangible factors. However, nothing is more important than to 

know how effective the library service actually is."234 Still not happy with the wording, 
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the approved draft added "In the field of librarianship, probably"235 to the beginning of 

the sentence. These minor changes in the draft and Hirsch's comments on the importance 

of the style of the draft point to the importance the committee placed on providing a 

polished document. 

Reflections on the Process 

Hirsch and the committee seemed to make valiant efforts to address substantive 

concerns with the document. All of the quantitative standards were changed after the 

draft was reviewed at the ALA annual conference in San Francisco. Almost all 

substantive remarks resulted in some change in the document. Parker's call for open 

stacks was not addressed and Hirsch responded at the meeting to the request for a 

statement on working hours per week made by M.L. McCoy of the Albany State College 

librarJ by stating that the idea had been considered and rejected.236 Objections by some 

members of the accrediting community to any quantitative standards were not sufficient 

to remove them from the document, but the careful re-working of each of the quantitative 

standards and their simplification indicated an attempt to be as accommodating as 

possible even in these areas. The committee sought to create a consensus document and 

to address all substantive concerns. The clearest example of this was the balancing act 

· between those who wished audiovisual materials to be eliminated from the document and

those who wished to have the document advocate for their full integration with the library

collection. The committee could not hope to please both groups, but the committee
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rewrote much of the section to address the concerns of those wishing for more complete 

integration while at the same time decreasing the size of the section by half and thus 

making it slightly more palatable to those who objected to its inclusion. 

The various revisions of the draft displayed a significant level of interaction 

between the committee and the potential users of the standards during their formation. 

The draft debated at the ALA annual meeting in San Francisco was significantly altered 

as a result of that discussion and the comments of other interested parties. Both the 

following draft, called "Draft III," and the subsequent draft, called "Draft III - with final 

revisions," reflected substantive changes in the document being made to address specific 

concerns. This process created standards that reflected the consensus of librarians and 

educators, at least to the extent that such consensus was possible. 

Given the large number of changes that were made to the draft as a result of 

suggestions from those that read the drafts, it was also interesting to note the 

recommendations that were not followed. Of particular interest in this category were the 

comments of Richard B. Harwell, executive secretary of ACRL. He expressed his 

concern on December 10, 1958 writing, "I must admit that I am still dubious about the 

standards on one score: They do seem to me to undertake somewhat broader 

considerations than are ordinarily involved in the recording of standards and, perhaps, 

because of their breadth they do seem occasionally to sound a bit patronizing."237 Hirsch 

237 Richard B. Harwell, ACRL executive secretary, to Felix E. Hirsch, ACRL Committee 
on Standards chair, December 10, 1958, Committee on Standards, 1958/59, Association 
of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and 
Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 5], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 

88 



appeared to show interest in this concern and asked for specific examples, asking for 

specific examples in a letter on December 16. However, at the same time he mentioned 

that any changes would need to be approved by the committee.238 He also regularly 

argued that his writing was acceptable because he had experience writing for a wide 

audience. Harwell replied on December 22 with five specific examples, including several 

uses of the word should, with the most egregious example being the sentence "Great care 

should be taken that professional staff members do not spend their time in doing work 

that is essentially of a clerical nature."239 Only one suggestion resulted in any changes in 

the draft, and that was to a footnote. Footnote five was changed from "College librarians 

should check their subscriptions against such authoritative ... "240 to "Subscriptions 

should be checked against such authoritative ... " 241

In general, Hirsch's writing reflects his opinion that college libraries needed 

significant improvement and that the standards he and his committee wrote were the 

appropriate way to educate those who did not understand the vital importance of college 

libraries and to convince them to spend the money on the libraries that they should. He 

did not see Harwell's examples as patronizing simply because he believed that his 
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audience required simple arguments and advice. His first draft of an article on the 

standards for the ALA Bulletin reflected this even more than the standards themselves. 

One pointed example brought out by the Bulletin's editor, Samray Smith, was Hirsch's 

tendency to refer to the standards as though they were laws. 242 This tone persisted in the 

standards and was to be expected, given the stated goal of the standards, as far back as 

the Carlson report to improve the majority of college libraries that were "below 

standard." 

The Resulting Standards for College Libraries 

The completed standards thus sought to improve libraries considered to be below 

standard with an introduction, a conclusion, and eight sections called "Functions of the 

College Library," "Structure and Government," "Budget," "Staff," "Library Collections," 

"Building," "The Quality of the Service and Its Evaluation," and "Interlibrary 

Cooperation." All of the sections except the introduction and interlibrary cooperation 

section had been significantly altered during the drafting process and all of the sections 

except the conclusion had been included in all of the drafts. 

The introduction defined the institutions to be covered by the standards as 

colleges and universities granting Bachelor's or Bachelor's and Masters' degrees. The 

functions of the college library were defined as providing "the most important intellectual 

242 Samray Smith, ALA Bulletin editor, to Felix E. Hirsch, ACRL Committee on 
Standards chair, June 4, 1959, Committee on Standards, 1958/59, Association of College 
and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 
1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 5], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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.c-. th d . ·t ,,243 
. h resource 1or e aca em1c commum y, representmg t e range of Western and Eastern

thought, providing resources needed by students, staff and teaching faculty, and 

stimulating lifelong reading. The structure and government section mandated that the 

librarian should report to the college president, that faculty and student committees exist 

as advisory bodies, that the librarian administer the library budget, that the library be 

organized in a logical and suitable manner, and that the librarian keep statistical records 

and report them to various bodies. The section on budget mandated that the budget be 

determined as a ratio of the college's educational and general budget and that the ratio 

should be .at least five percent. It also pointed to annual college library statistics as a 

gauge for setting that ratio. The section on staff defined librarians as holding graduate 

library degrees, called for a minimum of three librarians, referred to the California and 

New York formulas for determining staff size above the minimum, called for the equality 

of librarians and teaching faculty, and called for library staff involvement in instruction. 

Under library collections, the standards called for qualitative assessment of the collection 

through the use of standard bibliographies, providing materials on all sides of 

controversial issues, appropriate weeding of the collection, a minimum collection of 

50,000 books with an addition 10,00 for every 200 students after 600 and a slowing of 

collection growth after the collection reaches 300,000, and appropriate cataloging and 

classification of the collection for use. A sub-section on audiovisual matelials called for 

the library to take responsibility for these materials if no other agency on campus had 

been assigned that responsibility, for providing the budget to support the program, and 

243 "Standards for College Libraries," (July 1959), 274. 
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for selection to follow the same high standards as used for books. The building should be 

centrally located, provide for future expansion, seat one-third of the student body, 

provide adequate housing for books and special materials, provide well-planned areas for 

all services, provide 125 square feet of work space for each staff member, and provide 

appropriate air, sound and light conditions. On the subject of the quality of service and its 

evaluation, the standards acknowledged the difficulty of evaluating service and indicated 

various means for approaching the goal, including studies of circulation records, student 

reading habits, and working closely with faculty in planning. The section on interlibrary 

cooperation argued for the value of cooperation in extending the resources available at 

any given library and in extending the value of every dollar spent on libraries. The 

section went on to state that borrowed materials should not be used to support the basic 

program. The conclusion emphasized the opportunities and challenges ahead in an era of 

change. 

Comparison to Previous Standards 

The Standards for College Libraries were written to replace the outdated 

Classification and Pay Plans for Libraries in Institutions of Higher Education and the 

document was built on the foundation laid by the earlier standards. Only two areas 

addressed in the old standards were absent from the new draft, and the committee had 

considered the inclusion of at least one of them and chosen to omit it ( standards for 

working hours). No comment was made on the exclusion of standards for operating hours 

for the library, but it may well have been included in the same discussion. All other areas 

of the Classification and Pay Plans for Libraries in Institutions of Higher Education 
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were included in the new document, although there was a significant shift away for 

inclusion of specific guidance on clerical or "sub-professional" staff. While the old 

standards provided a sliding number of librarians based on service load beginning with 

two librarians and defined clerical staff as 40 to 60 percent of the total staff, the new 

standards simply required sufficient numbers and cited the New York and California 

formulas as providing further guidance. The old standards included specific guidelines 

for the qualifications, pay scales, vacations, sick leave, and pensions for professional and 

clerical staff. The new standards .simply mandated that professional librarians possess 

graduate library degrees and that their pay, vacations, sick leave, and pensions be the 

same as those for teaching faculty. Similarly, the old standards called for study leaves for 

professional staff and the new call for such leaves to be the same as for teaching faculty. 

While the new standards continued to provide some quantitative minima, they also 

provided a significant amount of new qualitative standards to the discussion. Where the 

old standards required a minimum of 40,000 volumes and additional volumes based on 

"service load" the new standards began with a description of how to develop and evaluate 

a quality library collection and added quantitative guidelines to that discussion. The first 

draft even used the same minimum used in the Classification and Pay Plans, although the 

number was increased in the revision process. The Standards for College Libraries also 

added a discussion of audiovisual materials and the suggestion that library collections 

should grow steadily until they reached 300,000 volumes. The change in focus from 

quantitative sliding scales to qualitative descriptions with quantitative minima was also 

manifested in the changes in requirements for the budget. The old standards called for 

93 



specific dollar amounts to be spent on salaries and books based on the library service 

load, the new standards called the library budget to be based on a portion ( five percent) of 

the college's educational and general budget and went on to describe how such a budget 

was normally divided (twice as much on salaries as on books). Finally, the new 

qualitative focus led to many more topics being addressed in the Standards for College 

Libraries than were covered in the more personnel focused Classification and Pay Plans. 

The new standards addressed the functions, structure, and government of the college 

library as well as service quality, evaluation, and interlibrary cooperation. The new 

standards also included one quantitative area not included in the old standards. This area 

was the building. The new standards recommended seating for one-third of the student 

body, space for materials, and space for staff at the rate of 125 square feet per staff 

member. 

Table 1. Comparison of the Classification and Pay Plans to the 1959 Standards for 
College Libraries 

Classification and Pay Plans 1959 Standards for College Libraries 
not included I. Functions of the College Library 

* represent broad culture 
* instill lifelong reading 
* support the curriculum 

not included II. Structure and Government: 

IV. Annual salary budget: 
* sliding scale based on service load 
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* librarian reports to the president 
* library committees 
* lines of authority 
* statistics 
III. Budget: 
* need to support the library program 
* 5% of Educational and General Budget 

should go to the library 
* twice as much for salaries as for books 
* compare budget to peer institutions 



Table 1 - Continued 
Classification and Pay Plans 

I. Staff Organization: 
* professional and clerical staff numbers 

on a sliding scale based on service load 
II. Qualifications and Salaries: 
* professional and clerical staff with a 

wide range of qualifications and salaries 
on a sliding scale based on service load 

III. Working Conditions, Welfare, and 
Economic Security: 

* hours 
* vacations 
* leaves 
* pensions 
V. Other Standards: 
* books (sliding scale with a 40,000 

minimum) 

V. Other Standards: 
* annual book budget ( sliding scale) 
V. Other Standards: 
* hours of opening (sliding scale) 

not included 

not included 

not included 
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1959 Standards for College Libraries 
IV. Staff: 
* 3 librarian minimum 
* librarians should not do clerical work 
* professional librarians should have 

graduate library degrees 

* focused on professional staff 
* faculty status, with all of its adjuncts 
* working hours omitted 

V. Library Collections 
* use standard bibliographies to evaluate 

collections 
* quantitative minimum of 50,000 

volumes, plus increments for larger 
schools 

* need to be organized by cataloging 
codes 

* book budget included in budget standard 
(twice as much for salaries as for books) 

omitted 

VI. Building: 
* accommodate 1/3 of student body 
* accommodate anticipated 20 year 

growth 
* space for collection doubling 
VII. The Quality of Service and Its 
Evaluation 
* mostly evaluation 
* service included 

* circulation 
* interlibrary loan 
* work with faculty 

VIII. Interlibrary Cooperation 
* making materials more available 
* saving money 



The Approval and Impact of the Standards 

The ACRL Board of Directors approved the new Standards for College Libraries 

on January 29, 1959 and they became an official ALA document after April 1959 when it 

was decided that they did not need the further approval of the ALA Council. College and 

Research Libraries published the standards in its July 1959 issue and the standards 

moved into official circulation. Letters received at ACRL that requested numerical 

standards for college libraries were then answered with a copy of the Standards for 

College Libraries. Both general requests for standards and specific requests for the 

Standards for College Libraries were frequent after they were approved. Richard Harwell 

distributed copies of the draft directly from ALA headquarters, Edward Heiliger, the 

librarian at the University of Illinois made additional copies for distribution, and 

recipients of copies of the draft were distributing them by thermofax. 244 

Interest in the standards continued to grow and Felix Hirsch began a concerted 

effort to publicize the standards as broadly as possible. His communications to Richard 

Harwell at ACRL often included references to speaking engagements in which he had 

discussed the new standards. He wrote articles for the June 1959 issues of Library 

Journal and the New Jersey Education Association Review.245 When the reprints of the 

244 Richard B. Harwell, ACRL executive secretary, to Edith P. Stickney, Nebraska 
Library Association president, April 23, 1959, Committee on Standards, 1958/59, 
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, 
Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 5], American 
Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
245 Felix E. Hirsch, "New College Library Standards," Library Journal 84 (June 15, 
1959): 1994-6; Felix E. Hirsch, "How Good Are Our College Libraries?" New Jersey 
Education Association Review 32 (June 1959): 442-3. 
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Standards were ready in September the ALA Bulletin published another Hirsch a11icle 

promoting them. 246 His point of view that too many libraries did not measure up to the 

quality needed and that the standards should be used to improve them was clear in his 

original title for the ALA Bulletin article "We Must Raise Our Sights." He emphasized 

that college libraries needed improvement and that libraries should use the new standards 

to improve themselves. 

Hirsch sought not only to make librarians and educators aware of the standards, 

but also to improve college libraries by enforcing the standards and acquiring more 

funding for college libraries. Hirsch was a man with a mission. He expressed himself 

freely on what he felt were the deficiencies in college libraries. He was proud of the 

Standards and felt that they should be enforced in order to improve poorer libraries. Both 

ACRL Executive Secretary Richard Harwell and ALA Bulletin editor Samray Smith 

expressed concern about the style and tone of Hirsch's writing. Hirsch answered 

Harwell's concern for the "patronizing tone" of the Standards themselves with a list of 

general intere-st magazines and journals in which he had published feature articles.247 

Smith had more power as the editor who was to publish Hirsch's work and succeeded to 

some extent in curbing Hirsch's tendency to patronize the reader. Smith provided a list of 

problems with the article Hirsch wrote for the ALA Bulletin, including passages that 

246 Felix E. Hirsch, "New Standards to Strengthen College Libraries," ALA Bulletin 35 
(September 1959): 679-82. 
247 Felix E. Hirsch, ACRL Committee on Standards chair, to Richard B. Hanvell, ACRL 
executive secretary, January 19, 1959, Committee on Standards, 1958/59, Association of 
College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and 
Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 5], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 

97 



showed an argumentative tone, invidious comparisons, patronizing statements, hortatory 

style, and a tendency to refer to the standards as though they were laws.248 While Smith 

toned down the ai1icle published in his periodical, Hirsch continued to show a missionary 

zeal in the effort to promulgate and enforce the standards. 

Hirsch's significant efforts to publicize and promote the standards found very 

early success. The initial printing of the standards in College and Research Libraries was 

accompanied by a plan to produce 5,000 offprints for distribution. Hirsch repeatedly 

asked for this to be publicized in the journal, but no notice was placed with the original 

publication of the standards because the ACRL board had not yet officially sanctioned 

the offprints. In spite of this technical problem with the publicity, almost all of the 

offprints, which ACRL printed in September 1959 were exhausted within two months.249 

Hirsch's committee reports reflected that his view of the work ofthe committee 

after the approval of the Standards was to ensure their implementation. He repeatedly 

includes lists of publications and projects that were using the standards in reports of the 
_, 

work of the committee. As early as November 1959 Hirsch quoted from the Middle State 

Association newsletter, which withheld endorsement of the document, but recommended 

that faculty library committees and college administrators study it.250 In his next letter, 

248 Smith to Hirsch, June 4, 1959. 
249 Felix E. Hirsch, ACRL Committee on Standards chair, to Wyman Parker, ACRL 
president, November 24, 1959, Committee on Standards, 1958/59, Association of College 
and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 
1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 5], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana. 
25° Felix E. Hirsch, ACRL Committee on Standards chair, to Richard B. Harwell, ACRL 
executive secretary, November 11, 1959, Committee on Standards, 1958/59, Association 
of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and 
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Hirsch referred to a plan by Connecticut college presidents to perform a systematic study 

of college libraries in the state using the standards. 251 Hirsch and Harwell were in regular 

correspondence about the implementationofthe standards. Hirsch's suggestions for their 

implementation included examples of how they were being implemented or mentioned by 

other groups. This included the Middle States Association and the Connecticut college 

presidents, examples of individual colleges that were using the standards in planning and 

requests to administrators, suggestions on how to involve more accrediting associations 

in the implementation of the standards, and his own plans for writing articles in higher 

education journals about the standards.252 The same focus on publicizing the standards 

and encouraging their use was repeated in the June 1961 ACRL Committee on Standards 

report to the ACRL Board of Directors. Various publications and uses were mentioned, 

including Hirsch's own "How Can We Implement the ALA Standards for College 

Libraries," published in the March 1961 issue of College and Research Libraries, Guy 

Lyle's use of the standards in his third edition of Administration of the College Library, 

President Low's circular letter for National Library Week, and the Northwest College 

Librarians report on statistics in northwest college libraries which included an attachment 

Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 5], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
251 Felix E. Hirsch, ACRL Committee on Standards chair, to Richard B. Harwell, ACRL 
executive secretary, November 17, 1959, Committee on Standards, 1958/59, Association 
of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and 
Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 5], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
252 Felix E. Hirsch, ACRL Committee on Standards chair, to Richard B. Harwell, ACRL 
executive secretary, December 4, 1959, December 16, 1959, February 8, 1960, 
Committee on Standards, 1958/59, Association of College and Research Libraries 
(ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 
22/2/6 box 5], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 

99 



called Self-Evaluation Questions for Your College Libra,y based on the standards. The 

January 16, 1962 committee report likewise included a list of publications that used the 

standards, including Morris Gelfand's dissertation on the history of library accrediting in 

the Middle States Association and The.Sioux Falls College Library: A Survey by Mark 

M. Gormley and Ralph H. Hopp, which used the Standards for College Libraries in its 

evaluation of the library. They May 1962 ACRL Committee on Standards report to the 

ACRL Board of Directors again referred to the use of the standards in The Sioux Falls 

College Library: A Survey and stated that main task of the committee should continue to 

be implementation of the standards. The committee was still focused on implementation 

in the 1963/1964 report. 

Hirsch and the ACRL Committee on Standards were not the only members of the 

library and academic communities talking and writing about the standards. The College 

Library Section of ACRL sponsored a program at the summer 1960 ALA meeting 

Montreal on the "Implementation of ALA Standards for College Libraries." The speakers 

included Hirsch, James C. Coles, president of Bowdoin College, and F. Taylor Jones, 

executive secretary of the Commission on Institutions of Higher Education; Middle States 

Association of Colleges and Secondary Schools. These addresses were then published in 

the March and July issues of College and Research Libraries.253 Hirsch addressed the 

development and content of the standards and the role of the standards as goals for all 

college libraries, not differentiated by region or type. Coles offered praise of the 

253 Felix E. Hirsch, "How Can We Implement the ALA Standards for College Libraries?" 
College & Research Libraries 22 (March 1961): 125-9; Coles, "College President," 267-
270,296; F. Taylor Jones, "Regional Accrediting Associations and the Standards for 
College Libraries," College & Research Libraries 22 (July 1961): 271-4" 
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standards and focused on the growing needs of college libraries due to inflation and 

changes in college education. His conclusion was that the standards provided good 

minimal standards for the present, but that they were inadequate for the future. Jones 

presented the regional accrediting stance in his address. The standards were valuable 

tools in understanding the needs of college libraries and organizations like ACRL should 

produce such works, but they should not be used as standards for accreditation, since the 

goal of accreditation was to evaluate institutions based on their objectives and encourage 

improvement rather than to set equal minimum standards for all institutions. 

Interest in and discussion of the standards continued at a reduced rate after this 

initial publicity campaign for them. In 1963, E.J. Josey used the Standards for College 

Libraries to demonstrate the need for more funding and attention to libraries in 

historically black colleges.254 The Texas Library Association's committee on Texas 

Standards for Senior College and University Libraries announced the recommended 

adoption of the Standards for College Libraries with an additional quantitative 

interpretation for the extension of the standards to larger universities in the winter 1963 

issue of its journal. 255 

Two years later a Drexel University conference on standards in college libraries 

once again discussed the standards in detail. This symposium presented a different 

picture of the acceptance and use of the standards than the one presented at the College 

254 E. J. Josey, "Neolithic Resources in Colleges." Library Journal 88 (January 1963): 48; 
E. J. Josey, "Negro College Libraries and the ACRL Standards," Library Journal 88 
(September 1, 1963): 2989-96. 
255 Committee on Texas Standards for Senior College and University Libraries, 
"Standards for Texas Senior College and University Libraries," Texas Library Journal 39 
(Winter 1963): 112-18. 
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Libraries Section program in 1960. Support was less unanimous and a larger variety of 

opinions was expressed. Hirsch led the discussion by again describing the development 

and rationale for the standards and arguing that they were still appropriate, although such 

areas as larger graduate and evening student programs needed attention.256 Helen Brown, 

another member of the committee that drafted the 1959 Standards for College Libraries, 

argued on the other hand that the standards were in need of revision, specifically that 

higher numbers were needed for the budget, collection size, and seating capacity and that 

the bibliography list should be updated. 257 George Bailey, the executive secretary of 

ACRL took yet another view. He pointed to the continuedpopularity of the standards, 

having logged 195 specific requests for the· Standards for College Libraries in the 

previous nine months. However, he also pointed to concern over the large numbers of 

libraries that fell below the standards, stating that fewer than half of the nation's college 

libraries met the standard for collection size and that only one quarter of them met the 

numbers recommended for staff. He also pointed to problems with the misuse of the 

standards as accrediting standards for colleges outside their scope.258 Albert Meder, vice 

president and dean at Rutgers University, presented the final paper on college libraries in 

the symposium. He addressed the issue of accrediting agencies and the standards. As F. 

Taylor Jones had done before him, he pointed out how the goals of accreditation differ 

from those oflibrary standards creators. He supported the use of the standards, but only 

256 Felix E. Hirs.ch, "What is Past is Prologue," Drexel Library Quarterly 2 (July 1966): 
199-201. 
257 Helen M. Brown, "The Standards and the College Library in 1965." Drexel Library 
Quarterly 2 (July 1966): 202-6. 
258 Bailey, "Role of Standards," 207-12. 
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as interpreted to assist colleges and college libraries meet their institutional goals. He also 

quibbled with specific items in the standards, including the requirement that the college 

librarian report to the president and the wording and possible interpretation of the section 

on librarian control of the library budget. Finally, he objected to any use of quantitative 

standards. 259 The special issue of Drexel Library Quarterly in which the papers from the 

symposium were printed also reprinted the Standards for College Libraries. The 

standards were still important and this discussion of them indicated that continued 

importance. However, it also demonstrated that opinion about the standards was not as 

positive as the earlier public relations campaign by Hirsch might have indicated. 

In spite of the growing voices of concern about the standards, they continued to 

influence the discussion and direction of college libraries. Blankenship's March 1968 

article260 on attitudes toward the standards illustrates the division seen at the Drexel 

symposium. The attitudes oflibrarians in Wisconsin to the standards were generally 

favorable, but older librarians were stronger supporters of the standards than newer 

librarians were. Another illustrative aspect of Blankenship's findings was that librarians 

saw the standards as minima and not goals. That the two should be separated was in itself 

interesting, since Hirsch had long stated that the standards were lofty goals and should be 

interpreted as minima. These mutually exclusive descriptions of the standards were 

beginning to be discussed and plans for replacing the standards began to take shape. 

259 Albert E. Meder, "Accrediting Agencies and the Standards," Drexel Library Quarterly 
2 (July 1966): 213-19. 
260 W. C. Blankenship, "Attitudes of Wisconsin State University System Librarians 
Towards the ALA Standards for College Libraries," College & Research Libraries 29 
(March 1968):132-40. 
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Even as the standards were loosing favor with some librarians and work began to 

write new standards, several articles were published which used the standards as Josey 

had done in 1963 to indicate the adequacy of groups of college libraries. In the first of 

these, Mabel Hemphill compared three recently re-accredited Louisiana college libraries 

to the Standards for College Libraries and the Southern Association standard on libraries 

and found that the libraries met only some of the requirements.261 Herman Totten 

conducted studies in 1968 and 1969 based directly on the 1963 Josey study in which he 

again compared historically black colleges to the standards and called for reform to bring 

these libraries up to the standard. 262 

The impact of the 1959 Standards for College Libraries was considerable. They 

influenced accreditation reviews by influencing librarians who created accreditation self

study documents, by influencing librarians and educators on accreditation review 

committees, and through direct mention, if not endorsement, by accrediting agencies. 

They influenced the discussion of library needs in the library literature. Their chief 

author, Felix Hirsch, became an accepted expert on standards and evaluation, leading the 

discussion of college library standards at two programs on them, one in 1960 and one in 

1965 and writing the chapter on library standards for The Encyclopedia of Library and 

Information Science. 263 The standards were also used in numerous successful applications 

261 Mabel H. Hemphill, "Does Accreditation Make for Adequacy?" Louisiana Library 
Association Bulletin 31 (Fall 1968): 95-8. 
262 Herman L. Totten, "ACRL Standards and Texas Association of Developing Colleges' 
Libraries," Oklahoma Librarian 19 (January 1969): 19-21; Hennan L. Totten, 
"Traditionally Black Texas Colleges' Libraries and ACRL Standards," Texas Library 
Journal 45 (Winter 1969): 205-7,247. 
263 Hirsch, "Library Standards." 
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for grant money made available by Title II-A of the Higher Education Act of 1965.264 

The standards were adopted by some associations, such as the Texas Library Association, 

and used by others, including the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools. They 

also influenced the creation of other standards. Specifically, the Mexican Normas para el 

Servicio Bibliotecario en lnstituciones de Ensefianza Superior y de Jnvestigaci6n 

(Standards for Library Service in Institutions of Higher Education and Research) were 

based on the 1959 Standards for College Libraries.265 

However, not all of the impacts of the standards were positive. As early as 1959, 

Harwell referred to the standards as "for college and university libraries"266 and 

recommended their use by a consultant for university libraries in Turkey.267 George 

Bailey noted complaints that accrediting agencies were misapplying the standards to all 

types of academic institutions.268 Such misapplication was not limited to accrediting 

agencies. In a 1967 article in College and Research Libraries, Lucien White used the 

seating capacity standards from the Standards for College Libraries to evaluate the 

264 Alan Carter Smith, "The Higher Education Act, Title II-A: Its Impact On the 
Academic Library," Library Trends 24 (July 1975): 67; Brown, "College Library 
Standards," 209 
265 F. N. Withers, Standards for Library Service: An International Survey (Paris: Unesco, 
1974), 62. 
266 Richard B. Harwell, ACRL executive secretary, to Hilda 0. Kolpin, Susquehanna 
University Librarian, March 4, 1959, Committee on Standards, 1958/59, Association of 
College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and 
Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 5], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. · 
267 Richard B. Harwell, ACRL executive secretary, to Wayne R. Rollings, University of 
Nebraska College of Agriculture Librarian, April 27, 1959, Committee on Standards, 
1958/59, Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, 
Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 5], American 
Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
268 Bailey, "Role of Standards,"207-12. 
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seating capacity oflarge university libraries.269 These uses were partly the result of the 

lack of standards for university libraries, and did result in the creation of a committee to 

write standards for university libraries to complement the college and junior college 

standards.270 Not all of the concern was limited to the overuse of the standards. Younger 

librarians questioned the standards and the new members of the ACRL Committee on 

Standards began the work that led to the revision of the Standards for College Libraries 

discussed in the next chapter. 

269 Lucien W. White, "Seating Achievement in Larger University Libraries," College & 
Research Libraries 28 (November 1967): 411-15. 
270 Robert B. Downs and John W. Heussman, "Standards for University Libraries," 
College & Research Libraries 31 (January 1970): 34-35. 
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CHAPTERS 

REVISION OF THE 1959 STANDARDS AND THE 1975 STANDARDS FOR 

COLLEGE LIBRARIES 

The 1959 Standards for College Libraries proved very popular. Publication in the 

July issue of College and Research Libraries was followed by the preparation of reprints 

for distribution from the ALA offices. These original reprints, printed in September 1959, 

went out of print by mid-January of 1960.271 The ACRL staff continued to receive 

requests for standards in the following years, and the standards continued to enjoy 

popularity. They had been adopted, adapted, and referred to by other agencies. Several 

state library associations adopted and or adapted the standards for their local conditions. 

While the accrediting agencies did not officially endorse the standards, several mentioned 

them in their own publications. Librarians who wrote self-studies used them and 

accreditation visiting teams referred to them. They had proved useful to many libraries. 

Librarians had used them to justify many successful requests for increased library 

funding and federal grants. 

271 Richard B. Harwell, ACRL executive secretary to Andrew H. Hom, president, 
College, University and Research Library Section, California Library Association, 
January 19, 1960, Committee on Standards, 1958/59, Association of College and 
Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 
1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 5], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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Motivation for Revision 

In spite of this popularity and influence, or in some cases, because of it, concerns 

about the standards also arose. Not everyone was pleased with the content of the 

standards. The Drexel University symposium on academic library standards reflected 

much of this discontent. George Bailey, executive secretary of ACRL delineated 

concerns both on the misuse of the standards for university libraries and the large number 

oflibraries who were unable to meet the standards.272 Albert Meder, vice-president and 

dean at Rutgers University, represented college administrators at the symposium and 

expressed concern about specific requirements in the standards related to budgetary 

control and the requirement that chief librarians report to the college president. He also 

objected in principle to quantitative minima. 273 Helen Brown, who had served on the 

committee that wrote the 1959 standards, also expressed concern about them after the 

passage of six years. Her concern was that the standards were outdated and that new 

numbers were needed on the budget, collection size and seating capacity as well as an 

updated list of bibliographies to use in collection evaluation.274 

As more time passed, many more librarians expressed this last concern. They 

considered the standards out of date. As the staff at ACRL headquarters in Chicago and 

ALA leaders responded to requests for specific standards and information, they continued 

to refer letter writers to the 1959 standards, but they became increasingly uncomfortable 

with providing numbers based on a nearly ten-year-old statement. This was evident in the 

272 Bailey, "Role of Standards," 207-12. 
273 Meder, "Accrediting Agencies and the Standards," 213-19. 
274 Brown, "Standards and the College Library in 1965," 202-6. 
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letters in which they responded. They began to add references to more recent standards 

from other sources275 and to apologize for the inadequacies of the standards. 276 

The problem was not just the passage of time, but changes in the nature of higher 

education. Higher education had expanded extraordinarily in the decade of the nineteen 

sixties. The higher education population in 1960 was approximately 3.2 million (which 

was 20.5 % of the 18 to 24 year old population), but this population had soared to 7.5 

million by 1970 (which was 30.6 % of the 18 to 24 year old population).277 Not only were 

many more students involved in higher education, but these students represented more of 

the population and therefore came from a broader range of backgrounds. More women 

and minorities participated in higher education. This diversity in student body had a 

counterpart in the diversity of institutions of higher learning. Many people felt that the 

275 Norman E. Tanis, ACRL Committee on Standards chair, to William M. Pefia, Caudill 
Rowlett Scott Architects, 27 July 1967, Committee on Standards 1967 /68, Association of 
College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, 1961-
1996, [archive file 22/2/51 box 5], American Library Association Archives, University of 
Illinois, Urbana; George M. Bailey, ACRL Executive Secretary, to Arden K. Smith, 
Davis Macconnell, Ralston, Inc. 19 June 1968, Committee on Standards 1967 /68, 
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL ), Executive Secretary, Committee 
Files, 1961-1996, [archive file 22/2/51 box 5], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana; and George M. Bailey, ACRL Executive Secretary, to 
Michael P. Germano, Ambassador College, 20 March 1968, Committee on Standards 
1967 /68, Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, 
Committee Files, 1961-1996, [archive file 22/2/51 box 5], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. · · 
276 George M. Bailey, ACRL Executive Secretary, to James J. Argli, Department of 
Physical Education, Ohio State University, 19 September 1967, Committee on Standards 
1967/68, Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, 
Committee Files, 1961-1996. [archive file 22/2/51 box 5], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
277 United States Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Historical Statistics of 
the United States: Colonial Times to 1970 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 
1975), 383. 
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standards needed to reflect and allow for this diversity in ways that the 1959 standards 

had not. 

Changes in higher education spread beyond its new size and diversity. Student 

protests and questioning of traditional authority also created a new environment for 

college libraries. McElderry pointed to this change in his review of the 1959 standards for 

the ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee in 1967. In his review of the 1959 

standards, he stated, "The audience today (librarians and administrators) is too 

sophisticated to accept statements which are dogmatic and arbitrary merely on the basis 

of authority. Standards must have wide utility and be supported by evidence if they are to 

be constructive."278 A pronouncement based on professional judgment was no longer 

deemed acceptable. The standards needed . a clear base of evidence, and the committee· 

chose McElderry to write standards that had that clear base of evidence. 

Interest in standards was also high in the general academic community and in the 

library community. The Federation of Regional Accrediting Commissions and the 

National Commission on Accrediting sparred over the form and function of 

accrediting. 279 The Public Library Association had just completed the 1966 Minimum 

Standards for Public Library Systems. States were developing their own academic library 

standards in California, New York, Colorado, Washington, Florida, North Carolina, and 

Nebraska. North Carolina and Nebraska had published their standards as part of the ERIC . 

278 Stanley McElderry to Norman E. Tanis, chair, ACRL Standards Committee, 29 
November 1967, Committee on Standards 1967 /68, Association of College and Research 
Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, 1961-1996, [archive file 
22/2/51 box 5], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
279 Harcleroad, Accreditation: History, 28. 
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system
280 

and California, New York, Colorado, Washington, and Florida standards for 

1966 to 1970 were included in a review of standards in Schad's notes on the standards 

revision. 281 

While many in the library community expressed concern over the content and age 

of the 1959 standards, they had proved to be both popular and useful, so the decision was 

made to revise the standards rather than to abandon them. In this atmosphere, the ACRL 

Standards Committee began to consider the revision of the 1959 standards in 1967. The 

Joint Committee of the American Association of Colleges -ALA had requested a review · 

of how the standards were being used, and the Standards Committee discussed their 

request at its June 19, 1967 meeting.282 Tanis also asked Stanley McElderry, College 

Librarian, San Fernando Valley State College to join the committee and write a critique 

of the Standards for College Libraries.283 The original focus of the work of revision was 

on perceived shortcomings in the 1959 document building on work conducted 

280 Libraries in North Carolina Public Senior Colleges and Universities: Present Status 
and Future Needs (Raleigh: North Carolina State Board of Higher Education, 1969), 
ERIC, ED 029659; and Peter Spyers-Duran, Proposed Model Budget Analysis System 
and Quantitative Standards for the Libraries of the Nebraska State Colleges (Lincoln: 
Nebraska State Colleges Libraries, 1973), ERIC, ED 077529. 
281 "Standards for College Libraries," Commentary on the standards, Personal Members 
Papers, Jasper F. Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-63, 1968, 1970-82, [archive file 97/1/42 box 2 
volume 2], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
282 Norman E. Tanis, ACRL Standards Committee Chair to George M. Bailey, ACRL 
executive secretary, July 17, 1967, Committee on Standards 1967 /68, Association of 
College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, 1961-
1996. [ archive file 22/2/51 box 5], American Library Association Archives, University of 
Illinois, Urbana. 
283 Norman E. Tanis, ACRL Standards Committee Chair to James Humphry III, chief 
librarian, The Metropolitan Museum of Art, October 19, 1967, Committee on Standards 
1967 /68, Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, 
Committee Files, 1961-1996, [ archive file 22/2/51 box 5], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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specifically in California. Stanley McElderry was chosen to write a critique of the 1959 

standards because of the repo~ he had drafted for California state college libraries some 

years before. 

The McElderry Committee 

McElderry first wrote and presented a report on the problems with the 1959 

Standards at ALA 's midwinter meeting in 1968. This report called for more flexibility in 

a new document. He stated that the standards should include multiple scales and focus on 

approaches to evaluation rather than fixed principles. A section by section critique found 

many faults with the 1959 standards. The first section on functions was "too dogmatic." 

The section on structure and government likewise provided insufficient rationale for its 

pronouncements. The section on the budget was too brief, in the wrong sequence, and did 

not provide sufficient variables and options for determining budgets. The section on staff 

was said to have similar problems. The section on collections was criticized for lack of 

sufficient variables as well. McElderry commented that the Clapp-Jordan formula 

addressed the lack of variables, but was too arbitrary. The section on buildings received 

the least criticism, but even here, McElderry felt that it was not sufficiently tied to library 

objectives. McElderry ended with suggestions for adding component factors and 

techniques and addressing the differences among institutions. He also called for 

providing the rationale and evidence for each standard and options for scaling standards 

for libraries of different types. 

McElderry and a subcommittee of the Standards and Accreditation Committee 

began work on their revision in 1968. The committee brought together a group of library 
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leaders who were quite similar. All members of the committee except Tanis had 

completed their library training before the end of World War II, and were in the fifties. 

Tanis was ten years younger, but already had nearly ten years of experience on the 

Standards Committee. Three of the five were, or had recently been, college librarians. H. 

Vail Deale was Director of Libraries at Beloit College. Sarah D. Jones was librarian at 

Goucher College. Stanley McElderry had just moved from his position as college 

librarian at San Fernando Valley State College to a professorship at the University of 

Texas at Austin Graduate School of Library Science. Like McElderry, the remaining two 

committee members, John E. Smith and Norman Tanis, were librarians in California. 

Smith was University Librarian at the University of California, Irvine and Tanis had 

recently become Director of University Libraries at California State University in 

Northridge. McElderry and Smith had each served as chair of the College, University and 

Research Library Section of the California Library Association. All of them were leaders 

in the profession. Jones and McElderry were members of the ALA Council. Deale had 

recently chaired the College Library Section of ACRL and served in various leadership 

positions in ALA and the Wisconsin Library Association. Tanis chaired the Standards 

Committee and would later serve as president of ACRL. Jones and Tanis were leaders in 

standards development. Jones served on visiting committees for the Middle States 

Association and wrote several articles on standards and accreditation. Tanis helped to 

write the 1960 Standards for Junior College Libraries and had written extensively about 

the standards. All had served as library consultants. Deale had recently completed a term 

as a library consultant in Iran through a Fulbright award. Smith had also served as a 
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library consultant in the Middle East, serving in Pakistan 1961-1963. Jones had served as 

a library consultant to Maryland state college libraries. McElderry had served on the 

Chancellor's Library Development Committee for California State Colleges from 1964 to 

1968 and written a report on California college library standards. Tanis also participated 

in library consulting work in individual libraries. 284 The committee members had very 

similar backgrounds and a great deal of experience appropriate to the work on which they 

were to embark. 

The committee worked quietly for two years. The Committee on Standards voted 

to revise the College Library Standards at Midwinter in 1968, 285 but the only published 

mentions of the committee's work were in three reports of the ACRL board and in 

conference meeting schedules. The first report was the "Report to Council 1967 /68, 

ACRL," and it simply stated, "The Committee on Standards is presently embarked on an 

examination of the College Library Standards, last revised in 1959, with a view to 

updating them."286 The second report occurred in April 1969, when the work of the 

committee was mentioned in the Board of Directors' minutes simply as "The Ad Hoc 

Subcommittee for the Revision of the College Library Standards and the Ad Hoc 

Committee for the Revision of the Junior College Library Standards are planning 

284 Ash and Uhlendorf, Biographical Directory; Joel M. Lee, Sandra Whiteley, and 
Robeli J. Beran, eds., Who's Who in Library and Information Services, (Chicago: 
American Library Association, 1982); and American Library Association, Directory of 
Library and Information Professionals, (Woodbridge, Com1.: Research Publications, 
1988). 
285 "ACRL Board of Directors Midwinter Meeting, Bal Harbour, Florida," College & 
Research Libraries News 29 (March 1968): 57,58-65. 
286 "Report to Council 1967 /68, ACRL." College & Research Libraries News 29 
(July/August 1968): 215. 
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working sessions in the near future to prepare full-scale drafts of the new standards. "287 

The final public mention was in May 1970, when Norman Tanis reported, "that the 

College Library Standards will be revised within four or five months, with a final draft 

before Detroit."288 The meeting announcements indicated a meeting at the annual 

conference in Kansas City in 1968, 289 at the Midwinter meeting in 1970,290 three 

meetings at the annual conference in 1970,291 and in January 1971.292 There were no 

meetings mentioned in 1969, although there were meetings listed for the Junior College 

Standards revision committee.293 The final meeting of the committee occun-ed the day 

before the open meeting at annual conference in which the draft was presented and failed 

to achieve consensus. 294 The lack of involvement of librarians outside the revision 

committee was one source of that failure. 

287 "ACRL Board of Directors: Midwinter Conference, Washington, D.C. 1969," College 
& Research Libraries News 30 (April 1969): 103. 
288 "ACRL Board of Directors: Midwinter Conference Chicago 1970," College & 
Research Libraries News 31 (May 1970): 136. · 
289 "Schedule of Meetings," College & Research Libraries News 29 (April 1968): 91. 
290 "Schedule of Midwinter Meetings," College & Research Libraries News 30 
(December 1969): 381. 
291 "Tentative Schedule of ACRL Programs, Preconferences, and Business Meetings: 
ALA Annual Conference, 1970," College & Research Libraries News 31 (June 1970): 
173. 
292 "Schedule of Midwinter Meetings," College & Research Libraries News 31 
(December 1970): 323. 
293"Schedule of Midwinter Meetings," College & Research Libraries News 29 
(December 1968): 267. · 
294 "Annual Conference Meetings," College & Research Libraries News 32 (May 1971 ): 
128-9. 

115 



The Draft Revision Process 

Although the committee's work proceeded quietly, it was working steadily toward 

the revision. As early as July 1968, Sarah Jones was assigned to prepare a letter to state 

librarians requesting information about state standards. 295 In April of 1969, Tanis and 

others discussed the terms standards and guidelines and decided that when the standards 

were revised that the terminology would be changed to guidelines. 296 McElderry 

lamented that the committee was unable to accomplish as much as it had hoped before 

the June 1969 meeting,297 but he had hired a graduate assistant to prepare a review of the 

literature on standards, which was completed in June 1969.298 Notable progress came 

shortly after that meeting. Since the earliest drafts of the sections of the new guidelines 

were written in different hands and typed on different typewriters, and two of these 

295 Sarah D. Jones to George Bailey, ACRL Executive Secretary, July 22, 1968, 
Standards and Accreditation Committee 1968/70, Association of College and Research 
Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, 1961-1996, [archive file 
22/2/51 box 5], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
296 J. Donald Thomas, ACRL Executive Secretary, to Norman E. Tanis, ACRL Standards 
and Accreditation Committee chair, April 14, 1969, Norman E. Tanis, ACRL Standards 
and Accreditation Committee chair, to J. Donald Thomas, ACRL Executive Secretary, 
April 24, 1969, J. Donald Thomas, ACRL Executive Secretary, to Norman E. Tanis, 
ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee chair, May 1, 1969, Standards and 
Accreditation Committee 1968/70, Association of College and Research Libraries 
(ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, 1961-1996. [archive file 22/2/51 box 5], 
American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
297 Stanley McElderry to H. Vail Deale, Sarah D. Jones, and Norman E. Tanis June 9, 
1969, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 1969/70, 
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee 
Files, 1961-1996, [archive file 22/2/51 box 29], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana. 
298 Edward A. Eaton III to Stanley McElde1Ty June 17, 1969, Ad Hoc Committee for 
Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 1969/70, Association of College and 
Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, 1961-1996, [archive 
file 22/2/51 box 29], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, 
Urbana. 
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documents included the name of a committee member as author, various members of the 

committee were probably assigned the task of revising sections of the 1959 Standard for 

College Libraries. The next months saw the production and distribution of these revised 

sections. Sarah Jones wrote an initial commentary on the Services and Evaluation and 

Interlibrary Cooperation sections of the 1959 standards. Norman Tanis wrote the section 

on the budget and other sections of the standards were written by other hands. One of 

these early drafts was dated July 29, 1969.299 The summer of 1969 was a busy time for 

the committee. The initial drafts were completed and the committee held a working 

meeting on August 18-:-20. This meeting focused on the completion of an initial draft of 

the revised standards which McElderry distributed to the committee members in 

September. This draft still used the title "ALA Standards for College Libraries" and 

followed the organization of the original. The committee renamed several sections, but 

the basic outline remained the same. The document began with an introduction and was 

followed by nine numbered sections. The first, second, and fourth sections were renamed 

from "Functions of the College Library," "Structure and Government," and "Staff' to 

"The Role of the College Library," "Organization and Administration," and "Personnel" 

and section seven was divided from "The Quality of the Service and Its Evaluation" to 

sections seven and nine "Service" and "Evaluation."300 

299 "ALA Standards for College Libraries. Structure and Government," First Draft, July 
29, 1969, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 
1969/70, Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, 
Committee Files, 1961-1996, [archive file 22/2/51 box 29], American Library 
Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
300 "ALA Standards for College Libraries," (1969 draft), Ad Hoc Committee for Revision 
of the Standards for College Libraries 1969/70, Association of College and Research 
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While this first draft did not address McElderry's concern for the organization of 

the document, it did address many of his other concerns. This draft provided specific 

rationales for many of its statements and expended much more space on explanation and 

the description of alternatives. The budget section addressed his concerns by providing 

more discussion of the factors and priorities in budgeting. The new personnel section 

likewise addressed his concerns about lack of support for the statements with specific 

rationales for professional staffing, the ratio of professional to supportive staff, and 

faculty status. It likewise addressed his desire for inclusion of more information on 

staffing patterns. In general, this draft reflected what McElderry said he wanted to do. 

More rationales were provided, scaling options were emphasized, and more references 

were made to the literature. 

The original section revisions reflected the various styles of their authors and the 

lengths varied greatly. The first complete draft mitigated this to some extent by 

eliminating some of the text of the longest sections, but very little editing was done to 

create a more cohesive document. Some sections were entirely in paragraph form while 

others mixed paragraphs and numbered points and others were entirely in outline form. 

This first draft cobbled together the work of the various committee members and 

provided a draft that could be further revised along the lines set out by McElderry in his 

November 1967 review of the 1959 Standards for College Libraries. 

The committee met again at the midwinter meeting in January 1970 and created a 

plan for the revision of the first draft. McElderry then revised and shortened the draft 

Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, 1961-1996, [archive file 
22/2/51 box 29], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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based on this plan. This second draft was completed by the time Tanis wrote his annual 

report of the Standards Committee. The undated draft in the files that would appear to be 

this second draft was very close to the final. 301 It lacked footnotes and had a few small 

editorial changes and one major difference from the December 1970 working draft. That 

difference reflected the long standing concern in the standards, and an area that resulted 

in many revisions in the first Standards for College Libraries. 

The most significant change in the draft related to the issue of status of librarians. 

The first drafts included straightforward statements on the need for faculty status 

beginning with the statement that, "All librarians at the professional level should have 

faculty status and rank, with all the usual benefits, privileges and responsibilities, in 

accordance with the criteria employed for other faculty in the institution" and continuing 

with the rationale that, "The contributions of the professional librarian within the 

academic community qualifies him as a partner in the governing of the institution in the 

same sense in which this phrase applies to other faculty. This belief rests on the 

librarian's unique and distinctive role within the academic community, and his service to 

all facets of the college."302 The second draft began with more tentative wording, "The 

issue of faculty status for professional librarians must be squarely faced because of the 

increasing importance of the library in the instructional process and the growing 

301 "American Library Association Guidelines for College Libraries," undated draft, Ad 
Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 1970/71, Association 
of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, 1961-
1996, [archive file 22/2/51 box 26], American Library Association Archives, University 
of Illinois, Urbana. 
302 "ALA Standards for College Libraries." (1969 draft), 9. 
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recognition of the contribution of librarians in other academic institutions."303 The final , 

draft of the guidelines returned to a more positive statement on faculty status that 

integrated the statement that librarians should have faculty status and rank with a more 

explicit description of what that meant and an argument for the importance of such rank 

and status for the health of the library and the college. 

This second draft was significantly different from the first draft. The sections 

were reorganized to address the one concern McElderry had expressed in his 1967 review 

of the standards that was not addressed in the first draft. The section on the library 

collection was moved to an earlier, more prominent position in the document and was 

augmented with the addition of a section on the organization of library materials. The 

section on service became public services and was reorganized to develop an argument 

for the services outlined as necessary. The sections of the document that related to the 

administration of the library, as opposed to those on library content and services, were 

moved together to the end of the document. 

The second draft also reflected several moves away from McElderry's concept of 

options and scaling and back to specific pronouncements. The section on organization 

was almost entirely rewritten. Some concepts were retained, including the discussion of 

to whom the chief librarian should report and the need for a clear definition of the roles 

and responsibilities of the library, but even these key concepts underwent revision in the 

second draft. The first draft called for the librarian to report to the chief academic officer, 

while the second and third drafts reinstated the option of reporting to the president. Also, 

303 American Library Association, "Guidelines for College Libraries," undated draft, 15. 
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the second draft revised the statement on reporting and reworked the remainder of the 

section. The section on finance was completely rewritten, retaining only the concept of 

multiple factors in creating the budget and the importance of the rate of publishing and 

the college curriculum as factors in that process. The personnel section was largely 

rewritten in the second draft as well. All that was retained from the first draft was the 

definition of a professional librarian and the requirement of three professional librarians. 

These requirements were also in sharp contrast to the stated aims of the document to 

provide multiple options and to avoid quantitative minima. In the area with the greatest 

impact on the livelihoods and status oflibrarians the goal of qualitative scalable standards 

gave way to the desire to establish job security and status for librarians. The second draft 

was tentative on the issue of status, keeping the goal of indications and options. However, 

the third draft was revised to make status a requirement, not an option or good idea, but a 

necessity for good library service. The last section of the second draft was the section on 

building. This section, like the section on collections, retained most of the text of the first 

draft. Unlike the collections section, the building section also retained the same 

organization of paragraphs, with only the addition of one introductory paragraph, the 

removal of the separate sections of rationale for each statement, and a move to more 

prescriptive language. For example, "It is advisable to use an outside library consultant .. 

. "
304 became "An outside library consultant should be used ... "305 The sections on 

interlibrary cooperation and evaluation found in the first draft were removed from the 

second and following drafts. 

304 "ALA Standards for College Libraries." (1969 draft), 15. 
305 American Library Association, "Guidelines for College Libraries," undated draft, 16. 
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The Reception of the Draft "Guidelines for College Libraries" 

The final working draft of the "Guidelines for College Libraries"306 was a 

significant change from the 1959 Standards for College Libraries. The function or role of 

the college library in the 1959 standards was described as a largely independent one, 

promoting knowledge and reading and expanding on the curriculum. The 1970 guidelines 

focused on the role of the library in supporting the curriculum of the college. Collections 

still focused on the quality and range of materials, but the new guidelines omitted the 

minima outlined in the 1959 standards. The organization of the collection moved from a 

paragraph within the section on collection to its own section, emphasizing the need for 

access to available materials. Public service was given a more prominent position, while 

evaluation and interlibrary cooperation were removed from the document. In organization 

and administration, the guidelines returned to the concept in an early draft of the 1959 

standards concerning the reporting structure for the chief librarian, calling for that 

individual to report either to the president or the chief academic officer. 

In most other ways the guidelines draft reflected the same organizational 

standards as the 1959 standards. The budget section of the 1959 standards was another 

area in which quantitative minima had been supplied, and the 1970 guidelines remained 

true to their intent by eliminating this minimum, but provided considerably more 

guidance on the development of a budget. In staff or personnel, the guidelines continued 

306 American Library Association, "Guidelines for College Libraries," Draft, November 
1970, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 1969/70, 
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee 
Files, 1961-1996, [archive file 22/2/51 box 29], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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the use of quantitative minima and the call for faculty status oflibrarians. The guidelines 

also added more guidance on hiring and trnining staff. The section on the facility or 

building added additional guidance on building planning as well as continuing to 

recommend seating for at least one-third of the student body and space for a doubling of 

the collection. The "Guidelines for College Libraries" maintained much of the content of 

the 1959 Standards for College Libraries. They continued to call for a minimum of three 

librarians with faculty status and they recommended seating and collection capacity 

numbers and that covered the same basic areas as the 1959 standards. However, they also 

made significant changes. Prominent among these changes was the reactive, supportive 

role of the library in the 1970 guidelines and the elimination of quantitative minima for 

collection size and budget. 

The committee completed the final, working draft of the "Guidelines for College 

Libraries" in November 1970 after three scheduled meetings at the ALA annual meeting 

in Detroit on June 29, 1970. However, just as the committee felt that it had completed its 

task, problems began to arise from various directions. The new ALA Committee on 

Standards held its first meeting and questioned the direction of standards development. 

As the draft of the new guidelines was distributed to members of the Standards and 

Accreditation committee and the ACRL board, reservations about it began to surface. 

Although the guidelines were fairly widely distributed for comment from library and 

academic leaders, they had begun to fail before the copies reached the mail. 
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Table 2. Comparison of the 1959 Standards for College Libraries to the 1970 Draft 
"Guidelines for College Libraries" 

1959 Standards for College Libraries 1970 Draft "Guidelines/or College 

I. Functions of the College Library 
* represent broad culture 
* instill lifelong reading 
* support the curriculum 
V. Library Collections 
* use standard bibliographies to evaluate 

collections 
* quantitative minimum of 50,000 

volumes, plus increments for larger 
schools 

part of Library Collections: 
* need to be organized by cataloging 

codes 
VII. The Quality of Service and Its 
Evaluation 
* mostly evaluation 
* service included 

* circulation 
* interlibrary loan 
* work with faculty 

II. Structure and Government: 
* librarian reports to the president 
* library committees 
* lines of authority 
* statistics 

III. Budget: 
* need to support the library program 
* 5% of Educational and General Budget 

should go to the library 
* twice as much for salaries as for books 
* compare budget to peer institutions 

Libraries" 
Role of the College Library: 
* support the curriculum 

Building Collections: 
* various methods for building and 

evaluating collections 

Organizing Collections for Use: 
* should be indexed and arranged 
* LC card program may be helpful 
Public Services: 

* reference 
* library-faculty cooperation 
* longer loan periods becoming common 

Organization and Administration: 
* clear lines of authority 
* defined responsibilities 
* library committees 
* policies and procedures 
* evaluation and reports 
Finance: 
* librarian generally submits and defends 

budget 
* current trends in budgeting 
* good library is expensive 
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Table 2 - Continued 
1959 Standards for College Libraries 

IV. Staff: 
* 3 librarian minimum 
* librarians should not do clerical work 
* professional librarians should have 

graduate library degrees 

* faculty status 

VI. Building: 
* accommodate 1/3 of student body 
* accommodate anticipated 20 year 

growth 
* space for collection doubling 

1970 Draft "Guidelines for College 
Libraries" 

Personnel: 
* recruitment 
* payplans 
* training 
* supervision 
* professionals required for 

administration, technical services, and 
public services 

* support staff needed 
* faculty status 
Library Facilities: 
* need for planning 
* various size standards mentioned as 

options (1 carrel per student, seating for 
1 /3 to ½ of student body in 20 years) 

* space for collection doubling 

The ALA Committee on Standards began work in November 1970 and that work 

demonstrated a gap between the draft and the direction of the profession. That first 

working meeting included critiques of existing standards. The committee's criticism of 

the Standards for College Libraries stressed problems that were more pronounced in the 

draft of the "Guidelines for College Libraries" that McElderry's committee completed 

that same month. The minutes of the November 7, 1970 meeting of the ALA Committee 

on Standards included the following critique of the 1959 Standards for College Libraries: 

This document is written in terms of broad generalizations and constitutes criteria 
rather than standards. It is a description of the functions of a college library. The 
parts are interrelated. Since some of them are not specific, it is possible for 
misinterpretation to occur. There is no explanation of the origin of the quantitative 
standards that are presented. Words such as "carefully selected" as applied to the 
collection are largely meaningless."307 

307 ALA Committee on Standards, "Minutes," 6-7 November 1970, ALA Standards 
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The first and second meetings of the ALA Committee on Standards revealed the 

reluctance of the leaders of the ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee to accept 

the draft guidelines. In the report presented to the ALA Committee on Standards at its 

first meeting, the final draft of the Guidelines was described as nearly complete. The next 

steps would be to present it to the president of ACRL and the board, and then to distribute 

it to interested individuals. At a January 18, 1971 meeting of the ALA Committee on 

Standards, Norman Tanis, chair of the ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, 

along with J. 0. Wallace and Jasper Schad, presented the information on the current 

status of ACRL standards for college and junior college libraries. They strongly objected 

to quantitative minima. They considered them dangerous if converted to maxima, 

especially when not supported by research. They further stated that the Junior College 

Guidelines would be voted on at the Annual Conference, but that "the college libraries 

standards will take from six months to a year more. "308 

On the same day, Tanis requested and received permission to distribute the draft 

of the "Guidelines for College Libraries" to "accreditation and other associations and to 

individual librarians. "309 By this point, two months after the completion of the draft and 

Committee 1970/71, Standards Committee, Correspondence and Minutes, 1969-1979, 
1985, 1989-1997, ALA Standards Committee 1970/71, [archive file 80/1/6 box 1], 
American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana, 8. 
308 ALA Committee on Standards, "Minutes," January 18, 1971, ALA Standards 
Committee 1970/71, Standards Committee, Correspondence and Minutes, 1969-1979, 
1985, 1989-1997, ALA Standards Committee 1970/71, [archive file 80/1/6 box 1], 
American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana, 2. 
309 Board of Directors, Association of College and Research Libraries, "Brief of 
Minutes," January 18, 1971, Board ofDirect~rs Minutes, Midwinter, Los Angeles, 1971, 
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Conference 
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the first meeting of the Committee on Standards, the viability of the draft was in question. 

The draft was very different from what the ALA Committee on Standards envisioned. 

This group was looking for concise, numbered paragraphs and visual summaries of 

clearly defined standards and the Guidelines draft had been specifically designed to avoid 

narrow definitions and single solutions. There was some question as to whether the 

committee's work was complete, since McElderry responded to Tanis on December 18, 

1970 that he would expect him to continue to have a role in the revision of the draft. 310 

However, Tanis began to take over responsibility for the work on the draft. Tanis sent out 

copies requesting comments and he was the one who received the answers. McElderry 

(and Thomas at ALA) seemed to think that the document was complete, or nearly 

complete. They were ready to take it to the American Association of Colleges for joint 

approval.311 Tanis again urged caution and suggested that the draft was unlikely to be 

accepted in its present form.312 

Records, Standards and Accreditation Committee, [archive file 22/2/1 box 2], American 
Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
310 Stanley McElderry to Norman E. Tanis, ACRL Standards Committee chair, December 
18, 1970, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 
1970/71, Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, 
Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 26], American 
Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
311 J. Donald Thomas, ACRL Executive Secretary, to Stanley McElderry January 5, 1971, 
Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 1970/71, 
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, 
Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 26], American 
Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
312 Norman E. Tanis, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee chair, to Donald 
Thomas, ACRL Executive Secretary, January 29, 1971, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision 
of the Standards for College Libraries 1970/71, Association of College and Research 
Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, 
[archive file 22/2/6 box 26], American Library Association Archives, University of 
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The members of the ACRL board and the Standards and Accreditation Committee 

were not as pleased with the new guidelines as they had hoped to be. Their endorsement 

of the draft was qualified and limited to its distribution for comment. The comments of 

committee members were telling. J.O. Wallace, principal author of the Guidelines for 

Two-Year College Learning Resources Programs and a leader in the development and 

discussion of standards, expressed himself as "terribly disappointed" with the December 

1970 working draft of the Guidelines for College Libraries. He felt they would neither 

guide a librarian in the evaluation of a library nor aid administrators and accreditors in 

understanding the needs of college libraries.313 William Axford, while he endorsed the 

publication of the standards, expressed concern about statements concerning the role of 

the library and educational practice.314 Natalie Nicholson was more positive about the 

draft, but she also listed two pages of specific concerns that she felt could not wait until 

the meeting in a few weeks.315 Jasper Schad, who would later lead the ACRL Standards 

Illinois, Urbana. 
313 James 0. Wallace, Librarian, San Antonio College, to Norman E. Tanis, chair, ACRL 
Standards and Accreditation Committee, January 7, 1971, Ad Hoc Committee for 
Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 1970/71, Association of College and 
Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 
1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 26], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana. 
314 H. William Axford, University Librarian, Arizona State University, to Norman E. 
Tanis, chair, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, January 6, 1971, Ad Hoc 
Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 1970/71, ACRL 
Standards and Accreditation Committee, Association of College and Research Libraries 
(ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 
22/2/6 box 26], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
315 Natalie N. Nicholson, Associate Director, Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
Libraries, to Norman E. Tanis, chair, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, 
January 4, 1971, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraties 
1970/71, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, Association of College and 
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and Accreditation Committee, offered the most explicit warning about the draft. He said 

that the guidelines "should be published in the interest of attaining reactions from ACRL 

members as well as other interested organizations," but added that, "this document should 

be clearly identified as a product of the subcommittee."316 Therefore, the draft was 

distributed for comments without a strong endorsement from the committee that had 

requested its creation and the beginning of the failure of the document was in sight. 

While the Standards and Accreditation Committee members were expressing the 

need for review and revision of the draft, Tanis and McElderry seemed unsure of the 

future role of McElderry and his committee. McElderry wrote Tanis a letter on December 

18, 1970 stating that he envisioned his ad hoc subcommittee as still involved in the 

completion of the standards, but this was a response to a question from Tanis about their 

continued role. 317 McElderry, the chair of the subcommittee that had written the 

document, felt that his committee would correlate suggestions and prepare a final draft 

Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 
1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 26], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana. 
316 Jasper G. Schad, Associate College Librarian, San Fernando Valley State College, to 
Norman E. Tanis, chair, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, December 22, 
1970, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 1970/71, 
ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, Association of College and Research 
Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, 
[ archive file 22/2/6_ box 26], American Library Association Archives, University of 
Illinois, Urbana. 
317 Stanley McElderry to Nonnan E. Tanis, ACRL Standards Committee chair, 
December 18, 1970, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for College 
Libraries 1970/71, Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive 
Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 26], 
American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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while the Standards and Accreditation Committee members saw the document as in need 

of serious revision, and unlikely to be salvageable. 

In this conflicted atmosphere, copies of the draft were widely distributed to 

librarians, college administrators, and accreditors with a request for comments. Tanis 

received at least 140 responses to his request for comments. Of those letter writers who 

expressed a specific positive or negative view of the new guidelines, twice as many 

approved of them as disapproved. However, most also listed some specific areas that they 

would like to see changed in addition to or instead of a specific endorsement or criticism 

of the document. In addition the ranks of the critics of the new guidelines included some 

very powerful people. 

Some of the library and academic leaders who found fault with the guidelines 

were strong supporters of the qualitative nature of the standards, but felt that the 

document did a poor job of expressing those qualitative standards. J.O. Wallace, principal 

author of the Guidelines for Two Year College Libraries and member of the Standards 

and Accreditation Committee, could be expected to approve of the change from 

"standards" to "guidelines," but he clearly did not approve of the way the "Guidelines for 

College Libraries" accomplished the conversion. He told McElderry that the document 

did not offer enough for librarians, that it was too philosophical and not sufficiently 

practical, and that the guidelines should be stated using more forceful language, using the 

affinnative present rather than the future or indefinite like should, ought, and might.318 

318 James 0. Wallace, Librarian, San Antonio College, to Stanley McElderry, Dean, 
Graduate School of Library Science, April 29, 1971, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of 
the Standards for College Libraries 1970/71, ACRL Standards and Accreditation 
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Ruth W amcke, deputy executive director of ALA also expressed concern about the draft. 

She suggested a complete revision of the document with a clearer structure and she added 

five pages of specific commentary and suggestions for improvement.319 Ruth Frame of 

the Library Administration Division of ALA likewise stated that guidelines were better 

than standards, but that these guidelines were not sufficiently specific to hold much 

value. 320 The comments of other leaders in academic library standards setting were 

likewise critical of the new guidelines. Stephen McCarty of the Association of Research 

Libraries approved of the qualitative nature of the standards, but expressed his opinion 

that the standards were not finished, ending his letter with "I congratulate you on 

bringing it this far. Now, onward and upward!"321 Even some of the accrediting 

association leaders, who typically preferred more general qualitative guidelines, voiced 

Committee, Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, 
Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 26], American 
Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. · · 
319 Ruth Warncke, Deputy Executive Director, American Library Association, to Norman 
E. Tanis, chair ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, March 19, 1971, Ad Hoc 
Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 1970/71, ACRL Standards 
and Accreditation Committee, Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), 
Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 
box 26], American Library Association Archives, University of Iilinois, Urbana. 
320 Ruth R. Frame, Executive Secretary, Library Administration Division, American 
Library Association, to Norman E. Tanis, chair ACRL Standards and Accreditation 
Committee, March 18, 1971, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for 
College Libraries 1970/71, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, Association 
of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and 
Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 26], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
321 Stephen A. McCarthy, Executive Director, Association of Research Libraries, to 
Norman Tanis, chair ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, May 14, 1971, Ad 
Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 1970/71, ACRL 
Standards and Accreditation Committee, Association of College and Research Libraries 
(ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [ archive file 
22/2/6 box 26], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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concern about the guidelines. Peter Hyatt of the Western Interstate Commission for 

Higher Education expressed serious concern about the portrayal of the library's role in 

the college as passive.322 Likewise, James Bemis of the Northwest Association of 

Secondary and Higher Schools was less than pleased with the draft. He stated that the 

draft of the "Guidelines for Junior and Community College Leaming Resources Centers" 

he had reviewed earlier was much better and suggested that the committee review that 

document for ideas on improving the "Guidelines for College Librmies. "323 

Other leaders objected in principle to the omission of quantitative goals in the 

new guidelines. Felix Hirsch, author of the 19 5 9 Standards for College Libraries, not 

only expressed his displeasure with the draft guidelines, but made his opinions known to 

the ACRL president Anne Edmonds and to Helen Brown, who was writing an article on 

college library standards for an upcoming issue of Library Trends. He objected strongly 

to the omission of quantitative standards for the collection and budget and expressed the 

opinion that the chief value of these standards would be in teaching students of library 

322 Peter Hyatt, Director, Continuing Education Program for Library Personnel, Western 
Interstate Commission for Higher Education, to Norman E. Tanis, chair ACRL Standards 
and Accreditation Committee, June 7, 1971, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the 
Standards for College Libraries 1970/71 Comments, ACRL Standards and Accreditation 
Committee, Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, 
Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 26], American 
Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
323 James E. Bemis, Executive Director, Northwest Association of Secondary and Higher 
Schools, to Norman E. Tanis, chair ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, 
March 22, 1971, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 
1970/71, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, Association of College and 
Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 
1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 26], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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science.
324 

E. J. Josey, from the University of the State of New York likewise objected to 

the lack of quantitative standards. 325 Edward Holley, a prolific writer on standards and a 

leader in the Southern Association argued for the inclusion of collection formulas. 326 

These concerns from leaders in the profession and in higher education may have carried 

more weight than the general letters from library directors from across the country. 

These critical letters were outweighed numerically by the many positive letters, 

especially from leaders in higher education. However, this chorus of approval could not 

counterbalance the thoughtfully and persuasively expressed concerns voiced by leaders in 

ALA and the accrediting associations. Frank Dickey of the National Commission on 

Accrediting327 and Glen Leymaster of the American Medical Association328 felt that the 

324 Felix E. Hirsch, Librarian and Professor of History, Trenton State College, to Norman 
E. Tanis, chair ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, January 25, 1971, Ad 
Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 1970/71, ACRL 
Standards and Accreditation Committee, Association of College and Research Libraries 
(ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 
22/2/6 box 26], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
325 E. J. Josey, Chief, Bureau of Academic and Research Libraries, University of the State 
of New York, to Norman E. Tanis, chair ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, 
May 1 7, 1971, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 
1970/71, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, Association of College and 
Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 
1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 26], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana. 
326 Edward G. Holley, Directory of Libraries, University of Houston,, to Norman E. 
Tanis, chair ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, May 3, 1971, Ad Hoc 
Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 1970/71 Comments, 
ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, Association of College and Research 
Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, 
[archive file 22/2/6 box 26], American Library Association Archives, University of 
Illinois, Urbana. 
327 Frank G. Dickey, Executive Director, National Commission on Accrediting, to 
Norman E. Tanis, chair ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, May 18, 1971, 
Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 1970/71, ACRL 
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document was excellent and should be extended to include other academic libraries. 

David Schuller of the American Association of Theological Schools planned to use it in 

the revision of their accrediting standards.329 Kathleen Ellegood of the American 

Hygienists' Association found little which could be done to improve the document.330 

David Kelly of the Southern Association, Don Lehmkuhl of the American Medical 

Association, Carl Neumeyer of the National Association of Schools of Music, and Robert 

Kirkwood of the Middle States Association praised the document with only minor 

suggestions for changes. 331 These and many individual librarians applauded the move 

Standards and Accreditation Committee, Association of College and Research Libraries 
(ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 
22/2/6 box 26], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
328 Glen R. Leymaster, Director, Department of Undergraduate Medical Education, to 
Norman E. Tanis, chair ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, March 24, 1971, 
Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 1970/71, ACRL 
Standards and Accreditation Committee, Association of College and Research Libra1ies 
(ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 
22/2/6 box 26], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
329 David S. Schuller, Associate Director, The American Association of Theological 
Schools in the United States and Canada, to Norman E. Tanis, chair ACRL Standards and 
Accreditation Committee, April 8, 1971, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the 
Standards for College Libraries 1970/71, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, 
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, 
Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 26], American 
Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
33°Kathleen N. Ellegood, Director, Division of Educational Services, American Dental 
Hygienists' Association, to Norman E. Tanis, chair ACRL Standards and Accreditation 
Committee, April 5, 1971, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for College 
Libraries 1970/71 Comments, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, 
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, 
Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 26], American 
Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
331 David T. Kelly, Association Executive Secretary, Commission on Colleges, Southern 
Association of Colleges and Schools, to Norman E. Tanis, chair ACRL Standards and 
Accreditation Committee, April 23, 1971, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the • 
Standards for College Libraries 1970/71, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, 
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away from quantitative standards to indications and qualitative guidelines, but this 

approval did not overbalance the important reservations about the document in other 

circles. 

The Standards and Accreditation Committee and the College Libraries Section 

scheduled a meeting for the summer 1971 ALA conference to discuss the guidelines, but 

this meeting was scheduled too late in the process. The committee had already developed 

its thought too far to be open to direction from the membership and too little time 

remained to make changes before the committee's mandate ended. Felix Hirsch had 

suggested the meeting, 332 and when his committee had scheduled such a meeting, it had 

been to discuss what he termed the second draft of the document. The committee was 

Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, 
Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 26], American 
Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana; Don Lehmkuhl, Assistant 
Director, Department of Allied Medical Professions and Services, American Medical 
Association, to Norman E. Tanis, chair ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, 
April 7, 1971, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 
1970/71 Comments, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, Association of 
College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and 
Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 26], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana; Carl M. Neumeyer, President, National 
Association of Schools of Music, to Norman E. Tanis, chair ACRL Standards and 
Accreditation Committee, March 30, 1971, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the 
Standards for College Libraries 1970/71, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, 
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, 
Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 26], American 
Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana; and Robert Kirkwood, 
Commission on Higher Education, Middle States Association of Colleges and Secondary 
Schools, to Norman E. Tanis, chair ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, April 
15, 1971, Ad Hoc Committee for Revision of the Standards for College Libraries 
1970/71, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, Association of College and 
Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 
1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 26], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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then able to defend some decisions and modify the document to address the concerns of 

others before submitting the final draft of the document. However, when McElderry and 

his committee brought their document to the membership of the College Libraries 

Section, they were unprepared to make further changes to the document and failed to 

gather consensus for the decisions they had made. 

Regrouping 

A year of indecision and change followed the discussion of the guidelines at 

ALA. The Standards and Accreditation Committee had a new chair in H. William Axford 

and most of those who had worked on the guidelines resigned. Donald Thomas, the 

executive secretary of ACRL who had worked with the committee, resigned. Stanley 

McElderry also resigned his position as chair of the committee in October 1971 and 

Sarah Jones resigned her position on the committee in May 1972. In a May 1972 ALA 

committee report, McElderry stated that the committee had requested that the committee 

be reconstituted with a new chair to continue the draft revision process. The committee 

no longer wished to continue its work. 

The failure of the "Guidelines for College Libraries" led to considerable 

speculation about its cause. The most often mentioned problem with the 1970 draft 

guidelines was the lack of quantitative minimums. Another explanation offered was the 

vagueness of the draft. Brown laid the failure of the draft at the feet of the decision to 

exclude quantitative standards, stating, "The members present withheld their approval 
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chiefly on the basis of the absence of quantitative standards from the document."333 

Schad and Kaser, both of whom served on the ultimately successful revision committee, 

both commented on the lack of quantitative standards in their reviews. Kaser argued that 

the ACRL college section "rejected the draft on precisely the basis that had first been 

considered its strength, namely, its avoidance of quantitative requirements. "334 Schad 

agreed that, "quantitative standards were the principal stumbling block," and that 

librarians opposed them because they were very general in nature and entirely without 

quantitative measures. "335 Hirsch also attributed the failure of the 1970 draft guidelines in 

part to the lack of quantitative minimums, stating that the "Guidelines for College 

Libraries" document "was not endorsed the by ACRL College Section because of its 

vagueness in many points and the absence of quantitative standards."336 While the lack of 

quantitative minima was an important area of concern for many of those who criticized 

the document, this was not the only problem with the guidelines. 

David Kaser, a member of the subcommittee that wrote the final 1975 standards, 

pointed to another problem. He attributed the failure of the 1970 draft guidelines to a 

change in the atmosphere between the upheaval, even revolution, of 1968, when the 

Committee on Standards began work on the revision, and the more businesslike 1971 

Annual Conference when the guidelines were submitted to the membership.337 This too 

may explain part of the reason for the failure of the guidelines. Timing was certainly an 

333 Brown, "College Library Standards," 215. 
334 Kaser, "Standards for College Libraries,"l 0. 
335 Schad, "Evolution of Standards," 12. 
336 Hirsch, "Library Standards," 50. 
337 Kaser, "Standards for College Libraries," I 0. 
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important part of the problem. However, the timing of the open meeting at the end of the 

work of the committee was even more important. The members of the committee 

appeared to be tired of the process and ready for it to be complete. They had worked hard 

during 1968 and 1969 in evaluating the 1959 Standards for College Libraries and writing 

two significant drafts revising the document. However, by mid-1970 they seemed to slow 

down. The third draft made few changes from the second and although it was titled a 

working draft, was submitted to the parent committee as the completion of the 

committee's work. The committee had lost its momentum and possibly its own interest in 

the document. 

The failure of the 1970 draft "Guidelines for College Libraries" did not mean that 

the library community did not still need arevision of the 1959 Standards for College 

Libraries. None of the reasons for revising the standards in 1968 had disappeared in 

1971. Change in the academic community and concern about specific problems with the 

1959 Standards for College Libraries remained. Added to this was the division within the 

library community about the need for scalable, qualitative guidelines or for hard 

quantitative minima. This made the task of revising the standards even more difficult. 

Given this need to revise the standards and the difficult environment in which the 

committee should work, the Standards and Accreditation Committee began work early on 

crafting a plan for not only revising the standards, but also for creating the consensus in 

the library community that would be necessary to approve the standards and to make 

them useful for the library community. This process may also provide a more candid 
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review of what these leaders really felt had gone wrong with the process that created the 

1970 "Guidelines for College Libraries." 

Choosing and Organizing a New Committee 

Jasper Schad began working to create a committee that could attack the problem 

created by the failure of the 1970 "Guidelines for College Libraries" and produce an 

acceptable revision of the 1959 Standards for College Libraries. His notes and action in 

1972 reflected his perceptions of the weaknesses of the effort that failed in 1970. He was 

concerned with the diversity and representativeness of the committee and with the quality 

of the writing. He was also concerned that the committee needed more time to work 

together and more money to make that possible. These issues drove his early work in 

creating a,new plan for the revision of the standards. 

He began as early as February 1972 to discuss the membership of a new 

committee. He sought to create diversity on the committee, with members representing 

various sizes of libraries and levels of experience. He also sought librarians with strong 

interest in standards. He argued against committee members without college library 

expertise and for librarians with interest in standards and those expected to work hard for 

the revision. He continued to discuss possible committee members with members of the 

Standards and Accreditation committee. Unlike the previous committee, he stated a 

preference for not including members of that committee in the group, since that 

committee would review the actions of the new group. 338 He chose Johnnie Givens to 

338 Reverend Anthony J. Lachner to Jasper G. Schad August 2, 1972 and Jasper G. Schad 
to Reverend J. Lachner August 17, 1972, Personal Members Papers, Jasper F. Schad, 
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chair the new effort both for her interest in the standards and the fact that her institution 

would give her release time to work on the project. In the initial stages of the project, he 

used leaders in ACRL to help develop plans for the committee. He worked with both 

Russell Shank and Norman Tanis, president and president elect of ACRL, and William L. 

Williamson, a professor at the U. of Wisconsin Library School, along with Givens to 

prepare a grant proposal to fund the new effort. 

Schad saw appropriate funding for the project as essential to its success. He 

considered the Council on Library Resources as a possible source of funding, but settled 

on the J. Morris Jones World Book Encyclopedia ALA Goals award after it was 

suggested by Jordan Scepanski, professional assistant at ACRL, and seconded by ACRL 

president Russell Shank.339 He then met with Shank, Givens and Williamson in 

November to draft a proposal for the grant. The proposal envisioned a two year process 

for writing the new standards and included money for a paid editor and for regular 

meetings of the committee outside of ALA annual and midwinter conferences, and for 

meetings with other organizations involved with academic library standards.340 

The ALA Executive Board voted to partially fund the J. Morris Jones award 

proposal on April 26, 1973, but it did not at that point commit to the second year. 

1956, 1959, 1961-63, 1968, 1970-82, [archive file 97/1/42 box 2 volume 2], American 
Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. · 
339 Russell Shank, A CRL president, to Jasper G. Schad August 11, 1972, Personal 
Members Papers, Jasper F. Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-63, 1968, 1970-82, [archive file 
97/1/42 box 2 volume 1], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, 
Urbana. 
340 ALA Goal Award 1973/74, Personal Members Papers, Jasper F. Schad, 1956, 1959, 
1961-63, 1968, 1970-82, [archive file 97/1/42 box 3], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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However, Schad accepted the partial award as a start to what was needed and called a 

meeting at his library on the campus of Wichita State University on May 24, 1973 to 

discuss membership in the committee. The ACRL Executive Secretary Beverly Lynch, 

Johnnie Givens, and Norman Tanis attended the meeting with Schad and discussed their 

needs in committee members. Of those discussed at the meeting only David Perkins 

actually joined the committee, but the names discussed and the rationales for those 

choices were illustrative of the intent of their choices. Perkins was seen as a 

representative of younger librarians. Jeanne Harrar of the University of Georgia was 

considered as a representative of library management and small college libraries. Patricia 

Ann Sacks was considered as another representative of small college libraries. William 

Williamson was considered as a consultant, because although he had worked on the grant 

proposal he did not have time to devote to the committee.341 The next meeting of the 

group occurred during the ALA conference when Givens and Perkins joined a meeting of 

the Standards and Accreditation Committee to discuss the philosophy and plans for the 

standards revision, and rationale behind those procedures with the committee.342 Formal 

constitution of the committee came in July 1973. Givens fonnally accepted the position 

341 "Minutes of Meeting on College Library Standards Wichita State University May 24, 
1973," Personal Members Papers, Jasper F. Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-63, 1968, 1970-82, 
[archive file 97/1/42 box 2 volume 3], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana. 
342 "Proceedings of the Standards and Accreditation Committee, Caesar's Palace June 26, 
1973," Standards and Accreditation Committee 1972/73, Association of College and 
Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, 1961-1996. [archive 
file 22/2/51 box 15], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, 
Urbana. 
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as chair. LaMont, Perkins, Pirie, and Totten were chosen to serve as committee members 

and Kaser accepted the position as editor of the standards. 

Once the proposal was accepted, Schad gathered together a team to work on the 

revision. He had already chosen the chair for the new committee. Givens brought several _ 

important things to the committee. She was an active and experienced member of ALA, 

having completed many committee assignments in the organization. She had served as a 

consultant on library building programs and was actively involved in revising the library 

section of the Southern Association accrediting standards. 343 This combination of ALA 

committee experience and an understanding of library evaluation practices made an 

important contribution to the revision process. David Perkins was a younger librarian, 

having entered the profession in 1969 as head bibliography librarian at California State 

University Northridge.344 Herman Totten was likewise a young librarian, but he brought 

ten years of experience in a historically black college in Texas and a Ph.D. in educational 

media and library science to the group. 345 James Pirie, on the other hand brought 

considerable experience to the group, having, with the exception of his war service, 

worked in academic libraries since 1940. He had chaired the Junior College Library 

Section of ACRL in 1965-66 and compiled Books for Junior Colleges. His position as 

librarian at Lewis and Clark College returned him to the ranks of college librarians in 

1966. 346 Finally, Barbara Lal\font brought an east coast perspective as librarian at Vassar 

343 Ash and Uhlendorf, Biographical Directory. 
344 Lee, Whiteley, and Beran, Who's Who. 
345 Ash and Uhlendorf, Biographical Directory. 
346 Ib'd 1 •. 
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College with previous experience at Douglass College and Harvard University. 347 When 

LaMont resigned due to health considerations, she was replaced with another east coast 

librarian, Arthur Monke, librarian at Bowdoin College and president of the Maine Library 

Association. 348 This careful attention to diversity of geography, experience, and 

education stood in stark contrast to the homogeneous group that wrote the 1970 draft 

guidelines. 

In addition to the volunteer members of the committee, Schad sought a paid editor 

with significant writing experience to put the standards into acceptable form. The 

importance he placed on this can be seen in his notes about the 1971 guidelines, in which 

he states, "These standards need to be rewritten. They are not well written. This is a 

major cause of the difficulty ... "349 He sought to recruit an experienced editor with good 

writing credentials and knowledge of ALA. His first choice was Lester Asheim, who had 

just returned to the Graduate Library School at the University of Chicago after ten years 

at ALA. He had significant experience within ALA, had served as chair of its editorial 

committee and had been recognized for his writing by the Scarecrow Press award for 

library literature in 1968. He also began work as editor of Library Quarterly in 1972. 350 

However, he did not accept the position. David Kaser, who did accept the position, was 

347 Ibid. 
348 Johnnie Givens to Jasper G. Schad March 6, 1974, Personal Members Papers, Jasper 
F. Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-63, 1968, 1970-82, [archive file 97/1/42 box 2 volume 3], 
American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana; Ash and 
Uhlendorf, Biographical Directory. 
349 Personal Members Papers, Jasper F. Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-63, 1968, 1970-82, 
[archive file 97/1/42 box 2 volume 1], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana. 
35° Contemporary Authors Online, Gale, 2002. 
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similar in many ways. He was a past chair of ACRL and director of the Cornell 

University Libraries, past editor of the Missouri Library Association Quarterly, and 

College and Research Libraries, and a prolific author.351 This emphasis on the need for a 

good editor for the document highlighted Schad's opinion of the faults of the previous 

document. It lacked good writing. 

The committee added two ex-officio members to the volunteer members and the 

paid editor. Jasper Schad worked diligently with the committee. He brought ten years of 

experience in California academic libraries as well as his new experience as library 

director at Wichita State University in Kansas to the committee and his close relationship 

with ACRL president Norman Tanis, his supervisor at California State University 

Northridge from 1969 to 1971. Beverly Lynch, executive director of ACRL also became 

an important part of the working group. She brought a recent Ph.D. from the University 

of Wisconsin, experience at Yale and Marquette Universities and in ALA committees to 

the group.352 

The Givens Committee's Vision of the Standards 

As the committee began work, it focused on its vision of the new standards. The 

most prominent goal was to develop standards that would be accepted by the 

membership. They believed that such standards would contain both quantitative and 

qualitative standards. The application for the J. Morris Jones award outlined that vision in 

December 1972. The same wording would later appear in the press release after the 

351 Ibid. 
352 Ash and Uhlendorf, Biographical Directory. 
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committee's first meeting in August 1973 and the article in College & Research Libraries 

News based on that press release in October 1973. The project sought to base new 

standards "upon careful definition of goals, explicit recognition of assumptions, 

comprehensive identification and searching evaluation of the relevance of the evidence to 

the goals, and clear formulation of criteria of judgment."353 The committee articulated 

this vision both in its first meeting and in its first press release. In the first meeting, the 

committee discussed the problems encountered with the draft "Guidelines for College 

Libraries," discussed the subject areas to be covered in the new standards and stated 

definitively that quantitative standards would be included in the draft.354 The press 

release they issued after the meeting resulted in an article in College & Research 

Libraries News355 also outlined the committee's vision and emphasized its concern for 

making its vision and the resulting draft acceptable to the college library community. The 

article provided a list of committee members and described their goals for the new 

standards. Its description of those goals emphasized the care that would be taken in the 

preparation of the standards and the announcement of the open meetings of the 

committee encouraged early participation by the library community. 

353 Jasper G. Schad, Johnnie E. Givens, and William L. Williamson, "Application for J. 
Morris Jones - World Book Encyclopedia-ALA Goals Award," Final Draft, December 
14, 1972. Personal Members Papers, Jasper F. Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-63, 1968, 1970-
82, [archive file 97/1/42 box 2 volume 2], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana. 
354 Association of College and Research Libraries, Ad Hoc Subcommittee to Revise the 
1959 Standards for College Libraries, "Minutes of the Meeting on August 7, 1973, 
Chicago, Illinois," Personal Members Papers, Jasper F. Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-63, 
1968, 1970-82, [archive file 97/1/42 box 2 volume 3], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
355 "Committee Appointed to Revise College Library Standards," College & Research 
Libraries News 34 (October 1973): [221]. 
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The Givens Committee Process 

The committee began work on the substance of its charge and the almost 

equally momentous task of keeping the college library community informed of its 

activities immediately. The committee held its first meeting on August 7, 1973, joined by 

Russell Shank and Norman Tanis, president and vice-president of ACRL. They began 

discussion of the plan for preparing working papers covering various concepts to be 

covered in the standards. These were to include definition, typology, the college library 

mission, elements to consider, and future trends. They began with the basic idea that the 

establishment of quantitative minima was part of their task. The minutes specifically 

state, "if ACRL did not come up with quantitative standards someone else would, e.g., 

budget officers in state capitals, since society is demanding quantitative guidelines."356 

This first meeting laid the groundwork for their progress. Givens came to the meeting 

with a clear idea of what needed to be done and the committee discussed some of the 

points and reached consensus to follow the plan she had outlined. 

The committee focused on planning for continuing interaction with the library 

community, discussing the initial development of the typology for comparing institutions~ 

and discussing relevant library literature in two more meetings before the January 1974 

midwinter conference on November 6, 1973 and December 18, 1973. The plans for 

interaction with the library community included work with library and higher education 

organizations and the publication of progress reports. The committee decided in its 

356 Association of College and Research Libraries, Ad Hoc Subcommittee to Revise the 
1959 Standards for College Libraries, "Minutes of the Meeting on August 7, 1973." 
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second meeting to make the tapes of the Middle Atlantic Regional Library Federation 

discussions on definition, typology, objectives, and structure of standards available to the 

committee. It also discussed plans to contact all of the presidents of all of the college 

library sections of state library organizations. The third meeting included reports on the 

meeting of the Southern Association Committee to Revise Standard 6 and the Middle 

Atlantic Regional Library Federation Meeting that discussed standards. Perkins and Pirie 

were working on finding a method to stratify college libraries so that graded standards 

could be applied, and the committee discussed their progress. Committee discussions 

influenced the direction of this work on the typology, for although the Carnegie divisions 

were eventually adopted to describe the libraries covered by the standards, the initial 

attempts to use those categories to assign different levels of quantitative standards were 

abandoned. Some members of the committee expressed doubts about the Carnegie 

divisions because they saw those classifications as describing college types rather than 

defining their goals. There was also concern about the idea of having separate goals for 

"quality" institutions. Each meeting also included references to materials related to 

standards that appeared in the library literature. Copies of some of these documents were 

included as attachments to the minutes when they were distributed. These included the 

Canadian "CACUL university library standards," other guidelines including "Guide to 

Methods of Library Evaluation, "Guidelines for Library Services to Extension Students," 

and "Nonprint Media Guidelines." 

The committee's work was not limited to its meetings. Between meetings, the 

members of the committee worked on individual assignments and communicated through 
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the mails and telephone. Individual members prepared working papers and then the 

committee and outside reactors, including Felix Hirsch and others who were working on 

projects related to standards, reviewed the documents. After the critiques, the authors 

revised the working papers for publication. These working papers were an important part 

of the early work of the committee. The committee was concerned with adding to the 

profession's knowledge of standards. They decided at their second meeting to publish the 

working papers so that even if the standards were not adopted the profession would have 

access to the work they had completed. 

Work on gathering support for the effort began as soon as the meetings of the 

committee. An August 1974 news release announced the new committee, which would 

continue "the work begun by the committee chaired by Dr. Stanley McElderry."357 

Edward Holley, the new president of ALA gave his support to the work, writing to Schad 

to report on the first meeting of the Southern Association Committee to Revise Standard 

6 of which both he and Givens were members. 358 The formation of the new committee 

was the cover story in the October 1973 College and Research Libraries News. The new 

committee informed the entire ACRL membership of its goals, meeting dates, and 

membership. Givens, chair of the new committee, also appeared at the ACRL Board 

meeting at ALA annual conference and provided that group with an over✓iew of 

357 Personal Members Papers, Jasper F. Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-63, 1968, 1970-82, 
[archive file 97/1/42 box 2 volume 3], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana. . 
358 Edward Holley to Jasper Schad, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee chair, 
August 8, 1973, Personal Members Papers, Jasper F. Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-63, 1968, 
1970-82, [archive file 97/1/42 box 2 volume 4], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana. 

148 



subcommittee plans, including the approach to be used and the time table. Both this 

appearance before the board and the article for the general membership requested written 

suggestions about the work. 

The committee held its fourth meeting during ALA's midwinter meetings and 

merged its own meeting agenda with the important task of communicating with librarians 

interested in the process. The meeting had been announced in a press release in 

November that also publicized the forthcoming working papers of the committee. This 

meeting included fifteen visitors and included reports on the various working papers 

being drafted and how those papers were to be revised based on the comments by the 

reactors selected by the committee. 

By mid-1974, the committee was solidifying the final concepts of the standards. 

The fifth and sixth committee meetings in March and May of 1974 continued discussion 

of the working papers and developed the concepts to include in the standards. The 

committee officially adopted the Carnegie typology and discussed what elements to 

include in the standards. They were especially concerned that the document should 

emphasize quantitative input standards. The lack of consensus in the library community 

meant that output measures and the qualifications of staff would be eliminated. The 

discussion of the final working paper, which was to be an outline of the standards, was 

both philosophical and particular. Philosophical discussions included the place of 

interlibrary cooperation and the source for the quantitative standards to be used while 

particular discussions focused on such technicalities as the use of "librarian" or 

"professional librarian." The committee acknowledged that data were not available for 

149 



everything they wished to quantify, but they did discuss and develop specific bases for 

most of their quantitative standards. However, the basic concept for the standards was 

long established. As early as the second meeting, the committee had discussed problems 

with objections to quantitative standards and decided that these would arise, but that they 

should not prevent the group from continuing its task, which included writing 

quantitative standards. 

While the committee minutes reflect serious discussion of issues related to the 

standards, much of the work of the committee went on outside of the meetings. 

Particularly important were the working papers which established a research base for the 

formulation of the standards. James Pirie's paper on the typologies of higher education359 

provided good background on the options for describing institutions of higher education 

and the arguments for the choice the committee made to use the Carnegie system. David 

Perkins360 collected a good deal of data on collection sizes and the Carnegie categories 

and had used statistical analysis to determine if collection size was correlated with the 

categories. Herman Totten's review of existing standards for college libraries361 provided 

evidence of the areas in which consensus about college library standards already existed 

359 James W. Pirie, Typology of Institutions of Higher Education. Working Paper, 
(Chicago: Association of College and Research Libraries, Ad Hoc Committee to Revise 
the 1959 "Standards for College Libraries," 1974), ERIC, ED 121349. 
360 David L. Perkins, Possible Model Based on the Carnegie Commission Groupings. 
Working Paper, (Chicago: Association of College and Research Libraries, Ad Hoc 
Committee to Revise the 1959 "Standards for College Libraries," 1974), ERIC, ED 
121348. 
361 Herman L. Totten, Identification of Library Elements in Statements of Accrediting 
Standards. A Review of the Literature. Working Paper, (Chicago: Association of College 
and Research Libraries, Ad Hoc Committee to Revise the 1959 "Standards for College 
Libraries," 1974), ERIC, ED 121350. 

150 



and areas that were considered in only some standards. David Kaser's paper on foreign 

college library standards362 likewise provided some basis for the formulation of standards 

based on professional consensus by describing the areas of coverage of these standards 

that were most common and by providing data about the range of quantitative standards 

these provided. Arthur Monke's paper on the future of academic libraries363 provided less 

direct support to the development of the standards, but did remind the readers of the need 

to think toward that future as they designed the standards. These working papers provided 

not only a basis for understanding how the standards would be developed but also an 

opportunity for discussion concerning the standards in the early stages of their 

development. 

The seventh meeting of the committee, June 20, 1974 focused on the last of these 

working papers, which could also be seen as an early draft of the standards themselves. 

Much of the language and almost of all of the concepts of the "standard" sections of the 

final draft were found in this final working paper. The committee discussed and accepted 

the document as prepared by David Kaser, although much discussion of the facility 

standard led to substantial revision of this area in the standards themselves. While the 

working paper, which the committee was to present at the ALA annual conference, 

included two possible sources for the collection formula, the committee decided at the 

362 David Kaser, Foreign Standards for College Libraries. Worldng Paper, (Chicago: 
Association of College and Research Libraries, Ad Hoc Committee to Revise the 1959 
"Standards for College Libraries," 1974), ERIC, ED 121346. 
363 Arthur Monke, Into the Eighties. Worldng Paper, (Chicago: Association of College 
and Research Libraries, Ad Hoc Committee to Revise the 1959 "Standards for College 
Libraries," 1974), ERIC, ED 121347. 
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June 20 meeting to use a formula similar to the Clapp-Jordan model rather than the 

categorization listed as the second option in the working paper. 

The work of the committee in publicizing its efforts and in interacting with the 

library community continued as the working papers were being developed and discussed. 

Articles on the work of the committee appeared in the January, March, and June 1974 

issues of College and Research Libraries News. The January article reported on the work 

of the subcommittee and listed the authors and topics of working papers that were 

presented at a meeting in November 1973. In addition, the article encouraged 

participation by the membership and mentioned that copies of the papers would soon be 

available for their perusal. 364 The article in March again described the working papers 

and offered copies of the papers to those who wrote and requested them. 365 A short article 

in June on a new member of the subcommittee again offered copies of the working 

papers and invited academic librarians to a series of hearings on the new standards. 366 

Interaction with members of the library community with a specific interest in 

standards was also a priority. Robert Frase of the ALA Library Statistics Project met with 

the committee during one of its open sessions at ALA midwinter in January 197 4 and 

carried on a correspondence about the ways the groups could work together. The phase 

two J. Morris Jones grant request focused on meetings with other associations to discuss 

the standards. Responses to the working papers were gathered from those working on the 

364 "Meeting of the ACRL Committee to Revise the 1959 Standards for College 
Libraries," College & Research Libraries News 35 (January 1974): 3. 
365 "Hearings Held on Standards Revision," 51. 
366 "Monke Joins Committee to Revise Standards," College & Research Libraries News 
35 (June 1974): 127. 
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Southern Association library standard, Felix Hirsch, the principal author of the 1959 

Standards for College Libraries and from those working on similar projects. Examples of 

these include Richard Lietz, librarian at St. Andrews Presbyterian College,367 who was 

working on a dissertation concerning the views of academic elite on roles of the library 

and Barry Booth, librarian at Southern Illinois University,368 who was working on 

checklists based on the standards. 

The committee also addressed itself to the broadest possible range of academic 

librarians. The regular lists of state and regional organizations that had included 

committee members in discussions of the standards made clear both the extent of this 

effort and its importance to the committee. Givens met with the Pennsylvania chapter of 

ACRL, the Tri-State Chapter of ACRL, the New JerseyAcademic Libraries group, the 

Tennessee Library Association, and the Midwest Academic Library Association in early 

1974. 

This interest in wide dissemination and discussion of the work of the committee 

was continued at the ALA annual conference in July 1974. Schad reviewed the standards 

revision process at the ACRL membership meeting and urged members to attend the 

open meetings on the standards. The committee held hearings on the final working paper 

to which chairs and members of selected committees were issued special invitations. The 

working papers were widely distributed, with 700 copies being distributed at the 

conference. 

367 
Ash and Uhlendorf, Biographical Directory. 

368 Ibid. 
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The presentations at annual conference of the final working paper established the 

basic outline of the standards and the committee began to quickly move toward the final 

standards revision. The committee held its eighth meeting on July 22-23, 1974 and 

discussed the responses to the final working paper. They discussed the response, but they 

made few changes in the plan for the new standards. Of the three major concerns with the 

working paper mentioned, Kaser addressed one concern with language in the 

commentary section of the draft and the committee expressed its justification for not 

addressing the others. The limited role of the library committee was made clear in the 

draft standards. On the second concern, the committee agreed that the role of interlibrary 

cooperation should remain dispersed in the document, since it was a means to providing 

service and not a service itself. The committee discussed the third concern at length, 

which was the method for counting microform materials in the volume count. They again 

justified their decision to calculate microform volumes by a formula because national 

data collection instruments required microforms to be counted by title and most librarians 

would be more ready to use those numbers with a formula than to perform a separate 

count for the purposes of the standards. The committee also discussed the standards one 

by one and made specific suggestions for revision of the standards and concepts to 

include in the commentaries. 

Perkins and Kaser were also working to compare the formulas they were planning 

to use to samples of libraries in order to validate the normative nature of those formulas. 

Perkins compared a large number of colleges to the Downs formula for collection size 

and found that most of the libraries he considered fell below the numbers called for in 
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that formula. 369 Kaser did similar work with the staffing formulas to develop formulas 

that reflected the current situation and could provide an indication of how libraries 

compared to others in a bell-curve grading system. Kaser adjusted the original staffing 

formula proposed by Pirie in order to make it reflect staffing patterns in the libraries he 

had tested. 370 This testing of the formulas was an important part of the establishment of 

the standard. The standard was normative, and these tests were the means of establishing 

that norm. They provided a means for librarians to compare their libraris to others 

through simple formulas that would allow them to see if they were average, better, or 

worse than average in the areas covered by the formulas. 

The pattern for the development of the draft in the next months was the 

circulation of a draft for comments, then a meeting to discuss the draft followed by a new 

draft. The first draft was circulated in August and discussed at a September 26, 197 4 

meeting. The next draft was circulated in October and discussed at the November J. 

Morris Jones Seminar. The next draft was published in College and Research Libraries 

News in December and discussed at two hearings on January 20, 1975 at midwinter. At 

this point, most of the draft was in its final form, and the draft was approved by the board 

· of the College Libraries Section of ACRL. 

369 David L. Perkins to Subcommittee to Revise the 1959 Standards for College Libraries 
July 3, 1974, Personal Members Papers, Jasper F. Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-63, 1968, 
1970-82, [archive file 97/1/42 box 2 volume 5], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana. 
370 David Kaser to Subcommittee to Revise the 1959 Standards for College Libraries 
August 12, 1974, Personal Members Papers, Jasper F. Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-63, 1968, 
1970-82, [archive file 97/1/42 box 2 volume 5], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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Publicity and consensus building continued during the draft writing. College and 

Research Libraries News published an article announcing the granting of a second ALA 

Goals award to the subcommittee and again included a complete list of subcommittee 

members and the institutions where they worked.371 In November 1974, the committee 

published a two-page list of questions and answers about the standards revision process, 

which included questions about purpose, generalizability, qualitative and quantitative 

standards, authority, and enforcement of the standards.372 The most elaborate effort at 

publicity was the J. Morris Jones Seminar held in Washington on November 12, 1974. 

This seminar gathered representatives from the regional accrediting agencies, other 

organizations representing colleges, and library leaders to discuss the proposed standards. 

These leaders, and others continued to send the committee comments and suggestions on 

the standards through May 1975, and some of these comments resulted in changes in the 

draft. 

A copy of the draft revisions was published in December.373 The committee 

followed this in January 1975 with another two-page article summarizing the work of the 

subcommittee, emphasizing the committee members' hard work, research, and interaction 

with the library community. 374 The same issue of College & Research Libraries News 

371 "ALA Goals Award to Standards Project." College & Research Libraries News 35 , 
(September 1974): 182. 
372 "College Library Standards: Questions and Answers," College & Research Libraries 
News 35 (November 1974): 249-50. · 
373 "Draft: Standards for College Libraries." College & Research Libraries News 35 
(December 1974): 284-286, 299-305. 

· 
374 "Report to the ACRL Membership from the Ad Hoc Committee to Revise the 1959 
Standards for College Libraries," College & Research Libraries News 36 (January 1975): 
21-22. 
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included a commentary on the standards which addressed the accusation that they were 

"self serving. "
375 

By the midwinter meeting of the ALA, the committee had established 

sufficient support for their revision that the Executive Board of the College Libraries 

Section of ACRL voted unanimously to endorse the draft revision of the standards. 376 The 

ACRL Board of Directors met on June 30, 1975 and approved the new standards.377 

The Draft Revision Process 

The work on the revision of the drafts included Kaser' s drafts, comments by 

committee members, and comments by others. The comment letters evidently were 

widely distributed since Jasper Schad's papers included copies of letters to Kaser, 

Givens, and Manke as well as letters addressed to him. Although the committee worked 

hard to communicate with the library community and regularly asked for input on the 

standards, few of the comments received were acted upon. A few of the comments and 

suggestions of Robert Kirkwood of the Federation of Regional Accrediting Commissions 

of Higher Education were minor and editorial and were followed, but most would have 

lessened the strength of the standards, and were not followed.378 Andrew M. Hansen, 

Executive Secretary of the Reference and Adult Services Division, offered specific 

375 L. C. Wright, "Inside Washington: ALA's Latest Draft Standards for College 
Libraries," College & Research Libraries News 36 (January 1975): 4. 
376 Standards and Accreditation Committee, J. Morris Jones Award, 1972-73, Association 
of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and 
Subject Files, 1930-1991, [ archive file 22/2/6 box 26], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
377 

"Highlights of the ACRL Board of Directors Meetings in San Francisco," 267. 
378 

Robert Kirkwood, Federation of Regional Accrediting Commissions of Higher 
Education to Johnnie Givens December 2, 1974, Personal Members Papers, Jasper F. 
Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-63, 1968, 1970-82, [archive file 97/1/42 box 2 volume 5], 
American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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editorial comments, a request to include nonprint materials in formula C, and corrected 

citation information on documents referred to in the draft. 379 Only the citation 

information was used in the draft revision. C. James Schmidt, chair of the ACRL 

Academic Status Committee, also wrote with a citation correction and specific 

suggestions for the wording of the standards regarding faculty status and again only the 

citation information was used in the document. 380 Patricia Ann Sacks of the Standards 

and Accreditation Committee responded to a request for comments on interlibrary 

cooperation to Givens on May 13, 1975. Although her comments suggesting more and 

stronger statements on cooperation throughout the document were noted on Schad' s copy 

of the May committee draft, they were not incorporated into the final document.381 The 

comments and suggestions of these leaders in the profession were considered, but did not 

result in many changes to the draft. 

Slightly more changes resulted from the comments of members of the committee. 

Comments on the first draft were submitted on 3x5 cards and then copied and made 

available to all of the members of the committee. These and other comments were 

considered and some resulted in changes in the drafts during the revision process. 

379 Andrew M. Hansen, Executive Secretary, American Library Association, Reference 
and Adult Services Division, to Johnnie Givens December 2, 1974, Personal Members 
Papers, Jasper F. Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-63, 1968, 1970-82, [archive file 97/1/42 box 2 
volume 5], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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However, review of the changes made during the draft process shows the most of the 

content of the standards was established by the time the final working paper was 

published and little substantive change occmTed in the drafts. The most significant 

changes between the working paper and the final were in the formu]as and the 

commentaries. The working paper had listed several options for the quantitative 

standards, and the September 197 4 draft listed a single specific formula in each case. 

Also, the commentaries were greatly expanded in the September draft. 

The introduction did see considerable change and expansion through the various 

drafts, but the only substantive change from the concept outlined in the working paper 

was the definition of college libraries covered by the document. The 01iginal working 

paper had limited the scope of the standards to "libraries serving up to five doctoral 

programs. "382 This was changed in the final draft of the working paper to match the 

Carnegie designation of "libraries serving institutions which grant fewer than ten doctoral 

degrees per year."383 The introduction was expanded in the October 1974 and May 1975 

drafts with some editorial changes made for the December 1974 draft. Most of these 

changes were simply changes in language or clarifications. However, some of the 

changes were significant and may well have been in response to the comments of a task 

force of the American Association of Colleges (AAC) which asked for clarification on 

382 "Toward a 1975 Revision of the College Library Standards," undated draft, Personal 
Members Papers, Jasper F. Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-63, 1968, 1970-82, [archive file 
97 /1/42 box 2 volume 3], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, 
Urbana, [1]. 
383 
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what colleges were covered. 384 While the standards do not clearly address the question, 

more language was added which helps to some extent to address the question by referring 

more to the college community as a whole. 

The changes in the first standard and the suggested changes that were not 

followed reflected a pattern in the revision process. The September 1974 draft of the 

standards added the term "shall" and the standard numbers. It a]so slightly rearranged the 

thoughts expressed in the working paper, but few other changes were made. The working 

paper described what the standards would say, and the September 1974 draft revised the 

wording to make the statement a standard. Thus, "This Standard will require that every 

college library develop an explicit statement of its objectives in accord with the goals and 

purposes of its parent institution"385 became "The college library shall develop an explicit 

statement of its objectives in accord with the goals and purposes of the parent 

institution."386 The other change was a successive rewording of the standard regarding 

the relationship of library goals to institutional goals. The working paper referred to "its 

parent." The September draft changed this to "the parent." Subsequent drafts made more 

attempts to soften or equalize this relationship with "the institution" and then "the 

college." 

384 Samuel H. Magill, Executive Associate, American Association of Colleges, to Johnnie 
Givens March 19, 1975, Personal Members Papers, Jasper F. Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-
63, 1968, 1970-82, [archive file 97/1/42 box 2 volume 5], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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While the commentary on the first standard was written for the September draft 

and relatively unchanged, the changes in that commentary again pointed to the issues that 

dominated the standards writing process. The status of the library was extraordinarily 

important. The final paragraph was revised in successive drafts to improve the potirayal 

of the library. Early drafts provided more description of the former more passive role of 

college libraries, but this reference was successively revised to de-emphasize the past 

passive role of the library and to emphasize the desired active ro]e of the library. 

The comments on the draft also reflected concern for librarian status. Schad 

objected to "with the assistance of the rest of the library staff'387 in regards to preparation 

of objectives. Schad's argument against the inclusion of the rest of the library staff was 

that it weakened the librarians' argument for faculty status if all members of the staff 

were included in the preparation of objectives. However, Givens preferred the original 

and it was retained. In a similar but more successful argument, Schad objected to the 

description of library service as "adjunct academic capability."388 In this case, Givens 

strongly agreed that "support" did not appropriately describe library status, but approved 

of the use of adjunct. The wording was changed in the October draft to "complementary 

academic capability. " 389 Givens commented that she would like to consider statements 
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regarding the responsibility of governing boards in developing and committing to 

objectives, but no changes were made in the draft concerning governing boards and 

objectives. 

Standard two was subject to more considerable change from the initial working 

paper to the draft standards. These changes focused on adjustments to the formula to 

make it as persuasive as possible. The working paper suggested two possible kinds of 

formula to be used, and the draft standard settled on a formula based on volumes per 

student, facultymember and program similar to the Clapp-Jordan formula mentioned as 

one of the options in the working paper. Both the need for sustained acquisitions and 

reading machines for nonprint formats were moved from the standard to the commentary 

in the drafts. However, all of these changes occurred in the first full standards draft. The 

only later changes were in the formula. The formula did undergo some modifications 

during the drafting. These changes all made the formula more prescriptive. It was moved 

from the text of the commentary to a reference in the standard with a separate section in 

the draft. "The library should be able to provide prompt access"390 was changed to "the 

library should provide prompt access."391 Further instructions were added to clarify that 

the collection formula should be calculated cumulatively. The inclusion of microform 

was changed from "may" to "should."392 "Application of this formula indicates are 

390 "Standards for College Libraries 1975 Revision, September 2 [26], 1974 draft," 3. 
391 "Standards for College Libraries," May 1975, Personal Members Papers, Jasper F. 
Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-63, 1968, 1970-82, [archive file 97/1/42 box 2 volume 5], 
American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana, 4. 
392 

"Standards for College Libraries 1975 Revision, September 2 [26], 1974 draft," 3; 
"Standards for College Libraries 1975 Revision, October 23, 1974 draft," 4. 

162 



warranted"393 became "are called for in this fonnula."394 A final change was the removal 

of the grade of F for collections not attaining 50% of the -formula. Perkins had 

commented that only this formula had an F and this change made the collections formula 

match the format of the other formulas. 

Several suggestions were received that were substantive in nature. These 

suggestions were not followed. Perkins recommended during the committee review 

process that nonprint materials be included in the standard. He specifically suggested 

changing the wording of 2.1.1 from "The amount of print materials to be thus 

provided"395 to "The amount of materials that constitute an adequate collection." The 

decision to omit nonprint materials from the formula calculations was not changed. The 

AAC objected in principle to the grading system and also expressed concern for the size 

of the basic minimum collection and the lack of infonnation on professional schools. 

These objections were likewise ineffectual in changing the draft. 

Changes in the commentary after the first standards draft were all fairly small, and 

mostly editorial, but some did represent content changes. These changes were 

recommended both by committee members and others who reviewed the document. 

Committee members made some minor editorial suggestions which were implemented in 

the October draft. 

Schad suggested the removal of "cassette" from the list of nonprint media, since it 

was a receptacle, not a medium of storage and Perkins suggested replacing "computer 

393 "Standards for College Libraries 1975 Revision, September 2 [26], 1974 draft," 3. 
394 Ib'd 4 . 1 ., . 
395 
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stores" with "machine readable data bases."396 Schad also recommended more 

substantive changes in the draft. Schad objected strongly to the suggestion that it was 

possible to delegate selection responsibility to a jobber. He insisted that approval 

programs do not and cannot do this. Givens replied that approval plans did move some 

responsibility to the jobber, but said she was "ready to consider rewording." The 

language was removed from the October draft. Schad also objected to the first sentence 

of the last paragraph, which, in referring to collection development, stated the library 

staff "cannot fulfill this responsible [sic] without substantial help and consultation from 

the teaching faculty and from students."397 He argued that librarians could develop good 

collections without faculty input, although having that input was better. He suggested 

changing the wording to "they should consult regularly with teaching faculty and 

students." Givens commented that she was "open minded about this" and Kaser changed 

the October draft to a statement that followed the argument Schad made rather than the 

wording he suggested. The new draft stated, "it can best fulfill this responsibility with 

substantial help and consultation ... "398 Givens asked about the reference to Books for 

College Libraries and about periodical lists. The October draft of the paragraph on 

bibliographies was substantially revised. However, it added neither the second edition of 

Books for College Libraries nor the periodical lists Givens had suggested. What Kaser 

did was make the paragraph more general, with the titles listed changed from prescriptive 

to examples. He also added a statement that there were no good standards for periodical 

396 "Standards for College Libraries 1975 Revision, September 2 [26], 1974 draft," 2; 
"Standards for College Libraries 1975 Revision, October 23, 1974 draft," 5. 
397 "Standards for College Libraries 1975 Revision, September 2 [26], 1974 draft," 5. 
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holdings and recommended that libraries own periodicals needed more than four times 

per year. That standard was change in the December draft to six times per year. 

Outside commentators also made suggestions that were followed in the draft. 

Both a group of librarians from Georgia Southern College and the AAC task force 

expressed concern about the statement that "Every book in a college library should be 

able to 'prove' its right to be there ... when a book can no longer do this it should be 

retired in favor of a book which can do so. "399 These concerns were addressed through 

revision of the sentence to a less dogmatic tone, "No book should be retained in a college 

library for which a clear purpose is not evident ... when such a clear purpose is lacking a 

book should be retired from the collections."400 Another later commentator, probably 

Robert Kirkwood401 of FRACHE, objected to the statement concerning the library 

keeping and organizing all recorded information needed by the institution. He suggested 

that "This is the only way in which the institution's information resources can be 

articulated and balanced for the greatest benefit of the entire community" be changed to 

"In this way, the institution's information resources can best be articulated and balanced 

for the greatest benefit of the entire community."402 This and other suggestions, such as 

the AAC task force's suggestion that the time to retrieve off site materials be changed 

399 
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from 15 minutes to a few hours or that the standard of five percent of the collection in 

new acquisitions a year be lowered, were not followed. 

While the general substance of standard three was developed in the working 

paper, the description of the catalog was considerably rewritten for the standards. These 

revisions showed an attention to stylistic detail. After the first draft of the standards, two 

more editorial changes were made in the standard. The words "regardless of format" were 

removed from the description of the catalog in standard 3 .1. 403 Standard 3 .1.1 underwent 

several changes. It began as "The catalog may be developed either proprietarily by a 

single library or jointly with other libraries."404 First, "jointly with other libraries" was 

changed to "jointly among several libraries."405 Then, after Robert Kirkwood suggested 

the deletion of "proprietarily" that word was dropped in the final draft.406 Other changes 

were suggested, including by committee member Perkins, which were not followed. 

The commentary on standard three remained largely as written in the first 

standards draft. One simple change recommended by Perkins was the removal of the 

word "codex." He asked what "codex catalog" meant and the next draft was changed to 

"manuscript catalog."407 This simple change was supported by the committee's 

commitment to avoid jargon. Schad also had some.suggestions for this section. He 

requested the removal of journals and documents from the list of materials that may be 

segregated because they were awkward, commenting that they were usually segregated 

403 "Standards for College Libraries 1975 Revision, September 2 [26], 1974 draft," 4. 
404 Ib'd 5 1 ., . 
405 "Standards for College Libraries 1975 Revision, October 23, 1974 draft," 7. 
406 "Standards for College Libraries," (October 1975), 290. 
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for convenience of use, not awkwardness. Givens then asked the others to think about 

whether they should be removed or more explanation should be provided. The decision 

seen in the October draft was to remove the reference. His second suggestion took longer 

to implement. He expressed concern about the requirement that subordinate files be made 

available to library users. Givens argued for public access to such files, although not 

necessarily in public areas. They finally reached compromise on the language in the May 

1975 committee draft, where the wording was changed from "subordinate files ... all of 

which should be available to library users"408 to "subordinate files ... Infonnation 

contained in these files should also be available to library users. "409 Other minor changes 

in the draft were made for the October draft without evidence of who initiated them. The 

statement that the acquisition of materials being only "half' of the task of providing 

access was changed to only "part" of that task.410 The "efficient identification and 

retrieval at time of need"411 was changed from "the test of a good collection" to "an 

important test of a good library."412 Other minor wording changes were made as well, but 

these represent a more substantive interest in the accuracy of the language used. 

Personnel and status issues received more attention than others and standard four, 

covering staff, was subject to more revision in the drafting process. Even in the working 

drafts, a graduate library degree "from a recognized program"413 was changed to "from 
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an ALA-accredited program - or equivalent professional preparation."414 This was again 

changed in the second standards draft to remove the equivalency option.415 This final 

change was the result of Perkins' comment on the need to define such equivalency. The 

primacy of librarian status in the development of the standards made careful editing of 

statements relating to qualifications necessary. The size of the staff was also linked to 

status and the standard regarding the number of librarians was altered significantly 

between the working draft and the first standards draft. The working draft stated in the 

standard "it will be recognized that librarians seldom comprise more than 20-35 percent 

of the total staff."416 This statement was moved to the commentary in the first draft of the 

standards. The working draft also stated in the standard that the minimum number of 

librarians was three. This minimum was not stated in the standards, but the eventually 

adopted formula did create that minimum. The original version of the formula could have 

been interpreted not to require such a minimum, but the October 197 4 draft added "or 

fraction thereof' to each category for calculation417 and the May 1975 draft added "to be 

calculated cumulatively. "418 Together these changes re-established the three librarian 

minimum from the working draft. 

Objections to the position the committee had taken on faculty status were heard, 

but the committee stood firm on its guiding principles. The AAC task force objected to 
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the requirement of the graduate library degree and to the call for faculty status. They 

argued that specialized degrees in other areas were equally valid in some areas of 

specialization. These arguments held little weight in a profession that had previously 

accepted the idea that "to qualify for professional appointment as a librarian, it is 

expected that the individual would normally pursue a masters degree in a graduate library 

school."419 Added to this was the statement from the 1970 "Guidelines for College 

Libraries" that, "the professional librarian has acquired a knowledge of the principles and 

theories of selection, acquisition, organization, interpretation and administration of 

resources in a graduate library school awarding a master's degree"420 and the adoption of 

the ACRL "Standards for Faculty Status for College and University Librarians."421 The 

AAC task force's recommendation for the inclusion of hours of operation and the ratio of 

professionals to nonprofessional in the staffing formula were not in as direct opposition 

to the stated objectives of the profession but they arrived too late in the process for the 

committee to consider such major changes. 

Most of the changes in the commentary for standard four tended to be editorial. 

Schad and Givens disagreed about the appropriate terminology to describe student 

assista.nts. Schad argued for the use of student assistants while Givens argued that since 

they must be paid minimum wage they were hourly-rated. The compromise found in the 

October draft was "part-time assistants." Givens also argued that the use of student 
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assistants was a functional rather than a management practice and "best managed" was 

changed to "well managed. "422 Perkins' suggestions faired less well. He made two 

editorial suggestions, only one of which (the dropping of "behaviorist understanding" 

from the description of personnel management)423 was used. His suggestion for the 

addition of a ninth item in the list of personnel procedures to include the designation of a 

staff member as the library personnel officer was not included. Other changes were made 

that cannot be traced to an individual. The final draft corrected a lack of grammatical 

balance in the numbered list. Originally, the first half was in the passive voice and the 

second half in the active voice. The final draft moved all of the statements to the passive 

voice. This concern for the minutiae of the draft when seen in conjunction with the 

reluctance to make major changes reflected the committees strong stand for the decisions 

that it had already made. Minor changes and corrections were often followed, no matter 

what the source, but major changes were much less likely to be followed, even when 

suggested by members of the committee. 

This tendency to prefer the original to any suggested changes was evident in 

standard five as well. Some ideas from the working paper were moved from the standard 

to the commentary (involvement of librarians in academic planning councils and hours), 

and a provision for interlibrary loan was added to the first draft of the standards, but no 

changes were made after the first draft except for editorial corrections in the reference to 
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the appendix and the title of the interlibrary loan code. Even editorial changes suggested 

by a member of the committee were not implemented. 

The committee seemed slightly more flexible concerning the commentary. 

Schad's recommendation to remove "support and" from "the primary purpose of college 

library service is to support and-promote the academic program"424 was agreed to by 

Givens and followed. This again showed the concern for the status of the library and 

librarians. Schad and Givens in particular were anxious to present a document that 

portrayed the library and the librarians as equal partners in the educational enterprise and 

not secondary or supporting members of the educational community. A similar concern 

was shown for the paragraph on instruction, with two revisions seeking to find the best 

way to portray the library's educational role. Schad offered suggestions for the first draft, 

desiring to change "interpretation oflibrary materials"425 to "instruction." Givens argued 

for keeping interpretation, saying that while they might be trying to instruct, what they 

were doing was interpretation. The first revision retained one use of interpretation and 

eliminated the second use of the word and made other minor changes. 426 The next draft 

showed even more revision with an expansion of the scope of instruction.427 Another case 

of disagreement between Schad and Givens was in Schad's objection to the use of the 

word "public" in describing college library users. 428 Givens preferred to keep the word 

public or patrons because she found them better options than users. Schad felt that 
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"public" implied the general public and not students and faculty. Kaser re-wrote the 

entire sentence and chose yet another option for referring to the students, faculty, and 

others who use the library. He chose readers.429 While these changes were made based on 

suggestions from the committee, Perkins made two more editorial suggestions that were 

not followed and the AAC task force suggested the inclusion of the spirit of copyright 

law, which was not followed. 

Concern for providing the most useful quantitative standards possible led to 

considerable revision from working paper to the drafts of standard six. The first draft of 

the standards added that "the shape of the library building and the internal distribution of 

its facilities and services shall be determined by function.',430 Some of the other 

statements were reworded to fit better into the number format of the standards and one 

standard was completely removed after the December 1974 publication of the draft. The 

standard that was removed stated that "The esthetic and physical characteristics of the 

library building shall harmonize with its function and shall be pleasing to the senses."431 

Several editorial changes in wording and placement were also made. One was among the 

three that Perkins suggested. The building size formula as mentioned in the working 

paper was expanded from the simple space for "seating 30 percent of FTE enrollment" in 

the first draft to 20 to 30 percent in the second draft to finally include three different 

seating guidelines ( one each for campuses with less than fifty percent on campus 

students, typical residential colleges, and strong liberal arts, honors-oriented colleges) 
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ranging from seats for one in five to seats for one in three students.432 The formula in the 

standard also added a section on space for books and one for space for administration. 

The formula was also modified after the initial standard draft. The original called for 

110% of the formula size as the requirement for a grade of A, justifying this with the 

explanation "The requirement of 10 percent above "perfection" for an A is to allow 

requisite lead time for additional plant development as the building approaches 

capacity."433 Schad objected, and the grading was changed and the explanation removed 

in the October draft. Givens requested an explanation of the term "net assignable area." 

The October draft added a citation to the Library Statistics Operations Handbook,434 

which was changed in the May draft to "The Measurement and Comparison of Physical 

Facilities for Libraries."435 Givens also commented that this formula did not offer a grade 

of F. This was unchanged in this formula, but the collections fonnula changed so that all 

of the formulas omitted the F grade in the October draft. 

The commentary received almost no modification after the initial draft. Only two 

phrases were added and one removed. The first was a simple clarification. "in the 

designing of the library building" was added to the end of the sentence "The needs of 

handicapped patrons should receive special attention.',436 This made it clear that the area 

under discussion was still the building. The second change was a result of Givens' s 

comments on the first draft. She felt that the emphasis should be on service and that the 
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condemnation of decentralized facilities should be made less dogmatic. The statement 

was changed to reflect this, changing from "In general, experience has shown that except 

where long distances are involved, decentralized library facilities are seldom in the best 

pedagogical or economic interests of a college and should therefore be avoided"437 to "In 

general, experience has shown that except where long distances are involved, 

decentralized library facilities are at the present time unlikely to be in the best 

pedagogical or economic interests ofa college."438 Both the addition of"at the present 

time" and the omission of the final recommendation, "and should therefore be avoided" 

considerably changed the tone of the standard on this issue. 

Standard seven, on administration, was less controversial and contained no 

quantitative standards. Therefore, it stood almost unchanged from the working paper to 

the final draft. Some changes were made when the description of what the standard 

would include was moved to numbered standards and two minor changes suggested by 

committee members resulted in one or two word changes, but the basic language was 

unchanged. Schad suggested the removal of the word "other" from the statement on 

reporting and the addition of a description of who a chief academic officer might be. 
439 

The w_ord "other" was dropped, but no description was added.440 Perkins suggested 

several editorial changes, but only one resulted in a change in the draft. He suggested that 

"authority for"441 be changed to "authorization for" in the statement on the need to define 
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the basis of the library's activities in standard 7 .1. The wording was changed to 

"foundation for" in the October draft. 442 Other suggestions by Perkins and the AAC task 

force's recommendations were not followed. The AAC task force's suggestions were 

highly unlikely to be heeded, since they tended to lower the status of librarians. They 

suggested that there was not a need to provide written recognition of the authority of the 

librarian, preferred "the chief administrator of the library" to "college librarian" and felt 

that the library committee should be concerned with policy and planning issues. It was 

not surprising that the committee chose to keep its strong statement for the independence 

and authority of the library in the academic community. 

The only substantive changes in the commentary on standard seven dealt with 

interlibrary cooperation. The initial tone was very negative, and many of the negative 

statements were removed after the initial draft. "Although apparent benefits from ... 

often proved under hard scrutiny to have been chimerical, some such efforts have"443 and 

"Unfortunately it is sometimes easy, in the name of cooperation, simply to pass a cost on 

from one library to another"444 w~re removed from the October draft. Another example, 

"on occasion'' as a preface to "tended in local libra1ies to enhance the quality of service 

or reduce operating costs"445 was only removed in the final draft. This reluctance to 

incorporate cooperation into the draft was manifested in other ways as well. There had 

been suggestions at the July 1974 open meetings at ALA annual conference to include a 

section on interlibrary cooperation. While the committee did discuss the suggestion, it 
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decided that cooperation was a means and therefore not an appropriate part of the 

standards. In May 1975 the committee asked for suggestions concerning interlibrary 

cooperation from Patricia Sacks, a member of the ACRL Standards and Accreditation 

Committee, but chose not to include any of her suggestions in the document. Minor 

changes included one of the two suggested by Perkins. He suggested the deletion of "or 

committee structure" from the statement on the advisory committee, leaving the 

statement as "an advisory committee representing its user community."446 His other 

suggestion, replacing "labor-sharing" with "staff-sharing" was not followed. 

Standard eight, the budget, differed from the others in that several important 

changes were made in response to comments made by college leaders. Changes from the 

working paper to the draft again largely reflected the change from description of what 

would be covered to numbered points with the additional change of the removal of the 

percent of educational and general budget to the commentary. However, Robert 

Kirkwood asked why libraries should keep internal accounts if this was done centrally, 

and the May 1975 draft addressed his question by specifying that the library "shall 

maintain such internal accounts as are necessary for approving its invoices for payment, 

monitoring its encumbrances, and evaluating the flow of its expenditures.',447 This more 

thorough explanation narrowed the coverage of the standard to the minimum files 

needed. The AAC task force also pointed to this same problem and also suggested that a 

person, the librarian, could have authority, but that an institution, the library, could not. 
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Unlike most of the other suggestions made by Kirkwood and the AAC task force, these 

did not affect the status of libraries and librarians and were minor. They were adopted. 

While Schad and Givens waxed philosophical about budget fonnulas and the 

relationship of the library to the college and the relationship of each budget to the other, 

changes in the budget commentary were small and specific or related to other matters. 

The description of the budget was enlarged to exclude capital costs and physical 

maintenance and the percentage of the college's budget that should be devoted to the · 

library was changed from 5-6 to six percent of educational and general funds. The 

October draft added that the percentage would be higher when trying to overcome 

deficiencies and the May draft added new programs would require more money. The 

argument for this change was an interesting one. Since they did not have data to show 

that 5-6 percent was appropriate, they might as well choose the higher number. This 

argument, and the fact that it led to the change, reflected the continuing importance of 

improving the condition of libraries seen in this work. The status issues were more 

numerous, but since the other fonnulas included in the standards were based on norms 

the committee had established and tested using samples of the statistics of libraries 

covered by the standards this decision to choose six percent of the educational and 

general budget as the recommended library budget in the face of the norm of between 

five and six percent reflected a desire to argue for more money. 

Other changes in the final commentary were aimed more at style than content. 

These included the removal of "In the last analysis, cheap library service cannot be good 
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library service"448 at the end of the list of variables for determining budgets. This 

sentence was replaced with the more temperate and standards directed "The extent to 

which the library already meets the Standards defined in these pages."449 Another similar 

editing change was the removal of the last sentence, which stated "Increased recognition 

of the need for research and development activities in library financial management is in 

order."450 This reflected an important goal of the standards revision process, that of 

providing a stylistically cohesive and pleasing document. 

Reflections on the Process 

The basic form of the new standards was set very early in the process, and most 

changes from the first to final draft of the revision were more esthetic than substantive. 

The committee's vision of the new standards was clear from the early meetings. They 

sought a cohesive document which included both quantitative formulas and qualitative 

standards for assessing library strength. They defined very early what areas would be 

included in the standards and the working paper. discussed at the ALA annual meeting in 

197 4 already outlined that plan in detail. The work of the committee in the final year was 

largely to publicize and gather support for the document. Changes in the document were 

minor, with no major changes to the substance of the document. A few changes were 

made to create more support for the document, but more was done to assure that stylistic 

consistency was maintained. The draft revision process focused on creating a stylistically 

448 Ibid., 19. 
449 

"Standards for College Libraries 1975 Revision, October 23, 1974 draft," 21. 
450 

"Standards for College Libraries 1975 Revision, September 2 [26], 1974 draft," 20. 
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strong document that supported the decisions made earlier in the process concerning the 

substance of the standards. 

The Resulting Standards for College Libraries 

The standards developed by the committee represented a substantial departure 

from the 1959 standards in its organization. This new organization of the document 

focused attention on two areas. First, the placement of the collections, organization of 

materials, staff, delivery of service, and facilities ahead of administration and budget 

pointed to the importance of this first group. The first section, objectives of the library, 

was supported by collections, organization, staff, service, and facilities. These areas were 

further supported by administration and budget. The second emphasis seen in the 

structure of the new document was on measurable quantitative and qualitative standards. 

The standards were divided into three parts. Each standard contained a series of standards 

stated in the imperative (the library shall ... ) and a commentary which supported and 

explained these imperatives. Three of the standards also included quantitative fonnulas 

for creating individualized standards against which to measure the library. This division 

of the document made it easy for librarians to extract specific, concisely stated standards 

to include in budget requests and accreditation studies, making the standards much more 

usable for persuasion and evaluation. 

Each of the eight numbered standards described activities in which the library 

should engage and the manner in which they should be accomplished. The standards 

prescribed that the library staff should develop and revise objectives in consultation with 

library constituencies. The collection should comprise all of the college's collections of 
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books and other media and provide a high percentage of the materials needed by its 

patrons. The number of volumes required to do this was determined by a formula based 

on the size of the student body, faculty, and degree programs of the college. The 

collection should be organized according to national norms and be accessible through a 

union catalog and by open shelves in which materials were arranged by subject. The staff 

should include a balance of librarians with ALA-accrediting graduate degrees and faculty 

status, support staff, and student·assistants and be governed by sound personnel practices. 

The number of staff members required to meet the needs of the college was likewise 

determined.by a formula based on the size of the student body and collection and the rate 

of acquisition of new materials to the collection. The library's services should promote 

the academic program and optimal library use and should include instruction, reference, 

circulation, interlibrary lending and borrowing, adequate hours, and services for off

campus students. The library facility should be of adequate size and form to support the 

program of the library and should generally be housed in a single structure. The size of 

the structure was to be determined by a formula based on the size of the resident and 

nonresident student body and the collection. The standard on administration called for 

administration to focus on full and effective use of the library resources through proper 

statutory authority, written policies, an advisory committee, and cooperative programs. It 

also called for adherence to the ALA "Library Bill of Rights." The final standard covered 

the budget and called for a library budget of 6% of the college's educational and general 

budget that was administered by the college librarian. 

180 



Comparison to the Draft "Guidelines for College Libraries" and the 
1959 Standards for College Libraries 

The 1975 Standards for College Libraries replaced the 1959 edition but they 

represented an interesting mix of the old standards and the "Guidelines for College 

Libraries." They incorporated many of the changes suggested by Stanley McElderry in 

1967. They used the same outline, although some of the later sections were in a different 

order. They addressed his call for explanation and grading of the standards. They differed 

from the guidelines in providing a quantitative collection formula and more specific 

formulas for staffing and buildings, but many of the thoughts expressed in the 197 5 

standards could be found in the 1970 guidelines draft. 

Like the 1970 draft guidelines, the 1975 standards began with objectives, 

collections, and organization of materials. Staff was moved to a more prominent position 

as fourth. The fifth section continued with the pattern of the 1970 draft with delivery of 

service. After that point the same concepts were included, but the order was different. 

The 1975 standards followed service with facilities, administration, and budget and the 

1970 draft guidelines followed service with organization and administration, finance, 

personnel, and library facilities. 
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Table 3. Comparison of the 1959 Standards for College Libraries to the 1975 Standard'J 
for College Libraries 

1959 Standards for College Libraries 
I. Functions of the College Library 
* represent broad culture 
* instill lifelong reading 
* support the curriculum 

V. Library Collections 
* use standard bibliographies to evaluate 

collections 
* quantitative minimum of 50,000 

volumes, plus increments for larger 
schools 

part of Library Collections: 
* need to be organized by cataloging 

codes 

IV. Staff: 
* 3 librarian minimum 
* librarians should not do clerical work 
* professional librarians should have 

graduate library degrees 
* faculty status 

VII. The Quality of Service and Its 
Evaluation · 

* mostly evaluation 
* service included 
circulation 
interlibrary loan 
work with faculty 

1975 Standards for College Libraries 
1. Objectives of the Library: 
* explicit objectives developed by the 

library staff in consultation with 
administration and faculty and reviewed 
periodically 

2. The Collections: 
* all college owned information materials 

belong to the library 
* provide material quickly 
* formula for print/microform collection 

size with a quantitative minimum of 
85,000 volumes, plus increments for 
faculty, students, and program size 

* grade of A required 100% of the 
holdings recommended by the formula 

3. Organization of Materials: 
* organized by national conventions 
* catalog accessible by multiple users 
* access to subordinate files 
* materials arranged by subject on shelves 

with patron access 
4. Staff: 
* adequate professional and support staff 
* professional librarians have ALA 

accredited library degrees 
* formula for professional staff required a 

minimum of3 
* grade of A required 100% of the 

librarians recommended by the formula 
* faculty status 
* balance of professional and support staff 
* policies and procedures 
5. Delivery of Service: 
* instruction 
* circulation 
* photocopying 
* interlibrary loan 
* reasonable hours 
* extensive student services 

. 182 



Table 3 - Continued 
1959 Standards for College Libraries 

VI. Building: 
* accommodate 1 /3 of student body 
* accommodate anticipated 20 year 

growth 
* space for collection doubling 

II. Structure and Government: 
* librarian reports to the president 
* library committees 
* lines of authority 
* statistics 

III. Budget: 
* need to support the library program 
* 5% of Educational and General Budget 

should go to the library 
* twice as much for salaries as for books 
* compare budget to peer institutions 

1975 Standards for College Libraries 
6. Facilities 
* formula for size 
* seating space for 1/3 to 1/5 of students 
* space for books 
* ¼ of the total of the space for students 

and books for administration 
* grade of A required 100% of the space 

recommended by the formula 
* form follows function 
* single structure 
7. Administration: 
* legal foundation for authority 
* , college librarian a member of the library 

faculty 
* college librarian reports to the president 

or chief academic officer 
* library committees 
* evaluation of performance 
* statistics 
* interlibrary cooperation 
* Library Bill of Rights 
8. Budget: 
* college librarian prepares, defends, and 

administers the budget 
* library receives 6% of college educational 

and general budget (in commentary) 
* college librarian apportions funds 
* library tracks expenditures to evaluate 

Similarities between the 1970 guidelines and the 1975 standards were significant. 

Standard one, objectives, was almost word for word from the guidelines. The changes 

from the guidelines were illustrative however. For example, the guidelines stated, 

"Formulation of such a statement will normally be the joint responsibility of the college 
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administration, the instructional faculty, and the professional library staff,"451 while the 

standards modified this to "The development of library objectives shall be the 

responsibility of the library staff, in consultation with students, members of the teaching 

faculty, and administrative officers."452 The basic plan was clear in the 1970 guidelines 

but the 1975 statement was more decisive and moved chief responsibility to the library 

staff. The commentary in the 1975 standards was more focused on the numbered 

standards, but again borrowed ideas from several paragraphs. There was less relationship 

to the· 1959 standards in this section. The 1959 standards set out uniform objectives for 

college libraries, while the 1970 and 1975 documents established the importance of 

individualized objectives. This change reflected the change in the academic community 

toward individual institutions and away from uniform standards. Standard four on staff 

also reflected much of the earlier.standards and drafts. In 1959, 1970, and 1975 the 

standards called for a minimum three librarians. While the wording for this standard was 

significantly different in the three documents, several statements about recruitment, 

classification, orientation, and supervision of staff in the 1975 standards were taken 

directly from the 1970 guidelines draft. All three documents likewise called for faculty 

status for librarians, with each successive draft strengthening the language on such status. 

The 197 5 standards added more detail with a formula for staff beyond the minimum three 

librarians based on the size of the student body, collection size, and collection growth 

rate. The building received similar treatment in all three documents. Seating for one-third 

451 American Library Association. "Guidelines for College Libraries." Draft, November 
1970, [1]-2. 
452 

"Standards for College Libraries," (October 1975), 278. 
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of the student body and planned growth for twenty years for new buildings were 

recommended in the 1959 standards. In the 1970 guidelines the link between this number 

of seats and the growth was made more clear, stating that the building should seat one 

third of the expected student body in twenty years. The 197 5 standards expanded on the 

concept, providing three options for seating capacity and also making quantitative 

formulas for books and administrative space part of the standards. The 197 5 standard on 

the budget merged the previous two documents. It included the 1959 standard for a 

percent of the college's educational and general budget to be allotted to the library, 

although it increased that number from five to six percent. It also included much of the 

text of the 1970 guidelines on responsibility for the budget, budget formulas, and the 

considerations in forming a budget. 

Differences between the 1959 standards, the 1970 guidelines and the 1975 

standards were also important. The standard on collections in the 1975 standards was 

based on the Clapp-Jordan model and on state standards in Washington and New York 

rather than on the previous standards. The 1970 guidelines focused on collection 

development and the breadth of the collection. The 1959 standards had likewise focused 

on collection development and standard bibliographies. While the 1975 standards 

mentioned the same topics, the addition of the formula for collection size based on 

student body, faculty size, and the breadth of the academic program changed the focus of 

the standard. Service was another area to show a great change from 1959 to 1975. The 

1959 standards included service and evaluation in a single section which focused on how 

to evaluate service. The 1970 guidelines took a different approach. They focused on the 
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service and how librarian-faculty interaction was important to that service. The 1975 

standards, while again borrowing some language from the 1970 guidelines broadened the 

scope of services described and listed more types of service to be offered. 

Table 4. Comparison of the 1970 Draft "Guidelines for College Libraries" to the 1975 
Standards for College Libraries 

1970 Draft "Guidelines for College 1975 Standards for College Libraries 
Libraries 

(1) Role of the College Library: 
* support the curriculum 

(2) Building Collections: 
* various methods for building and 

evaluating collections 

(3) Organizing Collections for Use: 
* should be indexed and arranged 
* LC card program may be helpful 

(7) Personnel: 
* recruitment 
* pay plans 
* training 
* supervision 
* professionals required for 

administration, technical services, 
and public services 

* support staff needed 
* faculty status 

1. Objectives of the Library: 
* explicit objectives developed by the library 

staff in consultation with administration and 
faculty and reviewed periodically 

2. The Collections: 
* all college owned information materials 

belong to the library 
* provide material quickly 
* formula for print/microform collection size 

with a quantitative minimum of 85,000 
volumes, plus increments for faculty, 
students, and program size 

* grade of A required 100% of the holdings 
recommended by the formula 

3. Organization of Matedals: 
* organized by national conventions 
* catalog accessible by multiple users 
* access to subordinate files 
* materials arranged by subject on shelves with 

patron access 
4. Staff: 
* adequate professional and support staff 
* professional librarians have ALA accredited 

library degrees 
* formula for professional staff required a 

minimum of3 
* grade of A required 100% of the librarians 

recommended by the formula 
* faculty status 
* balance of professional and support staff 
* policies and procedures 
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Table 4 - Continued 
1970 Draft "Guidelines for College 

Libraries 
( 4) Public Services: 
* reference 
* library-faculty cooperation 
* longer loan periods becoming common 

(8) Library Facilities: 
* need for planning 
* various size standards mentioned as 

options (1 carrel per student, seating for 
l /3 to ½ of student body in 20 years) 

* space for collection doubling 

( 5) Organization and Administration: 
* clear lines of authority 
* defined responsibilities 
* library committees 
* policies and procedures 
* evaluation and reports 

( 6) Finance: 
* librarian generally submits and defends 

budget 
* current trends in budgeting 
* good library is expensive 

1975 Standards for College Libraries 

5. Delivery of Service: 
* instruction 
* circulation 
* photocopying 
* interlibrary loan 
* reasonable hours 
* extensive student services 
6. Facilities 
* formula for size 
* seating space for 1/3 to 1/5 of students 
* space for books 
* ¼ of the total of the space for students 

and books for administration 
* grade of A required 100% of the space 

recommended by the formula 
* form follows function 
* single · structure 
7. Administration: 
* legal foundation for authority 
* college librarian a member .of the library 

faculty 
* college librarian reports to the president 

or chief academic officer 
* library committees 
* evaluation of performance 
* statistics 
* interlibrary cooperation 
* Library Bill of Rights 
8. Budget: 
* college librarian prepares, defends, and 

administers the budget 
* library receives 6% of college educational 

and general budget (in commentary) 
* college librarian apportions funds 
* library tracks expenditures to evaluate 
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The section on organization of materials reflected a growth in the sophistication 

and standardization of technical services practice. In the 1959 standards, organization of 

materials was included as a final paragraph in the section on collections. In 1970, the 

section was expanded to discuss various methods of organization. By 1975 the standards 

on organization were complex and specific, adding to the 1959 call for the use of 

nationally approved conventions and a union catalog of all holdings, to include its 

usability by multiple patrons at a single time, subordinate files, integrated collections and 

open shelves. The section on administration saw a similar growth from the 1959 

standards to the 1975 standards. The 1959 standards focused on the person to whom the 

librarian should report and library committees, with some discussion of internal 

administration. The 1970 guidelines continued with these ideas, adding back the 

possibility of the librarian reporting to the chief academic officer that had been removed 

from an early draft of the 1959 standards and adding more detail on library policy and 

practices. The 1975 standards used much of the language of the 1970 guidelines and 

added language on statistics and cooperative programs as well as more commentary on 

the need for clear lines of authority. 

The Approval and Impact of the Standards 

The revision of the 1959 Standards for College Libraries was a difficult process, 

and the result was not pleasing to everyone. Even before the official adoption of the 

standards on June 30, 1975, the Standards and Accreditation Committee began to discuss 

the problems with the standards and the need for continuous revision. The division within 

the library community between those who preferred qualitative guidelines and those who 
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insisted on quantitative standards was evident and the success of the 1975 Standards for 

College Libraries did not remove the division. The standards were carefully crafted to 

emphasize the areas of agreement, and especially to define the library and the librarian as 

equal partners with teaching faculty in the educational process, but they did not please 

everyone. However, the standards were accepted as a compromise solution and the basis 

for future debate. 

Use and review of the standards continued along side criticism of the standards. 

The Standards and Accreditation Committee prepared a checklist based on the standards 

for evaluating libraries based on the standards. 453 Carpenter and Mcsweeney followed the 

tradition developed after the publication of the 1959 standards and published studies 

comparing libraries to the standards.454 Hardesty and Bentley found the college library 

directors were using the standards to improve the collection, improve services, justify 

improvements in the physical plant, and to expand staffing. These library directors were 

very satisfied with the standards, but still expressed concern that the standards lacked 

credibility with administrators and the lack of effectiveness measures in the standards.455 

Criticism of the lack of scholarly rigor in the standards continued. 'White criticized the 

453 "An Evaluative Checklist for Reviewing a College Library Program," College & 
Research Libraries News 40 (November 1979): 305-16. 
454 Carpenter, "College Libraries: A Comparative Analysis," 7-18; Linda Mcsweeney, 
"New Jersey State College Libraries; A Comparison to ACRL Standards," New Jersey 
Libraries 15 (Fall 1982): 14-17. 
455 Larry Hardesty and Stella Bentley. "The Use and Effectiveness of the 1975 'Standards 
for College Libraries:' A Survey of College Library Directors," in Options for the 80s : 
Proceedings of the Second National Conference of the Association of College and 
Research Libraries, edited by Michael D. Kathman and Virgil F. Massman, Foundations 
in Library and Information Science, ed. Robert D. Stueart, vol. 17 part A. (Greenwich, 
Conn. : JAi Press, 1982), 73-88. 
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collection standard and the Clapp-Jordan formula on which it was based.456 He 

specifically criticized the standard as empirically unverified. In addition, he pointed to the 

assumption that all disciplines had similar information needs. Bloss criticized standards 

in general for not being based on research. 457 This mixture of the practical need for and 

use of the standards and the unease with their scholarly validity led to the early plans to 

revise the standards and the two revisions that made very few substantive changes in the 

standards that will be discussed in chapter six. 

456 G. Travis White, "Quantitative Measures of Library Effectiveness," Journal of 
Academic Librarianship 3 (1977): 128-36. 
457 Meredith Bloss, "Research, and Standards for Library Service," Library Research 2 

(Winter 1980): 285-308. 
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CHAPTER6 

THE REVISION OF THE 1975 STANDARDS FOR COLLEGE LIBRARIES 

Approval of the 1975 Standards/or College Libraries did not diminish interest in 

improving the standards. Discussion of review of the standards and the approval of them 

were simultaneous, and the next eleven years included the development of a checklist for 

using the standards for evaluation, the creation of three committees to revise the 

standards, several studies concerning the standards, several conferences on standards and 

accreditation, and finally a revision of the standards. After 1986, interest in the standards 

seemed to wane, but~ final minor revision was prepared and approved in 1995. The 

revisions of the standards in 1986 and 1995, unlike the 1975 standards, retained the 

structure and most of the content of the standards that preceded them. 

The Motivation for the Revision 

The ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee began discussion of revising 

the 1975 standards at the same time it approved them. On the day between the ACRL 

Standards and Accreditation Committee approval of the standards on July 1 and the 

Executive Board approval on July 3 the Standards and Accreditation Committee 

discussed the establishment of a standing committee to revise the standards on an 

ongoing basis.458 The 1975 standards referred several times to the limitation of the 

458 ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, "Minutes," July 2, 1975, ACRL 
Standards and Accreditation Committee 1974/75, Association of College and Research 
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standards to areas where consensus could be established and there was considerable 

concern about developing standards for other areas. The standards themselves referred to 

the desire for standards for nonprint materials and for standards for evaluation of library 

effectiveness. Pat Sacks, who would soon become chair of the Standards and 

Accreditation Committee, had been particularly concerned about the treatment of 

cooperation in the standards. These concerns about the gap between ideal standards and 

what had been accomplished, and about the need for keeping the standards up-to-date led 

to immediate discussion of revision. 

The Evaluative Checklist 

Although the emphasis in the July 1975 meetings seemed to be on the need to 

revise and expand the standards, the first work that the committee completed was related 

to the implementation of the standards. The Standards and Accreditation Committee, 

under the leadership of Patricia Sacks, wrote and tested a checklist for evaluating libraries 

based on the 197 5 Standards for College Libraries. The checklist provided descriptions 

of various levels of achievement of the standards and a chart for visualizing the library's 

level of compliance with the standards.459 By adding numerical values to all of the 

standards, this checklist further strengthened the quantitative nature of the standards. 

Libraries (ACRL ), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, 1961-1996, [ archive file 
22/2/51 box 5], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
459 

"An Evaluative Checklist for Reviewing a College Library Program." 
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The Monke Committee 

While the creation of the checklist was progressing, the Standards and 

Accreditation Committee made several efforts to develop a relationship with the College 

Library Section for the revision of the standards. On July 14, 1976, Jasper Schad sent a 

proposal to Richard A. Olsen, chair of the College Libraries Section (CLS), for the 

creation of a College Library Standards Review Committee to consist of one member 

each for Standards & Accreditation and CLS and three members appointed by the ACRL 

president.460 Shortly thereafter, Schad recommended that a more flexible task force be 

used to revise the standards.461 The minutes of the following meetings of the Standards 

and Accreditation Committee indicated a continuing discussion of the issue, but a lack of 

response from the College Library Section. 

By the summer of 1977, a plan for a committee was agreed upon. The committee 

approved by the ACRL board called for two members appointed by the Standards and 

Accreditation Committee andtwo members appointed by the College Library Section. 

The Standards and Accreditation Committee chose Jasper Schad, the former chair of the 

Standards and Accreditation Committee and a member of the ad hoc committee that 

wrote the 1975 standards, and Patricia Sacks, who was the current chair of the 

460 Jasper G. Schad, Committee on Standards and Accreditation Chair, to Richard A. 
Olsen, Chairman, College Libraries Section, July 14, 1976. Personal Members Papers, 
Jasper F. Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-63, 1968, 1970-82, ALA Midwinter Meeting, 
Washington, DC, 1977, Minutes & Reports 1976-77 [archive file 97/1/42 box 1], 
American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
461 

Jasper G. Schad to Patricia Sacks, July 29, 1976, Personal Members Papers, Jasper F. 
Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-63, 1968, 1970-82, ALA Midwinter Meeting, Washington, DC, 
1977, Minutes & Reports 1976-77 [archive file 97/1/42 box 1], American Library 
Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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committee.462 College Library Section appointees included Arthur Manke, another 

member of the 1975 standards committee, and Herbert F. (Ted) Johnson, director of the 

Oberlin College Library.463 

The committee held its first meeting at ALA's midwinter conference January 28, 

1978, with somewhat mixed results. Arthur Manke, the chair of the committee was not 

present due to outside obligations that kept him from attending the conference. However, 

six visitors did attend the meeting. Some reports ofthe meeting suggested that a great 

deal was discussed and accomplished, while others suggested that the committee needed 

encouragement to accomplish anything. 

In some ways, the committee members accomplished a great deal at the first 

meeting. They outlined a plan to revise the standards by summer 1979. They decided to 

focus on revision of the quantitative standards rather than a wholesale revision of the 

entire document. They identified sources of updated statistical information. They planned 

to seek information from the membership. 464 

462 ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, "Minutes," June 20, 1977, Standards 
and Accreditation Committee Meetings and Agendas 1977 /78, Association of College 
and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, Standards and 
Accreditation Committee, [archive file 22/2/51 box 15], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
463 Pat Sacks to Art Manke July 20, 1978, Standards for College Libraries Revision 
Committee 1978/79, Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive 
Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 27], 
American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana lists committee 
members. 
464 ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, "Minutes of the Meeting of Tuesday, 
June 27, 1978," Standards and Accreditation Committee Meetings and Agendas 1977178, 
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee 
Files, Standards and Accreditation Committee, [ archive file 22/2/51 box 15], American 
Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana, [ 1]. 
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However, the committee's apparent progress was contrasted with suggestions of 

inertia. An early draft of the June 27, 1978 Standards and Accreditation Committee 

minutes included a statement suggesting that the committee needed to demand action of 

the 1975 College Standards Review Committee.465 The distinction between the early draft 

of the committee minutes and the final suggest that some problems were already visible 

in the 1975 College Standards Review Committee at its first meeting, but that the 

Standards and Accreditation Committee chose not to make those problems public. The 

early draft of the minutes reflected a discussion of problems with the revision committee, 

which the Standards and Accreditation Committee had struggled for two years to 

establish. Those draft minutes hinted at the frustration of the committee that after two 

years the new committee chair failed to attend the meeting or show leadership in the 

revision. However, the final draft of the minutes eliminated the negative references.466 

The Early Draft Revision Process 

The committee's work continued in 1978, but the conflicted views of its 

accomplishment continued as well. It published a call for information in the May 1978 

College and Research Libraries News. However, unlike the publicity for the 1975 

revision, this announcement was very short (more than half of the announcement was 

taken up with the names and addresses of the four committee members) and buried in the 

465 [ACRL] Standards & Accreditation Committee, "Tuesday June 27, 1978," Standards 
and Accreditation Committee Meetings and Agendas 1977 /78, Association of College 
and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, Standards and 
Accreditation Committee, [archive file 22/2/51 box 15], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
466 ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, "Minutes of the Meeting of Tuesday, 
June 27, 1978." . 
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back pages of the magazine between the longer articles on people in the news and the 

appointments section. The committee met twice at ALA annual conference in 1978, but 

committee chair Arthur Monke again failed to attend the conference due to other 

obligations. Patricia Sacks reported to Manke on July 20, 1978 that they had received no 

responses to the call for comments in College & Research Libraries News.467 In 

December 1978, Ray Carpenter was added to the committee because of his expertise in 

statistics. However, at the January 8, 1979 Standards and Accreditation Committee, the 

ad hoc committee reported that "no action had been taken." These minutes reflected 

interaction with the College Library Section. They included the concerns of the CLS 

section chair, Dale K. Carrions, that the standards needed to be updated and requested 

action by the ad hoc committee by April 1979.468 It was not until February 1979 that 

Manke sent a copy of Patricia Sack's notes on the June 1978 committee actions to the 

remainder of the committee.469 At the same time, Jasper Schad described the committee's 

accomplishments as limited to informal review of the issues to be discussed. 

The committee was more active in 1979, beginning with a special meeting at 

ALA headquarters on March 5. While Monke described the meeting as a disaster, he also 

467 Standards and Accreditation Committee Meetings and Agendas 1978/79, Association 
of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, 
Standards and Accreditation Committee, [archive file 22/5/51 box 15], American Library 
Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
468 Ibid. 
469 Sacks to Monke July 20, 1978; Arthur Monke, Standards for College Libraries 
Revision Committee chair, to Committee Members February 6, 1979, Standards for 
College Libraries Revision Committee 1978/79, Association of College and Research 
Libraries (ACRL ), Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, 
[archive file 22/2/6 box 27], American Library Association Archives, University of 
Illinois, Urbana. 

196 



found that the committee had worked hard to salvage something from that disaster.470 

Part of the disaster was probably logistical. Menke commented on disasters that had 

occurred by 10:30 a.m. Likely sources of the "disaster" included the resignation of 

committee member Johnson and lack of progress on the revision. Monke had requested 

that the committee members bring suggested revisions to the meeting, 471 but the notes on 

the meeting assign that as future work to the various committee members. These 

assignments were the chief outcome of the meeting. Ray Carpenter would work on 

statistical analysis of the HEGIS survey data, Jasper Schad would investigate 

improvements in the collection development section of the standards, and Patricia Sacks 

would develop language about networking for the administration standards. 

In the following months individual members made some progress on the revision. 

Carpenter was the most active. He regularly sent the results of his statistical analysis of 

the 1977 HEGIS data to the other committee members, held discussions with non

members of the committee, and finally published the results of his work in a January 

1981 College and Research Libraries article.472 Schad also completed a new version of 

the collection development section of the standards and worked to gather opinions about 

the facility size formula. Monke carried on some correspondence about appropriate ways 

to count and recommend numbers of microforms and audiovisual materials. 

470 Arthur Monke, Standards for College Libraries Revision Committee chair, to Julie 
Virgo, ACRL, March 8, 1979, Standards for College Libraries Review Committee, 1978-
79, Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, 
Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 box 27], American 
Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
471 

Menke to Committee Members February 6, 1979. 
472 

Carpenter, "College Libraries: A Comparative Analysis." 
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Reflections on the Process 

The committee reflected its thinking in several ways. Apparently fairly early in 

the committee's work Manke, Schad, and Sacks provided comments in a cumulating 

review of the 1975 Standards/or College Libraries.413 This work showed different 

agendas for the review process within the committee. Menke provided very limited 

comments focused on the areas of major concern that had been expressed within the 

profession. Schad on the other hand provided a broad range of comments, from basic 

editorial concerns to philosophical questions about six of the eight standards. Sacks was 

likewise broad in her comments and advocated a revision of the quantitative standards 

especially in light of newer statistics and more research. She also conveyed the concerns 

of others and pointed to several specific areas where the standards needed to be 

coordinated with other ACRL guidelines. As the committee's work came to a close 

Carpenter published the results of the statistical analysis he had conducted as part of the 

committee's work. The areas analyzed reflected to some degree the areas highlighted in 

the cumulative review made earlier by the other members of the committee, but 

broadened the scope even further by adding questions about periodical subscriptions and 

output statistics. These two products of the committee's work reflected their wide ranging 

ambition for the revision of the standards and reflected the continuing Jack of consensus 

on standards in spite of the efforts made by the 1975 revision committee. 

473 1975 College Standards Review Committee, "Master Copy- Cumulating Reviews by 
Art Manke, Jasper Schad, Pat Sacks 'Standards for College Libraries,"' Ad Hoc 

· Committee to Revise the 1975 College Library Standards 1980-81, Personal Members 
Papers, Jasper F. Schad, 1956, 1959, 1961-63, 1968, 1970-82, [archive file 97/1/42 box 
1 ], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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Monke, chair of the 1978-1981 revision committee and a member of the 

committee that had prepared the 1975 Standards for College Libraries seemed to have 

the most limited vision of the revision needed. He made only three comments. Of these, 

two reflected the comments and concerns about the standards that had been received at 

ACRL since the adoption of the 1975 standards. Even while the 1975 standards were 

being written, concern about the omission of audiovisual materials was widely expressed 

and Monke suggested elaborating that paragraph. The list of fields in the appendix had 

been criticized by several individuals, including Ed Holley, who was a leader in the 

revision of the Southern Association's Library Standard and a former president of ALA. 

Manke suggested dropping the list entirely. His third comment, relating to the staffing 

fonnula, was independent of the comments received at ACRL, although even here some 

questions had been asked about the formula, although they did not rise to the level of the 

other two. He felt that the staffing requirement was unrealistically high and he arguedJor 

its downward revision. 

Schad had also served on the committee that prepared the 197 5 Standards for 

College Libraries, but he had a more expansive vision of the revision process. He was 

active in many areas of library standards work and had a broad view of what was needed. 

He had served as chair of the ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee from 1974 

to 1976 and was serving as chair of the ALA Standards Committee while working on this 

committee. He had also served on a committee to review university library standards and 

represented the ACRL on the committee reviewing the standards for state library 

agencies. Like his experience with library standards, his comments were wide-ranging. 
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He raised questions about several areas where new information was available that should 

be included in the standards. He referred to Lancaster's work on evaluation of library 

services474 in relation to the collection standard. He pointed to the work of Glyn Evans at 

the State University of New York regarding the 5% growth rate recommended in the 

collection standard. He argued that the statement on cooperation in cataloging was 

archaic, with its simple reference to Library of Congress cataloging and suggested the 

inclusion of bibliographic utilities. He pointed to areas in which he disagreed with the 

standards and suggested changes in the call for faculty review of acquisitions, in the 

statement on advisory committees, and in the list of budget factors. He suggested 

revisions in several areas, including the paragraph on quality and quantity in collections, 

and the tone of the service standard. He highlighted minor flaws including a 

typographical error in the printed edition of the standards and a suggestion for minor 

rewording in another location. He said that the commentary on faculty status simply 

repeated the standard and was therefore redundant. He suggested the addition of a 

statement on the confidentiality of circulation records. Like the others, he recommended 

more information on audiovisual materials. He offered many more specific suggestions 

than the others and seemed to advocate a thorough review and revision of the standards. 

Sacks provided the largest number of comments, but they focused on making the 

standards more responsive to other influences. Like Schad, she had considerable 

experience in library standards, having served as chair of the ACRL Standards and 

Accreditation Committee and having been the chief architect of the evaluative checklist 

474 
F. Wilfrid Lancaster, The Measurement and Evaluation of Library Services 

(Washington: Information Resources Press, 1977). 
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based on the 197 5 standards. She made several recommendations to provide for a better 

research base for the standards. 

Her focus on the statistical and research basis of the standards covered the entirety 

of the document. She proposed a broad review of the statistical basis of the standards and 

the terminology used. She commented on the need for a more and up-to-date collection 

standard and formula. She pointed to the 15-minute delivery time as a problem, 

especially since it lacked documentation. She suggested review of the reference to library 

hours ranging upward to 100 hours per week for documentation. She recommended ihe 

review of the facilities formula to update it. She suggested the review of the budget 

standard based on REGIS data. She recommended the review of the validity of staffing 

fonnula. She also suggested review of the literature concerning the use of the Standards 

for College Libraries and referred to a survey of resources of South Carolina Libraries 

and the field-testing of the Evaluative Checklist. 

She recommended several changes based on the work and opinions of other 

groups. She suggested discussion with the leaders of the other standards writing 

committees. She commented that libraries in her area (Pennsylvania and Maryland) had 

found that a grade of A tended to reduce the administration's commitment to library 

funding. She transmitted a suggestion from the Association of American Library Schools 

for more emphasis on continuing education. She recommended the review of copyright 

law statements in view of changes in that law, of service requirements in view of the 

Reference and Adult Services Division's "Guidelines for Reference Services," and of 
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statements on branch libraries based on the ACRL "Guidelines for Branch Libraries." 

She also pointed to complaints, including Ed Holley's about the list of fields. 

Sack's comments included a variety of specific recommendations. She suggested 

the review of the definition of a college library based on the Carnegie classifications. She 

was concerned about the paragraph on collection quality and suggested new citations for 

the evaluation of quality. She suggested more references to bibliographical conventions, 

including AACR and 239. She also pointed to the need to add references to bibliographic 

utilities like OCLC and BALLOTS. She recommended the inclusion of microformats in 

the description of catalog options. She also offered the occasional specific comment, 

including a preference for "negotiating" rather than "defending" budgets. 

Carpenter's article "College Libraries: A Comparative Analysis in Terms of the 

ACRL Standards," 475although not an ~fficial document of the committee, reflected much 

of the committee's work from 1979 to 1980. The committee funded the statistical 

analysis on which the article was based and provided comments and direction during that 

analysis. Both Schad and Sacks had pointed to the need for a better statistical basis for 

the collection standards and this was a major focus of the statistics gathered by Carpenter 

and analyzed in the article. Schad had mentioned a need for statistical information on 

hours, and Carpenter also addressed that. Sacks had questioned the budget standard and 

asked for more data, which the Carpenter article supplied. Monke had mentioned a need 

to revise the staffing formula, and the article addressed staffing. These areas of agreement 

475 Carpenter, "College Libraries: A Comparative Analysis." 
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between the needs expressed by the revision committee and the areas included in 

Carpenter's study support its inclusion in the discussion of the committee's work. 

However, Carpenter's research and the article did more than reflect the previous 

commentary on the standards. It pointed to important changes in the way the standards 

were viewed which influenced the revision made in 1986. The article included periodical 

subscriptions, which, although mentioned in the 1975 standards, had not been commented 

on in the earlier review. Sacks and Schad had mentioned updates to the facilities formula, 

and facilities were not addressed in the Carpenter article. It also took a new view of the 

collection and staffing standards that helped to explain the changes that came in those 

fonnulas. 

The Carpenter article marked an important change in focus regarding the grading 

· of the quantitative formulas. It focused on the highest level of the standards without 

mention of the grading that was integral to the 1975 standards. Carpenter found that 43% 

of libraries fell below the top number called for in the collection fonnula and did not 

discuss the grading. Part of this may have been due to the kind of information available 

on the REGIS tapes from which he gathered his data. It was difficult, if not impossible to 

compare libraries using the complicated formula for collection size based on enrollment, 

faculty size, and fields of instruction, so he simply assumed a minimum number based on 

a small college and compared all libraries to that. Many other areas of the article reflected 

this same convenience. Carpenter analyzed the data he could gather, rather than focusing 

more specifically on the 1975 standards. The staffing formula, based on student body 

size, collection size, and collection growth, could be calculated based on the REGIS data 
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and was included in the article. While it acknowledged the fonnula, it focused on the 

inadequacy of staffing in spite of the fact that the study showed that the mean grade on 

the staffing formula was C and that 18% of libraries actually would receive a grade of A, 

with only 9% of libraries scoring below a D. College libraries were seen as inadequate 

when compared to the 1975 standards because the majority of those libraries were not 

above average on the scales provided by the standards. 

The contrast with the 1975 standards was considerable. They had.been devised 

specifically to describe library collections and staffing patterns at the libraries with the 

largest collections, staffs, and expectations and to provide for a grading system that 

placed libraries in relationship to the maximum that had been attained based on the bell 

curve. This meant that the numbers and grades were created in such a way that most 

libraries would achieve a grade of C or lower. The numbers chosen were based on this 

bell curve. The committee had chosen its grading formula so that only 13 % of libraries 

would receive a grade of A and that 26 % of them would fall below 50% of the collection 

standard. The same method was used for the staffing standard. The grade of D was 

assigned to 40% of the standard and 19% of libraries were below that number when the 

standards were established.476 

Carpenter considered other quantitative measures as well. He considered the 

budget standard and found that only 16% of libraries were allocated 6% of the college's 

476 Jasper Schad to Michael York, assistant director, Castleton State College, May 15, 
1979, Standards and Accreditation Committee 1980/81 folder I Association of College 
and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, Standards and 
Accreditation Committee, [archive file 22/5/51 box 18], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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educational and general budget, which called the realism of that standard into question. 

He included output measures including the numbers of loans and of directional and 

reference questions. He investigated the relationships between collection size and staff 

and enrollment. Many of these considerations were included in later revisions of the 

standards. 

The Monke committee did not succeed in completing a draft revision of the 

standards, but its work reflected the direction of future revisions. Its work intensified the 

focus on statistics and research in development of the standards. It focused attention on 

important changes in collections and cataloging. Most dramatically in Carpenter's work, 

the view of a grade of A as the only acceptable result for a library being compared to the 

standard culminated in a downward revision of the criteria for a grade of A in the 

formulas in 1986. The concern for output measures displayed by the Monke committee 

did not result in changes as quickly, but those concerns were important in the 1995 and 

2000 revisions. Each of these concerns raised by the Monke committee resonated in later 

reviews. 

The Hardesty (College Libraries Section) Committee 

While the ACRL ad hoc Committee to Review 1975 College Library Standards 

continued to work on the data Carpenter was gathering and analyzing through 1980, the 

College Library Section (CLS) had created its own committee to review and revise the 

standards. The College Library Section first proposed the Ad .Hoc Committee on 

Standards and Guidelines for the College Library in 1979 to work for two years through · 

June 1981 and to elicit comments on the effectiveness of existing standards, to study 
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whether additional guidelines were needed, and to work with the ACRL Committee on 

Standards.477 The new committee included one member of the 1975 revision committee 

(David Perkins), the librarian who would go on to chair the committee that produced the 

1986 revision (Jacquelyn Morris), and three others (Larry Hardesty, Stella Bentley, and 

Judith Pryor). This new committee met at the ALA midwinter meetings in 1980, and 

Carpenter attended the meeting as a visitor.478 Carpenter and Larry Hardesty, the chair of 

the new committee, carried on a correspondence in February 1980 concerning 

Carpenter's work with the HEGIS data and Hardesty's plan to conduct a survey 

concerning the uses of the 197 5 Standards for College Libraries. 

Hardesty's committee had a charge to work with the Standards and Accreditation 

Committee. However, it was unaware of the work of the Monke committee when it 

began. This breakdown in communication and resulting dual committees with the same 

charge led the Standards and Accreditation to react. Its recommendation in July 1980 was 

that both its Ad Hoc Committee to Revise the 1975 College Standards and the ACRL 

College Library Section's Ad Hoc Committee on Standards and Guidelines for the 

College Library be disbanded in favor of a new College Standards Revision 

Subcommittee. The argument for the new committee included deficiencies in the 1975 

edition of the standards and the breakdown in communication with the College Section. 

477 Hardesty and Bentley, "The Use and Effectiveness of the 1975 'Standards for College 
Libraries,' 74. · 
478 Larry Hardesty to Ray L. Carpenter, February 4, 1980, Standards for College Libraries 
Review Committee, 1979-80, Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), 
Executive Secretary, Correspondence and Subject Files 1930-1991, [archive file 22/2/6 
box 27], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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In spite of this recommendation, the CLS committee chaired by Hardesty 

continued to work and prepared and field-tested a questionnaire on the 1975 Standards 

for College Libraries. In February 1981, both committee chairs reported to the Standards 

and Accreditation Committee and discussed the future of the standards. The discussion 

included a recommendation by Sacks that ACRL fund the collection of research on 

standards of effectiveness. It also focused on the need to work with accreditors. One 

suggestion was that ACRL publish the Hardesty survey. Another was that the revision of 

the standards focus on nonprint materials. Arthur Monke objected to this suggestion and 

felt that the committee should be free to discuss more areas and that the Carpenter study 

should be continued. At the end of the discussion, the committee accepted the proposal 

for the new Ad Hoc Committee to Revise the 1975 College Standards dated July 1, 

1980.479 

The Hardesty Committee's Vision 

Although the Standards and Accreditation Committee had voted in July to 

disband the two committees and create a new committee, the CLS committee continued 

to work. During the fall months it distributed questionnaires concerning the standards to 

300 college libraries and collected responses. The results of this work were presented at 

479 Standards and Accreditation Committee 1983/84 folder!, Association of College and 
Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, Standards and 
Accreditation Committee, [archive file 22/5/51 box 18], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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ACRL's Second National Conference in 1981. The work was later published by JAI 

Press.480 This research found a solid base of support for the standards. 

Like the Carpenter article, this article used the concept of a 100,000 volume 

collection minimum, but in other ways was more sensitive to the intent of the 1975 

standards. The 100,000 volume collection concept was used to compare libraries. Those 

librarians whose collections held more than 100,000 volumes tended to think that the 

collection formula in the standards was appropriate, while those with smaller collections 

were much more likely to consider the standard too high. Likewise, librarians whose 

libraries received less than 6% of the institution's educational and general budget were 

more likely to find the staffing, budget, and growth rate requirements less useful or too 

high. The questionnaire also asked which areas of the standards should be updated and 

which areas the library directors surveyed expected would be updated. 

Many of the areas of concern established in the survey were not new. They were 

the same concerns that had been voiced for many years. These included nonprint and 

microform.needs, library effectiveness measures, enforcement, and adoption by 

accrediting agencies. All of these were concerns when the first standards were adopted in 

1959. Some of the areas had been less directly addressed before. These included support 

staff needs, the relationship between the physical layout of the building and staffing 

needs, space for nonprint materials, and retrieval of information rather than ownership. 

All of these had also been discussed in prior drafting decisions, but less directly. 

480 Hardesty and Bentley, "The Use and Effectiveness of the 1975 'Standards for College 
Libraries,' 73-88. 
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While these comments were not new, the questions chosen for inclusion in the 

questionnaire did point in new directions. The options provided for revision priority 

included the "extent and configuration of nonprint resources and services," but the 

remainder of their list dealt with evaluation. These included "measures of library 

effectiveness," "measures of library productivity," and "methods of prot,rram evaluation." 

The respondents placed the highest priority on measures of library effectiveness, but 

expected action to be on the extent and configuration of nonprint resources and services. 

These library directors recognized the nature of the standards writing process and foresaw 

that consensus was more likely to be found concerning nonprint resources than on 

evaluation and measurement. Their vision was clear, and the Hardesty and Bentley article 

charted the course for the 1986 revision of the standards. Nonprint materials, including 

access in collection size, and the reduction of the quantitative standards were all 

foreshadowed in this article and came to pass in the 1986 revision. 

The Morris (ACRL) Committee 

The ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee had first recommended a new 

committee soon after the formation of the Hardesty committee, but the actual work of 

appointing the new committee was delayed until after the work of that committee (the 

CLS Ad Hoc Committee on Standards and Guidelines for the College Library) was 

completed. The CLS committee distributed its surveys in the fall of 1980. In April 1981, 

Sacks sent a report to the Standards and Accreditation Committee on the results of that 

study. Based in part on the study, she offered four specific recommendations. First, she 

recommended that the revised standards provide more guidance on nonprint collections, 
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cooperation, and computers. Second, she recommended that the ACRL do more to 

stimulate research on standards. Third, she recommended that the committee work on the 

implementation of standards and coordination with accreditors. Finally, she 

recommended that ACRL publish the Hardesty and Bentley report.481 While most of 

these recommendations were supported by the study, they all reflected the same concerns 

Sacks had expressed since the beginning of the revision process. 

The Standards and Accreditation Committee acted on the proposal for a new 

ACRL Ad Hoc Committee on College Library Standards on June 28, 1981. This proposal 

included a specific charge to rewrite the standards in two years using data available in the 

Carpenter article, the Hardesty/Bentley article, and the minutes of the Manke committee 

( 1977-1981 ). The committee was to work only at conferences, with funding for telephone 

communication and printing. It would revise the standards on nonprint collections and 

services, staffing fonnulas, budget, and cooperation based on the previously mentioned 

work and the evaluative checklist and present its work within 24 months.482 

The Standards and Accreditation Committee discussed appointments to the Ad 

Hoc Committee on College Library Standards at its January 1982 meetings and 

eventually sent invitations to Jacquelyn Morris, Anne Commerton, Anne C. Edmonds, 

481 Pat Sacks to Members of the ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, April 2, 
1981. Standards and Accreditation Committee 1980/81 folder 1, Association of College 
and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, Standards and 
Accreditation Committee, [archive file 22/5/51 box 18]. American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
482 Standards and Accreditation Committee 1981-82, Association of College and 
Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, Standards and 
Accreditation Committee, [archive file 22/5/51 box 16], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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Howard Harris, Brian Rogers, Louise S. Sherby, and Barbara Jenkins. Since work was to 

be completed by June 1984 the amount of time for actual work on the revision had been 

reduced to 18 months. The final committee also included David Walch, who was asked to 

join the committee in January of 1983, and did not include Edmonds or Harris, although 

Harris did appear on a list of committee members in June of 1983. 

The committee membership represented a political balance of those bringing 

specific expertise and leaders in academic library organizations. The chair of the 

committee, Jacquelyn Morris, had been a member of the CLS committee that prepared 

the study of library directors resulting in the Hardesty and Bentley article. Williams

Jenkins was a leader in the ALA Black Caucus and the South Carolina Library 

Association.483 Rogers was a leader in Connecticut and New England library 

associations.484 Commerton and Sherby had both written on faculty status issues, and 

Sherby was a doctoral candidate working on the implementation of online public access 

catalogs. 485 Walch held a Ph.D. in educational administration, was a leader in audiovisual 

librarianship, and was a frequent author of articles on audiovisual librarianship. V./ alch 

was also a member of the Standards and Accreditation Committee.486 This membership 

did not reflect as much diversity as the committee that had worked on the 1975 revision, 

483 "Barbara Williams Jenkins, Ms," Who's Who Among African Americans, 15th ed., 
reproduced in Biography Resource Center (Farmington Hills, Mich.: Gale, 2003, 
accessed 5 March 2003); available from http://www.galenet.com/servlet/BioRC. 
484 "Rogers, Brian D.," in Directory of Library and Information Professionals, American 
Library Association (Woodbridge, Conn.: Research Publications, 1988), 1049. 
485 "Sherby, Louise Sharon," in Directory of Library and Information Professionals, 
American Library Association (Woodbridge, Conn.: Research Publications, 1988), 1127. 
486 "David Bean Walch," Marquis Who's Who, 2001, reproduced in Biography Resource 
Center (Farmington Hills, Mich.: Gale, 2003, accessed 5 March 2003); available from 
http://www.galenet.com/servlet/BioRC. 
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but did include some geographic and ethnic diversity. While three of the librarians 

worked in the northeast, two were Californians and one was a southerner and African

American. However, all but one of the members of the committee were library 

administrators. The committee's budget restricted it to meetings during ALA conferences 

and movement was slow on accomplishing its objectives. 

The Morris Committee's Vision of the Standards 

The Morris committee had been given a very limited charge and a tight timeframe 

for its completion. It was to revise the standards based on the work of the Manke and 

Hardesty committees and to focus on nonprint materials, cooperation, and the standards 

for collections, staffing and the budget. Not everyone was pleased with this limited 

charge. Ray Carpenter attended some of these meetings and reported to the Standards and 

Accreditation Committee on them. He felt that the ad hoc committee's charge was 

incomplete and urged a broader view of the standards. However, Patricia Sacks pointed 

out that the Standards and Accreditation Committee had felt that the limited charge was 

achievable and a larger charge would not be.487 Given the amount of time already lost to 

slow appointment of committee members and the desire for concrete accomplishments 

soon, the narrow view of the revision remained. 

487 Standards and Accreditation Committee 1984-85, Association of College and 
Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, Standards and 
Accreditation Committee, [archive file 22/5/51 box 19], American Library Association 
Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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The 1986 Draft Revision Process 

The committee planned to hold its first meeting in January of 1983, but it was at 

the June 1983 meeting that the committee planned its course of action. At that point, it 

still planned to complete its work in the year that remained. It made committee 

assignments and reviewed the literature and the history of the committee. Plans included 

hearings at the midwinter conference in 1984 and at the annual conference the following 

summer. College and Research Libraries News published an announcement of upcoming 

meetings in its December 1983 issue, with an outline of the committee's charge and 

contact information for the chair of the committee. Again, the announcement was buried 

on the bottom half of a page in the "News from the Field" section at the back of the issue. 

The ad hoc committee was not progressing in such a way as to complete its charge by 

June. They were still discussing what they should do when they should have had a draft 

ready for review. 

The ad hoc committee received an extended mandate and reported in January 

1985 that a new draft was in development. Barbara Smith, the chair of the Standards and 

Accreditation Committee, requested a copy of the draft from Jacquelyn Morris, the chair 

of the Ad Hoc Committee on College Library Standards on January 16, 1985.
488 

That 

draft focused on the charge of the committee, with new language on nonprint materials 

and cooperation, changes in the collection formula to accommodate nonprint materials 

488 Barbara J. Smith, Standards and Accreditation Committee chair, to Jacquelyn Morris, 
Martin Library, University of the Pacific, January 16, 1985, Standards and Accreditation 
Committee 1984-85, Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive 
Secretary, Committee Files, Standards and Accreditation Committee, [ archive file 
22/5/51 box 19], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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and document delivery, downward revisions in the criteria for grading in each formula, 

and the upgrading the budget standard from the commentary to the standards. The initial 

draft was completed in March 1985 and distributed to ACRL leaders including president 

Sharon Rodgers, CLS chair William Moffit, Standards and Accreditation Committee 

chair Barbara Smith, and Sandy Whitely and George Eberhart of the ACRL staff. Their 

comments were used to revise the draft that was then published in the May 1985 issue of 

College and Research Libraries News.489 Meetings were planned for the ALA conference 

to discuss the draft, and Morris expected the draft to be ready for approval immediately 

after those meetings. Approval of the draft was included in the agenda for the Standards 

and Accreditation Committee for July 9, 1985. However, the meetings on the standards 

did not go as planned. The large number of suggestions and comments received at the 

hearings caused the ad hoc committee to postpone the approval of the document while 

these suggestions were considered.490 The minutes of the July 8, 1985 Standards and 

Accreditation Committee reflected that the draft was not yet ready, but that the committee 

hoped to have it approved before the planned program at the 1986 annual conference on 

the standards, which would make that program timely. 

489 Jacquelyn Morris, Ad Hoc Committee on College Library Standards chair, to Cathleen 
Bourdon, ACRL Deputy Executive Director, May 10, 1985, Standards and Accreditation 
Committee 1984-85, Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive 
Secretary, Committee Files, Standards and Accreditation Committee, [ archive file 
22/5/51 box 19], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
490 Sandy Whiteley, ACRL Associate Executive Director, to Marilyn Nichols, Director of 
Library Services, Brandon University July 19, 1985, Standards and Accreditation 
Committee 1985-86, Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive 
Secretary, Committee Files, Standards and Accreditation Committee, [ archive file 
22/5/51 box 20], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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The Approval and Impact of the Standards 

The ACRL board extended the reporting date of the ACRL Ad Hoc College 

Library Standards Committee until the 1986 Midwinter meeting, and at that point, the 

committee submitted a new draft that reflected several small but substantive changes 

from the 1985 draft along with minor editorial changes. The Standards and Accreditation 

Committee and the ACRL Board of Directors then approved the revised draft on January 

18 and 19, 1986. Morris then sent thank you notes to the committee members, and the 

approved new standards were published in the March 1986 issue of College and 

Research Libraries News, although the Standards for College Libraries were not 

approved by the ALA Standards Committee until June 28, 1986. 

The ACRL sought to publicize the new standards and encourage others to adopt 

them after the publication of the 1986 much in the same way it had done so after 

previous versions of the Standards for College Libraries had been approved, although on 

a smaller scale. ACRL mailed copies of the new standards to all 366 organizational 

members of the College Libraries Section of ACRL and to approximately 85 members of 

the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation.491 The Sociedad de Bibliotecarios de P.R. 

(Puerto Rico Librarians Association) asked for permission to adapt and translate the 1985 

draft into Spanish,492 but was encouraged instead to adopt the 1986 Standards for College 

491 MED [Mary Ellen Davis] to ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee August 
25, 1986, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee 1986, Association of College 
and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, 1961-1996, 
[archive file 22/2/51 box 20], American Library Association Archives, University of 
Illinois. Urbana. 
492 On;ida R. Ortiz to American Library Association March 13, 1986, ACRL Standards 
and Accreditation Committee 1986, Association of College and Research Libraries 
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Libraries.
493 

The Nebraska Council on Teacher Education did adopt the standards for use 

in evaluation visits.
494 

In 1987, the CLS sponsored a program at the ALA conference that 

was a workshop on the standards. 495 

The library literature also continued to reflect interest in the standards. In 1986, 

Phillip White published yet another article applying the standards to a group of 

libraries.
496 

In 1988, Kania proposed new standards based on the regional accrediting 

standards.
497 

The same year saw Marquardt's analysis of the standards, especially budget 

standard, in which he argued for more emphasis on the qualitative standards as arguments 

for why libraries should receive more funding. 498 The history of library standards also 

appeared again with an article by Cohen on the Southern Association of Colleges and 

Schools standards and a reprint of the 1966 Clapp-Jordan article.499 Even more articles 

(ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, 1961-1996, [archive file 22/2/51 box 
20], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
493 Mary Ellen K. Davis, ACRL Program Officer, to Oneida R. Ortiz, Association of 
Caribbean University, Research and Institutional Libraries, April 3, 1986, ACRL 
Standards and Accreditation Committee 1986, Association of College and Research 
Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, 1961-1996, [archive file 
22/2/51 box 20], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
494 Barbara J. Smith, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee chair, to Jack L. 
Middendorf to June 9, 1986, ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee 1986, 
Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee 
Files, 1961-1996, [archive file 22/2/51 box 20], American Library Association Archives, 
University of Illinois, Urbana. 
495 "ACRL Programs in San Francisco," College & Research Libraries News 48 (May 
1987): 267. 
496 

White, "College Library Formulas Applied," 202-6. 
497 Antoinette M. Kania, "Academic Library Standards and Perfonnance Measures," 
College and Research Libraries 49 (January 1988): 16-23. 
498 

Marquardt, "Six Percent and Other Standards, " 7 4-7 5. 
499 Cohen, "A Recent History of the Library Criterion of the Southern Association," 9-12; 
Verner W. Clapp and Robert T. Jordan, "Quantitative Criteria for Adequacy of Academic 
Library Collections, Reprinted from College & Research Libraries September 1965 and 
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were forthcoming as the CLS Standards Committee began to consider the revision of the 

1986 standards in 1992. The following year Williams published an article in Library 

Administration and Management on library standards and accreditation.500 Walch 

published a piece parallel to the Hardesty/Bentley article of 1982 which recounted the 

work of the CLS Standards Committee in surveying library directors about the 1986 

standards.501 Finally, two members of the committee responsible for the 1995 Standards 

for College Libraries published an article evaluating the role of the standards in 

accreditation. 502 

The College Libraries Section Standards Committee 

The struggles of the various committees formed to revise the 1975 standards led 

to an important change in the standards writing process. The 1959 standards had been 

written by a subcommittee of the ACRL Standards Committee, and the 1968 to 1971 

attempt had followed the same process. In 1973, the Standards and Accreditation 

Committee chose to use a more independent committee to do the work of writing the 

1975 standards. The period of 1976 to 1986 began with attempts by the Standards and 

Accreditation Committee to work with the CLS, progressed to simultaneous committees 

with the same charge, and finally succeeded in revising the standards with a joint 

committee. However, the CLS led the final revision of the 1975 Standards for College 

January 1966." College & Research Libraries 50 (Mar. 1989): 154-63. 
500 Delmus E. Williams, "Accreditation and the Academic Library, "Library 
Administration & Management 7 (Winter 1993): 31-37. 
501 Walch, "The 1986 College Library Standards: Application and Utilization," 217-26. 
502Coleman and Jarred, "Regional Association Criteria and the Standards for College 
Libraries," 273-84. 
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Libraries. Although there continued to be important joint memberships, the Jeadership for 

the standards moved from the ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee to the CLS 

Standards Committee. This standing committee had a single focus: to implement and 

revise as needed the Standards for College Libraries. 

The new committee, as a standing committee, was different from the previous 

committees in more ways than its independence from the ACRL Standards and 

Accreditation Committee. Its membership changed over time. It did not focus just on 

revision of the standards, but also on their use and implementation. It did not have a 

specific deadline for completing a revision. These differences, along with less interest in 

standards in other areas of librarianship, created a new kind of revision process. 

The committee began with one member of the committee that wrote the 1986 

revision and four other persons. This group studied the use and response to the 1986 

standards and published those results. David Walch served on the committee that wrote 

the 1986 revision, led the 1987 CLS program on the standards, and authored an article on 

the impact of the 1986 standards. 

As time passed, new members replaced previous members on the committee and 

then continued the work by making the actual revisions to the 1986 standards. One of the 

original members, Diane Parker, continued as the chair of the new committee. The 

committee that wrote the 1995 revision of the standards was different from earlier 

committees. Four of the committee members held doctoral degrees and could therefore be 

expected to have more experience in performing and evaluating research. The committee 

was larger as well. While the committee that wrote the 1986 revision consisted of six 
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members, this group included nine members. This larger committee membership allowed 

for more diversity, at least in geography. Committee members came from libraries from 

the West, Midwest, Northeast, and South, with the South especially well represented with 

two Florida, one Alabama, and one Louisiana librarian in the group. The group was 

extremely homogeneous in the level of work of the members, with eight library directors 

and one head of technical services in the group. The group was split fairly evenly 

between librarians who had been working in libraries for many years and newer librarians 

who had only worked in them for a few years. Three members of the committee had been 

librarians before the adoption of the first Standards for College Libraries in 1959. 

Another third of the group had had been librarians before the adoption of the 197 5 

Standards for College Libraries, while the remaining third had joined the profession 

more recently, one as recently as 1985. 

The 1995 Committee's Vision of the Standards 

The committee's early thinking concerning the revision was articulated in 

Walch' s article on the application and utilization of the 1986 Standards for College 

Libraries. 503 The survey had included a list of suggested areas for development of the 

standards, including performance measures, database access, resource sharing, 

microcomputers, and online catalogs and a question concerning whether standards should 

be qualitative or quantitative. The responses may not have matched the expectations of 

the committee, since audiovisual services continued to be the area most requested for 

improvement, resource sharing, database access, and online catalogs outstripped 

503 Walch, "The 1986 College Library Standards: Application and Utilization," 217-26. 
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performance measures as areas of concern, and 64.5% of those included wished to 

continue with the quantitative approach to the standards. Likewise, Coleman and Jarred's 

work the next year found that although the standards were criticized for their emphasis on 

inputs, that there was still an important place for such input standards in the accrediting 

process. 504 

While the CLS Standards Committee began with broad ideas on the revision of 

the standards and considered performance measures and a qualitative focus, its work was 

narrowed to a minor revision of the 1986 Standards for College Libraries without any 

major changes in the philosophy or substance of the standards. However, at the same time 

that the committee narrowed its focus, an ad hoc committee began the work that would 

soon lead to a complete reassessment of the standards and an entirely new focus for them. 

June 1994 saw the creation of the Standards Study Task Force that began the move 

toward outcomes assessment and qualitative standards. 

The 1995 Draft Revision Process 

The CLS Standards Committee began making regular reports on its work to the 

ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee in 1992. These reports included plans to 

revise the standards and to include a program on this revision at the ACRL National 

Conference in Salt Lake City. By June 1993, the committee had made most of its 

504 Coleman and Jarred, "Regional Association Criteria and the Standards for College 
Libraries," 273-84. 

220 



substantive decisions about changes in the standards and reported them to the ACRL 

Standards and Accreditation Committee.505 

In the area of collections, the committee decided to make a significant change. 

Resource sharing activity had been added to the collection formula in 1986. The 

committee decided to take it back out to keep the new standards in agreement with other 

national norms for establishing the size of collections. This change indicated that the 

1986 revision committee had moved too far in the direction of equating resource sharing 

with resource ownership. The next revision reversed the earlier decision. 

The committee decided to make changes to the organization of mate1ials standard 

to bring the standard more in line with contemporary practice. These included some 

minor wording changes (for example, union catalogs became comprehensive catalogs). 

Other changes included the addition of more flexibility both in the requirements (by 

adding "as appropriate" to subject access and auxiliary files needed) and in the concept of 

organization (with the addition of a reference to changing national and international 

bibliographic standards). The section was further modernized by the deletion of the 

statement on book, microform and computer catalogs. 

Changes in the staffing standard were to focus on changes in the terminology used 

to describe the profession. These changes were mostly superficial editorial changes, but 

they did include two more substantive, if small, changes. The degree requirement for 

505 ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee, "Minutes," June 26, 1993, Standards 
and Accreditation Committee 1993/94, Association of College and Research Libraries 
(ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, Standards and Accreditation Committee, 
Standards and Accreditation Committee 1993-1994, [archive file 22/5/51 box 33], 
American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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librarians was changed from an ALA accredited graduate library degree to an ALA 

accredited graduate degree. This recognized the trend toward degrees in information 

science rather than specifically library studies or library science in ALA accredited 

graduate programs. Also, the change in the description of librarians' professional 

activities from library and other professional organizations to simply professional 

activities reflected this move away from a special distinction for library organizations and 

studies and toward inclusion of information and computer science. 

The committee also discussed output measures, the budget standard, the staffing 

formula, and the service standards in 1992 and 1993. It decided to add output measures to 

the commentary. It discussed problems with the budget standards, but decided to retain it 

unchanged. It was still discussing the staffing formula, including the possibility of 

changing the basis for calculating staff from collection size to faculty size (which it 

finally decided against) and the possibility of adding withdrawals to the calculations 

(which it decided by 1994 to include).506 

Comparison to Previous Standards 

The 1986 and 1995 Standards for College Libraries represented editorial 

revisions of the 1975 Standards more than they represented truly new or substantially 

revised visions of college library standards. The committees retained the continuity of the 

numbered standards. Within that structure the revision committees made some significant 

changes as well as updating some terminology. While no section was entirely free from 

editing, the structure and content if the standards remained largely unchanged. 

soG Ibid. 
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The 1986 committee made some significant changes to the standards in addition 

to its fairly extensive changes in word order and usage. One of the most significant of 

these was the addition of audiovisual holdings and resource sharing transactions to the 

collection standard. The 1975 standards had accepted access to outside collections as a 

means of meeting the collection standard, but only if those materials could be supplied 

very quickly (within 15 minutes). The 1986 standards included each item borrowed 

through interlibrary loan, document delivery, or rental programs as a part of the 

collection. While the 1959 and 1975 standards considered audiovisual as appropriate to 

college library collections, they provided quantitative measures for print and microform 

materials only. The 1986 standards provided a method to include audiovisual materials in 

the collection total. The addition of audiovisual and resource sharing numbers to the 

collection size calculation allowed libraries with smaller collections to improve their 

grade in collections. Although the calculation for microformats was changed from five 

pieces per volume equivalent to ten pieces per volume equivalent, the addition of 

audiovisual materials and resource sharing transactions could be expected to more than 

offset this change. 

These changes addressed two concerns voiced in the discussion of the 1975 

standa~ds. First, they addressed the concern that audiovisual materials and the growing 

importance of cooperation among libraries had not received enough attention in the 

standards. The second concern was that too many libraries failed to meet the highest 

levels of the standards. Both of these concerns were addressed by including audiovisual 
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materials and resource sharing in the collections fo1mula. It gave a higher status to 

audiovisual materials and increased the size of collections as calculated by the formula. 

Concerns for the number of libraries that failed to meet the quantitative standards 

from 1975 led to other changes in the way those standards were calculated in 1986. The 

Morris committee was faced with objections concerning the number of libraries that were 

unable to meet the collection and staffing standard formulas. The result was a redefinition 

of the grades, and in the case of the collection formula, the addition of audiovisual and 

resource sharing to the collection size calculations. The committee addressed these 

concerning by lowering the percentages of the numbers derived from the fonnula 

required to meet the standards with each of the grades. A library could improve by a 

letter grade without adding a single volume to the collection. The 1975 standards had 

been written to distribute the number of libraries receiving each grade according to a bell 

curve, so that on 13 % of libraries would be graded A. The 1986 standard removed that 

distribution and lowered the standards so that 66% of libraries that responded to the CLS 

Standards Committee survey published by Walch in 1993 received a grade of A.
507 

This 

number could well have been seen as reflecting too much relaxation of the standard, and 

certainly many more of the respondents in the Walch survey found the 1986 collection 

standard too low than had found the 1975 standard too low in the Hardesty and Bentley 

survey. This led the committee revising the 1986 standards to eliminate resource sharing 

transactions from the collection formula, thereby slightly raising the collection standard. 

507 Walch, "The 1986 College Library Standards: Application and Utilization," 221. 
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Table 5. Comparison of 1975 Standards for College Libraries to the 1986 Standards for 
College Libraries 

1975 Standards for College Libraries 
1. Objectives of the Library: 
* explicit objectives developed by the 

library staff in consultation with 
administration and faculty and reviewed 
periodically 

2. The Collections: 
* all college owned information materials 

belong to the library 
* provide material quickly 
* formula for print/microform collection 

size with a quantitative minimum of 
85,000 volumes, plus increments for 
faculty, students, and program size 

* grade of A required 100% of the 
holdings recommended by the formula 

3. Organization of Materials: 
* organized by national conventions 
* catalog accessible by multiple users 
* access to subordinate files 
* materials arranged by subject on shelves 

with patron access 

4. Staff: 
* adequate professional and support staff 
* professional librarians have ALA 

accredited library degrees 
* formula for professional staff required a 

minimum of3 
* grade of A required 100% of the 

librarians recommended by the formula 
* faculty status 
* balance of professional and support staff 
* policies and procedures 

1986 Standards for College Libraries 
1. Objectives of the Library: 
* changes in wording only 

2. The Collections: 

* added audiovisual materials and 
resource sharing transactions to the 
collection fo1mula 

* recommended ownership of 10% of 
periodical titles listed in Katz 

* grade of A required 90% of the holdings 
recommended by the formula 

3. Organization of Materials: 
* organized by national conventions 
* catalog accessible by multiple users 
* access to subordinate files 
* materials arranged to maximize 

accessibility 
* materials in storage should be readily 

accessible 
4. Staff: 
* adequate professional and support staff 
* professional librarians have ALA 

accredited library degrees 
* formula for professional staff required a 

minimum of3 
* grade of A required 90% of the 

librarians recommended by the formula 
* faculty status . 
* support staff should be 65% of total 
* policies and procedures 
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Table 5 - Continued 

1975 Standards for College Libraries 
5. Delivery of Service: 
* instruction 
* circulation 
* photocopying 
* interlibrary loan 
* reasonable hours 
* extensive student services 
6. Facilities 
* formula for size 

* seating space for 1/3 to 1/5 of 
students 

* space for books 
* ¼ of the total of the space for 

students and books for administration 
* grade of A required I 00% of the space 

recommended by the formula 
* form follows function 
* single structure 
7. Administration: 

1986 Standards for College Libraries 
5. Delivery of Service: 
* instruction 
* circulation 
* interlibrary loan 
* cooperative programs 
* reasonable hours 
* extensive student services 
6. Facilities 
* fonnula for size 

* seating space for 1/4 to 1/5 of 
students 

* space for books 
* 1 /8 of the total of the space for 

students and books for administration 
* grade of A required 90% of the space 

recommended by the formula 
* form follows function 
* single structure 
7. Administration: 

* legal foundation for authority * legal foundation for authority 

* college librarian a member of the library * library director an officer of the college 
library director reports to the president 
or chief academic officer 

faculty * 
* college librarian reports to the president 

or chief academic officer * library committees 

* library committees 
* evaluation of performance 
* statistics 
* interlibrary cooperation 
* Library Bill of Rights 
8. Budget: 
* college librarian prepares, defends, and 

administers the budget 
* library receives 6% of college 

educational and general budget (in 
commentary) 

* college librarian apportions funds 
* library tracks expenditures to evaluate 

* evaluation of performance, in which 
statistics are important 

* Library Bill of Rights 

8. Budget: 
* college librarian prepares, defends, and 

administers the budget 
* library receives 6% of college 

educational and general budget 
* college librarian apportions funds 
* library tracks expenditures to evaluate 
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Changes in the staffing formula were more modest. While the percent of the 

fonnula total required for a grade of A was lowered, the percentage required for a B 

remained the same and the percentages required for grades of C and D were actually 

raised. This was an interesting development since the first revision committee had 

pointed particularly to this formula as too high. Carpenter and Walch both calcu)ated the 

grades oflibraries on the staffing formula, showing that the improvement of libraries in 

their grades in the formula largely paralleled the changes in the formula. The percentage 

oflibraries receiving a grade of A went from 18% in 1981 to 33% in 1993. The 

percentage receiving a grade of B or C fell and those receiving a grade of D rose.508 Not 

all of the changes were attributable to the changes in the formula, since more libraries 

received A or B in 1993 than in 1981 and the standard for that group together was 

unchanged, but much of the difference, especially the increase in libraries receiving a 

grade of A, was probably related to the revision of the formula. These apparent 

improvements may have seemed to be too much, since the later committee added the 

number of withdrawals to the formula, thus slighting increasing the number of librarians 

required by the formula. Both the 1986 and 1995 standards also included a section of 

additional factors to be considered in making staffing decisions, although these were not 

factored in to the fonnula. 

The facility size formula was also revised downward in spite of Schad's earlier 

work which had failed to find consensus for changing it. This was accomplished in two 

ways. The amount of space required for staff was cut in half from one-quarter of the 

508 Ibid., 222; Ray LCarpenter, "College Libraries: A Comparative Analysis," 12. 
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space required for readers and books to one-eighth of that space. Also, the percentage of 

the formula required for the grade of A was again lowered, so that a library with 90% of 

the formula for space could receive an A instead of the 100% required in 197 5. These 

changes allowed 49.5% of libraries in the Walch study509 to achieve a grade of A for 

facilities. 

While most of the substantive changes in the Standards/or College Libraries 

were made in the formulas, several important changes were made in the commentaries. 

The most evident change in 1986 was the repurposing of those commentaries. In 1975 the 

commentaries were the second level of a three level argument for the standards which 

included the working papers developed by the committee and the library literature. The 

commentaries were described as offering "a brief explanatory exegesis" of the standard to 

provide suggestions and comments on implementation. 510 Each standard was treated as a 

whole with the commentary following. In 1986 the commentary's purpose was described 

as amplifying the intent and assisting in the implementation of the standard511 and a 

commentary was attached to each subsection of the standards. This purpose of the 

commentary and the structure of following each sub-section of the standards with 

commen_tary were continued in the 1995 edition. While this change in the stated purpose 

of the commentaries might lead to the expectation of major changes in those 

commentaries, this was not the case. Most of the 1986 commentaries were written by 

509 Walch, "The 1986 College Library Standards: Application and Utilization," 223. 
510 "Standards for College Libraries," (October 1975), 277. 
511 "Standards for College Libraries, 1986," College & Research Libraries News 4 7 
(March 1986): 189. 
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dividing and editing the longer commentaries from the 1975 sta.ndards and adding 

commentary for subsections of the standards that did not have commentary in 1975. 

Substantive changes in the formulas and the structure and purpose of the 

commentaries were not the only changes. The 1986 revision committee also made 

smaller changes to adjust the standards to contemporary practice. These revisions 

reflected changes in libraries, changes in technology, and changes in acceptable language. 

They resulted in the removal of some sub-sections of the standards and new wording in 

other areas. 

Changes in libraries meant that some provisions had lost their value. The 1975 

standards called for direct patron access to the shelves. The ubiquity of open stack 

libraries and the use of remote storage led to the removal of the language on direct access 

to the shelves and its replacement with a call for rapid access to off-site storage. Other 

standards seemed redundant or self evident in 1986 and were also removed. The staff 

standard that described the composition of the staff in terms of librarians, support 

personnel, and part-time assistants was removed. Two standards on administration were 

also removed: One, concerning the collection of statistics, and another that covered 

cooperative programs. These were no longer needed because resource sharing had been 

added to the collection standard and the significance of statistics had been added to the 

commentary on the subsection of the administration standard on evaluation. Periodicals 

had become more important and the commentary on the collection added more discussion 

of periodical holdings. In 1975, the standards simply recommended that libraries consider 

purchasing periodicals required more than six times per year. In 1986 the commentary 
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suggested a basic collection of one-tenth of the periodicals listed in Katz's Magazines for 

Libraries, which amounted to 650 titles. 

Changes in technology had made other changes important. Bibliographic utilities 

were added and more emphasis was placed on indexes and computers. Under service, the 

standard on the provision of photocopying was also removed as photocopiers had become 

too common to deserve special attention. In the case of bibliographic utilities, these 

services had so fundamentally changed the process of collection organization that they 

needed to be added. The widespread use of indexes and online databases also moved 

them into the mainstream that needed to be addressed in the standards. Copying on the 

· other hand, had become so routine as to rate less comment. Photocopiers had become so 

much a part of the process that they were no longer an important input to be requested but 

rather a basic tool like paper and typewriters, while computers were the new tools to 

receive special attention. 

Changes in acceptable language also effected the standards. The 1986 committee 

worked to remove sexist language and updated other language. References to the "college 

librarian" were replaced with the "library director," and the pronouns "he" and "his" were 

replaced with "he/she" and "his/her." 

The most evident change toward the present and the future in the standards 

revision was the new introduction added in 1995. The introductions in 1975 and 1986 

focused on a description of library practice and the ideal academic library service. The 

1995 introduction changed the focus completely. It focused on problems and challenges 

facing libraries, rather than the focus on the ideal and the possibilities seen in the 
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previous editions. It was in this introduction that the committee added most of its 

changes. The 1995 standards introduction referred to challenges facing libraries due to 

the proliferation of published materials and rising costs. It also included speculation 

about the impact of new information formats, electronic access to information, and the 

internet. In the same introduction the authors of the 1995 revision pointed to the future of 

evaluation, pointing "to increased focus on accountability leading to more emphasis on 

assessment of student performance and interest in output measures as well as input 

measures."512 The introduction reflected trends and the future while the remainder of the 

document was left largely unchanged. 

The main standards did reflect a few important changes in 1995. The committee 

changed the commentary on periodicals, the collection formula, and the collection growth 

rate standard. All of these areas had been changed also in 1986, reflecting the difficulty 

of reaching consensus in these areas. Regarding periodicals, the 1995 commentary 

continued to refer to Katz as the 1986 standards had, but removed the suggestion of a 

percentage of titles to own that had been included in that earlier edition. The committee 

also chose to remove resource sharing from the collection standard, which the 1986 

committee had added. The commentaries on the collection standard also dealt with the 

important issue of growth of the collection. The 1975 commentaries recommended a 

growth rate of at least five percent even after collections had met the standard. This 

number was challenged and the 1986 commentaries suggested two to five percent 

growth. The controversy was still not resolved and the 1995 commentaries recommended 

512 "Standards for College Libraries," College & Research Libraries News 56 (April 
1995): 246. 
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five percent for collections below the grade of A and stated that this growth rate might 

not be necessary for libraries with collections that met the standard at the grade of A. 

Table 6. Comparison of 1986 Standards for College Libraries to the 1995 Standards for 
College Libraries 

1986 Standards for College Libraries 1995 Standards for College Libraries 
Introduction: Introduction: 
* libraries essential part of educational 

program 
* standards describe realistic standards to 

provide good quality college library 
program 

I. Objectives of the Library: 
* explicit objectives developed by the 

library staff in consultation with 
administration and faculty and reviewed 
periodically 

2. The Collections: 
* all college owned information materials 

belong to the library 
* provide material quickly 
* formula for print/microform/audiovisual 

collection size with a quantitative 
minimum of 85,000 volumes, plus 
increments for faculty, students, and 
program size 

* added resource sharing transactions to 
the collection formula 

* escalating costs 
* accountability and output measures 
* virtual ownership and computer issues 
* multimedia and hypermedia 
* paraprofessional staff 
1. Mission, Goals, and Objectives: 
* explicit mission, goals, and objectives 

developed by the library staff in 
consultation with administration and 
faculty and reviewed periodically 

2. The Collections: 
* all college owned information materials 

belong to the library 
* provide material quickly 
* formula for print/microform/audiovisual 

collection size with a quantitative 
minimum of 85,000 volumes, plus 
increments for faculty, students, and 
program size 

* recommended ownership of I 0% of * mentioned Katz as a source for 
periodical titles listed in Katz periodical holdings 

* grade of A required 90% of the holdings * grade of A required 90% of the holdings 
recommended by the formula recommended by the formula 
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Table 6 - Continued 

1986 Standards for College Libraries 
3. Organization of Materials: 
* organized by national conventions 
* catalog accessible by multiple users 
* access to subordinate files 
* materials arranged to maximize 

accessibility 
* materials in storage should be readily 

accessible 
4. Staff: 
* adequate professional and support staff 
* professional librarians have ALA 

accredited library degrees 
* formula for professional staff required a 

minimum of3 
* grade of A required 90% of the 

librarians recommended by the formula 
* faculty status 
* support staff should be 65% of total 
* policies and procedures 
5. Delivery of Service: 
* instruction 
* circulation 
* interlibrary loan 
* cooperative programs 
* reasonable hours 
* extensive student services 
6. Facilities 
* formula for size 

* seating space for 1/4 to 1/5 of 
students 

* space for books 
* 1 /8 of the total of the space for 

students and books for administration 
* grade of A required 90% of the space 

recommended by the formula 
* form follows function 
* single structure 

1995 Standards for CollcgcLibrarics 
3. Organization of Materials: 

wording changes only 

4. Staff: 
* adequate professional and support staff 
* professional librarians have ALA 

accredited degrees 
* formula for professional staff required a 

minimum of3 
* grade of A required 90% of the 

librarians recommended by the formula 

* faculty status 
* support staff should be 65% of total 
policies and procedures 

5. Delivery of Service: 
* instruction 
* circulation 
* interlibrary loan & cooperative 

programs 
* reasonable hours 
* extensive student services 

6. Facilities 

wording changes only 
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Table 6 - Continued 

1986 Standards for College Libraries 
7. Administration: 
* legal foundation for authority 
* library director an officer of the college 
* library director reports to the president 

or chief academic officer 
* library committees 
* evaluation of performance, in which 

statistics are important 
* Library Bill of Rights 
8. Budget: 
* college librarian prepares, defends, and 

administers the budget 
* library receives 6% of college 

educational and general budget 
* college librarian apportions funds 
* library tracks expenditures to evaluate 

1995 Standards for College Libraries 
7. Administration: 

wording changes only 

8. Budget: 
* college librarian prepares, defends, and 

administers the budget 
* library receives 6% of college 

educational and general budget 
* college librarian apportions funds 
* library tracks expenditures to evaluate 
* revenue generated in the library should 

be retained 

Most of the remaining changes were changes in wording, but several of these 

were significant. Several changes were made in the names of the standard sections, and 

one of these was significant. In 1995, the first standard was changed from "Objectives" to 

"Mission, Goals, and Objectives." The new wording made very little change in the idea, 

but it did reflect a change to reflect the way of thinking about the standard. Within the 

standard, "goals and purposes" was changed to "mission" and "library objectives" was 

changed to "library mission and goals."
513 

In both 1986 and 1995 the committees made some very small but significant 

changes in wording that reflected changing views of librarianship within the library 

513 "Standards for College Libraries, 1986," 190-91; "Standards for College Libraries." 

(April 1995), 246. 
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community. These changes continued to reflect the importance of the standards as a 

document that supported academic librarians claims of faculty status. The 1975 standards 

called for the "college librarian" to be a member of the library faculty and report to the 

president or chief academic officer.514 In 1986, the standards called for the "library 

director" to be an officer of the college and to report to the president or chief academic 

officer.515 In 1995, all references to "teaching faculty" were changed to "classroom 

faculty." These changes reflected the continuing struggle to define librarians as full 

members of the faculty and to devise a system in which library governance reflected that 

status. 

Overall, the 1995 edition of the standards also reflected a greater attention to 

language. Already in 1986, the document was edited to be in accordance with ALA's 

standards for nonsexist language, but in 1995, this was expanded to replace 

'"handicapped" with "persons with disabilities" and to carefully examine other uses. The 

most evident of these was the change from "teaching faculty" to "classroom faculty." 

Although not substantive, these changes were important in that the language of the 

document did not make the substance appear to be outdated. 

While the 1986 revision lowered the quantitative standards in the Standards for 

College Libraries and the 1995 revision did very little to reverse that, these revisions also 

hardened the focus on the quantitative portion of the standards. Not only did the revisions 

focus on the numbers, but several changes in the wording increased focus on the 

quantitative portions of the standards. Most notable was the change from the 1975 

514 "Standards for College Libraries," (October 1975), 295. 
515 "Standards for College Libraries, 1986," 198. 
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reference to the grading of the collection, which included "in the matter of quantity" in 

the statement about a grade of A. In 1986 this was omitted, thus implying that a 

collection of sufficient size was all that was necessary. A similar caveat was removed in 

1986 from the facility formula. Thus, the standards became more focused on the numbers 

and less focus was placed on the qualitative portions of the standards. 

Conclusion 

The two revisions of the 1975 Standards for College Libraries represented both 

an acknowledgement of the influence and usefulness of the standards and of their 

increasing distance from the expectations of librarians and educators. The span of 25 

years from the completion of the 1975 edition until the adoption of the complete revision 

in 2000 saw significant change in the landscape of higher education and of librarianship. 

The 1975 standards were based on a combination of professional opinion and the 

investigation of available statistics on college libraries. They tried to achieve a balance 

between conservative description of current practice and goals for improving libraries. 

This balance tilted more and more toward description of current practice during the 

revision process and attention became more centered on the quantitative formulas and 

standards. The library literature produced in the years after the 1995 revision of the 

standards continued to demonstrate that librarians found the standards useful and were 

concerned about both their quantitative nature and their research base. Crawford and 

White conducted a study of liberal arts college libraries on the basis of the standards, 

finding that 43% of these libraries received a grade of A for collections, but expressed 
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concern about the libraries that did not achieve this grade.516 Pratt and Altman warned of 

the risk of using numerical comparisons for evaluating library service.517 These articles 

pointed to both the use of the standards in evaluating libraries and the risks inherent in 

such use. At the same time, two standards writers were writing articles defending the 

research base of the standards. The chair of the committee responsible for the 1995 

Standards for College Libraries addressed the question of the research foundation of the 

standards in a short article in 1995.518 This attempt to make the basis of the standards 

clear and better publicized pointed to the need to address the growing concern for 

substantiation of the standards beyond the approval of the ALA. A member of the 1975 

revision committee also wrote an article reviewing the research basis of the standards and 

justifying their usefulness.519 Librarians still found standards important and continued to 

seek legitimacy for their standards. 

516 Crawford and White, "Liberal Arts College and Standards for College Libraries," 439-
44. 
517 Allan D. Pratt and Ellen Altman, "Live by the Numbers, Die by the Numbers," 
Library Journal 122 (April 15, 1997): 48-9. 
518 Diane C. Parker, "'Standards for College Libraries': Foundations," College and 
Research Libraries News 56 (May 1995): 330-331,33 7. 
519 Beverly P. Lynch, "Research as a Basis of the Development of Standards for 
Libraries," /FLA Journal 23 (1997): 124-29. 
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CHAPTER 7 

THE 2000 STANDARDS FOR COLLEGE LIBRARIES 

The roots of the 2000 Standards for College Libraries were long and diverse. As 

early as 1936, Douglas Waples' study of indicators of library excellence focused on 

output measures such as circulation data as well as traditional input measures. The 

Waples study correlated these measures with overall educational outcome measures for 

the institutions. The 1959 Standards for College Libraries included a section on service 

and its evaluation that included recommendations for tracking output measures. The 1971 

draft "Guidelines for College Libraries" focused particularly on the measurement of each 

library individually. These recommendations were not included in the 1975 to 1995 

standards, but many librarians were developing perfonnance measures, and standards for 

junior college and university libraries moved to qualitative approaches. 

The Motivation for the Standards 

The tension between universal quantitative standards and the diversity in college 

libraries influenced every effort at drafting and revising the standards. Both the effort to 

provide a national standard while accommodating individual differences and the struggle 

between standards outlining minimum inputs and providing goals for improving service 

appeared in every draft. The original 1959 Standards for College Libraries included 

quantitative minima, qualitative evaluation guidelines, and suggestions for output 
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measure evaluation. The 1968-1970 revision attempt in particular tried to move to a more 

qualitative approach with guidance to libraries for individual evaluation rather than 

focusing on minimum numbers. Although the 1970 draft "Guidelines for College 

Libraries" failed to gain approval of the membership, the qualitative approach had 

significant support. While the 1975 standards focused on input measures, the committee 

expressed a desire to develop measures of effectiveness. The 1995 Standards also made 

reference to the growing need for outcome measures. 

While the college library standards had remained focused on quantitative 

standards, other ALA standards were focusing on qualitative standards. The 1972 

Guidelines/or Two-Year College Learning Resources Programs marked the beginning of 

the move to qualitative standards. 520 When university library standards were completed in 

1979, they eschewed the use of national quantitative standards and focused entirely on 

qualitative standards and local evaluation of service.521 The 1989 revision of those 

standards made the emphasis even more clear with the addition of the sub-title 

"Evaluation of Performance."522 The Public Library Association abandoned attempts to 

revise of the public library standards that had been the inspiration for the first Standards 

for College Libraries in favor of efforts in creating performance evaluation guidelines in 

1977 with the release of "A Mission Statement for Public Libraries-Guidelines for 

Public Library Service: Part 1 ."523 The statement was the first public step by the group 

520 "Guidelines for Two-Year College Learning Resources Programs, 305-15. 
521 "Standards for University Libraries,"! 01-10. 
522 "Standards for University Libraries: Evaluation of Performance," 679-91. 
523 "A Mission Statement for Public Library Services: Part I," American Libraries 8 
(December 1977): 615-20. 
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away from national standards and toward a focus on providing tools for the development 

of individua1ized evaluation and planning for public librarics.524 This step was followed 

by the publication of books on planning525 and evaluation526 in public librades that 

focused attention on individualized objectives and eva)uation rather than national 

standards. ACRL also moved toward this format with the appointment of an Ad Hoc 

Committee on Performance Measures in 1984. This group planned and sponsored a 

practical manual on library performance that was published in 1990 as Measuring 

Academic Library Performance: A Practical Approach.527 

As the focus in higher education accrediting turned more specifically to outcome 

measures, ACRL began moving in that direction. Even before the approval of the 1995 

revision of the standards, ACRL formed the Standards Study Task Force, which began 

the move toward a new kind of standards. Asked to find ways to better coordinate ACRL 

standards and accreditation, this group began work in 1994 and recommended that new 

standards be written to be more in line with accreditation standards and to focus on 

outcomes, and that these new standards should then be distributed to the accreditors. 528 

524 Rohlf, "Standards for Public Libraries," 65-76. 
525 Palmour, A Planning Process for Public Libraries. 
526 Zweizig and Rodger, Output Measures for Public Libraries: A A1anual of 
Standardized Procedures. 
527 Nancy A. Van House, Beth T. Weil, and Charles R. McClure, Measuring Academic 
Library Performance: A Practical Approach (Chicago: American Library Association, 
1990). 
528 Standards Study Task Force, "Background and Recommendation," May 30, 1996, 
Standards and Accreditation Committee 1995/96, Association of College and Research 
Libraries (ACRL), Executive Secretary, Committee Files, 1961-1996, [archive file 
22/2/51 box 5], American Library Association Archives, University of Illinois, Urbana. 
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Higher education standards and accrediting had moved so far away from what the 

focus of the various ACRL standards had been that the gap made librarians 

uncomfortable. Higher education standards and accreditation no longer focused on the 

inputs required to provide education. They focused on the outcomes of that education. 

They focused less on periodic visits and the self-study report and more on ongoing efforts 

to evaluate and improve learning.529 This meant that especially the Standards for College 

Libraries, with their emphasis on inputs and evaluating a Jibrary based on those inputs as 

compared to a national standard based partly on national averages, were largely 

irrelevant. The ACRL Executive Board created a new task force in 1996 to address these 

problems. The resulting committee, the Task Force on Academic Library Outcomes 

Assessment, worked from 1996 to 1998 to develop guidelines for the use of outcomes 

assessment in libraries. 

The tension between quantitative input standards and new methods of assessing 

college libraries continued as the Task Force on Academic Library Outcomes Assessment 

began its work and through the final work on the new standards. Paul Coleman, who had 

served on the committee that wrote the 1995 revision of the standards, was chair of the 

CLS Standards Committee and he continued to conduct research concerning the 

quantitative standards. He published an article with Ada Jarred on the uses of quantitative 

standards in the accreditation process.530 He continued this focus with work toward 

providing an empirical basis for the percent of educational and general budget for the 

529 Newman, Agency of Change, 355-64. 
53° Coleman and Jarred, "Regional Association Criteria and the Standards for College 
Libraries," 273-84. 
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library as an indicator of quality. He reported at a College Libraries Section (CLS) 

Executive Committee meeting in July of 1996 that he had found some correlation 

between the percent of educational and general budget devoted to the library and the 

rankings in U.S. News & World Report, but that the highest percent he found was 

4.5%. 531 Coleman planned for the committee to continue to gather data on the standards 

to help make them more relevant,532 but as he left the leadership of the committee, the 

committee changed direction. Even after the publication of the new draft standards in 

May 1999, Crawford and White533 published an article in the tradition of Josey and others 

of comparing a group of colleges to the quantitative portion of the standards and making 

judgments based on those data in November of 1999. Even as the new standards were 

being adopted, librarians continued to find national quantitative standards useful and to 

express that usefulness in the library literature. 

The Committee's Vision of the Standards 

The new direction of the Standards Committee took shape as the new committee 

chair, Willis Bridegam, worked on both the ACRL Task Force on Academic Library 

Outcomes Assessment and the CLS Standards Committee. His vision of the standards 

took the committee in a completely new direction. The committee looked to the work of 

the University Libraries Section for a pattern for new Standards for College Libraries, 

531 College Libraries Section, "Executive Committee Minutes, ALA Annual Meeting, 
1996," accessed 13 December 2003; available from 
http ://www.ala.org/Content/ContentGroups/ A CRL 1 /CLS/Minutes l /Minutes

Executive Annual 1996.htm. 
n2 Ibid. - -
533 Crawford and White, "Liberal Arts College and Standards for College Libraries." 
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both in its Standards for University Libraries534 and its Guidelines for University 

Undergraduate Libraries. 535 Ratherthan new quantitative standards that were better 

correlated to quality, the committee sought to write guidelines for assessment. 

In this quest for new assessment guidelines, the committee met with Paul Walker, 

the chair of the committee that wrote the Guidelines/or University Undergraduate 

Libraries, and began work on a draft for new "Guidelines for College Libraries." By 

January of 1998, the shape of the new document was beginning to appear. In an article in 

the CLS Newsletter, the Standards Committee outlined its vision. This vision continued to 

include some input standards but the focus moved to strategic planning and outcomes 

assessment.536 This new vision was to be developed as committee members were 

assigned to write responses to six basic questions. These questions covered a broad range 

of ideas, including strategic planning, technology, how to incorporate the old standards, 

assessment questions, who asks what questions, and how questions should be asked. 

This focus on the questions to be asked reflected the model documents that the 

committee used. Both the Standards for University Libraries and the Guidelines for 

University Undergraduate Libraries included lists of questions for evaluating library 

service rather than specifically worded standards for evaluation. Many of the same 

534 "Standards for University Libraries: Evaluation of Perfonnance." 
535 Association of College and Research Libraries, "Guidelines for University 
Undergraduate Libraries," May 1997, accessed 23 December 2003; available from 
http://www.ala.org/Content/N avigationMenu/ ACRL/Standards _and_ Guidelines/Guidelin 
es for_ University_ Undergraduate_ Libraries.htm. 
53<> Willis Bridegam, "Standards Committee," CLS Newsletter 14 (Spring 1998), accessed 
13 December 2003; available from 
http://www.ala.org/Content/ContentGroups/ACRLl/CLS/Newsletters/CLS_Newsletter
_Spring_ 1998.htm. 
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concepts that were included in the 1995 Standards for College Libraries could be restated 

as questions. For example, "The college library shall develop an explicit statement of its 

mission in accord with the mission of the college"537 appeared in the 1995 standards. The 

question in the 1989 Standards for University Libraries was, "Does the institution 

include library participation in its planning process?"538 The closest question in the 

Guidelines.for University Undergraduate Libraries was less direct, but addresses a 

similar problem, "Do the services offered meet the information needs of the 

undergraduate students, and the faculty and staff who work with them?"539 Finally, the 

2000 Standards for College Libraries asked "Is the library's mission statement clearly 

understood by the library staff and the college administration? Is it reviewed 

periodically?"540 The committee's models showed that the kinds of standards found in the 

earlier editions of the Standards for College Libraries could be included in the new more 

individualized and less prescriptive format. 

The Committee Process 

The committee that developed the standards was not as diverse as the committee 

that produced the 1975 standards, nor did it have as many members who had published in 

areas related to the standards as the committee that wrote the 1995 standards. However, 

the committee did represent many librarians who had published some articles related to 

537 "Standards for College Libraries." (April 1995), 246. 
538 Association of College and Research Libraries, "Guidelines for University 
Undergraduate Libraries." 
539 "Standards for University Libraries: Evaluation of Performance," 686. 
540 "Standards for College Libraries," College & Research Libraries Nen·s 61 (March 
2000): 177-78. 
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college libraries, and they represented a variety of college libraries. The majority were 

from Northeastern libraries, including the chair, Willis Bridegam (Amherst College), and 

committee members Richard Hart (Pennsylvania State University), Myrna McCallister 

(University of Baltimore), James Mullins (Vil1anova University), and David Pilachowski 

(Williams College). The other committee members brought some additional geographic 

diversity and considerable type oflibrary diversity. Rebecca Bostian was from 

Governor's State University in Illinois, a college that served upper division students only. 

Sharon Mccaslin came from Peru State College, a small state school in Nebraska, and 

Robert Ferenekes worked at the University of South Carolina at Aiken. The committee 

members had written articles on CD-ROM database instruction, electronic reserves, 

librarian-faculty collaboration, selection and Internet access policies, library history, and 

database searching. Femekes had written on community college library collection 

evaluation,541 but the work of the others had little to do with evaluation or standards in 

any way. Like the previous CLS Standards Committees, this group did include a member 

of the ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee. Mullins served on both 

committees, but unlike the 1995 committee chair, Bridegam did not serve on the ACRL 

Standards and Accreditation Committee. 

The committee met at Midwinter and Annual ALA meetings and developed six 

drafts before the first published draft. However, with the ease of preparing and circulating 

drafts using computers and the internet, fewer copies of these drafts were preserved in 

print. Also, the ALA Archives guidelines state that "Papers, reports, work papers and 

541 Robert W. Femekes, "Evaluation of the Community College Book Collection," 
Peabody Journal of Education 53 (July 1976): 260-5. 
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drafts; which have been published;" should not be transferred to the archives. 542 While 

the policy does not clearly state that early drafts of published reports should be excluded, 

unpublished drafts of recent standards editions are not included at this time. Only the 

published drafts are currently available. The committee was anxious to complete its work 

early and moved ahead rapidly. The committee published regular notices on its progress 

in the CLS Newsletter. It also used the college libraries listscrv to solicit reactions. The 

committee set its new focus in 1997, the first draft was developed in 1998 and the 

seventh (and first published) draft was complete and published the next year. The 

deadline for approval of the new draft was 2000/2001 and the new standards were 

approved in January of 2000. 

The fast pace of the committee was continued in spite of a directive from the 

ACRL Executive Board to delay action until the Task Force on Academic Library 

Outcomes Assessment had completed its work. While that task force was still working, 

the Standards Committee made important decisions about the direction of the new 

standards, including the model they would follow. Both the board's directive against 

further action on standards until the work of the outcomes assessment task force was 

complete and the progress of the CLS Standards Committee in developing new college 

library standards were announced in the same Fall 1997 issue of the CLS Newsletter. The 

article on the standards listed the committee's actions and indicated its direction toward 

general questions and away from input statistics.543 The committee chair explained the 

542 Amercian [sic] Library Association Archives: Transfer Guidelines, retrieved 24 
January 2004; retrieved from http://web.library.uiuc.edu/ahx/ala/transfer.asp 
543 Willis Bridegam, "CLS Standards Committee," CLS Newsletter 13 (Fall 1997), 
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new direction in the thinking of the committee and its continued plans for an early 

completion of the new standards in the next issue of the CLS Newsletter.544 At that point, 

the committee hoped to have a draft ready for review by Fall 1998. This deadline passed, 

but shortly after the ACRL Executive Board approved the continued revision of 

standards, the CLS Standards Committee submitted its draft of the standards to the 

membership for discussion. The Board approved Task Force on Academic Libraries 

Outcomes Assessment recommendations at the ALA Annual meetings in June 1998, but 

the decision to reinstate the five-year review cycle for ACRL standards was not taken 

until the Midwinter meetings in February of 1999. The CLS Standards Committee then 

completed its work on the draft standards and submitted them for publication in the May 

1999 College & Research Libraries News. 

By the time the committee was ready for its by now traditional discussion session 

on the standards at the annual conference in June 1999, the focus was on educating the 

college library community in the use of the new standards. The draft had been published 

in College & Research Libraries News and on the web, and publicized via e-mail. A 

UCLA library school class had provided a critique and the Medium-sized Academic 

Libraries Discussion Group had scheduled a discussion of outcomes assessment in light 

of the new standards. Bridegam's report on the open meeting at ALA had two main 

retrieved 13 December 2003; retrieved from 
http://www.ala.org/Content/ContentGroups/ACRLl/CLS/Newsletters/CLS_Newsletter-
Fall 1997.htm. 

344 Willis Bridegam, "CLS Standards Committee," CLS Newsletter 4 (Spring 1998), 
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points. They were that the discussion had been substantive, and that there was a need to 

educate people about outcomes assessment. 545 

The Draft Revision Process 

The draft that was discussed at the June 26, 1999 meeting and the final approved 

version published in College & Research Libraries News in March 2000 reflected a 

considerable number of changes. It showed much more editing between the published 

draft and the final than any of the previous editions that had included a published draft. 

The level of change was not as high as that made between the draft that was discussed at 

the 1958 ALA annual conference and the 1959 standards, but that draft had represented 

only a second draft of the document, and this was a seventh draft. These changes 

reflected the need to balance the old and new style of the standards, the long standing 

librarian status concerns, the need to accommodate changes in librarianship, the need to 

continue to support a variety of local practices, the need to educate librarians on the 

terminology and practice of outcomes assessment, an added emphasis on distance 

education, the need to meet the basic requirements for uniformity in ALA standards, and 

some of the usual editing for clarity. 

The need to provide some of the benefits of the old style quantitative input 

standards in the new standards led to various changes in the draft. In the foreword, these 

needs were reflected in a change from wording that implied optional guidelines to 

-----------, 
545 College Libraries Section, Executive Committee Minutes, ALA Annual Meeting, 
1999, accessed 13 December 2003; available from 
http://www.ala.org/Content/ContentGroups/ACRLl/CLS/Minutesl/Minutes
_Executive_Annual_ 1999 .htm. 
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wording that expressed qualitative standards. Thus, the more passive description "suggest 

principles of good library management and provide a series of questions that are intended 

to assist librarians and academic administrators as they evaluate the effectiveness of their 

libraries"546 became the more prescriptive "provide both a quantitative and a qualitative 

approach to assessing the effectiveness of a library and its librarians. They advocate the 

use of input, output, and outcome measures in the context of the institution's mission 

statement."547 The foreword also added a paragraph similar to that in the 1995 standards 

addressing the changes in librarianship that needed to be taken into account when 

evaluating libraries. 

The suggested input and output measures that were added to the list particularly 

reflected the older forms of library .evaluation and these sections were expanded in the 

final draft. The "ratio of volumes added per year to combined total student and faculty 

FTE"548 was added and several of the budget ratios were expanded upon. The 

commentary on the percent of total library budget spent in various categories expanded 

"materials/information resources" to include "subdivided by print, microfonn, and 

electronic. "549 "When determining staff expenditures, care should be taken to consider 

comparable staff (i.e., including or excluding media, systems or development staff) and 

fringe benefits (within or outside the library budget)"550 was added to the commentary 

concerning staff expenditure ratios. "Care should be taken to include the same categories, 

546 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," College & Research Libraries News 60 
(May 1999): 375. 
547 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 175. 
548 Ibid., 176. . 
549 Ibid. 
550 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 176. 
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e.g., network infrastructure, equipment" was added to "other operating expenses."551 The 

"ratio of computer workstations to combined student and faculty FTE ( consider that 

college requirements for student ownership of desktop or laptop computers could affect 

the need for work stations within the library)"552 was also added. By making these input 

measures more explicit, these additions made the document more useful to those who still 

wished to give weight to such measures, but with a more modem focus. 

Output measures were relatively new in the standards and fewer additions were 

found to be necessary after the first published draft. More explanation was added to the 

ratios on circulation and interlibrary loan. For circulation, "excluding reserve" was added 

to the ratio.553 For interlibrary loan "could be divided between photocopies and books" 

was added to the ratio. 554 These clarifications pointed to the importance of these output 

measures and the importance of making such measures comparable in different libraries. 

The ratio for reference questions was also moved from third to last on the list. These 

changes reflected that these new output ratios were important in the standards, but the 

greater revision attention devoted to the input measures that had driven college library 

standards for forty years indicated that these were still very important. 

The importance of the mission of the college library had been paramount in every 

edition of the standards, and the section on planning reflected changes to balance this 

traditional stand with the new fonnat. The statement on the mission of the college library 

was strengthened from "the quality and effectiveness of the library must be considered 

551 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 176. 
552 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 176. 
553 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 176. 
554 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 176. 
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within the overall context of the college" in the 1999 draft555 to "the library should have a 

mission statement and goals to serve as a framework for its activities. The mission and 

goals should be compatible and consistent with those developed by the college" in the 

final. 556 However, the assessment of that mission was weakened, with several 

occurrences of "must" being changed to "should," giving more weight to the assessment 

of outcomes than to the development of the mission as an input. 

• As the mission continued to be important in the new standards, so did the status of 

librarians. Several changes were made in the draft to support the argument for librarians' 

faculty status. These included the direct statement in the section on staff, which was 

changed from wording that implied that not all librarians would need to have faculty 

status to wording that once again asserted the importance of faculty status. The original 

wording was very weak on faculty status, including "if the 1ibrarians have faculty status 

and rank ... "557 The final version returned to the unequivocal call for such status with the 

statement that written professional staff policies "should be consistent with the ACRL 

'Standards for Faculty Status for College and University Librarians. "'558 Another 

example of this return to earlier methods of supporting the equality of librarians and 

faculty members was the change in both the section on instruction and the section on 

resources from a reference to "teaching faculty" to a reference to "classroom faculty." 

This same change had been made in the drafting of the 1995 standards, and was again put 

forward to address the equality of library and classroom faculty. 

555 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 376. 
556 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 176. 
557 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 379. 
558 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 180. 
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Several minor changes reflected the need to support the status of the library and 

librarians. The change in the first question on services from asking how well they 

"support the academic program of the college and encourage optimal library use"559 to 

asking how well they "support the academic program of the college and optimal library 

use"560 placed encouraging optimal library use on equal footing with the support of the 

academic program, thus supporting the position taken in the standards since 1959 that the 

library had an independent educational mission. In the section on communication and 

cooperation was directly related to status, and two minor changes in that section 

promoted the importance of librarian status and two-way communication. This 

importance was acknowledged when "communicate to campus" was changed to 

"communicate with campus" in the text and "convey information to the campus" became 

"exchange information with the campus" in the questions.561 

The need to accommodate changes in librarianship had been a major focus of the 

new standards since drafting began, and it continued to drive changes in the draft up to 

the final version. "New developments in the ways in which scholarly information is 

published and distributed"562 was added to the list of considerations for outcomes 

assessment. The section on resources added "online databases" to "collections and 

resources," "and licensing" to "purchasing,"563 which better reflected new methods of 

providing resources. The section on access was substantially rewritten and one major 

559 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 377. 
560 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 178. 
561 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 380; "Standards for College 
Libraries," (March 2000), 181. 
562 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 177. 
563 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 179. 
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change was to focus on virtual collections rather than access to physical collections. The 

recommendations that the catalog indicate the most efficient path for accessing resources 

and that access policies should address preservation issues were removed. In their place, 

the final draft emphasized consortial borrowing agreements, electronic collections, and 

support for distance education programs. In the questions, cooperative programs became 

consortial borrowing programs. In facilities, an extra question was added dealing with the 

electrical and network wiring necessary for electronic access. Under communication and 

cooperation, changes in thinking about computing activities were reflected in a change 

from "computing" to "information technology." 

Just as the new standards needed to reflect changes in librarianship, they also still 

needed to accommodate a variety of local practices. Several changes in the draft reflected 

this important goal. More services besides reference were added to the question on such 

services, so that "how are reference services designed to teach ... "564 became "are 

reference, circulation, and government document services designed to enable .. . "565 

Under communication and cooperation, the relationship between computing services and 

the library was left open to more options when "computing and the library may remain 

independent but should work collaboratively,"566 which implied that a single unit was 

preferable, was changed to "Regardless of whether the services are independent or are 

integrated in some way, it is important that the services work collaboratively and keep 

564 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 377. 
565 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 178. 
566 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 380. 
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each other fully informed,"567 which was more neutral. Likewise, the wide range of 

archives practices was reflected in a change in the question addressed to them from the 

more direct "how effective are its efforts"568 to "how does it address these 

responsibilities."569 Differences in budget practices led to several more changes. These 

different policies were supported by the removal of "Is the Jibrary able to retain, for 

support of its collections and services, revenues generated by fees and/or charges such as 

fines, payment for lost or damaged materials, and the sale of duplicate or unneeded 

items?"570 from the final draft. Smaller allowances for variety were found in the change 

from "How does it evaluate the flow of its expenditures? Is the library administration 

fiscally responsible?"571 to "How does the library determine its choices and schedule its 

expenditures?"572 

Bridegam acknowledged after the open discussion on the draft that the committee 

needed to provide more education for college librarians about outcomes assessment. 

While most of that need was addressed through workshops and articles, some of it was 

reflected in the standards themselves. In the section on points of comparison, the 

committee added some information about the source of peer institution lists for 

comparison. They added a description of how a list of peer institutions could be 

developed, 

567 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 181. 
568 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 3 78. 
569 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 179. 
570 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 381. 
571 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 381. 
572 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 182. 
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Peer colleges may already be identified for benchmarking purposes by the college. 
If not, a peer group could be identified using criteria such as college mission, 
reputation, selectivity for admission, size of budget, size of endowment, 
expenditure for library support, and/or size of collection.573 

Another acknowledged focus of the new standards was the need to better 

accommodate distance education. This value had been stated in the findings of the 

Standards Study Task Force, which indicated the need for more emphasis on distance 

learning programs to better coordinate with the goals of accrediting agencies. The section 

on access saw substantial revision that added this emphasis to the document. The final 

draft emphasized the support for distance education programs. In the questions, the 

archives question was replaced with a question on the support of distance education 

programs. The committee also added an extra question related to providing facilities for 

distance learners in accordance with the ACRL "Guidelines for Distance Leaming 

Library Services" to the section on facilities. 574 

The ACRL and ALA standards committees required that the standards meet 

certain criteria concerning uniformity. Several changes in the document reflected those 

concerns. On the issue meeting basic guidelines, the foreword added the necessary 

description of the libraries covered by the standard. Although simpler than the 

descriptions in earlier editions, the standards still were "intended to apply to libraries 

supporting academic programs at the bachelor's and master's degree Ievels."575 The final 

draft also included the description of the drafting and approval process of the standards. 

573 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 176. 
514 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 181. 
575 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 175. 
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The CLS Standards Committee was also concerned that the standards should 

present a cohesive and well-reasoned whole. Changes in the draft also reflected changes 

to make the document more able to meet this goal. Since the ratios or points of 

comparison were stated to be examples rather than an exhaustive list, the addition of 

"suggested" to the beginning of the headers "points of comparison" was a matter of 

consistency. The introduction stated, "This list is not to be considered exhaustive--other 

points of comparison could be determined by the college"576 and the addition of 

"suggested" made this clearer in the list itself. The emphasis on the importance of 

assessment and evaluation in the document was strengthened by the change in both the 

text and questions for services from "promote, and maintain a range and quality of 

services"577 to "promote, maintain, and evaluate a range of quality services."578 A similar 

alteration was the change in the header "Evaluation" to the more descriptive "Questions." 

This again reflected that the list was a sample only. Yet another revision of this type was 

moving the commentary and question about staff training from the section on instruction 

to the one on staff. In this instance, the statement on the library's responsibility to provide 

security, preservation, disaster and emergency training for its staff and the question "How 

does the library provide security, preservation, and emergency training for its staff?" 

d fr h . . . h . .t'.f. s19 were move om t e section on mstructton to t e section on sta1J . 

Finally, nearly every section of the standards saw minor editorial changes, 

generally designed to provide a cleaner, more professional document. The number of 

576 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 176. · 
577 "Standards.for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 377. 
578 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 178. 
579 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 180. 
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these changes seen between the published draft and the final document probably reflected 

both the increasing ease with which such changes could be made and the revolutionary 

nature of the document. More people wanted to make changes because the standards were 

so new, much less of the verbiage had been under development over the last three drafts, 

and this desire for more changes could be accommodated because the process for making 

them was simplified. 

Many of these change were extremely minor. In the foreword, "money" was 

changed to "financial support."580 In the points of comparison, "(undergraduate and 

graduate)" was added to "student," "contribution" became "contributions," and "focus 

group(s)" became "target groups."581 In the section on assessment, "a comprehensive" 

became "Comprehensive," "reoffered" became "re-offered," and "surveys of focus 

groups" became "focus groups."582 In the sections on services and instruction, two 

occurrences of "clientele" were changed to "users,"583 making them consistent with other 

uses in those sections. Under instruction "orientation" was changed to "orientations."584 

In the section on staff, "adequate" was changed to "sufficient."585 

580 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 375; "Standards for College 
Libraries," (March 2000), 175. 
581 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 375; "Standards for College 
Libraries," (March 2000), 176. 
582 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft,'' (May 1999), 376; "Standards for College 
Libraries," (March 2000), 177. 
583 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 377; "Standards for College 
Libraries," (March 2000), 178-79. 
584 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 377; "Standards for College 
Libraries," (March 2000), 178. 
585 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 3 79; "Standards for College 
Libraries," (March 2000), 180. 
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Sometimes the change was more than simply replacing one word or phrase with · 

another. In points of comparison, "each college is encouraged"586 was changed to "each 

college library is encouraged"587 and "should be made to evaluate the strength of the 

library with its peers"588 was changed to the more grammatically correct "can be made to 

compare the strength of the library with its peers. "589 Under planning, "assessment of the 

library"590 became "assessment of the quality and effectiveness of the library."591 

Concerning services, "the expectations of the students and faculty" became "student and 

faculty expectations" and "are loan policies equitable and uniformly administered to all" 

became "how well do interlibrary loan and document delivery services support the needs 

of .. _,,s92 

The section on resources was especially carefully reviewed and received quite a 

few editorial changes in the final draft. "Information resources" became simply 

"resources." "Are consonant with its mission" was simplified to "support its mission." 

"Onsite" became "on site." In the list of resource options, "online or as hard copy" and 

"according to the needs of the users and the objectives of the Jibrary" were removed. 

"The college library should provide resources in a variety of formats" became 

"Moreover, resources may be in a variety of formats." "Including printed text, media, and 

electronic text or images" was changed to "including print or hard copy, online electronic 

586 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 375. 
587 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 176. 
588 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 375. 
589 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 176. 
590 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 376. 
591 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 176. 
592 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 377; "Standards for College 
Libraries," (March 2000), 178. 

258 



text or images, and other media." "Budgetary restraints" became "budget constraints." In 

the questions, "print, media, and electronic resources" became "of print, electronic, and 

media resources," and "consortia}" became "consortium." The purpose of weeding was 

expanded from "maintain the collection" to "maintain the currency of the collection" in 

the question on weeding.593 

These editorial manipulations continued in other sections. The statement on the 

access to the collection was changed from stating that "library collections should be 

organized by nationally approved conventions and arranged for efficient retrieval"594 to 

"library collections and the catalog for accessing them should be organized using national 

bibliographic standards."595 Under facilities, the question on seating and study space was 

changed to include the provision of"conducive study spaces."596 Also under facilities, the 

question on seating and study space included a grammatical correction from "is the 

perception .... concerning the number of seats and the variety" to "are the perceptions .... " 

and a change from "variety of study spaces" to "varied types of seating" as well as the 

more substantive addition of "conducive study spaces" to the list and "meet ADA 

requirements" became "meet the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act."597 

Several changes were also seen in the citations to outside sources. In the questions 

on services "ACRL's 'Guidelines for Extended Campus Library Services."' became "the 

593 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 3 78; "Standards for College 
Libraries," (March 2000), 179. 
594 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 3 78. 
595 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 179. 
596 "Standards for College Libraries," (March 2000), 180. 
597 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 3 79; "Standards for College 
Libraries," (March 2000), 181. 
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'ACRL Guidelines for Distance Learning Library Services. "'598 Under administration, 

the placement of the quotation mark in "' ACRL Guidelines for Branch Libraries in 

Colleges and Universities"' was corrected to "ACRL 'Guidelines for Branch Libraries in 

Colleges and Universities "'599 in the final edition. In the footnotes, the reference Keyes 

Metcalf s Planning Academic and Research Library Buildings was changed from the 

second to the third edition. 600 

Reflections on the Process 

The level of change between the first published draft and the adopted document 

rivaled the change from the draft that was discussed at the 1958 ALA annual conference 

and the original Standards for College Libraries. There are two likely explanations for 

the level of this change. The first is the novelty of the standards. While the committee had 

regularly informed the membership of the direction of their new standards and the work 

of the Task Force on Academic Library Outcomes Assessment had helped to prepare the 

ground for the new standards, the 2000 standards were still radical departures from the 

previous standards. The 1986 and 1995 standards drafts saw little editing, especially after 

the published drafts, but they were in themselves largely revisions of the 1975 standards 

and offered little that was new beyond some updating of terminology and changes in the 

way of calculating the formulas. The 2000 standards on the other hand, looked 

598 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 3 77 ; "Standards for College 
Libraries," (March 2000), 178. 
599 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 380; "Standards for College 
Libraries," (March 2000), 181. 
600 "Standards for College Libraries: A Draft," (May 1999), 381; "Standards for College 
Libraries," (March 2000), 182. 
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completely different from the older standards and embraced a new way of looking at the 

standards. This led to considerable comment and requests for changes in the draft. The 

second likely explanation for some of the changes in the draft is the simplicity of making 

such changes. Just as the committee could use word processing and e-mail to develop and 

exchange six drafts in the ten months that it worked on them, change requests could be 

easily gathered and adopted after the draft was published that had not been easily made 

when comments had to be mailed and documents had to be retyped and duplicated. 

The draft was radical in that it departed from the format seen in the most recent 

three editions of the standards, focusing on a new way of evaluating libraries. This radical 

departure from the previous standards was made acceptable in several ways. First, the 

academic library community had been discussing the need for change of this kind since 

before the adoption of the final edition of the old style standards in 1995. The findings of 

the Standards Study Task Force in 1996 and the Task Force on Academic Library 

Outcomes Assessment in 1998 had prepared the community for the change. Second, the 

regular reports of the CLS Standards Committee in the CLS Newsletter kept the 

membership of the College Libraries Section informed about the direction of the 

standards and prepared them for the change. Third, the use of library discussion lists and 

the internet to allow for broad comment on the standards made comments on the standard 

easier to register. Finally, the changes in accrediting had made librarians aware that 

change was necessary, since the old standards were so unlike the questions being asked 

by accreditors. This open communication and the pressure of the accrediting agencies led 

261 



to rapid adoption of the new standards, but also led to the large number of changes seen 

between the published draft and approved standards. 

The Resulting Stamlartls for College Llbrt,ries 

The approved Standards for College Libraries, 2000 edition, were both radically 

different from earlier standards and very much like them. This apparent contradiction was 

the essence of the new standards. They rested on the tradition of the earlier standards, and 

included all of the sections included in any draft of the standards since 1970. (The only 

section that was missing was interlibrary cooperation, which only appeared in the 1959 

standards.) At the same time, the standards in 2000 added many new concepts and 

addressed the concepts in new ways. 

The standards began with an explanation of their new direction, including 

definitions of inputs, outputs, and outcomes and a short overview of the context in which 

they were written. The remainder of the document was divided into two major sections. 

The first dealt with the more traditional forms of assessment, being addressed to "points 

of comparison." The final section was devoted to the newer forms of assessment and 

labeled "planning, assessment, and outcomes assessment." 

In the "points of comparison" the standards addressed the input measures seen in 

earlierstandards, but expressed them in ratios to be compared to peer institutions. The 

number of volumes in the collection, the budget for materials, the percentage of the 

budget spent on materials, staff, and other items, the size of the staff and of the building, 

the seating capacity, the number of instruction session offered, and the number of 

computer terminals available were all included among the input ratios. Output ratios 
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included circulation of materials, interlibrary loan volume and speed, and the number of 

reference questions. 

The section on "planning, assessment, and outcomes assessment" included an of 

the topics covered in earlier standards, but with a new focus. It began with a statement on 

the mission and goals of the college that was similar to that found in the earlier standards. 

From there it went on to describe various techniques for assessing the effectiveness and 

quality of library services. The outcomes assessment sections followed and addressed the 

basic sections from previous standards plus two new sections. With each area of the 

library addressed, the section began with a narrative describing what the library should do 

and followed that description with a sample list of questions to ask when determining 

how well the library was fulfilling its duties in that area. 

The section on services covered a range of services, including reference, hours of 

access, and distance education support. Instruction was separated from the section on 

services for the first time, and included both the basic need for instruction and a longer 

explanation of the value and centrality of instruction to the library's mission. The section 

on resources replaced previous sections on collections and retained the calls for a variety 

of types of materials and for judicious weeding, while emphasizing access to electronic 

resources. Under access, the standards were fairly general, calling for a comprehensive 

catalog based on national standards, interlibrary loan and document delivery, and access 

for distant students. In the area of staff, the standards continued to call for ALA 

accredited graduate degrees, professional activity, and faculty status for librarians, and 

appropriate responsibilities for support staff. Facilities should be adequate for the various 
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purposes of the library. The section on communication and cooperation emphasized the 

importance of two-way communication both within the Jibrary and between the library 

and the campus community, with special emphasis on the relationship between 

information technology services and the library. Administration continued to call for 

effective administration, that the library director report to the president or chief academic 

officer, a standing advisory committee, and adherence to the ALA "Library Bill of 

Rights." It also added that branch libraries should be administered according to the 

"ACRL Guidelines for Branch Libraries in Colleges and Universities." For the budget, 

the standards focused on the appropriate use of the money to serve the needs of users, the 

director's authority to apportion funds, and sufficient funds for adequate staff 

compensation. 

Comparison to Previous Standards 

While the format and inclusion of outcomes assessment in the new standards were 

revolutionary, the standards were firmly rooted in the tradition of the previous Standards 

for College Libraries. The format and inclusion of outcomes assessment in the standards 

came from the Task Force on Academic Library Outcomes Assessment Report601 and the 

format of the 1997 Guidelines of University Undergraduate Libraries602 and the 1989 

601 
Task Force on Academic Library Outcomes Assessment Report, accessed 22 

November 2003; available from 
http://www.ala.org/Content/NavigationMenu/ACRL/Publications/White_Papers_and_Re 
£orts/Task _Force_ on_ Academic_ Library_ Outcomes _Assessment_ Report.htm. 

02 Association of College and Research Libraries, "Guidelines for University 
Undergraduate Libraries." 
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Standards for University Libraries.603 The points of comparison were taken largely from 

the previous Standards for College Libraries editions and articles suggesting new 

methods of evaluating libraries. The descriptive language in the outcomes assessment 

portion was taken largely from the previous Standards for College Libraries editions. 

This balance between the old and new, and the use of other ACRL documents for support 

helped make the new standards acceptable. 

The format of the standards owed much to the recent work of the University 

Libraries Section, including its 1989 Standards for University Libraries and 1997 

Guidelines of University Undergraduate Libraries. The CLS Standards Committee 

specifically consulted with the drafters of these documents and chose to mirror their use 

of questions for evaluation. The format also had a precedent in the history of the 

Standards for College Libraries with the 1979 evaluative checklist.604 Although that 

document used statements rather than questions, the same concept of considering how 

well the library addresses specific examples of services was established. 

Many of the input ratios had appeared in the commentary of the 197 5 edition of 

the standards. The percent of the budget expended on personnel, the library space and 

seating per full time equivalent student, and the staff to student ratios all appeared in that 

document and continued through to the 2000 edition with some modification. Carpenter 

used a comparison of the number of volumes in the collection to the full time equivalent 

student body in his article written as part of the revision of the 1975 standards.605 

603 "Standards for University Libraries: Evaluation of Performance." 
604 "An Evaluative Checklist for Reviewing a College Library Program." 
605 Carpenter, "College Libraries: A Comparative Analysis." 
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Hodowanec suggested the comparison of the number of volumes added to the collection 

to the full time equivalent student body606 in an article that was discussed during the 

revision of the 1975 standards. While they had not been included in the 1986 or 1995 

revisions of the standards, they had been considered and discussed in the library 

community. The input ratios did add the concept of comparing the number of students 

included in library instruction sessions with the number of students targeted by that 

instruction. 

The output ratios contained more new ideas, since the older standards had focused 

almost exclusively on input measures. Circulation numbers had been included in the 

evaluation section of the first Standards for College Libraries in 1959, but had been 

absent in the subsequent editions. Interlibrary loan figures had been included since 1975, 

but not as ratios. The other ratios, dealing with reference questions answered, interlibrary 

loan lending to borrowing rates, turn around time, fill rate, and cost were new to the 

discussion of college library standards. However, reference questions answered had been 

included the book prepared for the ACRL Ad Hoc Committee on Performance Measures 

in 1990. 607 Also, the numbers for comparison for reference transactions, circulation 

transactions, and interlibrary loan items borrowed and supplied were easily available 

through the academic library statistics gathered by the ACRL. 608 

606 George V. Hodowanec, "An Acquisition Rate Model for Academic Libraries," 
College & Research Libraries 39 (November 1978): 439-447. 
607 Van House, Weil, and McClure, Measuring Academic Library Performance. 
608 Association of College and Research Libraries, Academic Library Statistics, accessed 
30 January 2004; available from 
http://www.ala.org/ala/acrl/acrlpubs/acadlibrarystats/academiclibrary.htm. 
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Table 7. Comparison of 1995 Standards for College Libraries to the 2000 Standards for 
College Libraries 

1995 Standards for College Libraries 2000 Standards for College Libraries 
Introduction: Foreword: 
* defines coverage of the standards * defines coverage of the standards 
* refers to junior college and university * defines inputs, outputs, and outcomes 

standards * important to consider rapid change 
* escalating costs 
* accountability and output measures 
* virtual ownership and computer issues 
* multimedia and hypermedia 
* paraprofessional staff 
in Collections formula: number of 
volumes 

in Staff formula: staff size 

in Facilities formula: facility size 

1. Mission, Goals, and Objectives: 
* explicit mission, goals, and objectives 

* developed by the library staff in 
consultation with administration 

* faculty and review goals periodically 

Points of Comparison: 
* input measures 

* ratio of ... to student and faculty size 
*volumes 
* volumes added 
*staff 
* library space and seating 
* computer workstations 

* percent of library budget by category 
* ratio of number of students in instruction 

session to total students targeted 
* output measures 

* ratio of ... to student and faculty size 
* circulation 
* interlibrary loan requests 
* reference questions 

* ratio of interlibrary lending to borrowing 
* interlibrary loan turnaround time, fill rate, 

and cost 
Planning: 
* mission and goals framework for activities 
* library involved in campus planning 
* library mission to include input of entire 

college community 
* strategic planning and assessment iterative 
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Table 7 - Continued 
1995 Standards for College Libraries 

5. Delivery of Service: 
* instruction (including reference) 
* circulation 
* interlibrary loan & cooperative 

programs 
* reasonable hours 
* extensive student services 

included in Delivery of Service 

2000 Standards for College Libraries 
Assessment: 
* Comprehensive assessment may include 

* library knowledge surveys 
* evaluation checklists 
* student journals 
* focus groups 
* outside evaluators 
* reviews of operations 

Outcomes Assessment: 
* library mission 
* relationship to the college mission 
* assessment strategies 
* peer comparisons 
Services: 
* wide range of services 
* reasonable hours 
* reference 
* circulation 
* government documents 
* interlibrary loan 
* off-campus student services 
* assessment of service 
Instruction: 
* reference 
* course related instruction, course 

integrated instruction, orientations, 
tutorials, pathfinders, etc. 

* lifelong learning 
* collaboration with classroom faculty 
* information literacy 
* adequate space for instruction 
* appropriate technology for instruction 
* assessment of instruction 
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Table 7 - Continued 
1995 Standards for College Libraries 

2. The Collections: 
* all college owned information materials 

(in all formats) belong to the library 
* provide material quickly 
* formula for print/microform/audiovisual 

collection size with a quantitative 
minimum of 85,000 volumes, plus 
increments for faculty, students, and 
program size 

* mentioned Katz as a source for 
periodical holdings 

grade of A required 90% of the holdings 
recommended by the formula · 
3. Organization of Materials: 
* organized by national conventions 
* catalog accessible by multiple users 

* access to subordinate files 

* materials arranged to maximize 
accessibility 

* materials in storage should be readily 
accessible 

4. Staff: 
* adequate professional and support staff 
* professional librarians have ALA 

accredited degrees 
* formula for professional staff required a 

minimum of3 
* grade of A required 90% of the 

librarians recommended by the formula 
* faculty status 
* support staff should be 65% of total 
* policies and procedures 

2000 Standards for College Libraries 
Resources: 
* support mission and needs of users 
* variety of sources 
* judicious weeding 
* evaluation of collection 
* electronic resource licenses 
* archives 
* comparison with peers 

Access: 
* organized by national conventions 
* catalog accessible by multiple users 
* interlibrary loan and consortia! 

borrowing 
* support for distance learning 
* policies appropriately disseminated 
* logical arrangement of collection 
* materials in storage should be readily 

accessible 
Staff: 
* adequate professional and support staff 
* professional librarians have ALA 

accredited degrees 
* staff assignments appropriate to level of 

staff 

* appropriate training of staff 
* faculty status 
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Table 7 - Continued 
1995 Standards for College Libraries 

6. Facilities 
* formula for size 

* seating space for 1/4 to 1/5 of 
students 

* space for books 
* l /8 of the total of the space for 

students and books for administration 
* grade of A required 90% of the space 

recommended by the formula 
* form follows function 
* single structure 

7. Administration: 
* legal foundation for authority 
* library director an officer of the college 
* library director reports to the president 

or chief academic officer 
* library committees 
* evaluation of performance, in which 

statistics are important 
* Library Bill of Rights 
8. Budget: 
* college librarian prepares, defends, and 

administers the budget 
* library receives 6% of college 

educational and general budget 
* college librarian apportions funds 
* library tracks expenditures to evaluate 
* revenue generated in the library should 

be retained 

2000 Standards for College Libraries 
Facilities: 
* well planned 
* secure and adequate space 
* suitable environmental conditions 
* adequate and functional equipment 
* sufficient study space 
* sufficient workspace 
* adequate signage 
* wiring for electronic access 
* meet ADA requirements 
* facilities for distance learners 
Communication and Cooperation: 
* communication between staff and 

director 
* communication with other departments 

on campus 
* communication with information 

technology staff 
Administration: 
* legal foundation for authority 

* library director reports to the president 
or chief academic officer 

* library committees 
* branch libraries should meet those 

guidelines 
* Library Bill of Rights 
Budget: 
* college librarian prepares, defends, and 

administers the budget 
* sufficient to meet reasonable 

expectations of users 
* college librarian apportions funds 
* library tracks expenditures to evaluate 
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The section on planning had much in common with earlier sections with different 

names, including on the 1959 "Functions of the Co1lege Library," the 1975 and I 986 

"Objectives of the College Library," and the 1995 "Mission, Goals, and Objectives." The 

importance of the mission and goals of the library related to the institution as a whole and 

the value of regularly reviewing that mission were found in standards 1 and 1.2 of the 

1975 through 1995 standards. The concept of the 1975 to 1995 standards, that both users 

and librarians should participate in the development and review of the mission found in 

standard 1.1, was also included. However, the 2000 edition divided it and included the 

participation of users in the section on assessment and the participation of librarians in 

the section on instruction. All of the major points on the objectives of the library from the 

previous standards were included in the 2000 standards. 

The section on services quoted directly, with minor alterations, from the 1995 

standards 5 and 5.5 on the library's obligation to provide a wide range of programs to 

support the academic program and library use and the obligation to support off-campus 

programs. These and the need to provide reasonable hours and reference service when 

most needed were first added to the discussion of standards in 1958, and were included in 

the first failed revision of the 1959 standards and every draft of the standards thereafter. 

While the new standards did not include the call for the equitable circulation of materials 

that had been included in some way in the standards since 1959, most of the content on 

services remained the same from 1959 through 2000. 

Instruction was given its own section and greatly expanded when compared to the 

earlier standards, but it began by quoting from the service standard 5.1 of the 1995 
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standards, only replacing "shall" with "should."609 The new standards expanded on the 

call for instruction to provide more examples of methods of instruction and focused more 

specifically on the teaching role of the library. This extra emphasis on teaching had been 

seen in the 1959 standards, but outcomes assessment made it even more central to the 

2000 standards. 

Previous editions of the standards had all included sections on library collections. 

In the 2000 edition, the section was renamed "resources" and the focus was changed from 

physical collections to virtual collections. It included the concepts of the first collection 

standard, that of providing a variety of resources, but did not include the formulas seen in 

previous standards. It also included two service standards on hours of access and service 

to distance learners. The need for weeding the collection that had been included in the 

commentary of the standards since 1959 was also maintained. Both the qualitative and 

quantitative advicein the previous standards was removed, leaving only the guideline of 

meeting the needs of the library's users. 

The section on the organization of the collection was separated from the section 

on the collection in the 1970 draft and continued through the 2000 edition, but was 

renamed "access" in 2000. The new name did not prevent the framers of the 2000 

standards from quoting part of standard 3 on the organization of the collection. Access 

also included the concept of simultaneous access to the catalog by multiple users that had 

been included in all of the standards since 1975. However, previous attention to details on 

609 "Standards for College Libraries." (April 1995), 251; "Standards for College 
Libraries," (March 2000), 178. 
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accessibility, subordinate files, arrangement, and remote storage was replaced with 

emphasis on virtual access and distance learners. 

The section on staff quoted from three of the six standards on staff from the 1995 

edition of the standards, and included the rest of the concepts from the staff sections of 

previous years except for the numerical standards. The status of librarians continued to be 

important, including the size of the staff, ALA accredited graduate degrees, professional 

activities, and faculty status. The result was a paragraph that looked much like the 

previous standards in narrative form. 

Facility standards were simplified in the new edition. They began with the text 

from standard 6 of the 1995 edition, but omitted all of the specifics included in standards 

6.1 through 6.3. Thus, they included the statement that the library should be well planned 

and provide secure and adequate space for its servic'es, users, and resources, but omitted 

specific guidance on the size and floor plan of the building and the use of branch 

libraries. 

The next section, on communication and cooperation, was new. It brought 

together various ideas scattered throughout the previous standards concerning the 

importance of communication among library staff members and between library staff 

members and the college community. These ideas had been found in the 1959 standards 

under "Structure and Government" and "Staff." The 1970 draft guidelines included 

communication among the staff under "Organization and Administration." The 1975 to 

1995 standards included communication with the user community in the standard on 

"Administration" and slightly acknowledged communicati9n among staff in the 
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commentary on staff. The new section gave more weight to communication. It also added 

the new area of vital communication. Communication between librarians and computer 

technology staff that maintain the infrastructure on which the library's access to 

information depends. 

The section on administration was largely copied from the 1995 standards, with 

almost word for word use of the standards on encouraging the fullest, most effective use 

of library resources (7), the authority of the library director and to whom he or she should 

report (7.2 and 7.2.1), the library advisory committee (7.) and the ALA Bill of Rights 

(7 .5). However, standards on the legal status of the library (7 .1 ), on written policy 

manuals (7.4), and on performance evaluation (7.4.1) were eliminated. The standards 

followed the old standards in emphasizing that proper administration meant encouraging 

the full and effective use of library resources and that libraries needed standing advisory 

committees. It also continued to support the status of the library by calling for the library 

director to report to the president or chief academic officer and have his or her 

responsibilities defined in writing. Finally, the new standards continued to support 

adherence to the ALA "Library Bill of Rights." 

The final section of the standards, on the budget, continued part of the previous 

standards, as they dealt with the basic concepts of library control of that budget, but 

removed references that were more specific. The quantitative standard of percent of the 

college's educational and general budget was removed, although some numbers about the 

budget remained in the suggested input ratios. The specific guidance about more money 

for audiovisual or computer support went out with the removal of the statement that six 
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percent of the college's educational and general budget should be devoted to the library, 

and specifics about retaining revenue and internal accounts were first moved to the 

questions and then the question on retaining revenue was removed altogether in the final 

draft. All of the sections that had counterparts in the earlier standards owed much of their 

text to those earlier standards, but especially in this section, the standards continued to 

evolve to better accommodate current practice. 

The Approval and Impact of the Standards 

The 2000 Standards for College Libraries were approved at the Midwinter ALA 

meetings in January 2000, and even before they were approved, the work had begun to 

publicize them and encourage their use. The CLS chair looked forward to a program on 

using the new standards in his report in the Fall 1999 CLS Newsletter.610 The CLS 

Standards Committee and the Continuing Education Committee held a joint committee 

meeting to plan that program before the standards were approved. This high level of 

activity continued. 

The number of articles and presentations about the standards was similar to what 

was seen after the other two major changes in the standards, the original 1959 Standards 

for College Libraries and the 1975 revision. A program on implementing the new 

standards was advertised in the Spring 2000 CLS Newsletter611 and held during the ALA 

610 '"Applying the New Standards for College Libraries' program at Annual in Chicago," 
" CLS Newsletter 16 (Spring 2000), accessed 13 December 2003; available from 
http://www.ala.org/Content/ContentGroups/ACRL1/CLS/Newsletters/CLS_Newsletter-

Spring2000.htm. · 
611 John G. Jaffe, "CLS Will Investigate Virtual Participation in its Committees in the 
Coming Year," CLS Newsletter 15 (Fall 1999), accessed 13 December 2003; available 
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annual meeting in July. The program, entitled "Applying the New Standards for College 

Libraries" included both a description of the writing process and rationale of the new 

standards and concrete guidance on h-ow to use the new standards. The summer also saw 

several publications about the standards. The CLS Continuing Education Committee 

published a bibliography to accompany the standards in June 2000.612 William Nelson 

published a short history and summary of the standards in the Summer 2000 Georgia 

Library Quarterly613 
and College & Research Libraries News published a short article in 

the July/ August 2000 issue on how Governor's State University had implemented the 

new standards.614 The midwinterALA meeting included a preconference on the standards 

entitled "Creating a Continuous Assessment Environment in Academic Libraries: 

Practical Application of the Standards for College Libraries, 2000 Edition."615 Notices in 

the CLS Newsletter continue to mention the standards. Bill Nelson made three more 

presentations on using the new standards during 2001 and workshops on the standards 

from 
http://www.ala.org/Content/ContentGroups/ACRLl/CLS/Newsletters/CLS_Newsletter-

Fall 1999.htm. 
o1

2 Jo~nna Burkhardt and Lisabeth Chabot, Bibliography for Evaluation/Assessment, 
Chicago: American Library Association, 2000; accessed 27 December 2003, available 
from 
http:/ /www.ala.org/Content/NavigationMenu/ ACRL/ About_ACRUSections/College _Lib 
raries/Publications18/Bibliography_for_Evaluation_and_Assessment.htm. 
613 William Neal Nelson, "Standards for CoHege Libraries (2000 edition)," Georgia 
Library Quarterly 3 7 (Summer 2000): 12-14. 
614 Ruetten, Bostian, and Casey, "Implementing ACRL's 'Standards for College 
Libraries, '"570. -
615 "Creating a Continuous Assessment Environment in Academic Libraries: Practical 
Application of the Standards for College Libraries, 2000 Edition," CLS Newsletter 16 
(Fall 2000), accessed 13 December 2003; available from 
http://www.ala.org/Content/ContentGroups/ACRL1/CLS/News1etters/CLS_Newsletter-
_Fall_2001.htm. ,, 
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were held in Dallas, Indianapolis and Kenosha Wisconsin the foilowing year.616 The 

Spring 2003 CLS Newsletter reviewed two new publications and assessment.617 Another 

midwinter program related to the standards, "Creating a Continuous Assessment 

Environment in Academic Libraries" was held in January 2003.618 

Perhaps the longest lasting impact of the 2000 Standards for College Libraries 

will be their effect on standards for libraries in community colleges and universities. In 

2003, the ACRL published draft "Standards for Libraries in Higher Education."619 These 

standards consisted of a minor revision of the 2000 Standards for College Libraries. 

Beyond replacing "college" with "institution" and "director" with "director/dean" there 

were fewer than a dozen changes to the document before its presentation under this new 

title. The position of the CLS Standards Committee, first of lagging behind in retaining 

quantitative standards, and then moving first into outcomes assessment has placed the 

standards developed for college libraries as the standard for the future. 

616 "Kudos," CLS Newsletter 17 (Fall 2001), accessed 13 December 2003; available from 
http://www.ala.org/Content/ContentGroups/ACRLl/CLS/Newsletters/CLS_Newsletter-

Fall 2001.htm. 
6i 7 "Books by and for College Librarians," CLS Newsletter 19 (Spring 2003), accessed 13 
December 2003; available from 
http://www.ala.org/Content/ContentGroups/ACRLl/CLS/Newsletters/CLS_Newsletter-

Spring_ 2003 .htm. 
6is "College Library Standards Workshop at Midwinter," CLS Newsletter 18 (Fall 2002), 
accessed 13 December 2003; available from 
http://www.ala.org/Content/ContentGroups/ACRLl/CLS/Newsletters/CLS_Newsletter-

Fall 2002.htm. 
6i 9 Ccllege and Research Libraries Standards Task Force, "Standards for Libraries in 
Higher Education: A Draft," College & Research Libraries News 64 (May 2003): 329-36. 
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CHAPTERS 

CONCLUSION 

For more than sixty years college librarians have attempted to define college 

librarianship in the Standards for College Libraries. This effort has reflected the issues in 

librarianship and academe over those years and has led to a consistent core vision of the 

college library. The process for the development and revision of the standards changed 

over time as a reflection of the changes in the ALA and changes in the level of interest in 

the standards. The content of the standards and the process of their development were 

also influenced by changes in higher education and accrediting. The standards were 

clearly rooted in tradition, with each version borrowing from previous versions. Changes 

reflected efforts to argue for new concerns. Within this consistent framework, the 

emphasis of the standards moved from attempting to assure library quality through setting 

minimum inputs toward measuring the success of the library in meeting the goals the 

inputs were designed to make possible. 

The Influence of Change and Politics in ALA on the Standards 

The process of standards writing revealed much about what was important in the 

context of standards. While leaders in ALA and ACRL were important in supporting the 

development of the standards, they were less important in the actual writing and revision 

of those standards. Prominent personalities played a greater role in the initial 

278 



development of the Standards for College Libraries in the 1950's, but the role of such 

individuals continued to decline over the time as standing committees took on the 

responsibility for the standards. The problems faced by the various committees that wrote 

and revised the Standards for College Libraries were not unique to them. Committees 

working on standards in other areas often had similar problems. The committee process 

min-ored changes in ALA. Early in ALAhistory, larger than life figures provided vision 

and direction to the organization. In later years, as the organization became more 

complex, committees and the individual divisions gained more influence on its direction. 

Individual leaders in ALA and ACRL were important in early editions of the 

standards, but their influence faded as the standards developed. The importance of 

individual leaders was especially visible in the first Standards for College Libraries. 

Even in this first edition, they provided support and direction, but the issues drove the 

development of the standards. Felix Hirsch, the chair of the ACRL Standards Committee 

led the writing of the first standards himself, and he sought the support and guidance of 

the elected leaders of the ACRL and the authors of previous standards and studies. The 

panel discussion of the standards at the 1958 ALA annual conference drew attention to 

this reliance on important individuals in ALA by including the president and president

elect of ACRL, one of the. leaders of the committee that wrote the Classification and Pay 

Plans, a member of ALA Council, and the leader of the committee that wrote the report 

College and University Libraries and Librarianship, which had called for the creation of 

standards like those being written by Hirsch's committee. 

279 



While these ALA leaders were important in the development of the first 

Standards for College Libraries, they influenced the revision of the standards draft m·ost 

when they expressed concerns about the standards that addressed issues of importance in 

their development. When their comments dealt with the need to provide support for 

quantitative standards, tended to bolster calls for faculty status for librarians and higher 

status for academic libraries, or increased the importance of the college library they were 

more likely to result in changes in the draft. Comments on the overall tone of the 

document, calls for the inclusion of new ideas not related to status, and suggestions for 

the removal of quantitative standards were largely ignored. In one area, the leaders of the 

ACRL Executive Board were especially important in the 1959 process. They settled the 

dispute between traditionalists and audiovisual advocates about the place of audiovisual 

materials in the standards by making revisions in the document when they approved it. 

These changes solidified the place of audiovisual materials in the document, and to some 

• extent in the college library. Even this change was a reflection of the important place of 

the definition of the role of the college library in the development of the standards. 

Important people played a visible role in the development of the first Standards for 

College Libraries, but even in this first edition, the issues of status and the balance of 

quantitative and qualitative standards were more important. 

In the first attempt at revision of the standards, prominent personalities still 

played an important role. The lack of support of such individuals as the author of .the 

previous standards and the chair of the ACRL Standards Committee helped to defeat the 

new document. The delegation of the work to a subcommittee, rather than the active 
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participation of the committee chair may have seemed like an important part of the failure 

to revise the standards, but the junior college library standards, which were being revised 

at the same time using a similar pattern, were exceptionally well accepted. 620 Although 

the lack of support of important figures in ACRL was important in the defeat of the 1970 

draft "Guidelines for Col1ege Libraries," this lack of support from some leaders was 

counterbalanced by the support of the majority of those who commented on the 

standards, especially those from outside librarianship. In addition, the 1970 guidelines 

failed to balance quantitative and qualitative standards and were perceived as lowering 

the status of the library and the librarian to mere support of the academic program of the 

college. These problems were at least equally important in its failure to gain support of 

the membership of the College Libraries Section gathered to discuss it at the ALA annual 

conference in 1971. The draft guidelines were presented to the membership without the 

support of library leaders, but the perceived deficiencies in the document led to its 

rejection by both the leadership and the membership assembled in Dallas. 

The process used in the 1975 standards revision reflected the beginning of change 

in the power structure within ALA. Leaders were still important, but the importance of 

the support of the broader membership was growing. The inability of the ad hoc 

committee headed by McElderry to gather support for its draft revision of the standards 

led the developers of the next draft to pay special attention to the development of support 

within the leadership of ALA, the accrediting community, and college librarians. They 

carefully developed that support and included the presidents of ACRL and ALA in their 

620 James 0. Wallace, "Two-Year College Library Standards," Library Trends 21 
(October 1972): 219-232. 
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early discussions of the revision. At the same time, ALA was changing, and the support 

of the general membership of ACRL became an equally important and visible goal. The 

Givens committee developed the use of College & Research Libraries News and state 

and regional library meetings as methods of developing support for the standards among 

regular membership of the ACRL, actively seeking to inform and involve a broader range 

of members of the organization. 

As the role of influential library leaders lessened in the development of the 

standards, the control of standards revision was also changing. The ACRL Standards 

Committee itself developed the first standards. When revision began, the Standards and 

Accreditation Committee chairs chose the individuals for the subcommittees to revise the 

standards very specifically for what they could offer to the revision process. The 

members ofMcElderry's committee were leaders in academic librarianship and had 

expertise in the development and use of standards. Givens's committee was chosen more 

to be representative of the membership than for its expertise or leadership status, although 

several members did bring expertise and leadership experience to the group. The early 

attempts at the revision of the 1975 standards reflected the new direction in their 

development. 

The first group chosen to revise the 1975 Standards for College Libraries was led 

by Arthur Monke and was appointed for its expertise in the development of standards. 

Two of its members, Monke and Schad, had ~orked on the document that they were 

charged to revise and a third member, Sacks, was the chair of the ACRL Standards and 

Accreditation Committee and an important force in the implementation of the standards. 
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Ray Carpenter was later added to the group to provide statistical expertise for the revision 

of the quantitative standards. They represented the format for the revision of the 

standards that had been used for the previous work, but with a hint of the new direction of 

the process. They were appointed by the ACRL Standards and Accreditation Committee 

and the College Libraries Section (CLS). 

The CLS then appointed its own committee. This group came entirely from the 

CLS and represented the new role of smaller units within the organization in the 

development the voice of the organization. The committee also included a member of the 

committee that wrote the 1975 standards (David Perkins), but the rest of the group was 

less prominent in the fields either of academic librarianship or of standards than earlier 

committee members had been. The committee chair, Larry Hardesty, had written about 

audiovisual materials in libraries and Stella Bentley, another committee member, had , 

written on faculty status, but they had at that time no significant leadership experience in 

ALA. This committee changed the focus of the review. Its review focused on how the 

standards were used. 

The committee that replaced the Manke and Hardesty committees and wrote the 

1986 revision solidified the focus on how the standards were used but continued the 

committee structure seen in earlier revisions. It ,was the last ACRL committee to revise 

the standards, and it again represented individuals with experience in library leadership 

and research in areas related to the standards. The committee included as chair a member 

of the previous CLS committee, Jacquelyn Morris, and a member of the ACRL Standards 
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and Accreditation Committee, David Walch. Other members brought leadership 

experience or a background in scholarship in areas related to the standards. 

The 1995 revision marked a significant change in the committee structure for the 

revision. The CLS had instituted a pennanent Standards Committee of its own that had 

responsibility for the revision. This group represented people with an interest in 

standards, but not necessarily leadership or research experience. Finally, the CLS 

Standards Committee wrote the last revision of the Standards for College Libraries in 

2000. That group, while it represented the devolution of control over the standards to the 

· CLS, also represented a return to a committee with experience both in ALA leadership 

and in research and writing related to issues covered in the standards. 

Table 8. Committee Structure Changes 
Committee Place in ALA structure Years Result 

ACRL Standards Committee, standing ACRL 1957- ALA Standards for 
Felix Hirsch, chair committee 1959 College Libraries, 

1959 
Ad Hoc Subcommittee for the subcommittee of the 1968- 1970 draft 
Revision of the College ACRL Standards and 1971 "Guidelines for 
Library Standards, Stanley Accreditation College Libraries" 
McElderry, chair Committee 
Ad Hoc Subcommittee to subcommittee of the 1973- Standards for 
Revise the 1959 Standards for ACRL Standards and 1975 College Libraries, 
College Libraries, Johnnie Accreditation 1975 
Givens, chair Committee 
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Table 8 - Continued 
Committee Place in ALA structure Years Result 

Committee to Review 1975 · ad hoc committee 1977- an unpublished 
College Library Standards, formed by ACRL 1980 cumulative review of 
Arthur Monke, chair Standards and the standards and 

Accreditation "College Libraries: 
Committee and College A Comparative 
Libraries Section Analysis in Terms of 

the ACRL 
Standards" by 
committee member 
Ra~ Carpenter 

Ad Hoc Committee on ad hoc committee of the 1979- "The Use and 
Standards and Guidelines for College Libraries 1981 Effectiveness of the 
the College Library, Larry Section 1975 'Standards for 
Hardesty, chair College Libraries:' 

A Survey of College 
Library Directors" 
by committee 
members Larry 
Hardesty and Stella 
Bentle~ 

ACRL Ad Hoc Committee on ACRL ad hoc committee 1981- Standards for 
College Library Standards, 1986 College Libraries, 
Jacguelyn Morris, chair 1986 
College Libraries Section College Libraries 1992- Standards for 
Standards Committee, Diane Section standing 1995 College Libraries, 
Parker, chair committee 1995 
College Libraries Section College Libraries 1998- Standards for 
Standards Committee, Willis Section standing 2000 College Libraries, 
Bridegam, chair committee 2000 

These changes in the structure of the committees that wrote the standards did 

more than reflect the changes in the power structure within ALA and ACRL. The levels 

of expertise of the committees also reflected the level of change that they made in the 

standards. The 1959 committee sought the direct assistance ofleaders in the creation of 

previous standards and ALA. They wrote new standards that, while owing much to the 
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previous standards, took a new direction in their format and emphasis. The 1970 

committee represented individuals chosen specifically for their expertise, and they made 

major changes in the focus and direction of the standards with the emphasis on qualitative 

guidelines and description of practice in their draft revision. The 1975 committee 

represented individuals chosen for their representativeness and the revision they wrote 

broke new ground in the standards, building on the 1959 standards and the 1970 draft. 

Like the committee that wrote the standards, the 1975 standards revision committee 

sought to represent different types of libraries by introducing standards scaled to the size 

of the college and the library and grading options for different aspirations. The 

committees that wrote the 1986 and J 995 revisions had less expertise and were not as 

carefully chosen for their representativeness and they made only minor revisions to the 

standards. The committee that wrote the final edition of the Standards for College 

Libraries again included many members with research and writing experience in areas 

related to the standards and they moved the standards toward individualized outcomes 

assessment, while still building on the work of the previous groups. 

The Influence of.Other ALA Standards 

Standards in other areas of Hbrarianship also influenced the development of the 

Standards/or College Libraries. The 1956 Public Libra,y Service; A Guide to 

Evaluation, with Minimum Standards621 was specifically mentioned as the model in early 

planning discussions for the Standards/or College Libraries. The pattern of the 

621 American Library Association, Coordinating Committee on Revision of Public 
Library Standards, Public Library Service: A Guide to Evaluation, with Minimum 
Standards (Chicago: ALA, 1956). 
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development of the public library standards provided a model for the college library 

standards. The public library standards began in 1933 in response to a perceived need to 

improve public library service. The 1943 standards were likewise written as goals 

designed to improve library service. As library service matured, so did the standards. 

They moved from statements of goals designed to provide evidence for the need to 

improve libraries to a document designed to help librarians plan for the future of their 

libraries and evaluate needs in their particular situations. 622 The 1959 Standards for 

College Libraries, like the early public library standards, sought to provide goals for the 

resources needed by libraries. The 1970 draft guidelines moved more toward the 

direction of the 1956 public library standards, but failed to win approval. The Standards 

for College Libraries in 197 5, 1986, and 1995 then returned to arguments for more 

support for libraries. In 2000, the standards moved in the direction seen in the Public 

Libraries Association (PLA) in 1956. They also reflected the direction taken by the PLA 

in 1980 with A Planning Process for Public Libraries. 623 This document represented the 

abandonment of attempts to provide national standards in favor of publishing manuals on 

how to set and measure local goals. 624 In 2000, the CLS Standards Committee moved to 

adopt this emphasis on evaluation and local goals pioneered by the PLA, but the 2000 

committee still maintained much of the spirit of the previous editions of the standards. 

The 2000 Standards for College Libraries embraced the concept of providing guidance 

on how to set and measure local goals and the newer concept based on higher education 

622 
Martin, "Standards for Public Libraries." 

621 
Palmour, A Planning Process for Public Libraries. 

624 
Rohlf, "Standards for Public Libraries." 
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accreditation procedures of measuring those goals in terms of outcomes for those who 

use the library while maintaining national qualitative standards for college libraries. 

Process Issues in Common with Other ALA Standards 

Defining the Purpose of Standards 

The process mirrored the standards development process in other areas as well. 

Problems in defining what the standards should be were common. Hirsch's description of 

the original Standards for College Libraries as both minimal standards and goals for the 

future was an example of this problem of definition. Other standards writers sought to 

address these two different goals simultaneously as well. Particularly in the process of 

writing university standards, this issue created problems in finding quantitative standards. 

Much of the concern focused on the problem that quantitative standards that were well 

below those already achieved by the best libraries would still be too high for the poorest 

libraries. The Standards for University Libraries eventually addressed the problem by 

eliminating the quantitative standards. 625 Other standards documents chose to define 

standards for both groups. McDonough and Palmer included both of these conflicting 

definitions in their description of library standards for state libraries: "As used by the 

professional associations, the term standards denotes a level of services and resources 

which is deemed minimal, but which represents defensible goals toward which the 

profession should be moving. "626 

625 L h "U . . L'b S d ,, ync , 111vers1ty 1 rary tan ards." 
6 

.. 
6 R HM D h d . oger . c onoug an David C. Palmer, "Standards for State Libraries," Library 

Trends 21 (October 1972): 185. 
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This conflict between minima and goals appeared throughout the history of the 

Standards for College Libraries. While the dual definition of goals and minima remained, 

the inherent conflict in this definition kept stress on the revision process. In the 1970 

draft, the revision committee attempted to address the issue with guidelines that described 

multiple situations. With the 1975 revision, the committee returned to numeric goals, but 

added the grading system in an attempt to provide goals for excellent libraries and for 

struggling libraries. The 1986 and 1995 standards revision committees showed more 

concern for making the numbers minimal and within the reach of the majority of college 

libraries. The new direction of the standards with the 2000 revision shifted the focus 

away from quantitative minima and thus joined the Standards for University Libraries by 

encouraging each library to set and evaluate its own numeric goals. 

The Committee Structure 

More process-oriented problems were also common in the Standards for College 

Libraries and other standards writing processes. The choice of committees to write the 

standards was often a chief concern. The Standards for College Libraries process sought 

to include interaction with accreditors and other college leaders. School, junior college, 

and university library standards committees also sought participation from these other 

groups. With school libraries, this meant committees and processes that included teachers 

and administrators from the National Education Association's Department of Audiovisual 

Instruction and later the Association for Educational Communications and Technology. 627 

627 
Frances Henne, "Standards for Media Programs in Schools," Library Trends 21 

(October 1972): 233-48. 
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The committee that revised the 1960 Standards for Junior College Libraries was a joint 

committee of the ACRL and the American Association of Junior College and even 

attempted to have the Division of Audiovisual Instruction join the committee. The ALA 

and the AAJC then jointly approved the 1972 Guidelines for Two-Year College Leaming 

Resources Programs. 628 Later revisions of the junior college library standards continued 

this joint participation with other groups, with joint committees of the Community and 

Junior College Libraries Section of ACRL and the Community College Association for 

Instructional Technology of the Association for Educational Communications and 

Technology developing the Standards for Community, Junior, and Technical College 

Learning Resources Programs approved by both organizations in 1990 and 1994. 

The Approval Process 

Yet another recurring problem in standards writing was the approval process. As 

attention to standards and the complexity of the organization of ALA increased, so did 

the complexity of the approval process for standards. Early college library standards were 

created by individuals or groups and seldom sought official approval, and early ALA 

standards were created and approved at a broad level of the organization. ALA approved 

public library standards in the early years, and the Classification and Pay Plans for 

Libraries in Institutions of Higher Education were written as part of a broader program 

that included all types of libraries. The development of the standards by a committee 

within ACRL and changes in the structure of ALA and ACRL's new constitution in 1957 

led to a confusing path for the first Standards for College Libraries. There were questions 

628 
Wallace, "Two-Year College Library Standards." 
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about the role of ALA in that process. In 1959, leaders of ALA and ACRL decided that 

ACRL spoke for ALA in the area of college libraries and that no further action was 

needed. Constitutional changes and conflict between ALA and ACRL continued to play a 

role in the approval process. ALA reasserted its role in the approval of standards and by 

the time the 1975 standards were approved by the College .Libraries Section and the 

ACRL Executive Board in 1975, ALA approval was also required. The increasing 

number of groups required to approve standards contributed to more failures in the 

drafting and revision process. 

As more groups participated in the development and approval of standards, the 

process of reaching consensus became more difficult. This was particularly true in the 

1970's and 1980's when standards received the most attention. The 1970 draft 

"Guidelines for College Libraries" failed. The process that led to the 1975 Standards for 

College Libraries focused heavily on developing consensus. The first two attempts at 

revision of the 1975 standards failed and the revision that was finally approved took an 

extra year to draft. At the same time, others working on standards also had difficulty 

reaching consensus. The working papers of the Goals, Guidelines and Standards for 

Public Libraries Committee created more division than consensus in 1973 and the Board 

of Directors of the Public Library Association moved away from standards and toward 

evaluation guidance in the following years. 629 The committee process for the Standards 

for University Libraries lasted ten years, from 1968 to 1978 and involved two separate 

629 
Rohlf, "Standards for Public Libraries," 69-70. 
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committees.630 The attempt to add a quantitative statement to the 1972 Guidelines/or 

Two-Year College Learning Resources Programs was approved by ACRL,631 but not by 

the partners at the Association for Educational Communications and Technology. 

This greater concern for and interest in standards had its roots in the uses being 

made of standards. Beginning with the 1956 Library Services Act, Congress appropriated 

money to improve library service. When the act was reauthorized in 1964 as the Library 

Services and Construction Act (LSCA), its focus was expanded from rural libraries to all 

libraries. The 1966 Higher Education Act (HEA) Title II-A made similar funds available 

for college libraries. 632 Some colleges received grants specifically to improve collection 

to the levels called for in the Standards for College Libraries. 633 Interest in standards 

increased with greater federal attention to libraries. The increased federal money for 

libraries made available through the LSCA and HEA Title II-A and made standards more 

important as they helped to define which libraries needed and could appropriately use 

federal dollars. The National Inventory of Library Needs in 1965634 and 1975635 focused 

on quantitative measures of libraries and referred to ALA standards when available in 

choosing quantitative measures. These higher stakes for libraries in the use of standards 

made them the focus of more attention. 

630 L h "U . . L'b S d d ync , mvers1ty 1 rary tan ar s." 
631 

"Highlights of the Annual Conference Meetings of the ACRL Board of Directors," 
College & Research Libraries News 40 (September 1979): 236. 
632 

Joseph F. Shubert, "The Impact of the Federal Library Services and Construction 
Act," Library Trends 24 (July 1975): 27-44. 
633 

Smith, "The Higher Education Act Title II-A," 67. 
634 

American Library Association, National Inventory of Library Needs ([Chicago]: 
~merican Library Association, 1965). 
6

- ~ National Commission on Libraries and Information Science, National Inventory of 
Library Needs, 1975, by Boyd Ladd (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1977). 
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As a result of the greater interest in standards developed in part as a reaction to 

their usefulness in obtaining federal grant money, the ALA created a new Committee in 

1970. That committee then developed a process by which not only by the divisions, but 

also ALA would approve standards before they became official. The level of interest in 

standards was particularly high and more controversy surrounded standards writing at 

that time. The ALA Standards Committee wrote separate definitions of goals, standards, 

and guidelines and a manual to guide in the development of these documents. 

The Influence of Higher Education on the Standards 

In addition to influences from librarianship and the politics of the ALA, changes 

in higher education greatly influenced the development of the Standards for College 

Libraries. ACRL first began developing the standards at a time when the proliferation of 

colleges and a renewed emphasis on minimum criteria made quantitative standards the 

obvious choice. As higher education moved toward flexible accrediting guidelines, the 

ACRL moved toward that with the draft "Guidelines for College Libraries" in 1970 and 

the more successful Guidelines for Two-Year Learning Resources Centers in 1972. The 

197 5 standards reflected the times as well, by their attention to formulae for developing 

individualized quantitative standards for each library and by offering four levels of those 

standards. The minor revisions of the standards in 1986 and 1995 reflected more changes 

in technology and society, but the 2000 standards were again more directly influenced by 

trends in accrediting. The 2000 committee created standards designed to work within the 

framework of continuous assessment of outcomes. While the standards were often 
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influenced by goals within college librarianship which were contrary to trends in higher 

education, those trends always influenced them as well. 

The first edition of the standards came at a time of increased interest in 

accrediting as the renewal of the Veterans Readjustment Assistance Act in 1952 had 

made regional accreditation the official mark of acceptable programs. Accreditation was 

used to divide true higher education from inadequate and fraudulent imitations. The 

standards written in that time focused on setting minimums. At the same time, growth in 

higher education enrollments created an atmosphere of optimism about the future and the 

1959 standards embodied that optimism. Libraries were described as something more 

than storehouses of books. In the standards, libraries also had the role of providing broad 

access to cultural heritage and encouraging lifelong learning. This combination of 

minimum standards and optimistic projections for the future fit the times in higher 

education when concern for developing methods for preventing fraud and substandard 

education was balanced with enthusiasm and hope for the future. 

Rapidly increasing higher education enrollments continued into the 1970's, but 

accrediting moved away from minimum. standards as the proliferation of these standards 

faced increasing criticism. The trend away from quantitative standards very strongly 

influenced the first attempted revision of the standards. The title change to "guidelines" 

was one manifestation of that change. Other indications of the change included the focus 

on generalized guidelines and indications of areas for consideration rather than 

quantitative standards. These guidelines were better received by accrediting agency 

personnel than they were by ALA leaders, and the next attempt at revision focused on 
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being acceptable to those ALA leaders. Even with this emphasis, the 1975 standards 

continued to be influenced by the changes in accrediting. The revision committee actively 

sought participation of accrediting and higher education leaders in the review of their 

draft and included a set of qualitative standards that those leaders responded to quite 

positively. The use of quantitative standards was not supported by the higher education 

and accrediting trends of the time, but it did respond to perceived needs within 

librarianship for quantitative standards that could be used to make arguments for funding, 

from both federal grants and local sources. 

The revisions of the standards in 1986 and 1995 continued to focus on the needs 

of librarians with less emphasis on the changes in higher education accrediting. Changes 

in the standards reflected changes in society and in higher education, but trends in 

accrediting had less impact. New technology, reduced reliance on local collections, and 

the increasing importance of cooperation in library operations influenced both revisions. 

The 1986 standards reflected changes in both society and higher education by removing 

sexist language. The 1995 revision began to acknowledge changes in higher education 

accrediting in its introduction, referring to the "increased focus on accountability leading 

to more emphasis on assessment of student performance and interest in output measures 

as well as input measures."636 However, the body ofthe document continued to use input 

measures alone. 

The CLS Standards Committee directly faced the changes that had been occurring 

over the previous 20 to 30 years in higher education evaluation during the 2000 revision. 

636 "Standards for College Libraries." (April 1995), 246. 
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The reform and accountability concerns in higher education had become institutionalized 

in the form of outcomes assessment. The new standards embraced this concept. The need 

to provide assistance for college libraries required to provide outcomes assessment data 

as part of accreditation supplanted the goal of simple to apply standards that had driven 

the earlier editions. The new standards still included the qualitative standards from 

previous editions, but the quantitative formulas were replaced with "suggested points of 

comparison" for input and output measures. Library objectives were given new 

prominence with the addition of planning and outcomes assessment to the objectives 

process. This section included suggested questions and methods for assessment of library 

outcomes. The writers of the Standards for College Libraries had never been able to find 

reliable national standards for output measures and had found the input standards they 

embraced difficult to support. The change to outcomes assessment provided a way to 

include all of these measures without developing and justifying national standards. The 

concept of benchmarking against similar institutions was well accepted in the assessment 

community, and the standards listed as suggested areas for benchmarking were based on 

the areas that had goals for the development of quantitative standards. This allowed the 

new standards to continue the traditional ways of assessing libraries while adapting them 

to the established higher education assessment methods. 

The Vision of the College Library in the Standards 

From 1959 through 2000, the underlying goals for the Standards for College 

Libraries remained the same. All of the approved editions of the standards consistently 

supported the independent educational value of the college library, the faculty status of 
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librarians, and adequate financial support for library services. They also all included the 

same basic outline of facilities and services needed by a good library. These values 

shaped every edition of the standards. It was these issues that were the most likely to 

result in changes in drafts as they were reviewed. 

The first great assertion of the 1959 standards concerned the independent 

educational value of the library. After describing the libraries covered by the standards, 

the standards continued with "The college library should be the most important 

intellectual resource of the academic community." They further stated, "Its collections 

should aim at presenting the heritage of Western and Eastern thought in all its 

richness."637 The first phrase was carefully edited through the revision process in an 

effort to make it as strong and clear as possible. The independent educational value of the 

college library was further reinforced with a statement added late in the revision process 

on the role of the library in developing lifelong reading. In addition to these explicit 

descriptions of the library's important role in collegiate education, the document included 

many more statements which supported the status of the library. These included careful 

description of the library committee as a body restricted to an advisory capacity, the call 

for the librarian to report to the president, and the call for faculty status for librarians. 

The revisions that followed continued to reinforce the status of the library with 

direct statements and with carefully edited prose. Even the failed 1970 "guidelines" draft 

included the need for the librarian to report to the president "or the chief officer in charge 

of academic programs," and described the library's role as including providing "an 

637 "Standards for College Libraries," (July 1959), 274. 
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independent avenue for learning." The drafters of the 1975 standards were particularly 

conscious of the importance of their portrayal of the status of the library. Examples of 

this care included the choice of the word to designate the institution within which the 

library operated. Early drafts referred to the "parent," but various revisions moved toward 

the use of "the college" or "the institution." Yet another example was the desire to avoid 

the word "support" in the description of the library's function. The 1986 edition of the 

standards continued to use most of the carefully chosen wording of the 1975 standards 

concerning the status·of the library. The 1995 standards eliminated the introductory 

material from the 1975 standards that supported the independent status of the library, but 

continued the other supports for the status of the library. The 2000 standards not only 

continued this tradition, but strengthened it. By embracing outcomes assessment, the 

2000 standards asserted a measurable, independent, educational role for the college 

library. The 2000 standards also continued to support the reporting of the library director 

to the president or chief academic officer of the college. 

The status of the library, which was so carefully protected in all of the editions of 

the standards, was closely tied to the issue of faculty status for librarians. Faculty status 

has been an important issue in academic librarianship as a whole for all of the time 

covered by the standards. It was an especially consuming issue during the drafting of the 

early standards. Although the standards always included strong statements on the faculty 

status of librarians, they were often criticized for not going further. The 1959 standards 

predated the first Standards for Faculty Status for College and University Librarians in 

298 



1972,638 but they included both the direct statement th'at professional librarians should · 

have faculty status and a description of what that status entailed. All of the later 

documents continued to state that librarians should have faculty status and to refer to the 

Standards for Faculty Status for College and University Librarians for further 

information. 

The devotion to the faculty status issue did not end with the simple statement that 

librarians should have such status. The editing of the document through its many editions 

often included specific attempts to bolster that status. The change from "professional 

librarians" in the 1959 standards to simply "librarians" in the 1975 and following 

standards reflected efforts within the library community to limit the use of the word 

"librarian" to professionals. Changes from "chief librarian" in 1959 to "college librarian" 

in 1975 to "library director" in 1986 and following editions reflected the effort to make 

the whole document reflect the faculty status of librarians. The change from "teaching 

faculty" to "classroom faculty" in 1995 also reflected this change. The change of a single 

word implied much more. With this change, the standards said that librarians should not 

only be members of the faculty, but that they were also teaching faculty. Their distinction 

from other faculty members should be found only in the fact that they taught in the 

library and not in a classroom. Faculty status was an important issue in academic 

librarianship and the standards supported status not only with statements calling for such 

status, but also with careful editing to increasingly support that status throughout the 

standards. 

638 "Standards for Faculty Status for College and University Librarians." 
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In addition to seeking status for the library and librarians, all 'of those who worked 

to draft the standards sought to secure adequate support for college libraries. This goal ' 

was weakest in the 1970 guidelines draft and the 2000 standards, but even these 

documents supported the importance of "adequate" support for the library. All of the 

other editions of the standards supported this goal with a specific numeric target for 

library funding based on a percentage of the budget of the college. This number, like the 

terminology on librarian status, continued to rise as the standards were revised. The ·· 

original five percent of the educational and general budget included in the 1959 standards 

was included with the specific goal of improving the funding of libraries. An earlier study 

had found that an allocation of slightly more than four percent of education and general 

budget to the library was seen in higher quality colleges,639 and the 1959 standards raised 

this number to the next whole number. The committee members who drafted the 1975 

standards again raised the number to six percent with the expressed hope of increasing 

library funding. The six percent figure remained in the 1986 and J 995 standards and was 

only eliminated in 2000. Even in 2000, budget numbers and the adequacy of financial 

support for the library continued to be important Suggested input measures for 

comparison included the percentages of the budget expended for various purposes and the 

section on the budget reinforced the importance of the adequacy of the budget in three of 

the five sentences devoted to it. 

The unity of vision seen in the Standards for College Libraries was remarkable. It 

described a vision, not of what the college Hbrary was, but .what librarians wanted it to 

639 ALA Committee on Classification of Library Personnel, Budgets Classification and 
Compensation Plans for University and College Libraries, 4-5. 
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be. This ideal of library service included more than providing support to academic 

programs. Librarians hoped that the library would become more involved in the 

intellectual growth of college students both inside and outside the classroom and the 

standards they wrote from 1959 to 1995 described a library that should maintain the 

inputs to make such involvement possible. The 2000 standards embraced this vision and 

encouraged librarians to measure the extent to which the library was succeeding in this 

involvement in the intellectual lives of students and in changing their lives. Librarians 

also sought to improve their status within the college and saw themselves as equal to the 

faculty with whom they worked. The standards they wrote enshrined the goal of 

achieving the equal status they felt they deserved as a minimum requirement for adequate 

library service. They carefully crafted their prose to support this notion in every section 

of the standards. The authors of the standards also felt that too many libraries were 

inadequately supported to achieve the goals they envisioned and they sought to use the 

standards to improve this situation. The goal of improving poorly supported libraries was 

explicit in the preparation of the first Standards for College Libraries, and although the 

succeeding standards attempted to provide normatively based standards in the areas of 

collections, staff, and facility size, the budget and faculty status standards continued to be 

based more on wishes than reality. 

The Influence of Changes in College Librarianship on the Standards 

Three key goals of the standards (improving the status of the library, supporting 

faculty status for librarians, and improving support for libraries) remained through all the 

editions of the standards, but other emphases changed over time. The role and purpose of 
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quantitative standards, research, and technology, as well as changes in librarianship and 

trends in higher education evaluation influenced the writing of the standards in different 

ways. Quantitative standards were included in every edition of the standards, but the 

emphasis on those standards and their intended role in the overall picture of the standards 

changed over time. Each edition of the standards referred at some level to research in 

librarianship, but this emphasis was also different in each edition of the standards. 

Changes in the practice of librarianship brought on by technological change also 

influenced changes in the standards over time. Outside influences also had varying 

degrees of impact on the standards as they were revised. 

Quantitative Standards 

The role of quantitative standards changed significantly over time. The core 

vision of the committee that wrote the first Standards for College Libraries was clearly 

that of upgrading library service and it saw easily applied minimum standards as a means 

to that end. Quantitative standards encouraged colleges to improve their support for 

libraries and librarians. The 1968-1970 committee originally expressly rejected 

quantitative standards, seeking instead to describe how excellent service could be 

provided. Howev~r, in the process of drafting its guidelines, the committee included 

quantitative standards for staff and facility size as indicators of how such service could be 

achieved. In the drafting of the 1975 standards, the role of quantitative standards was 

again altered when the quantitative standards were used to provide comparisons to other 

libraries of similar size. The standards were normative and based on statistics that were 

available to the committee. The committee that first attempted to revise the 1975 

302 



standards held the same vision and simply attempted to accomplish it more accurately by 

using newer, more complete statistics in the development of the numbers. The normative 

standard that graded libraries and showed the majority of them as receiving a grade of C 

was intentional in 1975. However, by the mid 1980's standards that meant the majority of 

libraries received a grade of C were no longer acceptable. By that time those who 

influenced the development of standards wanted the majority of libraries to receive 

higher scores. They sought numbers that were useful in preparing budget requests and 

accreditation self-studies and for that purpose, excellence as defined by the standards 

needed to be within the reach of all college libraries. Thus, the 1986 standards lowered 

the quantitative fommlas so that more libraries would receive higher grades. By 1995, the 

value of input standards as a measure oflibrary quality was in doubt, and the quantitative 

formulas received little attention. The final elimination of national quantitative standards 

came in 2000 with the introduction of the concepts of outcomes assessment and 

comparative benchmarking. Suggested areas·for quantitative evaluation remained, but the 

ideal of providing librarians with a simple formula by which to compare their library to a 

national norm or goal was completely removed. The goal of improving libraries through 

high quantitative standards evolved to providing practical tools for librarians to use in the 

improvement of their libraries. More control over the use of the numbers moved from the 

standards writers to the librarians who used the standards. 

Research 

The various committees that wrote the standards demonstrated a changing view of 

the place and meaning of research in the standards. In 1959, librarians at the panel 
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discussion asked for support for the quantitative standards used and the committee added 

a reference to statistics in College and Research Libraries. McElderry and the 1968-1970 

committee sought to create a closer relationship between research in college librarianship 

and the guidelines and included a broader range of references. They used the library 

literature to offer options for decision making rather than using it to make specific 

recommendations. The authors of the 1975 standards returned to the view of research 

seen in 1959, with use of library statistics to write specific standards based on those 

numbers and norms. The first committee assigned to revise the 1975 standards likewise 

looked to statistical research for support for quantitative standards, but the committees 

that followed looked at research to determine the usefulness of the standards. They 

surveyed librarians about how the standards were used and what elements were most 

useful. This emphasis on the practical use of the standards was not new, but the use of 

research to detennine how to make them more practical was. This work continued 

through the 1995 revision, but the view of research took another turn with the 2000 

standards. Interest in the usefulness of standards had made the relationship of the 

standards to accreditation trends more important, and it was to the general higher 

education assessment literature that the 2000 committee turned for its research support. 

The role of research in the standards reflected changes in the nature of library leadership. 

The early standards authors wrote as experts, using stati.stics to create mandates for the 

profession. Later authors considered the broader professional literature as an important 

source of information and direction for the standards. This greater view outward helped 
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to move the standards in the direction Of higher education assessment trends by seeking 

standards that served practical purposes in college libraries. 

Technology 

The desire to make the standards relevant also led to many changes within the 

standards. Many changes in the standards reflected changes in librarianship. The 

developing assortment of sources of information included in library collections was 

reflected in changes in the standards. From concerns in 1959 about audiovisual materials 

to the inclusion of virtual collections in 2000, changing methods of information delivery 

influenced the standards. Methods of organizing and providing access to that information 

influenced the standards. The changing role ofinterlibrary cooperation and evaluation 

appeared in the discussion of the standards and in changes in those standards. These 

changes followed the change in libraries. The standards writers sought consensus and 

new ideas were slow to be added. 

The disagreements in 1959 over the inclusion of audiovisual materials in the 

standards provided an example of this reluctance to include new ideas and the changes in 

the standards to accommodate new technology. The controversy reflected disagreements 

within the professional community about .the place of these materials in college libraries. 

Audiovisual service in libraries was still a new phenomena and only powerful 

intervention preserved its inclusion in the standards. As time passed, the standards 

continued .to slowly follow the trend toward more emphasis on non-book materials. 

Increased emphasis on audiovisual, computer, and other nonprint material came in 1986, 

as these materials became more integral parts of college library collections. The 
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committee that wrote the 1986 edition of the standards had specifically focused on 

updating the document to reflect the inclusion of these materials in library collections. 

The drafters of the 1995 standards likewise reflected changes in the expectations of 

library users for document delivery and virtual collections, although they added the 

changes to the introduction rather than incorporating them into the body of the standards. 

This gradual inclusion of new technology continued when the 2000 standards committee 

infused the concept of electronic information throughout the standards as a part of the 

first thorough revision of the standards in 25 years. Changes to reflect change in the field 

were important in .the evolution of the standards, but they generally followed rather than 

led the change. 

Changes in Librarianship 

Yet another example of the standards following change in the profession 

concerned collection organization and access. In 1959 organization of the collection was 

included as a paragraph at the end of the section on the library collection. The 1970 draft 

guidelines and 197 5 standards added a separate section on the organization of collections, 

reflecting the growing importance and complexity of cataloging options. This section 

stood as a part of the standards until 2000, when the increased reliance on virtual 

collections led to a change from discussing the ~rganization of materials to the discussion 

of providing access to information. Even with the change from "organization of 

materials" to "access" the content of the section continued to maintain some of its focus 

on the catalog. The first published draft of the 2000 standards had eliminated the 
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reference to the catalog, but it was added back in the final approved edition. New ideas 

could be included, but tradition must also be maintained. 

Change in the status of interlibrary cooperation over the years led to different 

treatment in the standards. In 1959, cooperation required considerable effort on the part 

of libraries and colleges and the standards focused on the value of such cooperation for 

improving libraries. Interlibrary cooperation held prominence in the 1959 standards, and 

was integrated into other standards in later editions. Later standards writers argued that 

cooperation was a means of providing service rather than a service itself worthy of a 

separate standard. This reflected the growing acceptance of cooperation and interlibrary 

lending. In 1975, cooperation was removed from its prominence as a section of the 

standards but continued to be included. The discussion of the draft reflected differences 

of opinion. Some members of the committee did not see cooperation as a benefit to 

libraries and others did. In the end, the 1975 standards included interlibrary cooperation 

as a means of achieving the standards, but gave little emphasis to it. By 1986, cooperation 

through the national bibliographic utilities was sufficiently well established to be 

reflected in the standards. Interlibrary loan and document delivery were added along with 

nonprint materials to the collection standard. By 1995 interlibrary loan and cooperative 

cataloging were so well established that interlibrary continued to appear in the standards, 

but was removed from the collection formula. Interlibrary loan continued in 2000 to have 

the same level of emphasis. It was included in the sections on output measures, services, 

and access. The authors of the 1959 standards felt that interlibrary cooperation required 

the support of the standards, and some librarians continued to argue for it in the following 
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drafts, but the consensus developed in the standards was that interlibrary cooperation a 

method of service, rather than a service requiring special emphasis. 

Trends in Higher Education Evaluation 

Finally, the place of evaluation changed in colleges and their libraries over the 

time covered by the standards and the place of evaluation changed in the standards. The 

1959 standards reflected evaluation as it had been set out in the Waples study640 that was 

part of the changes in accreditation standards in the l 940's. As accreditation standards 

turned toward more qualitative guidelines, the Standards for College Libraries moved 

evaluation to the introduction as the overall purpose of the document. However, guidance 

on evaluation was limited to the grading of the quantitative formulas. The need for more 

guidance on evaluation was met first, not by changes in the standards, but by the addition 

of a separate document. This measure was only attempted once, in 1979, with "An 

Evaluative Checklist for Reviewing a College Library Program."641 The checklist was not 

updated with the standards in the next two revisions. It was not until the addition of 

outcomes assessment in 2000 that the standards once again offered wider guidance on 

how to evaluate libraries beyond a handful of quantitative input measures. By that time, 

individualized evaluation of educational outcomes was well entrenched in accreditation 

through both regional association guidelines and legislation. The standards addressed the 

pressing need to provide a framework for conducting such evaluation. 

640 Waples, et al., The library. 
641 "An Evaluative Checklist for Reviewing a College Library Program." 
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The Standards as a Reflection of the Core Values of College Librarianship 

For all of the variety in the visions of the standards writers on some issues, the 

standards provided a surprisingly unified picture of the college library. The functions of 

the library remained the same. The level of importance of the elements changed over 

time, but the basic elements were universal in all of the standards. The standards 

consistently described the library's functions and its means of reaching its goals in the 

same broad categories. 

The first section in every edition of the standards focused on the objectives of the 

library. The names changed over time, but the focus on support for academic programs 

and providing broad enrichment opportunities reflecting the broadest possible range of 

human intellectual endeavor remained. The titles changed from "Functions" to "Role" to 

"Objectives" to "Mission, Goals, and Objectives" and finally to "Planning," but the 

concepts remained. The library should develop plans or objectives based on the needs of 

its community while supporting the broader goals of intellectual enrichment. The 

vocabulary concerning the objectives and how those objectives were developed changed, 

but all of the approved standards reflected the same core concept of those objectives. 

None of the other sections of the standards were maintained in the same order, but 

the majority of the ideas continued through every edition. The college library was seen as 

meeting the objectives of the first section through its collection. In all but the first and 

Jast editions of the standards, this category was listed second. The first edition focused 

first on administrative issues, and the final edition placed services and instruction ahead 

of resources as the complexity of access to resources made service a higher priority. 
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However, every edition of the standards accepted the idea that a college library has a 

collection of information materials that it makes available to its users. 

Next, the standards considered that the collection must be organized and made 

accessible through standard cataloging and classification systems. The organization of 

materials was included as part of the section on the collection in 1959. Organization was 

given its own section in the 1970 draft guidelines, and continued as a separate section 

through the 1995 standards. While the name was changed to "Access" in 2000, the 

standards continued to point to the importance of the use of national standards and a 

catalog. 

Service was also important in the picture of the college library created by the 

standards. The library's objectives could only be met when the organized colJection was 

made available to the college community. The sections on services in the standards 

addressed how that was to be accomplished. The range of services included grew over 

time, but each edition of the standards included a section on services. College libraries, in 

the view of the standards, provided more than organized collections. They also provided 

services to assist users in using them including reference, instruction, circulation, and 

interlibrary loan. 

In order for the library to maintain its collections and services in the pursuit of its 

objectives, it also needed staff, administration, facilities, and a budget. Each of these 

areas also received the attention of a section in all editions of the standards. 
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Suggestions for Further Research 

This study has looked at the past of college library standards and sought out the 

sources of the standards. Several questions were raised in the research process that arc 

worthy of further consideration. The influence of library research and writing on the 

standards needs further study. The relationship of the Standards for College Libraries to 

other academic library standards, including ALAjunior co1Icge and university library 

standards and regional accrediting standards is still largely unexamined. 

Especially interesting would be a study of the relationship between the standards 

and core values in librarianship. The standards provide a useful starting place for the 

study of the core values of librarianship. It would be interesting to see if statements on 

core values in librarianship influenced or were influenced by the standards. 

Finally, the history of other standards for libraries in higher education and their 

relationship to the Standards for College Libraries should be studied in more depth. 

Standards for specific types of libraries in higher education began with the 1959 

Standards for College Libraries and appear to have ended with the 2000 Standards for 

College Libraries, since the new standards under consideration in 2004 are "Standards 

for Libraries in Higher Education." The role of these standards in the development of 

other standards, and the role of these other standards in the development of the Standards 

for College Libraries would be a worthwhile study. 

311 



NOTE ON SOURCES 

Primary sources for this study came from three sources. First, the American 

Library Association Archives at the University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign provided 

documents of the committees and the individuals involved in the development of the 

standards. In addition, ACRL Executive Board minutes, articles by the committee 

members on the standards, and the standards were published in College & Research 

Libraries, College & Research Libraries News, and the CLS Newsletter. Finally, since 

the mid-1990 's, ALA has used the internet to provide access to minutes of meetings 

(paiiicularly those of the CLS Executive Board) and documents ( current standards and 

task force reports). 

The ALA Archives include three main series of documents related to the 

standards. The Association of College and Research Libraries record group includes 

series on correspondence and committee files of the Executive Secretaries. These papers 

include coITespondence with committee members and others interested in standards, 

minutes of standards committee and ACRL Executive Board meetings, and minutes from 

open meetings on the standards. The record group on the ALA Standards Committee 

includes minutes of that committee as they related to policies and other discussions that 

influenced the development and approval of the editions of the standards after its 

creation. Finally, the personal papers record group includes the papers of Jasper Schad 

and repeated much of the information found in the ACRL Executive Secretary and ALA 
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Standards Committee record groups concerning correspondence and committee minutes 

from 1970 to 1985. Schad's papers also include additional valuable material, including 

notes from meetings and correspondence not included in the Executive Secretaries' 

papers. 

Many documents related to the development of the standards were also published. 

Minutes of ACRL Executive Board were published first in College & Research Libraries 

and then in College & Research Libraries News. The Standards for College Libraries 

were likewise published in these two sources. Press releases and articles by members of 

the committees describing their work and their motivations and considerations in writing 

the standards were published in College & Research Libraries, College & Research 

Libraries News, American Libraries, Library Trends and other library and higher 

education journals. 

The advent of the internet brought another method of disseminating information 

about the work of ALA committees. The ALA web site includes copies of task force 

reports, current standards, and minutes of meetings, including those of the CLS Executive 

Board. These documents were an important part of the material available on the latest 

editions of the standards. 
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GUIDELINES FOR COLLEGE LIBRARIES* 

WORKING DRAFT OF THE STANDARDS AND 
ACCREDITATION COMMITTEE OF THE ASSOCIATION 
OF COLLEGE AND RESEARCH LIBRARIES 
November, 1970 
Approved for distribution - January 21, 1971 

AMERICAN LIBRARY ASSOCIATION 

GUIDELINES FOR COLLEGE LIBRARIES 

Introduction 

Draft 

This document presents guidelines for the development and improvement of 

college libraries in American colleges and universities. It is intended to assist college 

libraries in assessing the adequacy of their services and to provide approaches to the 

improvement of these programs. This document is directed specifically to libraries in 

institutions offering courses of study leading to the traditional bachelor's degree and/or 

advanced programs leading to the master's degree. It is not intended to serve institutions 

of higher education offering an associate of arts degree or equivalent, and it is not 

applicable to programs at the doctoral level. The guidelines reflect accepted practices in 

typical college libraries and may need to be modified to meet local circumstances. 

* Courtesy of the American Library Association Archives at the University of Illinois·at 
Urbana-Champaign. Copies of the Guidelines may be found in the American Library 
Association Record Series 22/251 box· 29 and the Jasper G. Schad Papers, box 1 of those 
archives. 
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The statement is organized on the basis of the major functions and components of 

library organization and service, and each section contains an outline of the essential 

points to be considered. Additional sources of information are cited in footnotes and in 

the bibliography appended to the statement. It is anticipated that these sources will need 

to be revised periodically to reflect current practices in college libraries. 

Role of the College Library 

An organization is evaluated in terms of its effectiveness in achieving its stated 

objectives. The college library, therefore, should prepare an explicit statement of its 

objectives after a careful assessment of the contribution which the library can make to the 

instructional program. Formulation of such a statement will normally be the joint 

responsibility of the college administration, the instructional faculty, and the professional 

library staff. 

In preparing a statement of objectives for a college library, it is instructive to 

consider the evolution of the college library, the changes which have occurred in 

curriculum and instructional methods, 1 and the transformation which has occurred in the 

scope and variety of informational materials. 

Historically the college library has served as the repository for information 

needed for reference by students and faculty. This was essentially a passive role designed 

to supplement the instructional program. 

1 John S. Brubacher and Willis Rudy, Higher Education in Transitions (New York: 
Harper, 1958); Frederick Rudolph, The American College and University (New York: 
Knopf, 1965). 
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The role of the college library has been greatly extended as an instructional device 

by changes in the scope of the curriculum and by new concepts of instruction. The range 

and diversity of instructional materials affords the opportunity for the library to augment 

classroom instruction and to provide an independent avenue for learning. 

Over the past several decades the amount of published material has increased at a 

sharply accelerating rate. This change is the result of greater emphasis and support for 

research activity and the increased demand for information arising from larger college 

populations and related factors. 

The accelerated growth of knowledge and related publications has resulted in the 

development of new disciplines and the increased fragmentation of traditional disciplines. 

The volume of significant information has reached such proportions that the curriculum 

cannot encompass all of it, and the classroom tends only to introduce the student to a 

subject and to guide him in independent study. 

The college library, therefore, has become an essential device for the systematic 

collection of informational materials in all its forms. In addition it organizes information 

for convenient access and provides guidance and instruction for efficient use. 

The role of the library is further enhanced to the extent that education is viewed as 

preparation for problem solving rather than indoctrination of information.2 Many 

educators now consider the purpose of higher education as cultivation of intellectual 

faculties and place less emphasis on content alone. Adoption of this concept of education 

2 Winslow R. Hatch, What Standards Do We Raise?, U.S. Office of Education, Division 
of Higher Education, New Dimensions in Higher Education, No. 12 (Washington, D.C.: 
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1963). 
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tends to force the student to learn to locate the relevant and significant information out of 

the voluminous records of observations and interpretations contained in the literature. 

The skills acquired in learning to find and evaluate data and in assessing its relevance 

through logical processes are considered essential for effective problem solving as a 

citizen and a professional practitioner. The process of education is continuous throughout 

life, and knowledge is dynamic and evolving. 

The role of the library in the academic community is enhanced to the extent that 

the college accepts responsibility for learning beyond the immediate boundaries of the 

curriculum. Transferring responsibility for acquisition of information to the student 

generates additional demands for source materials and effective guidance in their use. 

Acceptance. of the library as a device for independent learning beyond the 

traditional role of supplementing the instructional program will significantly increase its 

educational responsibility, but it may also become a more effective educational tool of 

long-term benefit to the student. 

The college administration and faculty have a responsibility to examine their 

educational program and to define the appropriate role of the library as an instructional 

medium. The professional library staff has the responsibility to understand the 

instructional program and to promote service relevant to its aims and methods. It is not 

anticipated that the end result will be the same in all colleges, but current trends in 

education would seem to indicate that the library has a much broader and significant 

educational role to play than it has in the past. 
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The primary functions of the college library are defined as: 1) building collections 

of informational materials, 2) organizing collections for effective use, and 3) providing 

guidance and instruction in the use of informational materials. These functions together 

with other essential elements of an effective college library as discussed in the sections 

which follow. 

Building Collections 

Within the context of the objectives defined for the college library by the 

academic community, the library has the responsibility of providing access to appropriate 

informational materials. Access may be afforded through resources systematically 

accumulated on the campus for prompt response to requests and through cooperative 

arrangements for infrequently used materials with other libraries in the region and 

beyond. 

The resources of the college library contain the first-hand observations of skilled 

observers, the interpretations applied to these observations, and the summaries of these 

findings prepared for reference and for instruction. The boundaries of academic 

disciplines tend to be established by the problems in which they are interested and the 

points-of-view from which they are examined. The objects and phenomena of concern 

are not constant and there is frequently overlap between disciplines. A world-wide 

community of scholars is continually examining and re-examining the information 

garnered by a discipline and producing new information. The production of knowledge 

proceeds at an accelerating rate. Although the process tends to abstract and to synthesize 
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previous information, the quantity of information relevant to adequate understanding of a 

discipline tends to grow in volume. 

The products of scholarly endeavor are presented in a wide range of publications. 

Books represent extended reports of scientific investigation, compilations of findings, or 

summaries prepared for educational purposes. The journal has become the common 

method for scientific communication and frequently represents the most recent 

information. Scientific reports in near-print form have become a faster means of 

communication in large research organizations. Documents represent compilations of 

information and reports prepared by governmental agencies. Newspapers contain the 

systematic recording of daily activities in the community and throughout the world. 

The introduction of new and faster methods of communication are reflected in a 

variety of non-print sources such as films, TV cassettes, slides, tapes, recordings or radio 

and television. Photography has also become a means of compressing printed information 

for preservation and storage. Each medium of communication provides unique 

dimensions for the transmission of information, and they tend to complement each other. 

The conduct of education, in the sense of preparing adults to be effective in 

resolving problems throughout life, requires access to a substantial segment of 

information representing various stages of thought in varied forms. If the present state of 

knowledge in a discipline is to be understood adequately, the student must have access 

not only to the summary presented in textbook form, but also to the original evidence and 

the interpretation of this evidence made by other scholars. As he advances in the 

discipline, the student must have additional source data available to challenge the 
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interpretations of previous scholars. This process requires not only examples of the 

classics and land-marks of a discipline but products of current activity. 

The objectives and curriculum of the college will tend to define the range and 

depth of the resources required and will be influenced by the demands made on the 

student for independent work. The resources of the library will need to be extended if the 

library is to serve as an educational medium for areas beyond immediate curriculum 

offerings. Advanced programs will require additional depth to support more intensive 

activity of students and faculty. 

The definition of specific requirements entails the combined systematic and 

continuous efforts of the professional library staff and the instructional faculty. Although 

there may be substantial consensus on the materials required for the core collection 

among libraries, there will be variation to accommodate the needs and interests of 

specific institutions. The procedures for building scholarly collections will tend to 

indicate the appropriate size and rate of growth. Any statistic will tend to be arbitrary or 

at best to reflect averages of existing situations. Typical approaches to determination of 

size are to compare one library with those of comparable institutions or to examine the 

quantity of information produced by a discipline as reflected in a standard bibliography 

and the current publishing rate. Both methods provide assistance, but there is no 

substitute for the judgment of qualified scholars and librarians.3 

Following accepted practices in academic libraries, these procedures are 

suggested for building and evaluation college library collections: 

3 E. F. Turner, et al., A Study of the Implications of Modem Technology for Small 
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1. For basic collections, the faculty and professional library staff should select a 

substantial portion of the titles listed in standard, scholarly bibliographies 

reflecting the curriculum areas of the college and supporting general fields of 

knowledge (such sources as Books for College Libraries4 will be essential in this 

process). 

2. For current additions, provision should be made to acquire the majority of the 

significant new publications reviewed in such review media as Choice, etc. 5 

3. The basic collection should make provision for source material contained in 

government documents, newspapers, journal backfiles as reflected in indexing 

sources within the fields of interest. 

4. Generous provision should be made for standard works of reference and for 

bibliographic tools which provide access to the broad range of scholarly sources 

as listed in Winchell. 6 

5. Non-print materials such as films, slides, records, and prints required for general 

reference by the academic community should be well represented in the 

collection. 

College Libraries (Lexington, Va.: Washington and Lee University, 1969). 
4 Melvin J. Voight and Joseph H. Treys, eds., Books for College Libraries (Chicago: 
American Library Association, 1967); Robert B. Downs and Frances B. Jenkins, 
"Bibliography: Current State and Future Trends, Parts 1 & 2," Library Trends, XIV 
(January and April, 1967). 
5 Choice, Books for College Libraries, v.1- , March, 1964-
6 Constance M. Winchell, Guide to Reference Books (8th ed.; Chicago: American Library 
Association, 1967). 
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6. Gift materials should be subject to the same careful evaluation as purchased 

materials and should not be accepted in most instances unless they can be fully 

integrated with the regular collection.7 

7. Library holdings should be continuously evaluated with standard bibliographies to 

extend basic collections in the areas of curriculum emphasis. 

8. Existing holdings should be examined periodically to remove obsolete and 

superseded materials. 

9. Selection of materials should be based on their significance for the educational 

program and should not be subject.to the bias of individuals engaged in the 

process or to censorship from any source. 

Organizing Collections for Use 

Provisions should be made for efficient and effective access to the resources 

required for the instructional program of the college. Acquisition of materials alone does 

not provide access. Collections must be indexed and systematically arranged on the shelf 

to promote full utilization. 

College library collections tend to be structured by form and by use patterns. Each 

form of material: books, journals, documents, reports, pamphlets, maps, films, records, 

etc. presents a special problem in organization. Books, which represent the bulk of most 

college collections, are cataloged following established conventions and are recorded in a 

card catalog representing the unique holdings of the college collection. Some assistance 

is available for this process by purchase of catalog cards prepared by the Library of 

7 Guy R. Lyle, Administration of the College Library )3d ed.; New York: Wilson, 1961). 
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Congress. Cards are not available for all books, consequently some must be cataloged 

independently. Other materials, such as journals and documents, are indexed through 

central sources and published indexes are acquired to avoid duplication of effort. Such 

indexes frequently include more resources than are available in the local library. 

Materials are generally arranged on shelves by subject so that information related 

by subject can be approached directly on the shelf. Some forms of material such as 

journals, documents, reports, maps, and microforms may be awkward to integrate 

physically because of form and will be segregated from the book collection. Some 

materials in active use will be kept separately for easier access. The latter may include 

bibliographies and works of reference or assigned readings. 

Organization of library collections is relatively time-consuming and expensive 

even though standard practices are followed in most libraries. The opportunity to share 

costs of organizing materials are currently limited but circumstances are expected to 

change with new technology.8 At present provision must be made to organize collections 

systematically; otherwise materials are essentially lost and unavailable. 

Public Services 

College library collections are complex and difficult to use without instruction 

and require some continuing guidance even for the more experienced patron. Effective 

use of the collection requires knowledge of the range of resources available, the manner 

in which they are arranged, and the bibliographic tools available for locating information. 

8 Turner, et al., Implications of Modern Technology. 
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For students, reference services furnish continuously available individual 

instruction in the use of the library's services and in the bibliography and informational 

tools. Such instruction may also be given in other ways and at many levels of 

sophistication; the simplest group instruction may be tours or film presentation. Class 

instruction has also been found useful, but has generally been most successful when 

integrated with or closely related to regular course work and when the cooperation of 

faculty and library staff has been achieved. 

The college library should provide services which will promote efficient access to 

materials and encourage maximum use. Such services will require access to materials and 

encourage maxi~um use. Such services will require persons with professional training 

and experience who work closely with the instructional faculty to gain an intimate 

knowledge of educational objectives and methods and who can call attention to services 

which the library can render. Skill in the use of a library and ease of access to materials 

will encourage use of the collections, but instructional methods have been demonstrated 

to provide the major stimulus for students. Hence if the library is to be fully utilized there 

must be close cooperation by librarians and instructors. 

Cooperation between faculty and library staff needs a planned and active 

program. The librarians should assist the faculty in gauging the actual and potential 

library resources available, should work closely with them in developing the library 

resources for new courses and new educational ideas, and should keep them informed of 

new publications and new acquisitions. 
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The library should be open and adequately staffed as many hours as necessary to 

give reasonable access to the collection, including weekends and vacation periods. 

There is a general trend toward longer loan periods, but such periods are 

determined by the local conditions. Circulating materials should be lent for periods as 

long as is reasonable and without jeopardizing access to materials by other authorized 

users. Most modern libraries also provide some inexpensive means of photocopying to 

increase access to reading materials. 

The determining factor in library services is the educational philosophy of the 

institution, but the form the services take will also be influenced by such local variations 

as the size of the collection, the number of students, the length of the academic terms, the 

geographical location of the college, and even the architecture of the building. The 

unchanging principle is that the college library must function effectively as a means to 

education, and college librarians must accept the consequent responsibility of making the 

resources as readily available as possible. 

Organization and Administration 

These guidelines for college libraries have outlined prevailing views with respect 

to the role of the college library and have described the basic processes through which 

library service is provided: building collections, organizing materials for use, and making 

resources accessible. 

In this section and those which follow the elements relating to operating 

efficiency are defined. Unless these elements are given adequate attention, the college 

library cannot fulfill its mission. 
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The college library should be organized and administered in such a way that full 

and effective use of available resources can be made in responding to requests for 

service. Guidelines which should be followed are common to most organizations and are 

frequently explicitly stated in policy. Factors to be considered are as follows: 

1. The place of the library in the college should be defined so that 

administrative relationships are clearly understood. 

a. The college librarian should report to the president or the chief 

officer in charge of academic programs to ensure close 

coordination with the instructional program. 

b. The procedure for appointment of the college librarian should be 

defined. 

c. The relationship of the college librarian to other administrative 

officers should be clarified. 

2. The duties of the college librarian should be defined. 

3. The responsibility for the acquisition and development of library resources 

should be defined clearly enough to avoid conflict of interest with other 

academic departments. 

4. The status of professional librarians and supporting staff should be 

defined. 

5. Provision should be made for participation of the academic community in 

formulation of library policy. 
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a. Formal faculty and student committees to guide the college 

librarian and his staff are standard practice in most libraries. 

b. Increasing recognition is being given to the role of the professional 

staff in policy formulation within the library and on college-wide 

committees. 

6. The maintenance of policy and procedure manuals assist in consistent and 

efficient performance. 

7. Systematic and continuous procedures are followed to evaluate library 

performance and to identify areas for improvement. 

8. Periodic reports are submitted to the various library publics to inform 

them of accomplishments and needs for continued improvement. 

Finance 

The library budget tends to define the library objectives in fiscal terms for a stated 

interval of time. The college librarian is generally responsible for the preparation and 

defense of budget estimates, initiation of expenditures within the library budget, 

apportionment of funds, maintaining internal accounts, approving invoices for payment, 

and evaluating the flow of expenditures. 

Procedures for the preparation of budget estimates and regulations governing 

purchasing accounting, and audit may vary from one institution to another. The college 

librarian must be aware of these practices and conform to local policies. 

The preparation of budget estimates may be made on the basis of past 

expenditures and anticipated needs, comparisons with similar libraries, or statistical 
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norms and standards. More sophisticated techniques for detailed analysis of costs by 

library functions rather than items of expenditure (i.e., a program budget) are being 

adopted in many jurisdictions.1 Such procedures force the library to develop quantitative 

methods in preparation of estimates and to assess the relative priority of services 

rendered. Detailed analysis of performance and maintenance of appropriate records are 

also required. Libraries have had limited experience with program budgeting and 

frequently are not in a position to acquire the analytic detail required. Increased 

recognition of the need for research and development activities in library administration 

are needed for application of sophisticated budget management. · 

Adoption of budget formulas for preparations of budget estimates and for 

prediction of library expenditures over periods of time are relatively common among 

public institutions.2 Formulas provide a gross approximation of needs but frequently fail 

to take into account local cost variables and to respond promptly to inflation factors in the 

cost of library materials, enrollment growth, and staff salaries. 

Among the variables which should be considered in estimating library budget 

requirements are the following: 

1. The scope, level, and nature of the curriculum of the college. 

2. The instructional methods as they relate to independent study. 

3. The research activities of the institution and its faculty. 

4. The adequacy of existing collections and the scope of active literature 

represented in the instructional program. 

1 J. E. Keller, "Program Budgeting and Cost Benefit Analysis in Libraries," College and 
Research Libraries, XXX (March, 1969), 156-160. . 
2 Arthur M. McAnally, "Budgets by Formula," Library Quarterly. XXXID (April, 1963), 
159-171. 
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5. The current publishing rate in subjects pertinent to college activities and 

program. 

6. The adequacy and accessibility of other library collections in the locality. 

7. The acquisitions rate of the library as it relates to staff requirements, 

binding needs, operating costs, etc. 

8. The service program of the library, the number of service points 

maintained, the number of hours per week service is provided, etc. 

9. The size of the staff and need for supervisory personnel. 

10. The growth rate of the college and need for expansion. 

It is apparent from enumeration of some of the cost variables cited above that 

there is no simple formula or method to determine library budget requirements. Available 

evidence tends to indicate that most libraries are under budgeted, that costs are rising 

faster than most library budgets are increasing, and that there are no easy solutions, 

technological or otherwise, to alleviate library cost trends.9 A good college library is 

expensive, and ways must be found to maintain quality. Otherwise the quality of the 

academic program is in jeopardy. 

Personnel 

The staff represents one of the most important assets a library has to develop and 

maintain support for the instructional program of the college. Careful attention is required 

to ensure that qualified personnel are available to build quality collections, maintain 

effective relationships with the instructional program, and conduct efficient and effective 

services. Effective personnel management is a difficult and demanding task under certain 

circumstances due to shortages of professional librarians and other supporting staff, the 

increased mobility of staff, increased competition for staff, introduction of new 
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technology and operating procedures, and other factors. Outlined below are some 

guidelines reflecting standard personnel procedures which · may be followed to improve 

personnel practices. 

1. Recruitment methods should be based upon careful definition of positions 

to be filled, utilization of a wide range of sources, elimination of 

restrictions unrelated to qualifications, and objective methods of 

evaluating credentials. 

2. Adoption of classification and pay-plans that give appropriate recognition 

to the nature of duties to be performed, to training and experience 

required, and to rates of pay and other benefits of positions requiring 

equivalent background. 

3. A program of orientation and training should be provided for new recruits, 

and opportunities for continued growth of existing staff should be 

arranged. 

4. Supervisory staff should be selected on the basis of technical and human 

relations skills and appropriate training for these responsibilities should be 

provided. 

5. A system for periodic review of employee performance and for 

recognition of achievement should be maintained. 

The college library will need a core of professional specialists and supporting 

staff to carry out its stated objectives. The professional librarian has acquired a 

9 Turner, et al., Implications of Modern Technology. 
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knowledge of the principles and theories of selection, acquisition, organization, 

interpretation and administration of resources in a graduate library school awarding a 

master's degree. Larger college libraries may require professional specialists combining 

advanced study in a cognate subject with course work in librarianship and/or experience 

in a good library. Supporting staff will normally hold an undergraduate degree or have 

the training and/or experience necessary for the work performed.10 

The size of the library staff will vary according to the size, character, and growth 

rate of the library collection; the number and level of students; the prevailing teaching 

methods; the arrangement of the building; and related factors. 

Professional librarians are required for the specialized areas of administration, 

technical services, and public services. Other supporting staff will be required for routine 

and business functions with a higher ratio to professional staff in the technical service 

area. Student assistants perform a variety of support functions but normally constitute a 

small fraction of the total staff because they are less productive than experienced, 

dedicated full-time supporting staff. 

Professional librarians should have faculty status and rank, with the usual 

benefits, privileges and responsibilities, in accordance with the criteria employed for 

other faculty in the institution. The college library has become a complex medium of 

instruction of significant importance to the quality of instruction. The skills required to 

administer and provide instructional services necessitate graduate level training and 

opportunity for continued study and research to improve the quality of library services. 

10 Lester Asheim, "Education and Manpower for Librarianship," ALA Bulletin, LXII 
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The full potential of the library cannot be realized unless librarians are equal partners in 

the planning and conduct of instructional programs. The library cannot attract and retain 

high caliber personnel unless the attainment of skills is recognized and provision is made 

for their continued growth and development. 11 

Library Facilities 

The college library tends to reflect the intellectual fibre and vigor of the 

instructional program. The degree of stimulation initiated in the classroom and through 

associations with students and faculty will be manifested in the appetite for reading and 

exploration of information observed in the library. The environment afforded by the 

library should therefore sustain the intellectual activity of the college. 

The library building and its facilities and services should provide an inviting, 

comfortable atmosphere for study of resources; and services should be readily accessible 

to encourage use. Care should be exercised in planning to promote economy and 

efficiency in operation and to provide for flexibility and expansion to meet future needs. 

The following procedures 12 are suggested in planning library facilities: 

1. Planning the academic library building should be the joint responsibility of 

students, faculty, administration, library personnel, and outside consultants. 

a. A building committee should function in the early stages of planning with 

representatives of the above concerned groups as members. 

(October, 1968), 1096-1106. 
11 "ACRL Academic Status Committee Proposes Standards for Librarians." College and 
Research Libraries News, 31 (October, 1970), 269-272. 
12 R.E. Ellsworth, Planning the College and University Library Building (2d ed.; Boulder, 
Colo.: Pruett Press, 1968); Keyes D. Metcalf, Planning Academic and Research Library 
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b. An outside library consultant should be used in the planning through 

working drawings for the building. 

c. A team approach should be used throughout the planning and construction 

stages, composed of the architect, the consultant, the chief librarian, and a 

representative of the administration and the interior designer. 

2. The type of library building should depend upon the character and aims of the 

institution, its educational philosophy, and the demands of efficient operation. 

a. Form should follow function and logically be left to the architect. 

b. The building should be centrally located and adjacent to other academic 

units. 

c. The building should exclude all non-library related activities, offices, and 

programs. 

d. The building should be planned with provision for future expansion. 

Buildings (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1965). 
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3. The size of the academic library should depend upon: 

a. The type and size of institution 

b. The basic demands of the curricula 

c. The character of the library collections 

d. The present and projected size - in volumes 

e. The space for mechanical equipment and the new technological 

developments. 

4. Seating capacity should depend upon the amount of use anticipated in a new and 

more attractive facility. 

a. Some institutions have designed individual study carrels for each enrolled 

student. 

b. Other institutions have allowed seating accommodations for 

approximately one-third to on-half of the projected enrollment twenty 

years after the building opens. 

5. Stack capacity should be planned to accommodate at least double the size of 

present collections. 

N.B. Formulas can easily be worked out on the basis of the number of volumes 

added annually to determine how long it will take to fill the allowed space. 

a. Provision must be made for t~e shelving of periodicals, maps, documents, 

recordings, films, tapes, microforms, and other non-book resources. 
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b. Provision should be made for new curricular programs; when 

authorization is made for new programs, shelf space should be available or 

provided. 

6. Carefully designed areas must be provided for any and all services which the 

library undertakes to furnish (i.e., circulation, reference, exhibit space, faculty 

studies, typing rooms, and computer stations). If audio-visual facilities are to be a 

part of library services, special provisions must be made for such facilities. 

7. Carefully designed areas must be provided for the following functions: 

a. Acquisitions and bibliographic services 

b. Cataloging, binding, processing, etc. 

c. Storage for materials waiting to be processed 

d. Custodial services. 

8. Carefully designed office and work areas must be provided for present and future 

functions which allow space not only for such anticipated needs as special 

equipment, supply storage and shelving in work areas but also for needs not 

readily anticipated. 

9. A staff lounge with compact kitchen and rest room facilities should be provided 

for the convenience of personnel and visitors. 

10. The library should be furnished throughout with well-designed, durable furniture 

and fixtures of high quality. 
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11. Sound-conditioning, humidity-control, air conditioning, adequate lighting, and 

coordinated interior decor should be provided for the comfort of both personnel 

and the library's patrons. 

12. A variety of reading facilities should be provided, including study tables, 

individual carrels or desks, faculty studies, and informal lounge areas. 

13. Special seminar rooms should be provided for group study, committee sessions, 

and small classes that may meet in the library up~n occasion. 
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COMPARISONS OF THE MAJOR SECTIONS OF THE STANDARDS FOR COLLEGE 

LIBRARIES FROM 1959 THROUGH 2000 

Comparison of the Function/Objectives of the Library Coverage of the 1959 through 
2000 Standards for College Libraries 

1959 I. Functions of the College Library 
* represent broad culture 
* instill lifelong reading 
* support the curriculum 

1975 1. Objectives of the Library: 
* explicit objectives developed by the library staff in consultation with 

administration and faculty and reviewed periodically 
1986 1. Objectives of the Library: 

* explicit objectives developed by the library staff in consultation with 
administration and faculty and reviewed periodically 

1995 1. Mission, Goals, and Objectives: 
* explicit mission, goals, and objectives developed by the library staff in 

consultation with administration and faculty and reviewed periodically 
2000 Planning: 

* mission and goals framework for activities 
* library involved in campus planning 
* library mission to include input of entire college community 
* strategic planning and assessment iterative 
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Comparison of the Collections/Resources Coverage of the 1959 through 2000 
Standards for College Libraries 

1959 V. Library Collections 
* use standard bibliographies to evaluate collections 
* quantitative minimum of 50,000 volumes, plus increments for larger 

schools 
1975 2. The Collections: 

1986 

1995 

2000 

* all college owned information materials belong to the library 
* provide material quickly 
* formula for print/microform collection size with a quantitative 

minimum of 85,000 volumes, plus increments for faculty, students, and 
· program size 

* grade of A required 100% of the holdings recommended by the formula 
2. The Collections: 
* all college owned information materials belong to the library 
* provide material quickly 
* formula for print/microform/audiovisual collection size with a 

quantitative minimum of 85,000 volumes, plus increments for faculty, 
students, and program size 

* added resource sharing transactions to the collection formula 
* recommended ownership of 10% of periodical titles listed in Katz 
* grade of A required 90% of the holdings recommended by the formula 
2. The Collections: 
* all college owned information materials belong to the library 
* provide material quickly 
* formula for print/microform/audiovisual collection size with a 

quantitative minimum of 85,000 volumes, plus increments for faculty, 
students, and program size 

* mentioned Katz as a source for periodical holdings 
* grade of A required 90% of the holdings recommended by the formula 
Resources: 
* support mission and needs of users 
* variety of sources 
* judicious weeding 
* evaluation of collection 
* electronic resource licenses 
* archives 
* comparison with peers 
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Comparison of the Organization/ Access Coverage of the 1959 through 2000 
Standards for College Libraries 

1959 part of Library Collections: 
* need to be organized by cataloging codes 

1975 3. Organizatiori of Materials: 

1986 

1995 

2000 

* organized by national conventions 
* catalog accessible by multiple users 
* access to subordinate files 
* materials arranged by subject on shelves with patron access 
3. Organization of Materials: 
* organized by national conventions 
* catalog accessible by multiple users 
* access to subordinate files 
* materials arranged to maximize accessibility 
* materials in storage should be readily accessible 
3. Organization of Materials: 
* wording changes only 
Access: 
* organized by national conventions 
* catalog accessible by multiple users 
* interlibrary loan and consortial borrowing 
* support for distance learning 
* policies appropriately disseminated 
* logical arrangement of collection 
* materials in storage should be readily accessible 
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1959 

1975 

1986 

1995 

2000 

Comparison of the Staffing Coverage of the 1959 through 2000 
Standards for College Libraries 

IV. Staff: 
* 3 librarian minimum 
* librarians should not do clerical work 
* professional librarians should have graduate library degrees 
* faculty status 
4. Staff: 
* adequate professional and support staff 
* professional librarians have ALA accredited library degrees 
* formula for professional staff required a minimum of 3 
* grade of A required 100% of the librarians recommended by the formula 
* faculty status 
* balance of professional and support staff 
* policies and procedures 
4. Staff: 
* adequate professional and support staff 
* professional librarians have ALA accredited library degrees 
* formula for professional staff required a minimum of 3 
* grade of A required 90% of the librarians recommended by the formula 
* faculty status 
* support staff should be 65% of total 
* policies and procedures 
4. Staff: 
* adequate professional and support staff 
* professional librarians have ALA accredited degrees 
* formula for professional staff required a minimum of 3 
* grade of A required 90% of the librarians recommended by the formula 
* faculty status 
* support staff should be 65% of total 
* policies and procedures 
Staff: 
* adequate professional and support staff 
* professional librarians have ALA accredited degrees 
* staff assignments appropriate to level of staff 
* appropriate training of staff 
* faculty status 
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Comparison of the Service and Instruction Coverage of the 1959 through 2000 
Standards for College Libraries 

1959 VII. The Quality of Service and Its Evaluation 
* mostly evaluation 
* service included circulation, interlibrary loan, work with faculty 

1975 - 5. Delivery of Service: 

1986 

1995 

2000 

* instruction 
* circulation 
* photocopying 
* interlibrary loan 
* reasonable hours & extensive student services 
5. Delivery of Service: 
* instruction 
* circulation 
* interlibrary loan 
* cooperative programs 
* reasonable hours & extensive student services 
5. Deli very of Service: 
* instruction 
* circulation 
* interlibrary loan & cooperative programs 
* reasonable hours & extensive student services 
Services: 
* wide range of services 
* reasonable hours 
* reference 
* circulation 
* government documents 
* interlibrary loan 
* off-campus student services 
* assessment of service 
Instruction: 
* reference 
* course related instruction, course integrated instruction, orientations, 

tutorials, pathfinders, etc. 
* lifelong learning 
* collaboration with classroom faculty 
* information literacy 
* adequate space for instruction 
* appropriate technology for instruction 
* assessment of instruction 
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Comparison of the Building/Facilities Coverage of the 1959 through 2000 
Standards for College Libraries 

1959 

1975 

1986 

1995 

2000 

VI. Building: 
* accommodate 1/3 of student body 
* accommodate anticipated 20 year growth 

* space for collection doubling 
6. Facilities 
* formula for size 

* seating space for 1/3 to 1/5 of students 
* space for books 
* ¼ of the total of the space for students and books for administration 

* grade of A required 100% of the space recommended by the formula 
* form follows function 
* single structure 
6. Facilities 
* formula for size 

* seating space for 1/4 to 1/5 of students 
* space for books 
* 1/8 of the total of the space for students and books for administration 

* grade of A required 90% of the space recommended by the formula 
* form follows function 
* single structure 
6. Facilities 
* wording changes only 
Facilities: 
* well planned 
* secure and adequate space 
* suitable environmental conditions 
* adequate and functional equipment 
* sufficient study space 
* sufficient workspace 
* adequate signage 
* wiring for electronic access 
* meet ADA requirements 
* facilities for distance learners 
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Comparison of the Administration Coverage of the 1959 through 2000 
Standards for College Libraries 

1959 II. Structure and Government: 
* librarian reports to the president 
* library committees 
* lines of authority 
* statistics 

1975 7. Administration: 
* legal foundation for authority 
* college librarian a member of the library faculty 
* college librarian reports to the president or chief academic officer 
* library committees 
* evaluation of performance 
* statistics 
* interlibrary cooperation 
* Library Bill of Rights 

1986 7. Administration: 
* legal foundation for authority 
* library director an officer of the college 
* library director reports to the president or chief academic officer 
* library committees 
* evaluation of performance, in which statistics are important 
* Library Bill of Rights 

1995 7. Administration: 
* wording changes only 

2000 Administration: 
* legal foundation for authority 
* library director reports to the president or chief academic officer 
* library committees 
* branch libraries should meet those guidelines 
* Library Bill of Rights 
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1959 

1975 

1986 

1995 

2000 

Comparison of the Budget Coverage of the 1959 through 2000 
Standards for College Libraries 

ill. Budget: 
* need to support the library program 
* 5% of Educational and General Budget should go to the library 
* twice as much ·for salaries as for books 

* compare budget to peer institutions 
8. Budget: 
* college librarian prepares, defends, and administers the budget 
* library receives 6% of college educational and general budget (in 

commentary) 
* college librarian apportions funds 
* library tracks expenditures to evaluate 
8. Budget: 
* college librari3=11 prepares, defends, and administers the budget 
* library receives 6% of college educational and general budget 
* college librarian apportions funds 
* library tracks expenditures to evaluate 
8. Budget: 
* college librarian prepares, defends, and administers the budget 
* library receives 6% of college educational and general budget 
* college librarian apportions funds 
* library tracks expenditures to evaluate 
* revenue generated in the library should be retained 
Budget: 
* college librarian prepares, defends, and administers the budget 
* sufficient to meet reasonable expectations of users 
* college librarian apportions funds 
* library tracks expenditures to evaluate 

* 
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