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By Edith E. .Estabrooks, Assistant in Public Library Services
Division of Library Development

A,".long th e maj or recom.rnendati,ons of the Board
of Reg~nts for legislative action in 1970 is
a proposal tha~ wvu1d increase State aid for
the Ct~n~r81 libraries in New York's 22 ptlb-
lic library systems from the present 5~ per
capita for the system's poP41ation to l2~.
Tne measure would be one part of a threc-
part bill~ including also a~ increase of Sit
per capita to the systems tqemselves and
raising tp.e maximum of aid ~o The Research
Libraries of The tJew York Public Library
from $52S~00O to $1.5 million. \~bile all
three parts are urgently pe~dcd~ what fol-
lows relates only to Central Library Devel-
opment (CI.b) aid.

To understand the need for this proposed
increase and the rationale behind th~ recom-
mendation, some further background and per-
spective is needed.

1950 LEGISLATION

In support of the reco~cnded increase
in CLD aid the Regents stated:

Prior to 1950, New York State had six
systems with broad-base taxation as the pri-
mary source of support -that is either
county or, in New York City, the five-county
citywide budget. In each of these systems,
the main library had a major or moderate de-
gree of centralized authority and administra-'
tion and provided the large measure of
backstopping strength in collection and pro-
fessional staff expertise for both direct
service and advisory or consultant services
to other outlets in the area. With the 1950
1egislatjon and minor reorganization, they
qualified for greatly increased State aid.
Between 1950 and 1956, two multicounty feder-
ated systems, involving five counties, \vere
formed. By 1957, these eight library systems,
serving 13 of New York's 62 counties, were
th~ only ones in existence in the State. The
law'required that they extend service to
previously unserved areas in their counties,
but there was a great difference in the 1evel~
of strength in their main libraries.

CENTRAL LIBRARY CONCEPT

In 1956 and 1957, the Commissioner of
Education's Committee on Public Library Ser.
vice studied the situation. It reported:

...it appears that in county systems
operating under .the 1950 law the
greatest advantages accrue to the un-
served or poorly served areas, chiefly
because at the existing level of State
aid a disproportionate share must be
used to meet the requirement of extend-
ing service to previously unserved
areas of the county and because the
services tend to flo\.. from the larger
to the smaller library -a situation
of no special bcncfi t to the 1.~rgc

A major share of the service and re-
source functions of the,State's 22

public library systems is borne by
the officially designated central
libraries. Evaluation by the Depart-
ment's Division of Research and Eval-
uation has confirmed serious inade-
quacies in these central libraries

r~sulting principally from inequities
~tween patterns of support and use.
It i,s not possible for central

libraries to fulfill their new and
growing role as area library centers
throughout one or mo.re counties
solely through local support. Because
of tlleir servicc beyond municipal

boundaries, a limited amount of State
aid has been channeled to them through
their library systems s~nce 1966. The

present level is token,! and most in-
adcqu~te. Rajsing it by $.07 per
capita and producjnb a more realistic
~nd mcar..ingful rcimhurs~mcnt for
servicC's rendered bcyond municip.:ll
bound~ries is ncedcd.!

~-;} "--;-C;':'O;]!1~~-.:la -ti~ of the Regen ts fo1'
Legislative Action 1970. Albany: The Un i-
vcr~ity of tho State of Nck" York. 'I11c State
Edtlcation [)cpa:"t~lont, Novclnbcr 1969. p. 20.
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reasons of economics, it advocat'J;.! oui Iding
on what strcngth existe<l. -rather thc.n d~vt.':;'op-
ing completely nc\~ resourcc centers. The
conunittec envisioned this type of aid as a
form of equalization sincc it \1ould be offerec
only to thc -"maIler central libraries in thos~
areas of the State where the populatioJl and
financial rcsources ha<lbecn insufficient to
develop strong ones.

,

library unless it is prop~rly cow.pcn-
s.ated~ which generally has not been
the case thus far. In general~ the
qualj. ty of service the system can
offer is no better than tmat of the
best library in the system, so that
strong county systems can~ot be formed
without a strong central ~tbrary.
Federations of weak librari,es give no
promise of developing str9ng central
libraries unde~ the prescmt progr~~.2 1958 fu~D 1960 LEGISLATION'

The committee accepted as basic the con-
:ept that the extension of service should be
:hrough the instr~~ep.tality of cooperative;ystems. 

It also agreed that there should be
.ider alternatives in the form that s.ystems
)f libraries might assume> and that e'Jery
;ystem should include a strong central li-
)rary with a large and widely diversified
:ollection of books and othcr material. The
:ommittee was obviously much influenced by
:he results it had obscr.'ed where there w~s
nain library strength within ~he existing;ystems. 

Quoting again from a section of the
report dealing with the visiof the committee
1ad of future system deveIopm~nt:

The core of all systemwide services
will be the central librarY...to it,
readers will come for special refer-
ence services and involved information

I

sea'=ches. In it will be hpused the
largest book collection~ the reservoir,
which all the community l~braries may
tau to meet the needs of their
re~ders 3

The outcome was the legislation of 1958
and 1960 which implementcd the flcxibility anc
permissi veness advised by the co~.mittee. Co-
operative associations of libraries intercstec
in joining forces became possible without
action by county government. The principle of
building on strength was adopted. ~~at must
at that time have seemcd like a massive injec-
tion of State aid was provided as an incentive
to organization and as a help in the devclop-
ment of central library collect,iop.s. The
latter took the form of the State financing~
over a 10-year period~ fotir~fifths of the
additional adult nonfiction volumes needed to
bring each central library's resource$ in that
category up to 100~000 volumes. This progra.-n
is variously kno\~~ as Central Book Aid~ or
CBA~ or four-to-one. The largcst m~111bcr li-
brary in each system was designated as the
central library. It earns Central Book Aid by
financing one-fifth of the adult nonfiction
volumes needed to achieve 100,000 volumes in
10 years and serving as the primary direct
access~ reference~ and interlibrary loan back-
up resource for thc system program. In a fe\i
cases~ two cocentral libraries may have shared
this responsibility within their system.

The spectacular outcome~ of course, \~as
the rapid establishment of cooperative systems
after 1958 until the structure for the State
was completed by 1962. Today, :only 16 of i':e\,:
York State's libraries and less than 1 percer.t
of the State's population and geographic area
are outside the service area of some syste::J.
In the process ~ ho\~evcr, incvitab1e gro~;i~g
pain~ and problems of success have ~cen ex-perienced.

The committee recognized~ however~ that
in some areas of the State th~re were no
strong central libraries. Sin~e it believed
~ strong collection to be essrntial~ it re-
:ommended a program of book g.rants from the
State to bring approved central libraries up
to not less than 100,000 vol~es selectedfor 

adult reference and info~ation use. For

2Repo~t 

of the Commissioner of Education's
Committee on Pub~ic Library Service -1957.
Albany: ~e University of the State of ~ew
York. lne State Education Department, 1958.
p.64.

Massive as the 1958 and 1960 State aid
formulae may have appeared, they did not prove
to proyjde enough money to do the job that ,,as
and is needed. The more response the systeDs
generatedJ the thinner they and their support
werc stretch~d. As the true role and

3 

Ibid... p. 29.



responsibility of the central libraries
beg~~ to emerge -literally corning homo to
roost on the shoulders of th'e, relatively
speaking. !'big brothcrs" (most of which were
still inadcquatc in rcsources and local tax
support) -theTc ,,,,as not sufficient State
aid coming to the systems td enable them to
compensate these libraries fairly. Most sys-
tems I funds v;ere already ,committed to other

programs and to meeting the minimum require-
Ir.cnts for the s:rstems' full iapproval by the
Commissior.er of Education.

employment of a staff member with a majo~'
assignment to central library" probleri\s was
all the division could do urltil 196(,. .

1966 LEGISLATION

SYSTf:.t-1 EVALU.!\TIO:'J

ThC 1963-66 systems evaluation report,
Emergir~ Lib~a~ Systems, took note of this
and concluded in general that: for the most
part, the central library res~onsibility
overextends the designated library's collec-
tion, staff, and facilities; extra costs in
staff time and duplicate copies of books are
involved in fulfilling that 'responsibility;
and most of the central lib~aries need extra
support to offset the drain ,om their regular
resources, help them perform as they ~hould
as the core of a regional service, and com-
pensate them realistically Ear the increased
load they carry.4

In 1966. before Emergir~ Librar'y Systems
with its recommendations for central library
aid was published~ the Division of Evaluation'
staff papers that eventually were fed into the
final report and the Division of Library De-
velopment's own experience had clarified the
need. The department. therefuTc. sponsored.
and the legislature passed in 1966. an addi-
tional State aid feature -aid for the further
development of centr:.l libraries. It enables
each system to apply for $15.000 or 5~ per
capita based on the population served by the
system (whichever is greater) with the funds
to be used only for central library purposes.
In order to qualify for these grants. \vhich
vary from the minimum of $15.000 to approxi-
mately $167,000, each system was required to
submit along-range plan for the development
of its central library services. Because the
development of these plans, a cooperative
undertaking of system and central library
boards and staffs, required considerable
thought, time, and effort. provision \vas made
for paying the 1966 grants on the basis only
of budgets sho\ving how the first year's funJs
would be spent. The long-range plan require-
ment went into effect in 1967.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURES
-,,

The Division of Library Developmcnt was
charged with administering the program. The
papers and procedures it developed and the
Commissioner's regulations it helped to formu-
late (§lOl-a) were designed with specific
purposes and needs in mind.

The Ne\v York State Library agency, the
Division of Library Developmemt. had not
been blind to this problem. '1'lcll before the

system evaluation \-:as yieldi:ng data about
it. the division sa\~ that it was a mistake
to emphasize larger book collections alone
without recognizing the role of trained
staff and need for up-to-date equipment and
attractive functional physidal facilities.
The State's plan for use of Library Services
and Construction Act (LSCA) 'Title I (ser-vices) 

funds provides for pdrsonnel and
equipment grants to central 'libraries~ and
its Title II (construction) !plan gives high

priority to helping meet their building
needs. This~ however~ with CBA and the

1. The needs were great, and the aid was
provided to help meet them. It was,
therefore, important that there be safe-
guards against the possibility that
State dollars might be used simply to
substitute for local dollars. The safe-
guard is a requirement that local
taxes for central library purposes
other than capital outlay may not fall
below a p,ior 2-ycar level. If it does,
entitlement is reduced by 25 percent.

~£}ner'aing Lib2'a~ .~ystem;; ~he 1963-66
Evaluation of thC'. NeIJ York State Public
Libra}'y SY3f.('!ml;. Alb~ny: Thc University of
the State of New York. The State Education
Dcpartml..'11t. Division of Eva1\i1ation, 1967.
pp. 46. 220.. 2. The strictly lOC31 necds arc likel)' to

continue to, incrcase. and local funds
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neer;i to got this kno'.vlcllgc int<J t!JC h;;.nds of
those who must hav(.; it to earn a livlnl7 or to...
stimulatc pcrsonal gro th. i\clllll rin~ ~!n<l <lis-.
pcnsing this knol...lcdge poscs a cr.itica 1

problem to all lihraric~ and is p~rticul«Tly
crucial for central libraries \..hi ch Ila'l!.: h;.iJ
to face tho question: flo\v to move froli! the

fairly simpl~ matter of supplying gene~al
inforrnatiQn for their fonner reJativcly small

population base to the highly co!:lplL'X unction
of providing a variety of serviccs to a larger
and, in some instances, a more sophisticatc;.l.
public which consistently dcIJ3nds current and

precise information.

should bc providcd to mcct thcm. Also.
in many ar~as inccntives are ncodcd to
get local support up to a bare minimum
lcvel. There was a regulation rcqujring
a minimum of $1.75 per capita local
support for e~.penditures fOT other than
capi tal improvements. This rosc to $-2
for 1968 when applications for aid in
1969 were reviewed. While the require-
ment is very low in terms of even
present needs for strictly local ser-
vice and in terms of local effort in
man)" areas. it has caused s'omc badly
undersupported central libraries to
stretc~ a bit in order to qualify each
year. One system did not qualify for
the aid in 1966. but has sinc~ used
the regulation successfully to secure
a local tax increase eachi~ear in
order to receive its Stat~ aid
entitlement.

COOPERATIVE PLANNING

There are some minim~l requirements in
regard to central library staffing and
service hours. These too are very low
indeed. but they have been succc$sful
in raising the level in some of the
smaller central libraries~

Finding an approvabl e ans\~cr rclluired the
very best efforts of system and central li-
brary staff and trustees working together, and
several plans went through a number of revi-
sions before receiving approval from the
division. While the task of formulating one
was demanding, it was also excIting and fruit-
ful in most cases. It occasi.oncd a give-and-
take bet\vecn system and central librar)'
directors and their respective boards, and
there resulted improved rclatio~s and reduced
tensions between system 'staff, most of \...hom
co not serve library patrons dir(;ctly, and
central library personnel who are usually
eyeball-to-eyeball with a demanding and often
critical public. ~1utual understanding of each
party's problems and an honest approach to
joining skill and effort to meet system\~ide
needs emerged in some areas.

Some central libraries are city or
county public libraries, an~ their
State aid goes directly to the city
or county treasury. Some of the forms
and procedures were designed to assure
that the funds ~lill be used only for
the purpose intended and not be di-
verted to nonlibrary municipal functions
or to noncentral lib~ary ~ystem programs. The Commissioner's regulations required

that the long-range plan have a lO-year base.
Obviously, a decade is a long time in a field
that is changing as rapidly as this one, and
such plans are not likely to provid~ a perfect
blueprint for very long. Amendmcnts are,
therefore, encouraged as time and experience
provide nc\~ frames of refercncc, as new needs
become evident, and as ne\... opportunities
arise. Additional aid in 1970 ~ould bc such an
opportunity, and the amendment procedure will
be important for many of the systems and

central libraries.

GUIDELINES

The guidelines as to ho\i CLD funds may be
used are simple and have been interpreted
liberally when it served the broad purpose of
the program and best interests of the libraT~.

There was a multifold purpose behind
the requirement that each, system and
central or coccntral library board of
trustees jointly develop and submit
for division approval a 19n9-range plan
for further development of its central
library service program. The foremost
purpose was to give those responsible
for providing adcquate pu~lic library.
service to the people of the State an
opportunity to take a new look at the
needs for library service, seen in the
light of both local and areawide re-
quirements and to define the steps
~equired to meet these ne~ds.

It has become commonplacc to speak of
rapid gro.,{th of new kno\vledge and the



librar}' ser\'ing its o...;n locality, ar,d
each is already ci.ir:r).'ing a v~ry r.ea\}" load of
free direct access borro\\ing from nonr~sidentpatrons.

At the 5~ per capita formula, annual grant
for further development of central libraries
now total about $895,000. (See Table I.) From
1966 through 1969, the grand total of State
atd paid under the progr~~ was some $3.48million.

i~yo 1 \-<.:d.:. ;',:li 1 c the CBi\ prog:"a.,";i is dcvoted
.../hall}" "\:0 tr,\.' J~f::;r('nce and j nfoT:n.'J,"CiO!i
f~nctiorlS of ccntr~tl libIa~ies, the CLD pro-
gT~ i~ no~ lii-;&ited to them. Impro\'ed
inform~{tion se~vicc~ and resources and free
direct access r~sult in greatly increased
traf:t-ic and deji!J.r.d 6£ all kinds in the larger
].ibraries. cxpendi t~res are, therefore,
(:onstar:tly being ap~roved fior improvement of
servj.ce t.) a~l Rge groups, ;administrative
procel':::ures, s!aff organization, inscrvice
tTaini 11& in ~11 dei:J4rtments, audiovisual.
services, and popul4r as well as researchcollections.EQUIPMENT

As was to be exF~cted, there were quite
heavy expenditures fOl' equipment during the
first 2 or 3 years -almost heartbreaking
evidence in some cases of the v~ry commonplac~
but necessary items some central libraries hac
been doing without or without in sufficient
nUmber (simple office equipment, tables,
chairs, book trucks). They were also indica-
tive, however, of need that arises from the
central library function and in many instance~
from the CBA program. Shelving and other
storage facilities, microfilm readers and
reader printers, and audiovisual equipment we]
widely purchased. New c"irculation desks and
systems were installed in a few places, and
approval was also given for installation of aT
automatic booklift and ne\y ventilating system.

Given this broa4 and quite liberal frame
of reference, the 22 appro~ed long-range
plans and the implemented annual CLD ex-
penditure progrmns Have acoomplishcd a great
deal despite the very inadequate s~ per
capita level of aid. It would be futile to
detail here each sy$tern's plan and progress,
but trends in the State as ia whole since the
CLD program was ini~iated i~ 1966 and somc
dramatic developmcntts merit attention as the
systems and ccntral 'librari!es review their
currently approved ~ong-ra~gc plans in the
light of needs that have e~erged in the past
4 years, the possibility of ~ncreascd aid,
and nc\v dircctions they might take.

A major trend has been away from dis-
sipating CLO aid by spread~ng it over more
than one library. This trend has received
the strongest possible encouragement from
the Djvision of Library Development.


