
JUIY 28, 1975

Many people think they could not
possibly survive without automobiles.
This may be true in the United
States, where so much of life has
been built around this form of trans-
portation. Undoubtedly there are
farm and other non-urban families
that do absolutely need two or three
or even more motor vehitles-cat,
truck, tractor, or station wagon. The
recession and the ‘energy crisis’ seem
not to have significantly altered our
dependence on this ‘basic’ transpor-
tation.

h is too bad that this attitude is
not carried over into some other
areas-for example research and
higher education. Any librarian or
information worker can tell you that
the first place administrators all too
often look to cut budgets is the li-
brary.

A recent article in the London
Times Higher Education Supple-
ment 1 provides some important facts
librarians can use when responding to
budget cutters. A simple-minded ad-
ministrator might ask why the library
is willing to sacrifice more $10 and
$20 books, when its budget problem
could be solved with one or two

strokes that cut off ‘expensive’ refer-
ence works like Index Medicu$,
Cbemicd Abstracts, or the Science
Citation Inde@ (SCF ). This sort
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of’ administration’ is working against
itself, and the library. More and
more libraries have become informa-
tion centers that rarely house the ori-
ginal source documents requested by
users.

Consider the assertion in the Times
that 300,000 new books are publish-
ed every year. Consider also that
half the books in the British Library
Lending Division (BLLD) are never
borrowed or consulted! A comparable
figure for the Library of Congress
would be even more startling. It’s
easy to say that BLLD and similar
libraries ought to be able to cut their

budgets in half. It’s a little harder to
decide which half to cut.

In smaller libraries the solution
could be quite simple. Book ‘selec-
tion’ could become a matter of or-
dering a book only after a reader has
asked for it. Small and large libraries,
in such a context, would become or-
der-takers, not unlike large mail-or-
der houses, or retail discount stores.

But what about the many libraries
in between-those that must make
critical decisions on whether to buy
thirty more $5o monographs or jour-
nals or give up the SC1. Obviously,
the decision may be different in dif-
ferent cases. Williams and Pings2
have suggested that even a small hos-

315



pital library is making a wise pur-
chasing decision when it spends $850
a year on the SC1. That price is just
enough to buy seventeen $50 mono-
graphs or journals.

We all must make similar decisions
in the case of our own personal li-
braries. What would you trade for
your own copy of Webster’s r%a-
lv-idgea’ or the Osford Engtlsb Dic-
tionary, the Encyclopedia Btziannica
or even the SCI? Would you give
them up for fifty more books?

In my own case, I would prefer to
have a good reference collection. To
me, that now includes of necessity
the .SC1. I could not function without
it. Rather than give up ready access
to the SCl, I would sooner have my
entire book collection moved into the
basement. Half of it has been per-
manently ‘borrowed’ anyhow.

I use the SCI every day for myriad
reasons. Yesterday it helped me to
retrieve a reference I had cited several
times before. Even though I’d for-.
gotten the author’s name and the
~itle of the paper, I reme ,mbered the
name of an author who had been
cited in it. The day before I used the
SCI to evaluate a visitor’s claim about
the importance of a paper in a spe-
cialized branch of medicine. The day
before that I determined the number
of scientists publishing at a university
in the German Democratic Republic
by consulting the Corporate ‘Index
section of SC]. The same dav I cor-.
rected the tide of a paper someone
else had cited erroneously in a paper
I was refereeing. I also discovered
that its author, had given the wrong
year for a cited book.

When I tmt on my SC] salesman’s
hat there i;, of cours~, no end to my

exuberance for the SCI. You mav
find it surprising to learn that I did
not originally plan the SC1 as a ii-
kra~ tool. I wanted to see it in scien-
tists’ labs and offices. There is, in
fact, a small number of elite SCl-per-
sons throughout the world who af-
ford themselves this ‘luxury’. Perhaps
their friends think they’ve got the
equivalent of a Rolls Royce on their
office shelves. I think it would be
difficult to convince this select group
that the SC] is a Rolls Royce in the
sense of a ‘luxury’. It is that in the
sense of ‘dependability’ and ‘lasting
value’. Like Rolls Royce owners, these
happy few would undoubtedly argue
that, if you have the money, the SCI
like the Rolls. is a sound financial in-
vestment—better than any collection
of fifty great books. After all, it is
not as though we are stranded on a
desert island.

In this case as in others, that is why
the rich get richer, and the knowing
more knowing. They “have the initial
financial and ‘mental’ capital to
make wise investments that, in the
long run, are cheaper and become
more valuable with time and use.

The next time you have some un-
expended funds for lab equipment,
tell your purchasing department you
want the Rolls Royce of documenta-
tion. If necessary, we’ll ship it to you
in a carton labeled Recording Bibtio-
scoponzeter. Order a five-year run
(19?0-74) of the SC] at a cost of
about $3,900. Then order a few an-
nual ‘attachments’ at $900. (All prices
given are approximate grant rates of-
fered to individuals at subscribing in-
stitutions.) After you’ve used the SC]
in your o!%ce or lab for a few
months, you’ll value it like a Rolls
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Royce. When invoice-approval time
comes round, you’ll likely fmd you’d
sooner give up your electronmicro-
scope. You might even give up that
cabinet of 3x5 cards, or stop invent-
ing the wheel by indexing reprints
that your weekly scanning of Cizment
Contetztfl (CCY ) impells you to re-
quest.

The last person I know who ot-
dered his own .SCI became such a
political force in his research institute
that they promoted him to director.
Bored with administration and tired

of asking someone else for permission
to use his SCI (which they’d made
him turn over to the new library), he
accepted a job as editor of an en-
cyclopedia. Now he is happily once
again poring over the pages of his
own CC and his own .SCI, and other
basic tools of scientific communica-
tion and retrieval.

Let’s face it. You probably spend
ftity percent or more of you time on
science communication. Why waste
so much of that time with anything
less efficient than the best?
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