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Weedirm is an old-fashioned term in ]i.

brary manag~ment, but there is still no process
so painful to librarians. I’ve known several
librarians who could tire people more easily
than they could discard books orjoumals.

Weeding a library is like examining an
investment pa-tfolio. Investment advisora
know that people don’t like to liquidate bad
investments. How painful it is to realize that
the hard-earned money you invested has not
worked for you! Investment involves risk —
and so doea book and journal selection, Both
types of risk-taking involve some speculation,
some guesswork, and a bit of hard information.

Just like frustrated tycoons, many librari-
ans can’t face the fact that some of their grresaes
go wrong. They continue to throw good money
after bad, hoping like so many optimistic stock-
brokers that their bad decisions will somehow
& undone. After paying forajoumal for ten
years, they rationalize, maytw someone will
finally use it in the eleventh or twelfth year. It is
difticult to buck the momentum inevitably
gathered by a long-term subscription; it’s so
much easier simply to continue doing what has
been done before.

In fact, the only object with enough iner-
tial mass to stop this kind of irresistible force is
an immovable budget. Weeding becomes essen-
tial during periods of stringency, Even in afflu-
ent times there is a limit to how much a library
can buy. Nowadays the combined forces of
information overload, inflation, and recession
demand rigorous selection criteria.

This brings us to the concept of zero-
growth for journal collections, first presented
in a stimulating paper by Daniel Gore. *Librar-
ies simply cannot keep on growing exponential-
ly. The tacit assumption that everything pub-
lished must be stored somewhere is no longer
tenable. The Alexandria type of librarian who
thinks there is a mandate to collect everything
must soon face the reality that a truly comp/ete
collection is not — and never really was —
possible.

Number 26
To asDire to collect evervthinx is charac-

teristic of an archivist, who~ job is retaining
materials that are seldom — if ever — used. Of
course, the function of a library is different
from, that of an archive. Most libraries, as
distinct from archives, have little if my de-
mand for aged material — and when they do,
they usually know what it is and have itconve-
niently located. Accessibility of materia~ helps
determine its frequency of use — and frequency
of use shouhidetermine accessibilityy.

What has this to do with the nuts-and-
tmlts business of selecting books and weeding
journals? Plenty.

The information explosion has come up
against the inherent limitations of libraries —
space, budget, and manpower — and the re-
sulting collision demands that libraries no
longer be thought of as archival storehouses,
but instead be regarded as bibliographic search
centers. This implies two basic changes in pri-
orities for library storage: first from seldom-
used documents to heavily used ones, and sec-
ond from primary documents to all kinds of
indexes and bibliographic tools.

Most libraries can afford to stress better
bibliographic tmls — even those that may be
regarded as “too expensive” by traditional
standards. For example, the cost of the Science
Citation Indexm(SC19 may displace subscri-
ptionsto only a few dozen marginally used
journals. But according to Williams and Pings,’
the SCY was in fact the “best investment” for
hospital libraries.

Another change in libraries involves the
process of weeding, or separating the seldom-
used material from the heavily-used material.
Let’s first consider books.

As a book is cited each year, the probabil-
ity increases that it will be used and cited again.
If it has been cited 50 times, it has a high
probability of being cited another 50 times.
But, contrary to the intuitions of many librari-
ans, if a book has rreverbeen cited it has a very
low chance of everbeing cited.
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Keeping this in mind, ask yourself what
kinds of books are likely to be domted to
academic libraries. Are they the books depart-
mental scholars frequently consult? Or are they
the books the donators never use, but neverthe-
less find ditXcult to throw away?

The bitter truth is that the suppmcd bene-
factor of libraries probably retaik the books
that they — and others — want to use again
and again. Donated books which are dumped
onto libraries often merely clutter shelves and
increase the cataloging load. The library would
acturdly & better off with a secmsd copy of a
frequently-used book than with another book
that no one will ever use.

Now let’s consider journals.
According to the Bradford distribution, in

almost any scientific field a small number of the
joumafs publish a large percentage of the arti-
cles’ Consider that 152 journals accounted for
half of all reference citations to all scientific
journals in ISI’S 1969 study,’ and more recent
data show that the same relationship still holds
(but with shitls in the ranks of the core
joumrds). Therefore, the core of science and
scholarship is relatively small in terms of num-
bs of~umals. Numbers of articles is another
matter. These same 152 core journals published
only about 25~o of d] the articles — proof that
we can and must be more selective.

Bradford’s distribution tells us something
about journal publication and inter-journal ci-
tations. But my own law of concentration
shows that the same core journals dominate a
large number of seemingly separate fields.’ Fig-
ure I is a matrix illustrating this point: the
same group of joumats turns up in a variety of
medical and scientific specialties. The blank
spaces indkate particular specialty journals of
importance to only one field.

ISf3 Journal Citation Reports’w (JCW~
shows that in the past decade the greatest
growth in the literature was due not so much to
newjoumals as to an increase in the number of
articles in existing journals. Many new journals
were simply expansions of existing ones: The
Journal of the Chemical Society (London) was
divided into six separate sections, and the
American Chemical Society journals spawned
new titles like Biochemistry, which has quickly
become a corejoumal.

What if citation frequency were made the
sole criterion of selection? Massive weeding
would have to follow. Out of the millions of
journal articles that could be cited, one-third to
one-half will never be cited. Never. These arti-

cles may be read, but not cited. In fac~ acmrd-
ing to Halbert and Ackoff the average article is
read b? less than five people after it is pub
lished. Every librarian knows that some jour-
nal issues have never been touched by a single
reader.

Assume for a moment that the world’s
literature of books and journal articles totals
about 10 million items. If you prefer, make it 20
million items. My point is that less than one
percent of all this material will ever be cited
frequently enough to command the attention of
one familiar with citation frequencies. Thus
only lCO,OQObooks and articles — or at the
most 200,1M0 — can fores the active core of a
library able to provide copies of 90% of all
future citations.

This “rational” approach to journal col-
lection can be taken a st~ further. Instead of
using journals in their present form and ar-
rangement, we might collect only reprints of
highly cited articles. These would have the
highest likelihood of being used again. Derek
Price has proposed a similar id-s publishing a
journal consisting entirely of heavily cited ps-
pers called the Journal of Redly Important
Papem.

The idea is not so farfetched. In fact, the
cluster data that 1S1is now compiling as part of
its JCR will greatly facilitate reprint dlections
of this kind. A group of Iibrarirs might get
together to form a purchasing cooperative that
could finance such reprinting on a large acate. 1
can imagine a collection of just 2,0Mt volumes,
each containing 25 articles, that would satisfy
80 to 9CM0 of a library’s joumat reference
needs!p

Naturally, these initial 2,000 volumes
would have to be augmented each year by
ahout 5,000 newly identified items (about 200
volumes), both new and old, that had reached a
specified citation threshold. But at the same
time, many of the articles in the original coll=-
tion will fall below the citation threshold, and
would be discarded.

Such a core collection of heavily-cited
articles would comprise a true no-growth li-
brary. However, I suspect that most libraries
would chmse to store the heavily-used articles
even after they fall below the citation thresh-
old. Oh well! At least the library would now
grow anthme(icalIy rather than gwmetn”caiiy.
Probably most libraries would compromise,
and settle for linear growth — and would again
periodically face the weeding problem.
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Figurel. Citation Matrix for Highly Cited Clinical Journals

Listed in the Ieqendcolumn on the left are the 43 iournah common to the 50 jcwmkalsmost biqhly cited by
Lancet and Journal of the American Medical Association, in order of the frequency of their citation by thes.t
two journafs.The verticalcolumnsof the matrix showwith a dot tiether the 3istedjournalson the left am amonq
tbe fifty most-highlydted by each.
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1S1 hea already begun the research necea-
aary to identify, collect, publish and market a
core confection of heavily-cited articlea. Our
coat estimatea wiff be baaed on two important
assumptions that 1S1 would properly compen-
sate publishers for use of their copyrighted
materials, and that fibrariarta providing hard-
copy service of copyrighted materiafs would
also compensate publiahera.

In closing, I should like to call your atten-
tion to a letter published over 3 yeara ago”

BRADFORDS LAW
Sir, — In considering the application of Bradford’s
Law of Dispersion (Fairtftorna A. J Da. 25:319,
1969) as a guide to acquisition policy in the re.
search library or information centre it is pleasant to
contemplate a bibliophilic Utopia of a complete
colletiion in a library with unlimited space and
acquisition funds. Utopias are rarely found, howev.
er, and the library does have limited resources
Given this restriction, the librarian or acquisitions
specialist, in even the largest and most pecunious
libraries, must make choices. These choices are
rational only to the extent that the library collection
maximises the timely provision of requested docu
ments to the satisfaction of the largest number.

In this light, A. Faser’s letter (Naturt
227:101, 1970) suggesting that a library is dere.
Iict in not purchasing a specialized journal of inter.
est to only one user treats the occasional requesi
with the same degree of importance as the on.
going demand for the heavily used journals. An
inventory policy in a department or fod store,
parts-supply depot, manufacturing concern or Ii.
brary, based on ignoring fraquency-ofdemand dis.
tributions, leads to inefficient aheakion of re.
sources. Designers of sewer and flood control sys
terns know they cannot design eeonomic drainpipe
and culvert systems of sufficient capacity to handle
the runoff from the one-in-a-thousand chance that
rainfall will exceed, say, 6 inches in any 1 h Wriod

1. Paoer presented at the Asanciated Colleges {

And mass merchandisers stcck only a few or no
items in the extremely low and high size ranges of
shoes, hats and all atilre in between,

Bradford’s Law promulgates that a library can
supply most of the requests for material with a
relatively modest inventory of book and journal
titles, gearad to the normal pattern of demand,
This demand pattern is one in which a relatively few
items from among all possible items in the inven-
tory satisfy a majority of the actual transactions.
Progressively fewer transactions are satisfied from
the balance of the inventory, or from further aug-
mentation of the number of titles held. Abiding by
the Bradford distribution, then, is an important
factor in the library’s overall success at
demand-fulfilment.

The most efficient way for a library to exploit
its collection and maximize utilization of its docu-
ment file is to share its bibliographic resources with
as many patrons as possible, It cannot reasortab~
be expected to serve every individual request Car-
ried to the extreme, if the only requests were one-
time requests, there could not be an ~rromic
central library. The most efficient way of handling
such a situation would be for each individual to
have his own private collection.

Yours faithfully,

Melvin Weinstcwk
Institute for Sdentific Information

Philadelphia, Pa. 19106
Marty scientists aaaume that librarians

make no judgments whatsoever in journal ae-
Iection — that they are a captive market. It is
true that many librarians have been guilty of
poor administration of their journal collection
— but it is true also that they have had only a
minimum of hard data to work with. Fortu-
nately, it is now possible to dktinguish among
books and journals — with accuracy, pretision,
and objectivity — and thus it is paaible to
make more scientific decisions.
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