
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright 

by 

Mary Ellen Cunningham-Kruppa 

2015 

 

 



 
The Dissertation Committee for Mary Ellen Cunningham-Kruppa Certifies that this 

is the approved version of the following dissertation: 

 

 

Disciplining Conservation: Paul N. Banks and the Moorings of Library 
and Archives Conservation Education  

 

 

 

 

 
Committee: 
 

Randolph Lewis, Supervisor 

Elizabeth S.D. Engelhardt, Co-Supervisor 

Janet M. Davis 

Evan B. Carton 

Caroline J. Frick 

Michèle V. Cloonan 



Disciplining Conservation: Paul N. Banks and the Moorings of Library 
and Archives Conservation Education 

 

by 

Mary Ellen Cunningham-Kruppa, B.S. EDU.; M.L.I.S. 

 

 

 

Dissertation 

Presented to the Faculty of the Graduate School of  

The University of Texas at Austin 

in Partial Fulfillment  

of the Requirements 

for the Degree of  

 

Doctor of Philosophy 

 

 

The University of Texas at Austin 
May 2015 



 

 

 

 

Dedication 

 

To Mom 

Beryl Joy Israel Cunningham  

March 25, 1927 – February 7, 2015 

 

Thank you for reading to me, and for taking me to the public library. 

 

 

 

 



 v 

 

Acknowledgements 

 
As with all projects of this kind, researching and writing this dissertation has required an 

enormous support system of mentors, librarians, archivists, colleagues, friends, and 

family. It gives me enormous pleasure to acknowledge them here. First, I give my 

heartfelt thanks to my primary dissertation advisor, Elizabeth Engelhardt, who believed 

in my project from the beginning. Elizabeth mentored and advised me throughout the 

entire process, and challenged me to “lift my head up out of the weeds”—to reach for 

broader frameworks and deeper analysis. Her confidence in my abilities saw me through 

many a period of self-questioning. I was fortunate to take two courses with Elizabeth in 

my first two years of doctoral coursework. I transitioned to American studies from years 

of working and teaching in the library and information science discipline. Hence my 

research approach and writing style were informed by a social sciences orientation (and 

far too many years of “crisp” administrative writing). Elizabeth encouraged me to try new 

methodological approaches—to take chances even though the end product might not have 

been perfect.  

I also thank the members of my dissertation committee, most especially Randolph 

Lewis, who kindly and generously agreed to step in as co-advisor when Elizabeth moved 

to the University of North Carolina. Janet Davis has supported and challenged me every 

step of the way through my doctoral studies. She was chair of American Studies when I 

came around inquiring about pursuing studies in the department. It was her enthusiasm 



 vi 

for and encouragement of my interests—not to mention her incredible personal warmth 

and clear devotion to her scholarship and teaching—that led me to apply to the doctoral 

program. I have had the honor of teaching graduate preservation courses alongside 

Michèle Cloonan and Caroline Frick on occasion over the past decade. They model the 

kind of leadership critical to the future of the preservation field: dedication to critical 

scholarship, commitment to teaching and mentoring, and engagement with colleagues 

and publics beyond the ivory tower. I cannot begin to thank them enough for advising 

and encouraging me, and agreeing to serve on my dissertation committee.  

In spring 2006 I was fortunate to participate in the University of Texas at Austin 

Humanities Institute Faculty Fellows Seminar, directed by Evan Carton. The topic of the 

seminar,  “Remembering and Forgetting: Collecting and Discarding,” brought together 

scholars from across the university. While I would not have considered myself a 

“scholar” at the time, Evan welcomed and encouraged my participation. I am forever 

grateful to him for introducing me to the richness of interdisciplinary inquiry.  

The Department of American Studies has been an ideal home in which to learn 

and engage with faculty, staff, and students. I have experienced nothing but the highest 

degree of collegiality and genuine personal kindness and encouragement. I served as a 

teaching assistant for Jeff Meikle, whose scholarship in material culture I admire and 

refer to frequently. I thank the department for awarding me professional development 

funding to support my research. I also thank the university’s Office of Graduate Studies 

for two professional development awards to support my travel to conferences. Initial 

research on my dissertation topic was launched with a Newberry Renaissance 



 vii 

Consortium Grant from the university’s History Department, which allowed me to travel 

to Chicago to learn of the wonders within the Newberry Library. My thanks to Jacqueline 

Jones and Alison Frazier for making this award possible. Finally, I received generous 

research support from the University of Delaware Department of Art Conservation, 

where I am adjunct assistant professor. I owe immeasurable thanks to Debbie Hess 

Norris, chair of the Department of Art Conservation, for her incomparable collegiality, 

and her enthusiastic encouragement and support of my scholarship, teaching, and 

professional growth.  

Throughout the footnotes of this dissertation are names of people who generously 

agreed to talk with me about Paul Banks, to recall their involvement in specific events, or 

to help me more fully understand the interplay of actors in the conservation field’s 

history. My deepest thanks and appreciation to: Norbert Baer, Terry Belanger, Wesley 

Boomgaarden, Margaret Child, Michèle Cloonan, Pamela Darling, Mindell Dubansky, 

Betsy Palmer Eldridge, Peggy Ellis, Gary Frost, David Gracy, Nancy Gwinn, Charles 

Hummel, Norvel Jones, Jennifer Jestin, Donald Krummel, Jan Merrill-Oldham, Sherelyn 

Ogden, Roberta Pilette, Randy Silverman, Merrily Smith, David Stam, Joyce Hill Stoner, 

Peter Verheyen, Gay Walker, Eleanor Wedge, Robert Wedgeworth, Marilyn Weidner, 

Phoebe Dent Weil, and Jim Wells. 

 A number of archivists, librarians, and curators helped me locate materials on my 

topic, filled many an archival document or photograph duplication request, and generally 

made my visits to their institutions a welcoming and rich experience. Thanks to Paul 

Gehl at the Newberry Library for his knowledgeable guidance, and for introducing me to 



 viii 

Jim Wells; Janet Gertz, Carrie Hintz, and Tara Craig at Columbia University Library; 

Sherry Byrne and Christine Colbur at the University of Chicago Library; Jeff Newberry 

at the University of Texas Library; and Charles Hummel (curator emeritus), Jeanne 

Solensky, and Heather Clewell at the Winterthur Library and Archives. I also wish to 

thank Stephen Littrell and Janice Duff for giving me my home away from home for 

eighteen months—a graduate study carrel in the Perry-Castaneda Library (PCL), where I 

wrote most of this dissertation. Sheila Winchester, reference librarian extraordinaire: 

Thank you for your kind inquiries about my progress and ever-present morning smile as I 

entered the PCL for another day of writing. Thanks to Jim Stroud at the Harry Ransom 

Humanities Research Center for setting me up in an office in the Conservation 

Department for one month to use their fabulous library of conservation literature, and to 

consult Carolyn Horton’s papers. It was a real pleasure to share the month with my good 

friends and colleagues in the department. 

 I have so many wonderful friends to thank for their encouragement and support 

over the past six years. You know how special you are to me: Ann Seago, Martin Button, 

Lorrie Dong, David Gracy, Erica Moe, Barbara Lilley, Sue Murphy, Nick Newman, 

Bobbie Pilette, and Chris Williams. Maria Gonzalez: Thank you for brainstorming many 

a query with me, for pushing me forward when I needed it, for reading drafts of the 

dissertation, and for being such a supportive, giving friend. Thanks to Kit Belgum, my 

friend and nextdoor neighbor in the PCL carrels, for all those lunch breaks and sharing of 

our work and life events. Chela Metzger: I just love you, dear friend. Jeannette Vaught: 

What can I say? We have shared every step of this doctoral journey, and I am so grateful 



 ix 

to you for your warm, loving friendship (and for your critical reading of some really 

messy early chapter drafts!).  

 Never last and certainly never least, I have my family to thank for their love and 

support. I could not ask for more loving, supportive, and fun siblings: Kathy Rienstra and 

Tommy Cunningham. Thanks for cheering me on throughout this journey. My parents, 

Tom and Beryl Cunningham, loved, supported, and believed in me. They gave me the 

incomparable gift of a university education. I miss them very much. Miles, my dear son, 

my heart is full of love for you. Joe, my life partner: Without your love and support there 

would be no dissertation. I love you always and forever.  

 

 

 
 



 x 

Disciplining Conservation: Paul N. Banks and the Moorings of Library 
and Archives Conservation Education 

 

 

Mary Ellen Cunningham-Kruppa, Ph.D. 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2015 

 

Supervisors:  Randolph Lewis, Elizabeth S.D. Engelhardt 

 
This dissertation is a cultural history of the educational trajectory of the field of library 

and archives conservation. The continued evolution of the field and, concomitantly, the 

care of the billions of cultural records held in the vast network of libraries and archives in 

the United States, depend on a critical reappraisal of its history and disciplinary nature. 

The first objective of this study is to understand how library and archives conservation 

became an area of advanced graduate study in the academy. Hence this dissertation maps 

the period from the 1950s, when a nascent field of library and archives conservation 

emerged from the stirrings of a “craft” activity, through the 1980s, when it became 

embedded in a school of library service. Drawing heavily on archival records, woven 

together with primary and secondary sources from a range of disciplinary perspectives, I 

analyze and untangle the historical, social, political, and cultural forces that, oftentimes 

concurrently, worked for and against the professionalization and academic rooting of the 

field.  
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In 2009, the library and information science (LIS) discipline effectively expunged 

conservation from its intellectual domain; within the year library and archives 

conservation became integrated into the nation’s three art conservation education 

programs. The second component of this study interrogates this disciplinary disruption. 

What factors and forces moored the field in LIS for more than twenty-five years? This 

dissertation points to the misalignment of conservation within the LIS discipline due to 

distinct epistemological and cultural differences between conservation education and 

practice and the LIS/school of information field’s steadily increasing focus over the past 

three decades on computed information. I suggest that for the twenty-five years 

conservation studies was part of LIS, it was an intellectual and cultural appendage. 

Significant federal funding rather than disciplinary fit provided the primary fuel that kept 

conservation in the LIS domain. To an extent, this disciplinary misfit restricted library 

and archives conservation in terms of its full intellectual development as a cultural 

conservation specialization.  
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Introduction 

 
Preservation addresses a number of core areas: memory, meaning, value(s), 
ethics, international law, public access, use, treatment, documentation, 
reproduction, dissemination, and sustainability of material and digital objects. But 
preservation has not yet evolved into a distinct academic field, and the scattering 
of preservation and cultural heritage studies is not likely to be regularized soon.1 
Michèle V. Cloonan, 2015 

  

The seeds of this project go back to 2000, when I began teaching a course on the topic of 

administering preservation program in libraries in archives in the Preservation and 

Conservation Studies (PCS) program in the University of Texas at Austin’s (UT Austin) 

Graduate School of Library and Information Science (GSLIS). Among other courses and 

administrative work, I taught this course for seven years. Each year, as I prepared to 

introduce the course with a “history of the field” overview, basic questions concerning 

the epistemological roots of the field nagged at me. The gaping hole of historical and 

philosophical literature pertaining specifically to the library and archives field’s history 

spoke volumes about the relative youth of the field and its emphasis on praxis and 

technical research.  

How did “library and archives” conservation become part of the library and 

information science (LIS) discipline? Everyone in the field knew that Paul N. Banks 

directed the first formal program in the United States (US) to educate library and archives 

conservators and preservation administrators. I earned my certificate of advanced study in 
                                                
1  Michèle Valerie Cloonan, Preserving Our Heritage: Perspectives from Antiquity to the Digital Age 
(Chicago: ALA Neal-Schuman, 2014), 660. 
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preservation administration from that program and took courses from Banks. But what 

led to the formation of a graduate education program within the LIS discipline, as 

opposed to that of art conservation? While a library is not a museum, were the holdings 

and functional and cultural differentiations of these two institutional realms solely 

responsible for the disciplinary bifurcation between the fields of library and archives and 

art conservation. After all, art conservation embodied specializations kindred to library 

and archives, such as photographic and “art on paper” conservation, and graduated 

students in these particular areas who also worked in libraries and archives.  

Given that the preponderance of the field had been educated, like me, in a 

program within the LIS discipline, we had normalized our disciplinary nature. To a large 

extent the field defines itself through ingrained responses, by naming where it works (in 

libraries and archives and not in art museums); in how library and archival materials are 

used (more “hands on” use than museum objects); and in the numbers of like items that 

need preservation attention (vast collections of like materials). At the risk of 

oversimplifying the intellectual grounding of the field, the disciplinary basis for library 

and archives conversation rested to some degree in the ideas that books and records are 

not art and libraries and archives are not museums.  

In 2003, the GSLIS, under the leadership of a new dean, changed its name to the 

School of Information. Like other schools in the iSchool Movement that made this name 

change—and with Apple Inc. product naming as a basis (e.g. iPad, iPhone, iTunes)—the 

school branded itself as the iSchool. Six years later, in 2009, the school’s faculty voted to 
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discontinue the certificate of advanced study for conservators.2 It was not a particularly 

propitious financial moment in the US for another LIS school to start a conservation 

program.3 Yet given that 70 percent of the nation’s cultural record resides in libraries and 

archives, it seemed incomprehensible that the LIS domain would abdicate its 

responsibility to educate conservators—but it did just that.4 

In response, the Mellon Foundation stepped in to provide competitive funding to 

the nation’s three art conservation programs to build library and archives curricula. 

Effectively overnight, the specialization moved from one intellectual domain (LIS) to 

another (art conservation). While each art conservation program had graduated some 

number of students specializing in rare book or manuscript conservation over the 

decades, the Mellon Foundation encouraged the programs to propose “imaginative ideas 

for the pilot training programs.”5 In response, each program incorporated in their 

proposals foundational elements from the LIS discipline.6 Though clearly invested in the 

                                                
2 The UT Austin iSchool continues to offer a certificate of advanced study in “Preservation Studies”; the 
curriculum is less prescribed in its current iteration, requiring only twelve credit hours of specialized 
coursework. The former certificate was named Administration of Preservation Programs in Library and 
Archives. 
3 In 2009, there were fifty-nine American Library Association-accredited LIS programs in the US, Canada, 
and Puerto Rico. 
4 Heritage Preservation, Inc. and Institute of Museum and Library Services, A Public Trust at Risk: The 
Heritage Health Index Report on the State of America’s Collections (Washington, DC: Heritage 
Preservation, Inc., 2005), 28. 
5 Donald Waters, email to Debra H. Norris (with copy to author) “Proposal from UD/Winterthur,” 
September 20, 2010. 
6 For example, in the first round of grants, Buffalo hired a specialist in preservation administration as an 
adjunct faculty member to teach short courses on management topics; NYU partnered with the Palmer 
School of Library and Information Science, Long Island University; the Morgan Library and Museum; and 
the Columbia University Libraries to incorporate the following courses: Introduction to Descriptive 
Bibliography: Understanding the Material Book, History of Book Structures Practicum and the Treatment 
of Bound Materials in the Research of Library and Archive, and Introduction to the History of Bookbinding 
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success of the pilot projects, the Mellon Foundation expressed concerns about the 

integration of library and archives conservation into the art curriculum: “Although we 

hope to be able to give each pilot program a full run, we are very concerned both about 

the mission appropriateness and the sustainability of the programs at each institution. As 

we move forward, we want to be certain that these new program areas are not putting 

new strains on each of your institutions and diverting attention away from core 

strengths.”7 Would library and archives conservation “fit” in art conservation? 

These two core events—the discontinuance of the advanced conservation 

certificate and the move of library and archives conservation from the LIS domain to that 

of art conservation—prompted my continued inquiry into the disciplinary nature of the 

field. What does the recent move of the library and archives conservation specialization 

from the LIS domain to that of Art Conservation mean? What factors moored (or 

destabilized) the field intellectually, culturally, and, concurrently, financially? Why do 

we care? The latter question first.  

 

                                                                                                                                            
(Columbia University Libraries); History of the Book, Collections Librarianship, and Introduction to 
Preservation (The Palmer School); Special Topics in the Conservation and Exhibition of Rare Books and 
Manuscripts (The Morgan Library and Museum). Delaware partnered with Simmons College Graduate 
School of Library and Information Science to incorporate the following courses: Preservation Management 
in Libraries and Archives, History of the Book, Introduction to Archives, Digital Stewardship, and a 6-week 
internship; the Library of Congress (ten-month internship); and North Bennet Street School (five-week lab 
course, Historical Bookbinding Structures). 
7 Waters, email to Norris. 
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CONSERVING THE CULTURAL RECORD 

The US’s research libraries and archives hold a diverse human record. Whether 

these records document the most mundane acts of human existence or guard the basic 

rights of the nation’s citizens, billions of photographs, manuscripts, rare and unique 

books, recorded sounds and images, and digital files require the attention of a range of 

preservation professionals if they are to remain available into the future. We keep these 

records for varied reasons; some serve legal or economic purposes, others tell the story of 

individual and collective histories, and some are valued for their unique or rare aesthetic 

and artistic offerings. Whether preserved to serve community building, nation making, 

scholarship, tourism economies, or human nostalgia or pleasure, for nearly three thousand 

years, the cultural record has been regarded as something worth keeping.8  

In 2004, Heritage Preservation, an independent, public policy organization whose 

mission is to preserve the “cultural, historic, and scientific heritage of the US,” conducted 

a large-scale survey of the condition and conservation needs of archival, library, museum, 

and research collections in the US.9 Although institutions were aware of or suspected 

preservation problems existed, the scale of needs had never been quantified. The survey 

revealed that there were approximately 4.8 billion items in the care of over thirty-five 

thousand institutions (the preponderance of which are libraries), of which 1.7 billion were 

classified as rare or unique. Eight hundred twenty million items were in need or urgent 

                                                
8 Cloonan, “Perspectives on Cultural Heritage” in Preserving Our Heritage, 19. 
9 Heritage Preservation, Inc., “All around us, the past is vanishing,” 
http://heritagepreservation.org/ABOUTHP/INFO.HTM 
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need of preservation; however, of the 4.8 billion items, the condition of 1.8 million (30 

percent) was unknown. Of the total items requiring urgent conservation care, 25 percent 

of the 95.8 million unbound sheets cataloged by item represented the category of highest 

need.10  

The survey also found that 80 percent of the nation’s repositories had no 

emergency plan for their collections, leaving them vulnerable to damage by preventable 

disasters like leaking pipes or poor environmental controls or destruction by 

unpredictable hurricanes, tornadoes, earthquakes, war, or terrorism. Fifty percent of the 

reporting institutions had no written, long range plan for the care of their collection 

holdings.11  

The cultural record is exposed continually to a range of elements that put it at risk. 

Sometimes the threats are basic (excessive light, temperature, and humidity; pests and 

pollutants; poor handling). Other times they are complex, ranging the gamut of nature-

made disasters (hurricanes, tsunamis, tornadoes, floods) to man-made (arson, wartime 

destruction and theft, cultural cleansing). In legal cases and during governmental 

changeovers, the loss of records due to intentional destruction or negligent handling 

places human rights at risk. The following are but a few examples. Police records 

practices in the US at times allow the use of original videotape recordings (instead of 

copies) of testimony to be used repeatedly over a span of years, which can result in 

                                                
10 Heritage Preservation, Inc. and Institute of Museum and Library Services, A Public Trust at Risk: The 
Heritage Health Index Report on the State of America’s Collections. As of this writing, Heritage 
Preservation is preparing a new report on the preservation status of the nation’s collections. 
11 Ibid., 61. 
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degradation of the medium or physical loss through careless handling routines.12 In 2005, 

the office of Guatemala’s Human Rights Ombudsman discovered in a dilapidated 

munitions depot the abandoned documents of the Guatemalan National Police, piled floor 

to ceiling in rooms infested by rats, bats, and cockroaches. These documents, which were 

cleaned, classified, and digitized over the past decade, tell the story of the police’s brutal 

and repressive role during the thirty-six year armed conflict between the leftist insurgents 

and government forces, which resulted in 200,000 deaths and displaced more than one 

million people. This archival record has become the central source of information for 

identifying bodies in unmarked graves, and for discovering and indicting members of the 

security forces responsible for thousands of massacres and murders.13 The ongoing, 

premeditated destruction by the Islamic State in Iraq and the Levant of some of the oldest 

human records speaks directly to the importance of the cultural record to a people’s 

history and identity. The jihadists’ intent is two-fold: sectarian cultural cleansing and the 

financing of its continued terrorism through the sale of cultural artifacts on the black 

market.  

In 2005, one year after Heritage Preservation published the Heritage Health 

Index, Hurricane Katrina brought to the fore what can happen to the cultural record 

during devastating natural disasters. Artifacts and documents in cultural repositories large 

and small, and an untold number of personal records in flood-ridden homes were 

                                                
12 Snowden Becker, “We Get Scorpions in Here: Field Notes from the Evidence Room.” (Archival 
Education and Research Institute, Simmons College, Boston, MA, July 11, 2011). 
13 The University of Texas at Austin, “About AHPN,” AHPN: Digital Archive of the Guatemalan National 
Police Historical Archive, https://ahpn.lib.utexas.edu/about_ahpn. 
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damaged or altogether lost. As a recent example of one of many large-scale threats to the 

cultural record, on January 31, 2015 a fire broke out in one of Russia’s largest academic 

libraries, the Institute of Scientific Information on Social Sciences (INION) in Moscow, 

which contains one of the world’s most extensive collections of Slavic language works. 

Vladimir Fortov, the president of the Russian Academy of Sciences, described the 

disaster that damaged fifteen percent the library’s holdings (over one million historic 

documents): “It’s a major loss for science. This is the largest collection of its kind in the 

world, probably equivalent to the [US] Library of Congress.”14  

To a large extent, the immediate and long term care of these cultural records 

depends on the availability of educated conservators. To quote the Heritage Preservation 

report, for categories of cultural records classified as needing urgent care, “[t]he services 

of a professional conservator would be required.”15 To be sure, conservators do not work 

alone: chemists, physicists, scholars from a range of disciplines, 

preservation/conservation administrators, librarians, archivists, curators, technicians, 

craftspeople, communities (e.g. indigenous peoples), and other experts supplement the 

ranks of conservators that care for the four to five billion artifacts held in the nation’s 

collecting institutions. Conservators, however, are the experts skilled in scientific 

treatment and the preventive preservation of cultural records. They are not generalists; 

through education, research, and praxis, they acquire the deep interdisciplinary 

                                                
14 Agence France-Presse, “Fire in Major Russian Library Destroys 1m Historic Documents,” The 
Guardian, January 31, 2015, http://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/jan/31/fire-russian-library-moscow-
institute. 
15 Heritage Preservation, Inc. and Institute of Museum and Library Services, A Public Trust at Risk, 72. 
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knowledge (e.g. material culture history and technology, physical science) and skills (e.g. 

public outreach) required to document, analyze, treat, and advocate for collection 

materials. The conservator’s work entails assessing the broad and particular needs of 

collection materials, including evaluating and establishing suitable environments in 

which to maintain these records. They document emergency plans for the protection of 

the collections in cases of building infrastructural weaknesses and inclement acts of 

nature or human malevolence, design and execute sound exhibition environments, and 

treat individual items to stabilize them chemically and structurally. 

Since 2011, the preponderance of library and archives conservators matriculate in 

the US’s three graduate art conservation education programs: The Winterthur/University 

of Delaware Program in Art Conservation; the Conservation Center of the Institute of 

Fine Arts, New York University (NYU); and, the Art Conservation Department, Buffalo 

State University.16 Combined, these programs enroll between twenty-six and thirty 

students each year. After three to four years of study, they graduate to work in private and 

public cultural institutions or in private practice. The nation’s library and archives 

conservators work in institutions ranging from the Library of Congress, the New York 

Public Library, the Smithsonian, and the National Archives and Records Administration 

to the US’s university and independent research libraries, such as those of Harvard, Yale, 

Columbia, Illinois, Texas, UCLA, the Huntington, the Morgan, and the Folger 

Shakespeare. Conservators working in private practice serve any number of collecting 

                                                
16 Some US-based conservators earn degrees in the United Kingdom, most particularly from West Dean 
College and the Camberwell College of the Arts. 
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institutions, as well as private records holders. A few graduates teach as adjunct or full-

time instructors in the graduate art conservation programs or in affiliated institutions. 

Fewer graduates continue advanced studies towards a PhD. 

The practices of various cultural conservation fields have long histories. However, 

it was not until 1960 that the first master’s degree program—in art conservation—was 

established at NYU; two others commenced in 1970 (what is now Buffalo) and 1974 

(Delaware).17 From the beginning, the art conservation education programs aligned 

themselves with academic institutions. Historically, these programs educated students in 

paintings, art on paper, and objects. They did not have specializations in books or 

archival documents; photographic conservation only began to receive increased attention 

in the mid-1970s, when the Winterthur/University of Delaware program established it as 

a major area of study. The formal education of conservators to work primarily on book 

and archival collections did not commence until 1981, when the School of Library 

Service (SLS) at Columbia University established an advanced study program in 

conservation and in preservation administration.18 As the SLS prepared to close it doors 

                                                
17 What is now the Buffalo State University program began as the Cooperstown Graduate Program in the 
Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works, which opened in 1970. It was affiliated with the State 
University of New York College at Oneonta and with the New York State Historical Association in 
Cooperstown. In 1966, the first historic preservation education program in the US opened at Columbia 
University.  
18 This dissertation does not address the UT iSchool’s former certificate of advanced study in the 
Administration of Preservation Programs in Libraries and Archives, which is now called “Preservation 
Studies,” and requires only twelve credit hours of study beyond the MSIS—a substantial reduction in 
requirements from previous iterations of the programs at Columbia and UT Austin. A study of the field 
(including disciplinary trajectory) of preservation administration (of libraries and archives) is necessary; no 
critical study has ever been published.  
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in 1993, the Conservation Education Programs (CEP) moved to the GSLIS at UT Austin 

in 1992 and were renamed Preservation and Conservation Studies (PCS).19  

INTENT OF THIS DISSERTATION 

Given the field’s troubled academic history and the recent abrupt shift in 

disciplinary home for educating library and archives conservators, it is important for the 

profession to understand what forces and factors moored it in LIS for more than twenty-

five years. Establishing a critical history of the field and its disciplinary underpinnings 

allows for a reappraisal of how library and archives conservators are educated.  

My work asks whether university restructurings and disciplinary consolidations 

really matter to a field’s study and praxis? Disciplines evolve, shift, merge, and even 

disappear in institutions.20 What does it mean that the LIS/iSchool domain has in effect 

excluded library and archives conservation education? Are there principles and practices 

that ally disciplinarily the education of all conservators who work in and with collections 

found in cultural institutions such as libraries, archives, museums, heritage societies, and 

the like?   

                                                
19 Association of North American Graduate Programs in Conservation, North American Graduate 
Programs in the Conservation of Cultural Property: Histories, Alumni (Buffalo, NY: Association of North 
American Graduate Programs in Conservation, 2000). The first class of preservation administrators began 
in fall 1992; the first class of conservator students did not begin until fall 1993. 
20 See Andrew Abbott, The Chaos of Disciplines (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2001). Abbott 
argues that the intellectual world today reaches across disciplines in ways hitherto unimagined, while the 
disciplinary system—the departmental structure in the US—has remained largely unchanged since its 
instantiation between 1890 and 1910. He further posits that the system of disciplines could (and does) 
survive the destruction of some of its elements, e.g. departments; the other disciplines fill in the intellectual 
space it used to occupy.  



12 
 

This dissertation is a cultural history of the educational trajectory of the field of 

library and archives conservation. It maps the period from the 1950s, when a nascent 

field of library and archives conservation emerged from the stirrings of a “craft” activity, 

through the 1980s, when it became a field of advanced study in the academy. 

Specifically, it untangles the historical social, political, and cultural forces that, 

oftentimes concurrently, worked for and against the professionalization and academic 

rooting of the field. Andrew Abbott, sociologist of the professions and disciplines, has 

suggested that the very knowledge of the past itself shapes the future, and that the writer 

“must disentangle the threads of determinants, structures, and intentions, then reweave 

them into an analysis, and then recount that analysis in some readable form….”21 This is 

my intent. 

Ultimately, this dissertation argues that disciplinarity does matter, and that at this 

moment in time, the art conservation field provides intellectual-cultural dynamics 

conducive to the growth and stability of the library and archives specialty. As I detail in 

this dissertation, to a great extent library and archives conservation education modeled 

itself academically and culturally on the older, more developed field of art conservation. I 

also demonstrate that a substantial drawback for library and archives conservation within 

the LIS domain rested on a discernible degree of intellectual and cultural misalignment. 

To an extent, this misfit restricted library and archives conservation intellectually through 

                                                
21 Andrew Delano Abbott, The System of Professions: An Essay on the Division of Expert Labor (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1988), 319. 
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a choice to not fully support—intellectually, culturally, and hence, financially—aspects 

of the field core to its full development.  

Historically, I locate the beginnings of the modern field of library and archives 

conservation during the early Cold War period, most particularly in the latter half of the 

1950s. Among a complex mix of “book workers,” loyalty oaths, the cultural Cold War, 

the Kennedy White House’s love of the arts, environmentalism, and the nation’s 

Bicentennial, we witness the genesis of library and archives conservation as a field of 

practice and, eventually, of formal study. During that early period, a handful of practicing 

bookbinders-cum-conservators within the ranks of the national Guild of Book Workers 

began to build the field’s knowledge base. I attribute the path from this grass roots craft 

beginning to the halls of the academy to a maelstrom of social and political precedents 

and forces at work throughout a twenty-five year period. After World War II (WWII), the 

US was steeped in its own ideas of progress and defining its super power status. At the 

same time, a narrative emerged to counter “progress.” While the US promoted economic 

prosperity, scientific and technological superiority, and educational opportunity as 

definitive of the nation’s stability and strength, environmentalism, historic preservation, 

and the heritage movement challenged that prevailing narrative.  

To undertake my investigations, I ask questions about the “nature” of library and 

archives conservation, while attempting to get at the root of why it took so long for the 

field to win a seat at the academic table. In part, I examine these queries through a lens of 

“progress,” an analytical framework used in American studies scholarship. I suggest that 
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the post-World War II (WWII) progress narrative acted as a delimiting device to “other” 

library and archives conservation from professional librarianship and the academy. The 

discourse was at times subtle and difficult to read due to an increasingly normalized 

usage of “progress” rhetoric that laid claim to words such as future, modernity, 

technology (computer), science, mass, finance, knowledge, organizational, and 

management. Language immaterial to progress—heritage, tradition, memory, and craft—

evoked ideas and activities associated with the past.  

Much like today’s engineering and medical professions, the modern study and 

practice of conserving cultural records combines “traditional” roots and science. In the 

case of library and archives conservation, the centuries-old bookbinding craft and trade 

has had significant influence on the field’s practice. Often referred to as “hands on” 

conservation, the work of conservation is an interweaving of theoretical, scientific, craft, 

and haptic education. If we consider the handcraft aspect of the field alone, does it say 

anything about the disciplinary nature of conservation? How do hand skills—which have 

historically been associated with artisanal, trade, repetitive, instinctive, and 

traditional/non-progressive—play in an academic discipline?22 How do conservation 

                                                
22 Glenn Adamson and Victoria and Albert Museum, The Invention of Craft (London  ; New York: 
Bloomsbury Academic, 2013). Adamson works against the long held belief that craft is anything other than 
progressive. His work re-defines craft as a modern invention, taking shape at the same time as the industrial 
revolution. “It emerged as coherent idea, a defined terrain, only as industry’s opposite number, or ‘other.’ 
Craft was not a static backdrop against which industry emerged like a figure from the ground. Rather, the 
two were created alongside one another, each defined against the other through constant juxtaposition.” 
(xiii) 
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hand skills differ from those required for surgery, for example, a historically “learned” 

profession?23  

Today we do not necessarily associate craft purely with tradition or heritage; 

everywhere around us we find entrepreneurs capitalizing on our desire to fill our homes 

with “unique” objects made by hand; conversely and congruently, the “DIY” approach to 

living has turned into a movement of its own. Craft is modern. Yet however enlightened 

we may view ourselves, as Glenn Adamson argues in The Invention of Craft, the 

“bifurcation” between craft and other more objective ways of making and knowing that 

occurred during the industrial revolution continues to linger in our cultural narratives. He 

demonstrates that what had once been an undifferentiated complex of human production 

evolved into a set of constructed binaries: “craft/industry, freedom/alienation, 

tacit/explicit, hand/machine, traditional/progressive.”24 Time and time again, these 

dualities that Adamson identifies rubbed and tussled in the formal documents, 

correspondence, and actions that this dissertation examines. The “craft” aspects of library 

and archives conservation often damned it to the non-modern side of the binary. 

                                                
23 The professional field of library and archives conservation emerged from deep historical roots in a 
Western European apprenticeship model or a trade school education in “trade” and craft binding.  Other 
fields have emerged similarly (including LIS) in the 20th century and have wrangled with like questions.  
Like Adamson, in Shop Class as Soulcraft (2009), Matthew B. Crawford attempts to place these kinds of 
questions in a broader context. He scrutinizes what he calls the recent educational imperative to turn 
students into “knowledge workers,” which he says is based on a misguided separation of the work of the 
hand from that of the mind. Crawford traces the partition between hand and mind to the invention of the 
assembly line, arguing that attempting to segregate handwork from “thinking” work is a false concept. In 
its enactment in the workforce, he argues that separating handwork and abstract thinking promotes 
denigration of work on either side of the divide. 
24 Adamson and Victoria and Albert Museum, The Invention of Craft. 
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To trace and examine the path the emergent field of library and archives 

conservation took to attain academic status in 1981, I narrate and situate a network of 

people, thinking, conversations, and events in their historical context over a period of 

twenty-five years. I commence at a time when the field’s learning and practice emerged 

from craft tradition—bookbinding and the book arts. My work continues through the 

1960s and 70s, a period when the field becomes increasingly defined not just by craft, but 

also by science. When library and archives conservation is established as an area of study 

in Columbia University’s SLS, the curriculum reflects this blend of craft “tradition” and 

“modern” science.  

  

METHODOLOGY 

This dissertation centers on new, critical ways of thinking about the library and 

archives conservation field. I situate the field in a broad social, historical, and cultural 

narrative. So little critical attention has been given to the history of the library and 

archives field and specialization. While prior studies have typically relied on a traditional, 

“straightforward” historical approach to the topic by documenting the field’s milestones, 

I take an interdisciplinary approach. Set within the larger social, cultural, and political 

framework of the US, I drill down deeper into my questions about the field’s moorings by 

looking at the evolution of library and archives conservation through the lens of Paul N. 

Banks’ professional career. This is not a traditional biography; Banks’ personal life is 

little interrogated. Rather, he serves as an anchor and a vehicle for observing and tracking 
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how library and archives conservation became a professional field—one situated in the 

LIS discipline.  

Hence, as a window to the world of people, ideas, institutions, and mindsets that 

are central to an understanding of the professionalization of the field of library and 

archives conservation, Banks is my central point of departure. His professional life 

provides a continuous thread for examining and interpreting the field at a critical moment 

in its development. A primary architect of library and archives conservation education in 

the US, his career enables me to make linkages that, to date, have been neglected. Banks’ 

far-reaching networks; his early, long, and deep involvement in the field; and his work, 

thinking, and actions allow meaningful insights into the world in which he operated. 

Indeed, given his centrality in and long term work toward the professionalization of the 

field of library and archives conservation, my investigation could not have been 

undertaken without an extensive study of his career. Like all humans, Banks had 

strengths and weaknesses. Intelligent, driven, visionary, and collegial, he could be 

equally egocentric, impatient, unproductive, quick to judge; all of these qualities bear on 

the story.  

Little has been written about Banks. The Foundation for the American Institute 

for Conservation undertook a substantial oral interview of Banks in 2000.25 Roberta 

Pilette’s contribution, “Banks, Paul Noble (1934-2000)” in Dictionary of American 

                                                
25 Paul N. Banks, interview by Ellen McCrady for the Foundation of the American Institute for 
Conservation, audio tape and transcript, April 15, 2000, held by Winterthur Museum, Library, and 
Archives. 
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Library Biography represents the most comprehensive published biographical 

information on Banks.26 This, the oral interview, and a collection of memorial tributes to 

Banks edited by Roberta Pilette, including her own biographical essay, are primary 

documents about Banks’ personal and professional development.27 He was born on April 

15, 1934, in Montebello, California, to Noble Carrington Banks, an insurance agent, and 

Virginia Florence Roop, a teacher. He died on May 10, 2000, in New York City.28 He 

entered the profession during its beginnings in the US; was nurtured and mentored by 

adept practitioners; assumed center stage in national and international events in the field; 

and, beginning in 1960, began to frame and promote the need for formal education for 

emerging professionals in the field. In 1981, Banks assumed the position of director of 

the nation’s first graduate program in library and archives conservation education in the 

School of Library Service at Columbia University.  

To address the questions posed by this dissertation, I weave together primary and 

secondary sources from a range of disciplinary perspectives, including American studies, 

American cultural history, cultural studies, cultural conservation (in its multiple fields—

in particular art, library and archives, and historic preservation), library and information 

science, heritage studies, and humanistic and sociological studies of the nature of 

disciplines, professions, and social/intellectual movements. The questions I pose could 

                                                
26 Roberta Pilette, “Banks, Paul Noble (1921-2000),” Dictionary of American Library Biography 
(Westport, CN: Libraries Unlimited, 2003).  
27 Pilette, editor, Paul Noble Banks: 1934-2000, Tributes Delivered at the Grolier Club on January 22, 
2001 in Memory of Paul Banks (Austin, TX: UT Graduate School of Library and Information Science, 
2001). 
28 Pilette, “Banks, Paul Noble (1921-2000).” 
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not be examined in depth without extensive consultation of a number of archival 

collections. Indeed, the methodological core of this dissertation resides in the use of 

archival records. The record documenting Banks’ career, combined with his published 

writings, provided a primary roadmap from which I studied his approach to his work and 

the profession and his interactions with a broad network of people. Two record series in 

the Newberry Library’s institutional archives (the Conservator’s Administrative Files and 

the Lawrence W. Towner Papers), and the Paul N. Banks Papers in the UT Austin 

Briscoe Center for American History, hold core documentation on the projects (including 

the Florence flood disaster in 1966) and research that Banks undertook during his career. 

Crucially, because letter writing was so prevalent in business and personal 

communications throughout the 1960s and 70s, these records allowed me to “read” Banks 

and to examine the relationships he developed with a number of central actors in the 

field. They also provided the evidence that permitted me to detail topical timelines that, 

when synthesized with the range of other primary and secondary resources I consulted, 

built the narrative core of this dissertation.  

The Carolyn Horton Papers in the UT Austin Harry Ransom Humanities Research 

Center, the Harold W. Tribolet Archive on the Florence Flood and the R.R. Donnelley & 

Sons Company Archive in the University of Chicago Library’s Special Collections 

Research Center provided insight into the careers of two primary actors in this 

dissertation’s narrative. Two additional bodies of archival records, those of conservators 

Marilyn Kemp Weidner and Caroline Kohn Keck, which reside in the Winterthur 
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Library’s Joseph Downs Collection of Manuscripts and Printed Ephemera, provided 

additional documentation to contextualize the field of art conservation in the 1960s and 

70s.29  

The Records of the School of Library Service in the Columbia University Library, 

in tandem with those from Banks’ career at the Newberry, provided the bedrock from 

which I traced the conversations and unfolding of events during the seven-year period 

leading up to the formation of the Conservation Education Programs in Columbia’s SLS 

in 1981. 

Oral histories of book, art on paper, and paintings conservators provided insights 

into not only historical events in the field, but personal perspectives on their work and 

that of the field. However, the numerous transcripts of oral histories I consulted, 

conducted under the auspices of the Foundation of the American Institute for 

Conservation, documented most particularly the lives and work of professionals in the art 

conservation field. Yet another sign that the field’s history is under documented much 

less studied, few oral histories of library and archives conservators exist in this primary 

record for the conservation field. To begin to fill these silences in the existing record, I 

conducted one formal interview and just under thirty directed conversations (face-to-face 

and via telephone, followed by numerous emails)—more than one hundred hours of 

communications—with people who could tell me more about Banks’ life and work, who 
                                                
29 Banks worked and consulted with Weidner and Keck at various points in his career. In addition to these 
archival records, I consulted Don Etherington’s files in the Harry Ransom Humanities Research Center’s 
Conservation Department, and the Susan Thompson Papers in the New York Public Library. A faculty 
member of Columbia’s SLS, Thompson was involved in the early stages of planning for the Conservation 
Education Programs. 
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could recall their involvement in specific events, or who could help me more fully 

understand the interplay of actors in the conservation field’s history.30  

In addition to archival records and oral histories, a handful of autobiographies by 

conservators exist. In particular, Don Etherington’s Bookbinding and Conservation: A 

Sixty-Year Odyssey of Art and Craft, combined with Tom Conroy’s “Teaching 

Genealogies of American Hand Bookbinders,” proved critical to my understanding of 

how the traditions of British education for trade and craft binders influenced the 

philosophies, mindsets, and education of library and archives conservators in the US.31 

RELEVANT SCHOLARSHIP  

Little has been written about the history of library and archives conservation; 

concomitantly, a small amount of research exists on the educational history of the field. 

Much of the field’s literature focuses on the details of specific conservation treatments; 

on technical/scientific studies of various material treatment problems; or on the 

management and administration of preservation. Many researchers provide little 

contextualization beyond the immediate objects, collections, or institutional practices 

they examine. A few notable works have gone beyond technical or administrative 

concerns to grapple with the historical and cultural aspects of the field.32  

                                                
30 The notes from these conversations are held in the author’s research files.  
31 Don Etherington, Bookbinding & Conservation: A Sixty-Year Odyssey of Art and Craft (New Castle, 
DE: London: Oak Knoll Press, 2010); Tom Conroy, “Teaching Genealogies of American Hand 
Bookbinders,” Guild of Book Workers Journal 28, no. 1/2 (Spring-Fall 1990): 1–70.  
32 Beyond collection surveys, technical material studies, and practice-based studies, notable published 
works (scholarly and popular) pertaining to the field of library and archives preservation and conservation 
in the US since 1980 has been undertaken by Michèle Valerie Cloonan, Tom Conroy, Paul Conway, 
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As may be expected, LIS scholars and practitioners have published most of the 

research on the history of library and archives conservation. The following in particular 

provide precedence and background to my research. Barbara Buckner Higgenbotham’s 

seminal Our Past Preserved: A History of American Library Preservation 1876-1910 

(1990) studies preservation thought and activity during what she refers to as “the 

formative turn-of-the-century period.”33 Her final chapter, “Looking Forward, Looking 

Back: 1910” poses the question of why interest and activity in the preservation of library 

materials became “a virtual cultural crusade” after 1960.34 She conjectures that the library 

community’s increased attention to preservation might be linked to the architectural 

preservation flurry of the 1960s and, generally, to a public’s interest in its past, in part 

promulgated by the nation’s Bicentennial celebrations of the 1970s. My work builds on 

the associations Higgenbotham suggests. 

Sherelyn Ogden’s A Study of the Impact of the Florence Flood on the 

Development of Library Conservation in the US: 1966-1976 (1978), a master’s thesis, 

reviews and evaluates library conservation literature written ten years before and ten 

years after the Arno River flooded Florence in 1966 “to determine both the nature of the 

changes which occurred and the impact of the flood on the development of library 

                                                                                                                                            
William Crowe, Pamela Darling, Sam Ellenport, Caroline Frick, Karen Gracy, Nancy Gwinn, Barbra 
Higginbotham, Deanna Marcum, Lawrence J. McCrank, Sherelyn Ogden, Sally Roggia, and Peter 
Verheyen.  
33 Barbra Buckner Higginbotham, Our Past Preserved: A History of American Library Preservation, 1876-
1910 (Boston: G.K. Hall, 1990), 1. 
34 Ibid., 190-1. 
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conservation.”35 Her work provides a solid overview of the literature of the library 

conservation field between 1956 and 1976. Ogden found that while the Florentine 

salvage efforts did not change the direction of the development of the field of library 

conservation, they did accelerate its development. She argues that one aspect of library 

conservation increased as a result of the immense Florentine salvage operation of 

hundreds of thousands of bound and unbound library and archives collections—that of 

physical treatment of materials valued as “cultural artifacts.” In terms of the broader 

effects of the internationally publicized salvage efforts, she posits that they raised the 

level of public awareness of issues of conserving library materials. Furthermore, because 

of the US’s relative economic prosperity in the 1960s, this popularization was reinforced 

with funding.36 My work pushes back at Ogden’s claims, suggesting that, beyond the 

funding that the Council on Library Resources invested in the Library of Congress’ 

preservation operations, there is little evidence that what happened in Florence 

immediately influenced in any direct way how funders supported library and archives 

conservation. I add to Ogden’s claims with regard to the “popularization” of conservation 

by going beyond the field’s published literature. Instead, I examine an interdisciplinary 

record, which allows me to read the field’s history within a historical, social, cultural, and 

political environment. 

                                                
35 Sherelyn Ogden, “A Study of the Impact of the Florence Flood on the Development of Library 
Conservation in the US, 1966-1976” (Chicago, IL, December 1978), vii. Ogden published a version of her 
thesis in Restaurator. “The Impact of the Florence Flood on Library Conservation in the US: A Study of 
the Literature Published 1956-1976,” Restaurator 3 (1979): 1-36. 
36 Ibid., vii-viii. 
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In “From Problems Perceived to Programs in Practice: The Preservation of 

Library Resources in the USA, 1956-1970,” while Pamela W. Darling and Sherelyn 

Ogden acknowledge that library preservation practice had been neglected during the 

1950s, they suggest that the modern field of library preservation was born in 1956, when 

Maurice Tauber indicated that conservation had “come of age.”37 While I argue that 

Tauber was having a bout of wishful thinking when he stated this, Darling and Ogden’s 

article, focusing on “major events, activities, and publications that have contributed to the 

emergence of preservation as a vital specialty within librarianship,” provides a solid 

chronological touchstone for the early history of the field. 

Michele Cloonan’s 2009 article "Conservation and Preservation of Library and 

Archival Materials,” in Encyclopedia of Library and Information Sciences and her 

“Whither Preservation,” the latter in particular looking at the core meaning of library 

preservation from a broad socio-cultural perspective, round out the principle scholarship 

on the history and development of library and archives preservation that speak most 

directly to my work.38 Cloonan’s 2009 encyclopedia article provides a rich 

contextualization of library and archives conservation within a broader heritage 

preservation narrative. She suggests that library and archives conservation as a distinct 

profession did not emerge until the development of degree programs and the formation of 

                                                
37 Pamela W. Darling and Ogden, “From Problems Perceived to Programs in Practice: The Preservation of 
Library Resources in the USA., 1956-1980,” Library Resources and Technical Services 25, no. 1 
(January/March 1981): 9–29. 
38 Cloonan, “Conservation and Preservation of Library and Archival Materials,” in Encyclopedia of 
Library and Information Sciences, 3rd ed. (London; New York: CRC Press, Francis & Taylor), 2009; 
Cloonan, “W(H)ITHER Preservation?,” The Library Quarterly 71, no. 2 (April 1, 2001): 231–42. 
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professional organizations. While I agree with her, my dissertation attests that, in order to 

fully understand the complexity of professionalizing the field, we must dig deeply to 

interrogate and attempt to understand the key actors, their professionalizing motivations, 

and the broad and particular context that influenced them. Cloonan’s 2015 Preserving 

Our Heritage: Perspectives from Antiquity to the Digital Age, coalesces and discusses 

(through Cloonan’s commentary) select readings in preservation and conservation. She 

suggests that current debates about conservation issues (longevity, reversibility, enduring 

value, and authenticity) have “roots in writings of past centuries.”39 Cloonan traces those 

roots and meanings to present day conservation concerns. Her commentary has informed 

my perspective on this dissertation’s work. 

Little published documentation exists on the history of library and archives 

conservation education. Three publications comprise the chief resources in this area. 

North American Graduate Programs in the Conservation of Cultural Property: Histories, 

Alumni serves as a principal history of the North American conservation education 

programs from their genesis to 1999.40 Cloonan, in her 1991 “Preservation Education in 

American Library Schools: Recounting the Ways” suggests that LIS faculty need to 

identify future directions in the preservation field in order to prepare and advise 

students.41 My work proceeds from her argument by identifying the future educational 

                                                
39 Cloonan, Preserving Our Heritage, xv. 
40 Association of North American Graduate Programs in Conservation, North American Graduate 
Programs in the Conservation of Cultural Property: Histories, Alumni. 
41 Cloonan, “Preservation Education in American Library Schools: Recounting the Ways,” Journal of 
Education for Library and Information Science 31, no. 3 (January 1, 1991): 187–203, 
doi:10.2307/40323381. 
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directions of the library and archives conservation specialization, which I argue no longer 

align with the missions of the LIS/iSchool domain. 

Karen Gracy and Jean Ann Croft’s “Quo Vadis, Preservation Education: A Study 

of Current Trends and Future Needs in Graduate Education Programs” quantifies the 

nature and extent of preservation education in North American LIS programs.42 In 1968, 

no LIS program in the nation offered a general course on the topic of preservation; by 

1976, nine American Library Association-accredited programs regularly offered a course. 

By 2004, at least thirty-two schools offered courses in preservation and/or conservation. 

The results of the Gracy and Croft study pointed to a major, potentially serious problem 

for the health of academic preservation education programs. Ten years ago, of the schools 

reporting course offerings in preservation and/or conservation, almost two-thirds of the 

preservation faculty consisted of professionals teaching as adjuncts rather than as full-

time faculty members. The researchers note that the number of full-time tenured or 

tenure-track faculty (eighteen) who teach preservation is itself somewhat misleading, 

because many of these are tenure-track library practitioners (not full-time tenure track 

LIS faculty) who are also responsible for the management of archives, special collections, 

and technical services. Gracy and Croft’s work raises timely questions that, I suggest, 

point to the tangential nature of conservation (in particular) to the LIS/iSchool domain. It 

speaks to the tenuous academic clout of a specialization with a preponderance of 

                                                
42 Karen F. Gracy and Jean Ann Croft, “Quo Vadis, Preservation Education? A Study of Current Trends 
and Future Needs in Graduate Education Programs,” Library Resources and Technical Services 50, no. 4 
(2006): 274–94. Gracy and Croft’s statistics point most particularly to preservation education offerings 
(e.g. introductory and management courses)—not coursework aimed to educate conservators. 
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academic instructors holding a master’s rather than a PhD degree—the currency of 

tenure-track positions in the LIS discipline.43 

In any number of ways, Caroline Frick’s Saving Cinema: The Politics of 

Preservation, provides an approach and a history that serve as useful touchstones for my 

work. Conceptually, Saving Cinema exemplifies the kind of critical analysis I undertake 

in this study, questioning canonical definitions and histories, and examining the 

motivations of predominant actors. Furthermore, as noted below in regard to the fields of 

art conservation and historic preservation, Saving Cinema suggests certain historical and 

theoretical underpinnings related to the emergence of the field of film preservation that 

parallel those of library and archives conservation.   

The fields of art conservation and historic preservation also provide precedents 

and analogs to the study of library and archives preservation. All conservation fields 

(including ecological and archaeological) share common theoretical, philosophical, and 

ethical constructs; though rarely investigated in scholarship, their twentieth-century 

histories are intertwined. To an extent, the historical development of art conservation, 

most particularly, informs my core inquiry into educational developments in library and 

archives conservation. Art conservation shares with library and archives conservation a 

similar lack of historical research about the field. Joyce Hill Stoner, paintings conservator 

and art historian, wrote a cursory but useful history, “Documenting Ourselves: The 
                                                
43 Over the past ten years, a number of LIS programs have received significant federal funding to support 
doctoral students studying topics associated with archives. Now beginning to graduate, it is likely that these 
students will drive preservation education in the future. Unfortunately, however, many of these students 
will have had little—and very rarely in-depth—exposure to the preservation and conservation field as 
separate from that of archives. 
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History of 20th-century Art Conservation: A Brief Look at Art Conservation’s History.”44 

Ellen Pearlstein’s 2009 article, "Conservation and Preservation of Museum Objects,” in 

the Encyclopedia of Library and Information Sciences provides another brief but 

insightful history of the field.45 Francesca G. Bewer’s monumental A Laboratory for Art: 

Harvard’s Fogg Museum and the Emergence of Conservation in America, 1900-1950, 

introduces critical documentation of the Fogg, supporting its widespread influence as an 

art conservation operation in the US during the first half of the twentieth century. Edward 

Waldo Forbes, the first director of the Fogg Museum (from 1909 to 1944) conceived of  

“a laboratory for the fine arts”—essentially, the first art conservation lab in the US. In the 

1930s and 40s, the research emanating from the Fogg’s research and work in 

conservation defined for the US a modern philosophy and science-based approach to 

conserving cultural records.46  Many students and researchers who trained at the Fogg 

became the “parents” of modern conservation in the US, including founding art 

conservation education programs. Two recent journal articles by Seth Adam Hindin, art 

and architecture historian, build on Bewer’s work, with specific focus on the 

                                                
44 Joyce H. Stoner, “Documenting Ourselves: The History of 20th-century Art Conservation,” International 
Institute for Conservation Bulletin no. 2 (April 1998): 1-4. Hill Stoner is one of a few scholars in art 
conservation to hold the PhD (in art history). As an art historian and paintings conservator, she is an active 
scholar, having authored over eighty book chapters, articles, and book reviews.  
45 Ellen Pearlstein, “Conservation and Preservation of Museum Objects,” in Encyclopedia of Library and 
Information Science, 3rd ed. (London and New York: CRC Press, Taylor and Francis Group, LLC, 2009), 
1269–76. 
46 Francesca G. Bewer, A Laboratory for Art  : Harvard’s Fogg Museum and the Emergence of 
Conservation in America, 1900-1950 (Cambridge, MA; New Haven: Harvard Art Museum  ; Yale 
University Press, 2010), 13. 
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development of the art conservation field in the Western US.47 

 While the field of historic preservation has a very visible public history in the 

built environment, it too is a relatively young discipline within the academy. The first 

graduate program of study began at Columbia University in 1964. Since then many such 

programs have developed in the US, with homes in a range of disciplines such as 

architecture, urban planning, and cultural heritage management. These programs have 

faced over the years many of the same issues that the Columbia and UT Austin programs 

encountered, including the problems associated with non-tenure track faculty.48 Unlike 

art conservation, historic preservation has undergone a range of disciplinary contortions 

and has faced funding shortages that parallel those of library and archives conservation 

education. Though the literature documenting the history of the field and of its education 

is small, it boasts a comparatively robust number of contributions. Norman Tyler’s 

Historic Preservation: An Introduction to Its History, Principles, and Practice provides a 

respected introductory textbook for the teaching of historic preservation.49 In one of the 

more recent histories of the field, Giving Preservation a History: Histories of Historic 

                                                
47 Seth Adam Hindin, “Art Conservation Between Theory and Practice: The Laboratory for Research in the 
Fine Arts and Museology at the University of California, Davis, 1960-1971,” Journal of the American 
Institute for Conservation 54, no. 1 (February 2015): 29–44. Hindin, “How the West was Won: Charles 
Muskavitch, James Roth, and the Arrival of ‘Scientific’ Art Conservation in the Western United States,” 
Journal of Art Historiography, no. 11 (December 2014),  
https://arthistoriography.files.wordpress.com/2014/11/hindin.pdf 
48 Beth Sullebarger, editor, Historic Preservation: Forging a Discipline (New York: Preservation Alumni, 
Inc., 1989), 59-60. As of 1984, no one teaching full-time at Columbia, Cornell, the University of Virginia, 
the University of Pennsylvania, Boston University or George Washington University had been granted 
tenure. As with art and library and archives conservation, the terminal degree for teaching historic 
preservation has been the master’s degree. 
49 Norman Tyler, Historic Preservation: An Introduction to Its History, Principles, and Practice, 2nd ed. 
(New York: W.W. Norton & Co, 2009). 
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Preservation in the US, the editors argue that historic preservation has been “one of the 

broadest and longest-lasting land-use reform efforts in this country. It is therefore ironic 

that we have so little understanding of its history.”50   

 While this is an overstatement, the editors include essays that bring new thinking to 

the history of the preservation movement in the US, ones that position architectural 

preservation in a broader historical context, incorporating writings on memory and public 

history and placing historic preservation alongside the larger cultural and historical 

industry of museums, monuments and memorials, and collecting. In this regard, Giving 

Preservation a History provides one helpful example and touchstone for how a cognate 

field moved from documenting itself with an inward gaze to situating itself in a larger 

interdisciplinary enterprise within and in response to broad historical and cultural 

elements. While I do not directly cite many of these materials, they have provided helpful 

perspective with regard to my inquiries about the library and archives field. 

  

TERMS, CONCEPTS AND THEIR DEFINITIONS 

Preservation, Conservation, Restoration 

There are more definitions and viewpoints on these terms than can be accounted 

for. Depending on the narrative context, I use the terms “preservation” and 

“conservation” interchangeably in this dissertation. However, with reference to the 

                                                
50 Max Page and Mason Randall, contributors, Giving Preservation a History: Histories of Historic 
Preservation in the US (New York: Routledge, 2004). 
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treatment of cultural records or the education of conservators, I use the term 

“conservation.” Based in part on current American Institute for Conservation definitions, 

I define the terms preservation, conservation, and restoration as follows. While not 

uncontested, by the 1970s in the US “preservation” had become the umbrella term for all 

preventive and remedial activities associated with caring for library and archives (versus 

museum) collections, including conservation treatment.51 “Conservation” includes 

activities such as examination, documentation, treatment, and preventive care of cultural 

property. “Restoration” includes treatment procedures intended to return a cultural record 

to a known or assumed state, often through the addition of non-original material. Prior to 

the 1960s, restoration was the pre-dominant term encompassing the philosophies of 

restoration and conservation, though restoration very often denoted “beauty” treatments 

that made items look like they were new but did little for rehabilitating their deteriorating 

structures and media. The terms were often used interchangeably, with conservation 

being used more and more frequently as the 1960s progressed.52  

 

                                                
51 In museums and in the art conservation field, conservation is the overarching term, with preservation 
used primarily to denote preventive actions.  
52 For definitions of related terms, see the American Institute for Conservation’s “Definitions of 
Conservation Terminology,” http://www.conservation-
us.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=page.viewpage&pageid=620). See also “History of Conservation Interview – 
Roundtable,” Mexico City, Mexico, September 4, 1975. Transcribed by Simon Lambert, 2008; annotated 
by Rebecca Rushfield, 2013 for the Foundation for the American Institute for Conservation. Held in the 
Winterthur Museum, Library and Archives. During the roundtable, George Stout stated that the term 
“conservation” began in Europe and was “firmly applied” during the International Conference for the Study 
of Scientific Methods for the Examination and Preservation of Works of Art held in Rome, October 13-17, 
1930. 
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Library and Archives Conservation 

"Library and archives conservation” has become a normalized term used to denote 

the conservation specialization that focuses on libraries and archives. Banks may have 

been the first person to adopt this terminology. Many conservators who work in libraries 

and archives or in private practice serving these institutions are named (and/or refer to 

themselves) as book, paper, or photograph conservators. Some refer to themselves with 

the conjoined term “book and paper” conservator, in keeping with the name of the 

American Institute for Conservation’s specialty group—Book and Paper Group. Due to 

these differentiations, with the exception of referring to specific historical cases, I have 

chosen to use “library and archives” to speak to the field’s intellectual domain and 

practice, and to reflect how the field was named as an area of advanced study in the 

LIS/iSchool domain. The Mellon Foundation and the art conservation programs have 

continued to use “library and archives” to describe the specialization. 

 

Heritage, Patrimony, Property, and Record 

While no term serves perfectly, I argue that the term “cultural record(s)” speaks to 

cultural expressions (tangible and intangible, from artistic to scientific to legal to 

ethnographic, and so forth) that stem from wherever and however they exist and in 

unlimited cultural contexts. “Cultural heritage,” “cultural patrimony,” and “cultural 

property” are burdened with nationalistic (and sexist) connotations. Notions of “heritage” 

are highly complex and contested; there are no typologies defining them absolutely. 
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“Record,” I suggest, is less value laden than “heritage,” “patrimony,” or property. It is 

more grounded—less pretentious and neutral if you will. Caroline Frick speaks to how 

ingrained and “understood” heritage has become in American rhetoric (popularly and 

legislatively).53 In a sense, by using the term “cultural record,” I attempt to work against 

and de-naturalize the squishy pablum and heightened rhetoric (and affect) associated with 

normalized meanings and values assigned to terms like “heritage,” “patrimony,” and 

“property.” In doing so, I intend to give the reader pause to reconsider what we mean 

when we frame the meaning of cultural records. 

 

Field, Profession, Discipline 

I use these terms variably, depending on the narrative context. For example, while 

there was no academic “discipline” (or specialization within a discipline) of library and 

archives conservation until 1981, by the 1960s people working as bookbinders-cum-

conservators, reading conservation literature, and attending conservation conferences 

began referring to themselves as professionals—and as a professional field—to 

distinguish themselves from “amateurs.” Hence, I use word forms of “profession” to 

reflect the library and archives conservation field’s quest to be considered professional. 

“Profession” is linked to the idea of a “field” and a “discipline.” However, when 

discussing the library and archives field in its relation to and within academia, I 
                                                
53 Caroline Frick, Saving Cinema: The Politics of Preservation (New York: Oxford University Press, 
2011), 75. See also Randall Mason, “Assessing Values in Conservation Planning: Methodological Issues 
and Choices,” in Assessing the Values of Cultural Heritage: Research Report (Los Angeles: Getty 
Conservation Institute, 2002), 8.  
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preference the term “discipline,” which speaks more directly to a theoretical and 

philosophical knowledge base. 

 

CHAPTER OVERVIEWS  

Chapter one, “Bombs, Bulldozers, and Heritage: Conservation Takes Root in 

Post-war America,” sets the stage for this dissertation. This chapter examines the broader 

landscape of post-WWII progress, conservation-centric social movements, and Cold War 

cultural diplomacy. During this post-war period, broad heritage concepts and language 

increasingly populated a range of “modern” narratives, creating a repetitive refrain that 

began to resonate within cultural institutions and among federal and private funders. The 

language Banks and his colleagues used to theorize and describe their work reflected the 

environment in which they lived, which increasingly co-opted the “old” as modern. 

Concepts that have historically denoted “traditional” (craft, bookbinding, culture, 

heritage) co-mingled with those considered “modern” (science and technology). 

However, as I argue in this dissertation, the tradition/craft (manual) aspects of the field at 

times damned it to a non-modern, non-progressive status—especially among the directors 

of the nation’s largest research libraries, who sought predominantly systems approaches 

based on modern technologies to address a limited preservation vision and concern: 

“mass” paper deterioration.   

Chapter two takes an in-depth look at Banks’ biography, focusing on his 

personal/professional development, most particularly between 1956 and 1964, when he 
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lived in New York City. In summer 1964, he left New York to assume a conservator 

position at the Newberry Library in Chicago. I examine Banks’ early schooling and 

professional biography to suggest why and how he would assume a central role—over 

two decades—in proposing and pursuing formal education for library and archives 

conservators. By nineteen years of age, Banks moved to Pittsburgh to study printing 

management in what is now called Carnegie-Mellon University. He moved to New York 

City’s East Village in 1956 and pursued work in printing and publication design, and 

immersed himself in learning how to bind books and, along the way, to restore them. To 

a certain extent, Banks’ early work experiences as a proverbial small cog in a large wheel 

encouraged his interests by working in opposition to his core sensibilities, which were 

shaped by his quest for theoretical understanding and broad contexts, combined with 

hands-on, beginning-to-end production. His drive for self-fulfillment brought him into 

contact with kindred crafts people who derived from their work the kind of intellectual 

excitement and satisfaction he sought. Importantly, Banks received nurturing and 

encouragement at a key time in his young life from some of the very people who led the 

nation’s nascent field of “book” conservation and, with and on whom, he continued to 

collaborate and rely. However, given his personal difficulties in finding educational 

opportunities, he began to articulate concern about the lack of formal educational venues 

for bookbinding/conservation. When in 1964 Lawrence W. Towner, the new director of 

the Newberry Library, hired Banks to create and head its conservation operations, Banks 

found a test bed for his research and experiments in conservation management, teaching, 
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and research, and for reflection on all aspects of library and archives conservation. All of 

these synergies prepared him for his lifelong work in library and archives conservation, 

and shaped his intellectual understanding and articulation of the field.  

Set in the context of the Cold War, post-World War II international aid, and a 

mission to preserve a “world” heritage, the flooding of Florence’s museums, libraries, 

and archives by a raging River Arno in 1966 brought international conservation 

specialists together to undertake an enormous cultural rescue operation. Chapter three 

digs deeply into political and professional networks to suggest how an international 

rescue operation influenced US conservation theory, practice, and education. Banks, as 

chair of the Committee on Book Conservation, a subcommittee of the elite US-based 

Committee on the Rescue of Italian Art, became immersed in the administration and 

nationalistic politics of international aid and conservation practice. Through his 

experiences, we are introduced to new relationships and thinking that sowed the seeds of 

a more solid philosophy and ethic for library and archives conservation practice. 

Moreover, as a result of the Florence flood, an international movement to establish 

formal education for the field begins—and fails. We begin to see influential cultural 

actors, institutions, and organizations—with particular missions and aims—enter an 

international preservation dialog. While the 1970 UNESCO-funded effort to establish 

conservation training in Italy was unsuccessful in its grandest vision, Banks and a range 

of colleagues in the US (including a handful who came from England to the Library of 
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Congress after the Florence Flood) gained momentum throughout the 1970s in defining 

and carrying out new educational initiatives.  

Chapter four provides a close analysis of the interplay of funders, library 

organizations, institutional allegiances, and individual philosophies, aptitudes, and 

personalities that shaped the politics of preservation, including its funding, in the late 

1960s and early 1970s. By pointing to the range of actors and tensions at play, we gain 

critical insight into why library and archives conservation education did not develop in 

the US during this period. Using the momentum from the Florence flood to establish an 

international conservation training center in the Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale di Firenze, 

in early 1967 Banks embarked on a campaign in earnest to fund at the Newberry what he 

initially promoted as a partner center. Ideally, he wanted the center to pursue formal 

training and research in book conservation; both were needed. At the time, a number of 

elements seemed to position the Newberry Library as the ideal lead actor in educating 

book conservators. To no avail, Banks and Towner attempted to find funding for the 

conservation center concept for almost eight years. I suggest that their plan failed due to a 

range of tensions. Oppositions—some very nuanced—existed at a number of levels: 

individual and institutional interests differed, as did philosophical and tactical approaches 

to the physical needs of collections. A chief element in the mix was the dominant Cold 

War mindset that turned to large-scale, systems oriented approaches to solve the 

problems of managing and preserving large research collections. The emergence of 

computers and their application to library operations further emphasized the increasing 
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role these new technologies played in meeting the mass bibliographic interfacing and 

inter-library communication requirements of the twentieth century. 

Chapter five culminates Banks’ journey to professionalize the field of library and 

archives conservation. First, I examine why at the time library and archives conservation 

ended up in the LIS discipline rather than in art conservation. While library and archives 

conservation could have moved either way in the 1970s, there were specific reasons that 

made LIS—and particularly the SLS—an inviting academic home. Though few on the 

outside would have known it (nor on the inside acknowledged it), by the time the 

program opened its doors in the SLS, it was already on unstable ground. The CEP existed 

on soft funding, faculty without the credentials of the academy (who did not obtain 

tenure), the collaborative good will of an art conservation program, and within a 

discipline undergoing substantive philosophical disruption and—in the case of the SLS 

and over one dozen other schools—institutional displacement. Finally, I interrogate the 

CEP’s fit within the LIS discipline, proposing that the conservation program acted as a 

specialty appendage; it was misaligned intellectually and culturally with the LIS domain. 

As the LIS domain became increasingly information science oriented, the requirement of 

“hand skills”—“craft” skills—separated the education of conservators within the 

discipline. While the theoretical and philosophical underpinnings of conservation 

resonated with new preservation issues associated with digital information, hand skills 

were linked to “old,” “fragile,” “rare,” and “special” items in disrepair—situated in a past 

rather than engaged with a modern-day Information Society of bits and bytes. Hence, as 
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LIS began to separate “traditional” library work from that involving the new information 

environment—and despite its scientific underpinnings—information scientists found little 

intellectual or cultural alliance with analog “book” and “paper” conservation.  

I conclude this dissertation by arguing that, presently, within art conservation, 

there are clear factors that speak to the potential that library and archives conservation 

has a solid disciplinary home for its continued development. Library and archives 

conservation became part of the LIS domain for particular reasons. Today, those reasons 

have less resonance, particularly given the significant intellectual and cultural changes 

that the LIS/iSchool domain has undergone in recent decades.  

Significant challenges remain during this transitional period from one intellectual 

domain to another. Beyond producing practicing library and archives conservators, the 

field must continue to progress in its scholarship, undertaking advanced and 

interdisciplinary scientific, technical, and historical-cultural research required to support 

new thinking and praxis towards the continued survival of the cultural record. To this 

end—and toward the long-term stability of cultural conservation writ large in the 

academy—the field must increasingly produce teaching and research faculty who hold 

the PhD, the currency of the academy.54 In the near future, I suggest, the master’s will no 

longer suffice as the end degree for those who direct programs and teach conservation in 

the academy. Not a few of the issues that library and archives conservation faced in the 

LIS domain evinced from the program’s instructors being denied entrée into the ranks of 

                                                
54 Other than the scientists on faculty in the three programs, few permanent and adjunct faculty hold the 
PhD. The end degree in art conservation has, to this point, been the master’s. 
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tenured faculty.55 Without tenured faculty holding the highest degree of academic 

currency, the field risks a diminished voice and status within the academy, and a limited 

opportunity to create potentially powerful coalitions across academic disciplines.  

Beyond the academy, the field has a responsibility beyond the artifact and 

collection; it must serve a more public and immediate social relevance by reaching 

beyond the comfortable realm of the laboratory, museum, library, and archives. While 

conservation must of course engage with material culture and its most immediate 

constituencies, conservators and their allied colleagues must actively embrace and 

promote the cultural record’s relevance within the social and political realities of the 

moment. In doing so, it will continue to evolve, re-define, and strengthen its moorings.  

Finally, I suggest that it is time for the art conservation programs to consider a 

renaming to represent the spectrum of the cultural record. As I have advance throughout 

this dissertation, “cultural record conservation” may serve as a term acceptable to any 

number of audiences. “Record” speaks to the full spectrum of human existence—of 

creativity and experience in all its nuances. Naming the field as such speaks directly to its 

intellectual, disciplinary, and socio-cultural domain. By clearly identifying and 

communicating the nature and significance of the field’s work, the cultural record has a 

better chance—through preventive and remedial conservation measures, interdisciplinary 

                                                
55 For example, conservation instructors could not sit on the faculty Executive Committee in the iSchool. 
While the instructors and director of the program participated in Graduate Studies Committee meetings, as 
non-tenure track faculty, their vote on school concerns (including curriculum and direction of the school) 
did not count officially at the university level.  
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research, and community-based engagement—of serving its many purposes and 

constituencies.  
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Chapter 1: Bombs, Bulldozers, and Heritage: Conservation Takes Root 
in Post-war America 

 
“Let the past abolish the past when—and if—it can substitute something better; not us to 
abolish the past simply because it was.”1  William Faulkner, 1962 
 
 “Today conservation is ‘in.’ Everyone does it lip service. With the advent of the 
population scare, it has even replaced motherhood as the safest of all subjects.”2  Paul 
Brooks, 1970 
 
 
The impetus to preserve buildings, art, books, histories, and memories emanates from and 

serves many purposes: human nostalgia, self-aggrandizement, nation making, community 

building, sense making of the present, and foretelling of a future. All of these forces 

played prominently in America during the long Cold War. The modern mooring of 

library and archives conservation began during this period, most particularly in the latter 

half of the 1950s. The gains it made from this period forward were due to a maelstrom of 

precedents, social and political forces, and a post World War II (WWII) United States 

(US) steeped in progress and defining its superpower status.  

This chapter elucidates this broader socio-political-cultural environment in the US 

to reveal the context in which conservation of research library and archives collections 

began to gain cultural and institutional footing during this period. Comprehending this 

                                                
1 William Faulkner, “Address to the American Academy of Arts and Letters upon Acceptance of the Gold 
Medal for Fiction” in Proceedings of the American Academy of Arts and Letters and the National Institute 
of Arts and Letters, Series 2, no. 13 (New York: American Academy of Arts and Letters, 1963), 227.  
2 John G. Mitchell and Constance L. Stalling, eds., Ecotactics: The Sierra Club Handbook for Environment 
Activists (New York: Pocket Books, 1970), 36. The author of this chapter, “Notes on the Conservation 
Revolution,” is Paul Brooks, who in 1970 was a director of the Sierra Club and editorial advisor of 
Houghton Mifflin Company. He authored Roadless Area (1964) and many articles on the topic of 
conservation. 
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context sets the stage for the next four chapters, where we find Cold War era forces 

resonating in the narrative surrounding educating library and archives conservators. 

Modern technologies, the nation-building power of science, and economic progress—co-

mingling with patriotism, the lurking doom of nuclear annihilation, and environmental 

poisoning—created the perfect brew in which heritage conservation emerged. It is no 

coincidence that notions of American heritage and its preservation began to reverberate in 

the nation at this time as a sign of national progress and might and, concurrently, as a 

reflection of a feeling of trauma and loss—a “vanishing” past and nostalgia for a bygone 

time free from nuclear threats, a polluted environment, and communist spies.  

During the 1960s and 70s, broad heritage concepts and language were “in the air.” 

The publicly prominent environmental, historic preservation, and heritage movements 

introduced the rhetoric of conservation and heritage into the popular vocabulary and 

legislative lexicon, normalizing the language of “sustainability,” “protection,” and 

“irreplaceability” to define an effort to conserve for future generations a healthy 

ecosystem that included human-created examples of a historic past. After WWII, the 

federal government and the private funding sector increasingly deployed “culture” as a 

dimension of foreign relations—hence the aptly named “Cultural Cold War.”3 At the 

                                                
3 See chapter 3 in Philip H. Coombs and Council on Foreign Relations, The Fourth Dimension of Foreign 
Policy; Educational and Cultural Affairs, 1st ed., Policy Books (New York: Published for the Council on 
Foreign Relations by Harper & Row, 1964). As but one example, the Peace Corps by the end of 1963 had 
approximately seven thousand volunteers in the field in forty-six countries. Much of the work had to do 
with “teaching” both outside of and inside formal educational institutions. New research on the Cultural 
Cold War (at times referred to as the Intellectual Cold War) has emerged in the past twenty years. Archives 
are more readily “discovered” today, and the topic resonates with scholars studying the economics, politics, 
and cultural “exchange” during the Cold War period. Recent studies in the area of transnationalism find 
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same time the Cuban Missile Crisis threatened to destroy the nation, America’s arts and 

culture assumed an unprecedented role in projecting a stable, advanced nation to the 

world and to America’s citizens.  

To set the stage for this dissertation, this chapter examines the broader landscape 

of post-WWII progress, conservation-centric social movements, and Cold War cultural 

diplomacy. During this post-war period, broad heritage concepts and language 

increasingly populated a range of “modern” narratives, creating a repetitive refrain that, 

for a range of purposes, resonated within cultural institutions and among federal and 

private funders. Hence, we find that the language Paul Banks and his colleagues used to 

theorize and describe their work reflected the environment in which they lived, which co-

opted the “old” as part of the modern. Concepts that have historically denoted the 

“traditional” (craft, bookbinding, culture, heritage) co-mingled with those considered 

“modern” (science, and technology) to define the new field of library and archives 

conservation. As I argue in this dissertation, the tradition/craft (manual) aspects of the 

field at times damned it to a non-modern, non-progressive status—especially among the 

directors of the nation’s largest research libraries, who sought, predominantly, managerial 
                                                                                                                                            
resonance with those of the Cultural Cold War. For recent scholarship on the Cultural Cold War, see the 
following: Frances Stonor Saunders, The Cultural Cold War: The CIA and the World of Arts and Letters 
(New York: New Press  : Distributed by W.W. Norton & Co, 2000); Nicholas John Cull, The Cold War and 
the United States Information Agency: American Propaganda and Public Diplomacy, 1945-1989 
(Cambridge  ; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2008); Volker R. Berghahn, America and the 
Intellectual Cold Wars in Europe: Shepard Stone Between Philanthropy, Academy, and Diplomacy 
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2001); Inderjeet Parmar, Foundations of the American Century: The 
Ford, Carnegie, and Rockefeller Foundations in the Rise of American Power (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 2012); Peter Mandler, Return from the Natives: How Margaret Mead Won the Second 
World War and Lost the Cold War (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2013); and Andrew Justin Falk, 
Upstaging the Cold War: American Dissent and Cultural Diplomacy, 1940-1960, Culture, Politics, and the 
Cold War series (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 2010).  
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systems approaches based on modern business methods and science (e.g. mass 

deacidification) to address preservation concerns.   

 

THE ALLIANCE OF PROGRESS, INSTABILITY, AND CONSERVATION 

The years following WWII forged a rich, sometimes volatile environment that 

proved to be conducive to the concept and practice of conservation—of art, architecture, 

archaeological artifacts, the environment, and library and archives collections. After 

WWII, the US trumpeted economic prosperity, scientific and technological superiority, 

and unparalleled educational opportunity. Yet along with stability and strength, the 

dissonance of Cold War tensions, political assassinations, racial unrest, involvement in an 

unpopular war in Vietnam, and a range of social and political movements rattled the 

nation.  

In this same moment, conservation of cultural heritage moved into higher 

education to become a field of study and professional practice. Art conservation, a field 

that developed steadily in the US since Harvard University’s Fogg Museum outfitted its 

first research and restoration lab in 1927, established itself in 1960 as an area of graduate 

study in New York University’s Institute of Fine Arts.4 In 1966 at Columbia University, 

the first graduate program in historic preservation opened its doors. Accordingly, 

conservation slowly gained credence as an integral function in academic libraries, inching 

its way up from a basement craft to a science-based, broadly conceptualized operational 

                                                
4 Bewer, A Laboratory for Art  , 128.  
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function. However it was not until 1981 that the field gained credentialing through the 

academy, when the prestigious School of Library Service at Columbia University created 

the Conservation Education Programs as areas of advanced study.5 The field grew 

quickly in the 1980s. By 1987/88 forty-four percent of the Association of Research 

Libraries’ member institutions reported having professional preservation administrators 

devoted full-time to overseeing preservation operations.6  

We can view the process leading to conservation of cultural heritage becoming 

increasingly institutionalized as practice and study through a lens of societal progress and 

its inevitable underbelly, destabilizations—the latter which result in “radical 

reorganizations and restructurings.” Historically, societal progress has been inherently 

imbued with destabilization.7 Likewise, the drive to conserve has emerged during these 

periods of innovation and turbulence; destabilization and conservation ally to balance 

                                                
5 With the exception of the undergraduate major in Art Conservation at the University of Delaware, neither 
art nor library and archives conservation have undergraduate programs of study. 
6 Jutta ARL Preservation Statistics, 1987-88: A Compilation of Statistics from the Members of the 
Association of Research Libraries (Washington, DC, June 1989), 
http://www.libqual.org/documents/admin/2012/ARL_Stats/1987-88pres.pdf. Thirty-three percent of the 
ARL institutions reported having no preservation administrator. Beginning with this 1987-88 survey, ARL 
continued to survey member libraries annually through 2008-09 with regard to their preservation activities. 
The intent was to collect statistical information on “the current level of preservation efforts in research 
libraries; and on the key organizational, functional, and fiscal components that characterize preservation 
programs.” 
7 David Harvey, The Condition of Postmodernity: An Enquiry into the Origins of Cultural Change (Oxford, 
England; New York: Blackwell, 1989). From a Marxist perspective, Harvey addresses what he describes as 
a “sea-change” in the cultural and “political-economic” landscape of the US since 1972. He discusses the 
destabilizing “crisis of Fordism”—in part a crisis of “indebtedness, class struggle, or corporate stagnation 
within any particular nation state. It was simply that the mechanisms evolved for controlling crisis 
tendencies were finally overwhelmed by the power of the underlying contradictions of capitalism,” that 
result in “radical reorganizations and restructurings taking place in both productive forces and social 
relations.”   
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change in the societal organism.8 In his now classic lectures on aspects of Western 

culture that have been influenced by the development of science, Alfred North Whitehead 

argued in 1925 that the duality of change and conservation is in fact expressive of 

societal progress.   

There are two principles inherent in the very nature of things, recurring in some 
particular embodiments whatever field we explore—the spirit of change, and the 
spirit of conservation. There can be nothing real without both. Mere change 
without conservation is a passage from nothing to nothing…. Mere conservation 
without change cannot conserve. For after all, there is a flux of circumstance, and 
the freshness of being evaporates under mere repetition. The character of existent 
reality is composed of organisms enduring through the flux of things.9 

 
Conservation and progress—change—are inherently entwined. Hence a “healthy” society 

embodies the necessary forces of change and conservation; they are inseparable.  

Since the mid-1990s architectural and heritage preservation scholars in particular 

have studied the historical, social, cultural, and philosophical bases for modern 

conservation. Speaking to the counter-narratives Whitehead describes, Miles 

Glendinning, historian of the architectural preservation movement, proposes that we can 

observe through the European Enlightenment and, particularly, the French Revolution 

that modern conservation became tied up in notions of progress and societal upheaval:  

Conservation as an ideology only became seen as a necessity once that juggernaut 
of Enlightenment Progress got underway, unleashing an all-embracing upheaval 
that … urgently demanded stabilization…. [T]he Conservation Movement was 
imprinted with its ideas, stamped from one end to the other … with the values of 

                                                
8 Lowenthal, The Past Is a Foreign Country (Cambridge [Cambridgeshire]  ; New York: Cambridge 
University Press, 1985), 26. Lowenthal states that one of the reasons impelling people to “tamper with 
history” is “to ensure the stability of the present by altering (or protecting) the past against interference by 
others.”  
9 Alfred North Whitehead, Science and the Modern World. Lowell Lectures, 1925, Lowell Institute 
Lectures 1925 (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1925). 
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historical Progress…. From this point, conservation became a Movement in the 
broad modern sense, just like socialism, nationalism, environmentalism, or other 
more issue-specific cultural or political groupings, such as the anti-slavery or 
Prohibition movement – or, of course, the Modern Movement in architecture and 
planning.10 

 
 Likewise, historian David Lowenthal describes modernity’s perceived distance 

from some familiar past. He observes that in Western society, each generation since the 

French Revolution experienced turbulent times, and each expressed an increasing sense 

of existing in a limbo between a past when life progressed much the same from century to 

century. Lowenthal contends that post-WWII generations “were the first to mourn the 

recent as beyond recall and to limn a childhood unimaginable to their own children,” 

suggesting that our ancestors were less ceaselessly reminded of their losses than we are 

today.  

They suffered change often as violent as ours; but we perceive ourselves to be its 
unexampled victims.  
    Modern media magnify the past’s remoteness. [E]ven recent visual images … 
at once strike us as anachronistic. Old photos, posed in studios, seem 
inconceivably remote. Our great-grandparents look more like foreigners than 
forebearers….  
   Growing longevity cuts us off even from our own pasts.11 

 

                                                
10 Miles Glendinning, The Conservation Movement: A History of Architectural Preservation: Antiquity to 
Modernity (Routledge, 2013), 2. 
11 David Lowenthal, The Heritage Crusade and the Spoils of History (London: New York, NY: Viking; 
Penguin Books, 1997). In addition to the scholars noted here, see also Michael Kammen, “Culture and the 
State in America,” The Journal of American History 83, no. 3 (Dec., 1996): 791-814. Kammen examines 
the historical context that influenced the evolving relationship (particularly throughout the twentieth 
century) between government and culture in the US. See also Kammen, Michael G. Kammen, Mystic 
Chords of Memory: The Transformation of Tradition in American Culture, 1st ed. (New York: Knopf, 
1991). Bill Ivey, Arts, Inc.: How Greed and Neglect Have Destroyed Our Cultural Rights, 1st ed. 
(Berkeley; Los Angeles: University of California Press, 2010). 
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He argues further that the growth in the heritage movement that became prevalent in the 

US beginning in the 1970s reflected these traumas of loss and change, and perceptions of 

a threatening future, which stem from the realities of modern life—e.g. massive 

migration and technophobic gloom. Lowenthal muses that heritage is everywhere—“in 

the news, in the movies, in the marketplace—in everything from galaxies to genes. It is 

the chief focus of patriotism and a prime lure of tourism.” Every legacy is cherished. 

From ethnic roots to history theme parks, Hollywood to the Holocaust, the whole world is 

busy lauding—or lamenting—some past, be it fact or fiction.”12 As with the emergence 

of environmentalism, cultural conservation gained momentum as a nation searched for 

stability in some knowable, yet imagined, past. 

 Indeed, as with normalized notions of heritage, conservation efforts seem to be 

ubiquitous in America today; small towns and large cities preserve buildings deemed 

historic, the New York Times regularly features stories about preserved art, manuscripts, 

archives of all kinds, as well as the losses cultures face as a result of natural and 

manmade disasters.13 On television, the Web, and in magazines companies advertise their 

                                                
12 David Lowenthal, “The Heritage Crusade and Its Contradictions,” in Giving Preservation a History: 
Histories of Historic Preservation in the United States (New York: Routledge, 2004), 19–43. 
13 The following are examples of a few the conservation topics that appeared in the New York Times 
between January and June 2010. Some examples include: Randy Kennedy, “At the Met, Replicating Art 
Works Bit by 3-D Bit,” March 18, 2010, 
http://search.proquest.com/hnpnewyorktimes/docview/1458371434/abstract/AE65B8FC53D44FC3PQ/8?ac
countid=7118; Kate Taylor, “Rescuing Art From the Rubble of the Quake,” May 11, 2010, sec. The Arts, 
http://search.proquest.com/hnpnewyorktimes/docview/1461110899/abstract/AE65B8FC53D44FC3PQ/12?
accountid=7118; Erik Eckholm, “Historic Black Schools Restored as Landmarks: Pillars of Education, 
Before Integration,” January 15, 2010, sec. National, 
http://search.proquest.com/hnpnewyorktimes/docview/1458352432/abstract/F276470E91224475PQ/11?acc
ountid=7118; “Architectural Records Saved at Last Minute,” March 9, 2010, 
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digital data backup products: “We’ll save your memories. Your stories and songs. Your 

future. Your legacy…. Your reason for living,” implying that “saving your digital life 

[is]” your future.14  

  

PROGRESS AND ITS FLIPSIDE 

Lasting from the end of WWII until the early 1970s, the US experienced an 

exceptional post-war economic expansion, resulting in low unemployment and robust 

educational opportunity. “Progress” promised Americans they would no longer face the 

bitter hardships of the Depression nor the deprivations of wartime. Veterans came home, 

families grew, the housing market soared, and consumption of goods became the pastime 

of middle-class America. The scientific and technological innovations developed during 

WWII and re-purposed for the post-war economy promised many Americans lives 

without backbreaking farm work or household drudgeries. After the war, the widespread 

introduction of chemical fertilizers, tractors, combine harvesters, high yield crop 

varieties, and pesticides ensured that the nation would be fed.15  

                                                                                                                                            
http://search.proquest.com/hnpnewyorktimes/docview/1461090565/citation/29F49C8FD4704CEAPQ/13?a
ccountid=7118. 
14 R&R Partners, Advertising Campaign for Western Digital, http://www.rrpartners.com/work/absolutely/. 
15 For further reading on the topic of Cold War technological innovations and their impact on American 
consumers see Susan Strasser, Never Done: A History of American Housework, 1st ed. (New York: 
Pantheon Books, 1982). Adam Rome, Bulldozer in the Countryside: Suburban Sprawl and the Rise of 
American Environmentalism (Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2001); and, Alison J. 
Clarke, Tupperware: The Promise of Plastic in 1950s America (Washington, DC: Smithsonian Institution 
Press, 1999). 
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Yet this age of prosperity arrived with a flipside: the accompanying risk of total 

destruction that atomic weaponry all but promised. Paul Boyer attests that most changes 

in a society occur gradually: “[T]hey are more discernible to historians than to the 

individuals living through them.”16 But the post-war nuclear era evinced immediate and 

striking changes, ones wholly different than ever before in the US. In the early days 

following the bombardment of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, while most Americans cheered 

the end of a long and deadly war accompanied by national privations, the media 

speculated about the “Frankenstein monster” that had been created and how it could 

easily be turned against US citizens. Boyer contends that, “[I]n the earliest moments of 

the nuclear era, the fear that would be the constant companion of Americans for the rest 

of their lives, and of millions not yet born in 1945, had already found urgent 

expression.”17 In the face of victory, a national insecurity set in that arguably lingers to 

this day.  

The new rhetoric of “total war” differed vastly from what Boyer refers to as the 

age old doctrine of “just war” that went to great lengths to spare civilians from the 

devastation of wartime.18 Americans embraced a war against a fascism that sought the 

complete annihilation of the Jews. Paradoxically, they at least initially saluted the 

dropping of nuclear bombs on hundreds of thousands of Japanese citizens to end the 

                                                
16 Paul S. Boyer, By the Bomb’s Early Light: American Thought and Culture at the Dawn of the Atomic 
Age (New York: Pantheon, 1985), 4. 
17 Ibid., 5. 
18 Boyer, Fallout: A Historian Reflects on America’s Half-Century Encounter with Nuclear Weapons 
(Columbus: Ohio State University Press, 1998). 
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war.19 However, once Americans realized there was no going back to a world without 

nuclear bombs, they feared the bleak implications.  

The ensuing Cold War, which arguably lasted for over forty years, waxed and 

waned with tensions that threatened the security of the US.20 On the heels of WWII, the 

US became a national security state, inspiring governmental demands for a larger pool of 

military manpower, for a permanent peacetime military establishment, for the military 

mobilization of science and industry, and for a range of new agencies (such as the Atomic 

Energy Commission and the National Security Council). The national security state 

ideology harnessed the nation’s resources to ensure victory in the struggle against 

communism, and to protect its people from the assured death nuclear war promised. In its 

attempt to reassure American citizens that they would survive nuclear war should it 

occur, the government deployed a rhetoric of human “conservation,” suggesting that they 

build home bomb shelters and to “duck and cover.”21 Asserting that the cold war national 

                                                
19 The estimated number of deaths within two to four months after the bombings of Nagasaki and 
Hiroshima total between one hundred fifty thousand and two hundred forty-six thousand people. See 
Radiation Effects Research Foundation: A Cooperative Japan-US Research Organization, “Frequently 
Asked Questions,” http://www.rerf.or.jp/general/qa_e/qa1.html. 
20 Scholars differ on the exact date when the Cold War began. Some point to the moment Truman became 
president in 1945 and others point to the inception of the Marshall Plan. Most agree that the Berlin 
Blockade, enacted in 1948, signaled the Cold War; it was the first time major casualties ensued. Likewise, 
opinions vary in regard to the end date of the Cold War. Tensions began to wane in the 1980s. Some 
scholars mark the final years of the decade as the end point; others argue that the Cold War extended into 
the early 1990s. See John Lewis Gaddis, We Now Know: Rethinking Cold War History (Oxford: Clarendon 
Press, 1997). He cites 1993 as the ending date of the Cold War. Thomas J. McCormick argues that the Cold 
War ended as early as 1973. Thomas J. McCormick, America's Half-Century: United States Foreign Policy 
in the Cold War and After (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1995). 
21 Anthony Rizzo, Duck and Cover (Archer Productions, 1951). Television made the psychological fears of 
nuclear war visual. For commentary on how the atomic bomb visually impacted the post-war era see Jayne 
Loader and Kevin Rafferty, The Atomic Cafe, Documentary, Horror, (1982). See also Melvin E. Matthews, 
Duck and Cover: Civil Defense Images in Film and Television from the Cold War to 9/11 (Jefferson, NC: 
McFarland, 2012). 
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security ideology of containment deeply permeated the ideology of the American family 

during this period, Elaine Tyler May, citing Gallup Poll findings, documents that 

throughout most of the 1960s, the Cold War continued to top the list of American’s 

concerns.22  

By the time the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty was enacted in 1968, Americans 

had lived through a constant barrage of nuclear shows of power and actual threats. The 

Soviet Union conducted its first successful nuclear test in 1949, followed four years later 

by a test of the hydrogen bomb. The US detonated its first deliverable thermonuclear 

weapon—one thousand times more powerful than nuclear weapons—off of Bikini Atoll, 

Marshall Islands, in 1952. The explosion, twice as large as expected, led to the worst 

radiological disaster in US history. In October 1962, on the heels of the Bay of Pigs 

debacle, a thirteen-day confrontation between the Soviet Union and Cuba on one side, 

and the US on the other, ensued. The nation waited apprehensively as nuclear conflict 

came close to ensuring the “mutual assured destruction” (with the appropriate acronym 

MAD) that repeatedly threatened civilian security ever since Little Boy and Fat Man 

unleashed their destruction on Hiroshima and Nagasaki.  

 

 

MODERN AND ANTI-MODERN REPONSES TO PROGRESS 

 

                                                
22 Elaine Tyler May, Homeward Bound: American Families in the Cold War Era (New York: Basic Books, 
1988), 210.   
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The fabric of the post-war era can be seen as this interweaving of progress and 

destabilization that, ultimately, engendered a responsive dialog that included 

conservation as a way to re-gain a past increasingly distant, diminished, and threatened 

by modern notions of progress. As Glendinning observes, to balance the historical 

marriage of progress and destabilization, conservation responds as a synthesis of the 

modern and what have been historically understood as non-modern elements.  

Although conservation often presents itself as a non-modern, even anti-modern 
phenomenon, and certainly something ‘traditional’, it also in many ways 
exemplifies Western modernity. The history of conservation, above all, has been 
about exploiting the past for useful modern purposes, especially as a way of 
underpinning or counterbalancing the drive for modern progress and for rational 
control of the world.23 
 

While he refers particularly to the architectural conservation movement, the library and 

archives conservation field embodied the same desire to codify its knowledge within the 

US’s modern, progressive power structure. As noted previously, however, those who 

could institutionalize and fund it oftentimes misunderstood its “modern” message. In the 

case of the post-war 1960s and 70s, an anti-modern impulse associated with social 

movements of the time permeated the cultural conservation lexicon. Indeed, cultural 

conservation has commonly presented itself philosophically and semantically in non-

modern terms linked to the past. The American Institute for Conservation, the 

professional home for cultural conservation in the US, envelopes the field in complicated 

                                                
23 Glendinning, The Conservation Movement, 2-3. 
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notions of “legacy,” “heritage,” and “permanence” in its Code of Ethics.24 To complicate 

and, I argue, undermine its desire to be taken seriously, the library and archives 

conservation field has often reinforced its alliance with craft and tradition, promoting its 

interests and work with images produced using nineteenth-century illustrative processes 

(woodblock prints, engravings, etchings) of bookbinding or papermaking workshops 

from centuries past.  

Hence, during the 1960s and 70s, while actively seeking answers to material 

heritage longevity issues through modern science, conservation efforts concurrently 

questioned the notion of American progress that elevated the modern and new. Modern 

materials (e.g. plastics) were new fangled and, hence, raised skepticism linked to value 

issues and traditional conservation approaches. After all, science and technology in the 

post-war era spawned any number of modern ills, including the use of insecticidal 

chemicals (namely DDT) to eradicate pests from farms, lawns, and people’s homes, and 

the massive bulldozing of natural landscapes for single-family suburban dwellings (and 

their septic tanks, chemically-treated lawns, and phosphate-laden detergents). Mass 

consumer spending on home goods made from non-durable plastics resulted in landfills 

of broken, tossed out “trash.”25 After WWII, the craze for new development resulted in 

                                                
24 American Institute for Conservation of Art and Historic Artifacts, “Code of Ethics” (American Institute 
for Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works, 1994), http://www.conservation-us.org/about-us/core-
documents/code-of-ethics#.VBnWF-cyHOE. 
25 For more on the issue of “trash” in modern American culture, see Susan Strasser, Waste and Want: A 
Social History of Trash, 1st ed. (New York: Metropolitan Books, 1999), and Greg Kennedy, An Ontology 
of Trash: The Disposable and Its Problematic Nature, SUNY Eeries in Environmental Philosophy and 
Ethics (Albany: State University of New York Press, 2007). 
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the razing of “old” buildings to make way for sleek, modern skyscrapers that would be 

occupied by the nation’s new ranks of educated, white-collar professionals.  

The subsequent damage to the natural and built environments wrought by a “new 

and more is better” mantra directly fostered the rise and influence of environmental 

conservation, historic preservation, and cultural heritage. These movements permeated 

popular media and resulted in legislation at all levels of government. The impetus to 

conserve increasingly forged a mix of rhetoric that mingled heritage concepts and 

science. Magazine articles, newspapers, books, television advertisements, and legislation 

integrated concepts such as “conservation,” “protected,” “legacy,” “vanishing,” and 

“future generations.” With the goal of determining the “authentic” versus the manmade 

and “synthetic,” modern ideas of “scientific evidence” joined the rhetorical mix.26  

 
 

THE ENVIRONMENTAL, HISTORIC PRESERVATION, AND HERITAGE MOVEMENTS 

The environmental, historic preservation, and heritage movements are important 

to our understanding of how highly publicized, politicized conservation-oriented efforts 

gained traction in the US beginning in the 1960s. Through them we observe how a mix of 

modern and anti-modern approaches to these conservation efforts targeted modern media 

with a message that used specific rhetoric. The language associated with these 

movements, in turn, became co-opted and embedded in the legislative governance of 
                                                
26 For examples from the environmental movement, see the section of published images and cartoons 
succeeding page 152 and preceding page 153 in Adam Ward Rome, The Bulldozer in the Countryside: 
Suburban Sprawl and the Rise of American Environmentalism, Studies in Environment and History 
(Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2001). 
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national conservation issues. While the terms that emerged were not foreign to cultural 

conservation (e.g. art), the highly visible environmental, historic preservation, and 

heritage movements allow us to comprehend the environment in which library and 

archives conservation in particular made a case for itself. Through their repetition, terms 

became more commonly understood as movement leaders, the media, and state officials 

used them to convey messages meaningful to various targeted publics. 

 

The Environmental Movement 

The genealogy of the modern environmental movement proves to be somewhat 

elusive. Scholars document a range of impulses for and viewpoints on ecological 

concerns evolving around each other, beginning mainly in the early 1950s in the freshly 

planted suburbs of America.27 Without question, the modern environmental movement 

gained a powerful public voice with the publication in September 1962 of Rachel 

Carson’s Silent Spring, which boosted both public and governmental knowledge of and 

                                                
27 Christopher C. Sellers, Crabgrass Crucible: Suburban Nature and the Rise of Environmentalism in 
Twentieth-Century America (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 2012). Sellers, for 
example, documents that the environmental movement began at different moments depending on the region 
of the nation. It commenced in the 1950s in some places (e.g. New York and Los Angeles), and in the 
1960s or 70s in others. Sellers argues that not all suburban dwellers embraced the use of pesticides to 
eradicate insects from their lawns and plantings. He documents that some of the people who moved to the 
suburbs post-WWII did so to find a more “traditional countryside,” as had been the impetus for previous 
generations of Americans who fled urban dwelling for a natural environment outside of city boundaries. 
The use of chemical pesticides did not resonate with some of these dwellers, at times to the point of a 
widespread aversion—in part evidenced in the rise of organic gardening. See also See Kenneth T. Jackson, 
Crabgrass Frontier: The Suburbanization of the US, 1st ed. (Oxford University Press, USA, 1987) and 
Adam Rome, Bulldozer in the Countryside: Suburban Sprawl and the Rise of American Environmentalism 
(Cambridge; New York: Cambridge University Press, 2001). 
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attention to the conservation of natural environments.28 In their review of Silent Spring, 

Lorus and Margery Milne wrote that The New Yorker, which had serialized about one-

third of the text of the monograph in its June and July 1962 issues, reported receiving 

hundreds of letters from readers of Silent Spring, “99% of them favorable” to Carson’s 

argument. Reviewers remarked on the immediate impact of her work, suggesting Silent 

Spring’s wide-ranging readership and commentary: “Newspapers throughout the country 

published editorial comment. Two senators and three representatives read selections into 

the Congressional Record. Houghton Mifflin ordered 100,000 copies of the book 

printed.”29 On September 8, 1962, Business Week ran an article titled, “Are We Poisoning 

Ourselves?” commenting: “Exceptionally broad readership is assured. Since June, when 

serialized excerpts appeared … interest has been high. There has been widespread 

newspaper comment. Miss Carson has had a heavy mail reaction, almost all endorsing 

her theme. The publisher, Houghton Mifflin Co., thinks it has a runaway seller.”30 And 

this was all before the book hit the bookstores. Advance sales of Silent Spring totaled 

forty thousand copies; Book of the Month Club’s first printing ran one hundred fifty 

thousand copies.  
                                                
28 The New Yorker published parts of Silent Spring in its June and July 1962 issues, prior to the release of 
the monograph. 
29 Lorus and Margery Milne, “There’s Poison All Around Us Now,” The New York Times, September 23, 
1962, sec. Book Review, http://www.nytimes.com/books/97/10/05/reviews/carson-
spring.html?_r=1&oref=slogin. 
30 Business Week (New York: McGraw-Hill Publishing Company, Inc.): 36, 38. Ironically, the page facing 
the article is a Sinclair Oil & Gas Company advertisement depicting a large image of a cowboy-hatted 
farmer atop an enormous cultivator. Noting that sales of liquefied-petroleum gas are expected to double in 
ten years, the text reads: “Progressive farmers don’t hoe weeds these days. They kill them with controlled 
liquefied petroleum gas flames, without damage to the crops. New flame cultivation saves time and money 
for farmers, opens new markets for fuel suppliers.” 
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Carson’s 1955 bestseller The Edge of the Sea had made her a popular science 

writer. She constructed prose in a lyrical, readable style geared to a non-scientific 

audience. She purposefully structured her science-based writing to speak to audiences 

weary and leary of the post-WWII “expert” scientists that the federal government and 

chemical industries trotted out to reassure the public that they were “safe.” These 

scientists sometimes failed to fully address the moral concerns of lay audiences, or came 

across as duplicitous when admitting uncertainties only when questioned directly. With 

her audience in mind, Carson carefully created a framework of “uncertainty” with her 

prose. Kenny Walker argues that she did so by linking risk to actual potential harm using 

a vivid case study, in turn transforming ecological issues into sites for public 

participation. Thus through the case study the public could “inject their values and fears 

about the science” into a public policy forum. This was a radical departure from the 

“omniscient” science of the day.31 

 Carson’s warnings about the “irreversible” damage of pesticides to life on Earth 

resonated with readers, many of whom had experienced ecological concerns firsthand. 

Carson’s first chapter sounds the clarion call for the reader’s attention and alarm, pairing 

the “irrecoverable” nature of environmental pollution with nuclear fallout: 

The most alarming of all man’s assaults upon the environment is the 
contamination of air, earth, rivers, and sea with dangerous and even lethal 
materials. This pollution is for the most part irrecoverable; the chain of evil it 
initiates not only in the world that must support life but in living tissues is for the 
most part irreversible. In this now universal contamination of the environment, 

                                                
31 Kenny Walker, “‘Without Evidence, There is No Answer’: Uncertainty and Scientific Ethos in the Silent 
Spring[s] of Rachel Carson,” Environmental Humanities 2 (2013): 101–16. 
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chemicals are the sinister and little-recognized partners of radiation in changing 
the very nature of the world—the very nature of life.32 

 
 
Chemical pesticides were everywhere. Carson warned that it was a fundamental human 

right of the citizen “to be secure in his home against the intrusion of poisons applied by 

other persons.” She questioned a federal government that did not protect its citizens from 

harmful substances that they could not physically avoid, punctuating her argument by 

admonishing a dollar-driven, “progressive” nation against blindly allowing irreversible 

environmental harm of which future generations—children and grandchildren—will 

suffer the dire physical consequences.33 

Indeed, after WWII the federal government poured millions of taxpayer dollars 

into the investigation of chemical pesticides for post-war uses. Following WWII, 

Dupont’s “Better Living Through Chemistry” slogan became a phrase that defined 

a beneficent new science. Generally viewed in terms of scientific progress, the public 

knew relatively little about the potential dangers of chemicals.34 Chemicals created new 

synthetic, easy-care fabrics and pesticides that yielded productive farm crops. But some 

began to see the effects of chemicals firsthand.  

                                                
32 Rachel Carson, Silent Spring, First Mariner Books edition (New York, NY: Houghton Mifflin Company, 
2002). Originally published by Houghton Mifflin in 1962. 
33 Ibid., 37. 
34 President’s Science Advisory Committee, Use of Pesticides (Washington, DC, May 15, 1963). The 
committee’s report to the President stated: “To enhance public awareness of pesticide benefits and hazards, 
it is recommended that the appropriate Federal departments and agencies initiate programs of public 
education describing the use and the toxic nature of pesticides. Public literature and the experiences of 
Panel members indicate that, until the publication of ‘Silent Spring’ by Rachel Carson, people were 
generally unaware of the toxicity of pesticides. The Government should present this information to the 
public in a way that will make it aware of the dangers while recognizing the value of pesticides.” 
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Christopher Sellers attributes the environmental outcry of the mid-1960s to “the 

new chemical artifice of the postwar period … [that] enabled the final steps toward the 

popular movement we have come to know as environmentalism.”35 Conceptually, he 

links the environmental movement to atomic annihilation, suggesting that “(w)ithout the 

possibility of a nuclear holocaust, ever looming in this Cold War era, such apocalyptic 

admonitions would not have gained so much ground.”36 Plainly, Carson’s Silent Spring 

strategically fed on the nation’s general disquietude during this period and nurtured it by 

repeatedly using uncertainty as a communication tool. In turn, her work helped to move 

the conversation forward in a range of private and public forums.37 

Fearing a poisoned planet, the environmental movement embodied a search for 

what at times was referred to as an “authentic” nature, an environment untouched by 

modern progress. Compounding the horror of nuclear warfare and its fallout, manmade 

artifice threatened Earth—its soil, air, water, and current and future inhabitants. 

Alienation from a vanishing nature co-mingled with the possibility of vanishing human 

life. While the message of the environmental movement gained complexity in the 1960s, 

at its base remained the seeds from which it grew—the nature-related questions that 

evolved because Americans found an increasingly distant and desirable nature harder to 

                                                
35 Sellers, Crabgrass Crucible, 131. 
36 Ibid., 254. 
37 Walker, “Without Evidence, There Is No Answer": Uncertainty and Scientific Ethos in the Silent 
Spring[s] of Rachel Carson.” See also Kenny Walker and Lynda Walsh, “‘No One Yet Knows What the 
Ultimate Consequences May Be’ How Rachel Carson Transformed Scientific Uncertainty Into a Site for 
Public Participation in Silent Spring,” Journal of Business and Technical Communication 26, no. 1 
(January 1, 2012): 3–34, doi:10.1177/1050651911421122. 
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see in their metropolises and suburbs.38 The narratives of the moment expressed an 

immediate sense of loss to the living and to their progeny.  

Progress moved quickly, and with no end in sight, the nation’s path to the future 

seemed to brew a strange mix of prosperity and impermanence. President John F. 

Kennedy (JFK), in his introduction to Stewart L. Udall’s The Quiet Crisis (1963), 

commented on the paradox of progress: 

(S)cience has opened up great new sources of energy and great new means of 
control. On the other hand, new technical processes and devices litter the 
countryside with waste and refuse, contaminate water and air, imperil wildlife and 
man and endanger the balance of nature itself. Our economic standard of living 
rises, but our environmental standard of living—our access to nature and respect 
for it—deteriorates. 
 
 

Kennedy closed by intoning that if the nation allowed nature to continue on the path of 

deterioration the “foundations of national power” will “weaken.”39 While the federal 

government could not control the Soviet threat of nuclear warfare (nor beat them in the 

race to space, it seemed), it could strengthen the nation—and assure Americans of the 

safety of their most immediate living environment—through conservation.  

Irrefutable signs of the importance of the topic of environmental conservation to 

the public materialized in the media and in the White House. On April 3, 1963, less than 

seven months after the publication of Silent Spring, the CBS television network ran a 

one-hour telecast on Rachel Carson and her book in its documentary series made famous 

                                                
38 Sellers, Crabgrass Crucible, 294. Lowenthal comments that rural life is exalted as heritage because it is 
so at risk. See Lowenthal, The Heritage Crusade and the Spoils of History, 6.  
39 Stewart L. Udall, The Quiet Crisis, 1st ed. (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1963), xii-xiii. 
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by Edward R. Murrow. An estimated ten to fifteen million viewers tuned in to “The 

Silent Spring of Rachel Carson.”40 One month later, and largely prompted by Carson’s 

book, in May 1963 the President's Science Advisory Committee (PSAC) published the 

report, “Use of Pesticides,” which exonerated Rachel Carson’s work of the scientific 

error that a number of chemical companies accused it of. In Kennedy’s preface to the 

report, he acknowledged both the legislative urgency of the report’s expansive research 

and environmental regulation recommendations and the public’s interest in the topic: 

I have already requested the responsible agencies to implement the 
recommendations in the report, including the preparation of legislative and 
technical proposals which I shall submit to the Congress.  
   Because of its general public interest, I am releasing the report for publication.41  
 

The federal government had not taken initiative on environmental policy since the 

Roosevelt administration. “Use of Pesticides,” however, launched a series of reports and 

laws concerning the environment that ensued between 1962 and 1969 under the Kennedy 

and Johnson administrations.  

Under Lyndon Johnson in particular—someone who preferred the country to the 

city—the White House resumed a conservationist position, including the embrace of the 

“preservation of natural beauty” as part of the nation’s quality of life.42 In 1965, Lady 

Bird Johnson’s highly visible beautification movement re-united the nation’s people with 

the pleasures of nature’s beauty. In May 1965, the President convened the White House 
                                                
40 Linda Lear, Rachel Carson: Witness for Nature (New York: Henry Holt and Co., 1998), 450. 
41 President's Science Advisory Committee, Use of Pesticides, iii.  
42 Irwin Unger, The Best of Intentions: The Triumphs and Failures of the Great Society Under Kennedy, 
Johnson, and Nixon, 1st ed. (New York: Doubleday, 1996). 
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Conference on Natural Beauty, a two-day meeting held at the State Department to study 

problems impinging on America’s “natural beauty.”43 Commenting on the conduct and 

outcomes of the conference, architecture critic Ada Louise Huxtable observed that the 

environment had taken a front seat at the national level; “natural beauty” became “a 

matter of public opinion and public action.” She remarked on the traditional conflict 

between the capitalist interests that defined progress and the country’s new found desire 

to redeem a former pristine beauty from utility transmission lines, highway billboards, 

and automobile junkyards: “Until now, such regulation has been resisted as an 

infringement of a fundamental principle of the American way of life. [E]sthetics are the 

constant loser in conflicts with economic interests, and the moral philosophy of private 

interest versus public good remains complex and unresolved.” Ever acerbic, Huxtable 

concluded that the American public would get what it deserved. She did credit Johnson 

for sending four bills to Congress for consideration.44 In fact, the Johnson administration 

made significant progress. Johnson signed the Highway Beautification Act on October 

22, 1965. In 1966 alone, the “Preservation Congress” enacted seven federal preservation 

laws. 

The landmark National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 exemplifies the far-

reaching impact of the environmental movement and the nomenclature that permeated 

conservation-oriented legislation. The act embodied a principal action-forcing provision 
                                                
43 See also Beauty for America; Proceedings. (Washington, DC: US Govt. Print. Off., 1965), 
http://catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/001490254.  
44 Ada Louise Huxtable, Special to The New York Times. 1965. "Drive for Natural Beauty: Johnson Begins 
to Implement Plans of a Scholarly White House Parley." New York Times (1923-Current File), May 27, 23. 
http://ezproxy.lib.utexas.edu/login?url=http://search.proquest.com/docview/116858128?accountid=7118.  
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requiring preparation and publication of an environmental impact assessment of all major 

federal actions that significantly affected the human environment, recognizing:  

[T]he profound impact of man's activity on the interrelations of all components of 
the natural environment, particularly the profound influences of population 
growth, high-density urbanization, industrial expansion, resource exploitation, 
and new and expanding technological advances and recognizing further the 
critical importance of restoring and maintaining environmental quality to the 
overall welfare and development of man … [to] fulfill the social, economic, and 
other requirements of present and future generations of Americans.45 
 

It thus recognized the negative effects of progress and impelled balancing conservation 

actions in the name of Americans’ “heritage” and their right to inhabit “aesthetically and 

culturally pleasing surroundings.” Moreover, it charged “the nation” to “fulfill the 

responsibilities of each generation as trustee of the environment for succeeding 

generations,” proclaiming that “each person has a responsibility to contribute to the 

preservation and enhancement of the environment.”46 Cultural conservation philosophy, 

too, embodies the concept of “all” sharing custodial responsibility for the benefit of 

future generations. 
                                                
45 Environmental Legislation: a Sourcebook, Praeger Special Studies in US Economic, Social and Political 
Issues (New York: Praeger, 1976), vi. 
46 US Congress, The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as Amended, 42 USC. § 4321, 1969. The 
National Wilderness Act of 1964 (as amended) is well known for its succinct and lyrical definition of 
wilderness: “A wilderness, in contrast with those areas where man and his own works dominate the 
landscape, is hereby recognized as an area where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by 
man, where man himself is a visitor who does not remain.” Decreeing them a “public good of the whole 
people,” an area of wilderness, among other things, would be “of sufficient size as to make practicable its 
preservation and use in an unimpaired condition.” “Preservation” became coeval with ideas of authentic 
lands of “primeval character and influence,” “without improvements or human habitation,” and 
representing “natural conditions.” Moreover, with encompassing wording echoing that of The National 
Environmental Act of 1969, wilderness may “contain ecological, geological, or other features of scientific, 
educational, scenic, or historical value.” Conversely, the Clean Air Act of 1970, often cited as a major 
outcome of America’s first Earth Day in 1970, did not use the same rhetoric of heritage and American’s 
overall “enjoyment” and fulfillment, focusing instead on public health and the creation of air quality 
standards based on current scientific data. It could be that the physical, tangible nature of land conjures 
language that is more often used for tangible objects (art, buildings, books, monuments, etc.) 
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Historic Preservation 

The historic preservation movement emerged within the broad landscape of 

environmentalism and urban renewal, united by hostility to the postwar ethos of more and 

new is better. The same forces that spawned the unbridled use of pesticides abetted 

massive urban redevelopment schemes that largely ignored voices from local 

communities.47 In the US, historic preservation commenced in the nineteenth century as 

the nation defined its identity. However, congruent with library and archives 

conservation, it was generally not until the 1960s that US-based preservationists learned 

about theories of preservation that had been evolving internationally since the nineteenth 

century.48 Beginning around 1960, the historic preservation movement in the US 

achieved a forward momentum, with the impetus to halt the destruction of older 

structures that sat in the path of destruction as the federal Urban Renewal Program 

marched through cities demolishing buildings in the name of a “revitalization.” A number 

                                                
47 Glendinning, The Conservation Movement, 321. There are a number of published histories of historic 
preservation in the US. For example, see Charles Bridgham Hosmer and National Trust for Historic 
Preservation in the US, Preservation Comes of Age: From Williamsburg to the National Trust, 1926-1949 
(Charlottesville: Published for the Preservation Press, National Trust for Historic Preservation in the US by 
the University Press of Virginia, 1981); Max Page and Randall Mason, Giving Preservation a History: 
Histories of Historic Preservation in the US; Frank, Historic Preservation in the USA; and, William J 
Murtagh, Keeping Time: The History and Theory of Preservation in America, 3rd ed. (Hoboken, NJ: John 
Wiley, 2006). For a list of all federal legal statutes pertaining to historic preservation in the US, see United 
States, National Center for Cultural Resources (US), and National Conference of State Historic 
Preservation Officers, Federal Historic Preservation Laws: The Official Compilation of U.S. Cultural 
Heritage Statutes, 2006 ed. (Washington, DC: Cultural Resources, National Park Service, US Dept. of the 
Interior  : For sale by the Supt. of Docs., US GPO, 2006). 
48 US National Committee of the International Council on Monuments and Sites, “Historic Preservation in 
the United States,” http://www.usicomos.org/preservation. 
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of critics viewed urban renewal as a venture driven primarily by powerful economic 

forces.49 

While a number of private and governmental initiatives made solid strides in 

preserving America’s built environment prior to WWII, a watershed moment for the 

historic preservation movement arrived in 1963, with the very public, controversial 

destruction of New York City’s Pennsylvania (Penn) Station. At the same time Penn 

Station faced demolition, at least one city planning scholar mourned what he viewed as a 

technologically-driven modern building environment, suggesting that it was developing 

mindlessly:  

The traveler from Europe may with justice reprove us for being too hasty in our 
reliance on technology to solve everyday problems, or if he is from a developing 
nation … he may prayerfully hope that advancing technology in his own country 
will not produce an experiment like this one…. 
    Instead of placing man at the center of the American environment, we 
apparently have left it either empty or cluttered with waste. Not only are our 
creations without soul, but they seem to be aimless and without forethought.50 
 

                                                
49 Karolin Frank, Historic Preservation in the USA (Berlin  ; New York: Springer, 2002), 32, 41. Frank 
observes that urban renewal typically encompasses the relocation of businesses and people, the demolition 
of structures, and the use of eminent domain (government purchase of property for public purpose) as a 
legal instrument to take private property for city-initiated development projects. For a seminal work on this 
topic, see Jane Jacobs, The Death and Life of Great American Cities (New York: Random House, 1961). 
For a historical-legal perspective on urban renewal from the point of view of “blight,” see Colin Gordon, 
“Blighting the Way: Urban Renewal, Economic Development, and the Elusive Definition of Blight,” 
Fordham Urban Law Journal, January 31, no. 2 (2004), 
http://go.galegroup.com/ps/i.do?id=GALE%7CA119614356&v=2.1&u=txshracd2598&it=r&p=AONE&s
w=w&asid=a68d0d8e3d089f22b249693c8217f123. For a counterpoint to and complication of these 
perspectives on urban renewal, see Lizabeth Cohen, “Place, People, and Power: City Building in Postwar 
America,” Dean’s Inaugural Lecture, Radcliffe Institute for Advanced Study, October 25, 2012, 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=EtmS2ZtVbbc. 
50 Christopher Tunnard, Man-Made America: Chaos or Control? An Inquiry Into Selected Problems of 
Design in the Urbanized Landscape (New Haven; London: Yale University Press, 1963). 
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Hence from this mix of backlash at “soulless” architecture, and outrage over the 

destruction of the built artifacts that provided a physical and visual continuity with the 

past, came a powerful historic preservation movement.  

While public interest in the fate of Penn station came too late to save it, its sister 

station, Grand Central Terminal, dodged the wrecking ball. The Penn Station debacle had 

sounded an alarm. By 1965, public unease spreading primarily from elite circles of 

connected citizens prompted New York City to pass a law responding to “growing 

concern that important physical elements of the City's history were being lost despite the 

fact that these buildings could be reused.”51 The New York City Landmarks Preservation 

Committee, created by New York City law in 1965, designated Grand Central Terminal a 

historic landmark in 1967.  

On the federal front, the Johnson Administration’s Great Society initiative 

produced the National Historic Preservation Act in 1966.52 The expansive act included 

the National Register of Historic Places in an effort to accord greater importance to the 

preservation of monuments and buildings and to coordinate collaborative efforts between 

private and public initiatives.53 Within three years, between 1963 and 1966, efforts to 

                                                
51 The New York City Landmarks Preservation Committee, “About LPC.” 
http://www.nyc.gov/html/lpc/html/about/about.shtml. 
52 United States, National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as Amended through 2000 (with Annotations) 
(Washington, DC: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, 2000), 
http://purl.access.gpo.gov/GPO/LPS27528. 
53 For a complete list of sites on the Register see http://www.nps.gov/nhl/designations/listsofNHLs.htm. 
“Historic Places” is an inclusive term, including battlefields, houses, archaeological sites, churches, dams, 
etc. Signaling the interlinking forces of environmental and historic preservation, the Department of 
Transportation Act was amended on the same day as the National Historic Preservation Act. The 
Transportation Act declared that it is “the policy of the US Government that special effort should be made 
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preserve elements of New York City moved from the roster of relatively little concern to 

one of critical importance prompting enhanced local and national legislation. By 1976 the 

National Register of Historic Places included Grand Central Terminal. In 1978, after two 

decades of attempts to tear it down, both the New York State and US Supreme Courts 

upheld New York City’s claim to regulatory control of historic structures as a 

constitutional right. Grand Central would not be “lost,” nor would building in the 

airspace above the station be allowed.54  

With the backing of significant private investment, philanthropic historic 

preservation associations made headway at all levels of local, state, and federal 

jurisdiction. Increasingly, a win for the movement became a win for government. In the 

case of the National Historic Preservation Act, the federal government established that 

America’s future—spiritual and economic—would be built upon the nation’s historic 

heritage. The language of the act deviated dramatically from previous historic 

preservation laws.55 Never before had the federal government used the term “heritage” in 

                                                                                                                                            
to preserve the natural beauty of the countryside and public park and recreation lands, wildlife and 
waterfowl refuges, and historic sites.” Before the expansive National Historic Preservation Act became 
public law in 1966, the federal government enacted a number of historic preservation laws, beginning with 
the Antiquities Act (1906) and followed by the National Park Service Organic Act (1916), the Historic 
Sites Act (1935), the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act (1949), the National Trust for 
Historic Preservation (1949), and the Archeological and Historic Preservation Act (1960).  
54 For a synopsis of the various proposals to tear down (or build above) Grand Central Terminal between 
1954 and 1965 see The New York City Archive Project: http://www.nypap.org/content/grand-central-
terminal. 
55 The beginning of the act reads: “(1) the spirit and direction of the Nation are founded upon and reflected 
in its historic heritage; (2) the historical and cultural foundations of the Nation should be preserved as a 
living part of our community life and development in order to give a sense of orientation to the American 
people; (3) historic properties significant to the Nation’s heritage are being lost or substantially altered, 
often inadvertently, with increasing frequency; (4) the preservation of this irreplaceable heritage is in the 
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historic preservation law, nor had it previously declared the nation’s historic properties 

vital to community life and development. Moreover, America’s historical and cultural 

foundations—“ districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects significant in American 

history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture”— would provide secure 

touchstones toward the establishment of national values. The US, a progressive 

superpower, declared itself a country of exceptional historic, patriotic proportions.  

  

Heritage 

 The concepts and language of the environmental and historic preservation 

movements became increasingly normalized in the US during the 1970s as “heritage.” As 

this chapter attests, a range of forces converged to bring issues of heritage (and its 

conservation) to social prominence. While defined most particularly by Western 

European scholars and practitioners, heritage in the form of a “Heritage Movement” 

speaks to a “ubiquitous” phenomenon that breached borders.56 The US experienced its 

own flavor of the movement.  

                                                                                                                                            
public interest so that its vital legacy of cultural, educational, aesthetic, inspirational, economic, and energy 
benefits will be maintained and enriched for future generations of Americans. 
56 Lowenthal, The Heritage Crusade and the Spoils of History, 3. See also Laurajane Smith, 
Archaeological Theory and the Politics of Cultural Heritage (London; New York: Routledge 2004), 5. 
Smith points succinctly to a range of possible reasons for the increasing public debates of the 1960s and 
70s on the importance of heritage to Western societies. See also Robert Hewison, The Heritage Industry: 
Britain in a Climate of Decline, Methuen Paperback (London: Methuen London, 1987) and History and 
Heritage: Consuming the Past in Contemporary Culture, ed. John Floyd Arnold, Kate Davies, and Simon 
Ditchfield (Dorset, UK: Donhead, 1998).  
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Our understanding of the cultural conservation field and the momentum it gained 

beginning in the 1960s hinges in part on a complex notion of heritage, the discourse that 

surrounds it, and the omnipresent status it claimed in the US during this period. The field 

comprising cultural conservation (art, archaeology, library, archives, historic) leans 

heavily on the concept of heritage to name and promote its theory and practice.57 While 

heritage as a term and concept has become naturalized to the point that it connotes 

authenticity, it is in fact a fabrication, a mode of cultural production. 

Suggesting that neither history nor tradition ever claimed the omnipresent status 

that heritage does today, Lowenthal argues that much of what was previously referred to 

as tradition or history is now referred to as heritage. He teases apart the distinction 

between history and heritage: “History explains pasts grown ever more opaque over time; 

heritage clarifies pasts so to infuse them with present purposes.”58 Or as Barbara 

Kirschenblatt-Gimblett explains: “Despite a discourse of conservation, preservation, 

restoration, reclamation, recovery, re-creation, recuperation, revitalization, and 

regeneration, heritage produces something new in the present that has recourse to the 

past.”59  

Heritage also denotes something more emotionally collective (e.g. to a nation or 

group) and more immediate than “history.” With regard to moving image preservation, 
                                                
57 For a thorough untangling of the heritage framework vis-à-vis the history of moving image preservation 
in the US see Frick, Saving Cinema. Frick rightfully comments that the literature of the heritage studies 
field has been neglectful of the issues of film (and I broaden that to libraries and archives), focusing 
primarily on architecture, the fine arts, and monuments.  
58 Lowenthal, The Heritage Crusade and the Spoils of History, xi, xiii, 3. 
59 Barbara Kirshenblatt-Gimblett, Destination Culture: Tourism, Museums, and Heritage (Berkeley: 
University of California Press, 1998), 149-50. 
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Caroline Frick suggests that many contemporary analysts of heritage discourse speak to 

this uniting function and potential of the concept: “Oppositional, and even adversarial, 

interest groups can join together behind the rubric of heritage and its emotional, if 

indefinite nature.”60 Lowenthal expounds on the collective nature of heritage, which 

“passes on exclusive myths of origin and continuance, endowing a select group with 

prestige and common purpose.”61  

Glendinning discusses the critical importance to the heritage movement of what 

Cervat Erder calls the “semantic homogenization of values.”62 Terms such as “national 

heritage” connote sweeping, broadly scoped ideas about culture, promising inclusivity; 

despite provenance or date, almost anything could fall under its rubric. In the 1970s the 

term “heritage” began to permeate the mainstream press, entertainment media, and 

legislation, in turn imparting a general sense of importance to the collective cultural 

heritage fields.63 While Glendinning contends that the broadened scope of heritage gave 

the field a heightened self-importance, I add that, in the case of the US, the notion of 

heritage permeated the national mindset—at all levels of government and public daily 

life, imparting “it” status and attention as never before in the nation.64  

                                                
60 Frick, Saving Cinema, 15. 
61 Lowenthal, The Heritage Crusade and the Spoils of History, 128. 
62 Cevat Erder, Our Architectural Heritage: From Consciousness to Conservation, Museums and 
Monuments 20 (Paris: UNESCO, 1986). 
63 Glendinning, The Conservation Movement, 68. 
64 Lowenthal, “The Bicentennial Landscape: A Mirror Held Up to the Past,” Geographical Review 67, no. 
3 (July 1977): 253–67. Lowenthal speaks to this “mainstreaming” of heritage, urged in part by the US 
Bicentennial and its far-reaching commemorative fanfare.  
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Matthew Frye Jacobson speaks to the omnipresence of heritage, referring to the 

“roots” phenomenon that began to build as early as the 1960s as white individuals, 

African Americans, and a range of ethnic groups sought identity distinction in the 

homogenized melting pot of Cold War modernity: 

The roots motif in American culture has never again been quite as conspicuous as 
it was in the 1970s, a decade that opened with Fiddler on the Roof, then passed 
through Roots, The World of Our Fathers, and the heritage projects of the 
bicentennial, before rolling down the curtain with The Harvard Encyclopedia of 
American Ethnic Groups.65 

 
Accompanying the powerful mantra of anti-modernism, the search for ethnic identity 

sought a remove from the homogenizing forces of anything “mass” and post-industrial in 

modern America. Inarguably, as a book and mini-series read and viewed by millions in 

the US, Alex Haley’s Roots became idiomatic for ethnic heritage preservation writ large. 

The journeys taken to discover ethnic roots can be viewed as sentimental, yet there is no 

denying that the personal and collective heritage inherent in the concept of genealogy 

played powerfully in the minds and hearts of Americans. As Frye Jacobson suggests, 

concurrent with the power personal and collective heritages, the Roots phenomenon was 

just as much a national “trip” that impacted “publishers, universities, research 

foundations, federal granting agencies, scholarly organizations, and the disciplines 

themselves.”66 It also furthered the capitalistic “heritage” enterprises of the US, and 

national exceptionalism writ large.  

                                                
65 Matthew Frye Jacobson, Roots Too: White Ethnic Revival in Post-Civil Rights America (Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard University Press, 2006), 312. 
66 Ibid., 42. 



74 
 

As we saw in the language of environmental and historic preservation legislation, 

heritage became a win-win for a range of stakeholders. Heritage tourism capitalized on 

American’s history by serving it up to those searching for the “real” history of the nation. 

Heritage tourism epitomized the ubiquitous nature of “heritage” in its range of inferred 

meanings, coopting the past as a commercial and educational enterprise. By the mid-

1960s, museum-villages had sprung up across the eastern part of the US. Annual visitor 

statistics approached eight hundred fifty thousand at Greenfield Village, and fell just shy 

of one million at New Salem State Park. Capitalist entrepreneurship ensued, guaranteeing 

that wholly fictitious “historic” environments would become part and parcel of America’s 

cultural heritage. Disneyland, constructed in between 1954 and 1955, represents an early 

example of a particularly American-flavored heritage-cum-entertainment invention. 

Financed by $17 million, Disneyland introduced visitors to “Main Street USA,” a slightly 

miniaturized version of a Midwest town circa 1900 that imparted a secure intimacy to its 

Cold War era visitors.67  

 

 

                                                
67 Glendinning, The Conservation Movement, 291. See also Steven Watts, The Magic Kingdom: Walt 
Disney and the American Way of Life (New York: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1997). Watts suggests that the 
official reason for the slightly smaller Main Street rested in Disney’s shrewd assessment of human nature. 
Smaller buildings immediately created for the visitor a comfortable, secure intimacy, setting the stage for 
the full Disneyland experience. Watts contends that Disney attempted to balance the modern and populist 
elements to produce what Watt’s calls a “sentimental modernism.” See also Jessie Swigger, “History is 
Bunk”: Assembling the Past at Henry Ford’s Greenfield Village (Amherst; Boston: University of 
Massachusetts Press, 2014). 
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Nationalism, Foreign Relations, and the Democratization of Culture 

 
Preserving the nation’s cultural heritage attracts numerous stakeholders with 

varying points of view on the meaning and import of the cultural record to their particular 

causes. The federal government clearly staked its interest in the 1960s and 70s, for 

example, in the environmental, historic preservation, and heritage movements as it sought 

to deter global annihilation, model national might, and inject “beauty” into the broad 

American landscape writ large through promotion and development of the nation’s arts 

and culture. The numerous laws passed to preserve heritage skyrocketed during these two 

decades. Between 1960 and 1979 alone, Congress passed eleven key federal statutes 

governing the preservation of historic (including ancient) property and cultural resources 

work.68  

The US’s preservation interests during the 1960s and 1970s stemmed in part from 

its interests in the foreign arena. During the Cold War, the federal government deployed 

“culture” overtly and covertly to fulfill its nation building interests at home and abroad. 

In the early years of the twentieth century, the US government only generally conceived 

the nation’s cultural assets important to its international interests. With regard to 

international diplomacy, deployment of heritage by the US government post-WWII 

                                                
68 US, National Center for Cultural Resources (US), and National Conference of State Historic 
Preservation Officers, Federal Historic Preservation Laws. Only six statutes are listed between the years 
1906 and 1959, with the last being in 1949. While statutes other than the eleven noted contain some 
elements pertaining to historic preservation and cultural resources work, the ones noted in this publication 
are considered by the National Park Service to be the most important. Official versions of all laws, 
regulations, executive orders, and standards are published in the Code of the Federal Regulations, the US 
Code, or the Federal Register. These are available online through the Superintendent of Documents, 
Government Printing Office, http://www.gpo.gov.  
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seems astonishing given the prior hands-off stance it took with regard to acknowledging 

the powerful role that cultural resources play in nation making and foreign relations.69 

For one, the US was wholly aware that it had little “culture” to tout that compared to the 

highbrow artistic, architectural, and literary achievements of other Western nations.70 

While unrivaled in its technological progress, the US lagged behind in projecting 

seriousness about its culture much less a unique style. In terms of promoting its 

burgeoning popular culture, however, by the early twentieth century the capitalist nation 

excelled. After playing to a crowd of ten thousand in Paris, France, in April 1889, 

Buffalo Bill’s Wild West show traveled across Western Europe countries to entertain 

thousands of viewers. America’s film industry inundated Europe (and its colonies) in the 

early twentieth century. Between 1909 and 1912, American-produced films accounted for 

sixty percent of Britain’s market.71 But at the turn of the century, a nation with relatively 

few libraries, museums, and architectural monuments lacked a prime “high culture” 

ingredient.  

                                                
69 My point here is not particularly to critique US motivations in using cultural diplomacy in international 
relations. Rather, I observe that cultural diplomacy came into use as part of a broader cultural phenomenon 
in the US. Moreover, my goal is to place it alongside the movements previously discussed in this chapter to 
demonstrate their collective impact on rhetoric, mindset, and legislation. Recent scholarly work on the topic 
of cultural exchange exemplifies post-national American studies approaches in that it questions the very 
idea of cultural diplomacy, critiquing it from an anti-statist, imperialist viewpoint. For a review of recent 
scholarship, see Harilaos Stecopoulos, “Telling America’s Story to the World,” American Quarterly 63, no. 
4 (December 2011): 1025–37.  
70 For a thorough discussion of the highbrow and lowbrow cultural constructs in the US see Lawrence W. 
Levine, Highbrow/lowbrow: The Emergence of Cultural Hierarchy in America, 1st Harvard University 
Press pbk. ed., The William E. Massey, Sr. Lectures in the History of American Civilization 1986 
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1990). 
71 Robert W. Rydell, Buffalo Bill in Bologna: The Americanization of the World, 1869-1922 (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 2005), 109-110, 120. See also Emily S. Rosenberg, Financial Missionaries to 
the World: The Politics and Culture of Dollar Diplomacy, 1900-1930 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press, 1999). 
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In terms of cultural development and exchange, the work rested primarily in the 

hands of private enterprise in the US prior to WWII. Carnegie, Mellon, Frick, 

Huntington, and Rockefeller monies began to boost the nation’s cultural resources. 

Increasingly, the US merged its burgeoning cultural resources with the range of other 

elements it used in pursuit of power. Emily Rosenberg refers to American economic and 

cultural expansion between the late nineteenth century and WWII as “liberal-

developmentalism,” an ideology that embodies the exceptionalist belief that America’s 

development experience should be replicated by other nations. America’s free enterprise 

system and support for free or open access for trade investment, combined with an 

uninhibited flow of information and culture could deliver its democratic, capitalist values 

to the world—including a social history to be modeled by other nations.72 Ideally, liberal 

traditions dictated that the federal government would not direct international economic 

and cultural exchange; “freedom” meant private control. The federal government’s job 

would be to protect private enterprise and stimulate and regulate American 

participation.73  

During the Depression decade, the US’s international cultural influence—as with 

its investment and trade—contracted dramatically. The world economy fractured under 

                                                
72 Emily S. Rosenberg, Spreading the American Dream: American Economic and Cultural Expansion, 
1890-1945, 1st ed., American Century Series (New York: Hill and Wang, 1982). Rosenberg defines liberal-
developmentalism by five major features: “(1) belief that other nations could and should replicate 
America’s own development experience; (2) faith in private free enterprise; (3) support for free or open 
access for trade and investment; (4) promotion of free flow of information and culture; and (5) growing 
acceptance of governmental activity to protect private enterprise and to stimulate and regulate American 
participation in international economic and cultural exchange.” 
73 Ibid., 204. 
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the weight of multi-national interest during WWI, and American internationalists’ hope 

for an emerging “international [i.e. Americanized] mind” faded. Beginning in the late 

1930s, the federal government began to assume a more active role in the cultivation and 

direction of international educational, scientific, and cultural exchange.74 But it was not 

until the US entered WWII that the government became directly involved in promoting 

American information and culture outside of the Western Hemisphere. Even as late as the 

1950s, however, the federal government debated whether culture should be an instrument 

of government policy or, to maintain its credibility and integrity, it should insulate 

American culture from government purposes and propaganda. While noble, this kind of 

high-minded thinking did not dissuade the government in the midst of the Cold War from 

employing a full arsenal of armaments—including cultural—to assert world dominance, 

thwart the spread of communism, and deter nuclear war.  

Unlike after WWI, the US sought supreme power in the second half of the 

century. The US and the Soviet Union built empires, although not of the same kind. 

While both nations continually wagged the nuclear warfare stick at each other, the US 

increasingly took the stance that it could foster world peace not just through political, 

economic, and military agents but also by educational and cultural means—as defined by 

concerns that involve “the development of knowledge and creative works—with 

scholarly research and scientific discovery, with the cultivation of the arts and 

                                                
74 Ibid., 202-203. Rosenberg cites Philip Coombs, who coined the term “the fourth dimension of foreign 
policy.” See Coombs and Council on Foreign Relations, The Fourth Dimension of Foreign Policy. 
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humanities.”75 This newline addition of what the government viewed as a more human-

centered focus on foreign relations became central to the Kennedy administration’s 

public Cold War strategy for building peace. While the government established its 

foreign policy goals, a combination of public and private monies carried them out.76 

Philip Coombs, appointed by Kennedy as the nation’s first Assistant Secretary of State 

for Educational and Cultural Affairs, reflected on this “new and more constructive 

dimension” to foreign relations, encouraging Americans that they could thwart nuclear 

annihilation by uniting with the federal government: 

The black headlines of crisis cannot rule us forever unchallenged. There must be 
something more that can be done by ordinary people, something not left to mere 
chance or solely in the hands of higher authorities. 
    What has been suggested here and much more will come to pass. The real 
problem is how to speed up the advance, for the sooner it happens the sooner we 
can all sleep more easily.77 
 

 
Much of this “cultural” Cold War took place covertly, not publicly. The US, through the 

Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), committed huge sums of money to a cultural 

propaganda program in Western Europe. The Congress for Cultural Freedom, run by the 

CIA from 1950 to 1967, operated with dozens of staff in thirty-five countries, and with 

ties to the US’s Ivy League universities (including their research libraries) and the 

nation’s wealthiest private philanthropic foundations. The mission was to move the 
                                                
75 Coombs and Council on Foreign Relations, The Fourth Dimension of Foreign Policy, 17. For more on 
the topic of Cold War foreign diplomacy see John Lewis Gaddis, We Now Know: Rethinking Cold War 
History. For a study of how US decisions affected ideas and socio-cultural outcomes in America and 
abroad see Berghahn, America and the Intellectual Cold Wars in Europe. 
76 Chapter four in particular will discuss the role of US public and private funding in the efforts to rescue 
damaged art and library collections after the 1966 floods that devastated Florence, Italy. 
77 Coombs and Council on Foreign Relations, The Fourth Dimension of Foreign Policy, 143. 
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intelligentsia—those associated with the artistic, social, and political development of their 

countries—away from Marxism and Communism, towards a view more in line with that 

of the US.78  

For its home front, a heightened interest in the nation’s arts and culture 

commenced at the highest level of government. The Kennedy administration’s 

commitment to highbrow culture in particular, combined with the Johnson 

administration’s Great Society initiative, can be viewed as a “softer” approach to 

domestic and foreign relations. Americans weary of hardline containment, the threat of a 

deadly war and pesticide poisoning, and the loss of a vanishing nature, could take heart in 

the nation’s “educational establishment, learned societies, and research institutes; the 

various academic disciplines and professions; … technical and other knowledge; … 

creative artists, writers and performers, … and the institutions through which they 

function; … in short, all our most creative brainpower, institutions, and achievements.”79  

As late as 1957, novelist William Faulkner, speaking before the American 

Academy of Arts and Letters, proclaimed: “(T)he artist has no more actual place in the 

American culture of today than he has in the American economy of today, no place at all 

in … the mosaic of the American dream.”80 Given that ninety-five percent of the 

museums in America were not founded until after WWII, it is no wonder that artists felt 

                                                
78 Saunders, The Cultural Cold War, 1-2. 
79 Ibid., 18-19. Coombs discusses the use of “educational” vs. “cultural” in his book, noting that the word 
“culture” is viewed by some as unmanly and, thus, unimportant. Thus Coombs “reluctantly” rejected the 
term “cultural component” for these reasons, opting to use “educational” as a broader umbrella.  
80 William Faulkner, Essays, Speeches & Public Letters, Modern Library pbk. ed. (New York: Modern 
Library, 2004).  
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disenfranchised and invisible. By 1961, however, the arts in all their American forms 

became more prominent. When the Kennedys moved into the White House in 1961, arts 

and culture—assuredly highbrow—assumed a role in American life and diplomacy. 

Jacqueline Kennedy, in particular, focused her attention on music, the visual arts, and the 

preservation of the White House. President Kennedy, while not as sophisticated as 

Jacqueline in his artistic tastes, clearly recognized the importance of the nation’s cultural 

and intellectual excellence to domestic and foreign relations. The White House regularly 

hosted writers, painters, poets, and musicians, and the news media covered each gala 

extensively. The historic restoration of the White House, a project undertaken by 

Jacqueline Kennedy, culminated in her guided tour of the White House on CBS. Airing 

on February 14, 1962, the show drew more than 80 million viewers, augmenting the 

Kennedy’s already strong national and international reputation as cultural tastemakers.81 

In spring 1962 President Kennedy created the position of Special Consultant on 

the Arts to advise him on areas of public policy that had an artistic dimension, such as the 

design of public buildings. The President’s endorsement of a report on the design of new 

buildings, which stated that federal architecture should represent a "visual testimony to 

the dignity, enterprise, vigor, and stability of the American government," exemplifies the 

Kennedy administration’s deployment of art and culture to model a strong, stable, and 

artistically sensitive nation to both the American people and to the world. The report, The 

                                                
81 John F. Kennedy Presidential Library and Museum, “The White House Restoration,” 
http://www.jfklibrary.org/JFK/JFK-in-History/The-White-House-Restoration.aspx. Mrs. Kennedy was 
awarded an honorary Emmy for her contribution to television. JFK used television extensively to convey 
his thinking on issues and to foster a sense of personal contact with the nation. 



82 
 

Guiding Principles for Federal Architecture, penned by Daniel Patrick Moynihan, stated 

that, "where appropriate, fine art should be incorporated in the designs [of federal 

buildings], with emphasis on the work of living American artists."82 

 

CONCLUSION 

 
With regard to cultural conservation, while the heritage movement had yet to 

make its mark, by the early 1960s “culture” had become integrated in the federal 

government’s Cold War arsenal, and high culture flowed in streams from the Kennedy 

White House to the nation’s citizens. America’s citizens were clearly ready for the 

nation’s new museum culture. In 1962, US museums attracted 200 million visitors; by 

1969, officials predicted an increase of another 100 million.83 Concurrently, as a 

prominent, lasting (and funded) symbol of the new importance of the arts and humanities 

to the nation, in 1964 President Johnson signed into law what would become the US’s de 

facto policy-making bodies on arts and humanities—the National Endowments for the 

Humanities and for the Arts.  

                                                
82 Daniel Patrick Moynihan, The Guiding Principles for Federal Architecture, Report to the President by 
the Ad Hoc Committee on Federal Office Space (Washington, DC, June 1, 1962), 
http://www.gsa.gov/portal/content/136543. 
83 American Association of Museums and Federal Council on the Arts and the Humanities, America’s 
Museums; the Belmont Report. A Report to the Federal Council on the Arts and the Humanities 
(Washington, DC, 1968), 17. President Johnson asked the Federal Council on the Art and the Humanities to 
recommend actions the federal government could take to relieve the financial strain on the nation’s growing 
museum infrastructure. This report is the outcome. The National Conservation Advisory Council, formed in 
1973, referred to the findings in this report to make the case for conserving the nation’s cultural heritage. 
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As with America’s museums, on the heels of WWII, the nation’s research 

libraries boomed with business, concurrent with the increasing emphasis on higher 

education. At the end of the academic year 1949-50, half a million degrees were awarded, 

seventeen times more than the 29,000 conferred in 1889-90. By 1947, some 2.3 million 

students were enrolled in over 1,800 four-year and two-year institutions.  Rapid and 

constant growth in the higher education system continued until around 1962.84  

The growth of academic library collections mirrors that of higher education. Few 

libraries collected broadly or deeply enough for serious research in the 1920s and 30s. 

However, as post-secondary educational institutions expanded dramatically, the growth 

of their library collections catapulted, both due to the growth of research output and the 

need to support growing areas of study and research.85 Concomitant with its funding of 

higher education, the government provided support for research libraries to build their 

collections. A number of federally funded programs, some of which were established by 

the Association of Research Libraries (ARL), ensued. For example, the Cooperative 

Acquisitions Project for Wartime Publications resulted in the purchase of almost two 

                                                
84 Christopher J. Lucas, American Higher Education: A History, 2nd ed. (New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 
2006). 
85 Kenneth E. Carpenter, “Toward a New Cultural Design: The American Council of Learned Societies, the 
Social Science Research Council, and Libraries in the 1930s,” in Institutions of Reading: The Social Life of 
Libraries in the United States (Amherst; Boston: University of Massachusetts Press, 2007), 288.  Research 
library holdings had been growing steadily since the turn of the twentieth century, and especially after 
WWI, when the US moved into a leading role in scholarly production. Carpenter argues that, at least to 
some extent, the motivations of scholars involved in collection building projects were linked to purposes of 
maintaining the traditions of Western culture and international peace. 
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million European books.86 The Farmington Plan, which commenced in 1948 and 

terminated in 1972, had as its goal the acquisition of foreign publications to make the 

research collections of the country as complete as possible with the minimum of 

duplication. Agents in each country acquired monographs and distributed them to the 

appropriate library. In the aftermath of WWII, when the US government scoured libraries 

for information to use in the war effort (and found little) there was an underlying 

assumption that the building of “comprehensive” library collections was a resource of 

value to the country’s democratic values, not just the parent institution.87  

Member institutions of the ARL have long been the dominant centers of graduate 

research and education in the US.88 In 1951, the average library collection held 893,567 

volumes. By 1985 the average library collection had increased to 3,178,962.89 The real 

growth in volumes added in research libraries occurred between 1951 and 1970, where 

added volumes tripled each year.90 Average total operating expenditures, salaries, books 

and periodicals, and binding costs increased on average twenty-two-fold during this same 

period.91 

                                                
86 Phyllis Dain and John Y. Cole, eds., Libraries and Scholarly Communication in the United States: The 
Historical Dimension, Beta Phi Mu Monograph, no. 2 (New York: Greenwood Press, 1990), 13. 
87 Ralph D. Wagner, A History of the Farmington Plan (Lanham, MD: Scarecrow Press, 2002), 61. 
88 The ARL was established at a meeting in Chicago in December 1932, by the directors of forty-two major 
university and research libraries that recognized the need for coordinated action and desired a forum to 
address common problems.  
89 Warren Frederick Seibert, National Library of Medicine (US), and Lister Hill National Center for 
Biomedical Communications, Research Library Trends, 1951-1980 and Beyond: An Update of Purdue’s 
“Past and Likely Future of 58 Research Libraries” (Bethesda, MD: Lister Hill National Center for 
Biomedical Communications, 1987). 
90 Ibid., 110. 
91 Ibid., 45. 
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Within this environment of national academic progress and the congruent growth 

and management of voluminous library collections emerged a dialogue focused on their 

conservation. For certain, the conversations and work had already begun.92 However, 

despite the mushrooming of collections—many containing international publications 

published with poor quality papers, inks, and bindings—named “conservator” positions 

in libraries and archives did not exist until 1964, nor was there any form of formal 

education available to build the field. As I document in the following chapters, the 

collaborations, research, and publications specific to the development of library and 

archives conservation as a field did not truly gain capital, in its broadest sense, until the 

ARL directors began to worry in the early 1960s about managing the “brittle” paper in 

their burgeoning collections. Their systems oriented, technological solutions (mass 

microfilming, deacidification, and storage) for preserving brittle collections dominated 

the national conversation about preserving library collections for decades. In chapters 

four and five, we witness the influence of a handful of directors of the largest and oldest 

ARL research libraries—and their links to funders—somewhat inadvertently became 

central to library and archives conservation attaining status as a field of study and 

practice.  

                                                
92 For a succinct albeit incomplete overview of what was evolving in the library conservation field from the 
mid-1950s through 1980 see Darling and Ogden, “From Problems Perceived to Programs in Practice." See 
also Maurice F. Tauber, Technical Services in Libraries: Acquisitions, Cataloging, Classification, Binding, 
Photographic Reproduction, and Circulation Operations, Columbia University Studies in Library Service 7 
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1954). For the earlier history (1876-1910) of preservation activity 
and concern in the US, see Higginbotham, Our Past Preserved. 
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As was the case for environmental and historic preservation, a particularly high 

profile moment brought the need for preservation of cultural resources to the attention of 

private and federal sources which, as we have seen in this chapter, had become aware of 

the need for conservation responses and had begun to seriously fund and legislate them. 

As library directors concerned themselves with the issues in their stacks, the field of 

conservation faced an international, high profile disaster. When in November 1966 the 

Arno River overflowed its banks to engulf Florence, Italy, the US was primed to join 

with an international cadre of governments and private concerns to rescue and restore the 

tens of thousands of books, manuscripts, and artworks damaged by a sludge-like mixture 

of water, mud, and oil. The comparatively “quiet” fields of fine art and library and 

archives conservation were positioned to lay siege to the seemingly insurmountable 

problems Florence’s collective cultural record faced. The intensive, multi-national, multi-

year collaborations among bookbinders, art restorers, librarians, archivists, and curators 

catapulted the broad field of cultural record conservation onto a more prominent stage—

not simply due to the publicity it garnered. Particularly important, a large handful of 

people called upon from the US to aid Florence’s libraries and archives returned home 

with new ideas about conservation theory and praxis. In an environment in which 

“conservation” and “heritage” were becoming increasingly culturally integrated—

politically, legally, and rhetorically—they began to make a case for educating 

conservators to work in libraries and archives.  
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Paul N. Banks was one of the experts who went to Florence. Before we turn to 

Florence in chapter three, in chapter two I introduce Banks as a young printer-binder 

who, during his time in New York City, between 1956 and 1964, identified with and 

learned from a small cadre of bookbinders. He found there the grass roots of book 

conservation, and witnessed the emergence of the first formal degree program in art 

conservation. The struggles Banks encountered during this period to define his career 

path and to gain the skill he desired motivated him to further define and professionalize 

the emergent field of library and archives conservation. His quest led him on a twenty-

year mission to establish formal educational opportunities for library and archives 

conservators. 
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Chapter 2: New York, New York: Paul Noble Banks Invents Himself 

 
 
“Once you got to New York you were sort of deculturated. You were already freer than 
you would have been at home because you were free from your background.”1  Calvin 
Trillin, 2001 
 
“Assuming that there were a certain market for good hand bindings … there is the 
problem of training craftsmen in this country. We have here nothing that even approaches 
a professional training course in extra binding as there is in most of the European 
countries.”2  Paul N. Banks, 1960 
 

Paul Noble Banks embodied complex qualities. His colleagues have described him as 

gentle, visionary, scholarly, single-minded, insatiably curious, generous, passionate, 

opinionated, arrogant, intransigent, and insufferable. Unquestionably, however, library 

and archives preservation conservators, administrators, and educators remember Banks 

for and credit him with establishing academic credentialing in their field. During his 

career he became one of the nation’s first conservators to head a conservation department 

in a research library, and in 1978, the first library and archives conservator to become 

president of the American Institute for Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works 

(AIC). In 1981 he assumed the helm as founding director of the first graduate academic 

venue in the United States (US) dedicated to educating professionals charged with 

ensuring the preservation of and continued access to the corpus of human thought and 

creativity embodied in the nation’s libraries and archives. When the first class of three 

                                                
1 Betsy Blankenbaker, New York in the Fifties, DVD (New York: First Run Features, 2001). 
2 Paul N. Banks, “A Controversial View of the Extra Binder in America,” Part Two: “Economic and 
Sociological Factors Threaten Survival of the Hand Bound Book; Lack of Training Abhorred,” Book 
Production, vol. 72, no. 4 (October 1960): 74. 
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conservator students of the Conservation Education Programs began graduate study in 

fall 1981 in the School of Library Service of Columbia University in New York City, 

Banks realized his long-time dream, one that had been foremost in his thoughts and had 

driven him professionally for twenty years.  

By the 1970s Banks was well known as a leader in the small but growing library 

and archives conservation community. Throughout the 1960s and 1970s he honed his 

thinking about the theoretical and philosophical underpinnings of library and archives 

conservation and the need for educating conservators to administer broad-based 

preventive and remedial measures to ensure the continued use of library and archives 

collections. Banks published in well-known professional library journals, and the 

proceedings of conferences and key meetings in which he participated record his thinking 

in its maturing stages.   

Little examined, however, is the nuanced evolution of Banks’ thinking on 

conservation, a process that began for him as early as the late 1950s. This chapter 

establishes Banks’ emergence in the field of library conservation during this period, and 

examines how he began to frame the field intellectually. I suggest that, in part, Banks’ 

personal struggles to define his career path and gain the kind of skills he desired led to a 

decades-long quest to establish formal educational opportunities for library and archives 

conservators. Accordingly, Banks’ professional life provides a continuous thread for 

examining and interpreting the field at a critical moment in its development. Because of 

Banks’ far-reaching networks through his early, long, and deep involvement in the field, 
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his work, thinking, and actions provide a crucial window to the world in which he 

operated. While we may never fully decipher the interplay of personal motivations that 

fueled his commitment to library and archives conservation, the somewhat scant record 

Banks left behind prior to his employment at the Newberry suggests that, while he 

developed a unique intellectual understanding of conservation, influential people and key 

events in his personal and professional biography intermingled to shape his thinking.  

While this chapter examines Banks’ youth and education, it focuses primarily on 

his early involvement in the budding field of library and archives conservation, from the 

time he arrived in New York City in 1956 through just after 1964, the year Lawrence 

Towner hired him as Conservator and Head of the Conservation Department for the 

Newberry Library in Chicago. In addition to examining Banks’ organizational and work 

affiliations, I emphasize his relationships with Laura Young and Carolyn Horton, early 

bookbinding teachers and mentors; Harold Tribolet, head of the Extra Bindery at R.R. 

Donnelley & Sons, Chicago; and Lawrence Towner, the Newberry Library director who 

hired Banks to create one of the earliest library collections conservation programs in the 

US.3  

  
                                                
3 Handcraft bookbinderies that did “fine” bindings for customers were sometimes referred to as “extra 
binderies.” In the case of R.R. Donnelley, which was established in 1921, the Extra Bindery produced one-
of-a-kind bindings by commission. In 1970 the R.R. Donnelley’s Extra Bindery’s department was renamed 
Graphic Conservation to include paper conservation and restoration, which had become an essential part of 
the work. For a glimpse into the early philosophy of the Donnelley’s Extra Bindery, see R.R. Donnelley & 
Sons Company, A Rod for the Back of the Binder: Some Considerations of Binding With Reference to the 
Ideals of The Lakeside Press (Chicago: Lakeside Press, 1928). The last page of this book speaks to the 
preservation impetus of the bindery’s work: “This book has been written to turn your eye from the false 
front, brilliant exterior, to the question of construction and wearing qualities, the things that cost a great 
deal and can only be appreciated by the initiated.” (32)  
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NEW YORK CITY 

 Paul Banks was born in Montebello, California in 1934. An only child, Banks’ 

parent’s divorced when he was young. He moved to Colorado with his mother, who died 

when Banks was a teenager. After her death, he moved back to California to live with his 

father. Banks graduated from South Gate High School, South Gate, California, in 1952. 

During this time in California, he held after-school jobs in local print shops. His formal 

training in printing began at Compton College in California, where for a year he took 

printing and design courses.4 By the end of his teenage years, Banks was somewhat 

estranged from his father.5 He applied and was accepted to the printing management 

program at the Carnegie Institute of Technology in Pittsburgh (now Carnegie Mellon 

University), and he left California for good.6 After matriculating at Carnegie Tech for 

three years, in May 1956, Banks moved to New York City. 

It is unclear why at age twenty-two Banks chose to move to New York. At a time 

when the American Psychiatric Association labeled homosexuality a mental illness, and 

anti-homosexual laws of the 1950s reflected those of Nazi Germany, Banks like many 

young gay men, may have been drawn to the accepting society of the Lower East Side, 

                                                
4 Pilette, “Banks, Paul Noble (1934-2000),” 19. 
5 Banks rarely discussed his childhood or teenage years with friends and colleagues. Even the people 
closest to him know very little about this period in his life.  
6 Pilette, “Banks, Paul Noble (1934-2000),” 19. Since its founding in 1900 by industrialist and 
philanthropist Andrew Carnegie, what is now Carnegie Mellon University (1967 to present) went through a 
number of name changes during the twentieth century: Carnegie Technical Schools (1900 to 1912) and 
Carnegie Institute of Technology (1912 to 1967). Carnegie Technical Schools has been frequently referred 
to as Carnegie Tech. The record is quiet on why Banks did not finish his degree at Carnegie Tech 
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and the relative anonymity the huge, diverse city offered.7 In the 1950s, young writers, 

artists, intellectuals, and musicians lived in what came to be known as the East Village, 

fleeing “the sameness of life” typified by middle-class America in the 1950s.8 Banks 

lived at 616 East 9th Street for the next eight years, in a tenement building flat one block 

from Tompkins Square. In New York, he encountered people who understood and 

embraced him and who influenced his development. 

Having completed three years of study at Carnegie Tech, he was keyed into the 

work possibilities to be found in the city’s vibrant publishing environment. Moreover, he 

could further his interests in fine printing and bookbinding due to the relative wealth of 

hand printers and binders in New York. It is unclear, however, if Banks knew much about 

the craft bookbinding community’s long history in the city. Whatever motivated him to 

leave school and move to New York, he landed there penniless and searching for work.  

He soon found a job at George McKibben & Son, a book manufacturing 

firm/factory on the waterfront in Brooklyn. Throughout his late teens and early twenties, 

it seemed that he was destined to be a printer, though the alliance of printing and hand 

bookbinding began for him at an early age. As a young boy the linotypes and big printing 

presses in the small town newspaper office where his aunt worked as a reporter had 

fascinated Banks. One Christmas he received “a really crumbly old, so-called printing 

press that you put little rubber type in slots and lock them around a drum and you could, 

                                                
7 William N. Eskridge, Jr., Dishonorable Passions: Sodomy Laws in America, 1861-2003 (New York: 
Viking Adult, 2008), 107. 
8 Blankenbaker, New York in the Fifties. 
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in fact, sort of print with it.” It was in his early teens when he first dabbled in 

bookbinding. Having come across an article on how to bind a book, he improvised some 

equipment and bound a few issues of some personal magazines. Banks later recalled with 

vivid memory that the binding was “ghastly, but it’s mercifully long since disappeared.”9 

Stemming from strong impulses to be able to do things himself and to carry them 

all the way through—characteristics that defined him throughout his life—Banks became 

increasingly taken with the hands-on aspects of printing and binding in his later high 

school years. Concomitant with his interest in hands-on production—non-mechanized, 

pre-industrial era skills and processes—he was drawn to the aesthetic aspects of fine 

printing and book making. Ralph T. Bishop, Banks’ print shop teacher in the Laboratory 

School of the State Teachers College in Greeley, Colorado, introduced Banks to fine 

press books. To the young teenager, Bishop exemplified a commitment to fine, letterpress 

typography, a painstaking, esthetic undertaking, and to overall quality that resonated with 

Banks’ sensibilities. He later credited Bishop with being an extremely important 

influence in his life.10 

After graduating from high school, Banks entered Compton Community College 

where he took courses in printing and design.11 Within two years, Banks left California 

and moved to Pittsburgh to begin coursework at the Carnegie Institute of Technology in 
                                                
9 Banks, interview by Ellen McCrady. 
10 Banks, interview by Ellen McCrady.  
11 Established in 1927 as a component of the Compton Union High School District, in 1950 Compton 
Community College separated from the high school district and a new college was constructed at 1111 E. 
Artesia Boulevard, where it stands today. In 2006 Compton became associated with El Camino College, 
Compton, California. El Camino College Compton Center. “History of El Camino Compton Education 
Center,” http://www.compton.edu/campusinformation/CampusHistory.aspx. 
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their School of Printing Management. In the earlier years of the twentieth century, the 

School housed The Laboratory Press, a fine letterpress that operated from 1923 to 1935. 

Banks knew of the press, had been drawn to the school because of it, and held hopes of 

reviving its operation—an ambitious goal for a relatively inexperienced young student 

just out of high school. Banks noted years later that he learned soon after he arrived in 

Pittsburgh that the faculty considered Porter Garnett, the faculty advisor for the press, an 

“aesthete,”—a derogatory attribution in a male-dominated school oriented to producing 

managers for the modern, industrialized publishing world.12 Banks did work with 

Garnett, and he credits him and Garnett’s students with helping him with his research for 

his term paper for Advanced Composition. This term paper remains the only 

documentation of Banks’ schoolwork at Carnegie Tech. It provides a particularly clear 

lens into his affinity for and identification with the handcrafts of printing and 

bookmaking. “The Role of the Hand-Press Today,” hand typeset and printed on 

handmade paper by Banks at the Hand-Press Workshop at Carnegie Tech in May 1954, 

begins: “The purpose of this paper is to try to give a clear perspective of the importance 

of the hand-press today. Several other printers, of far greater stature than I, have written 

on the hand-press, but it seems to me that all of them have failed to give the complete 

picture.” Then, confidently, he proceeded to criticize Garnett, saying, “I feel that Porter 

Garnett, the artist, has perhaps placed too much emphasis upon the importance of the 

hand-press, although he has done a commendable job in furthering the use of this tool for 

                                                
12 Banks, interview by Ellen McCrady. 
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the type of work to which it is adapted.” Most telling, however, in terms of our 

understanding of Banks’ development, was his desire to elevate—to clarify 

philosophically and technically—what he saw as the role of handcraft work in a highly 

mechanized society.  

Upon culture, the hand-press is used to array the greatest works of literature in a 
suitable and durable setting. Perhaps, two thousand years from now, we shall 
study documents from this age, just as we study documents today which are 
nearly two thousand years old. They will have survived because they will have 
been printed on a rag paper, and because they were printed with a durable hand-
press ink. They will be a credit to our age.13 
 

While he acknowledged the critical role of mechanized printing, he proposed, for the first 

time in print, that handcraft is connected to the quality and, thus, the longevity of the 

printed artifact.  

At a time when very few fine presses existed in the US, Banks, who was 

beginning to emerge as a creative craftsperson, found himself both behind and ahead of 

the times. He wanted a college degree, but colleges and universities in the 1950s did not 

consider the pre-industrial skills of fine, hand set printing and hand binding academic 

subjects. People interested in learning these crafts took private or group lessons from 

amateur or trade crafts people.14 Carnegie Tech, on the other hand, with a curriculum 

emphasizing commercial printing and management, produced professionals for the 

publishing industry. While imperfect for his interests, Banks benefitted from the 

                                                
13 Paul N. Banks, “The Role of the Hand-Press Today” (School of Printing Management, Carnegie Institute 
of Technology, May 1954). 
14 The fine arts discipline might have presented a more logical path for Banks; the record does not reveal 
whether he considered that option. 
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curriculum. During his three years at Carnegie, he took courses in hand typography, 

monotype, and linotype type setting, various kinds of printing press work, design, and 

management.15 The printing and management skills he learned at Carnegie Tech would 

become critical to his future career in book conservation and, many years later, find their 

way into the curriculum in the Conservation Education Programs at Columbia 

University.16  

Though Banks found the work at McKibben & Son instructive, the mechanized 

factory work setting did not appeal to him, and he did not find personal affinity with his 

work colleagues, who perhaps were better adjusted to systematized work. Banks 

continued to look for other jobs in New York, with an eye on the publishing industry. 

Within a few months he accepted a job at The Viking Press as a book designer and 

production assistant, where between 1956 and 1959 he designed and saw into production 

some thirty to forty books. There he found a supportive department head, Knowlton 

Klick, who recognized Banks’ potential and looked after the twenty-two year old who 

later described himself during this work period as “not always the easiest or most 

obedient or docile employee possible.”17 Though Banks was proud of his work at Viking, 

the design process, which involved specifying the design on paper rather than creating the 

                                                
15 Banks, interview by Ellen McCrady.  
16 In 1960, three years after Banks left Pittsburgh, the Laboratory Press was re-established as The New 
Laboratory Press in the Department of Graphic Arts in Carnegie’s College of Fine Arts. Jack Stauffacher 
was the faculty advisor. The archives of the School of Printing Management are located in the Carnegie 
Mellon University Libraries. The finding aid can be found at 
https://libwebspace.library.cmu.edu:4430/Research/Archives/UnivArchives/ead/PrintingMgmt.xml. 
17 Banks, interview by Ellen McCrady. 
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actual product, removed him from the physical making of the printed book, which 

frustrated him.18 

Fine printing and binding—systematic yet detailed creative processes—

harmonized with Banks’ intellectual temperament. Akin to his fascination with printing 

type arranged carefully in its wooden drawers, Banks imposed order on his learning, 

thinking, and work, as evidenced by his personal cataloging system for the carefully 

arranged holdings of hundreds of professional off-print journal articles and conference 

proceedings and large slide cabinet of images he used in his teaching and professional 

speaking. During his years in New York, Banks recorded notes about lectures and 

workshops he attended, books he read on bookbinding, bindings he examined, and 

conversations with colleagues. He used brown, six-by-nine inch, clothbound, looseleaf 

notebooks with ruled writing sheets divided by subject tabs that he could easily carry 

with him.19  

In his first professional writing, “A Controversial View of the Extra Binder in 

America,” published in 1960 in Book Production, a publication of the book publishing 

trade, Banks reveals his systematic nature—and an opinionated and plucky twenty-six 

year old.20 In an attempt to clarify the work being done in America by binders, then 

                                                
18 Ibid. 
19 These notebooks are held in Banks’ papers in the Briscoe Center for American History, the University of 
Texas at Austin. 
20 Book Production, in addition to a huge number of trade related advertisements, published wide-ranging 
information and short articles on the broad field of book production. In 1960-61, alongside articles on 
producing mass market paperbacks, surveys of paper cutters, and budgeting at university presses, emerge 
articles like Banks’ and another by Harold Tribolet, “Book Conservation in Europe” (March 1961), the 



98 
 

lumped in the broad category of “extra binder,” Banks defined four basic categories: 

commercial, institutional, semi-professional, and creative professional.21 While it is 

unclear exactly what he hoped to gain by publishing in Book Production, Banks would 

have been keenly aware of his audience. A widely read trade magazine, Book Production 

reached the library community as well as its primary audience, the book design, printing, 

and binding industry.22  

With this first article, published in a melting-pot trade publication, Banks 

appeared as an oppositional figure, thinking and writing against the grain of the 

mechanized, routine, and uncreative production of bound books. He minced no words in 

disdaining the kind of “lack of originality” among commercial binders. Concerned with 

book construction and aesthetic quality issues, Banks opined that the commercial binder 

“generally does a wide variety of work, including binding magazines in buckram, 

repairing family Bibles, and a certain amount of half or full leather bindings, which are 

often poorly constructed and if decorated, this is done in either nineteenth century taste or 

                                                                                                                                            
latter a talk Tribolet had presented to the Guild of Book Workers concerning his recent survey of libraries 
and binderies in Europe. 
21 Though extra binders designed and executed edition bindings and created unique design bindings for 
customers, the term “extra” binder was sometimes applied broadly to include “commercial” binding, which 
ranged the gamut of semi-mechanized buckram binding of journals for libraries to leather hand binding. 
22 In a 1963 issue of the Guild of Book Workers Journal, Carolyn Horton annotated the Guild library’s 
holding of Book Production: “Book Production Magazine is the trade journal of the bookbinding 
industry….  Earlier issues carried biographies of hand binders and articles on the technique and history of 
hand binding. At the present time there is still some material of interest to hand binders but its chief interest 
is in the picture it gives of developments in the mechanization of edition binding.” Carolyn Horton, “Book 
Production Magazine,” Guild of Book Workers Journal II, no.1 (Winter 1963): 39. 
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with no taste at all. They are usually characterized by lettering done with dreadful types, 

and, if extra special, a great deal of gold put on with no discernible rhyme or reason.”23 

 

 

Figure 1. Photograph of Banks as it appeared in Book Production 72, nos. 3-4 (August 
and October 1960) 

 

When Banks penned the article, he was designing books for Viking, taking 

multiple classes in bookbinding and calligraphy at Columbia University in the evenings, 

and engaging actively in the national Guild of Book Workers, based in New York City.24 

At this point in his development he elevates the creative professionals, “the people who 

are wholly professional in that they derive their livelihood from binding, and … who try 

                                                
23 Banks, “A Controversial View of the Extra Binder in America” Part One: “‘Commercial’ Binder 
Criticized for Lack of Originality; Library Binders, Semi-professionals & Skilled Professionals,” Book 
Production 72, no. 3 (August 1960): 51. 
24 Emblematic of Banks’ development of his craft skills during this period, after taking courses in 
calligraphy he began writing primarily in italic calligraphy, and continued to do so throughout his lifetime.  



100 
 

to make each book that they work on a unique example of craftsmanship and design.”25 

He went on to name five of the handful of such binders in America, including one of his 

former teachers at Columbia, Gerhard Gerlach, and Harold Tribolet, whom he greatly 

admired and, unbeknownst to Banks at the time, with whom he would work extensively 

in the near future.26 

Banks was deeply concerned with the generally unsound methods and materials 

used by many commercial binders who bound books and serials for libraries, a problem 

he would have observed firsthand during his work at McKibben and at Viking. In the 

second of his two-part Book Production article, Banks articulated the topics that came to 

define him: his regard for the binders who work in or for libraries, “burdened with 

administrative work” but who “struggle valiantly to keep our great libraries from falling 

apart,” and the lack of formal training for binders (“craftsmen”) in the United States.27 On 

the latter topic he laments: “We have nothing that even approaches a professional training 

course in extra binding as there is in most of the European countries. Two universities—

Columbia and U.C.L.A. offer courses in binding, and while in both cases the course can 

be repeated for no credit, they are basically four- or-five-hour per week courses which 

last one academic year. Moreover, most of the good binders who are at work now find it 

difficult to make time for teaching and for training apprentices.”28 

                                                
25 Banks, “A Controversial View of the Extra Binder in America,” Part One, 51. 
26 For example, Tribolet and Banks worked together closely in evaluating and recommending remediation 
measures to the cultural institutions whose holdings were damaged by the flood that devastated Florence in 
November 1966. 
27 Banks, “A Controversial View of the Extra Binder in America,” Part One, 51. 
28 Banks, “A Controversial View of the Extra Binder in America,” Part Two, 74. 
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With what we know about Banks’ interests and development by 1960, it makes 

sense that he would have been concerned in general with the quality of binding and, more 

particularly, with the problem of the survival of the hand bound book given the 

mechanization of the publishing and commercial binding industries. Why, however, at 

this early moment in his education as a binder, was Banks concerned with the lack of 

training programs in America? In part, the answers lie in his personal educational 

experiences, particularly in the industrial publishing motivation the program at Carnegie 

Tech embodied, and the effort he exerted to find hand bookbinding instructors. 

While at Carnegie Tech, Banks searched out bookbinding lessons in Pittsburgh. 

The first person he contacted, Tom Patterson, was unable to take students. Reece C. 

David, whom Banks describes as an old-line binder who followed in the tradition of 

producing “deluxe bindings” taught binding in his “bindery,” located in the bedroom and 

garage of David’s home. Banks joked later in life that David’s specialty, which entailed 

the inlaying of color plastic mandolin picks in fan-shapes in the cover of chrome-tan calf 

bindings, lacked in taste.29  

In New York, however, Banks found just the kind of learning environment he 

longed for. During his early years in the city, between 1956 and 1960, he took evening 

courses in Columbia University’s Graphic Arts program in the School of General Studies, 

where he studied bookbinding with Gerhard Gerlach and Laura Young.30 Gerlach, whose 

                                                
29 Banks, interview by Ellen McCrady. 
30 Having not graduated from Carnegie Tech, Banks also hoped to complete an undergraduate degree 
through Columbia, something he never attained.  
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craftsmanship Banks described as “stunning,” embodied the fine binding skills attainable 

through a serious educational program.31 Born in Germany in 1907, he completed a 

rigorous, seven-year course of study under Ignatz Wiemeler at the State Academy of 

Graphic Arts in Leipzig where in 1933 he attained a certificate and diploma qualifying 

him as a master of hand bookbinding. Like many British, French, and German binders of 

the early- to mid-twentieth century seeking a living and fleeing a war-torn Europe, he 

emigrated to the US in 1934 with his future wife, Katheryn Edwards, a young American 

who also studied at the State Academy. In 1945, he and his wife opened a home studio in 

Chappaqua, New York, where they worked as fine binders.   

Gerlach, who joined the Guild of Book Workers in 1939, was instrumental in 

instructing a new generation of binders, most who were women.32 Laura Young had been 

Gerlach’s student. Educated as a librarian in Columbia’s School of Library Service, she 

joined Gerlach in teaching in 1947, ran her own custom bookbinding business, and 

presided over the Guild of Book Workers, the national organization for the book arts, for 

nineteen years (1949 to 1952, and 1958 to 1974).33 Banks recalled at the end of his life 

that it was during these courses from Gerlach and Young that he “seriously learned how 

to bind books and bind them well.”34   

                                                
31 Banks, interview by Ellen McCrady. 
32 Laura S. Young, “Gerhard Gerlach,” Guild of Book Workers Journal VII, no. 1 (Fall 1968): 3, 8. 
33 “Laura S. Young: April 12, 1905-March 1, 1996,” Guild of Book Workers Newsletter 104 (1996), 
http://www.guildofbookworkers.org/resources/newletters/gbw104/gbw10404.html. Though Gerlach and 
Young shared the teaching of the binding course at Columbia, when Banks began matriculating, Young 
served as the primary teacher. Gerlach, who at that time lived in Upstate New York, taught intermittently. 
34 Banks, interview by Ellen McCrady.  
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Banks found a deep personal satisfaction from hand bookbinding, and determined 

to continue learning. He took private lessons from Young on weekend evenings, and 

earned a little money doing binding work for her. Banks admired Young for doing things 

that women were not encouraged to do at that time. She had constructed a bindery in the 

basement of a Columbia University building, where she installed workbenches that she 

acquired and reworked from old bowling lanes Columbia was throwing out. He also 

credited her as being “a closet genius” at rooting out collections of bookbinding 

equipment and tools owned by well-to-do women who took up bookbinding when it was 

fashionable to do so, some of which she then sold to Banks for practically no profit.35  

Banks’ frustration with his personal experience seeking binding skills was only 

part of his impetus for writing his Book Production articles. In his articles, Banks referred 

to the professional trade schools of European countries, questioning why these 

opportunities were not available in the US. Here he touched on a dilemma for people like 

Banks. The US university system increasingly bestowed the credentials for the 

recognition he sought for skilled work—professional status. Post-war America was 

hardwired to create new professionals in the areas of science, medicine, technology, 

business, and any number of professions associated with defining a new white-collar 

professionalism. His alma mater announced this transition in American higher education; 

in 1967 the Carnegie Institute of Technology joined with the Mellon Institute of 

                                                
35 Banks, interview by Ellen McCrady. Tom Conroy discusses the bookbinding lineage of US women 
binders in the early- to mid-twentieth century. Conroy, “Teaching Genealogies of American Hand 
Bookbinders.” 
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Industrial Research to become Carnegie Mellon University. Beginning in the early 1970s, 

Carnegie Mellon went from an Eastern technical school to a major American university. 

Signaling its new research emphasis and status in higher education, the university’s 

sponsored research budget soared from roughly $14.4 million in 1968 to $111 million in 

1988.36 In many ways, Banks ideas were counter-culture; he wanted the kind of Bauhaus 

education of an earlier time, and, ostensibly, he wanted a degree conferring professional 

status to binders who performed high-level work. 

In 1959, Banks left Viking. Dissatisfied but still interested in fine letterpress 

printing, he went to work as a typographer and production assistant for Clarke & Way, 

Inc., a small fine printing establishment. He did not get along with his co-workers, and 

left after nine months. By late 1960, Banks, who was still living in the Lower East Side, 

established a bookbindery in the bedroom of his small flat, where he did private design 

and binding work. Soon after, he opened a storefront at 616 East 9th Street with a young 

woman who was a printer.37 With help from colleagues like Young and Carolyn Horton, 

his new mentor, he established a workable bindery, where he took on freelance work as a 

book designer, binder, and restorer, work he continued until he left New York in summer 

1964.38  

                                                
36 Edwin Fenton, Carnegie Mellon 1900-2000: A Centennial History (Pittsburgh: Carnegie Mellon 
University Press, 2000), 219. Most of the 1988 research budget came from grants from the federal 
government. 
37 Unfortunately, I have not been able to learn the name of this person. 
38 Banks, interview by Ellen McCrady. Various versions of Banks’ Curriculum Vitae, found in his papers 
in the Center for American History, the University of Texas at Austin, have been critical to confirming 
educational and employment dates, as well as Banks’ teaching, publications, research, honors, and 
memberships. 
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THE GUILD OF BOOK WORKERS 

Throughout Banks’ years in New York, the Guild of Book Workers (GBW) 

played a prominent role in his life. To this day, the guild serves as the primary 

membership organization for people in the book crafts and trades. Founded in 1906, the 

GBW was established “to establish and maintain a feeling of kinship and mutual interest 

among workers in the several hand book crafts.” As Young noted, “at a time when 

mechanization was sweeping the book arts field” the GBW would “encourage the growth 

of the hand book crafts.” With words reminiscent of libertarian socialist William Morris 

and the Arts and Crafts Movement of the later nineteenth century, Young adopted the 

mantle of the oppositional nature of the hand book crafts in the early 1960s. Conversely, 

she used patriotic, democratic language to define the role of the craftsperson in America.  

The Guild still believes, as did its founders, that there is a responsibility among 
civilized people to keep alive the crafts which were and are the cradle of modern 
mass book production and therefore of our democratic culture. This belief is 
based on the demonstrable fact that in our society there is still a necessary and 
honorable place for the craftsman. He does not compete with the machine, for it 
cannot take his place. The machine cannot economically produce a fine binding, 
make a case for a first edition, cannot repair a rare book, write a calligraphic page, 
or decorate a single sheet of paper. Merely from the viewpoint of conservation of 
our cultural heritage as it has come to us in the written or printed word, the hand 
book crafts are daily becoming more essential, for if it were not for the skills of 
the binder and restorer many precious and beautiful things would be lost to us 
forever.39 
 

                                                
39 Laura S. Young, “The Functions and Purposes of the Guild of Book Workers,” Guild of Book Workers 
Journal, I, no. 1 (Fall 1962): 6-8. 
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At a time when everything new, machine made, plentiful, and plastic defined modern life, 

Young argued that a new place existed for the book worker in America. Conservation 

was part of that vision. 

The guild’s membership included a mix of professional and hobbyist 

bookbinders, illuminators, printers, calligraphers, papermakers, librarians, restorers, 

teachers, as well as designers of type, finishing tools, book covers, and bookplates.40 In 

1956, the guild had only seventy-three members. Young, a dominant figure in the New 

York bookbinding community, slowly rebuilt the organization during her presidency. By 

fall 1962, when the GBS published its first issue of the Guild of Book Workers Journal, 

the membership numbered 108. 

While the preponderance of members hailed from the New York City metroplex, 

the guild also drew participants from Canada, France, and Mexico, and had a good 

smattering of representatives from a range of the nation’s states and the District of 

Columbia. Banks described himself in the 1962 Guild Membership List as a bookbinder, 

calligrapher, designer, specialist in restoration and repair, and professional (versus 

amateur) teacher.  

At the time in the US, the line between “amateur” and “professional” in the hand 

binding trade did not depend on credentials earned in schooling—whether trade or higher 

education. The imprimatur of professionalism hinged on the individual’s determination to 
                                                
40 James Reid-Cunningham, “A Short History of the Guild of Book Workers,” Guild of Book Workers, 
http://www.guildofbookworkers.org/about/history.php. Note that members self-described their areas of 
work or avocation as part of their membership information. The membership list included in the first issue 
of The Guild of Book Workers Journal provides a key to the descriptive categories from which members 
could select at that time. 
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be known as such, and the binding community’s (in this case the GBW’s) 

acknowledgement and acceptance of the individual’s assertion of a level of knowledge 

and skills that warranted the claim of professionalism. More tangibly, the amateur versus 

professional status was determined by economics. An amateur undertook binding 

primarily as a leisure craft; a professional craftsperson bound books for remuneration.41 

In his 1960 articles in Book Production, Banks did not define “amateur;” he focused on 

delineating four categories of extra binders, “workers.” Unquestionably, Banks concerned 

himself with the professional class of binders and their educational opportunities, which 

spoke to their status in a workforce. 

Banks, a particularly active member of the guild, served on the Publicity and 

Library Committees, the latter of which he co-chaired in the early 1960s with Philomena 

C. Houlihan, an amateur binder and librarian. In addition to participating in guild 

meetings, he attended lectures and tours sponsored by the GBW, becoming closely 

associated with—and counted among—the people who in the 1960s and 1970s led what 

James Reid-Cunningham refers to as “a renaissance in bookbinding in the United States.” 

Banks, along with a handful of members, pushed at the edges of bookbinding toward “the 

development of book conservation as a field separate from traditional trade 

bookbinding.”42   

                                                
41 As I describe in note 55, British trade and craft binder defined amateur and professional differently. 
Chapter 3 further delineates these definitions. 
42 Reid-Cunningham, “A Short History of the Guild of Book Workers.”  
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It is difficult to exaggerate the importance of the relationships Banks forged and 

the richness of the learning opportunities in which he participated as a guild member. It 

was through the guild that he learned of Harold Tribolet’s work, and was exposed to 

lectures by hand binders and restorers such as Roger Powell, a renowned English binder 

who restored the Book of Kells for Trinity College, Dublin in the early-mid 1950s.43  

In the early 1960s, people working in the book arts and book restoration had few 

venues in which to publish. As craftspeople, few academic publications would have 

understood—or considered—their work. On the practical end, the industrial bookbinding 

market was more interested in new machinery and line work than one-off hand binding. 

And there was the question of which field to publish in. With no established schools in 

the US to educate hand bookworkers, where did the hand book crafts fit in trade or 

academic journals?  

The guild had become a hotbed for emerging interests in conservation and the 

new findings material science offered to the work of book restorers like Carolyn Horton, 

Laura Young, Harold Tribolet, and Banks. Where could this new interest in library and 

archives conservation find a voice?44 These professionals, many who held executive 

offices in the GBW, sought to share ideas and information among each other and with 

                                                
43 In a letter to Roger Powell dated January 25, 1965, Banks notes that “we all” enjoyed and profited so 
much from your visit here last spring. “It was a real pleasure to get to know you, to see some of your work, 
and to profit from a great deal of shop talk.” Box 7, folder 272, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative 
Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library 
Archives. 
44 Restaurator, an international journal for library and archives conservation, did not begin publication 
until 1969. Restaurator. International Journal for the Preservation of Library and Archival Material. 
Berlin; Boston: De Gruyter. 
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their guild colleagues. Following a longtime pattern for emerging professional fields, 

establishing a journal signaled a desire among the leaders of the guild to codify their 

work and knowledge.  

Feeling that their activities merited a more permanent record than the 

mimeographed reports and notices that had been distributed to members, the GBW 

decided in spring 1962 to begin reporting its activities in journal format. While the Guild 

of Bookworkers Journal was not academic, its articles on binding, fine printing, and 

conservation, alongside reports from various committees, reflected the nature and status 

of the “field” at that time.  

Banks served as the editor for the first issue, published in fall 1962. With co-chair 

Houlihan he reported on a new book obtained by the library, Gilding and the Making of 

Gold Leaf. Admonishing the publisher for his irreverence for (or lack of knowledge of) 

library practices, Banks pointed to the lack of “standards” he sought in his own work: 

“The worst flaw … is the lack of a proper title page; what one would assume to be the 

bastard title of the book, as it has only the title of the book on it, is in fact the title page....  

Mr. Barnes (whom we know to be the publisher from the letter he sent with the review 

copy) should have pity on the library cataloguers into whose hands this work will 

come.”45 Among other news notes, as chair of the Publicity Committee, Banks reported 

that he, “binder and restorer,” had begun “teaching three classes in binding in the Arts 

and Crafts Program of the Riverside Church in New York. He also teaches privately, 

                                                
45 Banks, “New Books,” Guild of Book Workers Journal, I, no. 1 (Fall 1962): 14-15. 
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maintains his own new hand bindery and works part-time with Carolyn Horton on her 

library maintenance projects.”46 By winter 1964, Banks reported that, in addition to his 

classes at Riverside, he taught private students twice weekly, and “that more and better 

commissions were coming to his shop.”47 These early teaching experiences foreshadowed 

a long career of formal and informal teaching, an aspect of his career that brought him 

great satisfaction.48 

In addition to taking bookbinding classes, teaching, and running his bindery, 

during his spare time Banks read numerous books on binding history and technique, 

taking copious notes.49 Some if not many of the books he read likely came from the 

guild’s library, which Banks and Houlihan began to build in 1960. Like the new journal, 

the establishment of a library symbolized the GBW’s move to establish itself more 

visibly as a unique, learned organization. With a launching donation of fourteen books by 

Guild members in fall 1960, the library grew to seventy volumes by winter 1963. They 

reported in the winter 1963 Journal: “Although still small, the collection now contains 

useful reference material and is the nucleus of a potentially important collection.”50 To be 

sure, it is highly unlikely that any other US-based institution at the time held in a single, 

integral collection the titles collected by Banks and Houlihan. 

                                                
46 Ibid., 19. 
47 Mary C. Schlosser, “Program Committee,” Guild of Book Workers Journal, II, no. 2 (Winter 1964): 19. 
48 Pilette, “Banks, Paul Noble (1934-1992),” 22. 
49 Notebooks with Banks’ notes, Box 33, Paul N. Banks Papers, Dolph Briscoe Center for American 
History, University of Texas at Austin. 
50 Banks and Philomena C. Houlihan, “Library Committee,” Guild of Book Workers Journal I, no. 2 
(Winter 1963): 16. 
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Taking their roles as Library Committee co-chairs seriously, in 1963 they issued a 

complete annotated list of the library’s holdings, half in the winter and half in the spring 

Journal issues. They reported: “The annotations have been made by members of the 

Guild Executive Committee, as indicated by the initials appended to each one. The 

committee realized that bookbinding and its conjugates, such as conservation and the 

quality of materials, are highly complex subjects, and that there are many approaches to 

the technique of binding. However, it feels that its collective experience in these fields is 

such that it can, through annotations, provide guides for beginners and less experienced 

amateurs and professionals. Although these might not be definitive, we know of no other 

source for such evaluations.”51 Undeniably, in 1963 there would have been no single 

source in the US for evaluative information on monographs treating the topics of the 

book arts and conservation; the hand bookbinding field at that time was small and 

relatively unknown except by libraries and a public outside of bookbinders—private 

collectors who commissioned special “extra” bindings, and collectors of the book arts. 

Furthermore, the concept of conservation was little understood within the bookbinding 

trade and craft. Book conservation was a fledgling (and decidedly minor) specialization 

loosely allied with the larger—and still young—art conservation field. At the time, 

paintings and sculpture conservators comprised the majority of the art-focused field. The 

major professional organization for conservation at the time, the International Institute for 

Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works (IIC), had just been founded in 1950 in 

                                                
51 Ibid. 
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Europe. The “American Group” of the IIC, which formed in 1958, did not become the 

American Institute for Conservation until 1972.52  

If the fuller conception of library and archives conservation had yet to take hold, 

that of book conservation began to take shape. The guild, with its educational mission 

and desire to foster knowledge in its broad field of interest, played a singularly important 

role in publishing emerging concepts and scientific and technological applications that 

would begin to define the field of book conservation in the US. Outside of primarily 

European book publications, in the early 1960s, the guild’s Journal was the primary 

source where American hand binders, book restorers, or conservators could read about 

new techniques or find information on scientific issues related to materials and processes. 

Professional literature emanating from the LIS field (Library Journal, American 

Libraries, Library Trends) published news and research on preservation topics such as 

library binding and paper deterioration, but these publications targeted library 

professionals, not binders and restorers who typically worked outside of the library. 

While binders and restorers were contracted by libraries to bind or restore collection 

materials, with rare exception, they were not members of the American Library 

Association nor privy to the academic study of librarianship.53 Though librarians 

                                                
52 In 1950, the International Institute for the Conservation of Museum Objects incorporated as a limited 
company in the United Kingdom. In 1959 the group’s name was changed to the International Institute for 
Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works (IIC). IIC held its first international conference in 1961 in 
Rome. Attended by 150 people, IIC published the conference papers in 1963. See International Institute for 
Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works, Recent Advances in Conservation, Contributions to the IIC 
Rome Conference, 1961 (London: Butterworths, 1963). The “American Group” was a regional group of 
IIC. 
53 Laura Young, who held the MLS from Columbia University, may have been a member of ALA. 
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acknowledged binders as possessing skills important to the fulfillment of the library’s 

mission, binders and restorers were outsiders—“vendors” in the same sense as the 

publishers and commercial binderies. And while a number of major libraries employed 

in-house binders and repair staff, they held non-professional ranks, performing their work 

in the hidden away corners.54 

 

ART CONSERVATION ENTERS THE ACADEMY 

Banks became increasingly interested in book restoration. He liked the challenge 

of adapting to the existing object, and the unpredictability of restoring a book as opposed 

to creating something new. He admired the fine binders, the “creative professional” 

binders he described in “A Controversial View.” Yet while he produced fine bindings, 

that process and style were not what motivated him professionally. At the time, the world 

of fine binding revolved around the upper crust of collectors and institutions that 

commissioned the design and creation of fine bindings for special monographic editions. 

A number of fine binders came from the upper classes; Banks, who until that point in 

time had spent his educational and work years in the craft and technical aspects of 

printing and the book arts, may not have been particularly attracted to the higher brow 

associations of fine binding. Nor was he attached to a realm where artistic design 

trumped the actual functioning of a binding. It was the architecture of the binding that 

facilitated the reading, housing, and preservation of a book’s contents. Had he the 

                                                
54 Commercial binderies, as Banks noted, also employed hand binders/restorers in their operations. 
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opportunity at that point in his life, he may have felt more affinity with the English craft 

hand binders of the period who often achieved profound skills through education in art 

colleges, such as the Royal College of Art or the Central School of Arts and Crafts in 

London.55 Moreover, his work at McKibben and at Viking made him keenly aware of the 

mass-produced book product, which in the face of larger profit margins had increasingly 

declined in quality. And as soon became clear to him, the challenge of maintaining 

masses of volumes for use now and in the future engaged him intellectually far more than 

individual custom bindings—or perhaps even individual restorations—prevalent at the 

time.  

                                                
55 Conroy, “Teaching Genealogies of American Hand Bookbinders,” 13-14. In 1966, when the Arno burst 
its banks and flooded Florence, Banks would work with a number of the very best English craft (e.g. Peter 
Waters and Roger Powell) and trade binders (e.g. Anthony Cains), with whom he found great intellectual 
affinity. Since I will again refer to British trade and craft binders in chapter three, it is important to 
understand the “disciplinary” distinctions between the two types of binders. While book conservation 
sometimes allies its “craft” and, to some extent, its philosophical bases to those of the Arts and Crafts 
Movement, the craft aspects of book conservation descend from a combination of English trade and craft, 
and German influences. As Conroy explains the training, from the turn of the twentieth century until 
sometime in the 1960s, British hand binders were of two distinct categories, “trade” and “non-trade.” The 
former were trained through apprenticeships in large firms, “sometimes with additional pre-apprenticeship, 
day-release, or high-school courses in art or technical schools; as students they worked toward the City and 
Guilds of London Examinations.” Non-trade binders, who were referred to as “amateur” binders by the 
trade, descended from the Arts and Crafts Movement. They “were trained primarily in full-time art schools, 
often after a thorough education, and as students they worked … toward the National Diploma in Design 
Examinations; non-trade binders normally did both the forwarding and finishing of their own books. The 
non-trade binders were far more articulate, and their grasp of principles and design was sometimes 
superior; in consequence, the trade binders have been seriously underrated in print, despite their great skill 
and sometimes profound knowledge. The distinction between trade and non-trade training began to break 
down in the 1960s, with the demise of trade hand binderies large enough to train apprentices and with 
changes in the national examination structures, changes that discouraged the teaching of binding—indeed, 
all of the crafts—in art and technical schools.” Conroy explains that the distinctions between the two 
training paths were at times blurry, with craft binders teaching in trade schools, and within at least one 
school (Camberwell School of Arts and Crafts), the focus shifted between trade and non-trade. For 
example, Don Etherington trained from his youth as a trade binder but went to work for Roger Powell, a 
craft binder. 
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In 1960, the field of art conservation took a critical step toward establishing itself 

as a distinct profession and academic area of study in the US, and Banks was in the right 

place at the right time to witness the emergence of the first formal graduate education 

program in the field. In fall 1960, with financial support from the Rockefeller 

Foundation, New York University’s Institute of Fine Arts opened its Conservation Center 

(NYU IFA-CC), which at the time consisted of a modest laboratory in the cellar and sub-

basement of the James B. Duke House at 75th Street and Fifth Avenue, a few blocks 

away from the Metropolitan Museum of Art. The Center’s faculty of two, Research 

Associate Lawrence J. Majewski and Visiting Scientist Edward Sayre, ushered in the first 

class of five students.56  

The new program took the conservation of works of art to a new level of study 

and practice in the US. In contrast to the trade restorer’s method of applying standard 

treatments to all objects and problems, the new program educated professionals to 

approach each cultural object and its distinctive physical and chemical issues. As 

proposed, the curriculum included a combination of art historical study, scientific 

training, and hands-on conservation experience; research and study determined the 
                                                
56 According to the NYU IFA-CC website, “In the late 1950s, when the Fogg Museum at Harvard 
University ceased to accept apprentices, no opportunities for formal academic training in conservation 
existed in North America. To foster the idea of a training program under the jurisdiction of a university, 
Sheldon Keck suggested to Craig Hugh Smyth, director of NYU’s Institute of Fine Arts, that the school 
consider introducing coursework in art conservation. As the Institute’s mission was to provide graduate 
education in art, archaeology, and museum training, conservation seemed a logical addition to its 
curriculum. A conference that included lectures by Carolyn and Sheldon Keck, conservators at the 
Brooklyn Museum, was sponsored by the Rockefeller Foundation to explore the prospect of conservation 
education. The outcome was a statement justifying the need for such a program. The statement convinced 
the Institute of Fine Arts to move forward and provided a compelling argument for funding.” See New 
York University, Institute of Fine Art, Conservation Center, “History of the Center,” 
http://www.nyu.edu/gsas/dept/fineart/conservation/history.htm. 
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solutions to conservation problems. The center grew quickly. In September 1961, 

Sheldon Keck joined the staff as director, and two professors of conservation science, Dr. 

Seymour Lewin and Dr. Jane Sheridan, were hired.57 

While it remains unclear how much Banks knew at the time about the particulars 

of the NYU IFA-CC and its curriculum, he did know several individuals involved with 

the center. Phoebe Dent Weil, a student in the first class, worked with Banks in 1961 on a 

project at the Grolier Club. At the same time, she also worked for Caroline Keck studying 

paintings conservation. No doubt at some point they discussed the new program.58 By 

summer 1963, Banks met fine binder and book restorer Harold Tribolet, paper 

conservator Marilyn Weidner, and her husband, painter and teacher Roswell Weidner at 

the Keck’s summer conference in 1963 in Oneonto, New York. It is possible that Banks 

met art conservators Sheldon and Caroline Keck there for the first time, though he would 

have known about them through Horton and Dent Weil. His notes indicate that he may 

have met them a few months earlier when he attended a lecture at the IFA-CC presented 

                                                
57 “History of the Center,” http://www.nyu.edu/gsas/dept/fineart/conservation/history.htm. Visiting 
Scientist Robert Feller succeeded Sayre in the spring term 1961. 
58 Phoebe Dent Weil, telephone conversation with author, February 18, 2010. Dent Weil worked part-time 
on the Grolier project in fall 1961 and spring 1962. She and Banks shared many conversations about the 
project. She had been working for Caroline Keck, who referred her to Horton for additional work. Dent 
Weil also took a course from Laura Young in her Columbia University workshop. Dent Weil noted that she 
and Horton had something in common as alums of Wellesley College. Horton later commented on the 
Wellesley connection, noting that Edith Diehl (an American who trained with Douglas Cockerell, an Arts 
and Crafts English binder, among others), Hope Weil (book conservator), Betsy Palmer Eldridge (book 
conservator), and Mary Todd Glaser (paper conservator) were all Wellesley alums. Horton recalled that 
Wellesley had “superb” science and art courses; the latter included instruction on the use of various art 
media. Carolyn Horton, Fifty Years of Conservation: The Personal View (American Institute for 
Conservation Annual Meeting: Toronto, Canada, 1979); Winterthur Library: Joseph Downs Collection of 
Manuscripts and Printed Ephemera, Col. 745, Series 11, Box 1. 
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by George Stout, a seminal figure in the modern field of art conservation, and then 

director of the Isabella Stewart Gardner Museum in Boston, on April 24, 1963.59  

Given the extent of his interests, Banks may have read the 1958 Brooklyn 

Museum Bulletin, in which Sheldon Keck published, “An Education in Art 

Conservation.” In this article, Keck carefully distinguished between the terms restoration 

and conservation. He redefined the role of the conservator, and noted that “(a) few years 

ago a conservator was called a restorer, and before that he was either a framer, whose 

clients asked him to freshen up their paintings, or he was a disappointed artist who could 

not make a living at his art.”60 What is certain is that later in his career, Banks would 

refer time and again to the mission of the Conservation Center; its intellectual structure, 

faculty, and curriculum modeled what an academic conservation program in library and 

archives might be.  

By the late 1960s, Banks’ writings reflected how deeply Sheldon Keck’s 

philosophy of conservation education resonated with his own. Banks, “in an attempt to 

establish the scope of book conservation,” referred to a talk Keck presented at the first 

international IIC conference in 1961 in Rome. In his paper, Keck introduced the concept 

of the engineer in conservation. Banks praised Keck, “whose credentials as an art 

conservator and educator of art conservators place him in the top rank of that profession,” 

and paraphrased his IIC talk: “Conservation may be … described as a concept including 

                                                
59 Notebooks with Banks’ early notes (notebook titled “History”), Paul N. Banks Papers, Dolph Briscoe 
Center for American History, University of Texas at Austin, Box 33. 
60 Sheldon Keck, “An Education in Art,” Brooklyn Museum Bulletin, vol. 19, no. 3 (1958): 3-9.  
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(a) ‘preservation – namely, action taken to prevent, stop or retard deterioration – and (b) 

‘restoration’ action taken to correct deterioration and alteration.”61 NYU’s Conservation 

Center and its faculty had a significant impact on Banks and, consequently, on the field 

of library and archives conservation. 

 

CAROLYN HORTON AND ASSOCIATES 

By 1962, Banks, an earnest, eager learner and an active teacher and collaborator, 

had become increasingly central to the dynamics of New York City’s vibrant, growing 

book arts community. Through his membership in the GBW he came to know Carolyn 

Horton, who had a profound influence on his professional growth. Horton, an active guild 

member throughout the 1960s, moved to New York City from Chicago in 1958, 

establishing a bindery/conservation studio in her family’s Chelsea brownstone at 430 

West 22nd Street. Carolyn Horton and Associates began on a single floor; in time it 

would occupy three of the four floors of her home. Over the twenty-seven years she was 

in business, Horton restored book collections for institutions large and small, prestigious 

and less known, in New York, Chicago, and Washington, DC. With her staff, Horton 
                                                
61 James A. Henderson, Robert G. Krupp and Banks, “The Librarian as Conservator (with Discussion),” 
Library Quarterly 40 (1970): 193. See also Sheldon Keck, “Training for Engineers in Conservation,” in 
Recent Advances in Conservation, 199-201. In his paper (presented in 1961), Keck noted that conservation 
had already been defined in 1950 by the Articles of Association of IIC: “Conservation is defined as ‘any 
action taken to determine the nature or properties of materials used in any kinds of cultural holdings in their 
housing, handling or treatment, any action taken to understand and control the causes of deterioration and 
any action taken to better the condition of such holdings’, and directly following is the statement that ‘the 
word “conservator” shall be construed accordingly.’” Keck, however, equates conservators and restorers in 
his paper (perhaps due to the audience he was addressing, which was primarily European). In 1958 he very 
carefully delineated the differences between the terms, noting that “conservation” had replaced 
“restoration.” Sheldon S. Keck, “An Education in Art,” Brooklyn Museum Bulletin 19, no. 3 (1958): 4.  



119 
 

cleaned and refurbished private collections onsite, as well as those of art dealers and 

private rare book collectors who sought her services.62 Banks knew of Horton’s work and 

her reputation as an ingenious book restorer. For many years she presided as chair of the 

Guild’s Supply Committee, writing committee reports for the Journal that discussed the 

technical and scientific aspects of materials used in bookbinding and restoration.63 

 

Figure 2.  Carolyn Horton in front of her brownstone, summer 1971. Photo courtesy of 
Merrily Smith. 

                                                
62 Palmer Eldridge, “Paul Banks,” in Tributes Delivered at the Grolier Club on January 22, 2001 in 
Memory of Paul Banks, 2001. 
63 Guild meeting minutes attest that Banks and Horton were frequently at the same meetings and lectures. 
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Like all bookbinders cum conservators of the time, Horton found her way to book 

conservation through bookbinding. She dabbled in bookbinding during her youth, when a 

high school teacher encouraged her to bind a story that Horton wrote and illustrated. Her 

teacher also gave her a book on bookbinding: Douglas Cockerell’s Bookbinding and the 

Care of Books, a classic in the field.64 As was the case with many of her European 

counterparts, she learned her trade and craft through a mixture of schooling and 

apprenticeships. In 1929, at the age of twenty, she and her first husband moved to 

Vienna, where she studied bookbinding ten hours each week at the Women's Academy of 

Applied Arts from 1929 to 1930. At some point she also studied bookbinding in Canada 

in the School of Applied Arts, where her teacher’s primary interest was in the structure of 

the book, as opposed to the decorative elements.65  

When Horton and her husband returned to the States, she went to work with 

Albert Oldach in Philadelphia, a prominent German binder of the time. As the Depression 

deepened, Oldach hired her to manage his office and clientele. Oldach held to old school 

gender divisions in binding work. Hence Horton worked with his assistant, a “forwarder,” 

                                                
64 Douglas Cockerell, Bookbinding, and the Care of Books; a Handbook for Amateurs, Bookbinders & 
Librarians. With Drawings by Noel Rooke, and Other Illustrations, Artistic Crafts Series of Technical 
Handbooks (New York: D. Appleton and Co, 1910). 
65 Horton, Fifty Years of Conservation: The Personal View. Note: In this section about Horton, I combine 
her written talk with an audio-recorded version of this presentation, in which she comments beyond the text 
of her typewritten speech. This audio recording is held in the author’s research files. See also Palmer 
Eldridge, “Carolyn Price Horton, 1909-2001,” Abbey Newsletter 25, no. 5 (February 2002). Note: This 
latter work contains a few factual errors. 
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doing the work traditionally assigned to women: taking books apart, reinforcing the paper 

folds, mending leaves, and re-sewing the textblocks.66 In Oldach’s shop, Horton 

experienced the conservation issues associated with mechanized book production. She 

found that “carton and carton” of the books that arrived in Oldach’s studio were in very 

poor condition, and she began to visit the library at the University of Pennsylvania 

several evenings each week to “read everything that had ever been written about the 

conservation of books.”67  

Horton went on to establish a private practice in Philadelphia during the 1930s. 

Over the course of eight years, she and her assistants treated collections in the 

Philadelphia College of Assistants and the Academy of Natural Sciences, among other 

institutions. Chiefly, however, she did conservation work for the American Philosophical 

Society between 1935 and 1939, primarily on the Benjamin Franklin Bache papers. In 

1939, Horton moved to New Haven when her second husband undertook doctoral studies, 

at Yale University. Yale hired Horton as a “restorer.” She moved her own equipment into 

a workroom they created for her in the library, and went to work on “marvelous” books 

for the next four years. In the remaining years subsequent to their move to New York 

City in 1958, she and her husband lived in Washington, DC, New York City, and 

                                                
66 Ibid. Forwarding includes all of the procedures leading up to the decoration of the covers: folding the 
leaves into pages and gathering them into signatures or quires, sewing them together, adding endpapers, 
attaching boards, and covering the textblock. Finishing describes the artistic elements of the binding, which 
involve gold or blind tooling and sometimes leather inlay and onlay work. 
67 Ibid. 
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Chicago. It was during her time in Chicago when she met Harold Tribolet, who oversaw 

the Department of Extra Binding at R.R. Donnelley & Sons.68 

Banks went to work part-time for Horton in 1960. He was extremely poor. 

Attempting to make a living solely as a freelance designer and binder proved impossible. 

He earned some money working for Horton, and her husband Don and two children took 

him in as part of the family. Banks recalled that “he couldn’t count the meals, glasses of 

bourbon, and so on that I had at the Horton’s house, and you know, small loans to tide me 

over and so on. They were extremely generous … inviting me down to their country 

place in the Pine Barrens and so on.”69  

In Horton’s bindery and home, Banks found mentoring, friendship, and support. 

By 1960, he had been on his own for seven years. Horton’s emotional warmth and 

intellectual nourishing provided respite and strength to him. Banks, who sometimes 

criticized the sensibilities of the people with whom he worked, found in Horton an 

intellectually embracing and open person.70 In contrast, he had considered Young 

somewhat exclusionary and skeptical of people, ideas, and techniques that were not part 

of her own learning experience.71 One of Banks’ later contemporaries commented that 

                                                
68 Ibid. 
69 Banks, interview by Ellen McCrady. Correspondence between Horton and Banks in later years reveals 
Horton as a warm, nurturing figure in Banks’ life. In 1979, Horton referred to Banks as “one of my best 
friends.” See Horton, Fifty Years of Conservation: The Personal View. 
70 Palmer Eldridge, “Carolyn Price Horton, 1909-2001.” Palmer Eldridge commented that Horton insisted 
on “openness, discussion and exchange of ideas….  She was scornful of old binders who took their secrets 
to the grave.” 
71 In letters Horton sent to Banks in Chicago, Horton reveals a distinct professional tension between Young 
and herself. In my February 21, 2009 telephone conversation with Palmer Eldridge, who worked for Horton 
and was active in the guild, she commented that Horton did not find Young very professional.  
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Horton was a mother figure to him, which, in addition to his need for financial support at 

the most basic level, he would have welcomed.72 During the years he worked with 

Horton, Banks flourished. In this formative period under her tutelage, one project in 

particular took his thinking about collections and conservation to a new level.73 

Horton worked for a diverse clientele, and in her New York workshop Banks 

performed a wide range of restoration and binding work. He admired and respected her 

for her skills, knowledge, and professionalism, and for her “can do” attitude. She went to 

great lengths to find information that informed their work, writing to a chemist at the 

National Bureau of Standards, for example, to inquire about any knowledge they may 

possibly have to help her solve a restoration problem.74 Her library of conservation 

literature was likely extensive; she had been amassing publications since the 1930s, when 

the Fogg Museum began publishing Technical Studies in the Field of the Fine Arts.75 

Between Horton’s library and that of the GBW, Banks had access to a wealth of 

literature.  

                                                
72 Norvell Jones, telephone conversation with author, November 13, 2009. 
73 The exact years Banks worked for Horton remain unclear to the author. His 1994 curriculum vitae states 
that he worked part-time for Horton from 1960-62. However, in his 2000 oral history, Banks commented 
that he worked part-time for Horton on the Grolier Club project until 1964, possibly until he left for 
Chicago mid-summer. Banks owned a private “binding and restoration” practice in New York from 1960-
64. 
74 Banks, interview by Ellen McCrady. In addition to Horton’s papers and books, which reside in the 
University of Texas at Austin Humanities Research Center, correspondence between Banks and her 
throughout the 1960s and 70s, and her professional writings, reveal a conservator far ahead of her time in 
terms of her dedication to and application of scientific knowledge to her work. 
75 Horton, Fifty Years of Conservation, 1979; Fogg Art Museum, Technical Studies in the Field of the Fine 
Arts (Cambridge, MA: William Hayes Fogg Art Museum). The Fogg published these studies from 1932 to 
1942. At the time in the US, the Fogg set the gold standard for research in the field. 
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THE GROLIER EXPERIENCE 

In 1961, Horton and her staff undertook an unprecedented project in a US library 

at the time—the cleaning and repair of the Grolier Club’s thirty-seven thousand volume 

collection.76 Founded in 1884, the Grolier Club of New York is America's oldest and 

largest society for bibliophiles and enthusiasts in the graphic arts. Named for Jean 

Grolier, the Renaissance collector renowned for sharing his library with friends, the 

Club's objective is “to foster the study, collecting, and appreciation of books and works 

on paper, their art, history, production, and commerce.”77 The Grolier Club Library, now 

a one hundred thousand-volume collection, houses titles on the topics of book history, 

printing, and publishing and collecting, and possesses a small, fine teaching collection of 

examples, from illuminated manuscripts and leaves from the 42-Line Gutenberg Bible to 

modern private press books. The Grolier also holds a massive collection of bookseller 

and book auction catalogs.78  

Horton hired Banks part-time for the Grolier project, and for many months he 

worked alongside a large handful of full- and part-time workers and Horton herself, who 

was onsite at the library part time every day.79 Banks reveled in the opportunity to 

examine a vast range of bindings, later commenting that the Grolier provided a wonderful 

                                                
76 Palmer Eldridge, “Carolyn Price Horton, 1909-2001.” 
77 “A Brief History of the Grolier Club,” 
http://www.grolierclub.org/Default.aspx?p=DynamicModule&pageid=268768&ssid=136857&vnf=1 
78 “The Grolier Club Library,” 
http://www.grolierclub.org/Default.aspx?p=DynamicModule&pageid=288122&ssid=166767&vnf=1. 
79 Dent Weil, telephone conversation with author.  
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exposure that he had not experienced before.80 Given the large number and rare nature of 

the collections, and the particular fragility of the vast collections of catalogs, many of 

which were bound pamphlet-style, Horton and colleagues devised new methods for 

addressing conservation problems at the collection level, many of which she would later 

detail in Cleaning and Preserving Bindings and Related Materials (1967).81 But most 

critically for Banks in terms of his emerging professional focus, he became absorbed by 

the problems of conserving large collections as a whole, issues that consumed his work 

and research—and which he would champion passionately—during the three decades 

ahead. 

 In the summer of 1962, Horton and Harold Tribolet, a longtime colleague from 

Horton’s eleven years in Chicago, taught a weeklong seminar on Document Conservation 

for collections curators, sponsored by the New York State Historical Association 

(NYSHA) in Cooperstown, New York. Established by Carolyn and Sheldon Keck, the 

seminar focused on the causes of damage to library collections, the repair of damaged 

collections, the role of the environment and protective enclosures, and the importance of 

scientists to the conservator’s work, the latter a concept that was beginning to take hold 

among book restorers. The seminar was the first organized training opportunity in the US 

                                                
80 Banks, interview by Ellen McCrady. Banks commented that conservation education programs face a 
serious issue in how to go about exposing students to collections en masse. Particularly in book 
conservation, only by looking at collections—versus single items—can one obtain a sense of the evolution 
of period appearance, decoration, and binding structure. 
81 Carolyn Horton, Cleaning and Preserving Bindings and Related Materials, LTP Publications, 
Conservation of Library Materials, no. 12. pamphlet 1 (Chicago: Library Technology Program, American 
Library Association, 1967). The association published a revised second edition in 1969. See also Ronald J. 
Christ, “Program Committee,” Guild of Book Workers Journal I, no. 1 (Fall 1962): 17-18, for the types of 
work Horton undertook at the Grolier. 
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for those interested in the preservation issues associated with collections held in libraries 

and archives. NYSHA, hoping that at least a dozen would attend, registered seventy-six 

people by the time the first session assembled, including “librarians, teachers, college 

students, retired men and women active as volunteers in libraries, practicing binders, 

curators, even an F.B.I. man …” who was presumably an amateur binder.82 

Given the huge response to the 1962 program, NYSHA presented the seminar 

again in July 1963. Banks attended with Betsy Palmer, his colleague from Horton and 

Associates.83 Banks knew of Harold Tribolet and wanted the opportunity to learn from 

him. For this second seminar, Marilyn Weidner, a private paper conservator in 

Philadelphia, taught alongside Tribolet and Horton.84 Throughout the week the instructors 

and students mingled and got to know each other.85 

 

                                                
82 Thomas W. Patterson, “Report on the Seminar on Conservation of Books, Documents, and Prints Held 
by the New York State Historical Association at Cooperstown, NY, July 1-8, 1862,” Guild of Book 
Workers Journal I, no. 1 (Fall 1962): 11. 
83 Palmer Eldridge, telephone conservation with the author. Palmer Eldridge conveyed that she recalled her 
trip with Banks vividly. They took the bus from New York City to Cooperstown and stayed in a bed and 
breakfast. She commented that it was a very young, exciting time for them both.  
84 In her oral interview, Marilyn Kemp Weidner commented that in the early 1960s there were very few 
paper conservators in the US. Marilyn Kemp Weidner, interview by Elizabeth C. Wendelin for the 
Foundation of the American Institute for Conservation, audio tape and transcript, October 29 and 
November 12, 2003, held by the Winterthur Museum, Library, and Archives. Carolyn Horton commented 
in her 1979 AIC presentation that she first met Weidner when they taught this seminar. Horton, Fifty Years 
of Conservation. Weidner commented further that she and Horton were some of the few people in the US 
who treated art on paper and books. The 1963 seminar also brought Harold Tribolet and the Weidners 
together for the first time. See correspondence between Tribolet and Marilyn Weidner, 1963, Col. 745, 
Series 11, Box 2, Joseph Downs Collection of Manuscripts and Printed Ephemera, Winterthur Library. 
85 Palmer Eldridge, telephone conservation with author. 
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Figure 3. Document Conservation Seminar, Cooperstown, NY, 1963. From left to right: 
Marilyn Weidner, Rossman Weidner, Carolyn Horton, Harold Tribolet. 
Photo courtesy of the Joseph Downs Collection of Manuscripts and Printed 
Ephemera, Winterthur Library. 

 

LAWRENCE W. TOWNER AND THE NEWBERRY LIBRARY 

Tribolet must have been impressed by Banks’ knowledge and keen interest in the 

field of conservation. Within the year, Banks received a letter from Lawrence W. 

Towner, the new director of the Newberry Library in Chicago, inquiring if Banks would 

be interested in coming out to Chicago to talk with him about rethinking the Newberry’s 

approach to binding and preservation. As Banks remarked at the end of his life, “This 

was clearly Harold Tribolet’s doing. I guess he … seeing a spark in someone … a 

youngish person who was interested in a wide range of things related to binding and 
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preservation…. Harold was certainly the doyen of anything to do with binding or 

conservation in Chicago, at that time … and to some extent, nationally.  Harold would 

have been the natural person to ask advice of.”86 Towner offered Banks a job, and in July 

1964 Banks left New York to assume the position of Conservator and Head of the 

Conservation Department. He arrived in Chicago on July 5, checked into the Lawson 

YMCA, and assumed his position on July 6.87 

At the beginning of his professional career, Banks found himself in an established 

research institution, with a supportive, forward looking director. Towner served as 

Librarian and President of the Newberry Library from 1962 until his retirement in 1986. 

He was forty-one when he assumed the helm of the Newberry, and had earned his PhD 

degree seven years prior. Other than serving as editor of the William and Mary Quarterly, 

with its staff of three, he had neither administrative experience nor formal education or 

training in librarianship. During his time as editor, however, the Quarterly began to be 

known as one of the best edited in the nation.88 During his tenure, Towner brought 

similar recognition to the Newberry, with contributions that were considered “legendary” 

in the circumscribed world of research and in the rarified circle of independent research 

                                                
86 Banks, interview by Ellen McCrady. Tribolet and Towner would have encountered each other at the 
Caxton Club, at the time a “men only” club in Chicago. Book authors, binders, collectors, conservators, 
dealers, designers, editors, librarians, publishers, and scholars gathered at the reportedly smoky, boozy 
club. Michèle Cloonan commented: “The Extra Bindery and Harold Tribolet were well regarded in 
Chicago. A recommendation from Tribolet would have been golden.” The Newberry (and Towner) had a 
long-established relationship with the Donnelleys, Tribolet’s employer. The Donnelley’s were bibliophiles 
and, beginning in 1903, produced the Lakeside Press series. Cloonan, notes to author, March 26, 2015. 
87 Banks to Lawrence W. Towner, June 24, 1964, box 1, folder 4, Office of the President and Librarian, 
Series 06: Lawrence W. Towner Papers, Newberry Library Archives. Banks wrote to Towner June 24, 
1964 about his impending arrival in Chicago. 
88 Alfred F. Young, “Introduction: Bill Towner,” in Past Imperfect, xvii.  
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libraries.89  

Towner planned to take the Newberry into a dynamic phase as an independent 

research library, positioning it in the vanguard of scholarly communications. He 

envisioned conservation as a key element in his enterprise. While little evidence exists to 

substantiate what he knew at the time about what a conservator could do for an institution 

(much less what the Newberry really needed in the way of preservation), he understood 

that research could not be undertaken without resources in condition good enough to be 

handled now and in the future. In his goals for the Newberry, Towner ranked preservation 

on par with the primary functions of a research library: “I think it as urgent as 

cataloguing, or ordering, or selecting books, or anything else we do that such a program 

and such an office be set up.”90 In 1964, one and a half years after he arrived, Towner 

created a Committee on the Future of the Library. Though he would not propose the first 

major plan for the library until 1971, he drafted a preliminary “Statement on the 

Prospects before Us,” in 1964, describing the direction he envisioned. First, the Newberry 

would aggressively build its collections. Second, the library had to come to grips with the 

                                                
89 David H. Stam, “Towner, Lawrence William (1921-1992),” in Dictionary of American Biography 
(Second Supplement), ed. Donald G. Davis, Jr. (Westport, CT: Libraries Unlimited, 2003), 214. 
90 Towner to Banks and [David H.] Stam, “Conservation Policies,” Summer 1969, box 3, folder 77, Series 
01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation 
Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. See also Lawrence W. Towner, “‘Wrecking’ Havoc: Conservation 
at the Newberry,” in Past Imperfect: Essays on History, Libraries, and the Humanities (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1993), 189. In this essay, created from a talk Towner gave at the American 
Library Association in 1974, he outlines four “desiderata” in the field of conservation: “1. The development 
of a formal, university-connected training program for conservators to establish the profession on a solid 
foundation. 2. The training of a large number of conservation specialists in paper conservation, book repair, 
rebinding, and fine binding. 3. The creation of a series of regional cooperative conservation centers, such as 
Captain Cunha’s, that will realize the economies of scale inherent in having a large staff of specialists who 
can develop a production line for the repair of rare materials. 3. A major breakthrough in deacidification 
and (it is to be hoped) restrengthening of paper….” 
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physical deterioration of its collections. At the time, the Newberry held five million 

manuscripts and well over one million bound volumes, many which were published in the 

nineteenth and twentieth centuries on poor quality paper stock. Third, the library would 

promote the use of its resources by scholars and through public programs.91  

Towner saw conservation as a problem that could not be addressed unless library 

administrators made it possible for them to do their work: “No conservator can help 

unless we administrators are determined to help ourselves.”92 Towner, under Banks’ 

tutelage, became an articulate national spokesperson for conservation, at a time when 

library conservation was practically non-existent. Prescient beyond his peers, he saw the 

need to care for the vast Newberry collections, and determined to hire someone who 

could help him achieve his goals. Importantly, he endowed the conservator, Banks, with 

the clout to play a key role in the Newberry’s mission by giving him the dual 

administrative title of Head of the Conservation Department. Towner’s description of the 

role of conservation at the Newberry provides insight into his vision: 

[C]onservation problems are not just a rare book problem, they run like a cancer 
through our entire collection of 1,300,00 volumes and 5,000,000 manuscripts. 
Conservation is a spectrum, not a series of boxes. So we run a full spectrum 
conservation program. For example, Banks has the responsibility to see to it that 
every aspect of conservation, including the humidity and temperature in our 
stacks, is monitored. This includes the quality of buckram binding, the quality of 
leather binding, the storage of books and manuscripts, the exhibition of library 
materials, and the decision not to act.  
    More than that, we also feel deeply we have an obligation to help develop 
conservation as a professional field, as a science and an art. Consequently, Banks 
has the responsibility, and the time, to do research, to write, to teach, and to 

                                                
91 Young, “Introduction: Bill Towner,” xxiii-xxv. 
92 Towner, “‘Wrecking’ Havoc,” 183.  
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consult. My guess is that at least one-third of his time is devoted to such 
activities.93 
 

His description of the Newberry’s conservation operations leaves no doubt that he 

approached the topic seriously—both as a local institutional health issue (a “cancer”) and 

a moral “obligation” to the conservation field.  Consequently, he assigned significant 

breadth and depth to Banks’ role as a professional. 

Accordingly, from the beginning, Towner allowed Banks tremendous latitude in 

defining the scope of his work. There were no models of such positions—much less 

library conservation operations—to look to in the US in 1964.94 Unheard of in the US 

save for the Library of Congress (who did not yet employ a “conservator”) and the 

Boston Athenaeum (who had just that year hired a book conservator), he created a critical 

new position and operation for the Newberry.95 Towner and Banks had a productive 

relationship, but it was not without irritations. The editors (including Banks) of Past 

Imperfect, in a preface to “‘Wrecking’ Havoc: Conservation at the Newberry,” a talk 

Towner presented in 1974 at a Conference of the Rare Books and Manuscripts Section of 

the American Library Association, alluded to the relationship between Towner and 

Banks. They credit Towner as an administrator with the foresight to appoint “first-rate” 

                                                
93 Ibid., 187-88. [italics in the original] 
94 In 1964 only the Newberry, Boston Athenaeum, and Morgan libraries employed conservators; 
institutional binders or out of house commercial binderies accomplished most of the work. Prior to 1964, 
the Newberry had not been particularly different in this regard with its binding being done by a substantial 
in-house team of trade binders. 
95 Alexander Jensen Yow worked at the Morgan Library, New York City, as an art on paper conservator 
from the 1950s to the 1970s. The Boston Athenaeum hired George M. Cunha as its conservator in spring 
1964. 
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people, to give them “full rein to do their job and to stand by them, no matter how much 

they rubbed him the wrong way.”96 Towner described his working relationship with 

Banks: “[He] is the most opinionated, arrogant, intransigent, insufferable, and 

uncooperative, son of a bitch I have ever known. He is one of three staff members in 

twelve years who have really told me off (I forget for what), and I would trust him 

absolutely with any manuscript, book, illumination, work of art, or rapid transfer transit 

we have. The reason is … Banks’ basic philosophy …: if you don’t know, don’t do it: 

never do anything that is irreversible. One of Banks’ greatest attractions is that he knows 

when he doesn’t know.” Towner acknowledged his hiring of Banks as a “stroke of 

genius,” and reveled as much in the productive tensions of their working relationship.97 

Towner experienced that working with young talent inevitably produced equal 

shares of success and chaos. In Banks’ case, Towner learned that giving a young 

professional free reign to tackle a large and unprecedented job required patience. It also 
                                                
96 Towner, “‘Wrecking’ Havoc,” 183. The editors note on page 183 that Towner’s talk, “‘Wrecking’ 
Havoc: Conservation at the Newberry,” was published by Glistening Water Press at the Newberry Library, 
1976-77, in booklet form. “The booklet was set in type, printed in an edition of twenty-five copies, and 
bound at the Library as an avocational exercise under the direction of Paul N. Banks by the conservators in 
his department: James C. Dast, Gary L. Frost, Barclay W. Ogden, Sherelyn J.B. Ogden, and Jeffrey M. 
Rigby.” I surmise that Banks and his colleagues would have found Towner’s talk, in his famous “tell it like 
it is” prose, worthy of immortalization—not only for his cheeky remarks about Banks, but also for his 
caustic words for George M. Cunha, who had spoken on the panel that Towner moderated. Cunha and 
Banks had a professional but not particularly friendly relationship over the decades. Banks found Cunha’s 
work slapdash, and said so much in his review of Cunha’s first book, Conservation of Library Materials; A 
Manual and Bibliography on the Care, Repair, and Restoration of Library Materials (Metuchen, NJ, 
Scarecrow Press, 1967). In Towner’s presence, Cunha apparently derided “self anointed” scholars who 
promote conservation as science, and then left the panel before Towner’s talk. Towner added an “author’s 
note” to his talk (page 183): “The author wishes to state that this paper is printed unexpurgated, as it was 
uttered in June of 1974. The conditions were inauspicious for judicious and restrained discourse, because a 
previous paper by Captain Cunha had been discarded in favor of off-the-cuff remarks that I found 
irritating—their targets were not there to defend themselves. He, therefore, apologizes for resurrecting 
something that might better have remained buried.” 
97 Towner, “‘Wrecking’ Havoc,” 187. 
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required firm direction at times, something that Towner seemed reluctant to exercise.98 

He recognized Banks’ drive and placed tremendous faith in his ability to create a 

conservation program that would set an example for the other independent research 

libraries in the US. But why? What led Towner to place so much faith in a young person 

who had neither completed an undergraduate degree program nor supported himself 

particularly well in New York?  

In part the answer lies in Towner’s personal professional history. He began 

directing the Newberry at young age. After serving in World War II (WWII) as a pilot in 

the China-Burma-India Theater, he entered graduate school at Northwestern University to 

study early American history, a booming post-war field. Allied early in his studies with 

the progressive school of history, his particular area of study (social history) and 

approach to it aligned most closely with the field of American Studies. Towner studied 

individuals rather than institutions and, unlike many historians at the time, he was drawn 

to those whose lives played out in the lower ranks of society. For his dissertation, he 

created categories for and analyzed servitude in Massachusetts between 1620 and 1750, 

“from the highly mobile ‘voluntary’ apprentices at the top to an ethnically determined 

caste of red and black servants and slaves at the bottom.” Alfred F. Young describes 

Towner’s scholarship:  

His dissertation, ‘A Good Master Well Served: A Social History of Servitude in 
Massachusetts, 1620-1750,’ was a prescient example of ‘history from the bottom 
up,’ a good dozen years before Jesse Lemisch recoined the phrase and years 
before the French Annales school, English revisionists, Marxists, or American 

                                                
98 Donald Krummel, telephone conversation with author, December 11 and 13, 2013.   
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social science historians had brought the ‘new social history’ into fashion in the 
United States.99 

 
In his analysis, Towner trumpeted the resistant agency of servants, apprentices, and 

slaves, who “protested so vigorously against their servitude. For protest they did.”100 

Towner understood what it meant literally and figuratively to bind someone to labor; his 

personal inclination in supervising and motivating his staff rested on the opposite end of 

the scale. Independent thinker and self-motivated scholar and worker, Towner sought the 

same traits in his key managerial staff.  

One of Towner’s colleagues described him as “ready to go on a bombing mission 

even if he wiped out.”101 Towner’s propensity for risk taking also played a part in his 

choice of Banks to lead the Newberry in conservation trailblazing to become, as one of 

Towner’s associate directors proclaimed in 1965 (with a certain amount of tongue in 

cheek), a “voice crying in the wilderness.”102 In his own case, Towner learned as editor of 

William and Mary Quarterly that you did not necessarily need prior experience to 

become a successful editor. Lester J. Cappon, one of his early mentors and director of 

William and Mary University’s Institute of Early American History and Culture, chose 

                                                
99 Alfred F. Young, “Introduction: Bill Towner,” xviii. 
100 Towner, A Good Master Well Served: Masters and Servants in Colonial Massachusetts, 1620-1750, 
Studies in African American History and Culture (New York: Garland Publishing, Inc., 1998), 3, 147. In 
his introduction to Past Imperfect, Young commented that Towner’s level of research was unheard of: 
“Towner visited every lower court in Massachusetts, examined some 1,400 course cases, and recovered 
some 7,000 servants; he had read every issue of every Massachusetts newspaper to 1750, every sermon, 
tract and broadside that impinged in his subject.… He … subordinated his proof, piling up example after 
example in dense footnotes and in thirteen appendices.” (xiii) 
101 Krummel, telephone conversation with author. 
102 Memorandum from “BEW” to Towner, Banks, et al, August 16, 1965, box 3, folder 77, Series 01: 
Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation 
Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
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Towner to become the new editor of the Quarterly. Cappon was known for his 

independence of judgement and candor. He admired those traits in Towner, and gave him 

full freedom as editor to take the Quarterly in new directions. In his editorial position, 

Towner did not fear criticism for publishing outside of the dying progressive school of 

history, which flourished immediately after WWII, nor the newer consensus school. 

Towner understood what cutting edge scholarship looked like, and he excelled as editor 

in mentoring young scholars. Concomitant with his risk taking and unconventional 

thinking, as a historian he knew that change could take a long time. Towner’s dissertation 

topic was considered so newfangled that Harvard University Press claimed that they 

found it difficult to find anyone in his field prepared to adequately review it.103  

Arguably, Towner’s scholarly interests influenced his and, to some extent, Banks’ 

designs for educating library conservators. In the quest to establish an education program 

at the Newberry for book conservators, the idea of apprenticeships came up from time-to-

time. Because of his understanding of the role of academia in professionalizing a field 

and his deep knowledge of the history of servitude “apprenticing” in America and its 

association with the “crafts,” Towner came down affirmatively on the side of 

conservation education needing to be connected with and credentialed by an institution of 

higher education. A product of the post-war investment in professionalization, he knew 

that the apprentice concept would never result in a field—and certainly not an area of 

study—that would be taken seriously by cultural institutions much less funding bodies. 

                                                
103 Towner, A Good Master Well Served. 
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And while Banks became at times desperate to establish a conservation education 

program at the Newberry, over the years, he increasingly viewed the alliance between 

higher education and conservation as key to the development of the field of library and 

archives conservation as practice and as an area of research.104 Towner was one of the 

people who influenced his thinking on this topic.  

Banks had an inkling that there would be some possibility of creating a 

conservation education initiative at the Newberry. Detailing for Towner what he saw as 

the purview of his responsibility, Banks, just two months into his new job, suggested a 

long range goal: “Consider a book conservation center, perhaps in coordination with [a] 

chemistry department or a nearby university and/or special university libraries [sic].”105 

Already, his intention to create for book conservation what art had accomplished for its 

conservation specialty became enmeshed in his understanding of Towner’s goals for the 

Newberry and for the development of the field at large.  

 Thus it is in this remarkably forward looking, supportive, and challenging 

environment that Banks found himself in 1964, at the age of thirty, and like Towner, with 

no library education and possessing little knowledge of or experience in managing a 

collection the size of the Newberry’s. There were no conservation standards for Banks to 

                                                
104 The archival record at the Newberry is replete with letters of inquiry from people seeking Banks’ advice 
on every conservation topic imaginable, including on how to pursue their conservation interests. Indeed, 
Banks took on a number of these eager individuals as “apprentices” at the Newberry. Many of these 
people—including Gary Frost, Norvel Jones, Merrily Smith, Barclay Ogden, Sherelyn Ogden, and Michèle 
Cloonan—went on to assume prominent positions in the field heading and working in preservation 
operations in research libraries and archives and teaching book conservation and preservation 
administration.  
105 Banks to Towner, July 28, 1964, box 9, folder 308, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
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rely on. Though it was beginning to emerge at a steady pace, the literature on scientific 

issues related to caring for materials found in libraries remained nascent. Critically, no 

compendium of knowledge and practice existed on how to manage large library and 

archival collections; what had been accomplished in practice was shared primarily 

through the small grapevine of individuals in the field who were interested in library 

conservation.106 What Banks had learned to date about management, and what he would 

learn on the job and in correspondence and conversation with colleagues, provided the 

framework for what can be loosely termed “state-of-the-art” library conservation in 

1964.107  

 

CONCLUSION 

 In a very real sense, Banks’ years in New York City provided him the best 

education in library and archives conservation in the US available at the time—and for 

many years to come. To a certain extent, Banks’ early work experiences encouraged his 

interests by working in opposition to his core sensibilities. His drive to learn and to “do it 

                                                
106 In his oral history, Banks commented that you could not say there were any binding or conservation 
standards in 1964. He noted that there were people “with broad awareness … people with good antennae, if 
you will … [who] were beginning to be aware of things like the International Institute for Conservation 
American Group and beginning to be aware of some of the research that had been done at the International 
Bureau of Standards mainly. And so there was beginning to be something that you could almost identify as 
library or book conservation….” 
107 Notebooks with Banks’ early notes (notebook titled “History”), Box 33, Paul N. Banks Papers, Dolph 
Briscoe Center for American History. One of Banks’ early notebooks includes thirteen pages of 
handwritten excerpts he recorded from “Report on the Restoration of Washington Irving’s Library at 
Sunnyside,” which Horton prepared in May 1961 upon completion of the project. Though Banks began 
working for Horton in 1960, it is uncertain if Banks worked on this project. Clearly he felt Horton’s 
management of that job was useful to his own acumen.  
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himself” brought him into contact with kindred crafts people and conservators who 

derived from their work the kind of intellectual excitement and satisfaction he sought. 

Importantly, Banks received nurturing and encouragement at a key time in his young 

life—from some of the very people who led the nation’s nascent field of library and 

archives conservation.  

With Towner’s blessing (and occasional irritation), the Newberry itself and the 

opportunities his position there afforded him served as test beds for Banks’ research and 

experiments in conservation management, teaching, and research, and for reflection on all 

aspects of library and archives conservation. Between 1964 and 1980, he became 

involved in a range of the growing regional, national, and international conservation 

organizations, and he forged relationships with thinkers and doers in the field. Through 

all of these experiences, Banks’ knowledge and understanding of the philosophical, 

theoretical, and applied aspects of conservation matured. Hence, we leave Banks here, 

poised to embark on a lifelong journey in the field of conservation.  

In chapter three, we observe Banks encountering one of his first major 

professional challenges—one of international proportions. Two years after he arrived at 

the Newberry, the Arno River burst its banks and deposited its sludgy waters in 

Florence’s cultural repositories. With Horton, Tribolet, and a cast of US and international 

funding organizations and rescue teams, Banks faced the immense task of saving and 

conserving hundreds of thousands of bound and unbound records, a multi-year 

involvement. Playing a center stage role that engaged with officials seated in all levels of 
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government and private funding, Banks—the young iconoclast of the recent past—gained 

diplomatic skills. Moreover, he met and worked closely with British colleagues on the 

managerial, scientific, and professional issues of the emerging field. 

The struggles Banks’ encountered in this chapter to define his career path and to 

gain the skill he desired motivated him to further define and professionalize the emergent 

field of library and archives conservation. In chapter three, I examine how Banks, in 

tandem with and influenced by the British colleagues, began to frame the field 

intellectually. Referencing this period of growth for the field, Carolyn Horton wrote to 

Banks in advance of his second trip to Florence in early spring 1967. She encapsulated in 

her opening and closing paragraphs the essence of their relationship, Banks’ growth from 

a young binder to a leader in international conservation concerns, and the hope she had 

for the field’s future: “What an experience to come out of starting to study binding in 

Pittsburgh(?). Little did any of us think, etc. I really thought we would live and die in 

obscurity working in a backwater…. I am so proud of you. I wish I could join you in 

Florence or be there in spirit form to see you in action. Much love, Carolyn.”108 Florence 

provided the laboratory that solidified Banks’ thinking about whole collections 

conservation and the kind of education required by the professionals who care for the 

cultural records held in libraries and archives.

                                                
108 Horton to Banks, March 8, 1967, box 4, folder 141, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. [punctuation hers] 
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Chapter 3: Florence, Italy 1966: A Conservation Testbed 

 
 
“… [O]ne might refer to the disaster of November 4, 1966, as a situation which brings 
into the harsh glare of daylight the long existing fact that if books, especially modern 
ones, which are particularly perishable, are to survive, we must work toward developing a 
specialized discipline of book conservation. And the place to begin is with intensive 
programs of education and training.”1  Paul N. Banks, 1968 

 

On a cold day in early January 1967, Florence, Italy hosted its thirty-third fashion 

showing of boutique and knitwear collections. Fifteen hundred buyers from Austria, 

Belgium, Canada, France, West Germany, Britain, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the 

United States (US), Venezuela, Italy, and Hong Kong converged to watch the show, 

which was staged in the fifteenth-century Palazzo Pitti, a treasure house of paintings, 

plates, jewelry, and luxurious possessions that sat on its elevated site overlooking 

Florence. In the huge Sala Bianca, decorated with masses of pink carnations sent to 

Florence by the city of San Remo, designers showcased thirty-nine collections from 

Milan, Rome, Florence, and other Italian towns.2 Emilio Pucci reportedly looked pale and 

exhausted the day before the showing of his new collection of exotic and sundrenched 

spring-summer fashions. Commenting to a New York Times reporter that he had been 

without heating, water, or electricity for eleven days, it was no wonder. 3  

                                                
1 Banks, “The Scientist, The Scholar and the Book Conservator: Some Thoughts on Book Conservation as 
a Profession,” in Atti Della XLIX Riunione Della Societa Italiana per Il Progresso Delle Scienze (Rome: 
Societa Italiana per il Progresso delle Scienze, 1968), 1219. 
2 Gloria Emerson, “Outlook Is [sic] Sunny as Florence Opens Fashion Season,” New York Times, January 
16, 1967, sec. Real Estate. 
3 Ibid. 



141 
 

Just one month before, Pucci had shown his resort collection the evening of 

December 11, in New York City, at the Ballo Romantico in the St. Regis-Sheraton Hotel. 

Having lost $1 million worth of fabrics and fashions in the recent Florence floods, he and 

his staff had recreated the ninety-piece collection by candlelight. When the Arno River 

jumped its banks on the night of November 4, 1966, the ground floor of his palazzo and 

its cellars were inundated with water, mud, and oil, destroying one hundred fifty-five 

thousand yards of fabric, the new collections, and those for his fall and winter 1967. 

Noting that the damage from the flood was worse than any he had seen as a pilot during 

WWII, Pucci articulated his admiration for the one thousand people he employed at his 

Palazzo Pucci—who “didn’t lose an hour of work…. We were 20 days without water, 

light, heat and telephones, but they showed up every day, even though many had lost 

everything they owned. They worked by candlelight and pressed with old-fashioned irons 

heated with charcoal.”4 

Given that two-thirds of Florence—its residences, artisanal workshops, fashion 

boutiques, and the world’s treasure store of Renaissance art and historical documents—

had been submerged under up to twenty-five feet of water filled with a sludgy mixture of 

mud and heating oil, Pucci’s situation was not particularly unique. Nor was the 

overwhelming international aid response remarkable that ensured that the hundreds of 

artisans who produced leather, gold, fur, wood, and other commodities could continue to 

supply the world’s—and particularly the wealthy US’s—markets with Florentine goods. 

                                                
4 Judy Klemesrud, “Loss From Flood Won’t Stop Pucci,” New York Times, December 8, 1966, sec. Real 
Estate. 
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Pucci, using his status as an elite clothing designer, an Italian noble, and an elected 

member of the Italian Chamber of Deputies met with New York merchants to ask for 

their aid to Florentine artisans. By December 8, New York-based merchants and heads of 

retail chains promised to pay interest of up to 5.5 percent on loans to Florence’s small 

industries and artisans who suffered losses in the November floods. Among the largest 

commitments, the Associated Merchandising Corporation pledged $110,000, and R.H. 

Macy & Co. and Alexander’s Department Stories each pledged $100,000. Beppe 

Fantacci, president of the US Chamber of Commerce of Florence, told the sixty-five New 

York retailers who had gathered at the Regency Hotel for a luncheon on the topic of aid 

to Florentine artisans, that the Chamber’s increased goal of raising $3 million in loans 

will “allow the project of rebuilding Florentine industrial and artisan activity to … ‘even 

greater proportions.’”5 There would be no holds barred in the effort to support the 

suffering artisans who turned out luxury goods for the elite. America’s economic stakes 

in Italian goods were clear. 

  On the other side of the Arno River, a rescue effort of a different sort—and 

funded by different interests—was underway. If you left the fashion show at the Pallazio 

Pitti and headed southwest, you could cross the Arno River via the severely damaged 

Ponte Vecchio, built in 1345 and home to shops of Florentine goldsmiths and jewelers. 

Walking south along the bank of the Arno, in a few short blocks you reached the 

Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale di Firenze (BNCF), to Italy the equivalent of what the 

                                                
5 Isadore Barmash, “Stores Here Will Help Shops in Florence,” New York Times, December 9, 1966, sec. 
Business and Finance. 
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Library of Congress represents to the US. Founded in 1714, with collections residing 

since 1935 in the imposing building facing the river, the BNCF is considered one of the 

most important libraries in Italy. It holds some of the Western world’s rarest and most 

highbrow literary culture: approximately six million printed books, thirty-seven thousand 

incunabula (including rare first printed editions of the works of Dante, Petrarch, and 

Boccaccio), twenty-five thousand manuscripts, and twenty-nine thousand sixteenth-

century editions.6  

The area of Florence where the library stands is called Santa Croce, named for the 

Piazza Santa Croce onto which the thirteenth-century Church of Santa Croce faces. The 

BNCF building abuts the church on its river side. Santa Croce suffered the highest of the 

floodwaters when the Arno tumbled over its banks on November 4. Its inhabitants, 

among the poorest in Florence, fled to the upper stories of their homes as the waters 

submerged the lower floors throughout the early morning hours of November 5. Those 

living there looked out on a river of cars, tables, chairs, doors, and manuscripts, the latter 

flowing out of the Church of Santa Croce and the BNCF.7 As the waters crested in the 

late afternoon of November 5, one observer noted that the church and library looked like 

an island in a new sea. Forty-eight hours after the waters ebbed, Italian army 

                                                
6 University of London, “Libraries in Italy | PORT,” 
http://port.igrs.sas.ac.uk/languages/it/resourcesit/libraries. 
7 Robert Clark, Dark Water: Flood and Redemption in the City of Masterpieces, 1st ed. (New York: 
Doubleday, 2008), 144, 172.  
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flamethrowers incinerated the hundreds of dead animals in the streets and at the city 

petting zoo.8  

While international buyers admired Pucci’s luxury wear, Peter Waters, an 

accomplished craft bookbinder, manuscript restorer, and binding teacher from England, 

dealt with myriad issues having to do with washing and drying hundreds of thousands of 

books from the BNCF’s collections that had been submerged in muddy, naphtha-

impregnated flood waters. At the age of thirty-six, Waters had the chief responsibility for 

establishing a system for treating a vast number of the rarest books, including somewhere 

in the neighborhood of two hundred thousand volumes comprising the Magliabechiana 

and Palatina collections. While Waters had been called upon to consult on the rare books, 

he would spend just under a year in Florence in effect directing the work of a large team 

of British private restorers, binders, and teachers of binding who could come for periods 

of two weeks to several months. He would also work alongside Paul Banks, Harold 

Tribolet, and Carolyn Horton, and a number of Americans sent by Banks to assist in the 

operations at the BNCF.  

The Ashley Clarke Fund met the preponderance of the costs of Waters’ and his 

team’s work in Florence.9 Sir Ashley Clarke, former British Ambassador to Rome and 

chairman of the British Italian Society at that time, was asked to chair a committee to 

                                                
8 Ibid., 150. By some reports, up to ten thousand cars were swept away by the floodwaters. 
9 Banks, Report to the Committee to Rescue Italian Art, Inc. On a Trip to Florence, Rome and London by 
Paul N. Banks, March 11-April 20, 1967 (Chicago, IL, July 5, 1967), box 4, folder 138, Series 01: 
Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation 
Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
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raise further funds to help rescue the two cities. This committee was constituted as the 

Italian Art & Archives Rescue Fund (IAARF) in 1967.  

While the flood had damaged hundreds of Renaissance artworks, many 

considered the most devastating damage to be to the books and archives housed in the 

BNCF. For certain, the Archivio Centrale di Stato (the state archives) near the Uffizi and 

many small libraries and archives had centuries of holdings badly damaged during the 

flood; however, the vast numbers of muddy, sodden, irreplaceable books—approximately 

one-third of the entire collection—in the BNCF alone promised decades of conservation 

work by a large team of workers to restore them to useable condition. Floodwaters had 

rushed into the basement and first floor of the BNCF with such force that heavy desks in 

the reading room were thrown against the opposite walls.10 Everything in the basement 

had been submerged in a muddy sludge, in some places twenty-two feet deep.11 In the 

flood’s aftermath, almost five hundred trucks of sodden books were driven from the 

BNCF to various makeshift facilities in Florence and, among other locales, the tobacco-

drying kilns of Bologna, Citta di Castello, San Guistinio Umbro; and brick kilns in Borgo 

san Lorenzo; and wood-drying kilns in Valdarno, Prato.12  

                                                
10 Nicolai Rubenstein, “Libraries and Archives in Florence,” Times Literary Supplement, December 1, 
1966, 3,379 edition, sec. Letters to the Editor: 1133. Rubenstein’s article provides one overview of the 
damage to the library and archives holdings and the early salvage operations in Florence.  
11 Clark, Dark Water, 181. 
12 Anthony Cains, “The Work of the Restoration Center in the Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale di Firenze, 
1967-1971,” in Villa La Pietra and the Conservation Center of the Institute of Fine Arts, New York 
University, Conservation Legacies of the Florence Flood of 1966: Proceedings of the Symposium 
Commemorating the 40th Anniversary (London: Archetype Publications Ltd., 2009), 37. 
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The group of British bookbinders who landed in Florence in late November to 

determine how to salvage the BNCF’s damaged holdings consisted primarily of binders 

who dealt with single items in their restoration work.13 They, like Paul Banks, held 

similar interests in conservation, and grappled with many of the same professional 

questions. Moreover, they had never encountered the need to determine how to approach 

the salvage, cleaning, and conservation of hundreds of thousands of irreplaceable 

artifacts, as well as the more “modern” books produced since the middle of the nineteenth 

century. The looming questions reveal the scope of the problem and the lack of 

knowledge and expertise to fully solve it. How would the mud and oil be removed? How 

could they prevent mold from forming on the wet books? Did all of the books require 

disbinding for cleaning? Which items took priority—based on amount of damage and/or 

                                                
13 Howard M. Nixon, Keeper of Printed Books and bookbinding historian at the British Museum library 
phoned the Slade Bindery, owned by Roger Powell, to ask Peter Waters, Powell’s partner, if he would fly 
to Florence the next day, November 26, to advise on the salvage of thousands of valuable books held in the 
BNCF. The BNCF needed advice on restoring around one hundred ten volumes of sixteenth- and 
seventeenth-century rare printed books. Waters chose two experts to accompany him: Anthony Cains and 
Dorothy Cumpsey, a bookbinding teacher at St. Mary’s College in Bangor, North Wales. Christopher 
Clarkson from the Bodleian Library arrived soon after. By early December, Roger and Rita Powell arrived 
in Florence, followed by Don Etherington, who directed a full-time, five-year program in bookbinding at 
the Southampton College of Art. Etherington trained as a trade binder, but worked at the Slade Bindery 
prior to teaching at Southampton. On January 9, Sandy Cockerell, an engineer and well-known British 
bookbinder and manuscript restorer, and Bernard Middleton, renowned British binder, arrived in Florence 
to work with the team. By March, Waters was coordinating and directing the work of an “ever-changing” 
team of British experts, “now numbering fifteen over there all at once.” See Sheila Waters, “The 
Restoration System at Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale Di [sic] Firenze, Set up after the Flood of November 
1966. Narrative Based on the Diary-Letters of Peter Waters, Technical Director between November 1966 
and October 1967,” [2008?]. There is some discrepancy in the diary as to whether by March there were 
fifteen or eighteen British experts in Florence. See also Sheila Waters, “The Development of Mass 
Treatments: An Overview of the Experience of Book and Paper Conservators,” in Conservation Legacies of 
the Florence Flood of 1966, 17. At the time, the BNCF team also included representatives from Australia 
(including William Bousted, chief conservator of the National Art Gallery of New South Wales, who 
trained workers in print restoration) and Ghana (a post-graduate chemist, Joe Nkrumah, who eventually 
oversaw the print restoration operations at the BNCF). Conservators from a number of countries came in 
and out of the BNCF over the next few years. 
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importance? Where in sodden Florence could a library’s-worth of books be dried? What 

scientific evidence could be relied upon to determine appropriate treatment options? 

What standards and code of ethics guided the approaches to be taken? Finally, and 

critically, who was qualified to make these decisions and undertake the work?  

Addressing these questions took the concerted thinking and action of an 

international team of binders, restorers, and scientists—most of whom had never met 

each other much less worked together. More than any other component of the multi-year 

salvage operation, the network of colleagues that formed in Florence cohered and directly 

influenced the building of a field of library and archives conservation. They brought a 

range of backgrounds and skills to the collective table, all of which contributed to 

thinking through and doing the work at hand. The intense professional dialog (letter-

writing, publication, face-to-face problem solving, formal conferences), and the forging 

of a like-minded team of international aid workers in Florence created the intellectual 

links required that brought definition to the field.  

Unlike the environmental movement, for example, this was not a social 

movement; dialogs took place under the auspices of recognized research institutions, 

federal funding agencies, and elite philanthropic bodies, and under the umbrellas of 

established professional organizations—some old and some newly created. Conceptually, 

if we view the ensuing dialog and actions as series of organized activities working toward 

the objective of professionalizing a field, “intellectual movement” captures the strategic 
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forward thinking and momentum lying at the heart of the Florence experience.14 Elite 

cultural interests and well-heeled funding bodies aided in bringing professionals together 

and backed promising ideas. However, the impetus and knowledge came from those who 

held the most personal and intellectual investment in defining and solving the issues they 

faced in Florence. Through and from that experience the field of library and archives 

conservation emerged. It was the crafts and trades people-cum-conservators who 

understood the mix of interdisciplinary knowledge—modern science and technology, 

history, management, connoisseurship, and library science principles—and craft-based 

hand skills that converged to serve the preservation of Florence’s cultural records. Within 

the framework of theoretical and scientific precedents established in art conservation, 

they forged a system of shared knowledge that was necessary to build the new field. 

Paul Banks was a lead member of this Florence team. This chapter looks at how 

his experiences associated with the flood influenced his thinking about what constituted 

“library” (versus “book”) conservation and, concomitantly, the education of library and 

archives conservators. It sets the stage for the next chapter where, beginning in the 

immediate aftermath of the flood, we find Banks trying to establish a conservation 

training center at the Newberry. While the spirit of teamwork prevailed in the aftermath 

of the flood, this chapter digs a little deeper into the archival record to observe in 

particular Banks’ growth as a leader and collaborator. We will observe his maturation as 

                                                
14 Scott Frickel and Neil Gross, “A General Theory of Scientific/Intellectual Movements,” American 
Sociological Review 70, no. 2 (April 2005): 204. The authors propose a general theory of 
scientific/intellectual movements, which they define as the central mechanisms for change in the world of 
knowledge and ideas. 
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a professional as he negotiates working relationships with influential Renaissance 

scholars and funders, with his new British colleagues, and with cultural bodies in Italy. 

He made mistakes, misjudged his audience at times, and revealed hubris and impatience. 

Undeniably, however, Banks emerged with a broadened conceptual framework of the 

field and a confirmed sense of purpose that, for reasons we can only partly understand, 

drove him to develop professional education opportunities in the US for library and 

archives conservators. 

 

BUILDING THE TEAM 

Banks arrived in Florence on November 15, 1966, two weeks in advance of the 

team of British experts. He was a member of the newly formed Committee to Rescue 

Italian Art (CRIA), a group of twenty-one conservators and scientists—including Carolyn 

Horton and Harold Tribolet—who arrived on the fifteenth, eighteenth, and twenty-fourth 

to survey the damage to the city’s museums, libraries, and archives.15 Florence still 

struggled to excavate itself from an estimated six hundred thousand tons of mud, sewage, 

and rubble that had been deposited throughout its streets, homes, stores, libraries, and 

                                                
15 Box 4, folder 138, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, 
Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. Banks, Horton, and John Washoba 
comprised “book and paper” specialists of the CRIA team that flew with Lawrence Majewski to Italy and 
arrived on the fifteenth. Tribolet arrived in Florence on the eighteenth. Alexander J. Yow, chief conservator 
of the Pierpont Morgan Library met with the team on the twenty-fourth, as did Dr. M. Schmelzer, librarian 
of the Jewish Theological Seminary, New York City.  
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museums; tens of thousands of Florence’s approximately six hundred thousand residents 

were without homes.16  

CRIA Professor Bates Lowry, an architectural historian who in 1967 became 

chair of the art department at Brown University, established CRIA and served as director 

of its executive committee during its over six years of operation.17 Together with fellow 

Brown University art professor Fred Licht, they contacted art professionals across the US 

to enlist support to raise money toward restoring Florence’s artistic and documentary 

record. As one observer noted, CRIA was “freighted with grandi signori”—not just from 

academia and highbrow museums, but also from American business, politics, and the 

higher echelon of society. Clare Boothe Luce and David Rockefeller served as 

directors.18 Their mission signified America’s well-established foreign policy stakes—via 

culture—in Western Europe’s post-war stability.19 Jacqueline Kennedy, who as 

America’s spokesperson of high culture served as Honorary President of CRIA, 

symbolized those US interests. Given the unpopularity of the Vietnam War, it is doubtful 

that President Johnson’s backing of the rescue efforts would have been as symbolic—or 

welcomed—as those of the First Lady.  

                                                
16 Sandro Pintus, “An Account of the Flood and the Days that Followed,” in Conservation Legacies of the 
Florence Flood of 1966, 13. Pintus recalled the damage to Florence reported the day after the flood: 
“70,000 families … homeless; almost 6,000 commercial premises destroyed; about 20,000 cars submerged 
in mud; 80% of the city’s restaurants were wrecked as were two-thirds of Florence’s hotels. The city was 
without gas, water, electricity, telephone lines or a sewage system.” 
17 Dictionary of Art Historians, “Lowry, Bates.” http://www.dictionaryofarthistorians.org/lowryb.htm.  
Lowry became Director of the Museum of Modern Art, New York, for ten months during 1968-1969. 
18 Clark, Dark Water, 206. 
19 Berghahn, America and the Intellectual Cold Wars in Europe, xiv-xvi. 
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The cultural capital invested in CRIA attracted significant economic capital via 

high profile art auctions and galas. They secured media coverage, including a booking for 

Emilio Pucci on the Today show to appeal for funds.20 Over time, CRIA raised 

approximately $2 million through large donors and small appeals to universities and 

schools.21 The Samuel Kress and the Ford Foundations provided major funding to 

support the restoration of artwork in Florence, as did the Fulbright Program. CRIA’s 

executive committee included the US’s top names in the field of Renaissance art 

scholarship—well-connected men within the academy, including Professor Felix Gilbert, 

fellow of the Institute for Advanced Study at Princeton, and Professor Myron P. Gilmore, 

director of Harvard University’s Center for Italian Renaissance Studies at Villa I Tatti, in 

Florence, Harvard’s Center for Renaissance Studies. From 1957 to 1962, Gilmore served 

as chairman of Harvard’s Department of History. Millard Meiss was also on the 

committee. A Renaissance art authority, he was a veteran of art rescue operations. 

Between 1940 and 1942, Meiss served as the editor of Art Bulletin, and after World War 

II (WWII) he chaired the American Committee for the Restoration of Italian Monuments. 

In 1951 he published his first book, Painting in Florence and Siena after the Black 

Death, acclaimed as a  “groundbreaking tome combining social history and rigorous 

connoisseurship,” for which he received the Haskins Medal in 1953. That same year, 

Meiss moved from Columbia to Harvard to become a professor of art and curator of 

                                                
20 Clark, Dark Water, 206. 
21 CRIA’s archives are located in Villa I Tatti. The finding aid for the papers can be found in Harvard 
University Library’s Online Archival Search Information System. For a subsequent book project, the author 
intends to visit the archives to research the funding sources that backed CRIA’s efforts in Florence. 
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painting at the Fogg Art Museum. Quite likely, he was knowledgeable about art 

conservation from his experience at the Fogg, which had the longest established art 

conservation lab in the nation.22 

Lawrence Majewski headed the CRIA team of conservators and scientists. Having 

served on the faculty of the Conservation Center of New York University’s Institute of 

Fine Arts since its inception in 1960, Majewski had just assumed his post as chairman of 

the center. A prominent figure in the art conservation field, at the time of the flood he 

served as secretary of the American Group of the International Institute for Conservation 

(IIC-AG).23 Bates Lowry, who taught art history at NYU from 1957 to 1959, knew about 

Majewski and NYU’s art conservation education program. Given his status in academia 

and his leadership in the art conservation profession, Majewski was the prime candidate 

to head up the conservation mission for CRIA. Lowry sought Majewski’s counsel on 

which conservators should be included on the visiting team; soon after CRIA was 

created, Lowry appointed Banks. Over the years, Majewski and Banks became close 

friends and colleagues. 

Majewski knew Banks through IIC-AG, which Banks joined in 1964, shortly after 

he moved to Chicago. As Banks entered the national-level conservation dialog through 

the American Group, he was eager to draw the art-centric profession into book 
                                                
22 Hayden B.J. Maginnis, “Millard Meiss,” Dictionary of Art Historians (website), 
www.dictionaryofarthistorians.org/meissm.htm. 
23 “Lawrence J. Majewski—1999 Conservation and Heritage Management Award - Archaeological 
Institute of America," 
http://www.archaeological.org/lawrencejmajewski%E2%80%941999conservationandheritagemanagementa
ward. The IIC-AG preceded the American Institute for Conservation of Art and Historic Artifacts (AIC), 
established in 1972.  
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conservation. Fortuitously for Banks and the Newberry, in the summer of 1966 the 

annual IIC-AG met at the Art Institute of Chicago for its seventh annual meeting. After 

Majewski visited Banks’ operations at the Newberry in summer 1965, Banks inquired 

whether the IIC-AG would welcome a tour the next summer.24 Majewski thought it was 

an excellent place for a meeting or two, and that “many members would want to see your 

conservation activities.”25 

Louis Pomerantz, a painting conservator and then chairman of the IIC-AG, lived 

just outside of Chicago in Evanston.26 In preparation for the American Group’s 

forthcoming summer meeting, he visited Banks and his operations at the Newberry in 

September 1965. After Pomerantz’s visit, Banks wrote to him that very day, extending 

Towner’s invitation to the American Group to hold a lecture at the Newberry, tour 

conservation operations, and enjoy a reception.27 By early October, the IIC-AG invited 

                                                
24 Banks to Lawrence J. Majewski, July 23, 1965, box 2, folder 71, Series 01: Conservator’s 
Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry 
Library Archives. 
25 Majewski to Banks, August 30, 1965, box 2, folder 71, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
26 Heiss Kenan, “Louis Pomerantz, Private Art Restorer,” Chicago Tribune, May 28, 1988, sec. Featured 
Articles. The Art Institute of Chicago hired Pomerantz in 1956 to establish a technical conservation 
laboratory for the institute, which he headed until 1961. Upon leaving the institute, he opened a private art 
conservation practice. 
27 Banks to Louis Pomerantz, September 22, 1965, box 7, folder 269, Series 01: Conservator’s 
Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry 
Library Archives. 
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Banks to serve on the local arrangements committee.28 They also invited him to present a 

talk on paper cleaning, which was published in fall 1966 by the Guild of Book Workers.29  

At the time, the IIC-AG was highly art centered; paintings and sculpture 

conservators composed the executive committee. Given the nature of the membership, it 

is unlikely that many had ever visited a library conservation lab; few of any measure 

existed in the US at that point in time. Moreover, only a handful of book and manuscript 

conservators belonged to the American Group. Banks, in his position at the Newberry, 

located in a city of elite cultural institutions, was in the right place at the right time to 

make critical connections in the field, to position the Newberry as a model, and to 

contribute an insistent voice on the topic of book conservation and its essential role in the 

mission and operation of libraries.  

Hence, when Florence flooded, Banks, Tribolet, and Horton, as part of a high-

level team of scientists and conservators, were catapulted literally overnight onto an 

international stage—a stew of imminent art historians, elite funders, international politics, 

and muddy books. Many CRIA members had never met each other previously; a number 

of them stayed in Harvard’s Villa I Tatti, where they shared a Thanksgiving dinner 

together, and passed the evenings discussing respective findings in the damaged 

museums, libraries, and archives. The villa had been spared damage due to its higher 
                                                
28 Allan McNab to Banks, October 7, 1965, box 5, folder 176, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative 
Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library 
Archives. 
29 Harold W. Tribolet to Banks, April 21, 1966; Kate C. Lefferts to Banks, May 4, 1966, box 5, folder 176, 
Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the 
Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. Banks’ paper was published that year. See Banks, 
“Paper Cleaning,” Journal of the Guild of Book Workers 5, no. 1 (Fall 1966): 8–22.  
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geographical location in Florence. Harvard inherited I Tatti in 1959 from Bernard 

Berenson, a famous scholar and connoisseur of Italian Renaissance drawings and 

paintings. Notably, the villa’s library was vast, holding fifty thousand volumes and 

approximately one hundred seventy thousand photographs.30 As Harvard’s Center for 

Italian Renaissance Studies, I Tatti conveyed American clout in Florence. Impermeable 

to the crisis at hand, the villa symbolized America’s solidity in its mission to rescue 

Italian culture, and Cold War solidarity with Italy. While the Italians were reportedly 

unprepared to deal with their crisis, elite American Renaissance scholars flowed into the 

city armed with specialists.  

 

THE LAY OF THE LAND 

Once they landed in Florence, the CRIA team, outfitted in high boots and carrying 

flashlights, broke into their areas of specialization and began to survey the damaged 

libraries, museums, and archives. Alexander Yow, head of conservation at the Morgan, 

was posted in the library of the Synagogue between November 15 and 28. He reported on 

one of many grim situations throughout the city: 

[T]his library consisted of approximately ten thousand printed volumes in Hebrew 
dating from the sixteenth through the nineteenth centuries. Besides these there 
were a number of bound manuscripts, scrolls, torahs and large parchment 
marriage documents. 
     The printed books were housed on the ground floor of a school building 
adjoining the synagogue. Except for the two top shelves they were totally 

                                                
30 Villa I Tatti: The Harvard University Center for Italian Renaissance Studies, “Library: History,” 
http://itatti.harvard.edu/berenson-library/history-berenson-library. 
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submerged by the flood waters for more than twenty-four hours. When the water 
subsided the library was covered with clay and thoroughly soaked through. (T)he 
books remained in their sodden state for a week.…  
     The work moved very slowly and on some days almost nothing was 
accomplished because of lack of workers. This was perhaps the greatest problem 
of all and grew worse during the second week of my stay.…  
     I believe that all the books could have been saved if there had been enough 
workers…. There remains the enormous task of cleaning, repairing, and rebinding 
the entire library.31 

  

The same was being reported by every CRIA member as they worked their way around 

Florence. Bar none, however, the most massive problems were associated with the BNCF 

holdings. While the angeli del fango—students who rushed to Florence from all over the 

world in the aftermath of the flood—had done enormous work initially, forming “human 

chains” to carry the books, manuscripts, and works of art out of muddy quarters, they had 

mostly gone home by the time spring arrived in Florence. 

 

                                                
31 Alexander J. Yow, “The Florence Flood, 1966,” [1966?]; box 4, folder 138, Series 01: Conservator’s 
Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry 
Library Archives. Many reports of the damage in Florence have been published. I chose this account 
because it spoke to the immediate rescue issues.  
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Figure 4. Paul Banks (foreground) inspecting flood-damaged collections, Florence 1966. 
Photo courtesy of the Special Collections Research Center, University of 
Chicago Library. 

 
By springtime, the mud had been cleared and the crews on the ground in Florence 

faced the unrelenting task of conserving Florence’s treasures. In addition to the BNCF’s 

holdings, the damage to Florence’s museum, library, and archival holdings was 

staggering: “321 panel paintings, 413 works on canvas, 11 frescos cycles, 39 single 

frescoes, 31 other frescoes—32,000 square feet’s worth—detached from their original 

locations; 158 sculptures; 37 miles of shelved materials at the Archives of State, and 

6,000 illuminated manuscripts, psalters, and musical texts in the Duomo.”32 The city’s 

science museum was in ruins, as were the musical instruments in the Museo Bardini. The 
                                                
32 Clark, Dark Water, 181. 
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Archaeological Museum’s Etruscan holdings were almost totally destroyed. Nine out of 

ten of the city’s university libraries suffered damage.33   

In a report to CRIA after his second visit to Florence in spring 1967, Banks drove 

home the dimensions of the situation in the BNCF:  

I believe that there are two factors which are not fully comprehended by most of 
the people who are supporting the restoration of the books and archives. The first 
is that this problem is so large that if the work is to get done in any reasonable 
amount of time (twenty instead of one hundred years, say), it is going to require 
efficiency, cooperation and mass methods, devised for this particular situation, 
that are apparently completely foreign to Italian thinking, and certainly not 
common elsewhere. I reiterate that apparently all library binding done in Italy is 
done by artisans in small shops. The other point is the appalling paucity of 
adequately trained binder-conservators in the entire world. There are three in the 
United States; there are perhaps as few as four in England. There are apparently 
none in Italy. There are many more good craftsmen (who will be vital also) in 
Europe and American, but again I was not conscious of any in Italy.34 
 

Banks defined the required approach to the rescue operation—efficiency, cooperation, 

and mass methods. However, defining mass methods depended on scientific research to 

create treatment protocols that, to a large extent, drove the organization and 

administration of the BNCF conservation operations.  

                                                
33 Pintus, “An Account of the Flood and the Days That Followed,” 14-15. 
34 Banks, Report to the Committee to Rescue Italian Art, Inc. On a Trip to Florence, Rome and London by 
Paul N. Banks, March 11-April 20, 1967 (Chicago, IL, July 5, 1967), box 4, folder 138, Series 01: 
Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation 
Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. See also Banks, Report to The Committee to Rescue Italian Art on 
the Book Salvage Activities of Paul N. Banks (Florence and Rome, November 15-December 4, 1966), box 
4, folder 139. Banks describes the range of practices going on in the libraries and archives in Florence. In 
the disorganization of the flood’s immediate aftermath, books from the BNCF had been dispersed to a 
number of sites in Florence and Rome. Banks visited the BNCF’s operation at the Laboratoria del Restauro, 
Badia di Grottaferrata, Rome, headed by Padre Josephat. He describes the lay brothers’ practices of using 
talc to dry out book leaves, a fumigation chamber which looked like an “iron lung,” a rough approach to 
cleaning the leaves of the volumes, heavily “lacquered” leather rebackings, the use of “toy” microscopes to 
identify paper types, dusty test tubes, no laboratory chemicals or equipment, etc. Banks commented: “Work 
orders were fastened to the insides of the boards of the books with thumbtacks.” Banks recorded copious 
handwritten notes during his spring trip to Florence, Rome, and London (box 4, folder 133). 
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Banks’ accounting of binder-conservators must be taken as his personal viewpoint 

of who could be considered good enough to assume the title of “good craftsmen,” yet he 

was not far off the mark. The lack of knowledgeable, skilled people worldwide to do the 

required conservation work lay at the heart of matter. In England’s case, while there were 

just under twenty binders at the time coming in and out of Florence to do work, Waters 

was concerned initially that the traditional wariness that “trade” binders (many from the 

British Museum) and “craft” (“amateur”) private binders (like himself and Roger Powell) 

had of each other might preclude building an effective team. Perhaps the crisis situation 

quelled tensions between the two camps; in any case, Waters found his concerns 

groundless.35 The distinctions between the types of binders he described, however, spoke 

to the murkily defined edges of a book conservator and who was qualified to assume that 

title. It also served as a preview of the training background, mindset, and model the 

English brought with them to the US when five years later Frazer Poole hired Peter 

Waters, Christopher Clarkson, and Don Etherington to head up the Library of Congress 

(LC) conservation operations. Waters’ team had no choice but to train new conservation 

staff in-house; there was no formal program feeding the LC’s new labs.36  

                                                
35 S. Waters, “The Restoration System at Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale Di [sic] Firenze." See also 
Etherington, Bookbinding & Conservation. Etherington, commenting that “nothing went smoothly all of the 
time,” felt that, initially, the binders from the British Museum (trade trained) had issues with those from 
craft backgrounds (including Waters and Powell). Etherington noted that since he and Cains had gone 
through the apprenticeship system, they were more accepted. “As time went by they could see that Peter, 
Roger, and Chris [Clarkson] were highly qualified, so things went much more smoothly.”  
36 Etherington, Bookbinding & Conservation, 37-38. One of Etherington’s early hires/trainees at the LC 
was Norvell Jones, who trained at the Newberry Library during Banks’ tenure. Jones had also spent 
considerable time in Florence working in the BNCF. Merrily Smith also trained at the Newberry beginning 
in 1972, and subsequently went to work at LC as a paper conservator in 1978. 
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As was the case in the US, the English university system did not educate book 

conservators. However, England did have a longstanding formal system for training trade 

binder apprentices, entailing a multi-year apprenticeship (as many as seven years) under a 

formal legal contract. Those who did not apprentice directly underwent training in 

English art colleges and craft and technical schools. To be certified by the Worshipful 

Company of Stationers (established in 1403) as a Master Craftsman (which allowed you 

to set up shop), you needed to pass an exam.37 To do so, many bookbinders and other 

trades people continued their education by engaging in a formal apprenticeship.  

Craft binders like Roger Powell and Peter Waters often took a different path. The 

Roger De Coverly/T.J. Cobden-Sanderson/Douglas Cockerell teaching tradition is the 

best known of the “amateur” English teaching lines.38 Binders training in this tradition 

attended art and technical schools, sometimes within the same walls as trade binders. 

Douglas Cockerell taught craft courses at the Royal College of Art, where Roger Powell 

and then Peter Waters succeeded him as instructors. Tom Conroy, bookbinder, suggests 

binders who trained in the craft tradition “repeated a pattern of concern for sound, 

functional structure as the only proper foundation for full-extra or design finishing; 

appeal to historical binding models for durable structure and materials, with the rejection 

                                                
37 Cyprian Blagden, The Stationers’ Company, a History, 1403-1959 (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University 
Press, 1960). The Stationers’ Company was originally a guild until it received a Royal Charter of 
Incorporation in 1559. In 1931 the newly founded Company of Newspaper Makers was incorporated into 
The Stationers’ Company. In 1937 a new Royal Charter was granted to The Worshipful Company of 
Stationers’ and Newspaper Makers.  
38 Tim Conroy, “English Bookbinders in the De Coverly/Cobden-Sanderson/Cockerell Tradition: A 
Teaching Genealogy,” Abbey Newsletter 14, no. 1 (1990): 14. Trade binders referred to craft binders as 
“amateur.” 
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of shoddy contemporary practices; willingness to experiment and abandon current 

tradition, while staying carefully within the boundaries set by the use of the book and the 

purpose of the binding; and prominence of teachers, writers, and thinkers on binding and 

conservation.”39  

As Conroy demonstrates in his teaching genealogy, many of the trade and 

amateur binders had been “mixing” all along in England. Don Etherington’s education as 

a trade binder and subsequent employment working with Powell and Waters provides a 

perfect example. Commencing at age thirteen, Etherington trained in bookbinding at the 

Central School of Arts and Crafts in London. Upon graduation at seventeen years of age, 

he apprenticed seven years (1951-58) at Harrison and Sons, printer to the Royal Family, 

near Trafalgar Square. Upon completion, the Worshipful Company of Stationers and 

Newspaper Makers awarded Etherington a certificate as Freeman of the City of London, 

earning him the distinction of Master Craftsman. He went on to work for Powell and 

Waters from 1960 to 1962, where the emphasis was on high-quality materials and correct 

book structure being accorded to each individual book. Etherington later commented that 

in all of his early training, the emphasis had been on quality technique and finish (tooling, 

etc.), as opposed to high grade materials and regard for the historical structure of the 

original book, hallmarks of the De Coverly/ Cobden-Sanderson/ Cockerell approach, and 

central to modern conservation philosophy.40 

                                                
39 Conroy, “English Bookbinders in the De Coverly/Cobden-Sanderson/Cockerell Tradition,” 13-15. 
40 Etherington, Bookbinding & Conservation, 5-13, 16-20. At the time of the flood in Florence, Etherington 
was teaching at Southampton College of Art. He was hired to organize the new bookbinding course of 
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It is with this group from England that Banks and his American cohort began to 

confront the issues associated with salvaging Florence’s book and manuscripts—work 

that seemed insurmountable in all aspects. The group possessed the craft and training 

talents required; the large-scale management acumen, and the scientific and technical 

understanding needed, were developed collaboratively via correspondence, occasional 

face-to-face meetings, CRIA-supported Americans going back and forth to work at the 

BNCF, through the daily conservation operations in the BNCF, and the successful 

securing of funding to support research. Through this synergy emerged new techniques, 

scientific understanding, modes of thinking, and potential funding collaborations. As the 

complex, interdisciplinary nature of the knowledge required to undertake conservation 

treatment began to crystallize, so did the call for a more formal and centralized way to 

educate book conservators—initially on an international scale.  

 

AN INTERNATIONAL CONSERVATION CENTER 

As we learned in chapter two, by 1966 Banks had been concerned about the lack 

of training for professional book workers cum conservators for at least seven years. Due 

to the high-level scholarly and philanthropic interests directed to salvaging Florence’s art, 

library, and archival culture, he became involved with individuals—including those with 

ties to funding—who possessed the literal and figurative capital required to bring the 

                                                                                                                                            
study, a five-year program that followed the requirements of the City and Guilds examination in 
bookbinding, which he had passed. Cains followed a path similar to Etherington. He first indentured to a 
trade binder, but eventually worked for Douglas Cockerell and Sons. 
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issues of preserving the written and printed cultural record to an international level of 

attention. Crisis focused cultural and economic capital.  

Within the first month of salvaging Florence’s treasures, the team of British and 

Americans working with the BNCF and Florence’s other libraries and archives began to 

entertain the idea of building an international center for book conservation in Florence, 

where work on Florence’s collections would serve as a practical teaching and scientific 

research concern for conservators. Although the addition of an academic teaching and 

research component to the BNCF conservation operation never came to fruition, what did 

emerge was a full-scale working operation to address the needs of the BNCF 

collections—on a scale from the rarest and oldest to the newer and more frequently held. 

The building and functioning of the working operations provided the real and symbolic 

space to think through the issues immediately confronting them. The questions that arose 

stemmed from and reflected the long missing links that defined a field of book 

conservation: sufficiently knowledgeable and trained personnel to tackle the 

management, treatment, and research required to maintain collections of cultural records.  

Very early on, Dr. Emanuele Casamassima, the director of the BNCF, proposed 

the concept of an international book conservation center. By early December 1966, he 

had passed his days and nights since the flood living inside the BNCF and working 

alongside the Americans and British. He saw what an international group of 

knowledgeable, skilled, and motivated workers could accomplish, and knew that the 

BNCF had much to gain. By centralizing the conservation operations within the walls of 
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the BNCF, he could maintain responsibility for the collections; in coordination with the 

conservators, he could provide the curatorial guidance required for their decision-making. 

Critically, he could shepherd the internal, national, and international politics that would 

permit the conservators to both carry out the long-term restoration work and to train 

Western (including Italian) conservators. Speaking to the director’s astuteness, Banks 

wrote in his July 1967 report on his spring trip to Florence, “Casamassima has had the 

courage and intelligence to put the work into the hands of highly competent people, 

despite the fact that they are not Italians.”41 

Banks returned to Chicago from his first trip to Italy on December 4, 1966; he 

immediately caught wind of the idea of the proposed center. Dr. Nicolai Rubenstein, a 

preeminent art historian of the Italian Renaissance who taught at Westfield College in 

Hampstead, England, wrote a piece on December 1 for the Times Literary Supplement on 

the topic of the salvage operations in Florence. The article caught Banks’ eye; Rubenstein 

reported that the idea of an international book conservation center was being discussed. 

On December 15, Banks wrote to Rubenstein, inquiring “who is proposing this, and who 

might be directly involved in organizing such a center.” He went on to note that on his 

way out of Florence, he encountered Roger Powell “and company” who he hoped “might 

                                                
41 Banks, Report to The Committee to Rescue Italian Art on the Book Salvage Activities of Paul N. Banks 
(Florence and Rome, November 15-December 4, 1966) box 4, folder 139. Series 01: Conservator’s 
Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry 
Library Archives.  
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be involved in any attempt to set up an international center.”42 Rubenstein confirmed that 

Casamassima proposed the idea.43 

After receiving Rubenstein’s letter, Banks phoned Bates Lowry in New York to 

encourage CRIA to support the idea of the center. Lowry, in turn, asked Banks to form 

and chair a special sub-committee of CRIA “to consider book conservation problems, and 

especially this particular proposal for a book conservation center.”44 Banks, now 

positioned to lead, appointed people he trusted and relied on for guidance: Carolyn 

Horton and Harold Tribolet. Clear minded on the critical role of scientific research in 

addressing the wide-ranging treatment concerns in Florence, he also appointed Dr. Robert 

L. Feller, Senior Research Fellow, National Gallery of Art Research Project, Mellon 

Institute, Pittsburgh, whom he knew through IIC-AG. They had been on the ground 

together in Florence in the aftermath of the flood. Finally, to inform the committee on 

library topics such as cataloging and management of collections, Banks selected Frazer 

G. Poole, Librarian of the Chicago Circle Campus at the University of Illinois—and who 

by summertime would assume the position as the first Preservation Officer for the 

Library of Congress (and in any US research institution).45 Poole had been in charge of 

                                                
42 Banks to Nicolai Rubenstein, December 15, 1966, box 4, folder 122, Series 01: Conservator’s 
Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry 
Library Archives.  
43 Rubenstein to Banks, December 27, 1966, box 4, folder 122, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative 
Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library 
Archives. 
44 Banks to Majewski, January 4, 1967, box 4, folder 22, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
45 Ibid. Banks suggested to Majewski that he wanted either “a librarian or someone of the type of Verner 
Clapp or Forrest Carhart, who have been involved with the administration of foundation money for library 
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the American Library Association’s (ALA) Library Technology Project (LTP) from 1958 

to 1963.46 Funded by the Council on Library Resources, directed by Verner Clapp, the 

LTP promoted the testing and standardization of products associated with library work, 

including binding adhesives, library binding, and good quality card catalog stock.47 

In essence, Banks united in the microcosm of his committee US representatives 

from the knowledge specialties he saw as required to make the most informed decisions 

about book conservation. The team held working meetings and, individually and at times 

in pairs, traveled back and forth to Florence. Over the next eight months they visited 

more than thirty-six libraries and archives, and joined with the British group at the BNCF 

to tackle the major topics that beset them: standards for treatment and the research needed 

to create those standards, training staff to do the conservation work, and configuring a 

system for evaluating and treating all of the BNCF collections—rare and “modern”—

cost-effectively, expeditiously, and with the highest standard of operations.48  

                                                                                                                                            
projects.” The goal was to prepare a “package” for the center that could be funded by a foundation. Given 
Poole’s forthcoming status as head of Preservation for the LC, Banks was aware of his connections to 
foundations.  
46 In 1966 the Library Technology Project became the Library Technology Program. The LTP ran from 
1959 to 1972. For an administrative history of the LTP see American Library Association Archives, 
“Library Technology Project Files, 1960-75,” 
http://archives.library.illinois.edu/alaarchon/?p=collections/controlcard&id=7270. 
47 Winston Atkins, “Poole, Frazer Glendon (1915-1999),” ed. Donald G. Davis, Dictionary of American 
Library Biography: Second Supplement (Westport, CT: Libraries Unlimited, 2003), 174. Poole served as 
the first director of the ALA LTP at ALA’s headquarters in Chicago from 1959 to 1962. The Council on 
Library Resources, at the time headed by Verner Clapp, funded the LTP. Poole subsequently taught library 
administration at the University of Illinois in Chicago, then joined the LC in 1967 as preservation officer, a 
position he held until his retirement in 1978. Upon his retirement, he received a Distinguished Service 
Award in recognition of his achievement in the establishment and development of the library's preservation 
program. 
48 Banks to Lowry, January 13, 1967, box 4, folder 141, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.  
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The Study Committee on Book Conservation began work immediately. They met 

for the first time at the Newberry on January 30; the meeting report reveals a group of 

four (Feller was in Florence) grappling with enormous, crisis-driven issues.49 The topic of 

the first meeting focused on the proposed conservation center. None of the members had 

extensive experience in large-scale administrative issues, and they were novices in 

international relations. Moreover, the committee expressed concern about imposing 

American systems onto operations centered in Italy. They had good cause for concern. 

First, as we will learn, Casamassima’s idea of a centralized operation would not be 

universally popular with his Italian colleagues. Second, the Istituto Centrale di Patologia 

del Libro, an internationally prominent book conservation research and training center 

located just down the road in Rome, had a hold on conservation standards and research in 

Italy. Waters and his team had visited the istituto in January and were not favorably 

impressed.50 Though clearly too small (having only three binders) to undertake the scope 

of the work at hand, the istituto did not welcome competition much less questioning of 

their work.51 

                                                
49 Banks to Felix Gilbert, February 3, 1967, box 4, folder 119, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative 
Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library 
Archives. The letter to Gilbert is one of the cover letters Banks penned, to which he attached the report of 
the first meeting of the CRIA Study Committee on Book Conservation. Banks copied the report to Lowry, 
Gilmore, Meiss, Gilbert and the members of the Study Committee. In the report and cover letter, Banks 
refers to possible funding for the center from the “German fund.” I have not been able to confirm that 
Germany contributed funds to the BNCF operations.  
50 S. Waters, “The Restoration System at Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale Di [sic] Firenze.” 
51 Waters to Tribolet, October 28, 1968, box 9, folder 325, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.  
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Sitting in the US, the committee was distanced from the chaos on the ground in 

Florence. Perhaps ideally, but unrealistically, Banks and the team encouraged a 

democratic but highly bureaucratic approach to the formation and running of the 

proposed BNCF center. First, they suggested establishing a board of trustees, to be 

composed of members of the yet unknown funding bodies. The board would be charged 

with selecting a technical advisory committee whose members “represent as many 

countries as possible, and, insofar as possible, the best talents available in the Western 

world on book conservation.” The report continued:  

It is assumed that the members of the Council will have a large role in the 
operation of the Center, including perhaps working in the Center to the extent that 
their prior commitments would allow. The Director of the Center would be 
selected jointly by the Trustees, the representatives of the Comitato, and the 
Technical Advisory Committee. The work center or centers would be organized 
by the Technical Advisory Council and the Director. 
 

 Bates Lowry conveyed to the committee a suggested title for the center, “International 

Emergency Center for the Restoration of Florentine Libraries and Archives,” one that 

spoke to his conferral of the goals and limitations of the proposed enterprise. Dr. 

Casamassima, cognizant after two years as director of the BNCF of the arcane workings 

within his nation’s government, proposed that the center be established autonomously 

rather than under the control of the Italian government.52 

 At the time, Banks may have wished that he could become the director of the 

proposed center. Possessing a relatively influential advisory status, the possibility seemed 

                                                
52 Banks, “Decisions of the First Meeting of the Study Committee on Book Conservation of C.R.I.A.,” 
based on meeting held January 30, 1967, box 4, folder 141, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
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open for consideration. He had had little interaction with Waters, who was on the ground 

in Florence working through myriad issues at the BNCF and obtaining a clear picture of 

the knowledge and skills lacking to undertake the enormity of the salvage operation. In 

early February, Banks expressed concern that Waters did not grasp the entire picture in 

regard to the damaged books. He did not question Powell’s and Waters’ competence as 

restorers. However, having worked on the Grolier project and now in charge of a large 

research collection at the Newberry, Banks likely felt that he understood more clearly the 

significance of addressing the needs of broad research collections—a concept that was 

somewhat foreign to craft binders/restorers like Powell and Waters, who worked in their 

private workshops on rare items, one at a time. Banks had only met Waters briefly on his 

way out of Florence, and formed a hasty opinion of him—that he was not as “sensible” as 

his working partner Powell when it came to working standards.53  

During their first meeting, the Study Committee also addressed the immediate and 

prickly issue of standards for treatment: “One of the very basic and difficult questions 

connected with the work in Florence is that of standards for the work to be done on the 

books and manuscripts.”54 When it came to Florence, especially in the early aftermath of 

the flood, Banks struggled impatiently with the politics of creating standards. First, 

standards production took time, including research by and input from a body of 

specialists, including scientists. Moreover, all standards created by the Americans and 
                                                
53 Banks to Juergen Schulz, February 12, 1967, box 4, folder 122, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative 
Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library 
Archives.  
54 Banks, Report to the Committee to Rescue Italian Art, Inc. On a Trip to Florence, Rome and London by 
Paul N. Banks, March 11-April 20, 1967. 
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English needed to be carefully vetted by Italian conservation interests, including the 

Istituto di Patologia del Libro. Banks raised the question to the CRIA executive 

committee as to whether CRIA wished to support standards higher than those currently 

being used in Italy. He pointedly suggested that the answer resided in “whether CRIA 

wishes to support work that it knows to be less than adequate.” CRIA, however, was not 

in the business of imposing standards on Italy. Casamassima, however, was. He was not 

wedded to the Istituto di Patalogia, and seeing what Waters and his team were capable of, 

asked Waters to draw up the standards of work for the BNCF.55 

Waters was known to be a driven perfectionist; he, too, was deeply concerned 

about standards—first and foremost. At times he felt that, outside the walls of the BNCF, 

no one worried about standards of work.56 He wrote to Banks in May 1967 hoping that 

Carolyn Horton could come earlier in the summer rather than later as he wanted to 

consult with her on mending standards, including the “more modern techniques of heat-

setting lamination and what adhesives to use.” Waters had set up thirty table units for 

mending and sewing, and soon the work would begin in serious at the BNCF. Like 

Banks, he wanted international standards to drive the work at the BNCF. Waters 

emphasized the critical nature of standards formation, and that “international” meant 

British and American: “We all feel strongly about the necessity to follow international 

standards which the British and Americans must set together.* Without them there would 

                                                
55 Ibid. 
56 Waters to Banks, August 8, 1967, box 4, folder 138, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
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be chaos when binders from other countries arrive.”57 On the ground in forward 

movement, and exhausted by the constant decision-making he confronted as he directed 

the BNCF efforts—which at times involved close to one hundred workers, by late August 

Waters commented to Banks that he often had to deal with the need for standards as they 

emerged organically—in real time, on the working line, in consultation with all 

concerned—including the Patalogia, with whom Waters was not always in agreement. He 

also conveyed to Banks that what he really wanted and needed was a large influx of funds 

to support a serious research operation.58 

While attending to the rarest Magliabechiana and Palatina collection materials 

was critical, the vast numbers of “modern” books (post-1840) were important to the full 

                                                
57 Waters to Banks, May 16, 1967, box 4, folder 138, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-
1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
[punctuation his] 
58 Waters to Banks, August 8, 1967, box 4, folder 143, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
During the months he worked in Florence, roughly late 1966 through October 1967, Waters and John C. 
Lewis (Department of Mechanical Engineering, Imperial College of Science and Technology) defined five 
areas related to book conservation that required intensive research: bleaching, deacidification, disinfection, 
and sizing and adhesives. These issues pertained to how conservators could strengthen the book materials 
sufficiently to allow treatment work to proceed without further damage, and leave the materials “in such a 
condition that with reasonably controlled storage no deterioration of the book occurs due to any 
‘restoration’ work carried out.” For example, to prevent mold growth, the British Museum recommended 
the use of Topane fungicide. Waters implemented its use in an aqueous solution following either 
deacidification or warm water washing of book paper. Yet little information was available on the 
chemical’s residual effects on book papers over time. To prevent mold and insects, books re-entering the 
BNCF (after drying offsite) were disinfected in a high-vacuum ethylene oxide chamber. Waters and John 
Lewis, Preliminary Report on Scientific Work Arising from the Restoration of Books at the Biblioteca 
Nazionale, Firenze, August 10, 1967, box 4, folder 119, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
CLR provided a grant for 1968-69 to the Imperial College of Science and Technology, London, to 
undertake the research in association with the Royal College of Art under the joint direction of Waters and 
Lewis. See Council on Library Resources, Inc., 13th Annual Report (Washington, DC: The Council, 1969). 
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functioning of the BNCF for research.59 Given Waters’ and Powell’s careers primarily as 

private binders, combined with Casamassima’s top prioritization of the rare, unique 

collections of the BNCF, they naturally focused on the rarest collection materials. 

Furthermore, when Banks met Powell and Waters, they had only been in Florence a few 

days. By the time Juergen Schultz, a Renaissance art historian from the University of 

California, Berkeley who was stationed in Florence, wrote to Banks on January 24, 

Waters, Powell, and their colleagues had handled and organized the drying of thousands 

of books, and grasped more fully than Banks the many logistical and intellectual 

problems that cropped up at every turn. Schulz assured Banks: “The English group … 

have been working quietly and systematically on their books for over a month now, and 

get a group of several hundred vols. [sic] a day done. They have become far more 

realistic in their working standards than they were when you saw them.”60  

With Harold Tribolet, Banks returned to Florence in late March 1967 to take stock 

of the status of the smaller libraries and archives and to work with Waters and 

Casamassima on the logistics of a possible new center. During those days, Banks and 

                                                
59 The Magliabechi collection was the original seed of the BNCF. To learn more about Antonio 
Magliabechi and his bequest of approximately thirty thousand volumes, see "Magliabechi, Antonio," The 
Columbia Encyclopedia, 6th ed., 2014. For the full provenance of the Palatina collection see Biblioteca 
Nazionale Centrale, Florence Istituto e Museo di Storia della Scienza, Florence, Max Planck Institute for 
the History of Science, Berlin, Galileo Galilei’s Notes on Motion, Ms. Gal. 72, Folios 33 to 196, Electronic 
Representation of the Manuscript, Version 2.2 Mon May 10 18:17:56 1999, http://www.mpiwg-
berlin.mpg.de/Galileo_Prototype/MAIN/CENT_19.HTM. 
60 Schulz to Banks, January 24, 1967, box 4, folder 122, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
Banks also notes in a public talk that Waters had had no sleep since arriving in Florence two days prior to 
the day Banks first met him. See Banks, [Introduction for Peter Waters’ Lecture], [Feb. 1969?], box 8, 
folder 299, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of 
the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
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Waters developed a mutual respect for each other’s capabilities, which were 

complementary. In an April 19 letter to his wife Sheila, Waters expressed “warm praise 

of Banks who he had grown to like and appreciate. He felt he had high standards, his 

knowledge gained from the written word rather than by practice, yet he was the first to 

admit this. He had many good ideas and had offered sound practical advice for librarians 

to carry out immediately following the flood…. [T]hey could continue to pool ideas to 

benefit the Library.”61 This encounter turned out to be pivotal in their relationship, 

marking the moment when Banks and Waters commenced a lifelong personal and 

professional dialog and camaraderie. 

Part of Banks’ mission in Florence that spring was to take part in a meeting to 

define the parameters of the work to be accomplished in Florence’s libraries and archives, 

and who would undertake it. After two weeks on the ground in Florence, on March 23 

Banks wrote to Clapp one week before CRIA and the British’s Italian Art and Archives 

Rescue Fund met with the Italian archives and libraries, noting that one encouraging 

aspect of his time in Italy was that the English and Americans “seem to be fairly much of 

one mind … about the proposed book conservation center.” He felt that finding a director 

for the center was the problem that needed solving, and he was not certain which of the 

qualities he detailed were the most important—maturity and leadership, knowledge of 

Italian, experience in business, deep knowledge of scientific book conservation, 

political/diplomatic ability, and freedom to relocate to Florence. Though Waters had been 

                                                
61 Sheila Waters’ interpretation of Peter Waters’ letter dated April 19, 1967. S. Waters, “The Restoration 
System at Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale Di [sic] Firenze.” 
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serving as de factor director of the BNCF’s book salvage operations, neither he nor 

Banks could remain in Florence to undertake a long-term directorship. Banks asked 

Clapp for his recommendation.62 Clapp wrote back that it was barely possible to find 

someone with even the “minimal” of qualifications. LC ran into this problem when trying 

to recruit for its first preservation officer, “with very frustrating experiences.”63 While 

Banks’ chief worry was finding a good director, the April 6 meeting revealed a good 

many more tensions. 

The documentation and correspondence from the years associated with Banks’ 

involvement with CRIA—roughly 1966 through 1973—convey that the British and 

Americans involved in Florence were as equally interested in establishing an 

international training center as they were in building a conservation operation dedicated 

to the salvage of Italy’s cultural record. The two were intertwined, for sure. Given the 

massive, decades-long process envisioned for salvaging and treating the damaged 

collections, it made sense to consider a large-scale, international training effort. Western 

Cold War interests, capital, and expertise positioned the Americans to suggest such an 

undertaking. The idea for a training center, however, arose at an early, still chaotic 

moment in the rescue operation. Hence, American and British interests may have been 

                                                
62 Banks to Verner Clapp, March 23, 1967, box 4, folder 119, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative 
Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library 
Archives. Banks noted that while he and the British might solve the problems of training staff by “several 
of us working here in relays somehow,” they find “the most difficult problems are of staff and direction.” 
He also commented that some people felt that the director should be Italian. He conveyed the consensus 
that a non-Italian director would be best. Either way, the person had “to be acceptable to the English book 
conservators working here.” 
63 Clapp to Banks, April 4, 1967, box 4, folder 119, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-
1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
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interpreted as overly eager and interventionist. Outside of Casamassimo’s interest and 

welcome, what would the many other Italian cultural institutions think about the 

proposition? The Italian government? Whose interests would be served? Would the 

BNCF be the chief winner? Who would pay for a training center—much less decades of 

restoration work needed to return Florence’s Renaissance collections to usability? By 

April 6, when representatives of CRIA and the British’s Italian Art and Archives Rescue 

Fund met with high level representatives of the chief libraries and archives in Florence 

and Rome, the Archivio di Stato di Firenze and the Archivio Centrale dello Stato (Rome) 

reportedly preferred to retain authority over the restoration of their collections and the 

training of their workers.  

A centralized conservation (and training) center seemed to be a colossal win for 

the restoration of the collections and the education of conservators to continue to care for 

the West’s cultural collections. The idea had earned the endorsement of UNESCO. 

However, it was no wonder that the Italians viewed the proposition as an unseemly 

encroachment.64 Yet Banks was wary of the idea of funding the Archivio di Stato—who 

in early estimates had upwards of thirty-five thousand bound volumes damaged in the 

flood—as a separate operation. He expressed concern that the people associated with the 

administrative and technical components of the work were neither “very competent, but 

what is far worse, they think they are.”65 Within days of the meeting, however, on behalf 

                                                
64 Banks, Report to the Committee to Rescue Italian Art, Inc. On a Trip to Florence, Rome and London by 
Paul N. Banks, March 11-April 20, 1967. 
65 Ibid. 



176 
 

of CRIA, Millard Meiss confirmed that it would provide the equivalent funding of 

$180,000 ($60,000 per year for three years total) to two centers: one within the Uffizi 

Gallery to treat the documents of the Archivio and other smaller Florentine archives, and 

the other at the BNCF. The funding supported staffing for the operations; as chair of the 

CRIA Study Committee on Book Conservation, Banks received an additional $25,000 to 

organize and support travel and housing for the league of American bookbinders who 

traveled to Florence to work for varying lengths of time in the BNCF operations.66 

Although a formalized international conservation training center did not come to 

fruition, a large-scale operation for the treatment of one million plus rare and modern 

holdings of the BNCF did—and quickly given the immediate contributions of American, 

British, and Italian funding to the effort and doing the work. With Waters on the ground 

and Banks primarily in the US overseeing CRIA funds to the BNCF operation, the two 

continued to correspond and coordinate their efforts. As discussed, Waters held primary 

interests in the very rare BNCF holdings, and in the scientific research needed to support 

the conservation work on the older collections. Banks’ chief concerns rested with the 

massive numbers of modern BNCF collections, and those of the smaller Florentine 

libraries. Their mutual interests, knowledge, and assumed roles created an ideal 

symbiosis. With Waters in Florence overburdened with decisions and layers of political 

bureaucracy, and Banks in the US in charge of the CRIA funds for the BNCF efforts, 

                                                
66 Millard Meiss to Emanuele Casamassima, April 11, 1967, box 4, folder 119, Series 01: Conservator’s 
Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry 
Library Archives. The funds Banks oversaw also purchased books for the BNCF conservation reference 
collection, and occasional consultants to the BNCF operations. 
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Waters recommended a division of work that took advantage of their individual strengths 

and locations. Banks took on the responsibility of finding, organizing, and reimbursing 

American binders and conservators who went to Florence to help in the BNCF’s 

operations. Waters also asked him to take charge of investigating the buckram binding 

operations required for the modern books, and to undertake the work of specifying 

machine-made paper and board for conservation of the modern books.67  

 

AGGREGATE COLLECTIONS  

If we could pinpoint one area in particular associated with the Florence 

experience that captured Banks’ attention and drove his thinking and actions, it is mass 

quantities of “modern” books. Waters and his team ably addressed the manifold 

organizational and research aspects of conserving the rare and unique BNCF holdings; 

their quantity and conservation needs were mindboggling enough. Banks, who became at 

times impolitic and dogged on the topic, turned his attention to the newer materials that 

he saw as being critical to the operations of the BNCF and the smaller libraries. While the 

unique and rare materials were unquestionably highly valued, the modern collections 

served researchers day in and day out; the newer research in these tomes fed the 

understanding of the rare collections, and provided information on any number of topics. 

During this period, Banks’ comprehension of the encompassing value of the “permanent 

                                                
67 Waters to Banks, May 16, 1967, box 4, folder 143, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-
1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
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collection” began to evolve; it had commenced with his early work on the Grolier books, 

and continued at the Newberry as he confronted the administration of conservation for 

rare and modern research collections. Now, in the face of salvaging Florence’s libraries, 

his ideas crystallized with regard to what he termed as the “aggregate” collection.  

Historically, veneration of the rare and unique drove restoration activities in 

libraries. Primarily from his work at the Newberry, Banks, however, understood that the 

mission of a research library hinged on the full complement of holdings; the modern 

humanist required the rare and the modern in aggregate to undertake new scholarship. He 

learned that a strong humanities research collection depended on the symbiotic 

relationships between rare and archival primary resources and the interdisciplinary 

research resources that assisted the scholar in interpreting those materials. Hence, the 

library (or archive) embodied an aggregation of items whose primary importance rested 

not in their individual value, but in their relationship to one another.  

Following Banks’ thinking, he saw as paramount the need for appropriate 

approaches to the long term care of the range of organic and inorganic physical 

materiality comprising large collections spanning many centuries. On the first and highest 

level, the aggregate value determined the need for broad systems approaches, such as 

sound housings and storage environments.68 Somewhat symbolically indicative of Banks’ 

philosophy, in his writings and correspondence he began to interchange “book” 

                                                
68 Banks’ publications provide one level of evidence on the evolution of his thinking on the field of library 
and archives conservation. See this dissertation’s Appendix. 
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conservation with “library” or “library and archives” conservation. To be sure, books and 

paper lay at the heart of research libraries and archives, thus the need for well-trained 

book and paper conservators. But Banks used “library” and “library and archives” as a 

broader framework for specific reasons. He argued that, in terms of the conservator’s 

work, the conceptual structure of library and archives missions, holdings, and operations 

required differentiation from that of museums, where the preponderance of holdings were 

unique and held a higher market value. Moreover, museum collections, rarely handled, 

were consulted very differently than library materials. By envisioning this broader 

institutional and disciplinary framework, one could then define the types and purposes of 

collections.  

When it came to rare and non-rare categorizations, Banks contended that 

collections could not be so easily divided. As collections aged, some titles would become 

rarer and, hence, more important due to their rarity. The conservator was challenged to 

deal with a full spectrum of “value” issues inherent in the aggregate to make appropriate 

preservation decisions. For example, a currently non-rare book may receive commercial 

library binding as its primary treatment. However, should that book become rarer 

(infrequently held by libraries, for example), the conservator needed to ensure that the 

techniques used to bind that book did not effectively shorten its life—by excessive 

guillotining of margins or original section folds, or use of improper adhesives that 

allowed pages to fall out with use. Bank’ intellectual and practical professional 
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undertakings throughout his career were chiefly influenced by these complex concepts of 

value and the conservator’s understanding of and response to them.  

Banks’ ideas had begun to form before Florence flooded. In May 1966, not quite 

two years into his work at the Newberry, and five months prior to the flood, he presented 

his first formal talk on the topic of book conservation to the Chicago Regional Group of 

Librarians in Technical Services. In “Odor Perception in Fish, or, Some Problems in 

Book Conservation,” he argued that, as much as collections organization and 

management emphasized a division between rare and non-rare holdings, libraries in fact 

functioned as a whole body of knowledge.69  He lamented that the non-rare holdings—

many of which could be termed as being “permanent” holdings—were “lumped into one 

vast category,” and that libraries approached their physical treatment with a destructive 

meat-cleaver, “… based on a least common denominator of school and circulating public 

library books … called Certified Library Binding by the Library Binding Institute.” In the 

published version of his paper, he admonished the reader that, unless educated 

conservators employing a range of appropriate techniques tended to library collections, “a 

very large percentage of our existing and future books, which will be wanted and needed 

by future scholars, will not be extant in usable condition.”70 His statement over 

                                                
69 Box 1, folder 4, Series 06: Lawrence W. Towner Papers, Office of the President and Librarian, 
Newberry Library Archives. This file contains a draft of Banks’ talk. Nervous about addressing the group, 
Banks vetted his paper with Towner, who later suggested a less oblique title for the publication of his talk. 
70 Banks, “Some Problems in Book Conservation,” Library Resources and Technical Services 12, no. 3 
(Summer 1968): 330, 337. This is the published version of the paper Banks presented to the Chicago 
Regional Group of Librarians in Technical Services in May 1967. For the first time in formal writing, 
Banks suggested the link between library and information science and library and archives conservation. 
He pointed an accusatory finger at library schools for neglecting what he saw as their role in educating 
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dramatized the end results, but his primary point was clear; current library practices 

caused harm to valuable collections. Libraries needed educated conservators to ensure the 

long-term health of the collections. 

The conservator would oversee a range of preservation options. Through 

preventive and remedial actions, collections could be maintained whole. Environmental 

control of the spaces in which collections were housed, including a sound building 

envelope and infrastructure that could withstand natural disasters and internal 

breakdowns from, for example, leaking pipes, provided an essential step toward ensuring 

the entire collection’s safety. Educating staff and users on how to handle materials 

prolonged the life of collections, as did a program of commercial binding for modern 

books that used sound materials and binding methods. For certain, the whole collections 

equation included the remedial conservation treatment of individual items. Ideally, 

however, the care of the modern collections would not be neglected by over-weighting 

attention to the old and rare. 

With regard to Florence, Banks’ CRIA reports and correspondence with various 

actors involved in the salvage elucidate the evolution of his thinking about the aggregate 

collection. The issues associated with “whole” collections emerged early in his 

involvement in Florence. On the macro level, the linkages between the Florentine 

                                                                                                                                            
conservators and encouraging research in conservation topics: “Librarians, and particularly library schools, 
would appear to assume that books take care of themselves, although fish seem to need some help. It is not 
really surprising, then, that one finds rare American bindings permanently destroyed by being smeared with 
‘magic’ leather-mending plastic, or that some of the greatest treasures of one of our greatest rare book 
libraries are left on permanent display, subject to the ravages of light and air, or that librarians have allowed 
a binding standard which is so destructive to gain so nearly universal acceptance, or that there is so 
pathetically little research in this country on the deterioration and preservation of books.” 
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libraries and archives—many rich in Renaissance holdings—created an even larger 

symbiotic aggregate that needed attention. The disaster situation required the handling, 

physically, of each volume—removing them from the mud, drying and cleaning them, 

etc. But the planning and actual undertaking of their eventual treatment required broad 

and deep knowledge, and administration at the macro level. Banks excelled most 

particularly in the intellectual arena.71 The theorization and practical conceptualization of 

conservation—including the pinpointing of lacuna in knowledge and practical know-

how—provided fertile territory for Banks’ intellectual and practical experimentation. The 

“doing” was not always his forte, the lacking of which his Newberry colleagues reminded 

him from time-to-time.72  

By January 1967, Banks was already expressing concern about the preponderance 

of damaged materials in Florence—those considered less valuable than the known rare 

collections: “Insufficient thought and knowledge is applied to directing the work which is 

done on the large masses of library materials of somewhat lesser value.” He observed that 

most of the skill and knowledge available was used primarily for “a very small number of 

the most valuable items.”73 Banks felt strongly that, to reach the libraries and archives 

                                                
71 In a paper presented in 1969, Banks referred to himself as “emphatically … a problem man” versus “a 
solution man.” Banks, “Problems in the Examination of Books and Manuscripts,” in Proceedings of the 
First Georgetown University Conference on Surface Analysis (presented at First Georgetown University 
Conference on Surface Analysis, Washington, DC: Georgetown University Law Center, Institute of 
Criminal Law and Procedure Forensic Sciences Laboratory, 1969), 45.  
72 Posey Gerlach, for example, felt that Banks was not really a binder—meaning that his talent was not 
hands-on bookwork. Cloonan, notes to author. 
73 CRIA Study Committee on Book Conservation to Harold J. Plenderleith, January 30, 1967, box 4, folder 
120, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the 
Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.  
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across Florence needing basic guidance in approaching the treatment of their damaged 

collections, the CRIA Study Committee on Book Conservation should provide some sort 

of guidelines. Hence, one of the first items on their agenda was to write and distribute 

“Recommendations for and Rebinding of Books Damaged in the November 4, 1966 

Flood.”74  

Banks soon learned, however, it would take much more than a set of written 

guidelines to affect the treatment of Florence’s library and archives collections on a 

broad, encompassing level. Fearing a US heavy handedness, and knowing they needed 

the imprimatur of various Italian bodies for their work to be taken seriously, the 

committee wrote to Dr. Harold J. Plenderleith, the Scottish director of the International 

Centre for the Study of the Preservation and Restoration of Cultural Property (“the Rome 

Center”) to see if the center would publish the guidelines.75 To avoid their 

recommendations being “too heavily focused on American thinking and American 

materials,” the committee suggested that the following people or institutions be asked to 

                                                
74 CRIA Study Committee on Book Conservation, “Recommendations for Restoration and Rebinding of 
Book Damaged in November 4, 1966 Flood (Preliminary Draft)”; Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative 
Files, 1964-1989, box 4, folder 136, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, 
Newberry Library Archives. See also folder 141 for the January 30, 1967 cover letter sent to the Rome 
Center, the director of the Archivio di Stato, Casamassima, a handful of CRIA administrators, Waters and 
Powell, the director of the Gabinetto Scientifico Letterario G. P. Vieusseux, and Miss Eve Borsook, an art 
historian living in Florence who was a specialist in Italian mural painting. Carolyn Horton was the chief 
author of the Study Committee’s recommendations. Her forthcoming LTP publication, Cleaning and 
Preserving Bindings and Related Materials (1967), was well underway by the time Florence flooded, and 
laid the groundwork for the guidelines.  
75 The International Centre for the Study of the Preservation and Restoration of Cultural Property 
(ICCROM) was established in Rome in 1959. Plenderleith, formerly Keeper of the Research Laboratory at 
the British Museum in London, was its first director. In the aftermath of World War II, a proposal was 
made to create an “intergovernmental centre for the study and improvement of methods of restoration.” The 
proposal for the center was adopted in 1956 in New Delhi at the 9th Session of the UNESCO General 
Conference. ICCROM, “History,” http://www.iccrom.org/about/history/. 
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contribute their thinking to the proposed publication, “the Research [L]aboratory of the 

British Museum; Roger Powell and Peter Waters …; and the Istituto [Centrale] di 

Patologia del Libro, Rome.” Banks continued: “You, of course, may well know of other 

people who should be consulted. First, we feel it is highly important that an attempt be 

made to make available to the thirty or more affected libraries and archives some form of 

standards for restoration. It is our fear that much damage may be done in hasty and 

poorly-considered attempts.”76 It is unclear how far the guidelines were distributed 

beyond those who originally received them. By the springtime, Banks surmised that his 

committee’s recommendations had had little impact. In late August, Banks quipped to 

Waters, “(W)e felt that guide lines such as the ones we proposed would not only be 

useful but were extremely urgent. However, I fear they have been virtually totally 

ignored. Such is the way of life.”77 He did not stop there.  

In June, reporting to CRIA executives on his spring 1967 visit to Florence, Banks 

discussed the phases of conservation work subsequent to the current work of addressing 

the rarest collections, the latter which included “selecting treatment for each book, 

collating the books, taking them apart where that is required, washing them, drying them, 

giving them final collation, and wrapping them to await binding.”78 During this spring 

                                                
76 CRIA Study Committee on Book Conservation to Plenderleith, January 30, 1967, box 4, folder 120, 
Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the 
Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.  
77 Banks to Waters, August 21, 1967, box 4, folder 143, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.  
78 Banks, Report to the Committee to Rescue Italian Art, Inc. On a Trip to Florence, Rome and London by 
Paul N. Banks, March 11-April 20, 1967 (Chicago, IL, July 5, 1967), box 4, folder 138, Series 01: 
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visit, he, Casamassima, and Waters developed the sequencing of new operations to 

address the 1.5 million items needing conservation attention. The first included the 

mending and sewing of the Magliabechiana and Palatina collections. Between the 

workers on board and volunteers from England, the US, and possibly other countries over 

the summer, the work could commence with sufficient oversight. The second phase 

entailed the establishment of a bindery for “the better quality work” required by the rare 

collections. The final involved the modern books. Banks expressed concern that 

Casamassima tended to “minimize the importance of modern books,” feeling that 

individually they were not highly important and that they could be replaced with other 

copies. The value system established in the rescue efforts made real—in documentation 

and in practice—the lesser value Casamassima assigned to the modern materials. While 

the five classifications designated periods (1500-1560, 1560-1770, 1770-1820, 1820-

1840, and post-1840), they were referred to, respectively, as “Value” 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. 

Waters described the system: “Before a book enters the restoration system, it has to be 

classified according to its value and the treatment it requires, and details of historical 

interest are noted.” 79 Hence, initial value is determined by age; the older the rarer. Apart 

from the 1 through 5 categorization, books from categories 2 through 5 could be moved 

to category 1 if they were deemed “significant and rare.”80 

                                                                                                                                            
Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation 
Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
79 Waters, “Book Restoration after the Florence Floods,” The Penrose Annual 62 (1969): 87. 
80 Waters, Interim Report, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale Florence: Progress and Plans, October 23, 1967, 
box 4, folder 128, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, 
Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. Waters’ report also describes the types of 
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Despite Casamassima’s inclinations, Banks was adamant that Florence’s modern 

library holdings were critical: “[T]hey nevertheless constitute to a large extent the 

working collections of any library.” Even more than the rare materials, the modern 

collections served Florence’s citizens and students. Apparently, Casamassima was not 

convinced of giving them much conservation attention, at least initially. Given the 

stipulations of CRIA’s monetary donation to the BNCF and the Archivio salvage 

operations, the BNCF was charged with tending to the conservation needs of the smaller 

Florentine libraries. However, Banks reported to CRIA that Casamassima said he would 

take on the work of the smaller libraries only when a mechanized bindery was operating 

in the BNCF—“and then he will take on at first only the important, early books. This 

leaves the rebinding of the modern books … in other words, the working collections of 

these libraries, until some distant future point.”81 Once he and Waters provided a rough 

projection of the costs of a mechanized washing, drying, and machine binding operation, 

however, they likely convinced Casamassima of the possibility of at least approaching 

the needs of the modern materials efficiently. Machine binding could potentially save the 

library from many entailed, costly repurchases. Moreover, given that “modern” books 

                                                                                                                                            
treatments assigned to each value category. For documentation of the types of treatments and the flow of 
items through the restoration system see Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale di Firenze, The Restoration System 
of the Biblioteca Nazional Centrale Di [sic] Firenze, 2nd ed., rev. ([New York: Guild of Book Workers], 
1970). 
81 Banks, Report to the Committee to Rescue Italian Art, Inc. On a Trip to Florence, Rome and London by 
Paul N. Banks, March 11-April 20, 1967, Appendix C (Chicago, IL, July 5, 1967), box 4, folder 138, Series 
01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation 
Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
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were classified as being published after 1840, it is likely that the BNCF would have 

found that some titles were irreplaceable. 

By July 1967, Banks, sitting in his office at the Newberry and ruminating over 

correspondence and reports flowing in from Florence, was in a high state of concern for 

the small libraries and modern materials. The saga of the modern books continued for 

more than another year, with Banks attempting to elicit due concern on the part of CRIA 

executives, and at times ruffling the political feathers in doing so. Without consulting 

with Casamassima or Waters, at the end of July 1967 Banks penned a letter to Myron 

Gilmore, jesting that he thought he would give him “something to think about” with 

regard to “the fate of the small libraries in Florence.” He laid out his concerns and 

request: 

Seriously, I am becoming more and more concerned…. Since, under present 
circumstances, CRIA’s aid to small libraries is through the Restoration Center at 
the Nazionale, and since Casamassima stated, at the time I was there, that he 
would not take on any work from the small libraries until he had a bindery 
functioning in the Nazionale, and even then would take only the rare books, I can 
foresee its [sic] being years before some of the smaller libraries, with collections 
of predominantly modern books, will get any effective help from CRIA at all…. 
    In the meantime, I would like to plead for you in whatever way you see fit and 
to whatever extent you are able, to intervene on behalf of the small libraries.82  

 
Five days later, Waters, having caught wind of Banks’ concerns, sent a brief Western 

Union Telegram to Banks, saying that he would “devote time for private libraries,” and 

                                                
82 Banks to Myron Gilmore, July 26, 1967, box 4, folder 119, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative 
Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library 
Archives.   
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that he understood Banks’ concern.83 Banks, however, remained impatient with the pace 

of progress, and determined to move forward with a plan. 

Banks wanted to establish a machine bindery for the modern books—a large-

scale, mechanized operation to provide machine sewing and assembly line rebinding. To 

study the feasibility of such an operation, he contracted Kenneth Atkinson, Director of 

Dunn and Wilson LTD, Bellevue Bindery, Falkirk, Scotland to advise the CRIA Study 

Committee. With no advance notification from Banks to Casamassima, Atkinson arrived 

at the BNCF in late August, where he met with Waters, Casamassima, and Horton, who 

worked in the BNCF’s operations that summer.84 Soon afterwards, Atkinson produced his 

report.85 Waters found the report useful, but disagreed with the scale Atkinson suggested 

(four thousand square feet and sixty workers over fifteen years). Atkinson had not been 

on the ground in Florence long enough to quantify the needs of the BNCF nor the smaller 

libraries—and it appeared as well that Waters and his crew had done little to ascertain the 

latter. Despite the quantification issues, Waters viewed such a large operation as 

administratively unwieldy, unaffordable, and against “[t]he Italian way”—begin small 

and expand if desirable and feasible. Furthermore, the subtext of “value” hung in the air. 

How could Casamassima propose and defend the idea of spending huge sums of money 

                                                
83 Waters to Banks, July 31, 1967, box 4, folder 119, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-
1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.   
84 After learning from Waters that Casamassima was taken aback by Atkinson’s arrival, Banks sent a letter 
of apology to Casamassima. 
85 Kenneth J. Atkinson, Report on Visit to Florence, Italy, to Report on the Practicality of Establishing a 
Mechanized Binder in the Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale, August, 1967, box 4, folder 115, Series 01: 
Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation 
Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.  
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on books deemed non-rare when some of the most unique world treasures required 

conservation? Of the possible funding interests, who cared about these materials?86 From 

a fundraising standpoint, the modern books paled in appeal when stacked against the likes 

of the first edition of the Nuremberg Chronicle.  

By the end of October 1967, Waters brought on board Anthony Cains to direct the 

technical operations of the BNCF for the next three years. Banks, in his capacity as chair 

of the CRIA Study Committee, used CRIA funds to purchase and send to Cains 

numerous conservation reference books. Based on Cains’ specifications, Banks used 

CRIA funds to purchase a range of materials and equipment towards the conservation of 

the range of collection materials, including the modern. A large-scale industrial bindery 

for the modern books never fully emerged. In a detailed letter to Banks in October 1968, 

Waters, too, lamented the lack of scale of operations to serve the small libraries and the 

BNCF’s modern books, and described the difficulties that continued to obviate the 

creation of an industrial bindery: 

I was able to get Atkinson interested again…. He was rather upset that no follow-
up had occurred from his visit of 1967 and his subsequent report. He felt much 
time had been wasted for interesting people in contributing machinery. I have 
always agreed with him that the scale of the operation now being planned for the 
library binding … is too small and is short-sighted and I repeated this point to 
Tony Cains only ten days ago when I revisited Florence. However they cannot use 
government money to repair books which were not flooded and this fact cramps 
the whole concept of a library bindery as a permanent set-up…. Under the present 
programme, what began as a pilot scheme on value 5 has crystallized into a semi-
permanent activity on a hand work basis, bringing with it a low pace and may 

                                                
86 Banks commented to Waters in a spring 1968 letter than he had seen little evidence that CRIA was 
interested in (paying for) an industrial bindery. Banks to Waters, March 11, 1968, box 4, folder 143, Series 
01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation 
Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.   
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prove to be an unwelcome influence upon the pre-1840 binding. I feel that the 
small libraries will be getting a raw deal unless the scale can be enlarged. 

 

Reflecting on Atkinson’s plan, Waters continued: “If Atkinson’s original scheme could 

have been modified and if he, or someone as qualified, could have planned it, things 

would have been very different…. Atkinson promised me back in February that he would 

try to send two or three of his people to train Italians…. This has now been definitely 

arranged with Tony [Cains]….” By fall 1969, Cains reported to Banks that the “Value 

Five should be established in its permanent ‘home’ with most of the machines by early 

spring,” with Atkinson promising more. He attached to his letter his proposal to 

Casamassima for working on Value 5 materials, which called for an operation “as fully 

mechanized as possible” to handle one hundred books each day.87 In the end, a small 

industrial unit, established early on by Herr W. Bleicher of Munich, was enlarged for 

rebinding the modern books in cotton buckram.88 

 

CONCLUSION 

The plans for an international training center never came to fruition, nor did 

Banks’ industrial bindery vision ever attain the required scale of operation. His 

                                                
87 Cains to Banks, March 7, 1968, box 4, folder 118, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-
1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
Attached to this letter: Cains, [Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale di Firenze: The Proposal by the Director], 
March 6, 1968. 
88 Cains, “The Work of the Restoration Centre in the Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale di Firenze, 1967-71,” 
66. I could neither find documentation nor information on the numbers or types of books from the small 
Florentine libraries that were treated in the BNCF operations. It is likely that the BNCF has maintained 
records. 
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involvement in both “experiments,” however, enhanced his thinking about and concern 

for educating conservators to address the needs of collections—in aggregate. The 

Florence experience provided Banks a very different context than that of the Newberry to 

develop his ideas about the field of library and archives conservation. Florence widened 

his scope of understanding of the field, and provided him trial-and-error experience in 

leadership, administration, collaboration, and compromise. As we have learned, Banks, 

who once described himself as “emphatically … a problem man” versus “a solution 

man,” revealed his strengths in defining the issues at hand and collaborating with like-

minded colleagues; his ego, hubris, and impatience were weaknesses that led him to 

criticize what he perceived as ill-informed or –conceived ideas.89 While his drive and 

high standards can be viewed as laudable, at times he put off people who would have 

otherwise assisted him. Waters, speaking frankly as his friend, reminded him of this 

tendency: “Beware of the temptation to inflate the P.B. image at the expense of 

another!”90  

In broad terms, the Florence experience proved to be transformative in terms of 

shared knowledge and the forming of a collegial network of conservators. The questions 

the Florence work raised resulted in a desire to integrate and codify the gained knowledge 

to provide guidance to an emerging field. Florence confirmed that there was a need for 

book conservators, that the role of science in book conservation was critical, and that 

                                                
89 Banks, “Problems in the Examination of Books and Manuscripts,” 45. 
90 Waters to Banks, October 14, 1969, box 4, folder 118, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
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standardized approaches to mass problems were desirable and possible. Hence, through 

the lens of the Florence disaster and recovery, we witness the incipient moorings of 

theoretical and practical knowledge required to build a new field of library and archives 

conservation. In 2009, Christopher Clarkson reflected on how his work in Florence 

changed how he and his colleagues who trained workers in the BNCF colleagues thought 

about their work: “In teaching, we started to deliberately apply the word ‘conservation’ to 

our activities in summer 1967. Indeed, this was an intentional attempt to show a distinct 

philosophical break with hand-binding and tradecraft conventions. At the time the word 

‘conservation’ had a certain ‘shock’ value by association—a ‘book museum object’?”91 A 

philosophical and narrative shift took place in Florence that defined the new field. 

Ultimately, for Banks, Florence confirmed and fed his driving goal to ensure that 

the next generation of conservators could stand firmly on his, Horton’s, Tribolet’s, and 

Waters’ and his UK colleagues’ shoulders; he knew that it would take well-prepared 

minds to solve the problems inherent in and to enact solutions to the US’s massive 

cultural record. He began to document his ideas, most systematically and clearly in his 

teaching of conservation. His 1971 syllabus for—and the encompassing name of the 

course, Conservation of Research Library Materials—document the first class of its type 

taught in a Library and Information Science graduate program in the US.92 Ten years 

                                                
91 Christopher Clarkson, “Training in Book Conservation after the Flood,” in Villa La Pietra and the 
Conservation Center of the Institute of Fine Arts, New York University, Conservation Legacies of the 
Florence Flood of 1966, 80. 
92 Banks taught this four-week intensive summer course at the Newberry Library in 1971, 1973, 1975, and 
1977 for the Graduate School of Library Science and Division of University Extension, University of 
Illinois. The course was co-sponsored by the Newberry Library. In 1971, the course drew twenty-one 
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later, the curriculum he and Pamela Darling created for the Conservation Education 

Programs in Columbia University’s School of Library Service centered on preserving 

whole collections, a philosophy that had taken root by that time in the handful of 

preservation operations in the US’s larger research libraries. At the Newberry, perhaps 

the most symbolic realization of his ideas took form in the state-of-the-art collections 

stacks building the Newberry built in the late 1970s to house the library’s collections. 

The Newberry Library stacks building project modeled what, at the time, were the best 

possible storage conditions for library and archival collections.93 

Banks’ work in Florence provided one microcosm in which we watched him 

operate as a professional. It is just one of many. During the seven years he worked with 

Florence matters, he was also involved in a wide range of conservation initiatives in the 

US, expanding his network of colleagues and status in the field. He taught formal library 

conservation courses and trained apprentices at the Newberry. He served on the 

Executive Committee of the IIC-AG, became a member of the American Library 

                                                                                                                                            
students from Canada and across the US (Ohio, Illinois, New York, Wisconsin, Virginia, Hawaii, New 
Jersey, Pennsylvania, Minnesota, Arkansas, Washington, DC, and the US Virgin Islands). The extensive 
bibliography Banks provided to the 1971 attendees likely represented the most comprehensive list of 
international readings related to library conservation at the time. The course packet table of contents, 
syllabus, list of attendees, and bibliography are held in the author’s research archives. The full course 
packet, including her typed course notes, resides in Merrily Smith’s personal papers, Washington, DC. The 
author maintains a copy of a portion of the packet and course notes in her research records. 
93 Based on Banks’ extensive research in the 1970s on the effect of long-term collection storage conditions, 
he concluded that the best storage for books and manuscripts required a low temperature that was 
uncomfortable for researchers. Hence the collection storage unit should be separate from where readers and 
staff did their work. For information on the Newberry stacks specifications, see Keyes DeWitt Metcalf, 
Planning Academic and Research Library Buildings, 2nd ed. (Chicago: American Library Association, 
1986), 539. For a “statement of guidelines as projected for the new Newberry Library bookstack building,” 
see Banks, “Environmental Standards for Storage of Books and Manuscripts,” Library Journal 99 (1974): 
339–43. This article references the chief thinking and research up to 1974 on the topic of conservation 
environments for material artifacts. 



194 
 

Association’s Bookbinding Committee and the Association’s special committee to 

provide relief to Florentine libraries. In addition to running the Newberry’s operations 

and building a new laboratory, he consulted for the LC on their new preservation 

program. Chapter four reveals a new scenario in which we may observe Banks at work in 

the field, as he attempts to build a conservation training program at the Newberry—a 

partner center to the one envisioned for the BNCF. 
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Chapter 4: When the Right Program Comes Along: The Politics of 
Professionalism  

 
“Frazer Poole spoke at the Florence conference of ‘the right idea in the place at the right 
time.’ Although the impetus for an international training center in Florence seems (alas!) 
to have been lost, we are still faced with the right idea at the right time; all we need is the 
right place.”1  Paul N. Banks, 1971 
 
 

From the moment he arrived in Chicago in summer 1964, Banks considered various 

conceptual frameworks that centered the Newberry Library as a training center for 

professional book conservators. Using the momentum from the Florence flood to 

establish an international conservation training center in the Biblioteca Nazionale 

Centrale di Firenze (BNCF), in early 1967 he embarked on a campaign in earnest to fund 

at the Newberry what he initially promoted as a partner center. Ideally, he wanted the 

center to pursue formal training and research in book conservation; both were needed. At 

the time, a number of elements seemed to position the Newberry Library as the ideal lead 

actor in educating book conservators. Chicago itself was a likely home for formal 

conservation education. A thriving cultural and educational metropolis, with long 

established business and intellectual interests in printing, publishing, and the role of the 

book in society, the city boasted three universities (the University of Illinois, the 

                                                
1 Banks, “Proposal for [t]he Foundation of a Newberry Library Training Center in Book Conservation,” 
March 2, 1971, 12, box 2, folder 42, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, 
Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.  
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University of Chicago, Rosary College) with schools of library science.2 Moreover, the 

headquarters of the American Library Association (ALA)—the field’s largest 

professional organization—and the same for the Society of American Archivists (SAA) 

were located in Chicago.3 Last but not least, Towner’s support and influential cultural 

capital, and Banks’ growing professional network and renown as a leader in the nascent 

field of book conservation, rounded up a potentially dynamic maelstrom of favorable 

ingredients for the proposed professionalizing enterprise. 

To no avail, Banks and Towner attempted to find funding for the conservation 

center concept for almost eight years. Why did their plan fail? I suggest that a range of 

tensions prevented the funding of a center. Oppositions—some very nuanced—existed at 

a number of levels: individual and institutional interests differed, as did philosophical and 

tactical approaches to the physical needs of collections. A chief element in the mix was 

the dominant Cold War mindset that turned to large-scale, systems oriented approaches to 

solve the problems of managing large research collections. The emergence of computers 

and their application to library operations further emphasized the increasing role these 

new technologies played in meeting the mass bibliographic interfacing and inter-library 

communication requirements of the twentieth century. As we learned in chapter three, 

Banks, too, favored systematic, large-scale approaches—e.g. industrial library binding. 

Applied knowledgeably, mass systems provided efficient, cost-effective solutions to meet 

                                                
2 Rosary College became Dominican University in 1997. 
3 For example, the Caxton Club, a private social club and haven for Chicago bibliophiles, has supported the 
art, study, and publication of fine print books since 1895. See Frank J. Piehl, The Caxton Club 1895–1995: 
Celebrating A Century of the Book in Chicago (Chicago: Caxton Club, 1995). 
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the needs of aggregate collections. However, unlike most of the library directors of the 

time, he and his conservator colleagues knew that conservation solutions were multiple, 

mixed approaches that required nuanced judgement in their application. Indeed, 

oftentimes the solution was to do nothing to avoid harming the integrity of an item. 

Moreover, the field lacked reliable, tested solutions for some conservation problems. 

However, library directors, in their haste to solve large-scale problems, seemed unable or 

unwilling to comprehend that what was good for the goose was not always good for the 

gander.  

Banks was not alone in his estimation of library directors. During a 1969 

conference at the University of Chicago on the topic of library conservation, James W. 

Henderson and Robert G. Krupp commented on the need to educate library directors 

more deeply on the issues of conservation, lamenting: “[I]t is remarkable how many 

incorrect statements have been made, often by librarians, as Gospel truth.”4 Conservation, 

often misunderstood by library leaders as a manual, slow-paced, technically and 

aesthetically driven basement craft geared towards single collection item needs, scraped 

against the grain of the modern-day mindset. The craft aspects of the field rendered it 

anything other than progressive in the minds of many.5 The handful of library-focused 

conservators in the US did not have the voice—the capital—to bring about the changes 

                                                
4 Henderson, Krupp, and Banks, “The Librarian as Conservator [with Discussion],” 181. 
5 Adamson and Victoria and Albert Museum, The Invention of Craft, xv. Adamson argues that, until very 
recently, craft has been defined as antithetical to “modern.” “It can only be understood as a corrective or an 
escape hatch, never as a contributing factor.”  
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required to professionalize the field. Moreover, the oppositional “movement” voice 

adopted by Banks, at times undermined his ability to gain traction. 

This chapter provides a close analysis of the interplay of funders, library 

organizations, institutional allegiances, and individual philosophies, aptitudes, and 

personalities that shaped the politics of preservation, including its funding, in this 

particular period. By pointing to the range of actors and tensions at play, we gain critical 

insight into why library and archives conservation education did not develop in the US 

during this period.   

 

THE COUNCIL ON LIBRARY RESOURCES 

One avenue in particular held promise for funding the Newberry center Banks 

envisioned. Between 1967 and 1972 Banks’ and Towner’s efforts to fund the center 

targeted primarily the powerful Council on Library Resources (the council). In the 1960s, 

the council served as the primary grant funding source for all US-based research and 

work associated with academic libraries at large; it served as the sole funder of library 

preservation initiatives.6 Established in 1956 with $5 million from the Ford Foundation, 

the council defined its principal objective: “to aid in the solution of library problems; to 

conduct research in, develop and demonstrate new techniques and methods and to 

                                                
6 Nancy E. Gwinn, “CLR and Preservation,” College and Research Libraries 42, no. 2 (1981): 104. Gwinn 
documents that between 1956 and 1981 CLR authorized expenditures of more than $2.5 million to 
preservation-related activities. Gwinn’s article provides a comprehensive overview of the range of 
preservation projects the council funded from its founding through 1980. 
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disseminate through any means the results thereof.”7 Given the council’s dominance and 

mission, the realization of a center for conservation at the Newberry—or anywhere else 

for that matter—lay to a large extent in its hands.8 While the council never funded the 

Newberry project, the effort provides a lens through which we can observe the politics 

particular to funding the preservation of research library collections—and educating 

conservators—during that period.  

We met Verner Clapp in chapter three via his involvement with the Florence 

flood rescue. Clapp served as the council’s first president, from 1956 to 1967. A well-

connected research library veteran who held the position of Chief Assistant Librarian of 

Congress (LC) from 1947 to 1956, he was a likely choice for the job. Due to his 

leadership position at the LC, Clapp worked actively with the research library 

community, which allowed him to keep his finger on the pulse of library issues. In 

particular, his experience at the LC and broad knowledge of the field drove him to pursue 

solutions to the post-war concerns of libraries. Defined by a period of rapid collections 

growth and increasing needs for inter-library communication and cooperation, Clapp 

sought solutions that would enable libraries to “better serve the needs of their readers 

(and ultimately the aims of scholarship, good government, good citizenship and the good 

life).”9 Described as “an opinion leader and change agent,” many of Clapp’s colleagues 

                                                
7 Council on Library Resources, Inc., 1st Annual Report (Washington, DC: The Council, 1957), 4. 
8 The primary funders of the art conservation education programs were the Ford and Rockefeller 
Foundations, and the National Endowment for the Arts. 
9  Council on Library Resources, Inc., 1st Annual Report, 8. 
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viewed him as a brilliant visionary.10 Commended in 1967 by the Association of 

Research Libraries (ARL) as a “Librarian’s Librarian,” the special citation to Clapp read: 

 
Polymath and sage, chronicler of the past and seer of the future, counselor to the 
United Nations and to foreign governments, advisor to library organizations, 
scholarly associations, and to countless libraries, his influence both nationally and 
internationally has been immeasurable.11  

 

But Clapp was a likely candidate for the presidency for more reasons than his sheer 

knowledge of library matters and drive to move libraries forward. Clapp—and by 

extension the council—can be understood as part and parcel of the US’s Cold War nation 

building during this period. Two of Clapp’s connections with the federal government in 

particular help us understand him better as an historical actor who agrees with—and is 

able to carry out—US efforts 1) to protect the country from espionage and sabotage and 

2) to build a progressive system of research libraries to support an educated democracy. 

The federal government’s Cold War era loyalty program, which became harsh under 

President Dwight D. Eisenhower, impacted the LC, a federal body. Luther H. Evans, 

Librarian of Congress and Clapp’s boss, instigated investigations of LC employees in 

spring 1948; Luther put Clapp, chief assistant librarian, in charge of the library’s loyalty 
                                                
10 William J. Crowe, “Verner W. Clapp as Opinion Leader and Change Agent in the Preservation of 
Library Materials,” PhD dissertation (Indiana University, 1986).  
11 Council on Library Resources, Inc., 1st Annual Report, 4. The terms of the Ford Foundation grant to the 
council broadened and elaborated the Council’s general statement of purpose to some extent, clearly 
speaking to the Central Intelligence Agency’s and the Ford Foundation’s interests abroad. The council 
exists “for the purpose of aiding in the solution of problems of libraries generally, and of research libraries 
in particular, conducting research in, developing and demonstrating new techniques and methods, and 
disseminating through any means the results thereof, and for making grants to other institutions and persons 
for such purposes; and providing leadership in, and wherever appropriate, coordination of efforts (1) to 
develop the resources and services of libraries and (2) to improve relations between American and foreign 
libraries and archives.” (5) 
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program. In this role, he chaired the LC’s loyalty panel. By August 1948, Clapp had 

suspended several employees. In 1950, as a result of the massive purge of homosexuals 

and what were termed “sex perverts” from the federal government, “between ten and 

fifteen LC employees lost jobs.”12 While there is no evidence that Clapp was particularly 

enthralled with his assignment, he carried it out. To have not done so may have curtailed 

his career. 

Concerning building a progressive system of US research libraries, we can read 

Clapp’s role as synonymous with the “soft linkages and collusions” that Frances Stonor 

Saunders argues advanced the aims of the US as it countered communism with American 

cultural values. As we witnessed with the US’s efforts to assist with the Florence flood 

recovery efforts, the primarily East Coast elite who headed foundations, served on boards 

of directors, taught in Ivy League institutions, and obtained funding from foundations 

often knew each other. The “coziness” encouraged by social and formal relationships 

between the elite supported claims that the connections between their powerful positions 

and their actions concurred with the cultural propaganda function of the Central 

Intelligence Agency (CIA).13 With regard to the CIA, at one point in time, from around 

1949 until sometime in the 1950s, Clapp was a consultant for the agency. He held top-

secret clearance, with the task to “maintain liaison on mutual library matters as well as 

                                                
12 Louise S. Robbins, “The Library of Congress and Federal Loyalty Programs, 1947-1956: No 
‘Communists or Cocksuckers,’” Library Quarterly 64, no. 4 (October 1, 1994): 377.  
13 Stonor Saunders, The Cultural Cold War, 254, 263. Saunders argues that this is the case for the 
promotion of Abstract Expressionism, supporting the claim that the Museum of Modern Art collected it to 
promote it as an explicitly “American intervention in the modernist cannon.”  
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monitor certain CIA-financed Library of Congress activity.”14 To be sure, Clapp was one 

of any number of academic elites who performed work for the CIA.15 I reference Clapp’s 

affiliations with the CIA not to claim that the agency had any direct links with the 

council. Rather, given that Clapp might have at least agreed with the agency’s cultural 

propaganda mission, his work for the CIA further supports the idea that his mindset was 

progress-driven, nationalistic, and, hence, in line with prevailing Cold War ideologies.16  

Clapp, a man of his times, consistently sought solutions to the modern problems 

of libraries through scientific, technological, and systems approaches, including 

standardization. He embraced computers and a range of modern technologies and 

scientific approaches to move libraries into an imagined future where space for physical 

books would be limited and where a national infrastructure of coordinated, cooperative, 

and computer-linked library operations would be necessary to serve the increasingly 

                                                
14 Nicholson Baker, Double Fold: Libraries and the Assault on Paper, 1st ed. (New York: Random House, 
2001), 29-30. 
15 Stonor Saunders, The Cultural Cold War. As Saunders documents, the CIA was a chief funder of 
America’s social scientists. Moreover, under the guise of the Congress for Cultural Freedom, the CIA 
covertly supported some of Europe’s leading scholars and writers.  
16 Crowe’s dissertation contains Clapp’s biographical account—one that Clapp co-authored with his wife 
Dorothy near the end of his life. His biographical note highlights a career long involvement in projects 
serving US postwar interests, including: “… serving as librarian of the United National Conference on 
International Organization, … entitling him to claim to be the first librarian of the United Nations; has 
continued to be active in the connection with the UN library down to and including the dedication of the 
Dag Hammarskjold Library (1951); directing the Library of Congress Mission in Germany, representing 
American research libraries generally there (1945-7) and negotiating the release from the Russian zone of 
occupied Germany of the books stockpiled by German Booksellers for American libraries on pre-War 
orders (1946); serving as a member of the US delegation to the preparatory meeting of UNESCO …; 
serving as chairman of the US Library Mission to Japan (December 1947-February 1948) to advise on the 
establishment of a national Diet library; and doing the honors of the Library of Congress to a series of 
visitors of the highest distinction, e.g., the Princess Elizabeth of Great Britain (1951), Crown Prince 
Akihito of Japan (1954) and the Emperor Haile Selassie I of Ethiopia (1954).” Crowe, “Verner W. Clapp as 
Opinion Leader and Change Agent,” 2.  
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sophisticated information seeking requirements of the nation’s new cadre of scholars.17 

Undeniably, Clapp possessed fascinating ideas; undeniably, his particular enthusiasms, 

interests, and approaches, and his influential funding through the council of like-minded 

and powerful library agents such as the Association of Research Libraries (ARL) 

influenced the preservation of library collections in particular ways. While Clapp 

resigned his presidency in 1967, he continued to exert influence as a half-time consultant 

to the council—specifically on the topic of preservation—until his death in summer 1972.  

Banks and Clapp began their relationship in 1965, before Florence. Given Banks’ 

drive to stay abreast of all new developments in areas of librarianship cognate to his 

conservation interests, he was aware of Clapp’s interests, writings, and influence. Their 

conversation began when Banks wrote to Clapp to comment on his 1964 publication, The 

Future of the Research Library.18 Clapp addressed a topic that particularly resonated with 

Banks’ longtime concerns: the quality of commercial binding of books for libraries. Ever 

in search of new technologies, in his new book Clapp addressed the need for 

improvements in methods of bookbinding, including investigating “the possibility of 

developing a machine which will effect … the result of hand sewing….” In this first letter 

to Clapp, Banks engaged him with his depth of knowledge of and enthusiasm for the 

topic, and made it clear that he did not fully concur with Clapp’s hope for adhesive 
                                                
17 Ibid., 55, 57. For a less complimentary view of Clapp’s undertakings on behalf of preservation, see 
Baker, Double Fold. 
18 Clapp, The Future of the Research Library, Phineas L. Windsor Series in Librarianship (Urbana: 
University of Illinois, 1964). Banks commonly wrote long, detailed letters on conservation topics to 
colleagues as well as to people he had never met. Much like his mentor, Carolyn Horton, through letter 
writing he shared conservation-related information and sought answers to scientific or procedural questions 
he encountered. In Clapp’s case, he knew the council could further his interests. 
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binding to replace oversewing.19 With typical boldness, Banks suggested three options 

for Clapp to consider with regard to testing new equipment to solve the problem of the 

tightly oversewn binding style that for many decades predominated the binding of the 

thousands of modern book publications and journals held in research libraries. One 

suggestion he made to Clapp was to think of the Newberry as a possible testing ground 

for new equipment. Banks attached to his letter research he had done in the past on the 

topic, as well as an article on non-aqueous paper deacidification, speaking directly to 

Clapp’s well-known concern with paper deterioration.20 

At Banks’ invitation, Clapp visited the Newberry in early August 1965. By late 

August of that year, Banks effectively moved into Clapp’s sphere of influence; he was 

invited to serve on the advisory committee to the ALA’s Library Technology Project 

(LTP) 50, “Conservation of Library Materials,” funded by the council to develop a 

manual on the conservation of books.21 Banks and Clapp continued to correspond, and 

                                                
19 Oversewing binds a textblock very tightly along the spine, making it difficult for a book’s spine to open 
fully and to lie flat. From a conservation standpoint, a primary concern about oversewing is that it is 
essentially irreversible. In order for an oversewn text block to be re-bound, the old sewing has to be cut or 
ground off, leaving a skimpy inner margin for rebinding. Moreover, the needles used in oversewing 
machines stab many holes into the spine through which the threads are laced. As textblock paper 
deteriorates, the pages of the volume, weakened by the many holes at the spine, tend to pull out of the 
binding along this “perforated” edge. 
20 Banks to Clapp, March 19, 1965, box 3, folder 84, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-
1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. Banks 
did not have the answer to his own question, nor did anyone at that point in time. 
21 Richard W. Luce to Banks, August 18, 1965, box 6, folder 20, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative 
Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library 
Archives. Tribolet chaired the advisory committee. Towner and others in the Newberry administration were 
thrilled with the ALA’s invitation to Banks. Towner wrote “good show!” in approving Banks’ 
participation. 
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Banks culminated the year by visiting Clapp in Washington on November 19, one year 

before Florence flooded.22 Thus their seven-year relationship commenced. 

Clearly, Banks wished to gain Clapp’s ear and favor. Banks’ and Clapp’s letters 

attested that they enjoyed the high-level conversation they undertook in their ten-month 

round of correspondence and visits, arguing practical and intellectual points on 

preservation topics such as library binding, paper deterioration, mass deacidification, and 

adhesives. For one, Banks had few knowledgeable colleagues with whom to exchange 

ideas on preserving library collections, and he welcomed the opportunity to engage with 

someone who understood the issues and approached them with intellectual depth and 

personal commitment. Ultimately, however, Banks was eager to move preservation 

forward—generally and, especially, with the Newberry as a chief player. Clapp had the 

resources to help him progress with his ideas, and he strategized to promote himself and 

the Newberry as potential partners with Clapp in the council’s mission to find solutions to 

library preservation issues.  

Indeed, the council’s financial resources were substantial; the amount of funding 

Banks and Towner proposed in 1967 for the center, approximately $50,000, was modest 

compared to that granted to the LTP and Barrow. The Newberry seemed like a perfect 

partner to Clapp’s interests. While it would be easy to pin the failings of the Newberry’s 

proposals solely on the council’s seeming stinginess, the story was more nuanced than 

                                                
22 On this same trip, Banks visited the LC for the first time and the William J. Barrow lab in Virginia. The 
Barrow lab undertook research on paper deterioration, and was instrumental in establishing criteria for the 
performance of library bindings. The lab also designed testing equipment to measure binding performance. 
See Gwinn, “CLR and Preservation,” 107. 
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that. First, if Clapp was not sincerely interested, it seems unlikely that he would have 

encouraged and continued to work with Banks and Towner over a five-year period. His 

correspondence with them reveals that he found the topic of training important, yet he 

consistently conveyed that he sought a sound model that provided a “practical” 

(inexpensive) approach that would allow the council to “deal with it.”23 Certainly, as with 

most funders, Clapp wanted more bang for his buck than the four students Banks 

proposed to train in the Newberry center over a three-year period. Beyond the money, 

however, what deterred the council? 

The answers to this question are layered and at times subtle. One clear reason lay 

in Clapp’s alliance of his preservation interests with and funding to large organizations 

with extensive reach.24 Clapp’s work with the large professional organizations (ARL, 

ALA) and the LC clearly fit his model. Among the numerous projects the council funded 

between 1956 and 1967, two primary ones in the preservation arena received substantial 

support and reflected the kind of broad-ranging solutions to preservation issues Clapp 

                                                
23 Clapp to Towner, July 21, 1967, box 2, folder 41, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-
1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. This 
folder contains what appears to be the breakdown of projected costs for the proposed center as submitted in 
a white paper prepared by the Newberry for Clapp to present to the board. Banks proposed just under 
$54,000 from outside resources, with the Newberry shouldering around $28,000 in costs over three years. 
While not a piddling amount, the council funded any number of projects in the range of $20,000 per year, 
and a good handful that required much more substantial funding. In regard to Banks’ proposal specifically, 
Clapp asked Banks if it would be just as easy to train six rather than four conservators for just eight 
thousand dollars more per year. Banks, displaying his immaturity and intractability at an early stage in the 
long conversation with Clapp, replied that he thought it would not be. 
24 Crowe, “Verner W. Clapp as Opinion Leader and Change Agent,” 82. Crowe states, “Clapp’s strategy … 
reflected his usual desire to work effectively through such established collective authorities such as the 
ALA Committee, and only after failing to achieve satisfactory results, to move ahead to identify or create 
other means for achieving his objectives.” See also Gwinn, “CLR and Preservation,” 112. Gwinn also 
observed that CLR funded Barrow and the LC because “both organizations showed promise of having an 
impact on the library world at large.”  
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sought. LTP, administered by the ALA, received funding from the council in December 

1958 to establish an ALA office to, generally, “improve the quality of library equipment, 

supplies, and systems” and to “produce knowledge where now there is none.”25 Between 

1959 and 1973, the council granted over $2 million to the LTP.26 A number of the 

projects the program undertook involved testing supplies used by conservators, or writing 

specifications to improve supplies used in libraries, e.g. permanent/durable card stock for 

card catalog files. In 1960, due in good part to the damage oversewing continued to 

inflict on collections, a six-year project commenced to develop performance standards for 

library bindings that would insure the longevity of the millions of volumes so bound for 

research libraries.27 The second project to receive long-term support from the council was 

the Barrow Research Laboratory, which undertook scientific research on topics such as 

paper deterioration and deacidification, bookbinding adhesives, and document 

lamination.  

Long before Florence emerged as a highbrow international crisis, Clapp 

concerned himself with a decidedly middlebrow US tinderbox—that of the machine 

made brittle paper that comprised modern books, dating roughly 1840 forward.28 Clapp 

pinned much of his hope (and the preponderance of the council’s financial resources) on 

Barrow’s work to “solve” this problem of deteriorating paper. Between 1957 and 1977, 

                                                
25 Gwinn, “CLR and Preservation,” 111. 
26 Ibid., 112. 
27 Ibid., 111-12. 
28 Paper deterioration is a complex topic. For an overview of the factors that lead to paper deterioration, see 
Library of Congress, “The Deterioration and Preservation of Paper: Some Essential Facts,” 
http://www.loc.gov/preservation/care/deterioratebrochure.html.  
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the council contributed $1.67 million to support the work of W.J. Barrow and his 

laboratory.29 Of the preservation concerns the council funded, none achieved more 

influence than the research produced by the Barrow lab. In particular, the findings 

resulting from Barrow’s research on the causes of modern paper deterioration resulted in 

an alarm across research libraries that to a large extent drove preservation interests far 

into the 1980s, even though his understanding of paper chemistry suffered because he 

lacked “scientific sophistication.”30 Key to enacting Barrow’s solutions to paper 

deterioration on a mass scale, Clapp engaged his ARL colleagues to develop a systematic 

approach to preserving the nation’s library collections. To this end, the council funded 

the ARL in 1963 to study the need for a coordinated national program to preserve 

deteriorating research library collections. The resulting ARL report, authored by Gordon 

Williams, director of the Center for Research Libraries, opened with language 

reminiscent of a Cold War nuclear fallout warning: “The imminent danger of losing 

much of the information that society has gained because of the deterioration of the paper 

on which this has been recorded has created a major problem of national concern. It is 

obvious that the loss of what has accurately been called man’s memory must be 

prevented.”31 Capturing the attention of high-level federal funding provided an impetus 

                                                
29 Ibid., 110. Gwinn documents that the council funneled the funding both “directly and indirectly through 
the Virginia State Library.” 
30 Sally Roggia, “William James Barrow  : A Biographical Study of His Formative Years and His Role in 
the History of Library and Archives Conservation from 1931-1941” PhD dissertation (Columbia 
University, 1999). 
31 In The Future of the Research Library, Clapp used language that was broadly adopted by the research 
library community to express the extent of the problem of paper deterioration: “From the investigations of 
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for bold language, though clearly the council and the ARL believed that the problem of 

runaway paper deterioration had the potential to overtake their collections.32 Hence 

broad-sweeping actions to preserve texts printed on acid-ridden paper engineered 

science-based management solutions fitting for progressive times. Planners had analyzed 

the problems and envisioned a mass system that required the establishment of a federally 

supported central agency “that will physically preserve for use when required at least one 

example of every written record of significance, and that will insure the ready availability 

of adequate copies of these books and other records to all libraries.”33 A tidy solution, the 

proposed system preserved deteriorating text (deemed the most important component of 

the bound book), and conveniently stemmed the equally trumpeted runaway growth of 

collections that library leaders feared would burst the seams of American research 

libraries. Moreover, microfilm copies—held by a centralized library agency with the job 

of storing the “best” copy of any book title and providing microform copies of books to 

researchers—potentially met the desired “widespread availability of research resources” 

for modern scholarship. Bindings, colored illustrations, varying annotations, and the book 

form be damned, black and white microfilm was the solution. The words mattered, not 

                                                                                                                                            
W.J. Barrow it is now known that few of the books printed in the first half of this century can be expected 
to be of much use by its end.” (87) 
32 For a history and analysis of brittle books issue in the US and the coalition of stakeholders that brought it 
to the point of receiving substantive federal funding, see John H. Hammer, “On the Political Aspects of 
Book Preservation in the U.S.,” in Advances in Preservation and Access, 1 (Westport, CN: Meckler, 1992). 
Hammer singles out the council as “the single most important force for broadening both governmental and 
non-governmental policy makers’ understanding of the preservation challenge.” He further comments that 
with respect to the council’s impact on federal policies, it “has displayed what can only be called an 
uncanny sense of the policy process.” (24) 
33 Association of Research Libraries, The Preservation of Deteriorating Books: An Examination of the 
Problem with Recommendations for a Solution: Report (Washington, DC, 1964), 1. 
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their contexts .34  

To the council’s and the ARL’s focus and influence, solving the issue of 

deteriorating paper by elevating the concern to national proportions—requiring funding 

for a “national program” and a central agency to oversee it—trumped what was viewed as 

the local concern of physically treating individual books. Given the international 

proportions of losing Florence’s—“the World’s”—Renaissance collections, defining the 

conservation treatment of America’s research collections as “local” interests seemed 

ironic at best. The ARL’s preservation “solution” focused chiefly (almost solely) on 

applying mass scientific and technological approaches to modern issues. “Mass” 

deacidification, mass microfilming of deteriorated texts, and mass cold storage of “best” 

copies (whatever that meant) of titles of deteriorated books provided solutions to what the 

council and the ARL viewed as the overwhelming threat of paper deterioration. 

Herein lay a primary problem for Banks’ and Towner’s project. On the surface, 

the ARL’s assuredly proposed solutions appeared to be iron clad—modern, scientific, 

administrative, and take charge; in reality, however, they were limited. A mass approach 

oversimplified complex issues emanating from heterogeneous collections made up of 

equally complicated organic and inorganic materials—papers, fabrics, leathers, plastics, 

adhesives, and papers manufactured around the world. Moreover, each library provided 

different environments in which these collections were housed. A book with paper that 

might already be brittle from residing in, for example, Yale University’s Sterling 

                                                
34 Ibid., 17. 
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Library—un-air-conditioned and situated in an industrial environment—might be in 

sound condition sitting in the Bancroft Library’s air-conditioned library stacks of the 

University of California at Berkeley. Furthermore, as the LC would discover during a 

pilot project funded by the council in 1967, the logistics of implementing a national 

program resulted in expensive processes fraught with significant technical and 

administrative problems.35  

In January 1965, in what very likely represented the only response from a book 

conservator to the 1964 Williams report issued by the ARL, Banks wrote to the 

association’s Preservation Committee, questioning the logic of the proposed mass 

approach to paper deterioration: 

 My reservations concerns [sic] the cost of preserving a collection of two million 
volumes. The cost per volume given, not counting the capital cost, of deacidifying 
books works out to about $2.50 per volume. This may be a realistic figure for 
deacidification alone, although, as the process has not yet been perfected, it is 
hard to know how much labor would be involved in treating an average volume. 
But there is a great deal more to preserving two million volumes than spray 
deacidification…. In the first place, there are those books which are already so 
deteriorated that deacidification alone will not preserve them. In such cases, the 
[sic] pages have to be given physical support as well as being chemically treated. 
Thus far, any known means of physical support, whether lamination or the more 
traditional methods, is extremely expensive; the book must be taken completely 
apart and each leaf handled separately. The minimum cost now for strengthening 
an average volume is $20 or more, including deacidification.  
    I fear that Mr. Williams’ figure would be applicable only to a depository for 
current output, where everything was in good condition; where there would be no 
rebinding required, and where some part of the material would not have to be 
deacidified because of the increasing use of buffered papers for scholarly 
publications. But for a collection of two million volumes of varying ages and 

                                                
35 Gwinn, “CLR and Preservation”: 117. 
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conditions, much more than spray deacidification would be involved in preserving 
them, and the average cost would be many times $2.50.36 
 

 
While he cordially thanked Banks for his comments, Williams dismissed his opinions, 

suggested that the roles of physical support and lamination were not concerns of the 

national project—“the cost of this was more than could be justified for the bulk of 

material with which we were concerned.” He further delineated that the proposed central 

repository might address these issues at some future time, “but given the conditions of 

deacidification and cold storage postulated, this would not be for several hundred years at 

least and the decision would be made by those facing the problem then, rather than by us 

now.”37 Banks’ response was exemplary of his approach to educating the ARL directors. 

Direct but decidedly “right” in tone, his message was off-putting.  

From Banks’ perspective, the handwriting on the wall was clear. For preservation 

to take root in libraries, conservators needed support from voices more powerful than 

their own. Research library directors were woefully unknowledgeable on the topic of 

preservation. The question of how to reach them seemed daunting. 

 

ALLIANCES AND ALLEGIANCES 

On the face of it, then, the ARL directors appeared to understand the need for 
                                                
36 Banks to Douglas W. Bryant and Edwin E. Williams, January 19, 196[5], box 9, folder 332, Series 01: 
Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation 
Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
37 Gordon R. Williams to Banks, February 10, 1965, box 9, folder 332, Series 01: Conservator’s 
Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry 
Library Archives. 
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preserving their collections, yet the broad sweeping solutions they proposed inadequately 

addressed problems that required more fine-tuned approaches.38 In the council’s and the 

ARL’s rush to deal with the purported explosion of library collections in the stacks (and 

more coming in at unparalleled rates) comprised of deteriorating paper stock, educating 

conservators to physically conserve rare and special collection books—to treat them as 

whole material culture products and artifacts of the past worthy of study—was relegated 

to a low priority. Single item conservation treatment, a basement craft activity 

incongruous with modern, technology- and science-based solutions to management issues 

library leaders associated with growing research collections, ranked low in the face of 

“the urgency with which a solution is required, and the importance to the nation of 

keeping all significant written records continuously available.”39 The proverbial cart ran 

in front of the horse.  

Banks attested time and again that the country needed educated conservators to 

oversee sound decision-making with regard to preserving the nation’s collections. As 

much as the field desperately needed scientific studies to inform the work of 

conservation, libraries and archives also needed educated conservators to translate 

findings and apply them knowledgeably to small- and large-scale collection needs. Given 

the power of the council and the ARL, however, the handful of library-focused 

conservators in the US had little power to change the course. 

                                                
38 Mass solutions were appealing; they continued to receive the preponderance of attention and federal 
funding into the 1990s. 
39 Association of Research Libraries, The Preservation of Deteriorating Books, 20. 
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The lack of knowledge about conservation in ARL institutions proved to be a 

major problem for a number of years. By the time the ARL published its 1972 report, 

“Preparation of Detailed Specifications for a National System for the Preservation of 

Library Materials,” it had made no progress in realizing a mass attack on paper 

deterioration.40 Likewise, most directors had gained little understanding of the potential 

role of professional conservators. Other than the Newberry, in 1967 the LC was the first 

ARL institution to officially establish a broad-based preservation program.41 Until the 

late 1970s, the majority of ARL members conducted “conservation” in basement-level 

workshops run by a technician or two—or outsourced repair work to library binderies or 

“restorers” who had little or no understanding of conservation principles. At best, caring 

for book and serial collections consisted of artisanal craft mixed with commercial library 

binding. As then practiced, both approaches held potential for damaging library 

collections.  

If the ARL’s 1972 report reflected the current knowledge and mindset of the 

directors, the topic of conservation did not merit reflection in terms of calling for the need 

to produce professional conservators. The report’s “system” called for programmatic 

action in all ARL institutions, and acknowledged the recent professional conferences, 

                                                
40 Warren J. Haas for US Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and Association of Research 
Libraries, Preparation of Detailed Specifications for a National System for the Preservation of Library 
Materials. Final Report (Washington, DC: Association of Research Libraries, 1972). 
41 Darling and Ogden, “From Problems Perceived to Programs in Practice," 20-21. The Library of 
Congress hired Frazer Poole in summer 1967 to head its newly established Preservation Office. Yale 
University established a preservation program in 1971, followed by the New York Public Library in 1972, 
and Columbia University Library in 1974. Harvard appointed Doris Freitag as consultant on conservation 
for the library system in 1973, though she was not charged with “line” authority to develop and implement 
a program. 
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seminars, and academic courses on the preservation topic (including Banks’ 1971 

University of Illinois conservation course). However, with regard to training staff 

responsible for conservation, the ARL’s Preservation Committee envisioned an 

apprentice program to train “technical” staff, suggesting that such an effort might be 

sponsored and promoted by regional library organizations, “possibly contracting with a 

research library or a community college” to administer it. While the ARL’s thinking 

advanced from proposing a mass, systematic program in 1964 to a more informed multi-

faceted and distributed approach to preservation in 1972, the planners did not engage 

with conservation as a professional undertaking requiring advanced knowledge much less 

graduate-level education on par with that of professional librarians.42  

In short, despite the Florence team’s feeling that a “revolution” had taken place 

there, in the 1960s and into the 1970s, few ARL directors had an informed understanding 

of what this emerging field of book conservation consisted of, nor did they 

comprehend—or really care about, it seemed—what conservators could do to preserve 

their library collections into the future.43 While the library literature began to address the 

topic of preservation, and a few noted conferences and seminars introduced librarians to 

                                                
42 Hass, Preparation of Detailed Specifications for a National System, 15.   
43 [Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale], “Proposed International Centre for the Preservation of Books and 
Manuscripts,” [1969], box 4, folder 120, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, 
Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. This 
document concerning the establishment of an international book conservation center at the BNCF referred 
to the new methods established in Florence to conserve books on a large scale as “revolutionary.” Another 
fundraising pamphlet referred to the “revolutionary approach to conservation now taking place in Italy.” 
See [Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale], “La Catastrofe dei Libri,” 1969, box 4, folder 143, Series 01: 
Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation 
Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
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conservation issues, conservation as a professional undertaking remained counterintuitive 

to mainstream thinking. Banks was highly attuned to this issue: he frequently cited the 

need to educate library directors as one of the most critical to moving preservation 

forward in the US. His negotiation of the politics associated with Florence helped him 

understand that his plans hinged, ultimately, on an informed “buyer”—in this case the 

research library community; he saw it as his mission to educate the ARL directors. To 

this end, he published in the library profession’s journals, and participated in the planning 

of a seminal conference on the topic of library conservation held at the University of 

Chicago in 1969, where he rolled out his ideas about the need for conservators in research 

libraries and the type of knowledge they required to undertake the work.  

The Newberry’s seemingly relaxed relationship with the ARL—and the council’s 

commitment to it—may have influenced Clapp’s thinking about funding the proposed 

center. By the early 1970s libraries like the Newberry—neither part of university 

infrastructures nor publicly funded—began to pull away from the ARL. The Newberry 

had been a member of the association since its founding in 1932. Towner, as the chief 

leader of a movement to establish a separate association for self-described “independent” 

research libraries, to some extent flew in the face of the ARL. The dissonance was not 

purely ideological; the critical matter of obtaining federal funding drove the formation of 

the Independent Research Libraries Association (IRLA), which was established in 1972. 

As Towner described the Newberry in a letter of inquiry to the newly funded National 

Museum Act—again seeking financial support for a conservation center—independent 
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research libraries had substantially different missions than those of university research 

libraries, falling “between two stools, museums and university libraries, as far as federal 

funding is concerned.”44 Towner commented in his testimony to Congress in support of 

the National Foundation on the Arts and Humanities Amendments of 1973, that until the 

National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH) “stepped into the breach with certain 

judicious grants that have enabled us to accomplish some of the things independent 

research institutions ought to accomplish,” libraries such as the Newberry, the Folger 

Shakespeare, the Huntington, and the New York Public Library, had been unable to 

obtain prior to the establishment of the NEH.”45 A ramped up higher education agenda 

combined with a troubled US economy drove libraries to seek resources wherever they 

could find them.  

Beyond the funding issues, Towner did not see himself as part of the clubby ARL 

directors.46 Described as “militantly a historian and not a librarian,” he ran in different 

circles than his ARL colleagues.47 Moreover, in keeping with his predecessor’s proclivity 

to back away from involvement in library associations, Towner showed little interest in 

the ARL. When in 1962 he was unable to attend the annual ARL meeting, he asked 

Donald Krummel, Associate Librarian, to attend ARL meetings, a role typically reserved 

for library directors. A decidedly clubby group, the Newberry's nonchalance challenged 
                                                
44 Towner to Frederick Schmid, April 3, 1973; Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, 
box 1, folder 18, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library 
Archives. 
45 Towner, "Independent Research Libraries: 'Truly National Libraries'" in Past Imperfect, 254. 
46 While his predecessor, Stanley Pargellis, was also a historian, he “relished the powerful camaraderie” of 
ARL. Krummel, phone conservation with author. 
47 Ibid. 
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ARL, resulting in letters to the Newberry critical of Towner not attending the meetings 

himself.48 Given Clapp’s close association with the ARL, he may have viewed Towner, 

Banks, and the Newberry as a little too “separatist,” potentially lacking the kind of broad 

reach that he envisioned for a project such as a conservation training and research center.  

Despite these delicate conflicts, however, in certain instances Clapp saw Towner 

and Banks as allies in his mission; at times he funded Banks’ work in Florence, and 

included him in various undertakings funded by the council, including the LTP.49 

Moreover, he supported the IRLA efforts to organize. By 1969, however, Banks foresaw 

an issue that he knew could prove to be counterproductive in terms of Clapp’s 

consideration of the Newberry’s proposed conservation center: Clapp’s belief in the LC. 

Clapp maintained close ties with the LC, where his preservation interests commenced in 

the early 1940s with his appointment as the first head of the library’s newly created 

Acquisitions Department.50 Through his work at the LC, he developed a firm belief that 

                                                
48 Ibid. 
49 Towner, Third Rare Book Libraries Conference on Facsimiles, Minutes of the Third Meeting (Newberry 
Library, Chicago, October 24, 1970), box 4, folder 146, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
The third meeting of the “Folger Photoduplication Conference (Rare-Book Libraries’ Conference on 
Facsimiles)” was held at the Newberry in October 1970. Towner and Clapp were on the committee, whose 
work was funded by the council. Banks served on the conference’s Physical Standards Subcommittee. 
While Clapp did not attend this meeting, Carl Spaulding, a program officer at the council, was present to 
hear the chair and secretary pro-tem (Towner), who rather self-servingly called on Banks, “to comment on 
the problem of conservation. Mr. Banks persuasively (and dramatically—showing an old map that had been 
silked about twenty years ago, and ripping off the leather spine of a ‘repair’ job also of about twenty years 
ago) argued that book conservation was not at the critical point where traditional methods were no longer 
adequate. He presented to the conference his basic ideas for a center for training conservators, and of the 
techniques of paper restoration and book binding, which he hoped some day to establish at the Newberry. 
The Conference enthusiastically endorsed his program, and, individually, offered their names in support of 
what he hopes to do.” 
50 Crowe, “Verner W. Clapp as Opinion Leader and Change Agent,” 45.  
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the library should “lead librarians to work together to identify and solve problems 

efficiently, to utilize already developed products and methods of science and technology 

to promote change.”51 By the time Clapp resigned as president of the council in 1967, he 

was frustrated by the lack of movement in the preservation arena, despite the resources 

the council had targeted to the issue.52 Ever in forward motion (and conscious of the 

interests and funding of the Ford Foundation), Clapp found what he regarded as the 

“slow” movement vexing. After all, an attraction of the council presidency for Clapp was 

the better opportunity it provided to him to effect change.53 Thus, after he stepped down 

as president and assumed a half-time consultancy to the council specifically on the topic 

of preservation of research library materials, Clapp turned his focus to the LC, to 

establish “a permanent research and demonstration project.”54  

One year after he began conversing with Banks and Towner about their proposed 

conservation center, Clapp, whom we know from chapter three was knowledgeable about 

(if not involved in) the hiring of Frazer Poole in 1967 as the library’s first Preservation 

Officer, began to provide significant funding to the LC to take the lead in advancing 

scientific research.55 Compounding Clapp’s essential belief in the potential of the LC to 

assume a leading role in preservation, he had kept tabs on the work at the BNCF, 

primarily through Banks and Waters. By 1969, Poole was negotiating with Waters to 

                                                
51 Ibid., 47. 
52 Ibid., 101. 
53 Ibid., 71. 
54 Ibid., 101. 
55 Clapp to Banks, April 4, 1967, box 4, folder 119, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-
1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.  
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encourage him to come to the library to build its conservation operations.56 Clapp, too, 

was favorably impressed with Waters; in 1968 the council funded a substantial $75,000 

for the research he and James C. Lewis proposed to undertake at the Imperial College of 

Science and Technology, in coordination with the Royal College of Art, to address the 

chief areas of research revealed through the Florentine crisis. In its annual report for 

1968/69, the council trumpeted the cooperative venture, stating, “the new techniques will 

be evaluated in the workshops of the Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale in Florence with the 

cooperation of the Istituto di Patologia del Libro in Rome.” Heartening to Clapp, the 

project also proposed to improve the “strengthening and mass deacidifying of the paper 

of post-1840 books…. This will extend and supplement the pioneering work of the 

Barrow Laboratory.”57  

By mid-1969, Banks knew that Poole wanted to hire Waters to head up 

conservation efforts at the library.58 He was thrilled at the prospect of having Waters, his 

                                                
56 Waters brought to the LC from England two conservators: Etherington (1970) and Christopher Clarkson 
(1971). Both had worked in the conservation of Florence’s BNCF’s collections. They trained a large 
number of conservators at the LC during the 1970s; there were so few trained conservators to hire in the US 
at the time. See Kenneth E. Harris and Susan E. Schur, Caring for America’s Library: A Brief History of 
Preservation and Conservation at the Library of Congress (Washington, DC: Preservation Directorate, 
Library of Congress, 2000).  
57 Council on Library Resources, Inc., 13th Annual Report (Washington, DC: The Council, 1969), 34. The 
research topics Lewis and Waters undertook emanated from Waters’ work at the BNCF: mud-retention in 
paper fibers, methods of resizing, effects of fungicides, bleaching, the use of adhesives, and the 
development of special mending papers. Waters envisioned an international network of research to address 
scientific problems in the field. He and Banks corresponded on this issue multiple times. See box 4, folders 
119, 143 and box 9, folder 325, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989; Conservation 
Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. Folder 119 also contains 
Lewis and Waters’ “Preliminary Report on Scientific Work arising from the Restoration of books at the 
Biblioteca Nazionale, Firenze,” August 10, 1967. 
58 Poole needed expert advice in planning a large-scale preservation program at the LC. To this end, he 
hired Banks in 1968 to consult for the library, a role he continued through 1973. Poole conferred with 
Banks in 1968 about his interest in bringing Waters to the LC. At the same time, Poole, through his work 
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friend and colleague, in the US. However, in terms of funding from the council for the 

Newberry Center, he surmised what the LC’s plans meant for the future of his proposed 

initiative. In late summer 1969 he wrote to Caroline Keck: 

There is now also the factor of Peter Waters’ probable coming to the Library of 
Congress, which may reduce the possibility of trying to get a center started here. I 
feel we might be able to do better here, but the reasons that I feel this are rather 
subjective and would not necessarily carry much weight with the Foundation. The 
Council on Library Resources, the principal foundation granting money to 
libraries, has already given grants for various kinds of things to the Library of 
Congress and to Peter Waters, which may lessen further the possibility of getting 
money for the project here. Also, the Council is the “library arm” of the Ford 
Foundation, so that I do not think one could approach Ford directly. In any case, I 
am less optimistic now than I was a year ago.59  

Banks was right—but only in part. The council did not provide funding to the LC to build 

an in-house training program. However, to a significant extent, Clapp’s vision of 

centralizing preservation focus in the nation’s library led to increased funding to the 

library specifically for preservation.  

In January 1967, six months before Poole arrived at the LC, the council granted 

                                                                                                                                            
on the CRIA Study Committee on Book Conservation that Banks chaired, learned about Waters’ work in 
Florence. In 1968, Poole met Waters at a conference in Rome, and in spring 1969 Waters made his first trip 
to the US, during which he visited with Poole at the library and spent a week in Chicago, staying with 
Banks. Given the close collegial relationship and friendship Banks and Waters established working on 
Florence issues, they frequently wrote long letters to one another, beginning in spring 1967. In September 
1969 Waters wrote to Banks about his forthcoming employment at the LC: “Frazer has found a way round 
the transitional difficulties. All being well, I shall be making six 15-day trips to L.C. next year, my 
appointment starting on Jan. 1st on a part-time basis.” Waters to Banks, September 1, 1969, box 9, folder 
325, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the 
Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. Banks responded to Waters’ letter: “I am delighted to 
hear that negotiations with LC seem to have come to a satisfactory conclusion. As I have said before, we 
certainly need you on this side, not to mention the pleasure of being able to communicate with you more 
often.” Banks to Waters, September 16, 1969, box 9, folder 325. 
59 Banks to Caroline Keck, August 22, 1969, box 5, folder 192, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative 
Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library 
Archives. Earlier in August Keck wrote to Banks noting that the Ford Foundation had funded the new 
program at Cooperstown, to begin September 1970. Keck to Banks, August 9, 1969, box 5, folder 192. 
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just under $29,000 to the ARL to take the next step in the work it had begun to develop a 

national plan for the preservation of deteriorating research collections. One of the 

problems posed by the ARL study was how to determine which research library held the 

best volume—meaning the most complete and in the best condition—of any given 

published title. Once titles held by individual libraries had been microfilmed by the 

proposed central preservation agency, those “best” paper copies would be kept by the 

agency in perpetuity on behalf of the nation. Thus the ARL funneled the council funds to 

the library to “conduct an experimental search” to develop a procedure for determining 

the “best copy for preservation purposes. On such information, future plans will be 

based.” Clapp and the ARL took the next step toward realizing their vision of a “national 

preservation program.”60  

Subsequently, in 1969, just before Waters commenced his work at the library, the 

council provided to the library $95,000 for the equipment necessary to establish “a 

permanent Preservation Research Office (or laboratory).” Clapp saw that the LC office, 

which would conduct scientific research, could eventually take over the work that was 

being done by the LTP and, to some extent, by the Barrow Lab, with a program “aimed 

primarily at solving problems relating to the preservation of paper, such as adhesives, 

bookbindings, microfilm, magnetic tape, and motion picture film.” Additionally the 

laboratory would “assume responsibility for testing and evaluating materials, equipment, 

                                                
60 Council on Library Resources, Inc., Press Release: “Library of Congress to Start Pilot Project for 
Proposed National Program to Preserve Books Printed on Bad Paper,” January 31, 1967, box 3, folder 84, 
Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the 
Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
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and methods used in preservation.”61 Notably, in the council’s agreement with the library, 

the council (meaning Clapp) would assume a consultative role in planning the lab’s 

program, stating that this kind of dialog was “an important factor in approaching the 

council’s goal of avoiding wasteful duplication and achieving cooperative effort in this as 

in other areas of research for libraries.”62 Thus while Banks worried that the LC might 

take over the business of training library conservators, the real issue in terms of the 

council’s funding lay in Clapp’s intensified focus on the LC’s promise—and the 

beginning of a redirection of significant funds to fulfill it.  

 

THE ROLE OF ACADEMIA 

To Clapp’s credit—and ultimately to Banks’ benefit—he challenged Banks and 

Towner to investigate organizational options for the center.63 At Clapp’s prompting—and 

with hopes of obtaining funding—Banks matured his thinking about what conservators 

needed to know and how and where they should be taught and credentialed. His records 

attest that he considered a range of ideas between 1967 and 1972, and that he turned to 
                                                
61 Council on Library Resources, Inc., 14th Annual Report (Washington, DC: The Council, 1970), 34. The 
council discontinued funding for the LTP in 1971. 
62 Council on Library Resources, Inc., 16th Annual Report (Washington, DC: The Council, 1972), 41-42. 
63 For example, after a two-hour lunch conversation with Clapp in June 1971, Towner wrote to Clapp that 
the exchange had led Towner to re-envision the center and to inquire about a three-stage proposal involving 
a planning stage for a nonprofit cooperative binding and conservation center in Chicago, a second stage for 
Banks to obtain an MLS from Chicago (so that he could be the academic rather than the “technical” 
director of the center), and a third for Banks to write his thesis. Supported by dues and fee for work, 
Towner proposed that the new center incorporate with and serve the Committee on Institutional 
Cooperation (an early educational consortium composed of the Big Ten Conference campuses plus the 
University of Chicago)—and eventually the ARL. Towner to Clapp, June 21, 1971; Series 01: 
Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, box 3, folder 81, Conservation Department, Office of the 
Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.  
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his colleagues—most especially those directing the US-based art conservation education 

programs—to learn more about the funding and operational logistics of an educational 

program.  

A primary issue Banks struggled with was defining the role of formal education in 

his vision of a training program. He desired a professional field of book conservation—

distinct from but mirroring that of art conservation. In 1968 at an international conference 

in Rome, Italy, he outlined formally the alliance between book and art conservation, 

stating that book conservation is “heavily dependent” on the field. 

Not only have we gained much of our technical knowledge from them in areas 
such as environment and synthetic materials, but even more important are basic 
attitudes toward the work. Constant critical examination of the materials and 
techniques employed; awareness of both the scientific and historic problems 
involved, and a sense of meticulous craftsmanship. But perhaps the basic single 
attitude or rule of the art conservator which is seldom even recognized, much less 
implemented by the person working with books, is the rule of reversibility. This 
tenet, along with its corollary, the rule of non-destructiveness, is clearly basic to 
any form of true conservation of any type of object. 

Yet while he saw a close theoretical alliance between art and book conservation, Banks 

envisioned a “separate, specific field of book conservation”; according to records from 

that period, his colleagues in art conservation did not dissuade him.64  

To a large extent, his thinking evolved from his experiences as a conservator in a 

research library. He understood the communication required between the people working 

in libraries. Akin to art conservation, he also specified that “scientific conservation” 

                                                
64 Banks, “The Scientist, the Scholar and the Book Conservator," 1218. 
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required conservators knowledgeable in applying scientific principles to practice.65 

Apposite to the concept of “connoisseurship” in the art field, his conceptualization 

included professional conservators acquiring similar knowledge apropos rare book 

collections. Somewhat unlike art conservation, however, Banks felt that for conservators 

to be successful in their work they required understanding of the context of conservation 

within the mission and administration of research libraries.66 He further delineated the 

differences between art and “book” conservation in the “administration of the handling en 

masse of non-rare books of permanent value. Although such books do not call for the 

same highly skilled individual treatment as do works of great rarity, the planning and 

supervision of their mass treatment should be done with the same principles of 

conservation in mind.” 

Finally, cognizant of the relatively low capital of books in the marketplace, Banks 

pointed to what he saw as a chief reason for the lag in developing a field of book 

conservation in the US: “Individual art objects are almost invariably unique objects, and 

usually have relative high monetary values, whereas printed books are rarely unique, and 

even individual manuscripts seldom command the prices that even modest paintings do. 

Thus recognition of the overall cost of preserving books and manuscripts properly, 

                                                
65 Ibid., 1216. During this period Banks sometimes used the term “scientific conservation” when he wished 
to highlight the differences between artisanal craft binding and conservation treatment based on “rational” 
science. 
66 Art conservation education programs have rarely included specialized coursework in museum studies. 
The idea has been that students gain experience of the museum environment through short- and long-term 
internships as they matriculate, and via post-graduate fellowships in museums. Given that libraries had very 
few if any of these internship possibilities to offer, Banks may have felt that the only way to gain such 
knowledge was through formal coursework. 
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including expensive research and expensive training of competent personnel, is slow in 

coming.”67 While Banks was astute and correct in part in his observation, this 

dissertation—with the benefit of historical hindsight—clarifies that a range of elements 

fed the relatively late-coming status of library and archives conservation. 

The rub for Banks, however, was that he wanted control over the content and 

mechanics of the program. Yet without a higher degree, he undoubtedly knew he was on 

shaky ground.68 Towner may have inadvertently reinforced Banks’ insecurities by 

suggesting that the council fund his matriculation at the University of Chicago for the 

master of library science (MLS). Banks, however, saw little use in the conservation field 

for the degree, and he did not wish personally to obtain an MLS.69 Beyond his own lack 

of credentials, however, in 1968 he was not fully convinced on a philosophical level that 

an academic degree was concomitant to professionalization.  

Today, educating conservators within academia is the predominant norm. 

However, like the roots of any number of professional fields, the art conservation 

programs of the 1960s and 1970s exhibited a range of institutional models for training 

conservators. New York University (NYU) and the Intermuseum Conservation 
                                                
67 Banks, “The Scientist, the Scholar and the Book Conservator,” 1219.  
68 A number of individuals who worked with Banks in the 1960s and 1970s commented to me that they felt 
Banks was self-conscious about not having an undergraduate degree.  
69 Sherelyn Ogden, who apprenticed at the Newberry in the mid-1970s, commented that Banks “was very 
much on the fence about how allied conservation should be with a library school.” She commenced 
studying for the MLS at the University of Chicago in 1974, and felt that her master’s in library science was 
critical to her ability to work in libraries and with librarians. She commented that it was later that Banks 
came to understand the importance of the LIS master’s. At the time, he was not enthusiastic about her 
attending Chicago, feeling that it would take her focus away from her apprenticeship. Sherelyn Ogden, 
telephone conversation with author, July 29, 2014. When Banks hired Michèle Cloonan as assistant 
conservator in 1978, he commented that her MA in art history was a better credential than an MLS would 
have been. Cloonan, notes to author. 
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Association (ICA) required the BA or equivalent as pre-requisite to applying to their 

programs. The NYU program conferred an MA in history of art and a diploma in 

conservation upon completion of its four-year program. The ICA, however, functioned 

differently from the academically centered NYU program. Established as the first 

regional art conservation center in the US, the ICA’s educational program did not require 

that students complete a master’s, but it was an option. The three-year program did 

require academic coursework; students took an initial year of classes at Oberlin College 

in art history, science, and studio techniques. Students spent the last two of the three 

years in an “apprenticeship phase” of study, which took place primarily in the ICA’s labs. 

Upon completion of the three years, the ICA provided a “statement of certificate” citing 

the “nature and duration of the training completed.”70  

The Cooperstown program, which opened its doors in fall 1970, followed NYU’s 

academically-credentialed model, but with a twist. Founded by Caroline and Sheldon 

Keck, Cooperstown functioned under the joint auspices of the New York State University 

system and the New York State Historical Association, with the former conferring a 

master’s degree and a certificate of advanced study upon completion of the three-year 

                                                
70 Intermuseum Conservation Association, “Proposal for Training in Conservation,” December 1, 1969, 
box 2, folder 41, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, 
Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
   In 1964, the University of California at Davis launched the Laboratory for Research in the Fine Arts and 
Museology. While the mission of the laboratory was unfocused from the beginning, in part, planners 
envisioned the laboratory as the West Coast counterpart to the ICA and to the NYU conservation education 
programs. Primarily, however, it functioned as a regional conservation center modeled on that of the ICA. 
While it originally intended to confer a two-year diploma in art conservation to art history graduate 
students (with a prerequisite of the BA), no official diploma was ever introduced. See Seth Adam Hindin, 
“Art Conservation Between Theory and Practice: The Laboratory for Research in the Fine Art and 
Museology at the University of California, Davis, 1960-78,” 29. 
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program. Sheldon Keck had been highly involved in NYU’s program, serving as the 

NYU Center’s director from 1961 to 1965.71 While the Kecks initially made a case for 

not requiring an undergraduate degree, by the time Cooperstown opened in fall 1970 it 

required the BA as requisite to applying to the program.72 

To clarify his own thinking and to understand the logistics of educational 

undertakings, Banks sought advice on the topic of how to configure a program. Between 

the winter of 1967 and the summer of 1968, he contacted his colleagues in the field who 

directed art conservation education programs, namely Caroline Keck, Lawrence 

Majewski, and Richard Buck, requesting information about their respective program 

specifications.73 On the topic of credentialing conservators, Keck, in particular, seemed to 

influence Banks’ thinking. Counseling him that any training program required an 

associated credentialing body to both legitimate professionalization of library 

conservation and, collaterally, to attract serious funding, she wrote: in 

You need a connection with Academia [sic]. For better or worse our concepts of 
professional competence are related to accepted labels. Academia is controlled by 
laws, i.e. accreditation MUST meet certain general standards. Without this 
adherence, no professionals are produced with any possible STANDARD of 
capability. Without standards we cannot weed out those who claim the abilities 
they do not possess. Take your book reviews; this work is assigned constantly to 

                                                
71 The Monuments Men Foundation, “Sheldon W. Keck (1910-1993),” 
http://www.monumentsmenfoundation.org/the-heroes/the-monuments-men/keck-lt.-sheldon-w. 
72 State University College at Oneonto and New York State Historical Association, “Cooperstown 
Graduate Programs,” [n.d.], box 2, folder 41, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, 
Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. This 
document states academic prerequisites for the program. 
73 In an attempt to gather specific, intensive details about the art education programs, in 1971 Banks sent to 
each program director a formal survey for them to complete. For the questionnaire and responses, see box 
2, folder 41, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of 
the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
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persons incompetent to give opinions, and yet without labels how are publishers, 
etc., to know who is or is not competent in any unfamiliar field? Liscensing [sic] 
can only follow accreditation. That is how the laws work, first in a series of states, 
and at length the national. Read over our own code of ethics and you will see this 
clearly.  
    What you need to work out is a composite program, lecture courses plus 
practice under regulation of educational instruction. The trouble with the 
apprentice system is the unevenness of its instruction, the huge voids, the areas 
not covered, etc…. What Universities [sic] have Library Schools [sic]? Can you 
use these? You must figure a tie-in to get where you want to get.74 
 

Banks forwarded Keck’s letter and attached “Proposal for a Training Program in 

Conservation of Historic and Artistic Objects as Part of the Cooperstown Graduate 

Programs” to Towner, with a cover note: “I think that this is all quite relevant to our 

project. If you should have a chance to read it in the next couple of weeks, perhaps we 

can talk further when you are back from vacation.”75 Thus on the heels of a rejection by 

the Council on Library Resources in summer 1967 of his initial proposal, and armed with 

feedback from other inquiries he sent to federal agencies and Keck’s advice, Banks 

investigated the possibility of the Newberry coordinating its proposed training center 

with a library school program.76  

                                                
74 Caroline Keck to Banks, August 20, 1968, box 2, folder 41, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative 
Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library 
Archives. The proposal attached to the letter is dated April 3, 1967. [emphasis hers] 
75 Banks to Towner, September 9, [1968], box 2, folder 41, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
The proposal attached to the letter is dated April 3, 1967. 
76 Without informing Towner, in fall 1967 Banks wrote to two federal funding entities (NEH and the US 
Office of Education’s Department of Health, Education, and Welfare) inquiring whether the proposed 
Newberry center fell within their programs’ funding purviews. Neither had categories of funding that could 
address Banks’ proposal. In the case of Health, Education, and Welfare (Title II, Part B of the Higher 
Education Act of 1965), grants could be made “only to applicant institutions of higher education”—words 
that Banks underlined in ink. Towner admonished Banks that no more inquiries were to be made to 
potential funding sources without the permission of the director’s office. See box 2, folder 41, Series 01: 
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In late October 1968, Banks met with Don Swanson, dean of the University of 

Chicago’s Graduate Library School (GLS). Chicago’s GLS, considered to be the most 

intellectually charged of the library schools, presented a high bar for Banks’ ideas. His 

notes from the meeting convey Swanson “did not immediately see” how the conservation 

program Banks envisioned could be fit into the school. Swanson suggested a “one-quarter 

crash program for librarians.” While Banks acknowledged the importance of training 

librarians, he remained dead set on the primacy of a program to educate conservators, 

which required lengthy study incorporating intellectual and manual skills in a library’s 

working lab rather than in the University of Chicago’s hallowed halls. They did agree 

that a certificate rather than a degree program would be suitable to what Banks’ 

envisioned. For the meanwhile, Swanson suggested that Newberry students could take 

certain apposite courses. The caveat, however, was that applicants would have to meet 

the admissions requirements of the school. Banks wrote “think about” next to this latter 

detail, suggesting hesitancy in regard to tying his vision to academia. Would all of the 

applicants have the academic credentials necessary to apply to a graduate library and 

information science program?77  

 

                                                                                                                                            
Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation 
Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
77 To Swanson’s credit, he invited Banks’ thoughts on the idea of the GLS adopting book and manuscript 
conservation as the topic for the school’s 1969 annual conference. Banks played a significant role in 
outlining the conference, and was an invited speaker. The field of library conservation has often referred to 
this conference (and the special issue of Library Quarterly in which the papers were published) as seminal 
in the development of the field. See Deterioration and Preservation of Library Materials: Proceedings of 
the Thirty-Fourth Annual Conference of the Graduate Library School, August 4-6, 1969, Library Quarterly 
40, no. 1 (1970). 
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OPINIONATED, INTRANSIGENT, AND UNCOOPERATIVE 

A more subtle issue that may have given Clapp pause in funding the Newberry’s 

center had to do with Banks himself. Throughout his career, Banks had the propensity for 

taking opinionated stances that prickled authority and power. As we recall from chapter 

two, even Towner, while commenting that “[i]t was a stroke of genius” that he hired 

Banks, in the next breath expounded on how problematic he was to work with: “Banks is 

the most opinionated, arrogant, intransigent, insufferable, and uncooperative, son of a 

bitch I have ever known.”78 Clapp may have also been frustrated by these traits and, 

concomitantly, uncertain of Banks’ ability to direct an effective training program—which 

would require interaction (including patience and diplomacy) with higher education and 

any number of people in the field. 

Clapp, by all accounts an enthusiastic and friendly colleague, well respected in the 

field and known as a doer, was astute in his dealings on behalf of the council. One 

scholar observed that “[h]e cultivated allies with special care, often tempering his 

frustrations and impatience with them to keep communication open with important 

people in the field.”79 On the other hand, Clapp desired to challenge others, “as he felt he 

had been challenged.”80 Thus in a number of instances when Banks challenged Clapp on 

issues—and Clapp disagreed with Banks—it is difficult to discern whether Clapp was 

“handling” Banks to stay abreast of topics of interests, or simply enjoying an 

                                                
78 Towner, "'Wrecking' Havoc," in Past Imperfect, 186.  
79 Crowe, “Verner W. Clapp as Opinion Leader and Change Agent,” 119. 
80 Ibid., 117.  
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intellectually challenging dialog. Their correspondence indeed belied an intellectual 

connection. Moreover, Clapp seemed to have trusted Banks’ abilities and knowledge, 

having funded his professional undertakings on at least two occasions.81 However, Banks, 

prone to overstepping the unstated limits of power relationships, sometimes took a 

decidedly know-it-all tone in the face of what he perceived to be inadequate knowledge. 

For example, in his second letter to Clapp in 1965, continuing their lively intellectual 

exchange on issues of library binding, Banks stated that his “impression of the ALA 

committee on binding which you mentioned is that they pretty much follow the party line 

of the Library Binding Institute, and of course, it is true that they represent primarily 

public and school libraries whose requirements are somewhat different. I think the thing 

that bothers me the most is the total lack of recognition in this country, and including by 

ALA, of any superior alternative to over-sewing.”82 In his response to Banks’ letter, 

Clapp, who worked actively with the ALA committee, took a teachy tone in return: “You 

are wrong in your impressions of the ALA Committee on Book Binding. They are very 

much at odds with the Library Binding Institute, and a number of its members are 

anathema to the Institute. Also, both the chairman and several members are university, 

                                                
81 The council funded Banks’ participation in a conference in Florence, “Convegno Sulla Cooperazione 
Internazionale per la Conservazione del Libro,” March 12-14, 1970. Banks provided to Clapp a detailed 
report of the meeting, which was convened to further explore the idea of an international conservation 
center at the BNCF. See box 3, folder 85, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, 
Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. The council 
also funded Banks to spend approximately one month in 1971 at New York University’s Institute of Fine 
Arts working with the Conservation Center’s scientists. 
82 Banks to Clapp, July 24, 1965, box 3, folder 84, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-
1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 



233 
 

not public library—let alone small public library or school library people.”83 Banks and 

Clapp clearly benefitted from this exchange; in 1967 Banks assumed a seat on the ALA’s 

Bookbinding Committee.84 While he continued to find the committee’s work slow and 

unproductive, he participated actively for a few years, drafting “Tentative Minimum 

Standards for Rebinding Books of Permanent Research Value” for the committee in 

1970.85 

Banks continued to challenge Clapp. While he could be extraordinarily diplomatic 

and politic, he seemed incapable of holding back his opinions when he felt a “wrong” 

needed righting. William J. Barrow presented a case in point. Banks knew that Clapp had 

huge faith in Barrow’s work, committing large sums of Ford Foundation funds to his 

research. While he could not have known that Clapp was more than aware of Barrow’s 

faults, Banks could not help but point them out.86 Just a few months into their 

relationship, he wrote to Clapp that he learned “a great deal” visiting with Barrow in 

Virginia, yet he felt that Barrow was mistaken about the singular nature of his work, that 

“other people are capable of carrying out these processes quite satisfactorily. It seems to 

                                                
83 Clapp to Banks, August 4, 1965, box 3, folder 84, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-
1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
84 The committee was part of the ALA’s Resources and Technical Services Division. 
85 Frazer Poole chaired the committee. A draft of Banks’ white paper, “Tentative Standards” can be found 
in box 1, folder 11, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, 
Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
86 Crowe, “Verner W. Clapp as Opinion Leader and Change Agent,” 100-01. Following Barrow’s death, 
Clapp sent a confidential letter to Barrow’s son, describing the “many hundreds - of hours” he spent “in the 
taxing business” of editing Barrow’s writing for publication.  
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me implicit in much that he says that he does not feel this way.”87 Banks was correct, but 

his hubristic language—just as their relationship commenced—surely flew in Clapp’s 

face.88 

Attempts to construct history are never fully satisfactory; details are sometimes 

overwhelming, nuanced, and complicated to read. Clapp’s dealings with Banks and 

Towner, woven over time within a complex network of institutions and organizations 

with varying missions, leave us with less than clear answers about why the council did 

not fund the Newberry’s proposed center. What is certain, however, is that Clapp 

influenced the direction ARL directors took with regard to preserving their collections. 

After all, his Ford Foundation dollars funded ARL preservation studies. He regularly 

attended ARL meetings; he was one of them, and knew a lot about preservation and 

conservation science, technology, and methods.  

In 1970, two years before his death, Clapp delivered the keynote address at the 

New York Library Association’s “Conference on Preservation of Materials.” In the 

published version of that talk, he draws conclusions that led Banks to believe that Clapp 

continued to support the idea of training for conservators. Albeit highly insulting to 

Banks’ and Towners’ efforts, and likening the conservator to a “repairman,” his words 

conveyed that he viewed conservators as professionals, and that funding would be 

                                                
87 Banks to Clapp, December 20, 1965, box 3, folder 84, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.  
88 Roggia, “William James Barrow,” 176. Roggia’s research on Barrow’s work concluded that, during the 
1950s and 1960s, Barrow was “widely, if incorrectly, credited with original research and findings that were 
essentially confirmations of work that had been known for decades, and not new discoveries. Apparently, 
Barrow himself did not actively correct these misconceptions of his contributions or originality.” 
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available to establish a program:  

First, it is apparent that the topic of preservation has been neglected in the 
professional discussion of librarians. If such problems had been discussed 
properly at professional meetings, there would have been a body of literature, and 
there would have been people identified as having some expertise in the field. In 
fact, there might even have been some bases for training. When the Library of 
Congress needed advice, it had to turn to its Chief of Manuscripts Division who 
was not a repairman either. 89   
 

He concludes, ”There is money for this, if adequate proposals could be made. We need 

proposals for research in this area. We need training. And there should be more jobs such 

as that of the Keeper of the Collections in the Library of Congress. Preservation must 

become an important and integral part of the profession.”90 Even if the council had 

funded the Newberry in the end, given the insulting nature of Clapp’s remarks, we can 

deduce that that Banks would not have found the result particularly palatable.  

Banks was hesitant to compromise, yet impatient to move forward. He was 

considering the idea of the Newberry providing apprentice training in book 

conservation—both in association with a possible cooperative conservation training 

center and as an “interim apprenticeship program” and in response to the many letters he 

received from individuals asking inquiring about training opportunities.91 Given that 

                                                
89 Clapp, “The Declaration of Independence: A Case Study in Preservation,” Special Libraries 62, no. 12 
(1971): 508.  
90 Ibid. In regard to Clapp’s address, Banks reported in a memorandum to Matt Lowman that Clapp said 
“to an audience of 200 or so” that he would fund a conservation training center, “when the right program(s) 
came along.” Banks to Matt Lowman, November 21, 1971, box 3, folder 81, Series 01: Conservator’s 
Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry 
Library Archives. 
91 Banks, “Short-term Training in Book Conservation,” January 24, 1972, box 18, folder 324, Series 01: 
Lawrence W. Towner Papers, Office of the President and Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. This 
folder also contains partial draft proposals dated 1971 for a cooperative conservation center for the 
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Clapp continued to converse with him on the topic of training, Banks responded with 

ideas for Clapp to consider. In March 1972, Clapp wrote to Banks that he had received a 

letter from a woman who sought assistance in completing training “as a rare book binder, 

so that she may qualify for work in a rare book library.” Clapp inferred that the council 

had a new policy with regard to training. He commented that he had to tell her “we don’t 

make grants for specialized training of any kind for library work…. However, may be we 

should do so, not on the elaborate scale which you once proposed to us (which would 

have amounted … to some $40,000 per student) but on a more modest basis.” Clapp 

seemed to propose an arrangement on the order of an apprentice approach. He asked if it 

would “be worth investigating the possibility of our making matching grants with certain 

rare book libraries or a consortium thereof to procure such training of persons either 

already on their staffs or who would be given such positions following completion of 

training?”92 He missed the point—as did his ARL colleagues; conservators needed to be 

educated to address the needs of large research collections in aggregate—the ARLs—not 

just treat rare books. However, the primary funding door at least remained ajar. Banks 

had nothing to lose—and just possibly something to gain—by continuing the 

conversation. 

By the time Banks wrote back to Clapp in May 1972, Clapp was in seriously 

                                                                                                                                            
Committee on Institutional Cooperation (CIC). Towner envisioned that the center would also serve local 
Chicago libraries. The proposal to the council was never completed. See Banks to Clapp, December 8, 
1971, box 3, folder 81, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation 
Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.  
92 Clapp to Banks, March 31, 1972, box 23, folder 534, Series 02: Administrative Subject File, Lawrence 
W. Towner Papers, 1948-1989, Office of the President and Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
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declining health due to lung cancer. He died one month later. Banks’ three-page letter to 

Clapp, addressing the short-term training for conservators Clapp proposed, is worth 

quoting here; it speaks to the nature of Clapp’s and Banks’ intellectual dialog; Banks’ 

preachy tone; and his unrelenting belief in his vision, even at the risk of alienating a 

potential funder. He wrote: 

I’d like to comment on the $40,000 per-graduated-student cost of my earlier 
proposal for a full-fledged semi-academic program for training conservators. The 
cost is high, to be sure. But in order to try to put this cost in context, I sent a 
questionnaire to the directors of the three academic art conservation training 
programs in order to find out, among other things, how much their programs cost. 
From the figures they supplied, I calculated that the cost per graduated student at 
New York University is $30,000; at Cooperstown, $19,400, and at Oberlin, 
$41,790, for an average of $30,400. I believe that Cooperstown is finding itself to 
be understaffed now that it is in full operation…. Moreover, all of these programs 
are affiliated with academic institutions, so there are undoubtedly types of 
overheads which are assumed by the parent institutions which are not reflected in 
the stated annual budgets…. Considering the similarity of art conservation and 
book conservation, and the complexity of both fields, I wonder then if my figure 
seems so far out of line? I suspect that it is also not higher than the cost of turning 
out professionals in other fields in universities. 

Having made his point, Banks finally turned to Clapp’s question: 

[Y]our suggestion seems to imply short-term training programs. I have to say that 
I have grave reservations about short training at this point in the development of 
the field of book conservation. It is not too difficult to teach someone with a 
modicum of aptitude to execute one, or even several, types of physical treatment 
on graphic materials. But the point now, I think, is judgment. One cannot teach 
someone in six months or a year how to exercise good judgment. And at the 
moment, with the exceptions of the Library of Congress and possibly the New 
York Public Library, anyone with a smattering of training is going to be put in the 
position of going it alone in making judgments about what is treated how and with 
what materials. Once there is a decent body of people who can make good 
judgments about these matters, then we can safely start a variety of short 
programs, for training technicians, for brush-up, for advanced training in specific 
areas. 
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Driven to promote one last idea, Banks inquired if Clapp would be interested in an 

“intermediate program,” consisting of “the full training of two conservators by 

apprenticeship … over a four-year period. I consider apprenticeship inferior to a more 

systematic, partially academic program, but at this moment it seems to me that this would 

be considerably better than nothing.”93 Banks proposed that this intermediate plan would 

cost $25,000 per “finished” conservator, and inquired if Clapp might wish to see his 

preliminary draft of a proposal. Unfortunately, we will never know what Clapp thought 

of Banks’ letter or his intermediate training idea. After Clapp’s death in June 1972, Banks 

contacted Carl Spaulding, who assumed Clapp’s work in part. Spaulding responded that 

the council “has no plans to do anything in this area in the period immediately ahead.”94 

The writing was finally on the wall. With regard to funding a center at the Newberry, the 

long conversation with the council reached the end.  

CONCLUSION 

Banks felt burned by his experience with Clapp and CLR. Clapp could have 

pushed an agenda for educating conservators. The largest funding stakeholder in library 

preservation at the time did not seem to grasp the need to provide formal education for 

conservators—or at least it did not want to support the high cost. And while on one hand 

Banks and Towner felt that the apprenticeship model contradicted the goal of 

                                                
93 Banks to Clapp, May 11, 1972, box 23, folder 534, Series 02: Administrative Subject File, Lawrence W. 
Towner Papers, 1948-1989, Office of the President and Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
94 Carl Spaulding to Banks; [June? 1972], box 3, folder 84, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.  
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professionalizing the field of library conservation, on the other the Newberry had become 

a hub for training conservators. In early 1974, Banks wrote despairingly to his colleague 

and mentor, Caroline Keck: 

I still have reservations about apprentice training, but since nothing else is 
available in the book field, I guess that it is better than nothing. I still have hopes 
of someday having an academic center, but the recession in higher education is 
not encouraging. The worst thing is that the potential consumers—librarians and 
archivists—don’t understand that they need highly trained people, so that there is 
not demand for training from the people who could make it work, the consumers. 
Very discouraging.95 

 

Though Towner had not given up on the idea of the Newberry serving a central role in 

conservation training, he no longer talked about an academic partner in a “certification” 

of the enterprise. Instead, he turned to the newly formed IRLA as a possible focus for a 

cooperative conservation facility for treatment and training, with an idealistic eye to 

eventually pulling in support from the ARL directors. Banks, concerned about the 

feasibility of the idea and not particularly eager to run a production facility, wrote to 

Towner in January 1974 that his principle misgiving continued to center on librarians not 

yet having enough knowledge about “conservation standards and costs to support a 

center.”96 Banks was done with attempting to make a case for the Newberry as a home 

for a training program. Though he had begun teaching what was the first course in the 

nation on conservation of library collections for the School of Library Science at 

                                                
95 Banks to Keck, [1974], box 5, folder 192, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, 
Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
96 Banks to Towner, January 25, 1974, box 5, folder 167, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
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University of Illinois, neither Illinois nor the University of Chicago were particularly 

interested in a formal collaboration with the Newberry.97  

At the same time Banks worked half-heartedly with the IRLA directors to 

determine the feasibility of a conservation center, two initiatives emerged that, together, 

generated the energy, documentation, and clout necessary to make a strong case for 

formal education for library conservators. The first, the National Conservation Advisory 

Council (NCAC), appropriated the decade’s heightened “heritage” discourse to bring 

together voices from art, architecture, and library and archives conservation to “improve 

the nation’s capabilities in the conservation of the material evidences of its cultural 

heritage.”98 The NCAC, driven by the art conservation field and supported by the 

recently funded National Museum Act, formed in 1973. Banks played a key role in this 

national-level initiative, which broadened and deepened the discourse surrounding 

preserving library and archival collection materials. 

The range of publications the NCAC produced during the 1970s contrasted 

dramatically with the 1972 report the ARL published on the national preservation needs 

of research libraries. Significantly, for the first time under the aegis of a national level 

body, an authoritative voice emerged from the people who knew the most about the 

physical needs of collections—the conservators. The council’s publications provided 

official guides and touchstones for the field and for those who would fund it. In the case 
                                                
97 Banks taught “The Conservation of Research Library Materials” as part of the University of Illinois 
Graduate School of Library Science and Division of University Extension during four summers: 1971, 
1973, 1975, and 1977. This was a four-week course co-sponsored by The Newberry Library. 
98 National Conservation Advisory Council, Conservation of Cultural Property in the United States: A 
Statement (Washington, DC: National Conservation Advisory Council, 1976), 9-10. 
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of Banks’ educational mission, he was allied with colleagues in an intensive undertaking 

that everyone anticipated would have far-reaching consequences, particularly in terms of 

increased federal funding for conservation in the US.  

Norbert S. Baer was a primary stakeholder in Banks’ quest for an educational 

program. A physical chemist, he received his PhD in 1969 from NYU, and joined the 

faculty of NYU IFA’s Conservation Center (CC) that same year. He served on the 

NCAC’s executive committee. Banks and Baer knew each other. If not through the 

American Group of the International Institute for Conservation, they likely met in fall 

1971, when Banks spent a month long period between October and November at the 

NYU IFA-CC working with the center’s scientists to learn about tools and testing 

methods for paper analysis, and to guest lecture on book conservation topics.99 By 

January 1972, they began corresponding.100 Their relationship proved to be an integral 

driver in the creation of formal statements—and the collegial collusions and 

conversations that took place during the mid-late 1970s—aimed to raise the profile of 

library and archives conservation and the need for formally educated conservators. Baer 

recounted in 2012 that, following numerous formal NCAC meetings in Washington, DC, 

                                                
99 Banks to Majewski, April 21, 1971, box 2, folder 71, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
The Council on Library Resources funded Banks’ trip to NYU. During this same period, Banks attended 
the Appleton Institute of Paper Chemistry Seminar in Chicago, which Baer also attended. 
100 Norbert S. Baer to Banks; January 3, 1972, box 2, folder 71, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative 
Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library 
Archives. This is the earliest correspondence between Baer in Banks in the Newberry Archives. Baer 
addresses Banks as “Mr. Banks.” In subsequent letters he uses “Paul.” 
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he and Banks did “a lot of plotting” together at the Old Ebbitt Grill, across from the 

Washington Hotel where committee members stayed.101  

By 1976, the NCAC began to produce a sequence of publications that quantified 

and analyzed national conservation needs. Baer, chairman of council’s Education and 

Training Committee, appointed Banks as a member. At the same time, Banks and Baer 

co-chaired the Committee on Libraries and Archives.102 The publications that emerged 

from the two committees—and that of the initial 1976 report, Conservation of Cultural 

Property in the United States—intentionally reinforced one another with clear statements 

on the requirement for immediate attention to the education of conservators for library 

and archival collections.103 

Through the collaborative work of the NCAC, Banks further honed his thinking 

about educating library and archives conservators. Much like Florence, the NCAC 

provided a sanctioned space within which he could work with like-minded colleagues to 

focus on the topic and to gain consensus on how to define and meet the broad educational 

                                                
101 Baer, conversation with author, December 5, 2012. 
102 Members of the Committee on Libraries and Archives included Poole and Waters. Banks and Baer 
carefully selected committee members to represent the range of knowledgeable and insistent voices, 
including: Gordon Williams, director, The Center for Research Libraries and author of ARL’s 1964 report, 
The Preservation of Deteriorating Books; Philip P. Mason, director, Archives of Labor and Urban Affairs, 
Wayne State University, represented the interests of archives; Philip A. Knachel, associate director, The 
Folger Shakespeare Library, representing the IRLA institutions; and George M. Cunha, longtime voice for 
the field of library and archives conservation and founding director of the newly established New England 
Document Conservation Center, a regional conservation interest in Andover, Massachusetts. 
103 The three reports are: National Conservation Advisory Council (US), Conservation of Cultural 
Property in the United States; National Conservation Advisory Council, Report of the Study Committee on 
Libraries and Archives: National Needs in Libraries and Archives Conservation (Washington, DC: 
National Conservation Advisory Council, November 1978); and, National Conservation Advisory Council 
(US) and Smithsonian Institution, Report of the Study Committee on Education and Training (Washington, 
DC: The Council [National Conservation Advisory Council], 1979). 
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needs of the field. It was not just Banks’ voice defining educational needs; in essence, 

representatives of the nation were speaking. 

At the same time the NCAC commenced its work, directors in the research library 

domain embarked on an initiative equally important to this narrative. Concerned that the 

online catalog initiatives of the Ohio College Library Center (OCLC), formed in 1967, 

focused too predominantly on relatively homogenous English-language college 

collections, four of the largest, oldest and most prestigious research libraries formed a 

consortium, the Research Libraries Group (RLG).104  

As the story goes, the idea of the RLG hatched during at an ARL meeting in 1972. 

Warren J. Haas, director of Columbia University Libraries; Douglas Bryant, director of 

Harvard Library; Richard Couper, director of the New York Public Library; and 

Rutherford D. Rogers, director of Yale University’s libraries, sat together during a 

presentation concerning the OCLC. The four research libraries felt that they needed “a 

cooperative mechanism that was shaped to the very special needs” of their libraries.105 

The collections held by their four libraries were enormous. The ARL statistics for 

1972/73 recorded that, of the eighty-one research libraries reporting, Harvard, Yale, and 

Columbia came in first, second, and fourth, respectively, for numbers of volumes held in 

their collections.106 They also held some of the oldest collections in the nation, including 

                                                
104 Rutherford D. Rogers, “RLG Revisited,” in Influencing Change in Research Librarianship: A 
Festschrift for Warren J. Haas (Washington, DC: Council on Library Resources, 1988), 42. In 1981 OCLC 
changed its name to Online Computer Library Center. 
105 Ibid., 41. The RLG consortium was incorporated in New Haven, CN in 1974. 
106 Association of Research Libraries, Academic Library Statistics: 1972-1973. A Compilation of Statistics 
from the Eighty-One University Library Members of the Association of Research Libraries (Washington, 
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substantial numbers of rare, special, and archival collections. In terms of preservation, the 

prospective consortium members were well aware of deteriorating paper in their book 

stacks. Judging by their actions, they were more aware than many of their collections’ 

broad preservation needs.  

While the RLG’s mission encompassed broad consortial interests, it viewed 

preservation as key to the ability of these libraries to provide services to scholars into the 

future. Hence Haas and his fellow RLG directors made a key move—perhaps 

unwittingly—to professionalize a broadly defined preservation field in the early 1970s.107 

In a sense, they enacted an “informal education program” by appointing card carrying 

librarians to newly created line positions—“preservation administrators”—with the 

authority and mandate to individually and consortially determine what kinds of 

organizational structures, systems, and funding would be required to preserve their 

libraries’ collections. While these librarians knew nothing about preservation at the 

outset, individually and collectively they built their knowledge base and set out to create 

“full service” preservation operations. Moreover, the status of their individual institutions 

and the sanction of a heavy-weight consortium provided these preservation librarians the 

voice of authority needed to lead the nation’s research libraries into a better informed, 

                                                                                                                                            
DC: Association of Research Libraries, 1973), 
http://www.libqual.org/documents/admin/2012/ARL_Stats/1972-73arlstats.pdf. NYPL did not report 
statistics. 
107 Gay Walker, hired in 1972 by Yale as the library’s second preservation librarian, commented that one 
way to address the preservation issue was to appoint people into positions, thus relieving the directors of 
the problem and allowing them to demonstrate to their peer group that “we’re doing something.” Gay 
Walker, telephone conversation with author, July 17, 2014. 
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organized, and comprehensive preservation dimension.108 They had the kind of clout in 

the ARL research library world that the Newberry, an IRLA institution, did not. 

Moreover, unlike conservators Banks, Horton, and Tribolet, they held the recognized 

certification of the MLS degree. They were part of the club. 

Seemingly overnight, the directors of the RLG libraries “professionalized” the 

preservation field by creating line preservation management positions, hiring a group of 

professional librarians (who had little advance knowledge of preservation), and charging 

them with defining solutions to the preservation problems in their individual and 

collective collections. While the directors effectively placed the problem of preservation 

on someone’s else’s plate, little did they guess that those very same preservation 

managers would very quickly play crucial roles in promulgating best practices and 

policies for preserving the US’s research library collections. As the preservation 

movement gained momentum, so too did the need for educated preservation 

professionals. One preservation manager in particular, Pamela Darling, became a strong 

voice for educating preservation professionals—including conservators. Beginning in 

1973, she, Banks, and a handful of key actors collaborated on initiatives that added 

building blocks towards the creation of the first academic library and archives 

conservation education program in the US, in Columbia University’s School of Library 

                                                
108 As Darling and Ogden observed in 1981, “the scope of activities, the variety of projects, the number of 
involved people, and the range of local, cooperative, and governmental programs directly related to the 
preservation of library materials multiplied steadily during the 1970s.” (17) Research, programs, 
workshops, publications, and formal courses in LIS proliferated, as did preservation activity in individual 
libraries. Darling and Ogden, “From Problems Perceived to Programs in Practice.” See also George Daniel 
Martin Cunha, Library and Archives Conservation: 1980s and Beyond (Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 
1983).  
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Service (SLS). Chapter five examines the factors and forces associated with this 

academic trajectory, and interrogates the intellectual and cultural fit of the Conservation 

Education Programs in the SLS. 
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Chapter 5: “Selective Excellence”: Columbia’s School of Library 
Service and the Conservation Education Programs 

 

“As the Library School decision illustrates, academic choice and capital planning are 
inextricably linked.”1  Michael I. Sovern, 1991 
 
 
On the morning of August 31, 1981, Columbia University’s School of Library Service 

(SLS) gathered in Butler Library’s Harkness Theatre for its annual new student 

orientation. Associate professor Paul N. Banks sat with his faculty colleagues. For the 

first time in the School’s long history—or in the history of higher education in the United 

States (US)—the new Conservation Education Programs’ (CEP) three graduate students 

specializing in Library and Archives Conservation, and seven in the Administration of 

Preservation Programs in Libraries and Archives, sat in the audience.2 The meaning of 

the moment would not have been lost on Banks. The theatre itself resonated the laurels of 

the academy. Oftentimes referred to as Columbia’s “most prestigious lecture hall,” Lionel 

Trilling lectured frequently in Harkness in times past. In his bleak Mr. Sammler’s Planet, 

Saul Bellow staged in that same space a famous moment in twentieth century American 

                                                
1 Michael I. Sovern, Toward 2,000: Gains of the Eighties, Goals of the Nineties (New York: Columbia 
University, 1991), 28. 
2 Wesley Boomgaarden, email with author, December 9, 2014. The CEP encompassed both the 
conservation and preservation administration programs. The PA curriculum depended on that of 
conservation. Without a number of courses inherent to the conservator’s curriculum, preservation 
administrators would have had only have a shell of a specialization. More critically, however, the 
specializations were designed to complement one another; they would be working side-by-side in the 
workplace, educating the new professionals together made sense from the point of view of knowledge base 
and collegiality. 



248 
 

literature.3 The theater also resonated the meaning of philanthropic support for the arts 

and humanities. Edward Harkness, a fabulously wealthy man for whom the hall was 

named, was a graduate of Columbia Law School. Throughout his life he gave extensively 

to higher education, hospitals, and museums. He was a major benefactor of the city’s 

most renowned cultural institutions—including the New York Public Library and the 

Metropolitan Museum of Art. Likewise, Harkness provided the philanthropy that built 

Butler Library, in which the theatre resided and which served as the SLS’s physical and 

intellectual home. After the long struggle to attain this moment, Banks relished “the 

culmination of a long-cherished dream.”4  

 

 

 

 

                                                
3 Saul Bellow, Mr. Sammler’s Planet (New York: Viking Press, 1970). 
4 Columbia University, Office of Public Information, “[Press Release on Conservation Education 
Programs],” March 24, 1981, Conservation Department Files (Don Etherington), Harry Ransom 
Humanities Research Center. 
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Figure 5. Some of the students in the first class of preservation administrators and their 
faculty lab instructor, Gary Frost, 1982. From left to right: John E. 
Townsend, Jr., Sally Roggia, Wesley Boomgaarden, Maralyn Jones, Gary 
Frost, John Barone. Photo courtesy of Wesley Boomgaarden. 
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Figure 6. Some of the students in the first class of conservator and preservation 
administrators, in front of the Library of Congress, 1982. From left to right: 
John E. Townsend, Jr. (PA), Kathy Ludwig Hanson (conservator), Gail 
Harriman (conservator), Maralyn Jones (PA), Cathy Steves (PA); Roberta 
Chalfant (now Pilette, conservator), Janet Baldwin (PA). Photo courtesy of 
Wesley Boomgaarden. 

 
Banks and his vision for education seemed to have found the right home. The 

SLS, a well-established library school boasting an ivy-league parent institution, and with 

a humanities-oriented curriculum, Columbia promised to be ideal for the new programs. 

In 1974, the SLS created the pre-condition for the creation of special programs in the 

school—a reduction of the required “core” group of courses from seven to three.5 Rare 

                                                
5 Terry Belanger, Thanks for the Memories: The Rare Book Program at Columbia University, 1971-1991 
(New York: The Book Arts Press, School of Library Service, Columbia University, 1991), 8. 
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Books was one resultant specialization. Directed by Terry Belanger, the principle behind 

the program’s development rested on the book as a physical object. In Belanger’s words: 

The program emphasized format and collation, the history of typography, the 
recognition of illustration processes, and the dating and localization of binding 
styles—in short, it dealt with books as things that you can pick up and hold in 
your hands. Its major pedagogical preoccupation was quite literally to rub 
students’ noses in books: to find ways to study the physical book directly from 
books.6 

 
Belanger’s two courses in descriptive bibliography, and related course selections such as 

archives, scholarly editing, and the history of the book, created a propitious intellectual 

atmosphere for the study of conservation and preservation administration. Beyond the 

SLS, Columbia University had a history of supporting studies in cultural preservation. 

The university’s Historic Preservation Program, founded in 1964, was the first such 

program in the US.7 New York City itself—heartland of libraries, museums, and 

archives—provided a perfect venue for exposing students to a wide variety of 

institutional settings and professional colleagues. Finally, with the prestigious caché that 

came with significant funding from the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH), 

the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation, and the Carnegie Corporation of New York, among 

others, the programs commenced with the congratulations of the university 

                                                
6 Ibid., 10. Belanger also ran The Book Arts Press. Founded in 1972, the Press served as the teaching 
laboratory of the rare books program, and brought in numerous lecturers every year on topics related to the 
book. In 1983, Belanger founded Rare Book School, a summer program that in its first year drew 113 
students. Rare Book School went on to international renown. When the SLS closed it doors, Belanger and 
the Rare Book Program moved to the University of Virginia, where Belanger was appointed University 
Professor and Honorary Curator of Special Collections.  
7 Columbia University Graduate School of Architecture, Planning and Preservation, “Historic Preservation 
Mission Statement,” http://www.arch.columbia.edu/programs/historic-preservation/mission. 
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administration, a bountiful base of funding, and, ostensibly, a future of unlimited 

promise.8  

Judged by the numbers of graduates and the institutions where they found 

employment, the programs were successful.9 From the beginning, however, troubles cast 

shadows on the shiny new labs, professorial faculty, and large sums of good faith dollars 

invested in the CEP. At the upper level, problems derived from the SLS’s increasingly 

fragile status within Columbia University. Like many of its counterparts, Columbia faced 

mounting financial tensions. Library and information science (LIS) schools, most of 

which at the time were relatively small in terms of full-time tenured faculty, did not 

return large financial resources to the academy. Couched in terms such as “non-

pioneering,” the university administration targeted the SLS as a financial and intellectual 

burden. While the school’s troubles were in some ways unique to Columbia, they 

reflected broader issues within the LIS discipline at that time, which was evolving from a 

humanities-based tradition and struggling to formulate its role in an “information 

                                                
8 The CEP commenced with three years of funding for capital expenditures and operating costs. The NEH 
granted $375,000, the Mellon Foundation $250,000, and the Carnegie Corporation of New York $50,000. 
Mellon pledged another $100,000 for the fifth and sixth years if the program showed success in its first 
three years. The Morgan Guaranty Trust Company of New York awarded $25,000 for renovation and 
equipment for the CEP labs. The H.W. Wilson Foundation contributed $10,000 for the purchase of lab 
equipment. 
9 Allert Brown-Gort, Final Performance Report to the National Endowment for the Humanities on the 
Conservation Education Programs at the School of Library Service, Columbia University (New York: 
Columbia University School of Library Service, November 1990). As of June 1990, the CEP had graduated 
thirty-two preservation administrators and twenty-eight conservators. Based on a 1989 survey of its 
graduates, 53 percent of the graduates held preservation administration positions, 32 percent conservator 
positions, and 15 percent other positions outside of institutions or in other library specialties. 
Overwhelmingly, graduates worked in libraries (76.5 percent), with the remaining percentages accounting 
for employment in archives (9 percent) and historical societies (3 percent). Clearly, there was a market for 
the graduates. 



253 
 

society.”10 In its SLS home, the CEP was situated within these broader disciplinary and 

financial issues.  

While the programs thrived at Columbia, they did so first and foremost due to 

substantial soft funding. The new profession of library preservation administration, and 

the advent of the National Conservation Advisory Council (NCAC), combined with the 

NEH’s interest in preservation, emerged hand-in-hand with Roots, the nation’s 

Bicentennial, and the concomitant heightened heritage dialog. Increased attention to and 

funding for heritage by people who held significant cultural, social, and political capital 

fostered the institutionalization of a craft- and science-based curriculum at Columbia. 

Conservation, an auspicious combination of the past and the progressive future—

including the white collar nature of the preservation administration program—was 

particularly attractive to Columbia University’s SLS, a school in dire need of new 

financial resources and unique, high profile offerings to the university’s new “selective 

excellence” mission. 

                                                
10 James R. Beniger, The Control Revolution: Technological and Economic Origins of the Information 
Society (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1986), 21-22, 25. Beniger dates the emergence of the 
“information society” concept to the late 1950s and the work of Fritz Machlup, an economist who 
measured that sector of the US economy concerned with what Machlup called “the production and 
distribution of knowledge.” Beniger argues that the information society is not so much a new phenomenon, 
but the result of increases in the speed of material processing that began more than a century ago. He 
suggests that the new stage of development in the information society emerged in the early 1970s, due to 
the expansion of microprocessing technology, which spurred the “progressive convergence of all 
information technologies—mass media, telecommunications, and computing—in a single infrastructure of 
control at the most macro level.” There are a range of names used to denote the information society 
concept, including information age, knowledge society, network society, postmodern society, and 
postindustrial society. See also Fritz Machlup, The Production and Distribution of Knowledge in the United 
States (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1962). 
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As a study of the CEP at Columbia, this chapter culminates Banks’ journey to 

professionalize the field of library and archives conservation. In the first place, I examine 

why at the time library and archives conservation ended up in the LIS discipline rather 

than in art conservation. While library and archives conservation could have moved 

either way in the 1970s, there were specific reasons that made LIS—and particularly the 

SLS—an inviting academic home. Understanding the ontology of the conservation 

education program in particular, and the pros and cons of the disciplinary choices at the 

time, allows us to interrogate the “fit” of library and archives conservation in the SLS 

and, I argue, the LIS discipline. Given the field’s troubled history in defining and 

stabilizing itself in a disciplinary home, it is critical that we understand what has and has 

not moored it in LIS. By doing so, we are better situated to suggest a path forward for the 

field, which I address in this dissertation’s conclusion.  

  

GETTING TO COLUMBIA 

 The Columbia story began in 1973. Pamela Darling, who graduated from 

Columbia University’s SLS in 1971, was one of the first librarian “preservation 

administrators” (PAs) hired by a Research Library Group (RLG) member library. Her 

husband, Richard Darling, served as the dean of the SLS from 1970 to 1984. In June 

1973 the New York Public Library (NYPL) hired her as Head of the Preservation 

Program Office, to work alongside John Baker, who had been recently appointed as Chief 
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of the Conservation Division of the Research Libraries.11 In 1974, Columbia University 

Libraries hired Pamela Darling as the libraries’ inaugural Head of Preservation. 

Pamela Darling, who by Banks’ account was “quite impressive in her basic good 

sense and in her ability to get things done,” knew firsthand that the field needed educated 

professionals.12 The handful of new RLG PAs knew little about preservation when they 

were hired.13 After she graduated from Columbia’s SLS in 1971, Darling participated 

upon graduation in a Library of Congress (LC) special recruit program. For the first four 

months of her program, she spent time in each of the library’s departments, including 

preservation where she observed Frazer Poole’s fledgling operations. Fortunately for 

Darling, due to NYPL’s lengthy process of approving the new preservation position, she 

                                                
11 Her hiring at NYPL reveals the interconnectedness of the relatively small East Coast research library 
world at that point in time. Darling recalled attending ALA in 1972 and meeting Paul Fasana, then 
Associate Director of Preparation Services at NYPL, at a cocktail party. Fasana and Poole had worked 
together as inaugural members-at-large of the ALA’s newly established Information Science and 
Automation Division (now Library and Information Technology Association) in 1966. He asked what she 
was thinking about doing once she left the LC, and suggested that she contact him when she arrived in New 
York. Darling, who was planning on moving back to New York City to marry Richard Darling, met with 
Fasana at the NYPL, who sent her downstairs to meet John Baker, the newly appointed Chief of the 
Conservation Division of the Research Libraries. Baker was establishing his division and had written a job 
description that called for a preservation manager. He hired Darling once the position opened. Fasana later 
became the Andrew W. Mellon director of the NYPL’s Research Libraries. David Stam, who was the 
director of NYPL from 1978 to 1986, supervised Banks at the Newberry in the 1960s. Stam recalled in his 
2014 memoir that John Baker was a key staff member at NYPL, “an old friend from … earlier NYPL 
times.” Stam, What Happened to Me: My Life with Books, Research Libraries, and Performing Arts 
(Bloomington, IN: AuthorHouse, 2014), 163. 
12 Banks to Stam, October 13, 1976, box 1, folder 16, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-
1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
13 In 1971 Rutherford D. Rogers (successor to Clapp as deputy librarian at the LC—1957-1964, former 
director of Stanford University Libraries, and president of the ARL in 1967), appointed Susan Swartzburg 
as Yale’s first such preservation librarian; Gay Walker succeeded Swartzburg in 1972. In 1972, the NYPL 
hired John Baker as Chief of the Conservation Division of the Research Libraries, and then Pamela Darling 
in 1973 as Head of the Preservation Program Office. Darling returned to Columbia in 1974 to become the 
inaugural head of its Preservation Office. As Walker recounted, having just graduated from Simmons 
College Graduate School of Library Science when Rutherford hired her, she had taken a course from 
Josephine R. Fang, who incorporated preservation topics in her syllabus. That was the extent of Walker’s 
preparation for her job. Walker, telephone conversation with author. 
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had six months before she began her job in June 1973. During that time, armed with a 

briefcase full of literature, she prepared herself by reading everything she could find on 

the topic of preservation and conservation.14 

Four months into her tenure at NYPL, in September 1973, Pamela Darling penned 

a long memorandum “For the Record” on the subject of “Education for Conservation.” 

Belanger, a new hire in the SLS eager to build a program in rare book librarianship, and 

Darling met on September 17 to “explore the possibilities between NYPL and Columbia 

for setting up a program for training in conservation.” They discussed the desirability of 

having an introductory course in conservation (covering both administrative and technical 

topics), but they did not stop there: “Building on this, there might then be additional 

courses or workshops with a more technical orientation, in binding, repair and 

restoration, photoreproduction (Columbia has for years offered Hubbard Ballou’s fine 

course in reprography), and so on.” Darling and Belanger planted the fertile seeds of an 

academic program in the minds of people who might make it happen—including Dean 

Darling, whom we may assume already knew of his wife’s interests.15  

Pamela Darling’s ideas about educational needs in the field were stirred by the 

new profession’s needs, ranging from the most immediate to those far-reaching. The 

                                                
14 Pamela Darling, telephone conversations with author, July 30 and 31, 2014. Darling commented that she 
committed to memory Haas’s 1972 ARL report on preservation.  
15  Memorandum from Pamela W. Darling to For the Record, September 19, 1973, box 05 07 06, folder 
“Preservation of Library Materials,” School of Library Service Records, University Archives, Rare Book 
and Manuscript Collection, Columbia University Library. The technique or practice of copying and 
reproducing documents or graphic material in facsimile form by means other than conventional printing 
(e.g. photocopying, microfilm, or by digitalization). "reprography, n.", OED Online, December 2014. 
Oxford University Press, http://www.oed.com/view/Entry/163113?redirectedFrom=reprography. 
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NYPL had a conservation lab, but it did not have conservators. This was not unusual; just 

that year Yale hired Jane Greenfield as its first staff conservator. Darling clearly had the 

interests of the RLG in mind as well, suggesting in her memorandum that conservation 

was “one area of potential cooperation within the Research Libraries Group” and that 

“pooling funds and facilities in a serious effort to provide (1) essential training for present 

staff members of the Harvard, Yale, Columbia and New York Public Libraries, and (2) a 

steady flow of new graduates into the profession who are prepared to cope with our 

staggering conservation problems.”16  

Darling viewed the field as a comprehensive, cohesive enterprise: preservation 

administrators and conservators worked side-by-side in broadly defined preservation 

operations. It took both kinds of professionals to achieve the vision of a comprehensive 

approach to preserving research collections. Banks had long been a promoter of the need 

for “conservation administrators”; he acted both as administrator and conservator in his 

role at the Newberry, and served in an administrative role as well for the Committee on 

the Rescue of Italian Art in the aftermath of the 1966 flood in Florence. He knew that it 

was difficult for a conservator to both administer broad operations and treat collections. 

As early as 1968, Banks spoke to the role of another kind of preservation professional, 

one who addressed the  “administrative handling en masse of non-rare books of 

permanent value,” which do not require individual treatment, yet require “the planning 

and supervision of their mass treatment … with the same principles of conservation in 

                                                
16 Ibid. 
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mind.”17 Yet Banks viewed the conservator as the most highly specialized and 

knowledgeable on the topic of conservation. He likely felt that the new RLG PAs were 

imposters in the field; they had little or no in-depth knowledge of science, materials, and 

treatment issues. Banks would have been the last person who would have wanted to 

report to someone who knew less than he on the topic. While he knew that conservation 

operations needed administrative oversight, he could not fully envision the role of a 

preservation “generalist.” This said, he seemed to appreciate the skills a knowledgeable 

administrator could offer to managing preservation operations, including the political 

skills required to act as an advocate for preservation in the work environment. While he 

would have preferred that a conservator rise to oversee administration, who in the young 

field could do that, and who wanted to? 

While Banks and Darling did not know each other in fall 1973, they soon became 

working colleagues through the American Library Association’s (ALA) Preservation of 

Library Materials Committee (PLMC). Beyond Darling’s newness to the field, there are 
                                                
17 Banks, “The Scientist, the Scholar and the Book Conservator," 1219. Soon after presenting this paper in 
Rome, Banks suggested that preservation work that involved “microfilming and the like” would not be the 
purview of the conservator; “administratively,” it was a “bibliographic problem, and need not be the 
concern of the conservator except that he should participate in formulating guidelines for what is preserved 
intact and what is replaced.” He clearly delineates that reformatting of collection materials is a preservation 
operation, but that it is an administrative responsibility that may even lie outside of the conservation 
operation proper. See Banks, “Discussion: The Librarian as Conservator,” Library Quarterly 40, no. 1 
(January 1970): 196. Given Banks’ relationship with Darling and his knowledge of the RLG’s work at the 
time, it is odd that the NCAC Study Committee on Library and Archives Conservation report (1978) was 
indecisive with regard to how “conservation administrators” should be educated. While the purview of the 
administrator had grown to involve “a variety of administrative matters such as interlibrary cooperation, the 
setting of treatment priorities, and the replacement of brittle books,” the committee declared that “this 
position will grow out of the development of library and archives conservation programs,” and that “it is 
not as yet clear what will constitute adequate training. It is probable, however, that conservation 
administration will be a specialty within library science or archives administration, calling for intensive, 
specialized courses in conservation, and experience in a conservation laboratory.” See National 
Conservation Advisory Council (US), Report of the Study Committee on Libraries and Archives, 14.  
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other reasons why she and Banks did not know each other. They worked in similar 

professional realms, but ones that were not yet fully attuned to much less integrated with 

one another. Conservators found their professional colleagues in the American Institute 

for Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works (AIC), whereas the new RLG 

preservation managers worked primarily with each other through the RLG or via the 

ALA’s PLMC. Conservators ran among conservators; preservation managers among LIS 

master’s-holding librarians. The cross-pollination of the fields was nascent in 1973. 

Hence Darling had no idea that Banks developed and taught in 1971 the first LIS course 

on conservation in the US at the University of Illinois Urbana Champaign—the exact 

course she envisioned in her memorandum. While Darling and Belanger, “could not think 

off-hand of anyone with the breadth of background needed to put together the kind of 

basic course that must be the first step in developing a thorough program,” Baker, 

Darling’s supervisor who was copied on her memorandum, however, knew Banks.18  

By 1974, the possibilities of New York City as a home for a program had been on 

Banks’ mind. That spring, just after the NCAC began its work, Norbert S. Baer and 

Banks began “musing over a program between NYPL, Columbia and NYU.”19 As 

introduced in chapter four, Baer was a professor of conservation science at New York 

University’s Institute of Fine Arts Conservation Center (NYU IFA-CC). Banks knew 

Baer through the AIC and from having spent a month studying with Baer and his 

                                                
18 Darling to For the Record, September 19, 1973. 
19 Baer to Banks, April 26, 1974, box 2, folder 71, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-
1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.  
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colleagues in the Conservation Center in fall 1972. As chair of the NCAC Education and 

Training Committee, he appointed Banks to chair a subcommittee on Libraries and 

Archives, to focus specifically on the education needs in that sector. Baer joined Banks 

on the committee, as did Peter Waters, Poole, John Cotton Wright (representing the 

Society of American Archivists Preservation Committee), and Susan Thompson, assistant 

professor in Columbia’s SLS.20 Thompson, who taught History of the Book courses, soon 

played a role alongside Belanger and the Darlings in fostering the dialog in the SLS about 

a conservation education specialization.  

By 1974, due primarily to the activities of the new RLG PAs, the library 

conservation scene was gaining momentum in New York City. Invited by Baker, in May 

1974 Banks spoke to the Metropolitan New York Library Council (METRO), a large 

consortium chartered by the New York Board of Regents in 1964, on the topic of 

environmental factors affecting the storage of archival collections.21 Thompson attended 

the talk, and afterwards spoke with Dean Darling about “the conservation program,” 

writing to Banks: “[H]e says he would like very much to know more about what you 

think such a program should be and about the possibilities of funding. Needless to say, 

Columbia itself has no funds for expansion, but we are interested in the idea of offering 

training for conservators.”22 In response, Banks, armed with the range of data and 

                                                
20 Baer appointed this initial committee as a pre-cursor to the official Study Committee on Library and 
Archives Conservation. Thompson did not serve on the latter. 
21 John P. Baker to Banks, May 30, 1974, box 7, folder 245, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.  
22 Susan Thompson to Banks, July 3, 1974, box 2, folder 53, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 
1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.  
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proposals he had prepared in recent years for the Council on Library Resources and the 

Independent Research Libraries Association (IRLA), sent a version to Thompson, 

suggesting that perhaps there could be coordination between NYU’s IFA-CC and 

Columbia.23 Banks and Thompson joined Pamela Darling’s and Belanger’s quest for an 

educational program. 

By 1976, Banks had become more firmly embedded in the New York City 

conservation world. In a project guided by Pamela Darling and John Baker, METRO 

hired Banks that year to conduct a study on the feasibility of establishing a cooperative 

conservation center for the city’s libraries. Given that Banks would be in New York that 

summer conducting the METRO study, Dean Darling hired him to teach a course, 

“Preservation of Library Materials,” in the SLS and gave him an office in the school as 

his base for teaching and undertaking his research. In addition to visiting ten libraries in 

the city, during his study Banks conferred with his longtime colleagues and friends—

Carolyn Horton, Larry Majewski, and Baer—and his newer library preservation 

administrator colleagues who comprised the Preservation Committee of the RLG, of 

which Pamela Darling and Baker were members.24 

In the METRO study, Banks outlined a training program for conservators, which 

he proposed would be associated with the broader operations of the center. Since there 
                                                
23 Banks, “Proposals for a Training Program in Library Conservation,” box 05 07 06, folder “Preservation 
of Library Materials School of Library Service Records,” n.d., ca. 1974, University Archives, Rare Book 
and Manuscript Collection, Columbia University Library. 
24 Banks, “Report for a Feasibility Study for a Cooperative Conservation Center undertaken for the New 
York Metropolitan Reference and Research Library Agency (METRO), June 7-25, 1976,” October 18, 
1976, 15, box 05 07 06, folder “Preservation of Library Materials School of Library Service Records,” 
University Archives, Rare Book and Manuscript Collection, Columbia University Library. 
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were few conservators in the country educated to take on the kinds of treatments libraries 

might send to the center, Banks suggested that a METRO conservation operation liaise 

with an LIS program. While he was unclear on exactly how such an educational 

undertaking might work, he laid clear groundwork, suggesting “elements in the city” that 

might, together, comprise a program, including “the history of the book and descriptive 

bibliography courses at the Columbia University Library School, the general 

conservation and materials science knowledge available at the Conservation Center of 

NYU, and the knowledge and skills of Carolyn Horton and her staff.”25 As Banks stated 

in his report, outside of Washington, DC, New York City was the most logical place for a 

conservation center, given its “large aggregation of research library collections.”26 

Combined with the forthcoming NCAC reports outlining the educational needs for library 

and archives conservators, the METRO report documented fertile grounds for such an 

education initiative in New York. 

Pamela Darling, excited by Banks’ ideas, wrote to Richard Darling: “Dreadful 

money matters aside, there could be real benefit to SLS from this.”27 Referring to “our” 

programs, she also suggested a role for Columbia: 

I would dearly love to have the consultative/educational phase of this plan located 
here, combining the resources of the Libraries and the Library School. If Paul 
Banks were director (I have the distinct impression he’d like to be) we would 

                                                
25 Ibid., 5. 
26 Ibid., 2. 
27 Memorandum from Pamela Darling to Richard Darling, November 24, 1976, box 05 07 06, folder 
“Preservation of Library Materials,” School of Library Service Records, University Archives, Rare Book 
and Manuscript Collection, Columbia University Library.  
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have a tremendous resource and support for accelerating the development of our 
own programs. 

If METRO decided to go ahead, I hope we might be in a position to make an 
early offer to be the host institution. 
    If METRO decides against it, we should pursue through RLG.28 

 
Pamela Darling made her wishes clear, and her ideas seemed to find increasing resonance 

with Dean Darling. Finding funding for an educational program, however, was a primary 

concern. 

 In 1977, the SLS solidly staked its interests in preservation education. On the 

heels of the METRO study, Thompson and the Darlings wrote a federal grant to hold a 

four-week preservation institute in the SLS.29 Funded by the US Office of Education 

under Title IIB of the Higher Education Act, the institute was designed to “prepare 

experienced librarians to plan, organize, and administer comprehensive preservation 

programs in the libraries in which they are employed.”30 The institute took place in the 

SLS from July 10 to August 4, 1978, with twelve mid-career librarians from across the 

US as students.31 Directed by Thompson, and with primary instructors Banks and Pamela 

                                                
28 Memorandum from Pamela Darling to [?], November 30, 1976, box 05 07 06, folder “Preservation of 
Library Materials,” School of Library Service Records, University Archives, Rare Book and Manuscript 
Collection, Columbia University Library.  
29 Thompson had become increasingly interested in preservation; Banks helped her design a course on the 
topic, which she offered in the SLS for the first time in fall 1976.  
30 School of Library Service, Columbia University, “Press Release,” August 23, 1977, box 2, folder 68, 
Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the 
Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.  
31 Student attendees were: Hilda Bohem, University of California, Los Angeles; Helen Slotkin, 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology; Sandra Turner, Denver Public Library; Paul Koda, University of 
North Carolina at Chapel Hill; Peter Hanff, University of California, Berkeley; Virginia Adams, 
Providence Public Library; Carolyn Harris, University of Texas at Austin; Pearl Berger, YIVO Institute; 
Robert Patterson, University of Wyoming; Karen Esper, Case Western Reserve University; Robert Schnare, 
US Military Academy; and, Sue White, Princeton University. For a report on the institute, see R.H. 
Patterson, “Columbia’s Institute & CAN,” Conservation Administration News 1 (June 1979): 3. 
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Darling, the four-week course substantiated the intellectual links between the 

conservation field, library preservation administration, and the LIS discipline. Moreover, 

it brought New York City-based preservation professionals together as instructors, 

demonstrating not only the wealth of resources in the SLS and in the city—or a train ride 

away—but also their interest in working together in a new undertaking. Thompson, 

Darling, and Banks called on a number of Banks’ colleagues, including Horton, Baer, and 

Poole. Hubbard Ballou (from the SLS) lectured on reprography. The class also visited 

Poole’s and Waters’ operations at the LC, and those of the New England Document 

Conservation Center, a regional conservation facility founded in 1973 “in response to 

growing alarm about the monumental scope of the paper deterioration problem facing 

collection-holding institutions in New England.”32 

Convinced of a possible role for conservation and preservation education in the 

SLS, and armed with enough documentation to assert the SLS’s claim on the new 

specializations, on September 22, 1978, Dean Darling submitted a successful planning 

grant to the NEH targeted to conduct a planning study for the establishment of training 

programs in the SLS for conservators and preservation administrators.33 Banks, working 

with Pamela Darling and SLS colleagues, designed a new curriculum for educating 

                                                
32 Ibid.; Northeast Document Conservation Center, “History of the Northeast Document Conservation 
Center,” https://www.nedcc.org/about/history/overview. In 1980, the New England Document 
Conservation Center became the Northeast Document Conservation Center. The Council on Library 
Resources provided some of the start-up funds for the center. 
33 School of Library Service, Columbia University, “Planning Study for the Establishment of a Training 
Program for Conservators of Library and Archival Materials, Submitted to the National Endowment for the 
Humanities, September 22, 1978, Box 05 07 12, Folder “Preservation Institute – Miscellaneous Budget 
Notes,” School of Library Service Records, University Archives, Rare Book and Manuscript Collection, 
Columbia University Library. The proposed project was for the period June 1 through December 31, 1979. 
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library and archives conservators and preservation administrators. With primary funding 

from the NEH and the Mellon Foundation, the SLS announced the opening of the CEP, 

with courses to begin in fall 1981.  

 
 

A LIBRARY IS NOT A MUSEUM 

 
While the timeline of activity leading up to the opening of the CEP at Columbia 

appears to present a seamless trajectory, the intellectual home for library and archives 

conservation remained undetermined as late as 1979. The 1979 NCAC Report of the 

Study Committee on Education and Training, which Baer chaired, took a non-absolutist 

approach in defining the relationship between library and archives conservation education 

and LIS. While the report acknowledged that there was “general agreement” that the 

training requirements for “book and archives” conservation were different enough that it 

would be “unwise to “simply graft a library and archives training program onto an 

existing training program in museum conservation,” it did not specify how an educational 

program in library and archives conservation should be configured. Rather than stating 

that the program should be within an LIS program, it took a soft stance, suggesting that it 

“would be best being associated with” a major library or LIS graduate program.34  

Banks and the NCAC Study Committee on Library and Archives, whose report 

came out a year earlier, in 1978, also expressed uncertainty as to where the education of 

                                                
34 National Conservation Advisory Council (US) and Smithsonian Institution, Report of the Study 
Committee on Education and Training, 14-15.  
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library and archives conservators and PAs should take place. The committee’s report 

suggested that neither regional/cooperative centers nor museum programs were fully 

appropriate for the comprehensive education of library/archives conservators. However, 

in calling for a “university-based” educational effort—and concerned about the lead time 

for some sort of “accreditation system” for new academic programs in library and 

archives conservation—the committee acknowledged the advantage of library and 

archives education being part of museum conservation programs, due to their “greater 

maturity.”35  Perhaps neither the Study Committee on Education and Training nor the 

Study Committee on Library and Archives could reach consensus on the topic. On the 

other hand, Baer and Banks, respective chairs of the committees, had some amount of 

power in leading the committees and in determining the final language of the documents. 

In fact, Banks and Baer colluded on the NCAC statements. Recall that Baer recounted 

that, following numerous NCAC meetings in Washington, DC, he and Banks did “a lot of 

plotting” together. They determined to craft a “sequence building” of statements through 

NCAC to formalize the need for university-based education for library and archives 

conservators. Baer also specified that their “unstated target” was Columbia University’s 

SLS.36 

                                                
35 National Conservation Advisory Council (US), Report of the Study Committee on Libraries and 
Archives: National Needs in Libraries and Archives Conservation, 39, 47. David Stam, on the other hand, 
suggested that the reports’ indecisiveness was more likely due to Banks’ “tentativeness about most things 
in both his professional and personal life.” Stam, email to author, August 17, 2014.  
36 Baer, conversation with author, December 5, 2012. See also Baer, “Tribute” in Roberta Pilette, ed. Paul 
Noble Banks: 1934-2000, Tributes Delivered at the Grolier Club on January 22, 2001 in Memory of Paul 
Banks (2001). 
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Why did Banks, Baer, and their committee colleagues hesitate to affirm a specific 

disciplinary—or even a “semi”-disciplinary—home for library and archives conservation 

education?37 Banks’ work with the NCAC and the promise the council’s statements held 

for attention from the federal government and private foundations gave him increasing 

hope as the 1970s progressed. Moreover, his collegial collaboration with Baer, and the 

welcome responsiveness to his ideas by New York City based LIS stakeholders, foretold 

new possibilities. Banks knew from experience, however, that potential obstacles always 

lurked—especially financial ones. Whatever the reasons, and particularly given the 

funding challenges of building a new, costly academic program in the 1970s, Banks 

toyed with the possibility that perhaps library and archives conservation could fit in an art 

conservation program. After all, the “museum” conservation curricular model—which 

Banks adopted in good part for the library and archives specialization—had become 

increasingly normalized in the US. Funding was at times hard won, but it continued to 

come. 

Hence throughout the 1970s, Banks held open the possibility that a library and 

archives program might conjoin with one in art conservation. Just as he began his work 

with the NCAC in 1974—and on the heels of the abortive exercise to create a 

conservation center for the Independent Research Library Association—Banks 

investigated the possibility of a library conservation program in conjunction with the new 

                                                
37 The NCAC Study Committee on Education and Training also suggested a “semi” disciplinary home, 
where the program would be based in a major library, ostensibly with students taking select academic 
courses in LIS. 
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art conservation education program at Winterthur, which accepted its first cohort of 

graduate students in 1974. Writing to Peter Sparks, director of the Winterthur program, 

he expressed hope that “there are finally signs that there may be enough interest in the 

library community that some representatives of it will go to bat for such a program,” yet 

he lamented that universities seemed to be totally “uninterested in starting new programs, 

especially graduate ones, even where there is assurance of at least initial funding, so that 

we may be, in effect, in the position of have the makings of a program, but with no 

home.” While Banks read the signs correctly, the home remained undetermined for 

another five years.38 

By 1974, Banks was not alone in voicing the need for more and better trained 

library conservators; however, he remained the primary and consistent framer of the 

narrative discourse on the topic of education. He was determined to achieve what he 

viewed as an ideal combination of disciplinary elements—ones that he felt could not be 

met solely within the art conservation discipline. As early as 1968, Banks beckoned the 

LIS graduate programs to take the topic of conservation seriously—to “encourage 

research in conservation, as they do in computerization, in conjunction with the science 

faculties of their universities”—and to offer library students a specialization in “book 

conservation.”39 However, given the lukewarm response of the University of Chicago to 

Banks’ idea of a collaborative program with the Newberry, the ARL directors’ foot-
                                                
38 Banks to Peter G. Sparks, March 19, 1974, box 3, folder 95, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative 
Files, 1964-1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library 
Archives. 
39 Banks, “Some Problems in Book Conservation.” “Based on a paper read to the Chicago Regional Group 
of Librarians in Technical Services, May 25, 1966.” 
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dragging with regard to creating conservation operations in their own institutions—not to 

mention limited possibilities for funding a program—he knew he had to remain open to 

various configurations in order to bring a formal educational program to fruition.  

Banks’ correspondence with Sparks in spring 1974 on the topic of library 

conservation typifies the philosophical and narrative framework he developed to express 

the requirements for educating library conservators. His response to Sparks’ query as to 

whether Winterthur might integrate library conservation in its new art conservation 

education program, revealed the state of his thinking in 1974. At that time, he resisted the 

idea of library and archives conservation being fully embedded as a specialty within art 

conservation: 

There are some fundamental differences between library and museum 
conservation. The most important one, I believe, is that in a library one is 
generally dealing with larger quantities of objects with generally lower individual 
value. Thus the book conservator has the extremely difficult problem of having to 
deal with both individual objects of great value … at the same time that he has to 
deal … with mass problems. I don’t believe there would be much if anything in 
the museum conservation program which would prepare the student for coping 
with mass problems.  
    Second, the library orbit or world is rather different than the museum orbit, and 
the aspiring library conservator needs obviously to be exposed to the former, 
while exposure to the latter would be of only incidental benefit. Similarly, the 
student of book conservation would need courses in book history, paelography 
[sic] and printing, and library problems. 
    Third, bookbinding and related crafts seem to take considerably longer to learn 
than would be possible in the one year of internship in a book conservation lab, so 
that students of book conservation should start binding earlier than the final year. 
I believe that part of the reason for the length of time required is that books, 
unlike most museum objects, cannot be isolated from people…. [A] book must be 
made so that it can safely be handled and read if it is to serve its intended function 
at all. 
 

He concluded: 
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I think that a graduate of your program would have an excellent base for 
becoming a book conservator … but [the student] would still have so much more 
specialized ground to cover to be reasonably competent, that I would hesitate to 
encourage aspiring book conservators to take the Winterthur program.40 
 

Banks did not close the door to Sparks’ query, however. Instead, he asked if Winterthur 

might be interested in a “parallel” program in book conservation. Sparks, surprisingly 

receptive given the struggle his new program had in obtaining sufficient financing, 

replied: “[I]t is a possibility that we should discuss further.”41 He made an appointment to 

see Banks’ labs and have dinner with him during his visit mid-May to Chicago. For 

whatever reason, the discussion seemed to go no further.42 And though he wrote in a 

Newberry-published pamphlet in 1975 that art conservation programs “are generally not 

anxious to take prospective book conservators,” Banks kept open the possibility of 

associating library and museum conservation in a single program.43 

In 1977, as the NYU IFA-CC embarked on an enormous renovation of a building 

to include new and expanded offices and labs, the possibility of incorporating aspects of 

library and archives conservation in the center’s art-focused program emerged. In early 

fall of that year, Baer, Majewski, and Jonathan Brown, professor of the history of art at 

NYU’s IFA, met with Poole in New York to discuss the possibility of a joint program in 
                                                
40 Banks to Sparks, March 19, 1974, box 3, folder 95, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-
1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
41 Sparks to Banks, April 29, 1974, box 3, folder 93, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-
1989, Conservation Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives.  
42 At least the Newberry’s records do not contain further correspondence on the topic.  
43 Banks, “Professional Training in Library and Archives Conservation” (Newberry Library, November 
1975), 3, box 11, folder 91, Series 01: Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation 
Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
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“paper conservation for libraries and archives” between the center and the LC. The 

meeting report, prepared by Baer, noted that in the long term, “(a) program in book 

conservation would be planned, subject to the development of funding” to complement 

the proposed paper conservation program.44 While funding remained in question, Baer 

moved forward with his long-range plan. Reportedly frustrated that Dean Darling had not 

responded to Banks’ “hints, suggestions and entreaties” to take the next steps in planning 

for a conservation education program in the SLS, Baer and Majewski prepared for the 

IFA-CC to include book conservation in its curricular offerings. From Baer’s perspective, 

the idea was to “bluff” Dean Darling into action. Baer recalled of the scheme: 

Dean Darling folded. He called me asking that we have lunch at the Columbia 
Faculty Club. It was agreed that I would write the first draft of a proposal to NEH 
to bring Paul to New York for six months following his Guggenheim Fellowship. 
In those six months, Paul would develop a curriculum and proposals for facilities 
and funding for a training program at the School of Library Services. The rest is 
history.45 
 

Baer stated that the IFA-CC would have moved forward with the plan had Darling not 

accepted the challenge and submitted a proposal to NEH in fall 1978 requesting support 

for the school to hire Banks to undertake a planning study. The strategy went so far as to 

have Banks and Antoinette King, the art on paper instructor for NYU, meet with the 

architect to plan for shared space on the sixth floor.46  

                                                
44 Baer, “Discussion of Joint Programs Between the Conservation Center, Institute of Fine Arts, New York 
University, and the Preservation Office, Library of Congress,” September 28, 1977, Box 05 07 06, Folder 
“Preservation of Library Materials,” School of Library Service Records, University Archives, Rare Book 
and Manuscript Collection, Columbia University Library. 
45 Baer, “Tribute.”  
46 Baer, email to author, December 11, 2013. 
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The record is silent on Banks’ feelings at that moment about library and archives 

conservation being part of what he liked to call “museum” conservation. As late as 1979, 

Banks remained equivocal—at least in published writings. We know, however, that he 

had become increasingly adamant that conservators needed a graduate degree to be on 

equal institutional footing with curators, bibliographers, and the range of librarians who 

purchased, cataloged, and provided public services for research collections—not to 

mention the growing cadre of preservation administrators who, ostensibly, would manage 

large-scale preservation programs in research libraries. The conservator’s role was far-

reaching; to engage at the professional level in library institutions and to influence library 

policy meant that the job needed to be at that level—which at the time presumed that the 

conservator needed to possess the MLS, the currency of the realm.47 Furthermore, Banks 

was interested in specifying the education of the preservation administrator, to whom the 

conservator would report. The IFA-CC would have been hard pressed to establish the 

                                                
47 Banks, “Education for Conservators: A Proposal for Training Conservators of Library and Archival 
Materials,” Library Journal 104 (May 1, 1979): 1016. Banks stated that the training program “must be 
affiliated with or be within a university.” It is clear, however, that he favored being “within” the university. 
He continued: “We are really talking not only about training conservators, but, of necessity, about 
developing the whole field of library conservation. This also suggests that the university environment, 
which is traditionally hospitable to such activities as research, writing, and editing publications, 
professional societies, and so on, is the appropriate place for a conservation training program.” Banks never 
stated directly that library and archives conservation education should be within LIS; however, he did 
articulate the subject matter that a program should contain: history of the book, descriptive bibliography, 
rare book librarianship, and “perhaps a survey or core course in libraries and librarianship, which are 
offered at most library schools.” In a 1978 article Banks wrote for the Encyclopedia of Library and 
Information Science, he suggested that education for “conservation administration could presumably be 
effectively carried out as a specialty in a library school which has a strong commitment to the physical 
book.” Banks, “Preservation of Library Materials,” Encyclopedia of Library and Information Science (New 
York: Marcel Dekker, 1978), 214. 
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kind of program for PAs that Banks and Pamela Darling envisioned for the SLS.48 So 

while Banks entertained NYU’s sincere offer—and would have gone in that direction had 

Columbia not come through—he would not have considered it ideal.  

 
 

ROAR, LION, ROAR: COLUMBIA AND THE SLS 

 
The SLS seemingly had everything Banks needed to create the kind of program 

he long envisioned. In 2014, Robert Wedgeworth, Dean of the SLS from 1986 until its 

closing, reflecting on the nature of Columbia University commented that the school’s 

location, the availability of specialists in the area to support the CEP, and the substantial 

outside funding available “to support and maintain it” made the SLS a prime host for the 

new program.49 The funding, of course, was critical. Columbia’s prestige afforded the 

university contacts with funders who could support the substantial costs associated with 

establishing a conservation education program. Concerning Banks and his lack of an 

undergraduate degree, Columbia, a historic private school with a rich history of 

professional schools, had the latitude to appoint him at a level appropriate to the role he 

would assume.50 As associate professor and director of the CEP, Banks attained the status 

                                                
48 Suggesting in a talk he gave at the IFA-CC that museum conservation might be interested in the ideal of 
specialized training for PAs, by 1983, Banks was clearly “sold” on the role of the PA in research libraries. 
Banks, “A Library is Not a Museum,” in Training in Conservation: A Symposium on the Occasion of the 
Dedication of the Stephen Chan House (New York: Institute of Fine Arts, New York University, 1989), 65. 
49 Robert Wedgeworth, interview with author, February 18, 2014. 
50 It is worth noting Banks’ academic status over the eleven-year period he was employed by Columbia. 
Initially, Banks was to be appointed as an assistant professor. It is unclear who suggested that he merited 
the associate level, but Dean Darling made the case to Peter Likins, Columbia’s provost, who approved the 
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required to act co-equally with his faculty colleagues—to formulate curriculum, advise 

students, and serve the school’s administrative needs. The school’s location in New York 

provided the CEP access to academic and professional specialists who could guest lecture 

and teach courses. Within the SLS itself, the possibility of working with Belanger and his 

thriving rare books specialization was enticing, promising a collegial intellectual 

collaboration and prime courses for the CEP specializations. Finally, Banks’ colleagues 

at NYU’s well established IFA-CC, located in the middle of Manhattan, were willing to 

partner with the SLS to round out the conservation curriculum with courses in 

conservation science and paper conservation. Perhaps the most important factor is the 

most obvious: Dean Darling determined that he wanted—in fact needed—the programs. 

While we can understand Darling’s desire to create a unique program, where did the 

“need” come from? The answers lie, to some extent, in the already problematic status of 

                                                                                                                                            
appointment for a three-year period, the length of term for the first grant from the NEH for the CEP. In 
1987, Wedgeworth expressed “surprise” when Banks sent him a letter resigning his position as director of 
the CEP, effective June 30, 1987. In his response to Banks’ letter, Wedgeworth noted that, while they had 
discussed changes in the administration of the program, he had not “anticipated having to move so 
quickly.” Banks wrote that the past six years had taken a toll on him, and that he looked forward to 
concentrating on research and teaching. Less than one year later, in winter 1988, Banks requested that the 
SLS Executive Committee put him up for tenure. The tenure clock was ticking, and was due to run out June 
30, 1989. He had plans to complete the manuscript of a book he had been working on for over a decade, 
tentatively titled The Conservation of Records: Context, by summer 1988. Wedgeworth wrote to Banks that 
the committee “was not able to support” a tenure recommendation, but that they voted unanimously to 
support a nomination for a non-tenure “Research Scholar” position, beginning in 1989-90, with a reduced 
teaching load to eighty percent beginning with that appointment. Various correspondence, box 05 07 33, 
folder “Paul Banks”, School of Library Service Records, University Archives, Rare Book and Manuscript 
Collection, Columbia University Library. Wedgeworth commented in our interview that Banks would have 
not been given tenure anyway, given the troubled status of SLS with the upper administration. On some 
level, Banks’ changing status reflects his own desire to step away from administrative work, as well as his 
lifelong inability to bring projects to successful closure. Though the record is silent on why the SLS 
Executive Committee decided not to put him up, his scholarly publication record between 1981 and 1988 
was scant. Possibly, Banks’ lack of an undergraduate degree played into the committee’s decision. During 
his interview with the author, however, Wedgeworth noted that a private school like Columbia could do 
anything it wished to do with regard to tenure cases. Indeed, at the time, Wedgeworth did not hold the PhD. 
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the SLS within Columbia. As I will unfold, Darling’s CEP plans did not solve the SLS’s 

problems. 

By the mid-1970s, Columbia, like many of its peer private universities, had to 

come to grips with its financial troubles. Universities had undergone tremendous growth 

since 1945. In terms of faculty size alone, American universities expanded from fewer 

than one hundred fifty thousand in 1940 to five hundred sixty-five thousand in 1975.51 

Funding structures had not kept up with the rapid growth pace of institutions. By the mid-

1970s, an “era of consolidation” commenced, one driven by financial problems, but also 

reflecting cultural and political issues within and beyond the academy.52  

Times seemed to be particularly rough for Columbia. Since the early decades of 

the century, the university lagged behind its peers in alumni fundraising; until 1982, 

Columbia had never launched a successful all-university capital campaign.53 Combined 

with a sluggish endowment and the cost of running a university in New York City, 

Columbia’s financial inadequacies had taken their toll. To some extent, the influx of 

federal and foundation monies after World War II (WWII) helped to mask the 

                                                
51 Arthur M. Cohen and Carrie B. Kisker, The Shaping of American Higher Education: Emergence and 
Growth of the Contemporary System, 2nd ed. (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 2010), 219.  
52 Ibid., 219-20. See also John Seiler Brubacher, Higher Education in Transition: A History of American 
Colleges and Universities, 4th ed., Foundations of Higher Education (New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction 
Publishers, 1997). 
53 Robert A. McCaughey, Stand, Columbia: A History of Columbia University in the City of New York, 
1754-2004 (New York: Columbia University Press, 2003), 542-3. McCaughey documents that Columbia 
mounted a “disastrous $200 million campaign” in 1966 that was terminated in 1970, $80 million short of 
the target amount. 
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university’s solvency issues.54 But by 1970, as outside monies began to dwindle, the 

university faced a $40 million debt.55 

Some of the financial woes universities faced extended from a swelling US 

deficit. Stating that the Soviet Union remained the focus of  “evil in the modern world” in 

the closing years of the Cold War, the Reagan Doctrine called for a growing US Star 

Wars defense build-up that, among other Reagan-era policies, added to the US’s financial 

shortfalls.56 Education watchers at the time expressed particular pessimism about the 

future of private, nonprofit universities. Patrick Moynihan, writing on the state of higher 

education in 1975, voiced grim projections: “By the 1990s private universities as they are 

now known could well have disappeared, been absorbed in state systems, or divested 

themselves of all but their few profitable operations.”57 Fortunately, Moynihan’s direst 

prediction did not emerge. His vision, however, expressed the mood of the time.  

In keeping with the growing complexity of managing large universities, 

institutions of higher education built larger, expensive administrative infrastructures. 

Whereas universities had been built as communities of people with common ideas and 

goals, by the 1970s, as student activism, faculty unionization, and program expansion 

became the norm, fights for resources became commonplace. Ironically, part of the unrest 

stemmed from an increasingly top-down business model that hallmarked modern 

                                                
54 Ibid. 
55 Ibid., 498. 
56 Ronald Reagan, speech (presented at the National Association of Evangelicals, Orlando, FL, March 8, 
1983), http://millercenter.org/president/speeches/speech-3409. 
57 Daniel Patrick Moynihan, “The Politics of Higher Education,” Daedalus 104, no. 1 (Winter 1975): 143. 
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university administration. To bring about financial accountability, universities centralized 

budgetary operations, wresting financial oversight from individual academic departments, 

often resulting in increased tension between faculty and administrations.58  

Columbia instituted just such a new process in the mid-1970s. The president of 

Columbia at the time, William J. McGill, was part of the “community of Columbia 

quantifiers.”59 To centralize budgetary decision-making, in 1975 McGill called upon 

university colleagues who shared his faith in the authority of numbers—faculty and deans 

from the Business School, the dean of Graduate Faculties, and Michael I. Sovern, from 

the Law School (who in 1980 would become Columbia’s seventeenth president). Once 

they ran the numbers, the blueprint for modern excellence emerged: parts of the 

university in the black were offered incentives to increase their income; those in the red 

needed to cut back. Given their high tuitions and steady enrollment, the Law and 

Business Schools fell into the laudible “black” category; the Arts and Sciences, the 

School of International Affairs, and General Studies, identified as tuition generators, were 

encouraged to do more of the same and then some. The SLS, however, fell into the same 

damnable red column as Arts and Sciences. While the Arts and Sciences (comprising 

humanities, social sciences, and sciences) were “core” to the university’s mission, 

                                                
58 Cohen and Kisker, The Shaping of American Higher Education, 258. Cohen and Kisker contend that part 
of the push toward centralization rested in the need for universities to comply with state and federal 
regulations, management of financial aid and affirmative actions, and assuring that the institution remained 
accountable in a range of areas—“from student admissions to pollution control.” 
59 McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 491. 
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between 1968 and 1979—particularly in the small departments of linguistics and 

geography—the division was forced to cut fifteen percent of its faculty.60 

By 1979, Columbia had not undertaken an academic review of its broad Arts and 

Sciences in twenty years. As an outgoing act, President William J. McGill appointed a 

Commission on Academic Priorities in the Arts and Sciences to determine ways to 

combat the multiple internal and external factors that contributed to Columbia no longer 

being as successful as it once was in attracting the best faculty and students.61 To boot, 

for the past ten years, Columbia had faced increasing financial instability, which the 

university projected was not likely to end in the foreseeable future. The committee left no 

stone unturned with regard to its in-depth and frank evaluation of each department’s 

abilities, failures, prospects, and funding status. No doubt, Dean Darling read the report; 

no doubt, he took the report’s unambiguous language to heart: “[The] Arts and Sciences 

must concentrate on excellence not ‘coverage’; we must opt for selective excellence 

rather than all-around mediocrity; weak units must be chopped away or eased out.”62 

Darling needed the new CEP programs to enhance financing for the SLS and to attempt 

to create a positive visibility and cutting edge disciplinary persona that spoke to the 

newly defined “selective excellence” of the university. 

                                                
60 Ibid., 501. Private universities after WWII were highly dependent on tuition to finance their educational 
enterprise. In 1975/76, tuition and fees made up 48 percent of private university revenues. See Michael S. 
McPherson and Morton Owen Shapiro, Keeping College Affordable: Government and Educational 
Opportunity (Washington, DC: Brookings Institution, 1991), 21. 
61 [Steven Marcus], Columbia University. Presidential Commission on Academic Priorities in the Arts and 
Sciences (New York: Columbia University, 1979), 2. 
62 Ibid., 140. No doubt Darling also noted the recommendations of the committee with regard to the small 
Geography department (three tenured, two non-tenured faculty): “There should be no new grants of tenure 
and no new allocations until the future of the department is reconsidered.” (179) 
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By the time Sovern assumed Columbia’s presidency in 1980, the concept of 

selective excellence drove the university’s administration. One historian suggests that the 

1979 election of Sovern, the first professional school dean to ascend to Columbia’s 

presidency, “may have marked one of those quiet turning points in the university’s 

history.” On any number of levels (administrative, staffing numbers, finances), Sovern’s 

tenure represented a shift away from the arts and sciences towards the professional 

schools. The Medical, Law, and Architecture Schools had made significant advances in 

their standing among peers, and the deans of these schools “occasionally drew the 

conclusion that they were carrying the arts and sciences.” While Columbia’s fiscal 

situation improved in the 1980s, around 1987 the university’s endowments went below 

the five percent return that permitted them to be used. Combined with huge increases in 

medical insurance, donor dollars being earmarked for specific projects, a call to reduce 

indirect costs on federal grants, and decreases in New York State assistance, the 

university spent more than it could afford.63 To boot, Sovern inherited a broken down 

fundraising apparatus, one that had not changed since Butler’s years as president. Indeed, 

the one all-university capital campaign during the first eight years of the century was a 

miserable failure.64 

The excellence narrative—which officially drove the closing of the SLS in 

1991—was emblematic of the increased focus of university administrations beginning in 

the 1970s on a competitive viability driven by the financing of the academic enterprise. 

                                                
63 Ibid., 553-4. 
64 Ibid., 542. 
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“Forward looking” disciplines advanced the mission of the university through an 

excellence linked to financial solvency. Following trends in higher education more 

broadly, small departments that were not considered excellent (nor money making) were 

viewed as unworthy of a piece of the tightening resources pie. Hence, by the late 1980s, 

linguistics and geography had been eliminated from Columbia’s roll call. The SLS, which 

had been increasingly squeezed of funding, met the same fate in 1990. Like other small 

disciplines, “traditional” library studies held a tenuous position in this progress-driven 

mission.  

Increasingly, viability in Columbia’s academy became defined by “pay your way” 

or, perhaps, justify your existence in terms of academic distinction. From the Columbia 

administration’s perspective, the SLS—hardly “core”—had never enriched university 

coffers. Compounding alumni with relatively low salaries, the school had experienced a 

precipitous decline in student enrollment since 1974. Even more critically, however, was 

the perspective that McGill brought to the university’s administration: by 1977 he had 

staked a saving role for the professional schools in Columbia’s balanced budget game.65 

Hence financial solvency underlay the Columbia administration’s pressing of the 

SLS to “change.” The overriding narrative, however, became the SLS’s inability to meet 

the selective excellence bar, one firmly established in the university’s 1987 Strategies of 

Renewal Report, which picked up where the Marcus Commission’s 1979 report left off—

                                                
65 Ibid., 501-02. 
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the latter stating that the university should only do “what it can do superlatively.”66 

Increasingly, universities claimed they had to make “hard choices” in order to survive. 

No longer could they be “universal”; institutions had to cherry pick those disciplines that 

could bring in enough funds to either support themselves and/or pay the way for 

disciplines core to the university. “Superlative” meant not just academic excellence; it 

meant financial success. 

By January 1982, Provost Peter Likins, whom President Sovern charged in 1980 

with overseeing the professional schools on Morningside Campus, was on the School’s 

tail.67 He commented in a confidential memorandum to Darling that his concerns had 

deepened over the months with regard to the health of the university. He was particularly 

worried about the financial status of the SLS. While he noted Darling’s “success in 

gaining foundation support for your new preservation initiatives,” enrollments in the 

school had not increased but had dropped by eleven percent in fall 1981. He continued: 

[T]he School of Library Service has moved monotonically from 1977-78 through 
1980-81 into deeper deficits, beginning at $151,000/yr. and reaching 

                                                
66 [Marcus], Columbia University. Presidential Commission on Academic Priorities in the Arts and 
Sciences, 3. Jonathan R. Cole was a member of the 1979 commission. In 1987, he became Provost of 
Columbia. Under his administration, the SLS closed. The 1987 report recommended a number of “mergers” 
between Columbia academic units, including that of the School of the Arts; the Graduate School of 
Architecture, Planning and Preservation; the Journalism School; and the SLS into the Faculty of Fine Art 
and Communication. Columbia University, “Strategies of Renewal,” 
http://www.wikicu.com/Strategies_of_Renewal. 
67 McCaughey, Stand, Columbia, 549-50. The SLS underwent two reviews in the 1980s, under the purview 
of two different provosts. Peter Likins came to Columbia in 1978 to act as dean of engineering, and became 
one of three provosts Sovern appointed in 1980 and 1981 to oversee the daily operations of the university. 
Likins was offered the presidency of Lehigh University in the summer of 1981, which he assumed in 1982. 
The first review of the SLS was under his purview. Cole oversaw the second review of the SLS.  
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$388,000/yr., despite the fine management that you have provided. I fear that this 
problem is becoming more serious.68 

 

As a result, Likins withdrew budgetary authorization for a tenured position in the school, 

in effect undermining the SLS’s ability to attain the excellence bar that the 1979 Marcus 

report had hoisted. 

Four months later, in May 1982, Likins issued a discussion paper on financial 

guidelines for academic planning for the professional schools on the Morningside 

Heights campus, and proposed that the SLS undergo review. Darling, an admittedly “low 

profile” and quiet dean, pushed back: “I have little confidence in the arcane numbers 

game which results in such large deficit figures for this school, and I have no intention of 

quietly acquiescing in the sacrifices of the world’s oldest and most prestigious library 

school.”69 At the end of the month, Likins appointed an internal review of the SLS, 

charging the committee to undertake “a thorough and thoughtful exploration of 

alternative futures for the school,” reiterating that each professional school must try “to 

find a way to operate without requiring subsidies generated by other schools of the 

University.”70  

                                                
68 Peter Likins to Richard Darling, January 4, 1982, box 05 07 09, folder “Review Committee” School of 
Library Service Records, University Archives, Rare Book and Manuscript Collection, Columbia University 
Library. 
69 Richard Darling to Likins, May 18, 1982, box 05 07 09, folder “Review Committee” School of Library 
Service Records, University Archives, Rare Book and Manuscript Collection, Columbia University 
Library. 
70 Likins to Library Service School Review Committee, May 27, 1982, box 05 07 09, folder “Review 
Committee” School of Library Service Records, University Archives, Rare Book and Manuscript 
Collection, Columbia University Library. 
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The committee’s final report called for “serious alteration and change” for the 

SLS.71 While the report remained optimistic about the future of the school, it called on it 

to embrace a “dual framework” that included the retention of humanistic values 

traditionally associated with libraries, and “the expansion of the curriculum to 

accommodate new formats of information and the changing patterns in the way 

information is retrieved.”72 On the topic of finances, however, the committee painted a 

grim picture. The SLS’s revenues offered very little to the university’s central coffers. 

Enrollments had dropped significantly, and the school was highly dependent on tuition 

dollars. One option the committee presented was to shift twenty-five percent of part-time 

students to full-time status. Concluding that the school’s contribution to the university 

overhead would be “minimal or negative” through 1983-84, for the school to survive, it 

needed to attract more gifts and government contracts. The CEP’s outside funding made 

an impact; the committee commented that the school’s improved funding profile in both 

gifts and contracts for 1981-82 was due to the new programs.73 However, while the SLS 

may have been unclear that the CEP was predominantly a “soft money” enterprise, the 

Columbia administration understood that any program requiring additional faculty, 

                                                
71 Report of the Committee to Review the School of Library Service, Columbia University (New York: 
Columbia University, 1983), 8, box 05 07 09, folder “Review Committee” School of Library Service 
Records, University Archives, Rare Book and Manuscript Collection, Columbia University Library. 
72 Ibid., 23. 
73 Ibid., 11-12.  
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student tuition and stipends, and customized space—and lab space with specialized 

plumbing and ventilating at that—would require ongoing institutional commitments.74 

 

LIS AND THE ACADEMY 

When in June 1990 Provost Cole announced the closing of the SLS at Columbia, 

the CEP sought a new academic home—again in LIS, a discipline that in a number of 

academic institutions faced elimination, and struggled with theoretical changes within. 

Between 1978 and 1988—the period of academic consolidation—twelve LIS programs 

closed in the US. By 1983, the field wrote about a “crisis” in library education.75 Library 

science programs increasingly moved away from an institutional based focus (i.e. the 

library) to embrace information science; LIS struggled to define this new domain within 

its traditional boundaries. Among the many critiques posited on the topic, the message 

that “library schools” needed to embrace the study of information science to remain 

relevant prevailed.  

Two reports on the SLS: the 1983 Report of the Committee to Review the School 

of Library Service Columbia University, referred to earlier in this chapter, and the 1990 

Report of the Provost on the School of Library Service at Columbia, among other factors, 

                                                
74 Terry Belanger commented that the SLS may not have foreseen at the time that the NEH and the Mellon 
would at some point not continue to fund the CEP. Belanger, conversation with author, September 23, 
2004. 
75 Dyer, Esther and O’Connor, Daniel, “Crisis in Library Education,” Wilson Library Bulletin 57, no. 6 
(June 1983). 
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pointed to the shift of the field towards information science.76 These reports reflected 

particular claims colleges and universities made at this time with regard to LIS’s role in 

the academy.77 Following on the heels of outgoing Provost Likins’ “Discussion Paper” on 

the professional schools that singled out the SLS as the only “problem” professional 

school, the report examined the possible closing of the SLS as one alternative.78 In its 

recommendations, the committee determined that the only viable option for the school 

lay in long-range planning that emphasized two tracks: “the education of future research 

librarians in the electronic age and the training of librarians for employment in the 

industrial and business libraries and information centers” to meet “the major 

communications revolution” in New York City. The review committee concluded that 

these steps were “consonant with the forward directions traditionally taken by Columbia 

University in the exploration of new fields of knowledge and research.”79 Asserting that 

“(d)uring the past two decades, the library professions have been dramatically and 

irrevocably altered” (and) “… find themselves in an informational environment changed 

                                                
76 Report of the Committee to Review the School of Library Service Columbia University; Jonathan R. 
Cole, Report of the Provost on the School of Library Service at Columbia (New York: Columbia 
University, 1990). 
77 Marion Paris, “Library School Closings: Four Case Studies,” PhD dissertation (Indiana University, 
1986). Paris studied LIS schools that closed in the mid-1980s. Scarecrow Press published a monograph 
version of Paris’ dissertation in 1988. See Marion Paris, Library School Closings: Four Case Studies 
(Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow Press, 1988). See also Larry J. Ostler, Therrin C. Dahlin, and J. D. Willardson, 
The Closing of American Library Schools: Problems and Opportunities (Westport, CT: Greenwood 
Publishing Group, 1995). 
78 Likins, Discussion Paper: Financial Guidelines for Academic Planning in the Morningside Heights 
Professional Schools (draft), May 5, 1982, 16, Box 05 07 09, Folder “Review Committee,” School of 
Library Service Records, University Archives, Rare Book and Manuscript Collection, Columbia University 
Library.  
79 Report of the Committee to Review the School of Library Service (1983), Executive Summary. 
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by computer/communications technologies,”80 the SLS could no longer exist solely as 

“an all purpose” school teaching “traditional” courses without a “core of courses 

affording students administrative, managerial, and technological skills.”81 Yet in the same 

report, the committee also concluded that a concentration on the new information 

environment could not “displace the very rationale on which the older aspects of the 

library profession were based, namely, the role of libraries as the memory of mankind.” 

Citing a “dual context,” at that point in time, the “humanistic values” from which 

libraries emerged as social institutions could accommodate new information formats and 

changing patterns in information retrieval and use.82  

Provost Cole’s 1990 report narrative mimicked concerns related to a number of 

library school closures in the 1980’s—particularly the 1988 closure of the school at the 

University of Chicago, which Columbia considered a peer private institution.83 The 

ALA’s 1990 “Resolution on Closing of Schools of Library and Information Science” 

encapsulated what it saw as the major issue facing LIS, declaring that embedded in the 

reasons universities gave for closures was “the assumption that no matter how high the 

quality of the library-information school, librarianship as a discipline lacks merit in 

research universities in the US with the implied assumption that librarianship is not a 

                                                
80 Ibid., 22. 
81 Ibid., 5. 
82 Ibid., 23. See also School of Library Service, School of Library Service Report for the School of Library 
Service Review Committee, September 27, 1982, Box 05 07 09, Folder “Review Committee,” School of 
Library Service Records, University Archives, Rare Book and Manuscript Collection, Columbia University 
Library. When the SLS faculty learned that the provost had appointed a review committee, they prepared a 
report for the study committee documenting the SLS’s faculty, curricula, finances, facilities, and students.  
83 Paris, “Library School Closings,” 1986.  
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profession of standing."84 In the case of Columbia’s SLS, by 1990 the evaluative 

narrative was no longer about “traditional” library science co-habitating with 

“information science”; Cole invalidated the school primarily on the basis of its purported 

inability to build a research agenda in information science. He questioned the disciplinary 

grounding of the school, suggesting that its “intellectual vitality” and choice to focus on 

“traditional” approaches to librarianship rather than tackle “research in information 

science” rendered it impotent in the academy.85  

Emphasizing that a decision to close the SLS would not be a decision to “abandon 

information science” as an “integral part of Columbia’s development,” he cleaved a 

division between library science and information science, suggesting that “[i]t is not self-

evident that library schools are critical to this development.” He pointed to the 1990 

review committee’s pronouncement that information science was the field with the most 

potential for intellectual growth, criticizing the SLS for having “still … virtually no 

presence” in that field. In Cole’s estimation, information science assumed a seat in the 

academy, whereas librarianship was antiquated and, therefore, not vital to a progressive 

university. Damnably, he suggested that each case of library school closure illustrated 

“the general problems facing professional education in library and information 

science”—not achieving “the standards of scholarship and research required in great 

                                                
84 Council of the American Library Association, “Resolution on the Closings of Schools of Library and 
Information Science” (Chicago: Council of the American Library Association, June 1990). 
85 Cole, Report of the Provost on the School of Library Service at Columbia, 2, 20. 



288 
 

research universities.”86 He quoted W. Boyd Rayward, former Dean of the Chicago 

Graduate Library School, as someone who provided “critical perspective” on the 

profession’s scholarship. Rayward claimed that “fragmented and underdeveloped” 

scholarship in the profession stemmed in part from the self-imposed alienation of 

librarians and library educators from the larger academy, and that their “teaching is not 

an extension of research, but a substitute for it.”87 Finally, since neither SLS nor 

“[l]ibrary schools in general” had been “successful in defining or executing a serious 

research agenda in the discipline of information science,” it would take “substantial 

transformation of its faculty and programs and extensive involvement outside of the 

school,” and Columbia would have to “invest substantial additional resources” in order to 

bring about the “transformation.”88 Clearly, whether the SLS’s closure was based in fact, 

perception, or fabrication, the university administration viewed the LIS discipline as 

marginal to the academic enterprise. 

 

                                                
86 Ibid., 34. The 1983 review committee referred to Columbia’s medical and law schools as “learned” 
professions, distancing SLS from the “culture” of the university. The report commented that the University 
of Chicago had represented the greatest success in meeting the usual measure of scholarly attainment, 
valuing “generalization and theory above professional practice, demand[ing] research as the validation of 
scholarly merit, and look[ing] to publications rather than practice as the measure of scholarly attainment.” 
87 Rayward W. Boyd, “Conflict, Interdependence, and Mediocrity: Librarians and Library Educators,” 
Library Journal, 108, no. 13 (July 1983) as referred to in Cole, Report of the Provost on the School of 
Library Service at Columbia, 14-15. The second Columbia University committee appointed to review the 
SLS charged the school with “extreme hermeticism.” The accusation of “hermeticism” on the part of 
library schools in their academic institutions was a prevalent factor cited in the closure of library schools in 
the 1980s. See Paris, “Library School Closings,” 1986.  
88 Cole, Report of the Provost on the School of Library Service at Columbia, 28. 
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DISCIPLINARY CHAOS 

What do the issues LIS faced in the academy at this time tell us about the fit of 

conservation education in that field? In Columbia’s case, the CEP and the Rare Books 

Program were unique to Columbia. Dean Darling brought them into the school 

intentionally as distinguishing programs to attract more students and to build the SLS’s 

financial resources and standing in the university. Even Cole singled out the CEP and 

rare books program as singular, noting especially that the former had the support of large 

monies from the NEH and the Mellon, and was seeking renewal of both grants in 1991. 

Yet he and the 1990 committee report, the latter of which singled out Rare Books and the 

CEP as having “large international reputations and … significant sources of distinction 

for the University,” also voiced that the CEP presented long term financial concerns 

given the soft nature of its funding.89 Indeed, as the 1980s came to a close, the 

cooperative agreement with NYU ended. The SLS had to teach courses previously 

offered by NYU. Additionally, had the programs remained at Columbia, the university 

would have had to “secure additional laboratory space at Columbia or another institution 

for these activities,” amounting to a possible “$500 hundred thousand” outlay.90  

Despite prospective financial obligations, educating “scientific” conservators and 

preservation “administrators” appeared to fall in line with Columbia’s drive for selective 

excellence.91 As Cole reflected on the CEP: “Within the School of Library Service the 

                                                
89 Ibid. 
90 Ibid., 21, 33. 
91 Ibid., 27. 
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programs in preservation-conservation and rare books make a significant contribution to 

Columbia’s academic vitality and distinction.” In the case of the CEP, Cole pointed out 

that it had two non-tenured faculty and a full-time research appointment (Banks), and that 

the program enrolled “fewer than 10 students annually.” He pointed out similar faculty 

issues with the Rare Books Program. With these considerations in mind, Cole asks: “Is 

the quality of these … excellent but small programs enough to justify the continuation of 

programs whose contribution to the most promising fields of inquiry within the 

profession and related disciplines in the University is marginal? Is it possible to close 

SLS degree programs and preserve programs in preservation-conservation and rare 

books?”92 In other words, while the Rare Books program and the CEP were not without 

costs, in the minds of the SLS’s reviewers at least, these programs represented an “other” 

with merits. The programs were considered among but also distinct from the SLS’s 

concerns. 

The CEP was bold and newfangled for a school of library service. What, however, 

does the “unlikeness” or “uniqueness” of the programs mean given their integration into 

the SLS? To move further into the future, as Columbia’s SLS closed, the CEP found a 

new home in summer 1992 in the Graduate School of Library and Information Science 

(GSLIS) at the University of Texas at Austin (UT Austin). In 2002, the GSLIS changed 

its name to School of Information (iSchool). In 2009, the iSchool eliminated the library 

and archives conservation education component, and the specialization soon became 

                                                
92 Ibid., 31. 
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integrated into the three art conservation programs in the US. Though the success of 

library and archives conservation education in academia depends on wide-ranging 

factors, the “easy” shift from one disciplinary home to another raises questions. In the 

remainder of this chapter, I examine the fit of the CEP in the SLS and, congruently, in 

LIS and the iSchool Movement, from the most basic viewpoint—curricular. By 

interrogating the CEP’s admission requirements and curriculum—apart from the 

program’s financing, faculty status, and intellectual networks—we begin to understand 

that library and archives conservation education acted more as an appendage rather than 

an integral intellectual component in the SLS and, arguably, in LIS. While conservation 

resonated intellectually most especially with the SLS’s library science (including rare 

books/special collections) and, at UT Austin, archives foci of the field, the study and 

practice of conservation differed dramatically from any other specialization within the 

LIS/iSchool domain. The iSchool movement that ensued at UT Austin in 2002 promised 

further distancing. 

The formal application process and entrance requirements to the conservation 

course of study distinguished the specialization from the SLS masters program. While 

students applying to other SLS specializations did not need to meet requirements other 

than those of all master’s program applicants, conservation applicants had to meet a 

number of additional requirements. As was the case in the art conservation programs, 

applicants presented portfolios of “craft or artistic work that demonstrate[d] manual 

ability and creative problem solving.” Additionally, the applicant interviewed with CEP 



292 
 

faculty on campus, during which s/he took “a bookcraft aptitude test” that was scored to 

suggest the applicant’s degree of manual dexterity. Finally, applicants had to have 

completed one year of college-level chemistry, including a semester of organic 

chemistry, in advance of applying.93  

Likewise, the conservator student’s coursework differed dramatically from that of 

other SLS master’s students. To begin with, unlike other foci of study defined as 

“specializations” within the SLS, the CEP tracks were called “advanced programs.”94 In 

keeping with the “advanced” status of the programs, in addition to a specially reduced 

nine-credit hour “core” requirement for the MLS (referred to as a “basic education in 

librarianship”), conservator students took sixty-three more hours, comprised of many 

courses new to the SLS, such as “Introductory Technology and Structure of Records 

Materials,” “Fundamentals of Conservation Treatment” (the first of a number of book 

and paper conservation treatment laboratory courses), “Protection and Care of Records 

Materials,” and “Administration of Preservation Programs” plus select courses required 

for the Rare Book specialization.95 Unlike any other specialization in the SLS, the 

conservator’s course of study included a required third year of study—an internship—in 

                                                
93 Columbia University School of Library Service, Conservation and Preservation Education Programs, 
December 1982, 4, box 2, folder 68, Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, Conservation 
Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
94 Cole, Report of the Provost on the School of Library Service at Columbia, Appendix 3, Report of the 
Review Committee for the School of Library Service, January 25, 1990, 4. The committee reported that, in 
fall 1989, the SLS had defined a number of fields of “advanced work” as it revised its curriculum from 
thirty-six to forty-eight credit hours. After a “common core,” students had to select a field of major 
emphasis from the following: Academic and Research Librarianship, Archives Management and 
Organization, Bibliographic Control, Information Science and Systems, Information Services, Management 
and Administration, Public Librarianship, Rare Books and Special Collections, and Special Libraries. 
95 Brown-Gort, Final Performance Report to the National Endowment for the Humanities. 
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an established conservation laboratory. In keeping with the curricula of art conservation 

programs, the internship requirement provided students time to hone their treatment skills 

under the supervision of a senior conservator and in an institutional environment.96 

 The preponderance of courses in the conservator curriculum required that the 

students inhabit spaces apart from the traditional classroom in which all other SLS 

students matriculated. In addition to the SLS’s classrooms, conservator students 

matriculated in laboratories outfitted to serve a primary element of their intellectual 

domain: the “modern” science and “historical” craft duality. The labs, located across 

campus from the SLS in Schermerhorn Hall, announced an “other” intellectual domain. 

Schermerhorn Hall itself suggested a physical and disciplinary estrangement from the 

SLS. Completed in 1897 and emblazoned with an inscription above the doorway reading: 

"For the advancement of natural science. Speak to the earth and it shall teach thee.”97 

 The lab itself functioned as something other than a passive classroom lecture 

environment. Students gathered around a professor, who demonstrated binding and 

treatment techniques, which they each physically repeated. Students sat on high 

stools/chairs at large “benches,” and wore the same white lab coats sported by doctors. 

“Treatment” of book and paper objects required a range of tools not found in any other 

SLS classroom, including industrial era bookbinding equipment (cast iron standing book 

presses, wooden book sewing frames, and large board cutters), archival papers and 

                                                
96 Ibid., 5-6. 
97 Fon Wyman Boardman, Columbia University in Pictures (New York: Columbia University Press, 1954), 
14. Columbia’s Department of Art History and Archaeology is presently located in Schermerhorn. 
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boards, special mending papers, sewing threads, and hand tools galore (knives, awls, 

hammers, microspatulas, needles, adhesives, and paint brushes). The scientific 

component of treatment called for a large stainless steel washing sink with a filtrated 

water supply, a chemical fume hood, personal respirators, beakers, gram scales, 

microscopes, and chemicals. In this lab space, conservator students spent most of their 

time—including after class hours and weekends. Punctuating the differences between 

their work and that of other SLS students, only conservator and preservation 

administration students were permitted to take lab courses.98 

The CEP’s curricular affiliation with NYU’s IFA-CC embodied a distinct 

disciplinary as well as physical disjunction, and spoke to the ambiguous disciplinary 

nature of library and archives conservation education at the time. Located on the city’s 

Eastside—in a building across from the Metropolitan Museum—library and archives 

students took three courses (“Chemical Problems in Library and Archives Conservation I 

and II,” and “Treatment of Manuscript Materials (laboratory)” off-campus from 

Morningside Heights in an art conservation program.99 Rounded instruction required that 

students learn principles and techniques founded in the art conservation domain. The SLS 

could not fulfill the academic needs of the library and archives conservation 

specialization. The conservation science component required specialized faculty—

physical scientists—foreign to a humanities/social sciences discipline, and used 

                                                
98 PAs took one lab course designed specifically for their needs. 
99 Columbia University School of Library Service, Conservation and Preservation Education Programs, 
December 1982, 5-6; Conservator’s Administrative Files, 1964-1989, box 2, folder 68, Conservation 
Department, Office of the Preservation Librarian, Newberry Library Archives. 
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expensive, analytical laboratory technologies.100 Ironically, while the scientific elements 

of conservation fostered an otherness in the LIS domain, the field’s theoretical and 

practical grounding in science (a recognized intellectual concern) smoothed the path for 

the admittance of library and archives (and art) conservation to the academy. As early as 

1968, Banks commented that the possibility of a “rational discipline of book 

conservation” was made possible due to the “advent of the scientist” who studies book 

materials.101 Modern science permitted conservation to move away from an apprentice 

model.  

The disjunctive disciplinary fit of library and archives conservation in the SLS 

clarifies when we examine the primary professional organization in the US to which 

conservators belong. Library and archives conservators have typically found their 

professional organization not in the library or archives realms, but in that of “historic and 

artistic” conservation. The AIC represents a broad field of architecture, book and paper, 

electronic media, objects, photographic materials, paintings, textiles, and wooden 

artifacts conservators unified by a single code of ethics. The conservator’s primary 

approach to their work reflects the AIC’s principal of “informed respect for the cultural 

property, its unique character and significance, and the people or person who created 

                                                
100 For example, art conservation master’s programs now typically have a wide range of analytical 
equipment, including scientific instrumentation for organic and inorganic analysis that allow the 
identification of paint media, pigments, alloy assay, fibers, and photographic processes. Labs contain 
equipment for forensic imaging of artwork by X-ray, ultraviolet, and infrared techniques. 
101 Banks, “The Scientist, the Scholar and the Book Conservator,”1215. 
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it.”102 This ethic trumps what may be understood as a broader, guiding professional 

framework for the work of librarians, as reflected in the American Library Association’s 

(ALA’s ) “intellectual freedom and the freedom of access to information” concept.103 

Hence, first and foremost, a conservator is beholden to the best interests of the material 

object, not to “free access.” While American library and archives conservators embrace 

the concept of preservation serving freedom of access to information in all forms, in 

practice the AIC’s and ALA’s guiding ethics at times rub against one another. To 

preserve at times means mediating access, which translates into limiting access.104 

 

The iSchool Movement 

As the story of the SLS’s closure highlighted, increasingly in the 1980s the role of 

“information” in LIS intensified as an intellectual focus. Examining the rise of 

information as a prominent domain within LIS provides another lens through which we 

can examine the theoretical fit of the conservation of library and archives specialization 

within the discipline. As the review reports for Columbia’s SLS asserted, by 1983, 

approximately two-thirds of the ALA-accredited “library schools” in the US and Canada 

had changed their names to include “information”—“Information Studies, Information 

                                                
102 American Institute for Conservation of Art and Historic Works, “Code of Ethics” (Washington, DC: 
American Institute for Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works, 1994), http://www.conservation-
us.org/about-us/core-documents/code-of-ethics#.VBnWF-cyHOE. 
103 American Library Association, “Code of Ethics of the American Library Association,” (Chicago: 
American Library Association, as amended January 22, 2008), 
http://www.ala.org/advocacy/proethics/codeofethics/codeethics. 
104 The vault encased Declaration of Independence on exhibit at the National Archives is a prime example 
of mediating access in order to preserve a document. In other instances, libraries may create policies to 
obviate user access to rare and/or fragile materials. 
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Management, or Information Science.”105 While the 1983 report noted that the addition of 

the “I” proved to be more cosmetic than substantive in a number of instances, this naming 

nonetheless reflected a shift in the field, which began as early as the 1950s. Jesse H. 

Shera, longtime dean from the 1950s to 1970s at Western Reserve University (now Case 

Western Reserve), and regarded as one of the early principles of information science in 

the US, founded there the Center for Documentation and Communication Research in 

1955. Soon, the library school at Western Reserve began to incorporate “information” 

oriented courses, which acted as electives appended to the library school curriculum. 

Rather than modify the library science curriculum, information science (or a variation) 

became a specialty of library science. Schools in the US and in other countries copied 

Shera’s model, which, as of 1999, remained prevalent.106  

Within this “model,” however, LIS increasingly emphasized the commonalities of 

information practice, transferrable to a range of institutional and non-institutional settings 

in the information environment.107  Schools may have viewed information science as an 

add-on, but the fact that “information” became incorporated in the names of schools 

signaled that it had a role side-by-side with library science; there was no returning to 

purely “library science” in the Information Age.  

                                                
105 Faculty of the School of Library Service, Columbia University School of Library Service: New 
Directions, 33. 
106 Tefko Saracevic, “Information Science,” Journal of the American Society for Information Science 50, 
no. 12 (October 1999): 1061.  
107  June Lester, “Education for Librarianship: A Report Card,” American Libraries 21, no. 6 (June 1, 
1990): 580.  
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In the late 1980s, the duality of library science and information science gradually 

manifested in a rift in the LIS discipline. A new intellectual movement—the “iSchool” 

movement—began to coalesce. This movement is important to our analysis of the 

increasing difficultly of framing library and archives conservation in the shifting LIS 

discipline and, particularly, within an iSchool. Referring to themselves as the “Gang of 

Three,” in 1988 the School of Library and Information Sciences (now the School of 

Information Sciences) at the University of Pittsburgh, Syracuse University’s School of 

Information Studies, and Drexel University’s College of Information Science and 

Technology began to meet at annual Association of Library and Information Science 

Educators (ALISE) meetings, with an objective “to share information and to foster 

development of a community of colleagues addressing such questions as ‘How do you 

explain information science (IS) to your provost?’” By 2003, the “Gang” had grown to 

ten, at which point “the group’s agenda became more focused on building a sense of 

identity and community among the “information schools,” or “iSchools.”108  The group 

was formally named The iSchools Caucus, substantiating the collective “production and 

diffusion of ideas and knowledge” central to the emergence of intellectual movements.109  

The iSchool movement states that it emerged and evolved as schools realized in 

2003 that there was an explosive growth in digital information. While some in the new 

“iField” have suggested broad theoretical conceptions of “information” (including 

temporal continuity)—and the field acknowledges that information in digital form is a 

                                                
108 The iSchools Organization, “Origins,” http://ischools.org/about/history/origins/. 
109 Frickel and Gross, “A General Theory of Scientific/Intellectual Movements,” 206. 
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small percentage of what can be defined as “information,”—the dominant discourse 

focuses on computed information, not historical technologies such as books, paper, 

analog audiovisual recordings, and the like.  

Increasingly, the requirement of “hand skills”—“craft” skills—separated the 

education of conservators within an information science oriented discipline. While fields 

like engineering, chemistry, and medicine inherently involve the making and hand use of 

instruments, as we have learned, this was foreign to the LIS domain. While the 

theoretical and philosophical underpinnings of conservation resonated with new 

preservation issues associated with digital information, hand skills were linked to “old,” 

“fragile,” “rare,” and “special” items in disrepair—situated in a past rather than engaged 

with a modern-day Information Society of bits and bytes. Furthermore, the faculty who 

taught conservation did not have PhDs, further relegating them as “other.” Hence, as LIS 

began to separate “traditional” library work from that involving the new information 

environment—and despite its scientific underpinnings—information scientists found little 

intellectual alliance with analog “book” and “paper” conservation.  

We can observe the cultural and disciplinary disconnect between the information 

field and that of library and archives conservation in the titles of papers presented at the 

2014 iConference, which included “Community Systems, Sensor Monitoring, and the 

Internet of Things: A Case Study about Feed Denton Community Compost,” “Local 

Vocal: Where Design Thinking Meets Social Media and Creates Civic Engagement and 

Social Entrepreneurship,” and “SentiNets: User Classification Based on Sentiment for 
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Social Causes within a Twitter Network.” While occasionally papers at these conferences 

address older technologies, the digital domain largely defines the topical focus.110 Which 

begs the question: Would we find (or expect to find) a paper at an iConference titled 

“The Conservation of Letterpress Copying Books: A Study of the Baird Collection” or 

“Yellowing of Digitally Printed Materials in Cultural Heritage Collections”?111 

 

CONCLUSION 

Banks and his vision for educating library and archives conservators found a 

home in higher education, in a high profile school of library service. From all 

perspectives at the time, the fit was right. In a program supported generously by federal 

and private funding, the CEP educated conservators to fill the professional ranks in the 

growing preservation operations in the nation’s research libraries. New York City 

provided the desirable brew of cultural institutions and, critically, an established art 

conservation program that supported curricular needs where the SLS could not. The CEP 

proved to be successful in terms of attracting and matriculating students, the majority of 

whom went on to gainful employment in the field. While the SLS could not fulfill all 

curricular needs, its courses in descriptive bibliography and offerings in archives and the 

history of the book provided intellectual cohesion for the CEP within the SLS. 

                                                
110 Illinois Digital Environment for Access to Learning and Scholarship, “iConference 2014,” 
https://www.ideals.illinois.edu/handle/2142/45869. 
111 The Book and Paper Group Annual of the American Institute for Conservation of Historic and Artistic 
Works 30 (2011), http://www.cool.conservation-us.org/coolaic/sg/bpg/annual/v30/. 
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Furthermore, situating the program in the LIS discipline provided students exposure to 

the issues of libraries and archives that would have been difficult to obtain otherwise. 

While the internship year took place, typically, in a library or archives, the classroom 

exposed students to theoretical and management issues that, arguably augmented their 

ability to work within library and archives institutions. Importantly, conservator students 

earned the MLS, the same degree held by the librarians with whom they worked. Hence 

conservators—and conservation—attained professional status in library and archives 

institution.  

As we have learned, the Rare Books program and the CEP were unique to the 

SLS (and LIS) and, in many ways, existed with distinct intellectual identities and, to a 

large extent, financial support. When the SLS closed, the CEP moved into another LIS 

program; the Rare Book program did not. Belanger, the program’s architect and 

intellectual and cultural leader, moved the Rare Book School and the Book Arts Press to 

the University of Virginia, where it continues to flourish.112 As the ALA’s Rare Book and 

Manuscripts Section website states, the base of study has shifted in the last decade(s): 

For most of the 20th century, the more ambitious library schools in the United 
States were the places to go for formal education in rare book and manuscript 
librarianship. They routinely offered courses in the history of books and printing, 
descriptive and analytical bibliography, rare book curatorship, paleography, 
archival management, cataloging, and preservation. However, for the last decade 

                                                
112 University of Virginia Rare Book School, “Terry Belanger Named a 2005 MacArthur Fellow,” Latest 
News and Events, Rare Book School, (September 20, 2005), 
http://www.rarebookschool.org/2005/news/macarthur.html. Attesting to the inter- and cross-disciplinary 
nature of the study of the book, Virginia appointed Belanger as University Professor (in the humanities), a 
title the university gives to faculty who teach or conduct research that crosses disciplinary boundaries. Over 
the years, Belanger taught undergraduate courses on the history of the book in Virginia’s history, English, 
and art departments, and in the School of Engineering and Applied Science. 
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at least, many schools have dropped such offerings. The obvious case in point is 
Columbia University’s School of Library Service…. Surviving library schools 
have been rethinking their curricula and retooling them for the 21st century by 
focusing on electronic information technologies. Yet, at the same time, there has 
never been more interest in the “history of the book,” both within and outside 
academia, and there are more places to obtain knowledge on book history than 
ever before. 
 

Today, one US-based LIS program—Long Island University Palmer School of Library 

and Information Science—offers an in-depth concentration in the study of rare books and 

special collections. The lack of intensive study options on rare books and special 

collections within the LIS/iSchool domain suggests their intellectual and cultural 

disjuncture with the discipline.113   

What the CEP accomplished within the SLS cannot be underestimated. Highly 

funded, timely, unique, and intellectually robust, it captured positive attention and 

support. Due to a range of interrelated initiatives—including the work of the CEP—the 

field of library and archives preservation administration and conservation grew apace 

during the 1980s.114 High profile interests in issues of preserving library collections 

continued to evolve from the same lineage we observed in earlier chapters of this 

dissertation—the Council on Library Resources and the ARL. The ideas and motivations 

of one actor in particular continued to influence the trajectory and funding of research 

                                                
113 American Library Association Rare Books and Manuscripts Section, “Educational Opportunities: A 
Directory,” RBMS - Rare Books & Manuscripts Section, 
http://rbms.info/committees/membership_and_professional/educational_opportunities/.  
114 ARL Preservation Statistics 2005-06 (Washington, DC: Association of Research Libraries, 2007), 
http://www.arl.org/storage/documents/publications/preservation-statisticss-2005-06.pdf. See page 13, 
Summary of Preservation Data Table 1989-90 to 1995-96. As a measure of activity in ARL institutions, 
ARL Preservation Statistics for 1988-89 revealed that, of 107 reporting libraries, 66 had preservation 
administrators. Reporting libraries spent $60,714,802 on preservation staff and activities, including the 
treatment of 905,669 collection items, and the microfilming of 15,198 serial and monograph titles. 
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and action in the field. Warren J. Haas, an influential leader of the ARL, the RLG, and 

the Columbia University Libraries whom we met in chapter four, continued to pursue the 

vision of a “national plan for collective action” with regard to preserving brittle library 

collections. Haas left the Columbia University Libraries in 1978 to become president of 

the council, where he created a joint task force with the Association of American 

Universities to pursue the topic of preserving brittle library holdings. This task force 

evolved into a committee of “scholars and librarians charged with studying the problem 

of decaying scholarly materials in the nation’s libraries and developing a national plan for 

collective action.” In 1985, the committee recommended the formation of a “specialized, 

highly focused organization” to address the issues. In 1986, the council established the 

Commission on Preservation and Access (CPA). Patricia Battin, who succeeded Haas as 

head librarian at Columbia, became the CPA’s first president.115 

The new CPA, a high-profile, decidedly research library-targeted preservation 

interest, worked “closely with the National Endowment for the Humanities … [to] 

develop a national strategy to undertake massive microfilming projects in major research 

libraries.”116 With heightened funding from the federal government to undertake the 

initiative, the NEH provided grants to numerous research libraries to microfilm brittle 

collection materials. These preservation initiatives, combined with the Mellon 

Foundation’s support of a range of library preservation projects—including the funding 
                                                
115 Council on Library and Information Resources, “History,” http://www.clir.org/about/history. The CPA 
also established a “technical advisory committee” to recommend technologies and an “advisory committee 
of preservation administrators.” The author was a member of the CPA Preservation Managers Council, 
1993-98, and the CPA Science Council, 1993-96.  
116 Ibid. 



304 
 

of preservation administration internships in five major research libraries—bankrolled 

and promoted education, research, and practice in the new field.117 These agendas, 

including the funding of the CEP within the SLS, grounded the field in the intellectual 

and the practical domain of librarianship.  

What might have evolved had the specialization become part of NYU in 1981? 

Mostly, we can only conjecture. However, a few observations are implicit. First, the 

number of accepted applicants would have been limited, both on the basis of possible 

lack of qualifications to enter the Art History major at NYU, in which the IFA-CC is 

centered, and the desire to have a diverse student body covering the broad field of art 

conservation (paintings, sculpture, art on paper, etc.). In other words, the impact of the 

library and archives specialization within art conservation would have been diluted in 

comparison to what it achieved at Columbia, and later at UT Austin. Moreover, there 

remains the question of how the research library community would have incorporated 

into its professional ranks a non-MLS holding professional from another field. 

Anecdotally, few at the time would have held the title and professional rank of “librarian” 

without the MLS. Finally, given that the RLG directors established in the early 1970s the 

                                                
117 The Mellon Foundation began to support library preservation efforts in the mid-1970s, with a grant in 
1976 to the Association of Research Libraries to “support … a project to design and test a procedure to 
analyze the acquisition, retention, and preservation policies at university research libraries.” Mellon’s 
support increased throughout the 1980s, with funding going to large-scale microfilming projects, 
preservation training initiatives and conferences, conservation projects, research and development, 
preservation education and promotion projects undertaken by the CPA, as well as its international 
preservation activities. In 1979, Mellon funded internships in Yale University’s preservation and 
conservation operations. Then in 1983, the foundation funded preservation administration internships at 
Yale, Columbia, the NYPL, the LC, and Stanford. See Andrew W. Mellon Foundation, “Grants Database,” 
http://mellon.org/grants/grants-database/?grantee=&y=2010-
2020&q=&s=&n=&e=&w=&z=2&lat=22.723192&lon=-73.952991&per_page=25. 
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model of appointing librarians to head preservation programs in their institutions, it made 

sense in fledgling departments often staffed by no more than two professionals (the PA 

and the conservator), that they possess a similar knowledge base from which to assess 

collection preservation needs and to plan departmental operations. Today we must 

question whether hegemonic knowledge derived through a single, unique program 

provided a sound basis for a field. At the time, however, the CEP, as conceived, made 

sense from a number of perspectives, including the creation of a shared core knowledge 

base for the professional staff associated with preservation and conservation in libraries 

and archives.  

Library and archives conservation did not remain in the LIS domain after 2011.118 

Now that it has become integrated in art conservation, questions remain. What moors the 

field? Will the field stabilize intellectually, culturally, and financially in art conservation? 

What does it mean if it does not? I turn to these questions next, in this dissertation’s 

conclusion. 

                                                
118 While the UT Austin iSchool faculty voted to discontinue the conservation certificate in 2009, the last 
class of students matriculating in the master’s and certificate programs graduated in 2011.  
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Conclusion 

 

This dissertation examined how social processes and events, playing out on multiple 

stages, shaped the ability of library and archives conservation to move into the 

intellectual space of the academy as an area of study and inquiry. By tracking this process 

over more than two decades through the work of Paul N. Banks and his connections with 

a range of actors, we observed the direct and indirect influence of broad socio-cultural 

and political environments on the emergence and growth of the field. When in 1981 

library and archives conservation found an intellectual home in Columbia University’s 

School of Library Service (SLS), the fit was propitious in terms of good will, locale, a 

level of intellectual cohort, and substantial seed funding. While the actors involved in the 

program perhaps did not view it as such, the Columbia period was experimental. 

Conservation education was sui generis to the library and information science (LIS) 

discipline. The program existed on soft funding, faculty without the credentials of the 

academy (who did not obtain tenure), the collaborative good will of an art conservation 

program, and within a discipline undergoing substantive philosophical disruption and—in 

the case of the SLS and over one dozen other schools—institutional displacement. 

Though few on the outside would have known it (nor on the inside acknowledged it), by 

the time the program opened its doors in the SLS, it was already on unstable ground.  

 When the SLS closed, the program moved to the University of Texas at Austin 

(UT Austin) Graduate School of Library and Information Science (GSLIS) in 1992. 
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Reflecting an increasing intellectual rift in the LIS field, ten years later the GSLIS was 

renamed the School of Information (iSchool). After seventeen years in the 

GSLIS/iSchool, the faculty voted to discontinue its advanced study certificate in 

conservation education in 2009, after “significant examination of the goals and 

objectives” of the school’s programs, in light of its “move to new facilities, significant 

new faculty hires and the shifting funding model for higher education.”1 While the 

financing of the program was a legitimate concern, the closure of the program and its 

subsequent move into art conservation—not another LIS program—suggests that the 

LIS/iSchool domain could not—or chose not to—support it. As designed—an expensive 

program graduating few students per year—it would have been counterintuitive for an 

LIS/iSchool in 2009 to attempt to reconstruct it without significant external support.2 

Moreover, as a specialized area of study, the tenuous intellectual and cultural fit of library 

and archives conservation in the LIS/iSchool domain was inherently problematic. 

                                                
1 Mary Lynn Rice-Lively, “Curriculum Changes at University of Texas School of Information,” 
Conservation DistList, January 13, 2010, http://cool.conservation-us.org/byform//mailing-
lists/cdl/instances/2010/2010-01-20.dst. The posting does not mention that in 2009, as part of the school’s 
move to new facilities, the university funded and built two expensive, custom book and paper laboratories 
to support the certificate of advanced study offerings in conservation and preservation administration. The 
last cohort of conservator students graduated in 2011. 
2 Beginning with its founding at Columbia in 1981, the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH) 
supported the conservation and preservation administration specializations with significant funding. August 
31, 2010 marked the end of NEH funding for the program at the UT Austin iSchool. NEH Senior Program 
Officer, Nadina Gardner, commented that outside reviewers of that final proposal to the NEH from the 
iSchool were concerned about the financial commitment of UT Austin to the specializations: “They … 
expressed concern that the conservation aspect of the curriculum was on the softest ground in terms of 
funding and that the university was not providing enough support for a program with high, national ranking 
in the field. In spite of their concerns about the lack of a substantial institutional commitment to the 
program, the panelists acknowledged that it is the premier program of its kind in the nation and merited the 
highest priority for support.” Nadina Y. Gardner, email to author, January 28, 2008. 
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 In 2010, the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation, concerned about the future of the 

field, turned to the directors of the nation’s three art conservation education programs to 

investigate the possibility of incorporating library and archives conservation into their 

programs. By invitation from the foundation, the programs submitted grant proposals to 

do just that. The Mellon Foundation, which has invested significant funds for many years 

toward the building and stability of the art conservation programs, predicted, however, 

that the fit of library and archives in the art conservation domain would not be seamless 

in terms of mission, cost, and sustainability: 

I want to say how gratified we have been by the response of each of the three 
institutions in putting forward imaginative ideas for the pilot training programs.  
Although we hope to be able to give each pilot program a full run, we are very 
concerned both about the mission appropriateness and the sustainability of the 
programs at each institution. As we move forward, we want to be certain that 
these new program areas are not putting new strains on each of your institutions 
and diverting attention away from core strengths. Also, it may become clear that 
together we simply cannot support all three programs. We are therefore 
deliberately and carefully staging the grants so that we can evaluate with you at 
each stage the approaches that are being piloted, and we will be looking 
constantly to you and the directors of the other programs for frank, honest, and 
imaginative advice about the issues of mission appropriateness, cost, and 
sustainability.3  
 

As the art conservation programs commenced with their pilot projects, the field once 

again entered an experimental phase, albeit at an advanced stage of its—and that of art 

conservation’s—history and development. As the Mellon Foundation and the faculty of 

the art conservation programs predicted, the transitional period has resulted in changes 

                                                
3 Waters, email to Norris, September 20, 2010. 
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and adjustments, most particularly with regard to the intellectual framing of the library 

and archives specialty.  

 In my roles as library and archives program liaison between the three art 

conservation programs, adjunct assistant professor in the Winterthur/University of 

Delaware Program in Art Conservation, and former chair of the visiting committee that 

advised the initial phases of the new library and archives specialization within the 

programs, I am embedded in the art conservation programs and, hence, privy to a body of 

documentation as well as to the interactions between program administrators, faculty, and 

students. Admittedly speculative, my professional view is that library and archives 

conservation has opportunity for both stability and growth within the art conservation 

domain. The pilot period’s “success” can be measured by one significant metric. The 

eleven library and archives students who have graduated from the programs since 2012 

hold conservation positions in Association of Research Libraries institutions, in the 

National Archives and Records Administration, in a regional conservation facility, in the 

National Park Services, and in a museum holding extensive archival collections. In effect, 

by hiring these graduates, the primary institutional stakeholders in library and archives 

conservation have invested their dollars and professional trust in the ability of the art 

conservation programs to produce the professionals they seek to fulfill their missions. 

Which leads me back to the overarching questions this dissertation posed: What 

moors library and archives conservation? Why do we care? 
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Library and archives conservation became part of the LIS domain for particular 

reasons. Today, those reasons have less resonance, particularly given the significant 

intellectual and cultural changes that the LIS/iSchool domain has undergone in recent 

decades. I suggest that, presently, within art conservation, discernible factors speak to the 

potential that library and archives conservation has a solid disciplinary home for its 

continued development. 

First, the intellectual-cultural dynamics within art conservation promise to be 

conducive to the systematic intellectual growth of the library and archives specialty. As I 

have detailed in this dissertation, to a great extent library and archives conservation 

education modeled itself academically and culturally on the older, more developed field 

of art conservation. I have also demonstrated that a substantial drawback for library and 

archives conservation within the LIS domain rested on an observable degree of 

intellectual and cultural misalignment. To an extent, this misfit restricted library and 

archives conservation intellectually through a choice to not fully support—intellectually, 

culturally, and hence, financially—aspects of the field core to its full development. For 

example, from the beginning, art conservation programs normalized the role of physical 

scientists on faculty to conduct research and to guide students in scientific, instrumented 

studies of cultural records. The curricula are designed to produce scientifically literate 

graduates capable of the essential understanding of the fundamental chemical and 

physical properties of cultural materials and the technology of their manufacture, through 

and with a focus on instrumental analysis techniques and the proposal, interpretation, and 
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writing of experimental research. In LIS, little funding was directed to in-depth scientific 

and instrumental analysis of cultural records.4 To date, library and archives conservation 

in praxis has been predominantly production (treatments, etc.) oriented, with little 

opportunity for institutionalized scientific and technical research.5 Students emerging 

from the art conservation programs will affect the work of these programs. They will 

bring the culture (and skills) of rigorous scientific research to these institutions; in time, 

they may evolve how conservation departments in these institutions see and perform their 

work. Congruently, the library and archives institutional environment and its evolving 

mission will influence the research conservation professionals find important. As a result, 

we may witness increased interdisciplinary collaboration among library and archives 

conservators, scientists, curators, scholars, and communities to document and call 

                                                
4 For example, at UT Austin, chemistry coursework depended on the program contracting a lecturer to 
teach the two core chemistry classes. With no science lab and little available instrumentation, faculty and 
students were hampered in their ability to undertake rigorous scientific analysis. This said, students 
performed a level of scientific research, and a range of other kinds of research (historical and social 
science-based) that advanced knowledge in the field. For example, at the annual conference of the 
Association of North American Graduate Programs in Conservation between 2005 and 2008, two 
conservator and two doctoral students from the UT iSchool presented papers on the following topics: 
“Revealing Networks: A Case Study of Disaster Response and Recuperation” (Maria Gonzalez, doctoral 
student); “The Nature of Forgeries: Iron Gall Ink and Paper Aging in Relation to Forged Historical 
Documents - An Independent Study” (Tish Brewer, conservator student); “Revisiting the (Recent) History 
of Publishers’ Bindings as Artifacts,” (Fletcher Durant, conservator student); and “See No Evil, Hear No 
Evil: Audiovisual Evidence, Forensics, and Preservation in Law Enforcement” (Snowden Becker, doctoral 
student). For the range of conference papers presented at ANAGPIC conferences between 2005 and 2010, 
see https://www.ischool.utexas.edu/~anagpic/studentpapers.htm. 
5 Office of Survey Research, Annette Strauss Institute for Civic Participation, Program Evaluation: 
Conservator Graduate Questionnaire, Executive Summary (Austin: University of Texas at Austin, June 
2009). This study of the UT Austin iSchool’s conservation certificate program was funded by the Mellon 
Foundation. This particular component of the evaluation surveyed UT conservator graduates to better 
understand how well the iSchool and the conservator curriculum, in particular, prepared them for the 
workplace. The survey instrument was prepared by the iSchool’s Kilgarlin Center for Preservation of the 
Cultural Record; the author directed the center at the time this survey was undertaken. Of the findings, only 
13% of the alums felt prepared to examine cultural objects using lab equipment. Fewer than one in ten (9%) 
felt “very prepared” to design a scientific experiment. 
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attention to the role of the cultural record in its range of meanings for the library and 

archives user community and the public at large.6 

Second, the collectivist cultural orientation and sense of mission that a broad field 

such as art conservation encompasses suggests not only collegiality and “likeness” of 

mindset, but also the singular focus of financial and intellectual resources on 

conservation education.7 All three programs have stated that library and archives 

conservation is now part of their domain, and that they are committed to sustaining and 

developing the specialty.8 Outside funding support is oftentimes critical to the sustenance 

of an academic program. The art conservation programs have proven to be highly adept 

at creating and responding to educational needs by augmenting their budgets with private 

and federal short-term funding. However, at least at present, the art conservation 

programs rest on relatively stable financial bedrock; in addition to short-term funds, they 

have garnered long term support from the private and federal sectors towards building 

large endowments. Moreover, they have merited the continued support of—and 

promotion by—their parent institutions. Conservation research and praxis results in 

visual, tangible results that have been strategically employed to engage wide-ranging 

                                                
6 One example illustrating this kind of collaboration is the Archimedes Palimpsest Project. See 
http://archimedespalimpsest.org. 
7 Frickel and Gross, “A General Theory of Scientific/Intellectual Movements,” 218-19. The authors 
suggest: “[I]t may be easier for SIMs to win followers and become institutionalized in fields or at moments 
in a field’s history when its repertoire tends toward collectivism, because a collectivist cultural orientation 
conduces toward collective action. Each of the mobilizing structures on which SIMs must rely—
departments, communication networks, and scholarly organizations—become more efficient tools for it to 
the extent that the individual actors who compose them have a collectivist orientation.”  
8 Ellen Cunningham-Kruppa, personal meeting notes from the Mellon Visiting Committee on Library and 
Archives Conservation Education, August 7-8, 2014, Buffalo State Art Conservation Department. In the 
author’s possession. 
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interests, including those of the corporate, foundation, private, and state funding sectors. 

The longevity of these programs, the strength of their leadership, and the visibility they 

have created through research, national and international community-based projects 

involving the conservation of material culture, and substantial fundraising, has reflected 

positively on parent institutions.  

Finally, three programs are better than one. In other words, as of now, the full 

complement of the nation’s art conservation programs has committed—institutionally 

and professionally—to developing library and archives conservation within the art 

conservation domain. They see it as correlative to what they have always done. As I 

noted in this dissertation, before the Mellon Foundation funded the current pilot projects, 

each program graduated some number of conservators who focused, in particular, on 

book conservation. Art on paper and photographic specialists have also found 

employment in the more advanced library and archives conservation labs in the nation. 

 

CHALLENGES 

Transitioning from one intellectual domain to another is not without challenges. 

During the current pilot phase supported by the Mellon Foundation, each art conservation 

program chose to incorporate elements from the LIS domain, feeling that students 

specializing in library and archives conservation required some level of familiarity 

with—if not full immersion through formal coursework in—topics such as preservation 

administration, archives, rare books and special collections, and the like. Furthermore, 
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each program has brought in a number of experts in the field to provide lectures and 

workshops to augment program offerings. The latter is not unusual to art conservation; 

each specialization relies on outside experts, workshops, and extracurricular activities to 

augment the fairly streamlined curriculum that all of the students follow. With regard to 

“LIS” content, the programs remain in transition. To what extent must the curriculum 

address the contextual particularities of the library and archives work environments? 

How far must the programs go to enhance their core art conservation curricula to include 

select “core” elements of study typically provided within the LIS domain? The 

conversation on this topic will continue.9 One loss in the transition resides in the cultural-

intellectual environment of learning alongside LIS students within the information 

domain, which provided its own rich interdisciplinary conversation about domain-based 

issues writ large. While focusing the library and archives student fully on the 

conservation domain reaps benefits in intensified, focused study, including intellectual 

exchange across specializations and augmented research capacity, the field must remain 

alert to the broad, rapidly changing information environment—including that of libraries 

and archives—in which it works. In art conservation programs, the multiple, curricularly-

instituted short- and long-term institutional internships have historically served this role.  

                                                
9 Cunningham-Kruppa, Mellon Visiting Committee on Library and Archives Conservation Education 
(hosted by Buffalo State University Art Conservation Department, August 7-8, 2014), October 8, 2015. In 
the author's possession. This report documents the intellectual questions with which the programs grapple. 
Are we educating “book” conservators primarily? In what areas do we need to strengthen our curricula? 
What core elements of knowledge/competencies from the LIS discipline do our students need? To what 
level should we focus on ensuring that our students are versed in the preservation of born digital and 
audiovisual materials? How important is course credit/certification from the LIS field? 
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No conservation specialization is without its respective costs. Instructors for each 

specialty must be hired or at least contracted to teach, advise, and mentor. Each area of 

conservation specialization requires customized space and equipment. The LIS “add ons” 

noted above have proven to be expensive. In the last round of awards for this trial period, 

the Mellon Foundation clarified that it will not continue to support what have proven to 

be high-cost pilot projects. The foundation is currently considering what course it might 

take to support a “realistic, sustainable training option” for the education of library and 

archives conservators. Providing support to the LIS/iSchool domain to achieve this end 

remains a possibility.10  

As has always been the case, any number of academic programs risk displacement 

due to a range of factors—including the current economic concerns of the university 

enterprise, the changing missions of external funding bodies, and the emergence of new 

intellectual concerns that capture the “intellectual attention space” of the moment.11 The 

art conservation programs are committed to library and archives education. As has been 

the case for all academic specializations since the early 1970s, especially, the leadership 

and faculty of the art conservation programs remain attuned to program “sustainability” 

writ large. They must continue to exercise intellectual rigor, flexibility, and creativity 

toward the ongoing evolution of the knowledge base of the field, and to securing the 

resources to meet curricular requirements.  

                                                
10 Email from Alison Gilchrest to Cunningham-Kruppa, October 24, 2014. 
11 Ibid., 205. 
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To be clear, the LIS/iSchool domain has not abandoned a preservation orientation. 

Since the 1970s, preservation, as a topic of study, has become part of the knowledge base 

for information professionals. A number of programs contain significant coursework on 

the topics of preservation management, cultural stewardship, and archives (analog and 

digital). Since the 1990s, many programs have excelled particularly at studying, 

promoting, and teaching about the preservation of digital records. These schools are 

producing a large cadre of graduates who work in libraries, archives, businesses, and a 

range of nonprofit institutions to determine the best methods for preserving, archiving, 

and curating the digital record. This is an enormous area of concern, one that is directly in 

keeping with the mission of today’s LIS/iSchool domain.  

 

BEYOND THE COMFORT ZONE 

The cultural record serves not only to delight the human senses nor to fulfill a feel 

good concept of heritage; it documents and protects—or, conversely, denies—basic 

human rights. It holds governments and individuals accountable, and provides the 

bedrock for social and political action. A third-year conservation student, Kimi Taira, 

recently reminded her advisory committee, including me, of the potential of a socially 

and politically engaged conservation field: 

While the work is object-centered and science-oriented, ultimately, conservation 
is … tied to people and to the social values that govern us. 
    The conservation field serves as a voice and first defense for the critical role 
this record serves in our fullest human existence. We preserve things that we hope 
continue to have meaning and value, that we refuse to forget, that need to be 
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deeply communicated. As we so intensely discuss sustainability of our treatment 
practices or digitization for wider public access, when do we incorporate the 
social issues that impact the publics we are serving? Why are we not building this 
into a critical dialogue about the economic and social implications of our work?12 
 

Conservators like Taira are beginning to re-define the field. The collectivist orientation of 

conservation has the potential to conduce the academy and cultural practitioners to 

engage with the public in relevant, collective political-social action.13  

 Taira points to the political nature of conservation. As has continued to be the 

case for environmentalism and historic preservation—and any number of social 

movements—cultural record conservation is political. It could be argued that, from the 

viewpoint of economics theory, ensuring access to the broad record—like vaccinating for 

smallpox, maintaining regional air quality, or providing clean water—is a pure public 

good.14 However, at least in federal policy and appropriations in the United States (US), 

the cultural record “good” exists in a backwater, receiving feel good lip service but little 

in the way of significant, long term attention and funding.  

If federal funding appropriations signal de facto national policy, then the budgets 

for the arts and humanities represent their status in the minds of US policy makers. In 

                                                
12 Kimi Taira, “Beyond the Object: A Call to Art Conservation,” Imagining America: Artists and Scholars 
in Public Life (blog), February 13, 2015, http://www.imaginingamerica.org/blog/2015/02/13/beyond-the-
object-a-call-to-art-conservation/. Taira received a comment from “Daisy” on February 17, 2015: “Well 
written and timely. Art does not just capture a social act but the very act itself is social. What I see here is 
the advancement of a field [art conservation] that is positioned to help us solve social problems. The very 
inclusion of communities is a problems [sic] we have struggled to address and that art conservationist[s] 
can help us address.” 
13 Frickel and Gross, “A General Theory of Scientific/Intellectual Movements,” 218-19.  
14 For one of many treatments of the concept of public goods, see Raymond G. Batina and Toshihiro Ihori, 
Public Goods: Theories and Evidence, 2005 edition (Berlin  ; New York: Springer, 2005). The definition of 
a pure public good is a stable one that speaks to the concept of a good or service that provides non-
excludable and non-rival benefits to all people in the population. 
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2015 the government appropriated $7.344 billion to the National Science Foundation 

(NSF)—an increase of $172 million (or 2.3 percent) over the $7.172 billion it received in 

fiscal year 2014 (and $89 million above the President's request for 2015).15 

Comparatively, the budgets supporting the nation’s arts and humanities faired poorly. 

The National Endowments for the Arts and the Humanities (NEA, NEH) each received a 

flat budget of just over $146 million.16 The Institute for Museum and Library Services 

received just shy of $228 million for 2015.17 Indeed, the sum total of fiscal year 2015 

appropriations to thirteen key federal arts entities came to less than half of the total 

amount appropriated to the NSF.18 Appropriations to the Library of Congress between 

2010 and 2013 decreased by over 12.5 percent, from $684.3 million in 2010 to $598.4 

million in 2013.19 

Bill Ivey, former chairman of the National Endowment for the Arts, argues that 

“cultural policy still languishes as the final, most unexplored realm of public policy” in 

the US. He continues: 

                                                
15 National Science Foundation, “NSF Congressional Highlight: Consolidated Appropriations Act of FY 
2015,” http://www.nsf.gov/about/congress/114/highlights/cu15_0109.jsp. 
16 National Endowment for the Arts, “National Endowment for the Arts Appropriations History,” 
http://arts.gov/open-government/national-endowment-arts-appropriations-history; National Endowment for 
the Humanities, “Summary of Fiscal Yaer 2015 Appropriations,” 
http://www.neh.gov/files/2015_neh_budget_approp.pdf.  
17 Institute of Museum and Library Services, 
http://www.imls.gov/applicants/nlglibraries_guidelines_2015.aspx. 
18 Americans for the Arts, “Congress Finalizes FY 2015 Appropriations,” Monday, December 15, 2014, 
http://www.americansforthearts.org/news-room/legislative-news/congress-finalizes-fy-2015-appropriations. 
Agencies included in thirteen include, among others, the NEA, the NEH, the IMLS, the Smithsonian, the 
Corporation for Public Broadcasting, the US Memorial Holocaust Museum, and the National Gallery of 
Art.  
19 Library of Congress, “Fiscal 2015 Budget Justification, Submitted for Use of the Committee on 
Appropriations,” http://www.loc.gov/portals/static/about/reports-and-budgets/pdf/fy2015.pdf. 
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In fact, the cultural rights of US citizens may actually need to be reclaimed as a 
domain of public interest and human development, because the state, as our agent, 
long ago, ceded far too much authority over our creativity and heritage to a web 
of commercial interests.20 
 

This dissertation did not propose to answer the question of if or how cultural conservation 

should be federally legislated. Even if it were, what would federal legislation (or a 

“Cultural Ministry”) guarantee without substantial, long term funding to back its 

rhetoric?  

There is no single answer to why the cultural record is consistently undervalued. 

However, an educated corps of conservators is key to ensuring its health and 

accessibility. In effect, conservators are the “first responder” voice for the critical role of 

cultural records in an informed, democratic society. Beyond the primary issue of 

producing practicing library and archives conservators, the field must continue to 

progress in its scholarship, undertaking interdisciplinary research that engages and speaks 

to a much broader community than its own—including the public. To this end—and 

toward the long-term stability of the field cultural conservation writ large—the field must 

increasingly produce research and teaching faculty who hold the PhD, the currency of the 

academy.21 In the near future, I suggest, the master’s will no longer suffice as the end 

degree for those who direct programs and teach conservation in the academy. Not a few 

                                                
20 Ivey, Arts, Inc., 21. 
21 Other than the scientists on faculty in the three programs, few permanent and adjunct faculty hold the 
PhD. The end degree in art conservation has, to this point, been the master’s. As of 2014, .7 percent of the 
field holds a PhD in conservation; 1.6 percent of the field holds the PhD in other fields. Foundation of the 
American Institute for Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works, 2014 AIC/FAIC Conservation 
Compensation Research: Overview Report (Washington, DC: Foundation of the American Institute for 
Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works, February 2015), 14, http://www.conservation-
us.org/docs/default-source/reports/compensation-survey-2014.pdf?sfvrsn=2. 
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of the issues that library and archives conservation faced in the LIS domain evinced from 

the programs’ instructors being denied entrée into the ranks of tenured faculty.22 Without 

tenured faculty holding the highest degree of academic currency, the field risks a 

diminished voice and status within the academy, and a limited opportunity to create 

powerful coalitions across academic disciplines.  

Beyond the academy, the field has a responsibility beyond the artifact and 

collection; it must serve a more public and immediate social relevance by reaching 

beyond the comfortable realm of the laboratory, museum, library, and archives. While 

conservation must of course engage with material culture and its most immediate 

constituencies, conservators and their allied colleagues must actively embrace and 

promote the cultural record’s relevance within the social and political realities of the 

moment. The field does not and cannot turn solely on a notion of heritage and its 

preservation. As it has done in its work with communities in the aftermath of disasters, it 

must connect beyond itself. In doing so, it will continue to evolve, re-define, and 

strengthen its moorings.  

Finally, I propose that it is time for the art conservation programs to consider a 

renaming to represent the spectrum of the cultural record. Today, art conservation 

programs teach and study beyond the realm of “art,” to include photographs of 

documentary value; ethnographic objects; handwritten, printed, and digital records; 

                                                
22 For example, conservation instructors could not sit on the faculty Executive Committee in the iSchool. 
While the instructors and director of the program participated in Graduate Studies Committee meetings, as 
non-tenure track faculty, their vote on school concerns (including curriculum and direction of the school) 
did not count officially at the university level.  
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books; and, audiovisual recordings. While the field and term “art conservation” is 

naturalized in the museum culture (and to those who fund it), it behooves the field to 

demonstrate—through a more descriptive name—the breadth of the record it engages in 

its research, teaching, and praxis. As I have advanced throughout this dissertation, 

“cultural record conservation” may serve as a term acceptable to any number of 

audiences. It is broader, less freighted with value associations, and more grounded than 

“heritage.” It speaks to the recordings of human existence—of creativity and experience 

in all its nuances. Naming the field as such speaks directly to its intellectual, disciplinary, 

and socio-cultural domain—its moorings. By clearly identifying and communicating the 

nature and significance of the field’s work, the cultural record has a better chance—

through preventive and remedial conservation measures, interdisciplinary research, and 

community-based engagement—of serving its many purposes and constituencies.  
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Appendix: Selected Publications of Paul N. Banks, 1954-1990 

 
Not included: 1) Pamphlets Banks wrote for the Newberry Library on conservation 
topics, 2) works he edited, and 3) works he co-authored. 
 
 

“A Controversial View of the Extra Binder in America. Part One: ‘Commercial’ Binder 
Criticized for Lack of Originality; Library Binders, Semi-Professionals & Skilled 
Professionals.” Book Production, August 1960. 

 
“A Controversial View of the Extra Binder in America. Part Two: Economic and Sociological 

Factors Threaten Survival of the Hand Bound Book; Lack of Training Abhorred.” Book 
Production, October 1960. 

 
“A Library Is Not a Museum.” In Training in Conservation: A Symposium on the Occasion of 

the Dedication of the Stephen Chan House, 57–65. New York: Institute of Fine Arts, 
New York University, 1989. 

 
“[A New Approach to Book Conservation].” Bolletino dell’Istituto Do Patologia Del Libro 29 

(1970): 122–33. 
 
A Selective Bibliography on the Conservation of Research Library Materials. Chicago: 

Newberry Library, 1981. 
 
“Books in Peril: Cooperative Approaches to Conservation.” Library Journal 101 (November 

15, 1976): 2348–51. 
 
 “Comunicazione.” Bolletino dell’Istituto Di Patologia Del Libro 29, no. Gennaio-Dicembre, 

Numero Speciale Dedicato a La Cooperazione Internazionale per la Conservazione del 
Libro, Firenze, 12–13–14 marzo 1970 (1970): 122–23. 

 
 “Decline in the Standards of Bookbinding.” In Bollettino dell’istituto di patologia del libro, 

XXIX:, Fasc.I:-IV:122–33. Florence: Fratelli Palombi Editori: Roma, 1970. 
 
 “Discussion: The Librarian as Conservator.” Library Quarterly 40, no. 1 (January 1970): 

192–98. 
 

“Education and Training.” In Preservation of Library Materials. New York: Special Libraries 
Association, n.d. 
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“Education for Conservators: A Proposal for Training Conservators of Library and Archival 

Materials.” Library Journal 104 (May 1, 1979): 1013–17. 
 
“Education in Library and Archives Education.” Library Trends 30 (Fall 1981): 189–201. 
 
“Education in Library and Archives Education.” In The American Institute for Conservation of 

Historic and Artistic Works. Preprints of Papers Presented at the Tenth Annual Meeting, 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin, 26-30 May, 1982, 1–8. Washington, DC: American Institute for 
Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works, 1982. 

 
“Education of Paper Conservators in a National Preservation Program.” In A National 

Preservation Program: Proceedings of the Planning Conference, Washington, December 
16-17, 1976, 51–59. Washington, DC: Library of Congress, 1980. 

 
“Environmental Standards for Storage of Books and Manuscripts.” Library Journal 99 

(February 1, 1974): 339–43. 
 

“Formal Environmental Standards for Storage of Books and Manuscripts: A Status Report.” In 
Book and Paper Group Annual, 5:124–28. Washington, DC: American Institute for 
Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works, 1986. 

 
“LJ Series on Preservation: Education for Conservators; a Proposal for Training Conservators 

of Library and Archival Materials.” Library Journal 104 (May 1979): 1013–17. 
 

“Paper Cleaning.” Journal of the Guild of Book Workers 5, no. 1 (Fall 1966): 8–22. 
 
“Paper Cleaning.” Restaurator 1, no. 1 (1969): 52–56. 
 
“Preservation, Library Collections, and the Concept of Cultural Property.” In Libraries and 

Scholarly Communications in the United States: The Historical Dimension, 148. New 
York: Greenwood Press, 1990. 

 
“Preservation of Library Materials.” Encyclopedia of Library and Information Science. New 

York: Marcel Dekker, 1978. 
 
“Problems in the Examination of Books and Manuscripts.” In Proceedings of the First 

Georgetown University Conference on Surface Analysis, 45–81. Washington, DC: 
Georgetown University Law Center, Institute of Criminal Law and Procedure Forensic 
Sciences Laboratory, 1969. 
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“Selecting Paper for Fascimiles.” In Guidelines for Use in Producing Facsimiles of Rare 
Books and Related Materials, 1–8. Washington, DC: Carl M. Spaulding, 1972. 

 
“Some Problems in Book Conservation.” Library Resources and Technical Services 12, no. 3 

(Summer 1968): 330–38. 
 

“The Role of the Hand-Press Today.” School of Printing Management, Carnegie Institute of 
Technology, May 1954. Paul N. Banks Papers. Dolph Briscoe Center for American 
History, University of Texas at Austin. 

 
“The Scientist, the Scholar and the Book Conservator: Some Thoughts on Book Conservation 

as a Profession.” In Atti Della XLIX Riunione Della Societa Italiana per Il Progresso 
Delle Scienze, 1213–19. Rome: Societa Italiana per il Progresso delle Scienze, 1968. 

 
“The Treatment of an 1855 British Paper Specimen Book.” Bulletin of the American Group-

International Institute for Conservation 12, no. 2 (1972): 87–95. 
 
“The Treatment of the First British Edition of Melville’s ‘The Whale.’” In Paper Given at the 

Tenth Annual Meeting of the IIC-AG, May 31, June 1, 2, 1969, 63–68. New York: 
International Institute for Conservation of Historic and Artistic Works, 1969. 
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