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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

Minutes of the 101st Mééting‘

Millicent D. Abéii, Presiding

!

The 101st Membership Meeting of the Association of Research Libraries was .

held at the Arlington Hyatt Hotel, Arlington, Virginia, October 1%—14; 1982:

The program sessioii donvened on October 14. After.introducing special guests

of the Assoziation, Ms. Abéll turned the meeting over to Program Coordinator James
Govan. :



INTRODUCTION

 MR: GOVAN (University of North Carolina): The program this morning is a
follow up to the May 1982 ARL Meeting and; we hope, responds to the evaluations .

and comments we received after that meeting regarding the Library of Corigress
presentation and preferences expressed about ¢ontent and format of ARL- meetings.
We have construeted a program based on presentations by librarians with background

material distributed beforehand; and tried to structure it in such a way as to make it
into a truly working session from which we may all learn something and exchange a
good deal of information. To do that, we have, as _you "have been notified;

constructed small discussion groups for a portion of this program. We will‘come
back together after lunch for reports from those groups and a general discussion. We.
intend this to be not just a series of reports from group leaders but rather an’
exchange among all of us that will, in fact, produce a real exchange of information

without necessarily coming to a specifie position or conclusion:

I want now to introduce the moderator of the program; who has latety been
doing real yeoman duty for this organization and I am deeply indebted to him for
undertaking this assignment this morning. May I present to you the distinguished
Deputy Librarian of Congiess, William Welsh. :

. MR. WELSH (Library of Congress): So there will be no misunderstanding of

what we plan to do here today, I 'am going to read the assignment. - "The program
session, 'Improving the Prospects for Document Delivery', will explore the possible

offects of developing tethnologies on document delivery and-how. changes in the
current systems might effect individual libraries; their parent institutions, and
organizations such as ARL. Three presentations will begin the program: a

manager's view of state-of-the-art technologzies, including the advantages and
disadvantages of each, by Donald Simpson; an update on electronic publishing,

including description; prospects; time frame, and library issues, by Jay Lucker; and
then an outline of policies that must be addressed if any of the systemc described are
implemented, including  copyright, telecommunications  cost, = necessary

infrastructure, and fees for users,; by Hugh Atkinson.
Now, most of the Sbévékéi‘s ignored the assignment—
(Laughter)

—but I believe; nevertheless, we have & very good and a very exciting session

that ‘will set the stage for the next portions of the program. Jim mentioned them
briefly, and I will read that as well and ask that you keep these topics in mind as you

presentations this morning, we will break into pre-selected groups of 15 for

listen to the speakers and during the discussion that will foliow: After the
90-minute discussions. Attendees have been assigned to groups_primarily on the
basis o6f préferences expressed via questionnaire. Each group, with the aid of a
resource person with specific expertise in_the assigned topic,” will examine &
different perspective or set of issues. The discussion topics are as follows:
copyright problems; telecommunication policy problems; economics; infrastructure

to support an efficient delivery system; and technological developments.

-3~



P,
following questions: What national policy issues should be “addressed? What should
be the impact on individual libraries and what action skould their own libraries

take? , What wijll'be the’ impact on their parent institutions and what actions should

their own institutions take? What; if-ganything, should ARL do?

Each of the three speakers this morning will have 15 minutes to present their

papers. We tcyed with the idea of having a discussion period after each speaker and
decided that; since there was some overlap, and we wanted to provide an integrated
program, we would hold the questions and discussion until the end:. T have selected

certain people in the audience and plan, if they are awake; to turn some questions to
them: They do not know who they are and neither do I, which ought to make it
somewhat exciting.

~ Before-we begin the program, I Would like to give you an update on the Library
of Congress preservation activities we reported on in Scottsdale last May. Mass
deacidification at the Goddard Space Flight Center is proceeding on schedule. The

diethyl zine has now been loaded into the chamber and so the books atce being

exposed. We expect to have the results of that test next week. The Stauffer
Chemical Company; which provides diethyl zinc, and the Northrop Manufacturing

aerospace firm that'is handling this for NASA; are both interested in seeing this
program developed into a national program, and both of them will be submitting bids
to the Library of Congress on how this might be accomplished. They are both very *
well aware that it is not enough to have one vacuum chamber even to handle 5,000

books on the East Coast. On the East Coast we need 4omething that will handle
about 20,000 books so we are actually considering building a plant on the East
Coast. They are also interested in identifying plants that exist elsewhere to see if’
we can solve this problem on a national level. )

The other element; the video disk; and the optical disk programs are well under
way, as well. In fact, we signed contracts last week with Sony for the video disk and
vith Téchnicron for the optical disk. The video disk, as most all of you know, is fer

the most part, off-the-shelf hardware, so we will be into that operation very

guickly. On the optical disk, it will take somewhat longer. We have allowed two

years, for the experimentation and at the end of the two years the equipment, of
course, will be delivered so we will have ongoing systeris within that period. But I

wént to remind each and every one of you that thg iypothetical problems that we

envisioned in Scottsdale will have to be tackled and will have-to be solved—certainly
addressed and hopefully will be solved--in this two-year period. So it is happening;j it

is not just blue sky:

The first speaker will bé Don Simpson.



Tiik ECONGMICS OF DOCUMENT DELIVERY
| Donald B: Stmpson
Center-for Research Libraries

As | looked at the ass‘gnment for this prograin, I was reminded of the story

about a man who walks into a grocery store and; as he looks down the aisle trying to
find the carton of milk that he wants to buy, sees another man standing in the aisle
holding a large (German shepherd dog by the tail, twirling the dog around and around
and around. The first man rushes down to the other man and says, "What in the
world are you doing?" And the man with the dog says, "I'm blind. This is my
seeing-eye dog and I'm just taking a look around."

We are going to takeé a look around this morning and ! might say that, if we are
not blind—and 1 hope we are not—the issues are blinding. I am indebted to Jay
Lucker for his background paper, "Document Delivery and Reéesearch Libraries,"
because it provides the foundation for my paper. The purpose of my paper is to
describe briefly the eléements and magnitude of document délivery with an emphasis
on the technologies, their costs, their advantages and disadvantages. Then I will
concludé, as briefty as I can, with a look at some of the models that mlght be
possible for the future development some of which is already under way.

Nearly all llbrarlans and many llbrary users are acqyamted with the elements of

todays document dellvery system,rwhlch has rising costs, problems, and

expectatlons The functiom of the document dellvery system is to_ place the thoughts

of an author, "in some sort of recorded fashlon, before someone desxrmg to know

those thoughts at an acceptable cost and within an acceptabie perlod of time: Added

to the functlon is the eondition that, if the item is borrowed, it must be returned

within the same peramete"s. Another factor not included in Jim Wood's definition of
document delwery‘ 1s the nece551ty of balancmg the costs of document dehvery

through the aggregate system By this I mean that the function of document
delivery must inciude a reaso 1abie sharing of costs among;the beneficiaries of the

system:

As | have described the function of the system above; its elements begin with
the intellectual effort of the author, proceed through the recording process, and end
with the settling of accounts following user satisfaction. For the purposes of this
paper, and in the interests of narrowing the focus due to the time limitations of the
program, the elements ‘of the document delivery system are confined _to a subset.
First, the paper will deal with the ordering and delivering segment of the system
only. Tris excludes a major portion of the total document delivery system, some of
which is highly relevant to improving the system from the librarian's perspective.
This means that exploring the overlapping functions of recording the author's
thoughts accompllshed both by the author and the publisher are areas for potentlal

economy of effort. : s

o The Sécohd limit,étion, is to deal only with the external portion of the document
delivery system, that portion of local demand that is met by obtaining materials
from sources other than the local library. Clearly, the entire question of satisfying
the néeds of the library's constituent user; whether from local or remote scurces;“ii

|
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the full picture requiring attention of research librarians. Here; too, are potential
eeonomies for libraries in the improving storage and retrieval technologies that are
emerging. These will nct only impact delivery but preservation and collection
development as well.

 The third limitation on the scope of this paper is to focus on the copy segment
of the document delivery rather than the loan portion: Dennis McDonald in the King
Réport on Library Photocopying states that 42 percent of the interlibrary loan (i.es;
document delivery) traffie in U.S. libraries in 1981 involved originals and only 28

percent were filled by phOtdcopies.3 That conclusion notwithstanding. it .is
important for this paper to.carve out a niche somewhat easier to explore than the .
total spectrum of the system. _One must recognize that the improving teéhnology

may offer a better way (e.g.; digitaljzed facsimile using bound-volume scanhers) to
deliver the original. I prefer to define this process as "copy" rather than "oan" even
~.though it involves the original. [Loan, therefore; remains the physical movement of
the original item:

" The fourth chitéti'dri is the concentration on the seriéi‘ég particularly journals; .
portion of the doceument delivery system. The obvious reason for this is the high

need due to rapidly escalating journals cost; even though MecDonald found that only
34 percent of the 25 million interlibrary loan transactions in U.S. libraries in 1981
were for serials. The need expressed here relates to the special needs of research
libraries for journals. There are four discernible needs research libraries have
relative to journals: -1) relief from net jender (i.e., photocopier) burden; 2) relief

from-increasing drain on acquisitions budgets by current journals subscriptionsy. 3)

access to rare, out=of-print, .infrequentiy-used journal titles; and 4) access to quick

replacement copies of heavily-used journal titles. Furtifer, the volume of traffic in
requests for journal articles and the limited size of the typical journal article
document (eight to ten pages) reflect the central position journals have in the
exploration of improved document delivery mechanisms. :

The fifth limitation on the paper is the nature of the sources for document
delivery. In simple fashion; the sources are sither commercial or non-commercial.

Stated another way, the non-commercial sources are the libraries ~themselves
working in concert—interlibrary loan as the very embodiment of the library's
operation of & major document delivery systém. .

Wood points out that the commercial sourges for doecument délivery are a

sizeable s"egmen'ti7Vci)ifii:rjre'm'sjy'ste'm'.‘1 'But, when I compare that to the total traffic in
the system (7 million photocopizs in libraries in 198717);757 I would prefer to stay in the

realm of the non-commercial or library sources. Wood goes on to say that he does
not foresce a dramatic growth in commercial suppliers at the same time that Don
King predicts an increase in journal titlesb and 1 predict a steady growth in
résource-sharing traffic based on the rise from 1976 to 1981 in the statistics
McDonald eites. - :

that involves the ordering and delivering from external library and non-commercial
sources of copies of journal articles. The figures cited above from studies performed

Therefore; this paper will look at that portion of the document delivery system

by library researchers give some sense of the magnitude of the document delivery

system:? King provides us with some further data for thought by projecting that
while research library budgets rise, volumes added (both books and bound periodicals)
| -
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prcblem is clear: more money for fewer items, which dreates a iarger \p( etetion
and need for effectxve resource sharing: [he giue that holds resource sharing
together is effective ducument delivery. Using aggr egute numbers, King culculated
a libraries-wide cost for document dellvery in 1977 of $20 per transuction, with ir

percent of the cost mcuh‘ed bv tite requester:

contlnue to fall per‘lodmnls recmved ure mcrﬂnblng but st « fuihng rate. The

P"( sent-day document delivery, as limited above, involves the user or a librarian
on behalf of the user loeating asnd ordering the desired doodrment from ancthor
1ib%é1i\v or library cooperative and the intellectual content of that itemn being
delivered via a transportation meehanism. The requester and supplier ineur g scries
of cost elements in this process: equipment; labor, materials; and transportation,
As Adrian Norman in his book Electroni¢ Document Delfvery statvs, these ¢osts and
the portion borne by either party may vary by the documc« 28, vhie extent and
efficiency of equipiment and labor utilized, and the contribition of the requester.
The aggregate unit-cost, as stated above, was $20 in 1477, \'mions cost studies have
shown that current mail charges may run $.10 to $. 20 pér pape. Emeising document
delivery systems using newdei forms_of tcchnology, such 4as Iocl\hee( S DIALORDER
(tm) _service in 1979 had a cost of approximately $.25 per page exclusive of thi
mailing cost sipd the basn,c system use charges. With the typical articic running 8 tu
10 pages; it doés not take leng to add up the various unit costs, botr direct und
indirect (thé oné most oftén €xecluded), so as to arrive at the approxiiiite ‘37 per
pageé cost. In a word, it iS expeisive and with the costs of labor; muterials; and
transportation rising, it will become worse.

P0551b10 fliture document dellverv svstems ljaVQ their meajor cost clnmnnt\ i
common wWith {oday's system except that technology changes Lhe meohnmsms and,
theoretically, the economics as well Potentlal savings lie in many areas of the

system that I have excluded intentionally (e:g:; journal authors rederding their

thoughts in machine-readable form; which f:{an be utlllzed by fhe puhhshers to

enhanced) Klng prOJectc that sqgl] §qy1ngs mlght be &s much as 56 per2ent over tho
1975-85, period @s a result of word processing in manuscmpt preparation. 9 Whether

such savmgs will reduce the materials cost component of *Tx@ document delivery
system 18 doubtful glven the probable rise in othex co~ts of .authoxshlp and

whlle labor volume may decrease w1th increased machlne processm whm labor
remains will be more costly.

Tt‘énSbor;tétion bécomé§ in moqt cases, telecommunications rather than mail or

existing networks, which tend to be, underutlllzed, and by compxessmg,.datu
(removing unnecessary characters fron the data stream).

Norman pro;ects that telecommunlcatlons cost per page could coiie to about
$.15 per page, given high volume usage, data compression, and shared networks. I
Tris compares favorably with mail charges. Speed of delivery, however, becomes
the overwhelming de\ terminant in thit rapid delivery within limits of service and cost
expectations reduces barriers to such systems for users that want local access. In =
sense, access becomes transparent to the user and neeessarily so. JEN




The remaining cost element is equipment which becomes more complex in

possible future systems for document delivery. Photocopiers_that presently cost

research libraries approximately $.05 per page; excluding the labor fo operate them,
are. replaced by storagey retrieval, and delivery equipment. Storage media are of
three types: magnetic; which is relatively inexpensive and offers the possibility to

read and write the data stored; optical, which in its present form.is already ‘cheaper
than magnetic; but has the disadvantage (some people see it as an advantage) of
being read only; and holographic, which is still experimental._ The latter is’ projectec
to reduce storage costs by a factor of ter by the early 1990s. A typical five-page
journal article (originally in printed form, but stored in full text hot as a completety
faithful duplicate of the original) today costs about $.01 to store on optical disk and
$:07 on magnetic disk. That article in an exact duplicate of the original stored in

holographic mass storage could cost somewhat less than one penny by the 1990s:

A further aspect of storage and delivery concerns whether the item is captured

o fuil text that resides only in electronic format or is . converted to

machine-readable form. How the documents are -captured is important to cost.
Advanced scéanning techniques; both in single-page and bound-volume versions; hold

the promise of capture at less than one penny per -page. Documents originating
through ~word processing recording could have system ‘savings if additional

'keystroking is avoided. Of course, translation programming: for alternative systems
could be an additional cost. :

Delivery means an output device; which can be located anywhere. Due to the

capital investment required, shared installations may e considered. A variety of
printers are possible; including impact, thermal, ink#et, and laser. R&solution,

particularly because of graphics; is a major point of concern: Intelligent copiers and
computer output microfitm are other Gelivery mechanisms: Given the need for high
resolution (i.e.; at least 300 lines per “inch); improved laser printers are being
developed. High volume centers for printing and reduced capital equipment costs &as
a result of increased market demand for low-cost, _high-resolution laser printers
could reduce the per-page cost for output to & fraction of today's. photocopying

costs. All things being equal, Norman foresees a journal article delivered in a

fréct{ti'n of today's time at a cost comparable to serviees such as DIALORDER
(tm).

" The juxtaposition posed in this paper is between the existing document delivery

system and that which could be as proposed by several models for a future document
delivery system. It is important to note that an overnight transition is_doubtful.
Just as microfilm may be seen someday as an interim storage and/or preservation

‘een the codex and electronic text, telefacsimile might be an interim

medium betw tronic tex e an int
delivery service; despite its relatively poor track record to date. Until economical

and technicaliy sound scanners-are widely available, telefacsimile may be the best
way to move documents from point to point, other than physical transport. New
ecuipment just about to reach the marketplace promises to increase resolution;

reduce time (transmission time is the major element of telecommunications cost);
expand capacity, and cope with bound volumes.
Although numercus modeis for an electronic document delivery system are at

varying degrees of design; I ym going to describe. three briefly. The first is the

ARTEMIS concept for document digitalization and’ teletransmission. ARTEMIS, a
proposal for the Commission of the European Economie Community (EEC) by the A. .

a3
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D. Little ‘Company, ises existing technology to provide, through a network of
computer and comiiunicatiorns links, & conduit via which an information provider can -
deliver the content of & wociiment to &n mformatlon user on demand. ARTEMIS is
seen as open system that is like & library in that it would gather documents in
anticipation of need. EURONET and DIANE (the information retrieval aspect of
EURONET), both ,E,EC programs, wouldbe,prlnclpal entities in the A,RTEMIS design
and operation. The proposers see ARTEMIS as technically and economically
feasible. The system is fully explained in N fm”an’12 .

The second model, whlch does not deal w1th the 1nfrastructure requ1red for a

large-scale operation, is the proposal at- the Massachusetts Institute of Technology

jointly prepared by the Libraries and the Laboratory for Information and Decision

Systems (LIDS). :This is described by Lucker!3 and an exceprt from the larger report

has been 1nc1uded as a background document for this program.

The third model is the one I propose here: It is very snmllar to the others in that
. it would deliver the intellectual content of an author s work to a user on demnnd at a
satlsfactory level of cost; delivery speed; and product quality: Such a system by its
nature would bring an integrated approach to the probiems facing research libraries
in the areas of collection management, preservation; and document deiivery.
Documents would be gathered into a decentralized national collection that operates
under” a rational policy for collections. Location information to. aszist the
coordlnatlon of collectlon development would be facllltated by the ex1st1ng ‘major

telecomm,unlcat,xons conduits for the,storage of.« documents in electronic form,‘ the
transmission. of orders, and the deliverv of actual documents or facsimile.
Heavily-used documents would bé stored electronically via full-text magnetic, tapes
produced bv publishers or scanned by special equipment for that purpose.
Moderately-used materials would be scanned and added to the electronic storage as
demarnd warranted. Little-lised materigls could be transmitted via the system using
telefacsimile or delivered in the original, as appropriate. Libraries would formalize
tlieir existing partnership in the interlibrary loan system by sharmg their resources
through formal cooperative mechanisms that seek to establish cost—sharlng,rtoo.
Delivery would be directly to large users of the documents ‘whose use would warrant

the capltal cost of equipment. Smaller users- would partlclpate ih clusters sharlng

the ‘expensive equnpment and dependlng upon local dellvery schemes for | final recelpt

of documents: Locating and ordering of documents would be handled via the major
blbllographlc systems. The system Vwould have to resolve the four probiems that

research libraries have in'relation to ]ournals as stated above. Such = document _

delivery system is attalnable within the next decade, if work continues as it has

already begun;

Bt
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ELECTRONIC JOURNAL PUBLISHING AND LIBRARIES

¢ Jay K Lucker .
Massechusetts Institute of Technology

~

I have limited my remarks this morning . to journals, although it 1s qu1te clear

that electronic publlshmg couI'd also have a major effeet on such things as:

inonographs, reference’ collectlons,rencyclopedlas, and numerical data. The

potentialities of electron{c journal publishing are of immense interest to librarians,

particularly those servmg large academic llbranes, for several reasons. First, the

prospect of electronic storage and dlssemlnatlon of Journal articles contains a

number of intellectual issues affecting higher education in general. Second, *here is

a real need for faster and more efficient access to current research that r ..ght be

provided by such. a system: Third; there is the hope that cost efficiencies mlght be

instituted that will reduce the rate of growth of library acquisition budgets. Fourth,

sthe potentxallty of ¢ acqumng artictes instead of entire.issues would have a beneflclal

reffect on the serious space problems faced by ail academlc libraries. Fifth and

finally; electronic Journal publication would be an effectlve substitute for

interlibrary loan; this service, whereby the large libraries absorb an inordinately hlgh :

percentage of the unreimbursable costs, is neither cost effective' nor efflcxent in

terms of tlme. In general the possxble 1mpact of electromc pubhshlng 1s that 1t

lnformatlon and the ways in which they serve their clients.

. It should be obvious to anyone who follows the literature of periodical publishing
and its effects on library budgets that there is a serious journal problem. This
problem may be characterized by four major features: 1) the éscalating costs of
periodical §Ub§éripti0h§ at a rate considerably more accelerated than the Cbnsumer‘

techmrcalrjour als publ,lshe,d,,world,mde, 3) a lack,of, gro,wth in llbrary acq,utsmon
budgets that rr%akes’ it difficult to keep up with i'n'fléti'on,,m'uch less with the
increased outgut of information; 4) . the difficulty in cancelling subscr'ptlons to
prowdc funds for new titles because older journals tend to cost. less than new
journals; requiring the canceliation of several titles to generate fun
title: :

frffom the
statistics below, 'which represent comparative data over a five-year period for the

university tibrary members of the Association of Research lerarles

One illustration of the riature of the "journal problem" may be sé&

P : 1975-76 1980-81 ngs-ﬂsftanggg:gt
Number of libraries 94 101 +7 ‘
. Total number of ’
~ serial titles 2,362,260 2,666,527 . +304,267
Total expenditures : ) ,
for serial titles. $50,884,028 $109,832,813 ! +$58,948;785
Average number of .
- titles per library 25,130 26,401 +1;271
-Average expenditure B} , o :
per library $541,000 $1,087,000 . +$546,600
_1 1_

b
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 What these data indicate is that while the aversge expenditure during tie
five-year period_increased by more 100 percent; the average number of subscriptions

increased by only five .percent. This chart clearly reveals the tremendous cost to
research libraries of merely "keeping up." '

In assessing the potential impact of electronic publishing, one can select one of
two assumptions regarding the options that libraries will have for access. Simply
stated, they are either electronic only or electronic, and print. These two
possibilities will, however, create a most interesting quandary for. resedrch
librarians. “If journals are published only in electranic form, it would seem logical for

libraries to ‘divert expenditures formerly applied to print versions to the new
format. Recently some libraries haveattempted to do this with abstract and
indexing services by diverting expenditures from print versions to online versions,

canecelling the print version, and applying those funds to support the new format:

The problems, in a nutshell; are: eguipment—more ferminals- are needed if there is
additional access through another format; pricing—who pays for the access to the
slectronic journal; how much does the library subsidize; the need for intermediaries,

since most of the online abstracting services are not yet-in such form that untrained
people can use them easily; and, finally, the impact on cost and price. We have not
yet seen the latter; but if many libraries start to.cancel subscriptions to_the print
version, will the print version be eliminated and the online version go up in cost?

Will the online versidbn carry more of the cost of the total operation than it does
today? ‘

If; however; both print and electronic versions are available, libraries' willt most

probably continue to subscribe to the older format; creating a situation where the
user may have to pay for an in

T dividual article generated by an electronic journal
data bank: Should the latter situation prevail, faculty members. and students will
inevitably have to make a choice whether to purchase an article -electronically or -
rely upon the library subscription for information. The choice would probably be

made on the basis of speed of delivery and cost; assuming the availability of funds.

. Librarians have a number. of guestions regarding electronic journal publication.
One asks how individual articles will be priced when total sales cannot obviously be

gauged in advance; this situation compares; unfavorably with traditional methods of
pricing journals based on total projected costs and advance subscriptions. A

publisher who is going to publish a journal has all of the money in advance and knows
how many subscriptions he or she will have during the year, divides the total cost by

the number of subseriptions; and then prices the subscriptions: The publisher does
not ecare how many :times an article is read or, indeed; if an article is read at all

since all the money comes in up front. A second matter of interest is the impact on
cost of the loss 6f advertising; an assumption that is probably valid in many scenarios.

Should the electronic-only option be adopted, several advantages are

immediately apparent. It seems. likely that libraries; assuming they would serve as

the prinecipal-ordering agent for articles, would provide the article to ‘the user for

retention rather than maintain a file of ordered and received articles." The
beneficial effects of such a system on what publishers view as a copyright probiem
should be apparent.

Another matter of concern is the need for quick and comprehensive abstracting

tools that would replace the current browsing of tables of contents. With the

t
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absence of 1mmed1ate access to the source document users Wlll want more
substant1a1 1nformatlon than normally appears in titles. Synoptic abstracts, possmlv

available online, greferably prepared’ by the author, and 1dea11y distributed in a
subject-oriented collection, seem hlghly desnrable

Several other issues are also’ seen r€levant at this pomt One is that access to

infor mation by libraries and their users will become lncreasmg}y more attractive

than ownershlp, espec1a11y for current. scientific_and technical researeh, but the

existence of an excellent and reasonably-priced dehvery system is imperative.
fleetﬁronlicilournals do not necessarlly have to contain full back files of articles

for extended periods. It is conceivable that the electronic journal ontine will contain

only the most recent five years of articles with earlier collections converted to

m1crof1che and sold on subscrlptlon to hbrarles (and 1nd1v1dua}s) 1ndeed, if economlc

colieagues concerns about electromc ]ournal publlshlng and scholarlv research
Briefly; the questions involve first the publication of work in progress as well as
completed research. If work in progress is to be published; will there be the danger.
of premature exposure of research results .and will scholarly 3ournals (the
conventional kind) be less. w1111ng to publish the later versiqn? How will articles be
refered if they appear only in electronic form? Will seholars be w1111ng to referee
online? What about access to termlnals‘7 W111 there be a\tendencv to publish

everything because of the comparative ease of pubhcatnon" v

Let ine dlgress from my prepared remarks to _]USt corrment on an article in-the -

Oectober 6, 1982, Chronicle of Higher Education*, which some of you may not have
seen deahng with one ‘particular electronie journat pubhshmg orgamzatlon called

Comtex (I did refer to Comtex in my background paper.) Let me just read & few
paragraphs.

s

Comtex, based 1n New York City, ant1c1pates a slow start; but hopes
eventually to issue one new journal a month until it reaches its current
target of 36 in various scientific fields. A year's subscription will cost
from 560 to $600. Initially, they will be available only on microfiche. By
early 1983; however; Comtex expects to have them stored in a central .
computer to which subscribers w111 have access.
L]

Comtex journals?Will have little in common with the print periodicals of
today. Instead of the usual collection of articles, reviews, and
correspondence, they will offer &qy progréss reports on research in
scientific fields from environmental engineering to geotechnology Each
"issue'" will consist of one report. . .. .

Traditional journais generaiiy submit articles to peer review—evaluation .

* Wnnkler, Karen J. "New Company Plans 'Electronmeournals' That Can 1 Be Read
on Computer Screens," Ih&@hromcl&of_ﬁrghepﬂducatmn 6 Oct. 1982, pp. 25-6.
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by outside experts. Comtex, however, plans to, rely solely on its, own.
editors and editorial boards to seleet reports, which will bé published
promptly and in full without editing.

Opponents fear that electronic journals will become what Mr. Day
[President of ISI Press] calls "the garbage heap of scientific publishing."
Simon Sitver, professor at Washington University in St. Louis and editor of

the Journal of Bacteriology, says: "Some of us are afraid it will get to the
stage that anyone who wants to publish will be-able to." This view is
. fueled by Comtex's plan to pay its author an honorarium, whieh is rare

among traditional journals. In fact, some scientific periodicals require an
author to pay.them. ;

. . .= . ° - il ilL N
"Most of us in science," says Mr. Day; "believe In the 'value added' theory
"of publishers. .We as_ publishers perform a useful function beyond
marketing. = We applaud the intellectual formation of a product. We

protect against plagiarism, and we make the style clearer. You cannot do

‘away with these checks and balances:" . . . ~

3

Some editors of traditional journals say they may refuse to accept articlgs®
besed on research that has been previously published. in an electronic .
journal. Even if they do not go that far, Edward Ziegler [an editor of one
of Comtex's journals] says it isn't easy to.get authors to think about
publishing through Comtex. "Some of what we do now is just reassuring
people that it won't hurt to publish with us." - . ’ >

Thé software to be used in the Comtex system, however; is stili in the
experimental stage. For example, Fredetich Plotkin [President of
Comtex] says no one yet knows*how to put into machine-readablie form the
graphies that shgula accompany many reports. '

Electronic publishing is here and we have to face the issues. From the
perspective of peer evaluation, othér questions_must be considered. Will electronic

publication be seen as publishing (for promotion and tenure dégisibhs)? ‘What if no

one ever requests a particular article? _Is this some measure of scholarly

attainment? Or nonattainment? Is there a danger that frequency of purchase of an
article will be viewed as some institutions now view frequency of citation? Wil
publishers report sales of individual articles; and; if so, to whom? Only the author?
[ know we have at least one dean in the audience who might be interested in knowing

how many timessan author's article was ordered so he can_see whether he should
promote that person or not. Will prices of individual articles rise astroriomically,
few article?

given the fact that there are relativély few readers of the average

Conversely, will only articles with & large, known audience appear in the electronic
jougnal? . : ‘\ .

While the question of the possible lack of advertising was raised earlier on

economié grounds, librarigms also have serious concerns from the intellectual point

of view: Advertisements, especially in scientific and technical journals often

contain important information about seientific apparatus and about new books and

other publications. Indeed, what will happen to features of scholarly journals like
book reviews; letters to the editor, and obituaries? Who will buy these items? And,

more important; who will pay to have them "published"?

_14-
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concerned about sthe tollowmg the linkage of electromc journats with ontine

‘blbllographlc data bases (i: e., the possnblhty of accessing a bibliographic citation

online, ldentlfymg the desired article; then xmmedlateiy ordering the article from

the electronic Journal data base without gomg to another terminal); the role of the

library and the librarian in both the publication and the dissemination aspeets of

electronic publlshlnngtfhfeiquestlon of internationsal access to journal-data bases and
the concomitant question of telecommunications across national boundaries; the
need for standardization of formats for access protocois and for hardware. And let

us not forget the microfiche problem:

Whatever the future of electromc journal pubhshmg, the collectlve concerns of
publishers, scholarly societies, faculty and, not least’of all; librarians must be
brought to bear upon a myriad of problems, and this would best,be done before this
exciting prospect becomes a reality.

-15-
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POLICIES AND CONTROVERSIES

N - Hugh C. Atkinson ]
University of lllinois at Urbana-Champaign

" 41l of the current discussions about document delivery contain the underlying

assumptions that there will be a widespread and continuing use of physical delivery
systems of one kind or another, and that the volume handled by these systems is
going to grow and grow. I, too, believe we should be planning for a volume which is

growing but; if anything, is underestimated. Such may be because it is assumed that
document delivery systems will be similar ‘to those which we have now: U:S: Mail,

courier services, crude telefacsimile; and the like.

[ believe we wili have to deal with a significantly larger than expected volume
and with new delivery systems. For_instance, in Ilinois—it is a long state,

remember, running over 300 miles from the ‘northernmost university to its

southernmost—we have a statewide delivery’ system which handles a volume of
600,000 items per year at less than a dollar an item. That is somewhere around
50,000 items per. month with a standard van delivery system and multiple routes for
léss than a dollar an item; not $2 per page. In our case, five years ago we were
borrowing—not lending, borrowing—6,000 to 8,000 items per year. We are now
borrowing at .a rate; last month; of 50,000 items a year. That increase has eome
almost entirely from people who did not go through the standard interlibrary

processes. Almost all of the increase occurred in the borrowing generated
immediately at a circulation desk when it was discovered that an item was not
available; and done automatically through the same shared computer system rather
than by filling out a separate form. These cases lead me to believe that the volume
of.interlibrary loan will continue to increase, not just linearly but in large jumps.

~ One problem that I do not believe will be particularly difficult is the
often-raised issue of copyright. It seems to me that the essential failure of: the

Copyright Clearance Center as & device for large academic libraries to meet their
appropriate responsibility points to a future system where copyright clearances and
payments are handled at the point of sales rather than the point of use. The
extracrdinarily wide dispersion of individual uses of journals and other library

materials makes the mechanism for keeping track of a small number of uses in many
locations uneconomical in itself. The clearances and payments will have to be

provided for in the basic price of an item as it is sold to libraries.

One of the assumptions in Jay Lucker's paper about electronic publishing is that
in some cases one would dial into a centrally-stored system context. That is not
necessarily true. The marketing of Comtex as it goes on may well sell the whole
package to a library so that we. redistribute it, mueh as we dc journals now. In that
case, I believe we must recognize that keeping track of who is buying it will be a
problem. But, as far as I %an tell; it is simply going to be a non-issue, mostly
because we are dealing in a world which will be basically self-service, as.our

self-service photocopying is: That is why it becomes such a difficult problem. There
are, however, many real issues and I believe those surrounding communications,

centralization of distribution, and the definition of what publication is will be
affected on both the economics and policy levels.
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We are a soclety shaped by the Bell Telephone System ‘It seems to me that we
cannot conceive of telecommunications without automatlcally thmklng of either the

outline of a bell in a-cirele or Mercury standlng on a globe, a distinetion which

simply describes how old one is rather.than two different systems: Al of the

competing local telephone systems, ’l‘elex, packet switchers, and the like;. are

submerged by ‘the concept of the telephone company The Bell 'l‘elephone Company

" and its Western Electrlc eqmpment has shaped our vision because it is efficient and

-

relatlvely inexpensive. It is so successful that it has completely domigpated not only

the market but the mind. With the Supreme Court_ ordered breakup of the Bell

System and the advent and rise of other. companies filling in the vacuum created by

the U.S. Postal Service's-inability to meet.the demands on it; we will find, 1 believe,
a world rapldly changmg——one which is not as easy to deal with or as safe as it is at
this very moment:

e, - - I e me el e e hee - - v v ars ;,’
- With the exception of the one or two devices for cutting the telephone bill in
the realm of personal and business data communication, such as MCI or TY MNET, we
still think of eZlher the telephone or the mail as the basic forms of interactive

communication.] The rise of massively-stored data requires not only the document
rcriellyery systems that we have seen and heqr/d of, biit a system in which the delivery
system and the cOmmunication system are one and the same. Usually the delivery

seeing a dislocation. in those three essential pieces. We have seen a future storage
medium (the optical digital disk) which seems to hold the solutlon for the storage
problems that have plagued us since the Second World War when pr1nt on paper
finally became so inefficient that it caused us truly serious concern. We have

projected a future of real change in the devices which store ddta and the optical
digital disk i5 only one. : -

The Umversnty of Illmons applled for a patent last month for a device -which w1l’i

store data at roughly 10,000 times the density of present disk storage: I do not know

any more details-on that, but I do know that if we are getting such patents; so are
numbers of other 1nst1tutlons. While 1t will take us two to five years at least to see

the advent ¢f new devices—and that is probably true even of optical digital disks;

which may have a one- or two-year lead on the other devices—we have on the

drawmg boards other forms of data storage which may rival the optlcal digital disk

in density and abilities: . N

’I‘he problems that llbrarxes are geing to face will be s1mllar to those that we
faced in a very small way with the adventof the new recordlng devices just after the

Second World War. Most libraries I know of have somewhere in the basement a wire
recorder. It was not wrong to purchase such; it just turned out that that was not the
hardware which prevailed. The tempting solution to the problem of competlng
hardware is to do nothmg and to wait, or to place one's hope in: some national
standardlzmg agency which will provide a stralghtforward honest, and ratlonal
solution: It is pretty clear that neither posture is appropriate or reallstlc. The
content of the product _will determine what we have to purchase, whether it is the

standard one or not. That i§, if in fact the American Chemical Society decides to
publish in a partlcular format; we are going to have to buy it, whether we like it or
not, whether it is the standard or not. The increasing dlfflcultles with our own
devices for. blbhographlc control, for storage,. our problems ! with bdildings that are

already full and staffs which are not large enough to’service the‘m will probably

o -17-
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foree us to make commitments before the judgments of;’hist'orykare clear:

These changes will require & different approach to library budgeting: We have
to assumie for our budgets a five-year life or even a three-year life for most of the

devices we acguire. That; of course; is a giant change from our present system in
_Which we assume perpetual life of both the materials in the libraries and much of the

equipment used to provide access to them: catalog cards, catalog cases, ‘Cardexes,

and the like. Even the automated circulation systems, cataloging systems; and
acquisitions systems have been assumed to hayg a permanency. It has probably

always been true that we have not provided equipment for libraries in a logically

budgeted fashion. But when it comes to the new technologies that failure becomes
intolerable. ! o ;
Just as a library's "data base", the collections; are controlled by a massive

combination of peopte; catalogs; inventory systems, shelving; and buildings; we have
in the electronic world data base management systems, which are rapidly and
constantly changing. The issue is not only distributed computing but distributed data
bases, distributed data base managing, and data base machines; that is;- machines

built for data base management. The hardware is rapidly overcoming both the
economics and the technical problems of the massive data base: The management of

the data base itself will be the challenge. And it is a challenge being spoken to. by
both the vendors and the institutions which are trying to manage data bases. That
particular probiem will be so dominant that we may see the rise of computers that

are in fact designed not to do computation but to manage the data bases.

777777 The most likely telecommunications solutions will be regional or; évén more
likely; statewide and state supported, if not completely state funded.
Telecommunications systems may well be developed for a wide variety of

educational; governmental, and similar agencies in which the state or. region has a
vested interest. The problems facing the libraries in data communications are very,
very much like those facing the state police department; the register of driver's
licenses, the regulatory agencies; the highway department; the school systems,; the
health care agencies, and the economic and financial institutions. The basic

investment costs for a broadband system probably can only be handled-by somc kind
of consortium of all of the agencies: The technologi®s are not the problem. They all
seem to provide the capability.. It is rather the cost of the initial building of the
systém which seems almost insurmountable now. For individual libraries I believe
that simply working with ‘another state dgency; and especially a non-educational
agency which needs and may already have in place a data communication faecility,
_shoiilld be the first step: The agency which provides motor vehicle licensing; the
state police, or some other similar agency may provide a basic network ana the
_political alliance which will ultimately result in_the- fabrication of the needed
communication network: I believe it is incumbent on all of the members of the
Association of Research Libraries, whether they are public institutions or privatn

ones,; to start to work very closely with their state library agencies and state

libraries to begin the process of weaning ourselves away from the tetephone company.
~ The issues of centralized and decentralized networks strike me as being likely to
_ solve themselves in the process of designing new telecommunication systems, Al

least the future points very clearly to the relatively inexpensive available machinery

to store almost any of the bibliographic data and texts that we may need. The two
key problems of the development of communications and the development of the

-18-
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data base managing programs are. hardware. Some of the networks, of course, w111
by their nature be formed by the financial and political constraints that are inherent
in the institutions themselves. It seems to me there will always be a network of
federal libraries. There will be networks of publicly supported libraries . ,within a
given state because their funding comes from that state. In states whlch have an
active public library network, that network 1tself will influence the "academic
libraries that reside within the same political borders. But more lmportantly, there

communication dev1ces and concentrators that make the actual mach1ne in wh1ch a
data base resides to be as meaningless as is the place where a book or ]ournal res1des
when using an e1ectron1cally—d1rected interlibrary loan system. A data base seems to
be right inside any terminal when it is displayed there.

More lmportant, it seeins to me that «n th1s area are the problems which w111

occur with the massive distribution of personal computers and personal terminals:

The personal computer is now $600 from Texas Instruments, and no doubt after the
first of ihe year price cutting by the rival firms will follow. It is the expectation in

almost all cases that these pct‘sonal computers and personally owned terminals will

have access through telephone lines and dial-up ports to the various machines t at

the owners wish to access: OCLC has recently had to tripie the number "of dial-up

ports it has simmply because of the rise in the number of terminals available to its

“inembers. That growth is going to be small and 1n51gn1f1cant compared to the growth
that one can expect in the next two or three years as the personal computer and the

terminal become cominonplace:

country is not prepared to provnde massive amounts of dail-up ports, nor is it

prepared to design the hardware and software so that the security of the programs

and the operating systems are at least reasonable. It is my belief that almost all of

our clrculatlon systems are so vulnerable that when some 18- -year old in the

engmeermg department gets a personal computer for Christmas, he or she will,
within about an hour and a half, figure out how to erase the fines of all his frlends.

That genlus wm also probably flgure out a way ‘to order books for personal use
without us ever "knowing we  are paying for them, and perform hunidreds of other

equally outrageous activities that we cannot anticipate. AsS we are becoming more
~ dependent on computer-assisted instruction, that same persoh will figire out ways to
steal the examination electronically. I shudder when I think of the danger that the

widespread availability of personal computers is to what we have a1ways thought as,
reasonably secure and reasonably managed computer-based systems. We will .

probably have to build .a kind of dial-access interface which may screen’ both

incoming and_ outgoihg traffic to make sure.that it does not 1nterfere with the

operation of the machine itself, and this may lead to difficult questions of privacy.

As we start to use machlnes and small computers more and more; the distinction

between a publiec document and a prlvate communxcatxon will probably dlsappear. If

we write each other memos which have the same machine characteristics on the

word processors or the personal computers as the artictes we write for publication, I

fdil to see how we W111 be able to draw the distinetion: We will probably also have to

build a network of prlvate commumcatlons whieh dies or self-destructs in some way

so as to have somﬁeﬁguarantee of privacy; sinece the nature of the media will do
anythmg but guarantee that prlvacy Such a change may well require-us to think in

terms of confidentiality and privacy in an entirely different way.

—
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The policies that libraries have always worked under are going to be under
attack on a whole broad spectrum of issues; and I believe we can identify several of

them already. The first is private ownership. Even now our students really seem: to .
have a hard time telling the difference between their own institution and an
institution they ere visiting: I look at the number of visiting students in our reading
rooms on a weekend, and know the number of our.students who must be sitting in
Northwestern's library or ‘the University of Chicago's, and I cannot seem to get

geross to them that there is; in fact, a difference. If they do not recognize the
difference and the facuities that teach them do not recognize the difference, all our

efforts to make those differences explicit will probably be subverted one way or
another. - p ' -

" The rise of the OCEC interlibrary loan system, as well as the many statewide
interlibrary agreements; to say nothing of local consortium, have blurred_the

distinction of individual ownership in the minds of ‘almost all of our users. They

recognhize where books are housed but I do not think they recognize who owns them.

Furthermore, our society in general has in many ways decided that information is a

public commodity; not one owned by those who, generate it. Even though ithe
copyright laws seem to say differently, the freedom of information concept is one of
non-ownership: All of this is not yet fully explicit either legally or socially, but ‘it

seems to me that it is affecting the way our patrons act in libraries and, certainly,

as more information, books, and journals are stored electronically rather than as

physical items, that distinction will become even less apparent. It is much easier -fo

recognize that somebody owns a physical item than that onecan own the words on a
computer screen. ' '

~ The papers. for this program -all touch on some aspect of resource sharing. The
various rules that we have over the years laboriously compiled to provide both

easonable and efficient resource sharing activities will probably have to be
completely redone. Even now we see the effects of online bibliographic access in

the radical altering of interlibrary loan activities. That alteration is often in

conflict with the prctocols that have been established.

One of the more interesting effects of the rise of the new mass storage
technology is the likelihood that the various interinstitutional agreements, even

more especially the informal and unwritten interinstitutional cooperative activity,
will undergo a radical change. Most of the agreements are done within a rational

system, perhaps a political one, certainly an eaonomic one, between institutions.
They are in place to further the individual institutional goals: They are primarily

based on a conecept that suggests that in certain cases both institutions will benefit.
It is institutional benefit which has determined the cooperative agreement.

personal benefit: Individual students and individual faculty membeérs, bécause of the
nature of the system, find them to be of individual benefit, -1t may be that such
networks and such individual gain may be in conflict with the institutional goals. We
probably are going to have to start developing policies which refléct the reality of

how our patrons are reacting anc which provide our institutions the best deal

With the case of the newer technologies, there is less iﬁ’stituﬁonzg/béné'fit than

possible, rather than acting from institutional goals first. Inevitably there will have’

to be some kind of quid pro quo, but I fail to see just what it will be.

Many of us in the Association of Research Libraries will discover that the new
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techhologles that solve some of our economic and space problemf; may orowde LU
"rival" institutions the ability to competé with us directly for our students: \Iokt
likely we will sec a continuing rise in those new, aggressive, sometimes out- of—sta @

institutions compe'ing for masters degree stude'lts and professmnal students n the

areas of commerce, ¢ ducatlon, and some of the other professxons and arts: The new

technologies may be iiic electronic means-to supplgment e:,sentla ly meager'

institutional resources w1th uncontrolled access to the resources of a larger snd

more well established institutions: It seems to me that the state accredmng and

licensing agencies, as well as the reglonal assocnatlons, have to take cogmzance of

. sueh in their accredmng and hcensmg actwnty We also are probably going to have

to build procedural rules which require a firm contract between the owner or

provider of library service and the institution which is offering the degrees. Quite

often those institutions tell their students that they must make their own

arrangements; that simply will not work:

It is certamly conceivable that the research llbrary of the future may well own

no books and no ]ournals, but rather own access to a wide spectrum of materials.

I‘he measures cf the quahty of hbrary service cextamly will have to be revised and

measures of output be used rather than the measures that are so prevalent in the

ARL Statistics. The policies which are based on the status of the user; .as faculty;
student, staff, visitor; and the like; will no doubt undergo drastic revision; since I
suspect they may become unenforceable in what is clearly evolving into a self-serve
world. In some ways, some activities are clearly leading to a far.more centralized
rather than simply decentralized world. {(By the way, it is that self-serveness that I
believe is going to present us most of the problem, as we will no longer intervene
between the patron and his access. This iS most likely to be the case in online
systems. Then the controls we have traditionally imposed will just disappear.) It is
the responsibility for preservation, for instance, for indexing and cataloging, that
will probably feel most of the force towards centralization, even though they may
not all be centralizéd in Some institutions. I would think that the U.S. Book
Exchange would be an endangered species, as would the antiquarian Journal vendor.
Most likely the reprint industry would also suffer ‘sharply in a world of electronic

transmission of full text.

Lastly, we should be aware that we mav be partlmpatmg in the creation of a

whole new class of exploited people; usually women. The owners of early mills and

factones dld and said the same things that we now hear from the people who own the

massive data entry operatlons The nineteenth century photographs of rows of

women at loems seem very 51mllarrto the present photographs of rows of woimen at
termmals. [am not so sure what our responsibility in this area is; but I know it is to

not partic¢ipate in that without being cognizant of it.-

I do console myself with the thought that no matter how radically the llbl‘ﬂl‘\

world changes, and no matter how much access and availability improves; there will

always be that faculty member who forcefully points out how much better it was ten
years ago at his prevnous institution. And there will always be that student whose

dog has just chewed up the book, the mlcrof‘lche .or the computer printout.
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MORNING DISCUSSION

- MR: WE!'SH: We were just handed the results of the Survey and it proves
- something v~ probably all knew. ‘Based on attendance this morning and attention

this morning, pecple from west of the Mississippi tend to doze more than people

from east of the Mississippi. The only exception to that are the people from west of
the Mississippi who smcke. They were alert: There was an interesting sidelight—all
Canadians were alert during the whole program.: {
: ) \ ~ .
Just to recap, Don Simpson described the state of the art as he sees it and set
forth several proposals for the future. I should note that he modified his approach so
that he was talking about a journal document delivery system. Jay Lucker spoke
about the electronic journal and raised some very interesting guestioiis. Hugh
Atkinson raised a number of very interesting policy questions. v

[ wonder whether we were not just a little bit too futuristic. I discussed this

point with these g@ntlemen this morning. Don said that he did not believe that an
overnight transition was possible. But as a matter of fact, I believe we are all aware

that many of the elements of the system that he was talking about are in faet in
place. We have to remind ourselves that we have-come a long way in bibliographic

control and, even though theré is much more to be done, certain things are already
being done and the role that the Council on Library Resources is playing has been

most helpful in that regard:

| was told yesterday afternoon that on September 22 the group working on the
ADONIS Project decided to go ahead. We are in optical disk technology. It is not

even five years from now, it is cértainly not ten years from now, even though one
gets the feeling that we are talking about a ten-year. 100k down the road. We are
talking about somethirz that is going to happen to us in some way, shape; or form in
the very near term: he may not have our first optical disk until late this afternoon
but you can be doggone-sure that we are going to have it: Very soon we are going to

have to find a way to cope with it, and many of the things we discussed at the May
1982 ARL Meeting in Scottsdale are going to be problems we must address. The
bibliographic problem, the subject access problem—bow will these affect your

libraries?

 As I said -«rlier, LC ‘has signed a contract with Technicron. Technicron was
also one of the firms that was working with ADONIS, though I do-not know who

ADONIS has chosen. We must be alert to the fact that there are going to be certain

precedents established, standards probably will begin to develop, and we will be
faced with an AACR 3 down the road if we are not very; very careful. One of the
first problems we at LC have already discussed wi+h Martin Cummings of the
National Library of Medicine is that ADONIS came to us and discussed signing a

contract with us to avoid the copyright problem; working out an arrangement with us
which included the usual subscription fee for this type of service;, plus an amount
built in that would cover royalties: Now, I believe we are smart enough to realize
that we must be very careful in what we do, but probably before we can get the first
optical disk we will have to sign some sort of arrangement with ADONIS: That is
going to affect, to some extent; some of the guestions that Hugh and Jay raised this

morning without any really concerted discussion.




will have to deal w;th the N,PC If wé had done this a couple of years ago,,we,would
have manggof the things under way that we talked about this morning for the future.
It is something that we could have put in place, we could have had operational. 1
believe the Arthur D. Little Co. did us collectively a great disservice by its
commernts about waiting for the technology. There is nothing new today from what
there was two years ago. The mechanisms will change but what we inténded to set
in motion a couple of years ago could in fact be in place now. If the teehnology had
in fact ehanged, we could have simply changed with the technology, and-we could
have been solving or addressing some of the problems of interlibrary loan. I bélievé
~ we should have the courage to go ahead in some of these areas.
I assume there are qu1te a number of questlons. There is no partlcular necd to

confine your questions to the three papers or even to the background material; we
should range as w1de1y as poss1b1e in _our questions. So who is going to start?

Somebody from California who ]ust woke up, please.

MR: GRA’I TiDGE (General Electrlc Foundatlon) Would the speakers llke to

will be working with computers or other dissemination devices; and whether the
development of those systems will in faet not be prototypes for the larger ones?

,MR. ATKINSON: I do not belleve they are really prototypes. We now have a
document delivery system on a relatively massive scale; probably 12,000 or 15,000 -
items a vear, and it is carried out simply as an option on the Qagmg slip that is
generated through the circulation system and uses campus mail. It turns out that_the
level of use is not as high on the campus as I would have imagined when I first
started the system, primarily becausé most people do not decidé that they want
sométhing until they want it immediately, and they thén comeé over to thé library
and look for it. Theré is, however, a growing group who will borrow this ways;
because of distance; physical handicaps;,; or a dislike of a particular library or
librarian. Students use it in the dormitOriés;théy secem to use it on a basis that I

.

By the way, 1 have a comment on this. I believe the concentration on the
journal as a deliverable item &@s the main problem is & little suspicious. Most of us
remember, when we look at our circulation figures, that our monographs account for
about half of ~ur c1rcu1at10n, although we cannot be sure because nobody knows how
much use is madeé of the journals in the buildings. We spend about half of our
budgets on journals: When we get to mterllbrary loans, we say t somethmg llke
80 percent of our borrowmg is journals and that strikes me as methmg wrong.
Most llkely, I beheve, it _is that the ]ournals have by far the best bibliographiec

access. If the subject access to the monograph world gets anywhere near ‘as good as

the ]ournal world, then we w111 be back to the same mMiX We NOW See OVer our ~—

clrculatlon desks, and that is a different worlfd on those electronic deliveries:

MR: WELSH: If that works, I see no reason why we should not then be able to
exploit the nonprint material we have in our collections that is not exp101ted outside
of the msntutlons

MR. LUCKER: Bill, let me comment on what I call intralibrary document
delivery, which is one of my main concerns. [ believe that it is a major issue at

-~
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many large research libraries that have decentralized library systems on campuses

that are spread all over the place, not to mention units that are considerabte
distances away. One of the elements of the electronic document delivery system
' that we have been working on at MIT. ineludes an intralibrary document delivery
system: It includes the ability to Scan at a series of remote locations, transmit full
page documents to other locations; and have these documents reconstituted at the

other end almost instantaneously. The benefits obviously would be the reduction in

duplication and &lso the reduction in delivery time. So we are including in our -

proposal, for which we are presently seeking funding, not_only the ability to transmit
full page from library to library but within a library. Our model has at least four
inter-intra=MIT linkages; three on the campus and one, which would be an interesting
experiment__ applicable to other libraries, in which we are planning’ to link
clectronically the MIT campus and Lincoln Laboratory, wilich is about ten miles

away. The interesting factor there is that in the average year we provide the
Lincoln Laboratory staff with 60,000 pages of photocopy. If we can do that

electronically 1 believe we can demonstrate both technological and economic
feasibility.
Internal document detivery for a lot of us is as big a problem as external

document delivery: It has econemic implications, it has time implications; and I arm

not sure that I would say that all of the devices we might use internally are

applicable over distance: For example, we_ are looking at two .methods of -

transmitting the data. One >ne lines;
other is microwave. Microwave is exceptionally practical for transmitting this kind

ne is highspeed; leased telephone lines; 54 kilobit lines. The

of information, but it is line-of-sight. Interestingly enough, we can_transmit from
the MIT campus to Northeastern University or to the Harvard Medical Library by
line-of-sight; but we cannot transmit to Lincoln Laboratory because Belmont Hill is
in the way. We probably will not worry about ‘that initially, however. If it turned

out to be economically feasible; we could put a repeater station on top of Belmont
Hill; pick up the signal; and relay it to Lincoln very economically, though we do not
know who is living up on top of Belmont Hill at the moment.

ViR, SIMPSON: 1 cannot add a great deal to what my colleagues have said other

than to illustrate what I think is a very sericus problem in-this regard. You will note

in my paper that I purposely narrowed my topic to a bite=sized chunk of the major
issue and excluded what I would cell the internal delivery within the lLibrary or on the

campus: But one of the things that has come to my attention in the last few months
is that some of our institutions are not using the most advanced technology that is
.available for delivery of materials, or even fcr requesting those materials: While at

CRL we can bring an article halfway around the world and have it at a library in ten
to 12 days, ‘the faculty member who requested it might not come to pick it up for

three months. So the library is not wiiling to spend the money for ‘that particular
ievel of service when the user is not interested in getting it on a timely basis: Now,

there are a lot of things that one could challenge in that and ‘try to figure out just:

why it happens; but that may be & major part of the problem in internal delivery.
MR. WELSH: Thank you; Don: Quéstio'n"sf7 Pat.

MS. BATTIN (Columbia Gniversity): I have & questicn that is not exactly on the
document delivery question but on the implication for. collection development of the
ADONIS Project. Are we thinking that if, indeed, this is successful; then in the
libraries we could subseribe to the hard copy of these journals and discard them at



the end of a year, and that the costs of mamtalmng large Journal collectlons could be
transferred to paying the costs of providing this service to our users? I ask it in this

way because I do not know myself: Are we satisfied with the implication that the
control of ail of this information will pass from the university libraries to the
commercial sector? It seems to me that iS5 a major issue we have to face and I do

not have the answers.

MR. WELSH: You are right. This is one of the questions that needs to be
addressed. Ydu began with the éssumptlon—as I thmk Jay dld—-that llbram(‘s are

belleve that 1s, ,1,n fact a glven. What we are trymg to create is an a,tm,osphere
where you can sit at a terminal, call up the bibliographie information, and when you
get the citation you want, punch a key and get a copy on the screen of the data for
~which you are looking. If you want a printout, you can go through that next step
Why do you need the hard copy? Why not, for certain material, face this head on and
get rid of tne hard copy—simply do not acquire the hard copy initially?. :

MS. BATTIN My only questlon about that is scholarly habits, and whether there
is a transition period that we must go through.

\

- MR:. WELSH: You remember we talked in Scottsdale about the attitudinal
problems.

MS. B;ATTtN# That is right.

MR. WELSH: But most people in & major library are not comfortable commg in

and using microfilm for newspaper where you dc not keep ‘the originals?

VOICES: No.
~ MR: WELSH: You say no. COlleétiveiy you say no? I said newspapers:. Do you
still say no?

MS. BATTIN: 1 would say that with scientific information, there is a lot of

scanning_of the current year publication; not if you are doing citation work or
historical work; but rather the new things coming out. I do not know. I just raise
this as a questlon that we must consider.

'MR. WELSH: I beheve, as Jay suggests, we are doubling our costs and; as a

matter of fact, probably more than doubling, by considering acqiiring both the hard

copy and the optical disk. As has been suggested and we will talk about -this in a

moment, if there is a royalty payRient built into the cost of the optical disk; then

you wou'ld be paying for more than double the cost. We must consider this very

Lalefuhy and try to work around the attltudlnal problems. At LC, all of our current

newsbpapers right now are retamed on mierofilm. There are only some that are now

in the original and we are trying to eliminate that practice:

MS. BATTIN: But the second ifﬁﬁiiéétiéﬁ, Bill, is that the responsibility and

» ownership of the scholarly information: for the natten moves from the university, the

scholarly eommunity, to the commerclal com munity: Are we'ready to accept that?

MR. WELSH: I do not know.
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MR. MecDONALD (University of Connecticut): I thought that was the important
part of the question. As usual, Pat has anticipated me. 1 would like to ask if Diek
Chapin is here?

MR:. WELSH: No, I do not see him.
' MR: MéDONAbb If not, that makes me the elder statesman of thé ARL and,
believe me, I am feeling my age this morning as I listen to you all. The whole tone

of our discussion is different from what it used to be.

| believe that Pat has hit the nail on the head. This question of the ownership of

the scholarly records and the bibliographic apparatus is a crucial one. With scholarly
societies abdicating. and the eommercial publishers taking over many of their
journals; with the advent of slectronic publishing, and; presumably, with the profit
motive dictating whether a journal will continde or not, we ..ave a very different
kind of situation in the world ahead. That applies to the bibliographic_citations,

which are now in databases, not a part of the public sector; and that applies to the
LC shelf list. There are quite a.number of things and we have begun not yet to look

at where this takes us. 1 would dommend to your attention & paper on some of these

issues written by Basil Stuart-Stubbs.*

 What I hear here is that we are talking about articles that are eight to ten pages
in tength; we are talking about ADONIS or_we are talking abouf ARTEMIS; we are
talking about document delivery at MIT between one laboratory and another. It used

to be that at the ARL we had some concern gbout the humanities ‘and social
sciences. I know that is old fashioned; we do not think in those terms any longer.
But [ would like to ask our panelists whether everything that they have said today
applies equally in the various segments of the scholarly record.

You see, 1 did have a questicn after all, Bill.

\

MR. WELSH: Thank you, dehn. Who wants to handle that? Jay.

MR. LUCKER: I will try. You have a very good point, John. My own
perception is that science and technology will be first because of two reasons. One

is the escalating cost, the other is the nature of the fields in which speed of
communication may-be more important than accuracy of information. It is clear, if

you look around, you are’going to see that most of the emphasis is on science and
technology: My own feeling is that the speed with which diseiplines adopt electronic
publishing will be in direct proportion to the ratio of thie importance of journals to
monographs. Therefore; the second field will be the social sciences and the
humanities will be the last field in which you will see electronic publishing adopted

because of the low ratio of journals and the generally lower per title subseription
rate. '

But once this thing catches on, 1 have a very strong feeling that this is not a

zero sum game in terms of the publishers' perceptions: They are not in this for love.

.

* Stuart-Stubbs; Basil, "Scholarly, Communication and the New Information Order,"
Canadian Journal of Information Seience 6 (1981): 109-21.
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They see this not only as an adoption of new technology but as increased profits. For
example, Comtex is selling stock on the stock exchange—people are.buying anything
and $6 million dollars worth of stock was sold. People aré not buying that because
they love libraries. They see it as a great potential for increased profits. So 1

capltal is going to be more ,eV1dent It will be slow, but I bélieve that over t1me, it
“will hit every field for which we are responsible.

MR WELSH But I do not belleve, John, that 1t 1s really fa1r to blame/

going to happen tomorrow. When LC began the second catalog1ng—1n—pub11catlon
(CIP) experiment, we na1vely thought we were going to get manuseript copy. This
was ten years ago, and we were told, as a matter of fact, that word processing
equlpment was hecessary. (We did not call it word processing equipment ther, but

manuscrlpts were prepared in that fashlon) The proecess began many,. many years

ago, and I beleive it began W1thout regard to whether material was scientific or not.

As a matter of fact; I beleive it was totally in your particular field: But the point I

would like to make is that our interest in optical disk technology 1s to preserve the

record, not to let it be destroyed

MR. McDONALD: Bill; I do not blame the publishers. I commend them: They
are doing things that we should have done. B beheve, though that when scholars  lose

or not—this has some serious lmphcatxons that we just have not faced: 1 believe that

is one of the thmgs Pat was saying. No, I do not blame the publishers for being
-opportunistic—that is in the nature of the beast:

MR. ATKINSON: John, I do not believe you have to worry about the American
Chemical Society (ACS). Whether that is really scholarly ownership or not I suppose
is debatable,; but they are not likely to let go of control. I do not believe ADONIS
presents much of a threat in that field. I believe that ACS w.ll continue to dominate
it and will probably own it.

By the way; I believe that the humanities may be one of the earller full text
‘areas.

MR. WELSH: Yes, right.

MR ATKINSON- Because, after all, it is the machlne—readable text 1tself not
the scholarly publication, that presents an opportunity for further scholarly analysis.
We now know that many of the concordances, say of the classncs, are produced using
Cornell's quick indexing features. We have online availability of those texts. The
Shakespeare canon, the basie clau51cal canon, are already in machine-readable form

and most of the 18th century plays in the British and American literature will be

there in the not too far distant future.

MR. STROWD (Duke Umver51ty) Don Slmpson mentloned somethnng that

reminded me of a thought I have had about the faculty member who comes in and

picks up the 1tern that he ordered on ILL three months earlier—or maybe does not

come in at all; even though he has been alerted to the fact that the item is there:

One of the concerns that we have about all of thxs is cost; and costs are o'eared to

volume I wonder if we really know or if we perceive the usefulness cf the material




that we handle. 1 say this because of Don's remark; and because, from my own
experience, and T am sure all of you have observed this, you Know what happens when
vou reduce the costs for in-house photocopying. Everybody goes wild and copies

everything they get their hands on and then you see it in. the trash can ten minutes

later: Or in the case of interlibrary loan, photocopies come in and people do not pick

them up, or when they do you see the copies a little while later in the trash can
beside a carrel. What I am saying is that we do not know to what extent the
material that we furnish by whatever means is really used. I sometimes wish that we

had some way to screen effectively the need for material and the use to which it is

put. Of course, this would be impossible or very diffi~ult. Bu‘ it does afféct what

we do and it affects cost very decidedly. \e

MR. WELSH: David Ladd, the Register of Copyrights, has a question.

~ MR. LADD (Library of Congress): I would like to ask a couple of questions

about questions which have been raised, and I ask that no inference be made from
these questions about what my position might be: My questions rélate to losing
possession of the literature and to scholarly habits.

On the first question we have, of course, and have had for decades as a part of
our copyright law: the requirement of deposit in the Library of Congress as &
condition of protection. Now, whatever the modality selected, if we achieved public

possession in the Library of Congress or ‘another central repository that made it
impossible fur the supplier of a commercial service like ADONIS to suppress or

destroy the record, would that >e an adequate safeguard to meet the concern that

private control could be used for censorship or any other purpose inimical to the
scholarly diseourse and com m.unity?

My second guesticn relates to whether the alternatives are reliance solely upon

the electronic data base or reliance upon fhe electronic data base plus the
acquisition of hard copy.. I wonder whether there is not a third possible

alternative—reliance upon the electronic data base and the circulation not of a hard
copy, but rather; circulation of an expanded abstract-like index? 1 ask this because
I scan the table of

in the journals in my fields to which I personally subscribe, 1 scan U
contents to see two things: is there an article here in my area of interest or is there
an author heré whose work I am interested in following. One could do that on the

basis of an expanded abstract-like index and then rely upon the electronic data base.

MR. WELSH: Pat or John, do you want to answer the first part about the copy
that would be depositec in the Library of Congress, in those instances where the

pubiisher produces both the hard copy and the electronic form?

MS. BATTIN: There is a lot her2 that really has to be thought out. I am
concerned not only about the control or the possession of the information hut about
the servicing of it. I say this from the experience that 1 have had in the last couple
. of months. There are a lot of costs involved with providing information to the
scholarly community. Many of us in the library profession are just beginning to
understand how great those costs are, because they are hidden in many ways by the
kinds of subsidies that we have employed in the past and the way we have provided
information. The temptation is very great to add a little bit here and a littiz bit

there, what the market wili bear, etc., etc., and 1 believe the cost is great even for

those of us in the nonprofit sector. That is alll am saying:
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When you then talk about movmg into the commercial sector, where there is not

the sympathy for the fmal obJectlveS, we will be into an environment where we have

lost control of the economics of this whole activity. The fact that there is the copy

in the Library of Congress is a very fine safeguard, but the question is whether you

would be prepared to provide some k1nd of a service to the scholarly community for

the people who did not want to pay, if a monopoly has charge of providing access to
that information.

Because ,I always seem to cause controversy when I get into these dlscuss1ons,
let me just go a little bit further and talt: briefly about the-=  ~

MR: WELSH: Are you going to become more controversial?
- (Laughter)

MS. BATTIN: [ just want to use as an example the misunderstanding about the
Eighteenth-Century Short Title Catalogue (ESTC) charges. I know this is going to be
discussed more fully at the next ARL Board Meeting but thls is a case in point, it
seems_to me. The British Library has assessed a surcharge that has nothlng to do
with the way we provide that servire here in the United States. That surcharge is
justified on the basis that the British Library needs those funds to contlnue domg

what it _is doing. Does it or does it not? All 1 am saymg is that when you get

involved in this kind of thing you can set any kind of rationale for what you haye to

generate in income in order to continue to prov1de the service. I beheve those are

serious questions that we must consider before we lose control of this process.

MR. WELSH Another example is our concern about Umversxty Microfiims

hoidlng so much of the negative or master copy microfilm. I am still not satisfied
that we have an answer to that.

MS. BATTiN: That is exactly th= same thing:

MR WELSH Yes, it 1s 1ndeed. Let me remind you, though of somethlng 1.C.

said at Scotts*lale. As far as we Were concerned and you were concerned; we were

- using two app.xcatlons. One was mass deacidification; We said to ourselves that we

knew there were certam materials that we wanted to keep in the original format

and, therefore; we had this solution. We also knew instinctively, we hoped, tlat

there were other categoiies of materials, formats, that we d1d not need to keep in

the original, this area being a good example.

If you have mlerofxlmed a newspaper at Columbla and thrown away the or1g1na1
did you lose something in the process? I gather from what you aad John said—

MR. WELSH: Thank you. ’fhen straighten me out, please; John:

MR. McDONALD: I will see if I can find & simple example. I have Phitip
MeNiff here; who, out of his Boston perspective; may be able to help me: A
scholarly society based at Harvard published Journal A. It no longer felt it could

afford to do that, but John Wiley decided that it could publish that journal: Okey so
far?
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MR. WELSH: Yes. Go vary slowly though; will you?

MR. McDONALD: Fine: Credit to Jonn Wiley for taking this risk. On down the

line, however, John Wiley discovers that they made a mistake, that this is indeed not

a profitable journal. They are ruled by a somewhat different ethic than the scholarly
society based at Harvard University and they decide to close that journal out. Now;

_ that is what I mean by scholars losing control of their record.
MR. WELSH: Right: Do you want to say something Jay?

~ MR. LUCKER: 1 wanted to answer the second part of Mr. Ladd's question about
the substitution of abstracts: I said in my paper that it is essential, if there is going
to be electronic publishing; that there be an intermediary form to alert people as to

what is available; and that synoptic tables of contents or extended abstracts are
important. I believe they have to be timely, they have to be subjec! oriented, though
not necessarily journal by journal—that would be very cumbersome. But it would be

useful if we could get collective synoptic abstracts distributed, collectively
focused—an extension, for example, of Current Contents. What is wrong with
Current Contents is that, whilé it is very good as an alerting device, the next stepis
to go to the journal itself and scan the article. You do not have that anymore. You

are going to need a more substantive intermediary form that says this is what this is -
about, to tell you if it is worth going through that next step of réquesting the

electronic journal. Tables of contents alone—and I would say even _current
author-prepared abstracts—are inadequate: We are going to have to develop a new

mechanism. I used to believe that the computer could do this for us. In fact, there
were some experiments in the 1950s at IBM on automatic abstracting. But as a

minimum the author or Scmebody is going to have to prepare a more detailed

abstract that tells me whether that article is sufficiently important to me to go to
the next step of requesting the full article. The abstract indexing ‘service will

provide similar service but we are still aware that there is a time delay:

invention. I would argue that it is not a substitute for the ultimate article, it is an
intermediary device. :

You are guite right that this change in publishing format reguires a new

MR. WELSH: We have time for two more guestions.

cconiomics of journal publishing; specifically the question of libraries subsidizing
journal publishing through the much higher subsecription rates that are charged to
libraries than to individuals. We did an analysis at the University of New Mexico and

MR. VASSALLO (University of New Mexico): I have a question concerning the

discovered that 35 percent of the journals we subscribed to charge av much as five
timés more for institutional subseriptions than for personal subscriccions. How do

you see this being changed by electronic journal publishing?
MR. LUCKER: Not at all.

~ MR. SIMPSON: Let me meke one brief comment. The prices for journals are

really market driven: You are paying what in effect you are willing to pay, even
though you do not like what you are paying. In order to get out of that, it has to be
expressad that you are incapable of paying or unwilling to pay that higher price. Yet
the market will still drive it: You are the market. If that is circular reasoning, it is

'/
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sorted out once we see what the real costs are, as the h1dden costs become less
hidden and more obvious, But I am not really certain that type of phenomenon is
going to be changed at all’ by movement over to a different type of process:

MR. WEDGEWORTH (Amerlcan Library Association): Just a comment and a

question. I would like to emphasizé some of the policy issues that Hugh laid before
us; because it seems to me that, as we go along, the-technology is still going to be
the driving force, with service and economies as the primary beneflts. The real
problem is how you can insure against those risks that we assume in taking any
particular technology at any partlcular point in time:

In that regard I wou1d like to emphas1ze what Bill sald earller. We are gomg to

have to take some risks if we are going to move forward, and many of the questlons

that have been raised about access and ownershlp gre indeed very complex questlons

that we will not be able to answer satisfactorily for the future. It reminds me of the

story abouvt the fellow who was convicted of trying to steal the king's horse, and,

pleadlng for clemency, said he vvould teach e kmgs horse how to speak if given a
year s reprieve. The klng was stunned by IS and granted the request but the

"Well there are a number of options. I may dxe, the king may d1e the horse may d1e,
or I may teach it how to speak:" :

AS we look forward to the risks that we are taking, thé quéstion 1 would ask is
do you believe we are using the leverage of the total library community, of all who
wxﬁ benefxt from these technotoglcal developments to guard. agamst some of the

using that leverage to produce greater economlc advantages for the communlty as.a
whole by bargaining for lower rates from, say, the telecommumcatlons services and

the like?

MR. WELSH: I would say eategoricaiiy no, we are not that well mobilized as
yet. We hope to be.

Thank you all.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

AFTERNOON DISCUSSION

[Following the morning dicussion, meeting attendees divided into
disciissiol: groups to consider document delivery and potential ARL actions
in five contexts: economies, technology, copyright, infrastructure, and
teleccommunicstions. A resource person was assigned to ezch group to
provide specific expertise and to insure the most informed discussions

possible.]

~ MR. GOVAN: [n this session w2 want to reap the benefit of this morning's
discussion groups: There are common themes that run through s8] the group topics,
éind therefore we hope that you will not hesitate to ask guestions or make comments,
even if the topic being reported on was not the one assigned t» the group you
attended: The people reporting on the cassions are not going to be exhaustivc ahout
what went on within the meeting; ‘we wnuld like general discussion of the issues
raised so we can benefit from those cross-topical themes. The whole point of this
exercise has been to focus our attention and salert us to some issues that are

becoming increasingly immmediate. Therefore, we should not expect 1o arrive at any

specific answers or asonelusions, but, rather; to get the full benefit of considering

these ideas and perhaps in the end to make some suggestions on how ARL might

prepafe to meet these issues as they become more immediate.

i am indebtéd to those who led the group discussions and particularly to those
who have volunteered--or been coerced—into reporting on the sessions at the
meeting this afternoon. We thought that the most logicsl sequence would be:
tachnology, . télecommunications; copyright, economics, - and  finally, _ the
infrastructure. In line with that, our first report will be from Calvin Boyer, who is
representing the three groups that considered the technology question.

MR.-BOYER (University of California, Irvine): We librarians in the groups may .
have bested the econ-mists, for our three groups produced nine besic pressing
recoinmendations on technology. Our groups agreed that there is & scarcity among
us of téehnical information and, to a lesser extent, 8 limited amount of more basie

theoretical information or conceptual information about technology.

After hearing in Scottsdale* and again ‘this morning about optical disk
technology, a basic question posed in cur group was: When does one make the
decision to go with the new equipment, specifically in our group's case, the cptical
disk technology? Our resource person had g very simple answer: not yet, aithough
the Library of Congress is pressing ahead and we are certainly incéebted to them for
their research and development. For us as library directors, the opportunity to go

out and buy a system which we can afford is a little way down the pike. Our

resource person described very briefly a potential optical disk “technotogy
configuration in the $20,000 price range: & scanner; a printer; and i controller: Yet,

although pieces or components of that configuration are available in the marketplace,

* See "New Preservation Technologies: Report from the Librarv of Congress:" In

in Service to Scholarship; Minutes of the 100th Meeting." Washington, D.C..
Association of Research Libraries, 1982: : :
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our resource person underlined the great desirabilit: » turnkey System, one sold
and maintained by a manufacturer. . :

It _was very difficult for all three groups in technology not to spill over ‘into
other areas, whether it be economics or telecommunications. So I want to limit the

observations or recommendations that we made basically to a more narrow focus, if 1
can.

Our three groups felt collectively that it was important that ARL enhance its
own position so that we may assume a more central role in poliey-making as it -
develops with respect to technology and information transfer. Close on the heels of
that recommendation—that the Association maintain and enhance its role in
colicy-making—oné groiip suggested very clearly, very strongly, that standards for
technology be developed in advance of use. ARL must take a lead in emphasizing
the oritical nature of compatibility. We can forestall some of the problems; another
sroup noted, by publicizing technological developments within our respective '

iibraries, whether that be through a communication medium like the Chronicle of
Higher Education or other possible avenues reaching academic decision-makers.

All of the three groups noted that there is a tendency on the part of the college
or university president to suggest that our library of today will not exist in the Year
2000. Yet there is a healthy skepticism; I believe, on most of our parts, that indeed
much of what we see in our library will continue to exist, although incremental
changes will occur, and tec inology wili enhance our opportunities and our role within -
the university and within tiie research community to deliver information. Certainly,
surfacing more than once was that nagging question: If a user can acquire a terminal
which can be linked to a deta base; is there'really a need for a library as a middle
person? I believe it is quite practical for one engineer or one sciéntist o construct a
data base and effectively retrieve from that data base one of 25 or 50 papers when
the same person is both building the data base and retrieving materials from it. AS
the data base grows; however, and the person inputs materials unfamiliar to him or
to her, the researcher encounters the very essence of what librarianship is about and
has been since its very early days. - N

Other matters of concern or récommendations: that ARL foster a move on the
part of library education to put squarely in the middle of the curriculum the impact
of technology upon libraries in its many forms; that there needs to be a thorough,
ongoing examination- of the changes in the structure of libraries as technology

develops—in whatéver form it taxes—in our many libraries; that AREL; through its
efforts, identify those other agencies who could bring about the recognition that this
concern which we address is indeed a national priority—its applications, its
ramifications go far beyond the walls .of the library. Thus a specific
recommendation growing out of one group was that we identify means by which the .
Association can cause various governmental agencies and other communities within
onr nation to recognize the centrality of this probiem to the welfare of the nation. »
- j

~ The last recommendation or concern that was common among the groups was
investigating the impact of technclogy upon scholarship, a question which was raised

this morning by more than one speaker.

I certainly welcome comments from the other discussion leaders in this group of

three, if I have overlooked something:
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~ MR. GOVAN: I was interested in that idea of standards before we begin to use
the hardware:. I am not sure how you do that. Have you got any ‘ight tc¢ throw on
that activity? '

MR. BOYER: As recorder, I am thankful that that idea came up in one of the

other groups: Margaret or Kaye; can you address that?

- MS: GAPEN (University of Alabama): That comment came from my group and
it camc from one of our noniibrary people: I would like to ask him to talk about it as

he had a very pithy quote that he used to support his point.

~ MR. GRATTIDGE (General Electric Foundation): My gquote was that the
American approach to standards is to let 1,000 flowers grow and then chodse one of
them:

(béughter)

~ You only have to note color television, records, and videotape. Other countries -
do not dc it that way; the Japanese consider in advance what it is they are trying to
do rather than choosing afterwards:

MR. GOVAN: .I wonder if you could respond as a representative of tiie industrial
side of things. Weé have often been inhibited by the fact that we did not believe the
library market had sufficient clout to swing any weight with industry. What would
be your opinion about that? '

~ MR. GRATTIDGE: Let ine make a disclaimer. I would hate to think tha* that is
considered a business point of view, particularly on standards. I believe the library is
big business. That is why all these manufacturers are now looking at you and why
the comiiercial people iiave got into the business. Information is now valuable; and

we have five years to do something about it. I say five years because that is the
period of time during which Baby Bell must stay out of offering information services
at a price; Bell has siready indicated its interest in that kind of activity. Sol would

think that the time scate is clearly set. :

‘MR: LUCKER: Let me point out what is already obvious to most of you, what

has happened in such previous technologies as microimaging; the number of different
kinds of microformats; the number of kinds of readers and printing equipment. Let

me also point out what has happened with online ‘data bases. Look at your onlire
searching operations and see the number of code books, the number of manuals, the
number of different systems that are required to access the different data bases. If

we want to let that happen again, it will.

- Now, there sre two kinds of standardization we are ta king about. One is
equipment standardization. If you are going to have to access different kinds of
optical dises or different Kinds of machine systems, just think of what it would mean

to have 19 different terminals and 189 different readers. But there is also software

compatibility, such things as machine languages and protocols. 1 agree with Walter

[Grattidge] that while we may not be the biggest business, the biggest market, we
are not the smallest market any more either. We have to stop apologizing for our
size and start exercising some of our influence. We represent not only ARL

libraries, we represent the whole library community—special libraries, public
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libraries. We also represent the tremendous world of scholarship and scholars who
are going to use this material either throush us or on their own.

We do have a tremendous amount of clcut and I believe we should start talking
with a collective voice. Otherwise; we will repeat the sins of the past. Look in your
microreproduction reading rooms, look at your online searching operations to see
what the results have beén. 1 arg not sure we will be successful, but | believe it is
worth an investment of our time now. This is the foot in the door. If we wait a year
o' two; we will be back at the starting point. | would not gdarantee success, but
believe aftér énough experience we Kkrnow what the mistakes were in the past, 1

beliéve it is worth a try for ARL, along with other lnbrary organizations. It has
importance rot only for technology, but also for economics, our own economics, I
believe it is worth the investnient of our time:

VIR WFLSH (lerary of Congress) An opposmo view. | too do not belicve we

ought to comimnit all the sins of the past, except some which I enjoyed very much.
(Luughterj

Ihe strength of this great nation of ours; however, does not stem from cr cntmgf
the standard in advance: And I shudder tc think what would happen, even among

frlends here, if the lerary of (ongrpss suddenly decided it was going to impose a
standard in advance: I believe a standard must evolve. We ought to be conrscious of

the hlgh phge we pay for nonstandardization, but the strength of this great country

lies in the reverse.

- MR. GOVAN: Thank you, Calvin. The next topic is teleécoinmunications.
Charles Churchwell wilt report for that group.

MR. CHURCHWELL: The telecommumcatlon group; with thc assistance of its

resource person, came to the conclusion very early inwour discussions thit the
consent decree which dudge Green announced _some weeks agc has created an
enormous amount of confusion and yncertainty. The group recommends that because
- of the confusion and because of the lack of adequate information to arrive at any
meaningful conclusions, ARL shoula do at least three things very quickly.

Slnce as whatever t‘1e end result is, research llbrarnes would still like to

communicate with each other and their patrons as cheaply as possnble,rARL should

assign telecommunications a top priority. It should do that by either creatmg 7
standing committee or rearranging the conf'guratlon SO that this topiec can be

assigned to an existing task force. That should be a top prlonty Secohd, if our

group could be considered a microensm of the entire organization, we betieve very

strongly that ARL should develop an educational approach of some kind; set up a

mechanism by which we all can gain a bett%r ‘understanding of all the aspects of
telecommunications. Thlrd and perhaps most important of all, ourgrpup cencluded
that ARL must take whatever action is necessary to formulate and articulate a

poliey position on telecommunications. The group believes very strongiy that action

shotild be taken in cooperation with other orgamzatlons, eSpeclally those in higher

educaticn. These, tnen, are the specific recommendatlons whieh came out of our
group. :

One of our resource persons was unable to participate, but he has agreed to
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share with us now some comments that might facilitate our discussions. So before
w#s open our discussion; I would like to ask Joseph Ford to comment on
telecommunications and libraries.

' MR. FORD (CAPCON): Thank you, Charles. I am the Director of the CAPCON

Library Network, & network that provides OCLC and other system services to 47°
libraries in the Baltimore-Washington area, including two ARL libraries: My

apologies to the telecommunications group; as I arrived later this morning than I
planned.

I would like to support the. three recommendations of the teleccmmunications

group. They are sensible, valuable,. and, I believe, probably urgent. Judge Green's
consent decree of August 24, 1982, left several issues unanswered: the policy of the

American Telephone & Telegraph (AT&T) breakup and the eventual effect on all of
us who use telecommunications for bibliographic transmission, for patron search;, for

assistance in serving our scholarly. research com munity. That consent decree left a
large number of. organizations as potential commentators on any eventual
settlement: The 109 or 110 organizations who have filed to comment on future
developments would beé wonderful allies for the Association of Research Libraries.
And I would think in that event, Charles Churchwell's comments just now about

looking for other organizations as allies is right on the button.

Another point that we all are facing, I believe, and perhaps not knowing it; is

that the divestiture plans which come out of the consent decree are being created
right now. Some of the analysts in Washington who have been following this issue
say that they expect the original or a first cut of a divestiture plan as early as

January of next year. That means that ali of us who are interested in this issue have
to be ready to look at it, examine it; analyze its impact on us, and be prepared to get
ourselves on the record as soon as possible. We are likely to see the private sector,
AT&T and the Bell System operating companies which will be spun off, become ve'y,

very powerful. And again I emphasize the points: Get on top of it, find out what is
happening, organize yourselves; and find and make alliances with some friends who

are already working on the issue.

 MR. GOVAN: Could you, Joe, answer the -juestion of what the role of the
Faderal Communications Commission is going to be in all of this? Will they be able

to provide any restraint on what may oceur whén this empire breaks up?

4

MR. FORD: Well, that is.a good question. First of all, when Congressraun V. r*h

withdrew his telecommunications legislation, the by now infamous H.R: 5153, which

would have given a great deal more consumer-oriented thrust to the breakup, he said
that he would bring it back. (That legislation was popular in the House except among
a group of legislators who believed that the breakup would. affect their

constituencies.) He withdrew -that in July of this year because of the lobhying

efforts that were-under way. But he promised to come back after re-clection in
January and put this legislation back on the table: Judge Green's decisicn appears to

give some states and local organizations more oversight; and that is why
Congressman Wirth said he wanted to see a larger federal role in this area. H. R.

5158, as it was proposed, would reserve for the Federal Communications Commission

a good deal of oversight. But we’ are rizht in the eye of the storr just

-36~

[y

“



now and the exact thrust and the exact shape of things are not very well known:

MR. McDONALD (University of Connecticut): I am struck by the difficulty of

educating ARL directors. And I wondered if the group would share with us some of
their thoughts on how this might be done, who might do it, or the best means for
bringing us the word.

- MR. CHURCHWELL: I wduld just like to say that sometimes identifying the
problem is the most difficult part. The work that the program committee did in
pulling this meeting together, in_getting out to'us as mueh information as they did
before thls _meeting; is a step in the rlght direction. I would hope that at some ARL
k,nowledgeable people can work with us in sma]ler groups over,long periods of time so
that we can cover all of these issues. Whether that would be feasible or not, I do not
know, but I think it would be helpful. :

MR. GOVAN: Thank you, Charles. The next’ issue is copyrlght. Ed Holley, will
be reportlng\

MR. HOLLEY (University of North Carolina): It is at least comfortlng to know
that not only library school deans and faculties need to be educated, but that ARL
directors need tn be educated, too.

(Laughte'r)

When I left the program thlS mornmg,rl was comforted by Hugh Atklnsons

remark that copyrlght is a non-issue. And thenI looked at the people who were to be
in our discussion group and I knew it was an issue.

(Laughter) | .

There was generally a consensus; I believe, that we must solve the copyrlght

problem; it will not go away. We cannot afford another bloody battle such as the one
we went through to get the Copyright ‘Revision Act of 1976: I believe there was a
consensus, although I am sure not unanimous, that we should move on from old

issues.

publlshlng commumty, partlcularly the Assocnatlon of American Publlshers‘ (AAP)
response to_the King Research Report- for the C-opyrlght Offlce. AAP in - essence

to jom the Copyrrght,Clearance Center, 2) ,to, adopt & more restrlcted deflmtlon of
systematic reproduction, 3) to put a copyright in the circlé on every copy. 4) to
eliminate the CONTU_ guidelines on fair use, and 5) to tighten the rules on
photocopying serials. The suggestion was made that if we do not at least enter
discussion on those issues, it is very likely we will be back in the legislative arena
addressing them there. There does seem to be a need to find some kind of
accommodation.

I believe a key recommendatlon mlght be that wc talk with publlshers to ask if

this perceptlon of thelr stand is indeed correct and to try to establish sdme kind of
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dialogue. There was a suggestion that maybe this ought to be done with a small

group of people; and I would add from my personal point of view, maybe an entirely
different cast of characters-on both sides. . /’ '

o : L . S
" Does the medium make.a differeneerin dealing with copyright?’ I believe there
is a general agreement that yes, ‘the mediym does make a difference when you begin
to talk about technology and document delivery as it involves ownership of literary

property: One of our members said that DIALOG has just announced full text

Q.Varilabirli;g%jﬁdf so forth, and it was pointed out that the move to th: new
technological systems probably means payment at point of use.. That is a different

" kind of stance from ours; as you may recall; our colleague Hugh .Atkinson said this
morning that he thought we would continue to do it at point of origin. Our group was

not at all convinced that that was going to be viable in the: future, with the

technology that will be available. The ownership of the object, despite the fact that
we seem not inclined to deal with it; will still be a problem and very much a problem

if you get into the royalties of paying for copies that come over your terminal, &s in
the case of DIALOG in its full text. That is already heré and we will deal with it and
we will be paying for it.

~ One of the other suggestions was that we need an inventory of the copyright
issues posed by the new technology; that needs to be undertaken as quickly as

possibtes

~ With regard to the ARL involvement, we suggested iigé;ijﬁéﬁkeéhtiiié Director:
of ARL continue to spend lots of time on copyright, whatever may be her personal
inclination, and that some members of ‘this Association, along with other

associations, continue tc be involved with that issue. In addition, some of the things
that this group has to bring to the discussion of that issue; of a whole series of issues
in relationship to the copyright problem, are: that it represents user group needs and
does speak for a user group, that it does have strong relationships with the scholarly
community, that it can d:-al with the issues of the learned society publications which

emphasize dissemination of information for the good of scholarship and not
necessarily for the money involved.

" So the final summing up is that ARL must continue to monitor the dnvelopments
in the copyright area as it involves technology, to work with interested parties, and

to try to reach gvréfsbIUtiOn',OfS'ome,of, these issues. I am fairly sure I have not
covered everything, but that is the gist of it.

MR. GOVAN: Any comments, questions? Thank you, Ed. The next topic is
economies: Richard Talbot will report.

MR: TALBOT (University of Massachusetts): As you may. imagine; many of the

things we talked about have glready been touched upon. But the most general
conelugion; I believe, that we reached in the discussion on economics is that many of

the issues we face can be best addressed by creating an economic and planning model

which, together with the assumptions needed to create it, would serve as a vehicle to

influence the schotarly community, to educate our own administrations—maybe even

to educate ourselves; and to facilitate coherence in library. planning within the
university planning. structure. Consequently, we urge ARL to begin promptly. the
development of and swiftly conclude an economic and planning model; preferably in

conjunction with some elements of the scholarly community.
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77777777 Flowing from this should:be specific initiatives for action. One, for example,

might be that we would urge CREL to play an active role in ADGNIS—llke 1n1t1at1ves

and, with the aid of ARL; to be more active in facxhtatlng resource sharlng and

document dehvery We believe it is especiaily important for ARL to take 1n1t1at1ves

to insure permanency of materials produced electronlcaily only, we are assuming

that libraries will contmue to play a role in this: Perhaps someth‘lng like this mlght
evolve into a bigger and ‘better ERIC. In conjunctlon with this plannlng role, we
believe that ARL should set up a policy plahming group which might assist in creating
the model and in mon1tor1ng its continued implementation:

. In a harrower sense; we. believe that ARL needs to take a more active role in
intéractin'g with publishers. We should do this a5 soon as possible in order to avoid an
acrimonious situation like copyright, although perhaps these things are 1nseparab1e
from copyrlght

- Finally, semeone raised the 'q'uéstion of who has the responsibiiity for paying for
all of this: the library, the consumer, or the user?

I hope that falrly sums up what the groups talked about. If it does not; piease
correct me, anyone out there.

MR GOVAN Any comments or questlons from others? Thank you, Richard.
Finally, Joan Chambers will report on the infrastructure.

MS. CHAMBERS (Univeristy of California, Riverside): I am reporting for two

groups. Both groups discussed a very wide range of topics, many of which have
already been mentloned by the fnrst four reporters. It was, evident at least in my
group_ that the merr‘bers had read the background documents and were conversant

with top1cs and I would like to reiterate what Charics said about the benefit of
having this information in advance:

Interestmgly enough when the discussion 1n the separate groups focused on what

mlght be the appropriate role for ARL, each grfoup 1ndependent1y recognized that an

infrastructure already ex1sts to accommodate document delivery: More accurately,

each of our libraries is involved in a number of overlapplng and mtertwmlng
infrastructures; It was suggested that the most constructive action ARL could
currently take is first to identify more accurately the problems with or failures of

the current infrastructure; and then to address these probiems: This might be
accomplished, first of. all; by structuring our surveys related to interlibrary loan and .
document delivery in such a way that the problems and failures can be more readtly
identified. Second, through the Association's Interlibrary Loan Committee, we could
develop and support policies and protocols that would result in the most favored and
most liberal treatment of ARL libraries. We could extend priority in responding to
mémber libraries and agree to standardization of pOIiciés and protocols which would
been ,agreed to,by the”RLGwllbrarles,ln relatlon ,to 1nter,11brary, loan. They, are
certainiy more liberal than the ALA interlibrary loan policy. These suggestions,
however, were not intended to preclude charging for interlibrary loans.

_ The advances in technology are likely to evolve within the existing
infrastructure. The groups believed that whatéever improvements we can colléctively
agree to will facilitate document delivery both immediately and after this
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evolution:

1 would like to invite either Donald Koepp, who chaired the other group, or

mempe-s of both groups to add whatever they might like to about the discussion.

MR. KOEPP (Princeton University): Let me just report on my attempt in_the

group I was in; which I do ot think worked very well, to try to focus on the whole

question of why we fail. It is conceivabie that we exaggerate the degree of failure.

But even if you agree that there is failure, we do not seem to have any clear notion

of why. We seem to feel that the only thing that is going to solve our problems is
the identification of new structures: We kept coming back to the fact that we have

already invented and developed and founded and established and funded a rather,

considerable number of structures: So why is the solution to the problem always the
invention of a new structure? Well, it i3 probably because we cannot identify very

clearly why the existing ones fail.

. We did discuss some aspects of that in_the sense that libraries as organizatiens
afe bureaucracies viith built-in problems with regard to work flow., We did discuss,
to some extent, the proprietorship that seems to grow up around_the instruments
that we develop, that they are regarded as provinces of particular subgroups of
libraries and it is very difficult to reach across those lines: But it seems to be &
question we do not want to address. And yet I am convinced that it is important to
address that issue:

~ Look at another area of interlibrary cooperation: the _absolutely incredible
development of maehine bibliography over the last 15 or 20 years. There is no
question that it has made immense strides and that if anyone had told us at the
beginning of this period that we would have what we now have, we would have

regarded that person as some sort of impractical dreamer. Yetitis there and it is in
place. ’

That is not to say, however, that those systems “do not have eertain
inefficiencies built into them, which I am convinced have little or nothing to do with

the nature of the technology. They relate very directly to the fact that it is human

beings who are operating these systems: 1 do not envision a day in which ‘'we will
completely overcome those problems, but I am convinced that we do not choose to

address them, we do not Seem to be able to focus on thein as problems. In the long

run that is going to be essential in order to make document delivery work anything

like as well as the current methods we have for sharing just bibliographic data.

~ MS: CHAMBERS: Would any members of the two groups like to add anything to
the report?

~ MR. PINGS (Wayne State University): 1 was in the group with Don. We did
diseuss our failures. But what i am convinced of is that the infrastructures now in

- place depend upon goodwill and a whole series of other .nice words that we have to

describe our cooperation. Our failures come when a person changes position, place,
or other things. These are social issues, personal issues, power issues. AS somebody
in _our group said, we_ probably already have enough money to create a sound

infrastructure, but we do not have a mechanism—and 1 do not know any other word
for this—to make our infrastructures dependable because of the changes of people

and institutions: We cannot provide the continuity. R
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Can ARL bring continuity over a period of time that cannot be vetoed by just

and in our document dxlivery. How,,d,o we bulld cont1nu1ty‘7 How do we evolvn
rather than reaet? Can ARL do something about that? ‘

from the personalltles ,1,nvolv,ed,, to create a plannlng, focus and fqrum thaf would ,be
much more Specific than that we have now and that would lead to specific
initiatiVes. The ro’l'e that ARL could play could be fundamentall‘y a coordinating onie

MS. CHAMBERS: Are there other comments or questions from anyone else in
the audience? -

“NMR. GOVAN I would like to ask Don a questlon. Was there any dlscusswn in

your group about what 1nformat10n in this form is poing to do the orgamzatlon of

research libraries? To put it more explicitly, in a way that relates to the thought

that came out thlS mormng about scholars losing control over tneir records; I believe

librarians are going to run the risk of losing control over their collections or over
information. Sometimes I get the feeling it is sort of hke Thurber's 1dea of

electricity leaking out all over the room:
(Laughter)

days; the llbrary is Just one_among many; and electronlc,1nforfm,at1,on,1s gomg to
further that trend. I wonder if there was any discussion of that kind of idea.

MR. KOEPP: We lndeed dld have some. dlscusslon of that and Pat Battln sald
most about it. will you recapitulate that; Pat?

~ © MS. BATTIN (Columbia University): What we were discussing in our group was
the concept of moving out of the library perspective within our institutions and
viewing the need for, the level of, and the quality of information services from an
institutional perspective. We should take the lead in institutional planning. We
should work with university officers on the kinds of services, the kind of structure
the unlver51ty has to develop in order to cope with these _problems; and the kind of

economics they involve. I see the llbrary professmn, the llbrarlans, as leaders in ‘*at
kind of an activity. And it is very dlfferent from our role in the past.

But I quite agree with you that it is leaking out all over and that we are in

danger of developing electronic departmental libraries if we are not careful because

people sare buying data bases here and there and everywhere. It is scholarly

information and we have a responsibility for the prlannlng and costing and all of that.

I believe very strongly that the initiative is not going to come from our umversuy

officers, that we are going to have to take it. And ARL can do a great job in

developlry the policy analysis that Richard talked about to help us:

- VMRV;”RGUSE (Oklahoma State Unw,er&ty). I know. that what the discussion has
led to here has been the origin of the information and the literature. But there is
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the other end of it, the receiving end, and there may be something that you are doing
at home on your campuses to control the receiving of electronic information.

A little bit is being done on my campus because of an astute assistant vice
president with whom I talked about the multiplicity of computer terniinals ail over

the campus. He formed a data resources committee, and the result of that has been
a data resource center in the library. This is nothing more than a cortrol of what is

happening on our campus, pulling together; identifying, cataloging all of the

terminals and the sources and information services that are coming into the campus.
We now have a room in the library set aside for this service, & person assigned to it,
and a terminal and telephones and-whatever. Maybe some of you have done this
same thing.

MR. KOEPP: Our group had some discussion of the relationship between the

economics of information distribution and, on the one hand, the role that the United
States plays in that worldwide and, on the other hand, a more provincial view of
what role libraries and campuses play or the money politics of our gampuses as_that
relates to publication patterns.. I will address the latter and I will ask Hank Edelman

to say something about the first of these issues.

interest in that is one which I saw rather clearly this morning when we wer® talking
about the increase in acquisitions budgets, particularly for serials; and the possibility.

The question of control of scholarly information and the academic enterprise's

of using those funds even within the sciences. Let me stick strictly to the sciences.

My sense is that American university libraries are spending a lot more money for
serials because people who make the final decisions with respect to allocations of

resources on our campuses, namely the faculties, want us to. It “has nothing

whatever, I believe, to do with our budget requests or what our presidents think, or &
variety of other things. As a ‘matter of fact, presidents always think differently

from faculty and, by and large, lcse in that battle:
~ This morning I was trying to sort out in my own mind what the political role of
the librarian is in the development of those resources and how that is going to work

with electronic publishing: My sense is that the scientists on my campus, and on
every campus I have ever been on; are probably the most conservative group when it
comes to form of publication of journals: And that is true because journals are
where their business is: They see the conventional publication with its bright shiny
cover and its method of production; which is not too far from Gutenberg, as being
absolutely integral to their whole guild. They are not about to settle for anything
less. So while I believe one could demonstrate in the economic scale of a research
library—which, after all, from the point of view of most of the research scientists on

our campus is peanuts—while I believe I could demonstrate great economies; at least
potentially, through electronic publishing, even if it is not tied to user charges which

are totally different from what we are used to, my sense is that the group on‘eampus

which ought to be most interested in that is, for emotional and scholarly reasons,

totally disinterested in it:

So my question is in terms of the inevitable struggle over allocation of
resources. How much luck do you think you will have in working with the physics
- department on an increase in the budget to support your access to electronic
publishing? [ would not have any luck at all, quite frankly, because that is not the
way they want to see it. I may be wrong in that and it could be that success will
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change their attitude. But they are a pretty conservative bunch and you certainly do
rnot change them overnight. I am always startled by the rather radical difference

between the young physieist faculty member and let us say, the young classics
faculty inember. There is a real difference in their receptivity towards library
automatlon and thls aspect of llbrary services; partly because the classicist, I guess,

is grateful for anythmg he gets—
S
(Laughter)

—and the young phys1c1st ls still used to rather high llvmg and he does not

regard this as anything v.ry unusual:

Beyond tnat however, there was this discussion about the role of the U.S.

economy, the U:S. llbrarxes and all this; and I will ask Hank to address that.

MR: EDEEMAN (Rutgers Umver51ty) i mentxoned to the group thlS mormng a
meeting in Europe that I attended about a year ago and a discussion among some of
the large sclentlflc publlshers. There were three points of view represented Ali of
that whoever controls the distribution controls the literature. Interestingly enough,
the role of the publisher was identified very clearly by the publishers as a
distribution factor, not the gathering of secholarly 1nformatxon, publlshlng it,

censorlng, editing it; it is distribution that they are interested in.

The second speaker, who in this case was a leading American journal su'p'piie'r',
very clearly said that their trade really ought to control and did control, the
information flow, and thérefore the future was with them and their investment was
good. : .

] The thlrd speaker was myself and I made it very clear that I thought the
'llbI‘aI‘l&nS controlled the supply because, after all we are thetones who deliver most

directly to the consumers.

Anyway, 1t is very clear that we d1d not resolve 1t e>\cept that I belleve 1t 1s
fair to say that the publishers, being at the front and the ones who are in the lead at
this time,; are taklng the initiatives: they are running risks, they are putting up
tremendous sums of money to try to change the document delivery network. The
ADONIS Project; modest as it may be, is a very. clear effort of the large commercial
flrms to take the respons1b111ty. I urge that since we are still in control of a segment

at least of the distribution pattern, we get our aet together and make sure that we

tie in with that effort, that at a very early stage we come up with a common policy

from the research llbrary field, and not try toc find a total national American policy,

because that obviously will not work:
' N

’l‘he tlme 1s stxil there, aithough I thmk 1t 1s good to remmd eyeryone that the

publishers is long gone. We are how, on the balance sheet of the iargest Dubhehers,
maybe about 350-35 percent of their business; the rest is abroad and in industrial
llbrarles. We are no longer ln the pos1tlon to 51mply say, "Here we are the resear '1

we may flnd ourselves without any power at all.. The rest of the world,
Japanese-——the whole Far East for that matter, the Near East, Africa, all those
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- libraries argg buying and they are valid eustomers; they are paying the same journal '
prices as we are, and they are playing a role in this market now. And so the

publishing world will not be, as interested in us as they once were.
- ‘< P o

I urge that ARL take a leadership position in these discussions and go beyond
just the process of problem identification. The time is now. Richard Talbot ‘also
mentioned it from their group and I would urge that we take the initiative. We have
networks in place; we have capabilities and we have the. interest, and I believe we

actually have the money to do it. If we do not take action, I would place my bets
that the publishing world will own the networks of the distribution pattern and will

t there crying about the fate of the research libraries.

not sit there ¢

N D o - - - [ T T - e e
MS. MARTIN (Johns Hopkins University): I would like to second what Hank

said: He said-it much more elegantly than [ would. But I have bad the feeling today
that' we are sometimes talking in terms that make us believe the changes we are
facing are ten or 20 years away. At other times, we are taixing as though we at
least accept intellectually that some of these changes are here, that technological

innovations occurred a few years ago and are making their way into the university

and into the library. I believe the latter is something that should be really stressed

and I would second a call for some kind of action. If there are any activities in the
working groups that were identified that eould move us forward into dealing with the
stickief issues now rather than when it is too late, I would urge us to do'so. 1 am
sorry--I do not have a plan. "
MR. GOVAN: ,Maybe I am the densest one here, but I am not quite clear about

what you think the Association could do.

'MR. EDELMAN: This morning Bill Welsh reminded us that a National
Periodicals Center (NPC) seemed far away in this matter; but nevertheless the
concept is allve and well and the plans are nicely drawn up. We do have a plan in
place. The Center for Research Libraries has the capabilities and it could very well

be that ARL, in taking on the leadership position, will begin to speak for the

research library community on this issue and then pick up where we left off. NPC
was drowned in a democratic effort to try to iavolve all layers of society. I suggest
that we do not do that, that we be very selfish. 1 woutd say, among the hundred

here, we represent enough ‘of the market share to go ahead and do something.

I am convinced, however, that, if this group does not do it, another group will

have to do it and the chances are that it will be a group. outside the library

community: To be specifie, I believe a resurrection of the NPC debate ‘within this

Association; and teking a stand on what that ought to be; is perfectly possible. 1 do
not think there is actually all that much disagreement among this membership. We

had a stand once. We can go back to the documentation_and recall our stand on

which we all agreed and go ahead and pursue it actively. I do not see it is all that
difficult. We have the money in our own budgets, for that matter, if this is an

important issue. That would be my second point, that for us to think that the money .
ought to come from & third side, be it from the government, or be it from a

foundation, in this case would be a serioys mistake because, once again, nothing is
happening that way.: .

 MS. BATTIN: Let me just expand a little bit on what, said earlier in terms_of
something else that ARL could do. 1 believe that these issues that we are talking
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about-—the cost the lmpllcatlons, and the complexity—are such that they are not

issues that can be solved by the research library community. It is an institutional
problem and we need to draw our institutional officers into this: It seems to me that

one of our problems is the piace of the librarian in.the university community. We

are faced with a set of challenges that cannot be solved within the traditional

structure of the university. A possxble ARL eontribution might be an articulation of

the issues, all the things that we have been discussing, and thelr complexity. Then,

as other professional organizations do, we should push for a. recognition of the library

professxori and the kind of pohcy—makmg rosponsibility that library directors ]ust'

have in the loeal mstltutlon in order to begln to resolve some of these problems.

1 see the need for a pr1nc1pal, unlverSJty offtcer in charge, of ] schol,arly“
information on campuses—we_do not have such an officer now—and I believe that
person shouild come from the library profession. It could come from the computing
professnon, it could come from the teaching pratassion, but it seems to me that this
is our role. But we have 8 good deal of work to do before that concept is accepted,
and the ARL could contributé substantially in laymg out issues and in beginning to
push for that kind of understanding.

MR. TALBOT: 1 agree. with Pat Battin but I also agree with Hank Edelman, and

I do not think there is anything which prevents us from proceeding along both these

tracks at once. It is imperative that we seize the initiative and do somethmg, that

we act on sométhing finally instead of continuing to discuss these issues internaily
without doing anything.

~ MR. ATKINSON (University cf iilinois): I have always opposed the pt-ollferatlon

of journals mostly because they cost too much. We have always bought them. But it

seems to me that the specter of a controlled journal world is worse. Maybe we

should encourage the publication of some rivals. In fact; it seems to me, that with

the rise of the mini and personal computers, the ability of those same people who

used to publish sort of lower desk drawer Journais—you know, the Journal of Dreiser .

Studies and all of those pubhcatlons that just pour out of the various

departments——can be encouraged electronically as well as on paper.

In fact, it should be possible; We have always assumed that all electronic

]ourhal publishing is expensive. I am not $o sure that it is. The production of 12 IBM.

mini discs per quarter should be 1nexpenswe enough if the labor, the schol4rly labor,
is donated and we can provide some way to display them. I would suggest that the

best counter:to eontrol by Wiley is in fact the encouragement of ail of our friends
who have & terrible urge to publish more journals.

MR. WEDGEWORTH (American Library Association): Just a brief comment:

There have been & number of references to the size of the community that we

represent;, and I recall that one of the conservative estimates for the whole

information industry 1tse1f is. about $10 billion—small compared to the auto mdustry

but still quite significant. The library community represents a s1zeable7percentage

of that. We estimatéd at the end of the '70s that the public and academie libraries

alone were spending about $2 billion a year on materials, and I think it makes a lot of

sense_ for the group to exert much more initiative than it has in the reecent past. I

would &lso say as a publisher, that anybody who controls 35% of my circulation gets
a lot of attention.
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MR. McDONALD (University of Connecticut): I would like to go back to Hank

Edelman's suggestion that our budgets are adequate to support a national periodicat

center of some such instrumentality and also his corollary assumption that there is
no money to be found in the federal government or in foundations for this effort. I
wonder now we might verify this? We have had shows of hands in the past, Mr.
Chairman, and maybe you could eall for one-on the first point.

I do agree that the tendency in the federal government at the moment is very

inimieal to this kind of an effort. I alluded to Basil Stuart-Stubbs' paper earlier. He
sees a similar trend in Canada, which is known &s privatization; you can understand
what that means without my telling you. But I wonder how many of you would care

to raise your hands and say that you have a significant portion of your budget to

devote to the establishment of an NPC.
VOICES: What is significant?
MR. McDONALD: You teli me.
(Laughter) |
’ MR. GOVAN: Anything from a dollar up:
(Laughter)
ViR. McDONALD: Wsll, maybe Don Simpson would tell us what it would cost.
MR. _SfMPSbN (Center fqr Research Libraries): A lot of money.
(Laughter)
MR. MeDC <ALD: Divided by 100, how much?

MR. SIMPSON: Some of you on the other side of the room may not have heard
when 1 said "a lot of money" in“&nswer to John's question. One of .the things that is
olear is that as every day passes that amount goes up. Setting myself aside from my
Board for-a moment so that I do not embarrass any of them, I believe the time is
ripe. Now is the time to move ahead. . .

_ Richard Talbot and I have discussed at some length sorme of the models that he
hag alluded to today in his small group discussion. It seems &s if there would be
money from the budgets of the institutions if the promise were more than just a
promise and if the fruit from that laber, wotuld actually result in some longer-term
return. There is not money for speculation but there is money for steady
development.

1 do oppose what Hanlk Edelman said about there being no money from the
foundations: The federal government is pretty ‘questionable at the moment but the
foundations, I believe; are interested in what they call some serious global issues
facing the research institutions of Nerth America. As a result, they are interested

in putting up some speculative money;, if we, as & community, are prepared to carry

it forward into operation and-keep it operating once it is there:

11
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I do not know what the pr1ce tag is. The pres1dent of an extremely well known
foundatlon, which will remain nameless to protect the innocent, asked me for a
fxgure, as the foundations are wont to do, and I said; well, the book that Lee Jones
wrote for the- Council of : ‘Library Resources said about $ll million &nd that $11
million had about $6 S5 mllllon for facllltles., The research llbrary communlty, of

of you are now paylng or have already pa1d your speclal assessments to the CRL for
its new building. Those of you who have seen that building know that the second
floor is: mostly open stacks waiting for journals. What’ we are trying to do at the
moment is to decide which journals. We also must come to some conclusmn on how
to bring in those journals. The technological developments seem pretty clear to me.
We do not know whlch pr1nter, we do not know whlch terminal we do not even have

necessary, but those will come. But the major questlon is: What ]ournals" What
journals areé going to most benefit the local institutions: by providing the gt‘eatest
amount of cost avoidance or cost savings for your institutions?

CRL is now wrapping up the third year of a very difficult but 1mpress1vety

lnformatlve planning process.. From this is to come & plan that w111 say what

journals. Those of you who partlclpated or had your staff partlclpate in our reglonal

ineetings and are going through this planmng process with us are aware of some of

the things that are being . discussed. The price tag will come a little bit clearer at

the end of that planmng process, so 1 cannot really hand out a sheet and say, MSign up

for a blank check or a ceriain amount of money at this point in time," any more than

[ can speclfy on what date  the electronic document delivery system will be

avallable. Well, on Ma(ch 24, 1987—that is as good a date as any. Certain elements

of it, of course, wilt come along as these things unfold.

that is more than speculatlve, they are willing to support it. That 1s the premlse

under whlch we ‘are moving ahead. As for being more specific than that about what

the actual price tag would be for amr institution, the only thing I can say at_ the

moment is that it cannot be much more than institutions are p;esently paying CRL,
and that means the foundations must pick up the dlfference. If we do it as a group,
we have much more clout than just Don Simpson standlng on & Street corner.

MR. WELSH: The NPC did not fail for economic reasons. It failed because of
the inability of ARL to prioritize and determine that in fact it wanted an NPC. It

failed because of a lack of commitment. When RLG ran into financial difficulty,’to
take Pat's suggestion; the university presidents got behind it and put up the bucks: I
believe, as Donr said; you can tailor this &t the beginning to whatever is necessary to

demonstrate that it is a feasible and viable operation. The number of Journals

selected can_be qulte arbltrary The selection of those tltles can certalnly be

arbitrary. All that is needed is a pilot pro_)ect to demonstrate that 1t is feasible and

a commitment on the part of ARL that it is one of this Assoclatlons s priorities:

MR. TALBOT: I want to follow up on a point that Don made. The operating

-budget of CRL is about $2.5 million. It is about $253000 apiece for this. institution.

If we accept Lee Jones's estimate of $5 mllllon as the operating numbery that would

be $50,000 apiece for 100 ARL libraries: ‘But that number could be reduced by sales

to other units other organizations: Explicit in L.ee dones's plan was the idea that

there would be sales to other libraries that would or could reduce the burden on the
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principal members. When we think about the fact that. the median ARL library has
been losing $100,000 a year to ‘inflation, I believe we might be able to find some

money that might offset some of these things.

MR: SIMPSON: One of the other difficulties in-this, which we have learned

about in the regional meetings; is that the plan for an NPC, or whatever label you
give it, assumes a new-organization opening up in a cornfield somepléace in Western

Mlinois or Iowa or wherever else you might open up such a thing; and that people
believe that what CRL has been doing for the last three decades is extremely

important to many institutions. We cannot abandon that, at least not totally or not

immediately. How does one redirect a $2.5 miltion budget which is straining 'to keep

pace with all of the commitments for all ‘the institutions, for all these decades, and
yet put the other in place? Of course; the answer that we are looking at is

foundations for seed money to-make the demonstration that Bill talks about. That in
turn will make the case for you'to convince those who fund you to grant support in a
- larger amount to carry this program forward-or to entice other kinds of customers to
help support it.

_ That is the rationale, but I also agree with Bill Welsh that the commitment of
. ARL is absolutely imperative to implementing such & plan. There are too many

pitfalls all along the way without that kind of support. Also, sonie hard choices will

have to be made if we cannot get enough outside money, because there are only so

many ways one can slice the pie without increasing what is already a burdensome
assessment to many institutions.

MR. GOVAN: Any other comments or questions? It strikes me we have got an
agenda here that is worth at least a generation. If'we really do any of this, when you

think about the relationships to outside bodies and trying to impact national policy
and developing internal capacities all at the same time, we have a pretty full menu.
It seerns to me it might be worthwhile to think a bit about whether we have the

structure and the organization to undertake these things; as we are now. constituted,
and what we might ao in order to get ourselves more in line with our aspirations.

My thanks to everyone who participated in this program:
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BUSINESS MEETING, SESSION I

[Session I of the Business Meeting convened on October 13, 1982 at

the Arlington Hyatt Hotel, Arlington, Virginia. with President Millicent D.
Abell presiding. Ms. Abell opened the meeting by introducing new and
acting directors.]

Report of the ARL Executive Director

MS. ECHELMAN: This afternoon I will review some of the highlights of my
written report very briefly and give you a chance to discuss some of the items with
me; if you so chose. [The Report of the Executive Director appears as Appendix C
to the Minutes.] ‘

I would like to start by reviewing some of the federal agency and library
programs funding issues. Jeff Field of the National Endowment for the Humanities

Research Reésources Program has kindly provided us with a written update of

activities at the Endowment. [The NEH Research Resources Program report appears

as Appendix D to these Minutes.] Jeff is with us this afterncon and would be happy
to answer any quéstions that you might have.

(OLLT). In my written report I have discussed some of the rumors that are flying
sround about what is happening at the Department of Education, just to give you
more of a flavor of what we think we know rather than what we actually do know;
because, frankly, we do not know very much. We do know that Title II-C has been
funded in the continuing resolution at the 1982 level, which is $5,760,000. I remind
you that the applications for II-C grants have been sent to you and the deadline date
for applying is November 15. OLLT is preparing its 1982 abstracts but has not been
funded to distribute them; so ARL will make them available to members when they
are ready. The abstracts contain some additional analysis of the program to date. in
which you may be interested.

~ The Department of Education has =warded a major contract, under Titie II-B of
the Higher Education Act, for the development of criteria for competency-based
curricula in library and information science postgraduate education. King Research.
Inc: is the contracter. Dr. José Griffiths will manage the project for King. She is a
guest of ARL this afternoon and has been invited particularly because of the Library
Education Task Force portion of this aftérnoon's program. This is Dr. Griffith's first
opportunity since the contract was awarded to talk with employers of librarians
about what competencies they expect in entry-level professional staff members.
This is your chanceé to talk with her right at the outset of & mejor effort on this
subject. ‘

1 will move briefly to a recent report on the National Agricuitural Librery, the

results of which are summarized in my written report. This report was a review by a

12-=méember interagency panel appointed by the Secretary of Agriculture. ARL
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directors in land grant institutions were sent copies in late August or eariy

September. If you have not read it carefully yet; I suggest that you do so

immediately upon returning to your offices.s It contains a number of very important
recommendations concerning the future of the National Agricultural Library as &
ceritral national resource in agriculture and the related disciplines. Apparently the
report has been very well received by the Secretary of Agriculture. Among the
members of the panel that prepared the report are Joseph Caponio of the National
Technical Information Service; Martin Cummings of the National Library of
Medicine, Joseph Howard of the Library of Congress, Toni Bearman of the National

Commission on Libraries and Information Science, and _Robert. Warner of the
National Archives. Libraries in universities wheie agricultural research is ‘being
done owé these busy federal executives and their nine colleagues a debt of gratitude

for a detailed, careful, and thought-provoking-report. I am sure that any or all of
the people who participated in constructing it will be happy to talk with you sbout
the report, about its implications for ARL, and abouf, your concerns for agricultural

reésearch materials in the United States.

On to the tax reform issue. The Artist's Tax Equity and Donations bili was

reported out of the Senate Finance Committee on October 1. It is our hope, though
it is not certain, that further action on this bill will take place during the lameduck

session of the Congress in November and December of this year. Thanks are due to

ARL directors who responded to our memos and telephone calls during the past few

months to contact key members of Congress about this legislation, especially

senators on the Finance Eommittee during the last two or three weeks:. I would like

especially to mention the unremitting support for and effort 1 iehalf of this
legislation by the Librarian of Congress, Daniel Boorstin. But the zxy has not yet
been won. Now that Congress is in recess and legislators are in their home distriets;
do not lose the opportunity to call on your representative. It is election time all
over the country and we have to make the most of it.

There is little to add to my written report_on the issue of copyright and the

five-year review of copyright law. There have also been Newsletier items on this
issue. I wouid like to note that David Ladd, the ‘Register of Copyrights, and several
of his senior staff members will be with us for tomorrow's discussions of document
delivery. In a recent statement Robert Wedgeworth has recast the copyright debate
in terms of rights of access versus rights of ownership. ARL, ALA, and our sister
associations continué to be involved in discussions among ourselves, with the
publishing community, and with the Copyright Office. Unfortunately, I am not, at

present, sanguine about the outcome of these discussions. We must be prepared for
proposals to change the law in ways which may not be of benefit to libraries and
their users, and the proposed 1983 ARL budget which you received in the mail
reflects my concern in this area.

A brief note about the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) and the

standards for federal librarians which are being worked on there. The edition of the
ALA Washington Newsletter which is now in the mail to you contains a full report on
the siatus of these standards. However, Bill Welsh told me last Thursday, if ! heard

him right; that OPM has definitely decided to downgrade the_ entry level for
professional librarians in federal service from GS-9 to GS-7. This is a particularly
disheartening decision in view cof our own concern for upgrading training and

education and for recruiting better people to the field. I do not have any further
infor mation on this issue. The process by which the review is being undertaken is, as
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someone put it very succinetly, bizarre; and we do not know yet what the complete
outcome will bex:

enibarking upon ari ‘rnportant new initiative in the area of public services
vnanagement This initiative is being undertaken with the generous support of the

General Electric Foundation. Duane Webster will be telling you more about it in his

repor-:later this afternoon: 1 would like to take this opportunity to welcome to our

meeting Walter Grattidge of the General Eleetric Corporation and to ask him to
convey on all our behalfs gratitude and thanks to the Foundation's Board of Diréectors

for their support:

supw in a recent ARL Newsletter. His name is Plng,feng Chl,and he has al,so,come to
the meetmg this afternoon. . He has been a member of the ARL staff this time

f)irector vporn the retlrement of P. K. Yu last July

~ Pursuant to Board action last May, a proposal to extend the ARL Microform

National Endowment for the Humamtles. We have 'ecently learned that the
Endowment has funded that proposal at $63,000. would like to take this
opportunity to thank the Endowment for the grant There is 2 report on what t’ gt

project will be doing on the table at the back of the room: [The report on the ARL
Mireoform Projéct appears as Appendix F to these Minutes:]

Other ARL programs and act1v1t1es are noted in my report and recent issues of

the Newsletter. If ycu have any questlons or comments about any of these or about

any other part of my report, I would be happy to entertain them now.

MS. ABLLL Are there any questlons for Shirley with regard to her report or

other related issues? If not, then I would like to call on Duane Webster to give the
repo:'t on OMS.

Bepomf the Office of Management Studies

MR: WEBSTER: Thank you, Pennys I would like to review quickly the public

services grant that Shirley mentioned to you. First; however; I would like to alert

vou to several OMS handouts that are on the back table. There are press releases
there covering the schedule for the Management Skills Institutes that we are
planning for this next year, the current group of librarians selécted as part of the
Consultant ’1ra1n1ng Program, and describing the public services grant. Beyond that

there is a more comprehensive report. on OMS activities that we prepared for the
?XR]—_I BO("J

The .1 ir new effort, funded by the General Electric Foundation grant,
is to d- 65 and méthods to help you examine, analyze, and strengthen
the pui ‘ orogram in your libraries. The project builds on our earlier
experieicu . .f-Studies in the areas of management; collections, and
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preservation. But it goes beyond simply design, development, testing, and making
available a self-study process. We are adding here a component for preparing

training materials for public service librarians. And there is also going to be =&
component called "sponsored research" that is intended to help a few libraries who
have an interest in a specific issue to get support for investigating that issue. We
hope they will comeé up with insights on those issues that will be of benefit to the

entire membership. This effort to encourage institutional resehrch is a departure for

‘the Office and, I believe, a particularly important feature of the .General Electric
grant.

To help us put this program together; we have been fortunate to attract Patricia
Swanson, who is the Head of Reference Services at the University of Chicago. Pat is’

taking a vear's leave of absence from Chicago. She will contribute practical

hands-on experience to complement the training; consulting, and design _experience
that is present in the Office. As with the preservation project, we find it is very
helpful to have this type of working -relationship with people in the field, not onty

having someone who can be & direct part of the design team, but also working with

an extensive number of member libraries in the actual conduct of studies.

In addition to Pat's help and, of course, the array of OMS staff who will be

involved in the project; we have been fortunate to have a group of ARL directors
agree to work with us as an advisory committee, not only sssisting us in the design
and refinement of the self-study process, but also working with us in deciding which
libraries will get the grants to participate in the program as pilot studies and which
libraries will be participating in the program as part of the sponsored research. The
members of that committee include: Jay Lucker; who is chair; Susan Martin, Harold
Billings, Robin Downes, Robert Miller, Merrily Taylor; and Paul Vassallo. The
committee had its first meeting this afternoon. The discussions centered around

criteria for making the decisions on institutional participation. Subsequently, we
met with about 30 of you to talk about how the self-study and sponsored research
programs will be operated as part of this project.

There are several key elements in this effort: First; there is a significant

commitment on the part of a corporate foundation to help research libraries address

a pressing concern. And I congratulete and thank the General Electric Foundation
for that support. Second, and very important; I believe this will lead to considerable -
discussion and attention being focused on the public service component of our
tibraries. That foeus is well deserved and is timely in view of some of the
technological changes, economic pressures, and user interest in our collections. And,
third, 1 see this as an additional opportunity for direct member involvement, as well
as support for those institutions that are eager and able to introduce change with the

help of this program.

Election of New Board Members

MS. ABELL: The next item on the agenda is that of the election of three new -
Board Members. The Nominating Committee has nominated the following: Hugh

*tkinson, University of Illinois; Patricia_Battin, Columbia University; and Paul
;:sallo, University of New Mexico. The floor is now open for additional
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nominations. Seeing no hands and hearing; no additional nominations, may I hear a
motion?

A DIRECTOR: I move the nominations be closed.

ABiRECTGR; Second:

MS. ABELL: Al thcse in favor please s1gn1fy by saying "aye." (Chorus of ayes:)

Those opposed, "nay." (No response.). Done. €ongratulations, three new Board
Members: :

v
Y

Report from the Council on Library Resources

MS. ABELL: Next on the agenda is a report on the act1v1t1es of the Council on
Library Resources from Jim Haas.

MR. HAAS: I have a limited 45-minute or so_talk here; I am looking for a
compromise on what was assigned me. Actually, I have a mix of things: some
general information that might be of interest to you, and then, second; a bit of
Speculation.

) First, we have moved. We are no longer in that hotbed of educational
bureaucracy, Number One Dupont Clrcle We are now at 1785 Massachusetts Avenue
in the building owned and operated by the National Trust for Historic Preservation. I
note this simply to hope that as all of you are in town at one time or another, you
will come by and pay us & visit, because the Council's new quarters are very nice.

Next; a word on the Council's Management Intern Program. As you know, last

year we suspended it for a year while we assessed the program; because it is a

nontrivial one in terms of costs. It has gone on for eight years and somethlng

approachmg 40 librarians have spent a year away from home; some of whom have

gone on to greater and better things afterwards. It was clear from both the past

interns and their hosts that this was a venture we should persist in; and we have

agreed to go ahead:

I was a bit nervous a week agd The deadline for applications Was actually
yesterday; and a week ago we had nine, which gave me some concern. When I left
late this morning, we had 67. ‘So I think we are in good shape in terms of havir ~ a
pool of candidates for the next group of interns.. Over the next month or two we will
soliéit letters of recommendation from individuals the applieants themselves
here—;-w111 rev1ew the app11cat10ns and u1t1mate1y, 1nterv1ew a number of the
candidates who seem to be the most likely. We anticipate that there will be five
more interns next year.

. A number of libraries have already asked that they might serve as hosts. We
have duly_entered all those names and I would Say to all of you here that if you are¢
interested in hosting a management intern next year or in some future year—because
I think we are going to continue with this for a while——let us know. The assignments
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are made on the basis of the interests of the interns themselves, their own,
sometimes personal, situation—how far away from home base they can easily be—and
so on. But we try, maybe through intuition more than anything else, to mateh the
intern with the host. If you would like to teke part in some way, ‘let me know. But
in the meantime, thanks to a good many of you for your help in encouraging people
to apply. . S

We also noted a few months ago that we were embarking on a new fellowship

prograim, this one designed to support, at & modest level, research to be eonducted:
by library school faculty members and librarians acting in concert, a joint research
proposal. And in just a relatively short time we have received more than a dozen
applications. We anticipatc ‘:ontinuing this program. for several years; So it is
something to keep in mind: . he idea is to help the library school faculty members

get into closer touch with the real world of what goes on in research libraries today.
Many of them are, but w¢ believe many of them are not. This is an effort to bring

faculty members and librarians together in joint ventures.

I note the first Frontier Conference that Bob Haygs ran at UCLA in December.

He delivered to me last week the manuscript of the report, which is earmarked for
publication. I would say parenthetically that we are carrying on discussions about
the second Frontiers Conference. I think they have gone far enough so that I can say

that it looks as if the University of British Columbia wiil host the second Frontiers
Conference, with Basil Stuart-Stubbs taking the principal lead at that library school.
The focus is probably going to be not only on the influence of new. technology, but
also on the ways of operating that that new technology implies for the curriculum of

library schools. The details are not worked rut yet, but it is in the works.

y [ am delivering a messageé for Bob Hayes: A number of you took part in the first

¥ ™5 Senior Fellows Program at UCLA in August and early September. The Council has
funded years two and three of this program, at ieast in part. I believe Bob would
agree that the first year had many merits and many strengths but, like all sueh
enterprises, there are subtle changes anticipated the next time around. Bob asked

me to underscore to everyone here ‘that he -hopes that each of you will individually
and personally consider the prospect of taking part in that Senior Fellows Program

next year at UCLA. It will be modified somewhat, but we anticipate that maybe a

dozen or so. directors of libraries—and the emphasis, I think, is going to be on
directors and on very senior managers—will again take part. You might want to talk

here with some of the peoplé who took part this first timé around.

{ am abotit pressing my luck here a little bit, I know. Just a brief mention of the
Wingspread Conference in December that the Council, along with the American
Council. of Learned Societies and the Association of American Universities, is
sponsoring. This grows out of an effort last year to bring together the scholarly

community, librarians, and the university officers who have got- to pay for
everything, so that they can collectively set an agenda. This is just one more

example of an effort that I know ARL itself has béen moving on. to try to expand the
setting in which the libraries operate.

Let me now go from specifics to generalizations. The Council has just finished

its 26th year. I was unable to be at your meeting in May, but had I been there, I

would have simply noted that what we have been doing much of this last year is
reflecting on the future. Our Board decided that rather than simply go on in future
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years as we havc gone in the past; we would take a look at the Council to see how it

the university and scholarly world generally. We asked. four people; two from our
Board, Ruth Davis and Robert Yosper—many of you know them—to join with two
others who had little real knowledge of the Council, namely Neal Rudenstein; the
Provost of Princeton, and Robert O'Neill, President of the University of Wisconsin,
to constitute themselves a committee to look at the future and report to our Board.
They talked to a good many people, reported to the Board, and during the last year
we have been trying to translate their report into--I would like to say new directions
for the Council, but it is not all that dramatic a change. It is a set of refinements
and some additions in program and some new constraints. The biggest difference is
thot in the past we have operated largely with tnrestrictéed monéy, a séries of Ford
Foundation grants. Starting a few Yyears ago, we bécamé morée diversified. Ford
continues to provide support, but now a much larger number of foundations.provide
support., And so what we are trying to do is, first, to sharpén and redefine our
program directions, and then, second, to assemble the money to enable us to
continue much as we have in the past.

Our Board will meet on November 13. Soon after that time I anticipate that we

will be publishing some kind of a small document that will give everyone who is

interested a sense of some of the specific changes that the Council will be mal g,

both in the way of operating and in the general range of program activities that we
are able to continue to support: The biggest one by far still is the Bibliographic

Services Development Program (BSDP). I will not get into that at all; because Lee

. Jones has provided you with a review of what goes on and is available for questions:

I think I will stop at that point. And if there are any questions, I will be happy
to respond.

MS. ABELL: Are there any questions for Jim at this point? Lee, do you want to
add anything to what is in the written report? [The report on CLR Bibliographic

MR. JONES (Council on Library Resources): I do not have anything to add; but 1
am perfectly willing to respond to guestions. The opportunity to review my written
report has been relatively limited. Maybe I should remark that our three principal
program thrusts continue. Our interest in linking the bibliographic utilities continues -
and the other; the implemeéntation portion fociused on name authorities; continues to
make progress. We expect that the Name Authority File Service, now to be operated
by the Library of Congress, will come up in late 1983; or early 1984, depending upon
progress in the other two areas.

, As you all know, we have been collecting data on onliné public access catalogs
for some time, and the final reports of these studies will be available in thé next
month or two. Two meetings are growing out of these efforts. One iS & disectission
between a small set of library directors and a small set of system designers to talk
about the results of online public access catalogs and of another study we have
funded to look at the cost factors-that relate to various features of online public
access catalogs. The second meeting that we are in the throes of organizing is a
session to bring together those people responsible for training library users to use
online catalogs, to look at the results of the study and see what the implications are
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for training:
Finally; the last substantial portion of BSDP is focused on subject access, !
reported last time our intent to hold a meeting of experts.- That meeting was held in

Dublin, Ohio; in June; &nd resulted in a set of long and short-term recommendations
for action. One of those recommendations has been undertaken already: the
enhancement of the Library of Congress Subject Heading List with cross-references
contributed by .institutions around the ecountry. There. are four institutions

participating in that test. There are other activities, as well, about to get under way

in the area of subject access.

i would be happy to answer any questions.

Report from the AREL Committée on Interlibrary Loan

~ MS. ABELL: Thank you, Lee. Next a report from the Interlibrary Loan
Committee by Ken Peterson.

MR, PETERSON: 1 would like to say & personal word before reporting on the
interlibrary Loan Committee: Ralph McCoy came by my office yesterday and said,

"Be sure to give my regards to all my friends at the ARL." Ralph misses his contacts
with the Association here, but he is keeping busy. He and Robert Downes are
working on a book on First Amendment freedoms which they hope to have published
within the next year. Second, I am filling in for Sterling Albrecht, who is not able to

be here. Sterling is the chair of the ILL Comrittee and we are sorry that he is not
able to make this rgpor‘t.j,Thibd,,,I want to express appreciation to Maxine Sitts and
members of the ARL staff for the substantial work that they did oh the Interlibrary

" Loan Survey: We are very much indebted to them for pulling together a very rough

guestionnaire which the committee worked on last May in Arizona, and for a really
marvelous job of synthesizing the results of the survey.

Let me give you just a half dozen or so of the highlights from the survey and

then review for you some of the conclusions that the committee came to about the
survey when we met earlier this afternoon. '

First of all, we were very grateful that 110 out of the 113 libraries of the
Association responded. We found that 36 ARL libraries are currently charging for

interlibrary loans, that is, for the borrowing and lending transactions; not for the
photocopying or for the production of microform copies. ‘This represents about 33
percent of the member institutions at the present time that have established fee
bases: Of these 36 institutions, 18 have special fee arrangements for other ARL
libraries and, of these 36, 14 make their charges only to libraries that levy charges
against them.

~ Almost all of the institutions are charging for photocopies: 105 out of the 110
reported that _they are charging for photocopies. Only 70 libraries reported that they
are charging for copying mieroform material on interlibrary loan requests.

About 25 percent of ARL tibraries indicated that they expect to institute
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charges or to raise their current charges within the next two years. Half of the ARL
libraries reported, however, that they will not raise their charges or institiuteé
charges during that period.

In response to the question about whether ARL libraries would be w1111ng to

suspend charges for other ARL libraries, 80 percent of the reporting institutions

indicated that they would be w1111ng to; however, 20 percent indicated that they

would not: The committee is partlcularly cognizant of the fact that it is the large

institutions which are undoubtedly the greatest lenders among the institution

members who report that they cannot suspend their charges for interlibrary loan
trensactions:

We were very much interested to find thit ARE libraries reported a total of 429

special interlibrary loan agreements——thls averages out to just a little less than four
per institution. We also found that over one-half of ARE hbrarles are recelvmg
subsidies for interlibrary loans. .Of the institutions receiving subsidies,;. about
three-quarters are receiving them frOm state agencies; .

categorles ranked hlghest m terms of the requests,for ,lendmg Third in that
category were requests to the Center for Research Libraries, In terms of factors
that_influence the pattérns for borrowing, 42 libraries indicated that speed of
delivery was the primary concern or the consideration, and 39 of the 1ibraries

which tney were borrowmg charced for thé materials.

We will be recommending that a fuller desecription of the results of the survey
be published in the Newsletter. Eventually, when we have had time to makeé more
thorough analyses of the statistical data, we recommend that a SPEC Kit be
provided not only with the results of the survey itself, but also with samples we
received from various institutions of the materials that they are using in connection
with interlibrary loan activities.

In discussing the factual results of the survey the committee came to six

conclusnons. These are by no means fmal, in some ways they lead us to believe that

we need further study of the dimensions of interlibrary loan activity:

B ij‘rlrs’t, the high rate of returns, 116 out of 113, indicates to us that there:is not
only serious interest in; but also serious concern about; mterhbrary loan =tivities in

libraries: From that the committee has inferred that there is dndoubtediy greater
interest in and need for resource sharmg, probabiy based upon decllmng ablhty of

local eollections to meet their users' needs: If that is accurate, we think it is a very
serious trend that the Association will want to econsider in terms of future planning:

Second, the committee {elt that there was a dual concern being expressed in the
results of the survey. While; on the one hand, there was obviously greater need for
resource sharing; on the other hand this was offset by a greater interest in and a
need for recovering expenses. We could see these two trends working counter to
each Other uhleéé Wé fihd édmé Ways to deal With the expenses of interlibrary

Third, we found in theé replias, particularly in thé statements that were given
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with the survey returns, that there was a sufficient divergence of interlibrary loan

policies and procedures among the ARL institutions so that it appears to us at this

point that we will not be able to recommend uniform policies or. procedures, which,
in all probability, would not be feasible on an Association-wide basis. We probably

need to do more thinkipg about that, but that is the féeling we have at this point:

Fourth, because there is & trend among ARL libraries to increase charging for
interlibrary borrowing and because there appears to be an increased acceptance on
the part of ARL institutions to pay for borrowing; the Committee recommends that
ARL consider the value of establishing a credit mechanism for some sort of
balancing or eéxchanging of charges -at the end of the year. We believe that this
would be & service to the institutions and would probably cut down to an appreciable
degree thé amount of recordkeeping and mailing of invoices and so on among
individual institutions.

Fifth, the committee noted that while the trend toward charging is increasing,
support from subsidies has dealined steadily since 1976, the time of the previous
Survey. Therefore; the committee is seriously wondering whether there is a need to
find out more about subsidies as a means of recovering interlibrary expenses. There

are two special problem areas. First, the private institutions in many cases are not
receiving the benefits of state subsidies at the present time: Second, many of the
subsidies that are being received; particularly by the state institutions, are
restricted to borrowing and lending arrangements within their own states, and do not

cover interlibrary loan activities that cross state lines:

- The Committee has drawn up five or sjgjéég@mendations which we plan to
submit to the Board of Directors at its meeting tomorrow and we will be having

further information for you in due course as we are able to make further analyses of

the data.

MS. ABELE: Thank you, Ken. Before you leave the microphone, let's see if

there are any questions or any ad hoc advice that anyone in the audience would wish
to give the group. Yes. -

‘MR. ROUSE (Oklahoma State University): 1 think most of the state funds that
are going to interlibrary lending might be ESCA funds, federal monies; which would
have no restrictions. Am I right on that?
 MR. PETERSON: 1 do not know whether you are right on that. I aminot sure
that most of the funds are LSCA. I think that there are a number of states that are
funding this by other appropriations within their states. I know that in Ilinois; for
instance, we are operating with a state appropriation rather than LSC s funds.

MS. ABELL: Are there other questions or comments? Thank you very much,

ken.

.Admission of New ARL Memgbe_{i

MS. ABELi: We have an additional action item on today's agenda, a
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recommendation for membership. You will recall’ that the Guidelines for

Nonuniversity Library Membership in ARL were adopted in May The committee

which prepared those guidelines has recommended to the Board that the Canada

Institute for Scientific and Technical Information (ClSTI) be invited to ]om ARL:.

The Board, in turn, recommends that action to you As a resolution of the Board, it

is now on _the floor for your vote. Is there any discussion of the proposal to invite

CISTI to join ARL? Are there any questions you might have for the Committee?
Y{,o : -

(
S e — o - L ) .
A DIRECTOR: Penny,; could you tell us a little about CISTI?

MS ABELL Sme Roy, could you tell us a little about CISTI? Roy Kidman is
the chair of the com mittee which made the recomﬁiendatlon to the Board.

MR KIDMAN (Umversrty of Southern Califorma) As you all rea117emwe cannot
umver51ty libraries But what the committee tried to do, was to set up criteria that
we thouglit would correspond to the most important characteristics of university
libraries so that any members who were invited and joined the Association would
want to participate in the same program Essentially what we concentrated on as
staff size and the educational level of some percentage of the staff, and access by
scholars and some demonstration that the collections were actually available.

' w:ll ]USt glve you a qu1ck rundown on CISTI. Incidentally, CISTI used to be

called the National Science Library of Canada; it is responsible for science,

technology and medicine for the entire country. To give you an ideas, the collection

size is over 2 million volumes; serials are almost 26,000 titles; they cataloged almost

36,668 items last year, ¢nd they have 193 FTE employees, 25 pzrcent of whom have

advanced degrees. The ii:‘erlibrary loan total was 212,000 items last year.:
I would be glad to answer any other questions you may have.
MS. ABELL: Isense a kind of swell of support. is there any other discussion?
MR GOVAN (University of North Carolina): 1 will call the question:

. MS. BELL _All right. Thanrk you, Jim: All those in favor of inviting CISTI to
Lol PJ.. ‘agse signify by saying "sye." Those opposed, "nay: ”}t/is unanimous.

Report of the ARL President

Bevore we ge. to the spécial report from the Liorary éducation Task Force; I
v.ynt to report to you 0.1 several items. ‘

I regret to announce that Donald Koepp 01 Prmceton Umver51ty has submltted
his resignation as a member of the ARL Board of Directors because of the press of

other business. The Nominating Committee met 1ast night and proposéd John
MeDonald of the Umver51ty of Connecticut for a one-year term to compléete Mr.
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Koepp's term: Additional nominations will be solicited from the floor and the
election will be held during Business Session II.

1 am pleaséd to announce that the. Board has elected a new Vice
Prrjresidént/Pr‘e'sidén,t,—El_ect; Eldred Smith of thé University of Minnesota. Eldred,
woutd yoursta'nd up? ! .

Finally, I wish to report very briefly on the progress of planning for the
Association. The Board has decided that a small task force should be convened to
prepare a plan for the Association identifying specific priorities; short and mid-term
objectives, activities to achieve those objectives, and related costs. Background
material for the plan will be drawn from the various papers and discussions of the
past couplé of years: Of immediate value will be the planning outline solicited from

ARL committees and task forces—thank you very mueh for your thoughtful
work==and the advice from the members at the Business Session Il tomorrow. It is
our aspiration—though not our commitment—to bring a plan to the Membership at
the spring meeting for action.

That concludes my report. we will now proceed to the Library Education Task
Force Report.
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SPECIAL REPORT FROM THE ARL TASK FORCE ON LIBRARY EDUCATION

Introduction

MS. ABELL: I will now turn the program over to Margot McBurney, chair of the
ARL Task Force on Library Education.

~ MS. McBURNEY (Queen's University): Thanks very much, Penny. The purpose
of this Special Réport of thé Task Force on Library Education is threefold: to report
oni recént task forceé activities and plans; to hear about what it is reatly like in

today's library school and in research libraries; and to hear your views; questions,
and comments. ‘

I would like to begin with- a brief report on some task force activities and
accomplishments, and what we plan for the future. We have identified several issues
to be addressed, and our recommendations for further action h#&ve already been sent

to the ARL Board and have been approved. These include the fotlowing:

- Torecruit talenr to research librarianship:

- To improve the - . .:zational preparation for future research
librarians. ’

- To foster int iie - ~xshenge between library &chool faculty and

library staff.
- 1. reaeh university administrators about the importance of both the
library and the library schcol to the scholarly goals of the university.

mid-career.

- To invoive the American Association of Library Schools (AALS) in the
work of the ARL Task Force.

under way. A draft of a récruitment brochure will go to the ARE Board for approval
in February. The target audience of the brochure will be undergraduates at selected
strong liberal arts colleges and universities, students with scientific as well as social

Several sctivities designed to carry out these recommendations are already

science. and humanities backgrourid. As you know, earlier this year a letter was sent
to deans of library schools to identify a few ARL library directors willing to act as
an informal speakers bureau. Speakers would alert library school students to the
challenging careers in research li raries; in an attempt to counter the perceived
problém that we &-e losing the best students to the information brokers and to the
special libraries.

A curriculum draft paper is being prepared for use in further discussions with
ARL directors. Further; a draft paper on internships is being developed but is not
yet complete. As chair of the Task Force on Library Education, I have been
attending an AALS Task Force meeting which is drafting a prccedural internship
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document: It is slightly differént than the one we are working on:

i the area of fostering intellectual exchange between library school feculty and

library staff, last July a letter was sent to library directors and library school deans

with some suggestions for collaboration on projects and research between the two
groups: Earlier today Jim Haas mentioned what the Council on Library Resources

(CLR) is doing in this regard in funding Joint research by the two groups.

Two library school deans have been appcinted to the task foree; they are Edward
Holley from the University of North Carolina and Herbert White from Indiana
University. Finally, the task force has recently asked for either an extension of its
two-year mandaté, which expires this December; or for standing committee status,

because we believe that we must complete the work that we have begun.

. Now for today's program. Russell Bidlack, Dean of the Library School at the
University of Michigan, will "tell it like it is" in library schools. Then Patricia
Battin, ‘the University Librarian at Columbia University, will do the same for
‘tesearch libraries. Since their papers were sent to you, they will not read the papers
and will speak only briefly to them. General discussion will follow both speakers.
[Note: The papers by Mr. Bidlack and Ms. Battin appear in these Minutes as
Appendix B.]

Remarks by Russell Bidlack

MR. BIDLACK (University of Michigan School of Library Science): Last week I

got a letter from the President of Scarecrow Press. His first sentence was to
congratulate me upon my long tenure as Dean at Michigan. Then he wanted to know

if it were true that the school was being reviewed for possible etimination.. I

responded that if so, I had not heard about it. It happened that I had a meeting
coming up with my boss, the Vice President for Academic Affsirs, and he confirmed

the fact that we were not on any hit list. Fut rumors are rampant.

"1 will not name the school, because I do not want fo be a part of spreading the

rumor, but a rather prominent library school's dean, who has a sense of humor, said

jokingly a few months ago _as he left for a budget meeting with his vice president,
"Well, I have to go and find out whether we still have a library school.” That
intended joke was.picked up by people who overheard it and the rumors spread far
and wide that that particular library school was in trouble. It was not put to rest
until he was confronted with it at the Philadelphia meeting. This illustrates the
insecurity of a number of library schools: Perhaps in the paper that I have prepared I

add fuel to that kind of rumor, and for that I am sorry.

There are présently 62 library schools in the United States that are on the ALA
acoredited list. These include two that I mentioned in the paper with very uncertain
futures. the State University of New York, Geneseo, which derinitely, I beleive, will
be closed, and the University of Minnesota that presumably will be—at least, they
have not been permitted to admit new students at Minnesota. (Besides these 62,
there are seven more in Canada; I have not attempted to address my remarks to the

Canadian situation.) As I indicated in the paper, I am convinced that this number
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will decrease in the next few years, probably considerabnly.

I pointed out that the FTE enroliment for the fail 1981—I do nct have fall 1982
figures—-in the 62 U:S. schools totaled something less than fwe thousand: 4,370
FTE: If you divide that by 62, you get about 80 FTE per library school. 1 would ask
you to imagine a law school or a school of education or a schoo! of social work in &
major university with an enrollment of 80 FTE. Were the number of library schools
reduced by half, which happens to be the number that did exist on the accredited list
exactly 20 year< ago in 1962, anc if the enrollment were evenly divided up, that

~uld make 166 udents FTE per library schocl. Even then, that would be mighty
. nall compared sirtually every other school; or college, on a given campus. As |
noted in my papei, [ am not at all hopefiil that in this reduction in number the best
sehools will survive in every case and thé poorést schools will be eliininated: These
decisions about our future, I think, will be made on individual campuses. Theie will
be no master plan followed in this.

In the paper 1 also commented upon the cost of library education today in
relationship to the salaries of librarians, and [ am sure that you directors get awfully
tired of library school people complaining about this. But I used as an illustration my
own situation—and confessed how old I really am by noting that I got my master's in
library sciencé in 1948. A classmate of mine was Jim Skipper [currently Executive
Director of MIDLNET]. We had both gone to Michigan as out-of-state students and

we were both on the GI Bill, but had we peid our own tuition; it would have come to
$650 for those four semesters that we spent, first earning the bachelor's in librar:

science and then the master's in library science: Today for the AMLS degree at

Michigan, for which we now require three trimesters, the out-of-state student payvs

$9,390; the in-state student pays about half that.

I use Jim Skipper as an example because in 1948, whereas I stayed on for my
doctorate, he decided he had better see what the reat world was like and got his first

library position. He became the Associate Director of Washington-defferson College
Library and went for $3600, which was not a bad salary at that time. I had been a
First Sergeant in the Army; believe it or not, not long before that; and I had receivec
$3600 which I thought it was a spiendid salary. And he, I think, réceived the highest

salary of anyone going out in 1948: Had library salaries kept up with tuition costs, at
least at the University of Michigan, [ noted that Jim Skipper going out this year
would have to get a beginning salary of $52,000 to matc it, because tuition has gone
up that tremendously.

Now,; I must confess that this has mot happened at every library sechool. [Ed
Holley is in our midst and I gave him a plug in the paper by noting that tuition at
North Carolina; for example, is much less than at the University of Michigan. It is
true that the University of Michigan's tuition for out-of-state students, is right up
there with the private universities—Columbia, Chicago, Denver, Case Western
Reserve. And thank goodness that we do not charge everybody what we charge
out-of-state students.

I believe this partially answers the question of why sometimes you feel you do

not get the brightest and the best. We often are not able to attract ail the people
that we would like to library schools in part because of the cost of that education
and in part becausé of what we can promise thereafter. I listened to the pitch that

our dean of the School of Engineering made recently to a group of students. The
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main point wss that he could guarantee anyone admitted to his program a beginning

salary of at least $25,000 immediately upon graduation with a bachelor's degree.

" This is one of the sard facts that we have to live with, and I know that a little
later Pat is going to challenge me to help provide some answers. But at this point I
simply present it as a question.

Remarks by Patricia Battin

~ MS. BATTIN (Columbia University): Rather than discussing my paper; which you
can all read I wouild like to talk about something else today that I believe is another

major issue in this area. As I said to ‘Russ this morning, 1 found his_paper
inordinately depressing; and I am trying to think of some ways that we library
directors ecan make some positive contributions.

One of the things that struck me in thinking about this is t.. . our profession
now shares with some others, particularly engineering; a professional plight because
we are directly affected by a rapidly chesging technological environment. In a
recent issue of the Chronicle of Higher Sducation, there was & article about some
of the things that the engineering proression is doing to combat the same sorts of
problems. I have to confess that i h n

‘ess that in the present chaos of my life in trying to ‘maintain
bicoastal living, I threw the article out before I had completely finished it: Bu: som~
of you may have read it. There was a particular item in their program that
interested me, and I would like to apply i: to the library situation: It is a major

problem of how the academy can keep up with the changes that are happening in the
field, in order to educate our future professionals, to provide continuing education

for thosé of us who are out there now coping with unanticipated challenges, and to

restricture educational programs to cope with the declining budgets and enroilment.

and other problems that are outlined in Russ's paper. :

 As library directors we may have been looking at this thing through the wrong
end of the telescope. In taiking to the educators our focus has been, "Why don't you

do somethiny; about this?" rather than recognizing that there is a significant service
tlist we can provide in this new environment. That service is to tutor our teachers in

the reality of the technological world and the major issues arising from that world

wiich -mand significant-and substantisl intellectual effort and research.

- O :raditional model assumes availability of the written record. Today too
“...:h is happening too fast and nobody is “ocumenting it. Librarians are learning on
;e job and no one is telling the faculty what it is that we are doing; the decisions
ihat we are making that are shaping the future. I have a couple of examples of this

£ my own experience of the past three months in which I have been removed
f.om the operating environment of a- large university library. 1 have felt
~vtraordinarily isolated from the kinds of problems that we are facing, and it has
.~ade me realize once again how impoitant it is to be on the scene to really know
what these challenges are. '

 Anotheér example of about two years ago: one of the members of the Columbia

University Libraries staff took a course in a library school »n networking and wrote a
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paper on collection development and RLG which received an "A" from the professor.
She brought it to meé and asked about publishing it. I was horrified when I read it. It
was a weéll written paper, but it was all wrong. The point is that neither the
professor nor the student had-access to the correct information, because it is not
dociimented. I noticed also that in one of the papers we were given to read for the
program Session there is a caveat saying that the information needed was not
available and the authors did n * have time to collect the data. '

I have a proposal to make I belleve that the ARL and the AALS hould sponsor

the summer, for llbrary faculty It would be staffed and produced Ly research
librarians on the major issues of today, the state of the art in ccntemporary

libraries, and forecasts and trends for the future: Some of the issues that I think
need to be discussed in this intensive kind of tutoring session are:

s

Coliection development in a shrinking escnomy:

- Preservation, the real issues.

- Storage technologies.

- Electronic publishing, ranging from online table of contents to publlshed
material with special data bases and full text informatici retrieval

possibilities.

- Decision making in a technological environment,; which involves the whole
issue of retrospective conversion.

- Authority files.

S Subject aceess.

- Economics of infermati()n services Lo schoiars.

= User forecasts and trends for the future. ‘

- Distributive processing.

- Local systems support and central data bases, who does what?”
- The architecture of information services.

- Personal computers.

- L.ocal area networks:
- Bibiiographic services:
- international scholarly networks and services.

Al of these are issues .that you and 1 know Wwe are facing today ,inﬁmaking.

decisions that shape what the future is going to be. But, we are not telling our
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we are gather® .g, because we are not Writing it down and it changes every day. The

colleagues in the library schools what we are doing and the kinds of information that
purpose of the institutes would be an intensive immersion of the facul'v in; as I now
find we say in the trade, online real-time decision making and in developments which

sre shaping our future directions, whether we like it cr not:

~ The secend purpose of these institutes would be to provide hard information an
documentation tuv cur library faculty colleagues. Also we would recognize our

responsibility to keep them informed.

Discussinn

NS, MeBUI’NEY: Tueuit you both very meieh. Before opening the discussion; I
would like (o nsk ke rest of ycu a few questicas to be sure that you did in fact do
yoir homewbdrk. .o you agree with the inference in Russ's paper that the number of
lLiwrary scii:-ls ought to be reduced by 50 percent? Have library directors bc :n

remiss .. not doing somrething about librarians' salaries? Should our beginning

jinrarian- be getting $52,000 a year? Is it our fault that they are not getting such
<.iaries? And if it is our fault, what can we do about it? Should ARL directors be
invoived in the major issue seminars that Pat suggested? Ought students to be
¢duciied in research libraries rather than in library schools? What should the ARL
‘Pasi: Foree on Library Lducation be doing in the next two years, if indeed its
mandate is extended?

~ You may ugree completely with everything that has been said. Then again, you
may not agree. This is your opportunity to speak out and we would like to hear from
you. We would like to know what you think and what your gquéstions are.

MR. WELSH (Library of Congress): On Pat's part, it appears that Kuss ought to
be the first to respond. She laid down a challenge to you suggesting that all the
topies that she enumerated are not, in fact; addressed in library schools. I believe
you ought to dafend yourself initially:

ME. BIDLACK: I.would contend that a lot depends in a given library school
upon the communi  ion between the faculty and the dean of that library school and

the library staff and the director: All too often there is not the cordial  1iationship

in the exchange of Thformation that there should be. 1 believe Richara vougherty
and I have recognized this at Michigan and have made a determined effort to try to
bring about that kind of communication so that the library faculty, particularly those

concerned speceifically with courses i+ inting to academic librarianship, do have that
communication: I know that is not truc in every case.

Were the kind of seminar or workshop that Pat has proposed actually put_into
operation, I can - ssure you that 1 would find the money in the budget to send at least
one member of ‘ne faculty (I.do not believe it is. envisioned that all library school
faculty would be involved). "d Holley and I compared notes and he agreed that he
would certainly find the .:oney (o send someonz: Certainly, the more such
comniunication, the better. But if the director of the university library is a member

of the faculty of the library schgol and comes to faculty meetings when he can, and
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least provndes a start I know this varies from one library school to another Surely

many of us place high priority on that kind of communication and we recognize that

you cannot get it just from reading the literature.

éi‘q ,90,,”?‘,”“!“@ experience that hbrary school faculty have with the real world. It .s
something of a myth that we liye in ivory towers and we have no association. I
believe there is a fair amount of association, though not as mueh as would be
desirable.

I did not answer your qnestion well.

MR. WELSH: Nc vou - o not answer it. This is a frienci mestion; At

Columbia a number o ago theré was a distinguished pro.csai v, [Maurice]
Tauber by name; who m. _ a point to travel extensively. Ruth Frenc: Strout at

Chicago did the same thing. I do not find that ha’p’pening today.

1 wonder Pat if you were suggestmg that it was enough for these t(wo
gentlemen to sit down and talk, or to bruaden the base of it—to have Russ exchange
views with you and somebody on the West Coast. It ot it to be a broad base,

becausé a tremendous amount of work is going on. There aie a lot of changes bemg
made.

MS. BATTIN: Yes. [ believe it is laudable when these one-to-one

(-ommumcatnon channels happen. But what I am squestmg is that w.> need tc set op
a regilar mechanism that does not rely upon individual personai rf‘latlonshlps to

make sure *': t this information is passed back and forth: That was why ‘t seemed o

me that ARi and AALSiereipaxtxculariy suitable organizations to establish such u
mechanism, to assure that this information exchange happens, regardless ~f whore
one happens to be: Ewould think the idea of traveling more would be good, too. 'ut

there still should be a regular, dependable institutional activity that would be

available for library faculty.
MR. WELSH: May I make one further point?

MS: BATTIN: Yes:

MR: WELSH: In the field of optical disk technology. ! have a_ great concern
about the future of classification and_subject access. 1 amn wondering how the
panelists would respond and I ‘w Ed Holley would respond to this. Do you recognize
that as a problem, and is something being done avuut changing the curriculum in any
way, so that we are aware and we develop some strategies to deal with the new

tecnnology?

“R. HOLLEY: My visit With ARIL last spring was true ecucation for me: I went
back &and reported to the far~ulty on the LC "dog and pony show. "It was Just

astounding; the kind of things that are happening—and I fhought we kept up pretty

well! As some of you sum sted, I hope that presentation can be made avallable soon

as a casSétté program SO we can show it to our students and staff:

It is very difficult in - fast-changing profession for all of us to keep up: I am
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sure we do not read all of the things we should read: We come to meetings and we

are flooded with doecuments; we read them on the planes and hope we get enough out
of them that somehow we can muddle through. Pat's idea is excellent—we need to
be doing a lot more of that. It seems to me that it would be very good to connect
her seminar idea with a university library, the libriry schoot and the library, so that
the faculty who have been away from practice for a while could interact with the
staff. I would hope it would not just be people lecturing at each. other.

it is quite true that the information transfer process among library school
faculties and librarians is simply breaking down. Your optical disk technology is a
very good example of that. However much we travel, we are not going to get as
mueh information—there is no question about that: I do not know_of any good library
sehool in the country that is not grappling with the problem of curricular change.
We have been doing it for a decade at Chapel Hill and sometimes one gets tired of it,

just as libraries get tired of reorganizing the staff.

But we do not really have any alternative; because of all the thirgs that Pat
talked about in her paper, the most impor “ant was the necessity for the inguiring

mind. We want the best and the brightest students; there is nothing more execiting
than doing a seminar with really bright students who are eager and energetic and
want to learii. We must find a way to stay on top of all of these developments and
incorporate the:: int:; the curriculum as fast as possible. We are not doing it very
well right now, I would say, Bill. I really welcome the idea that Pat fossed out this
morning. It is a splendid approach and something that we ought (o i started on as
quickly as possible.

~ MR. ROGERS (Yale University): This is addressed to Pat. I woula like io make
it clear that I am very much in favor of raising librariar.s' salaries. It s'eras to me
that we have at least a dual problem. We have to struggle within an acaueiiic
institution with the faculty sehedules; that is one thing. Secondly, it might be easy
to ruise the beginning professional salary, but one immediately runs into the entire
‘scale. To do anything really noticeable, one would have a huge financial problem of

moving the whole scale up. And to try to do that in the face of faculty salaries is
very difficult: ) \'&

1 just wonder if we can ever solve the problem of the ciness school studet

the law student getting $50,000 to $60,000 a year fresh out of school. And
for a fact that this is what happens. The dean of our law school sits in degrt
meetings and laments the difficulty of getting and keeping law faculty members
the face of that kind of competition. Somehow or other they do manage to get fately

distinguished people who are willing to teach rather than to go out and practice.

And [ do not know but what perhaps we have the same problem. We do need to work
to improve salariés. But it seems to me that we are going to have to sell what we do

on some other basis. [ would be glad to have your reaction to that.

AS. BATTIN: 1 am glad you asked that gquestion, Rudy, because that gives me a
chance to respond to Russ about something we were talking about this morning. I

duite agree with you. But there is also another element here. We are the one
profession in which we stay in the same environment as the faculty that taught us:

We have not hac ‘he help of the library school educ#tors to raise our salaries. And,

as you say, in & university ervironment we run rignt into that problem of the
librarians makirg more than the faculty, Jarticularly if we are making more than the
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library school faculty: We have a problem there and we must start addressing it.

The llbrary school deans and 11brary school - directors must go to the un1vers1ty

officers and lay out this problem in terms of the future of the school and the future

of the profession and so forth:

I believe,; too, that there are people who enter this profession for more than
money But we have to be careful that we do not sell ourselves that far down: We
are not making enough now to attract good people: But I do not betieve we have to
go to the $50,000 and $6J,000 that tlic downtown lawyers get. The engineers are .
h'a'v'in'g the same problem—nobody wants to stay behind and teach. It seems to me
that we need really to make a case to the university administrations—and I believe it
must be both the library school dean and the library director who do this—as to what
represents reasonable compensation. [ believe it 1s going te be more than library
school professors are getting now. And I would say that if we raise the librurians'
saiaries, we_could then work to help raise those library school salaries; because one
must come first. Right now we are just killing each other.

MR. ROUSE (Okahoma State University): Pat; I agree with you that Russ just
scared us to death and gave us some depressing news. But it is not his fault; he just
pulled some facts together. I wou! ! ilkc to ask Russ ‘whethar the 41 percent fewer
graduates last year than seven years ago in the ten-year-old schools is a trend.
Because if it is, I have some scarier facts here that I worked out in the margin on tha
airplane. By 1989 we will have 2,400 graduates in library science with a master's
degree, compared with 6,800 seven years ago. Now, what is going to happen to us in
our libraries, except that you have planted the seed for improvement of salaries?

MR. BIDLACK: I believe it is a trend. I do not have figures for this fall from
very many schools, but the same trend appears to be contlnulng this year: And I
suppose it may get to the pomt that you indeed have those jobs; as was true in the
1960s——that was a growth period. That is why we have so many llbrary schools now,

because every th1ng was growing. We could not necessarlly say they were splendld

salarles, but we could assure graduates of a Job, an interesting job. There is ‘always a

lag between the market and the graduates, and we continued to graduate more

peopl: than there were jobs for a while. I believe that same thing will happe" again:

In most 1nstances hbrary graduates are indeed f1nd1ng Jobs, if they are mobile.
But in our recruitment for these spiendid ELR felloviships that we have 1t Michigan,
wh1ch are $20 000 feHowshtps thh tuxtxon and stlpends combxned and are attractlng

most difficult questions we had to answer were: Will we advance rapidly in the
field? What will be our beginning salary? The answers that we had to-give were
rather depressing. We said that we believe you will have an advantage because you
will be CLR fellows. .

. I guess my an<wer 1S yeés, the trend will continue until such time &s the market
placeé is more attiactive.

WMR. ROUSE: When there are fewer graduates, the salaries are going to go up.
MR. BIDI.,ACK: Yes.

MR. STUDER (Ohio State University): 1 would like to address what Rudy said
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and ec-iinué the salary issue. It is one I have confrorited head-on several years
running, id there does not seem to b® any solution institutionally. What Rudy said
is so awflily true. We can all afford to raise beginning saiaries, I do not believe that
is difficult. But we cannot afford the rippie effect. In a staff of the size I have,
which is probably at tae median for this oriatization, it would take several hundred

thousand dollars to do the proper kind of adjustment, and one simply cannot be that
unfair to the remainder of the staff. Salaries are compressed the way it is, because
we have tried to push the bottom against the top to achieve just a little bit of what
Russ wants to see. :

| agree that it is terrible for someone with six years of higher education to be
offered $15,000 in this economic time. But I have gone to my institution, which
every year reserves : good deal of money for what they call "equity and merketplace
adjustments," and pointed out very carefully with good statistical analyses that we
are much below the average compensatory levels for the four ranks. (We have

equivalent ranks at Ohio State.) They agree with that; but they are not very
iinpressed. They want to know how we compare with the marketplace, and the Big
Ten is very:fond of using itself for & comparison. The fact is that we rank toward
the top in the Big Ten and when I have to admit that, they say, "That is the end of

the discussion;" and I go home ‘and try to make the case a dif ferent way next year.

I do not really see any solution. It is @ubélyénddemand The English grofessor
commands a great deal less than the engineering professor. They simply look at
library salaries as a function cf the marketplace and they see that, comparatively

speaking; Ohio State pays pretty good salaries to librarians.

' MR: BIDLACK: One thing that you all can do for us iS to heip us recruit the
kind of people you want. I thought when we received the grant from the Council on

Library Resources for our special program in academic librarianship that some of our

best candidates would be recommended by library directors who have said, "Gee, we

have had this person as an undergraduate working part-time in the library and he or
she is just ideal for a career in academic librarianship.”. We received relatively few
nominations from that source; though we had expected that there would Lbe many. So
you can be helpful to us in this regard, ir recruiting for us the brightest and the

MR, ANDERSON (Coloradc State University): It is amazing ‘hcw many people
read papers of thie airplane: Bob Wedgeworth can attest to our reading, | believe; a
few hours ago. But I would like to quote from the learned lady from Palo Alto and
New York, and then :isk the learned gentleman from Ann Arbor if he woald respond.

the awesome responsibility for the management and _provision of scholarly

Quotc from Pat: "If we are to develop the kind of talent necessary to assume

informition in all its formats in our universities in the year 2000; we must relinquish
our long-held noticii that one faculty, one curriculum, and {gné set of admission

réquirements are adequate for all who share the title librarian:"

1If, indeed,; that is an pcceptablé premise, I would like to hear what either Dr:
Pidliaek or Dri Holiey might respond.

NMR: BIDLACK: I believe there is flexibility in this regard at the present time:

We have adinission recuirements, but we frequently make exceptions, particularly
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when you urgé us to do So. W pay very close attention to your recommendation of
an individiial who might b~ different from the typical studerit coming to us, and I
believe that Ed and I would sdgree that we would certainly make an effort to admit
that person. At least where library schools are in major universities, they can
certainly call upon the library itself to be of assistance; Dick Dougherty is teaching
a course for us right now in problems of academie librarianship. We do have that
flexibility. b

MR. HOLLEY: I believe that probably in the larger llorary sch ols there is a
coimmon core curriculum. We have an mteg‘rated core at Chapel Hill as e few other

schools do; others have 1nd1v1dual courses lumped together that everybody has to
take, because the fundamental assumptlon is that everybody ought to know these

certain thlngs, whatever they are that you can 1dent1fy And then the schools go off

and specialize in all of the other areas and put together a package that makes sense

for the career goals of their students. I believe that takes place in maybe a dozen or

15 schools.

One of the things that Russ points out in his paper; though, that makes this
diffiecult—he alluded to it a while ago——xs that llbrary school faculties are very
small: ’I‘hey are generally the smallest faculties on any university campus, and

therefore you are limited in what you can do by the number of faculty. I am
absolutely appalled that any school can be accredited with a full-time fazulty of five
or six:. 1do not believe that, if you take all of the things that Pat says about changes -
and all of the things that she would like for all of us to know, you can con:ceivably do
that with the limited expertise you will find in a faculty of five or six. Indeecd; most
of us ought to have a faculty of 20 with sonie basic common core of knowledge and
specialization in two or three areas to be reasonably comfortable with the kinds of
students we get. And one also expects in a gradu: té professional school that the
faculty . ill do research and publish and add to thé Storé of knowledgé in theé
diseiplin::.

_ One of our probléms irn this area is how much Specialization one can get with a
faciilty as Small a5 iriost library Schools have. The average faculty Size is soimewhere
around ten, but I do not remember the figures you gave, Russ, of how many are
below ten. It is an incredible number. And, of course, that is a problem that, as I
have suggested rather frankly to the Committee on Accreditation (COA}, ought to be

taken more sSeriously than COA has been willing to do in the last decade. Some
schools really ought to die and they ocught to die qulckly, but they will not. It is very
difficult to kill an academic program, as all of you know from subject departments
that you have tried to kill on _your own campuses in order to get the doliars that you
need to raise the salarles of the busmess professors and all the others that you need

to keep. It is also very d1ff1cultrto kill a library school program, unless you just say

absolutely, "Don't admit any more students," as is the case at Minnesota. That will

effectively kill the program while it is studir d, you know.

So the probiem of tie numbers makes a difference: Whether a library school in
relating to the total library profession can afford the luxury of developing one
specxalty as it relates to librarianship, I am not at all sure Some schools already
provide a maJorltv of their students for academic or special libraries—mayvbe we
should just ignore the public libraries and the school libraries. Realistically; in a
state university that is not an option, for all the political reasons that you can

imagine.
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I believe, Pat, that some of us do what you were suggesting. We do not do it as
well as we could if we had more resources. The idea of developing a very specialized

unit, though, is a tough one; and chiefly for those demographic reasons.

MS. BATTIN: Let me just respond to that, since we are all friends here, by
saying some things that are probably controversial: 1 would guestion whether sehool

librarians need a master's degree program, particularly in a research university.

There is a place for that kind of educational program;j it is simply not the same as
that a research librarian needs. We are tatking aboiit some very different kinds of

requirements: It does not mean that one is better than the other; ‘they are just
different. The skills and abilities needed to run a school library are very different

than the kinds of skills and abilities that are needed in the university.

The second thing is that I quite agree with everything you say and 1 am
wondering if there is a different way to do it. The overhead costs of maintaining
1"-is kind of faculty are probably out of the question. Therefore maybe what we need
to do—I hate to say this—is to shrink the library school to a faculty that is the

synthesizing, cocrdinéting part of our discipline and have cross ‘appointments or. joint

appointments with inculty experts in all the other discipline; msake it an

interdisciplinary program in the way that universities have interdisciplinary

programs: One would take someone in the management area, for example, and not

have them teach management of profit-oriented activities, but have them develop an
expertise in nonprofit management or library mansgement: In the engineerii.g
sehcols; in the computing science departments, and so forth one would have péople

develop a specialty for the library questions; rather than try to have all of these

talents represented in the library school. Is that a possibility?

MR. HOLLEY: Lct me respond to the last first; and then I want to defend the

school librarians. We are already doing some.of that. We could not possibly offer in
our library school the course that the businéss school offers on the management of
not=for-profit organizations. We do not attempt to; we send the students over
there. Th= same is true in public administration for the theory of otganizations. We
do not have that expertise and as long as We can freeload on them, we will continue
to do so. There are problems involved in that, but they are not problems that cannot

be solved. We do not make as much use of that as we could, but a lot of us are
already doing it:

was talking about a joint appointment in which that person is . aprt of your faculty,

tfat holds tenure in the other department. It seems to me that there are two

different models that are used in institutions:
MR. HOLLEY: Weil, we do some of the other, too. We split up a faculty
position and pay for a part of a faculty member._ It sounds wonderful, but in reality

it has its own set of problems. Where is your -home department; and particularly
w.here do you get your rewards and promotion and tenure and so forth? But; yes; we
do some of both. And I believe we simply have to; there is no_other sotution. We are

not going to expand the faculty. But we can make use of the specialized expertise.

 1am going to try to transmit what I believe tne more advanced school librarians
would say to you. They would say that at least as far as many academic libraries are

concerned, though perhaps not the elite research libraryv group that is here, many
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schools are far ahead of academic libraries in terms of the use of microcomputers
and a host of othér of the new technological deviceés. Indeed their needs for a
graduate professional program are much stronger than you would indicate, and some
of these have common elements with other types of libraries. I would not prétend
that that is true for all school systems. But there are some school systems that are
very much advanced technologlcally And some of these problems will solve
themselves because by the time those students get to us in library schools, they will
know all of the things that we now have to teach at a pretty - fundamental,
elementary level

MS. BATTIN: In certaln areas I have no questlon that these schools arc anead. I

am not looking at who is ahead and who is behind. 1 am looking at it as a different

kind of emphasns, in the same way that people with elther a bachelor of science in

education or a master's degree in education do not end up as members of faculties of

research universities: I am saylng that research llbrarlans, and partlcularly7 those

wlth academlc status and who hold facuity appointments and so forth, must have a

dlfferent environment and facing a whole dlfferent set of problems: I believe trying
to educate everybody within the same curriculum is just not going to work:

MR. HOLLEY: I guess I am saying that we do not do that. Within the
frameWOrk of what we are domg, we do some things that are common to all types of

as much as we can. So I do not dlsagree w1th you about the needs. They have
certain kinds of needs that we cannot provide in the library school; just as we would
not for the research library track.

_ MR. BIDLACK: Some deans have been meeéting rather regularly with personnel
directors of large publie libraries and the probléms that they p.esent to us sound
-very much liké the ones you are presenting.

MR. HOLLI;Y The d1rectors of large publlc ilbrarles are asklng the questlon,
"Why are we not getting the best and the brightest?" too. It is a good g stion.

MS: GAPEN (University of Alabama): I would like to come back to the salary

issue ®ne more time, because I think it is 51gn1f1cant in changlng the sort of people

that are attracted to librarianship. When I talk about salaries wiih the Vice

President for Academiz Affairs at Alabama; he looks at two things. He looks at the

comparable reglonai salaries: But then he also looks at the productwnty of the

people who are in the hbrary and who have faculty status and rank: And clearly they

are not as productlve in terms of serv1ce and research as the other faculty mernbers

region has h"*h or salaries. And I am sitting between two women fron Canada who
have enormous s:laries. :

©_-(Laughter)
MS. MéBURNEY: For their staffs.
MS. GAPEN: For their staffs. AndI am going to start comparing us to therm!

;i‘he seconu thin'g that we are tryin'g to do is to 'providé thé time’ and énhanéé the
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¢ .o tre .0 bring s :out & new commitment of the library people in research and

. pe . r..5 Partly that is dirficult because they do not come to the library from
libi. - bl with that kind of corrmitment, nor do they come with that kind of
trainir,: -4 1 believe there is & very large lack of awareness of what academic
rank anc status mean. That is romething that could relate to what happens in library

schools tode

M8 MARTIN (Johns Hopkins University): I would like to go back to a topie that
Russ roferred to: ~what we can do or what we as library directors, library

adi~inistrators, should be doing to reeruit pecple to library school, to the profession.

{ would like to ask everybody & question: Last year I adopted for the Hopkins

Library a model that I learned at Harvard about 15 years ago, that of setting up an

intornship program whereby people who are working in the library as support staff,

who are obviously there for an extended period of time and ‘might consider making

librarianship a career, would be offered an incentive—some time off, & little bit of
support for tuition—to go to library school and then come back. We have a policy
worked out; we do not guarantee positions, but obviously we would be very careful in
looking for positions when this student graduates. 1 would like to know how many

other people have this type of arrangement within. the library. (Show..of hands.)

what would that be, about 15?2 Good: That is more than I would have anticipated.

 Just for your information, we now have five people going to school at the

University of Maryland at College Park, and I started out with an allocation in the

budget of $2,500. That has been increased slightly, but it is still not very much.

, MR. SYLVESTRE (National Library of Canada): There is something similar that
has peen promoted by the Canada Institute for Scientifie and Technical Information
(CISTI), which was elected to ARL membership earlier today. For 15 to 20 years
they have hed a fellowship program whereby they give fellowships to people who
have science degrees; because most of the graduates heve arts degrees before they
go to library sehool, as we all know. Many of these people have doctorates in
seience or engineering degrees. CISTI gives them a fairly substantial fellowship and
then & job: This way CISTI recruits the kind of people they want, because they
seleet them:

- MR: PINGS (Wayne State University): [ have had the experienceé in the last six
weeks of interviewing about ten people just out of library school for jobs. We do
have jobs in Michigan still. I ask an open-ended question; "What is your interest in

technotogy or what do yuit know about this?" Oh, boy, they know all about this:

what [ found out is that they have taken a course which I could identify as "ecomputer
appreciation” or "electronic aupreciation.”

(Laughter)

Now, there is another course called, "The future of électronies:”

(I.aughter)

“hen they say, "Oh, I have taken this course and I know how to do searching.”

And now I go back a bit further with the people we have hired who say that they

have taken these courses. BRS comes along; Lockheed comes along, and offer
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training courses—we arc nlways sending people to these courses. Well, they do not

reatiy have the experience. This is the connec' - f the real environment versus an
academic one.

I do not know how we re going to get (uis real world that Pat is talking about,
the eleetronic worltd: It is nat eoming mn from our hbrary schools: tHowever; I do

know that we are hiring merchants; vendors to come in and operate our bibliographic

apparatus And if _you_ beheve that they are bemg pald $12,000 or $15,000 a year-to

Somewhere we have got to start saying before you come into-library schaol; you
are going to have to have.a computer language; as we say you have to have French or
German or whatever else. If we are going to talk about technology, we must get
people who can use computers; not jusl "appreciate" them. They have got to be
trained as we train catalogers; or used to, when they could come out of library
school and begin to catalog. We do not have people coming out of library school now
who really have the knowledge and the kinds of skills catalogers used to have. We do
not have them, even though mierocomputers aré there in the library schools. We can
insist, I should expect, that people have this kind of knOWledgé before starting a job.

Right now we have mierocomputers and we s8i7 to the staff, All r‘xght we will
teach you scmething about a mierocomputer—Iour o~ five hours worth. I did-not.
know what would happen. But we have over 100 pec. e in thé library—the whole
staff——who suddenly want to take thlS course on what is & miecrocomputer. What are
we going to do with a staff who all of a sudden has four or five hours of knowledge
about microcomputers?

’
. 1 do not know the answer. We are tnlkmg about curmculum we are talkm(*
about salaries. All mgnt But wher‘e is the knowledge, where are the skills that we

need? And I am beginning to see, certainly the staff that I am invol'ved with are

beginning to see, that there arc microcomputer appliestons and the : ~ly must
have the skill. I 'm not talking about theoretienl ' nowledge; this is sk
MS. MeBURNEY: It seems to me that on: .: the places they ought to be

learning this is in our libraries. The library sehool students arerﬁqbwouslv usmg

libraries. And if they are using libraries that Are automated and using technologies,
then they will learn about those techrologigs.s

MR. PINGS: That's games. That's games.

(Lau'ght(;r)

MS. McBURNEY: Not in my library, it isn't.

MR. PINGS: To pull back a search—lt is a Pac-Man game! Iam taikin'g about
gettan inside and manipulating and organizing.

MR. DOUGHERTY (University of Michigan): I want to go back to the salsry
question for just a moment from a slightly different point of view. I believe we are
being overly timid in dealing with this question with umver‘sny admlmstratlons, for
the rollowing reasons. In the last 18 month:, because of a lot of developments, more
and more scademic administrators are learning more about Ilbramcs——probably more
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than they ever really wanted to know, but nonetheless, they are: They are also
finding out that just the plant costs; the energy costs, of running libraries are going
up into the millions of dc- 's: We think of our budgéts in terms of the ARL budget
that we publish. On many campuses the actual cost to that campus is probably twice
in real dollars what we publish in the ARL Statistics, for example, for a medium-size

library over this decade, perhaps $100-150. million. But your annual budget stated in

the ARL Statistics might be onty $5-7 million.

Theérefore we are becoming a very expensive resourcc. We have some very
expensive problems before us, whether they be ~reservation, bibliographie control, or
microcomputers:. We are going to need whatc -r "the best and brightest" means to
solve these problems. It may become Worthwhile to the university to pay higher
salaries so that we can solve some of these problems or at least ameliorate them.
And it might be cost-effective to think in terms of quite a different salary schedule

than we have up to now:

MRK. ROGERS: 1 would like to make what I hope will be a constructive
suggestion; and in a way this is addressed to the staff as well as to each of you. Are

we not hurting ourselves by keeping our light under a bushel? You look at the ARL

Statistics &nd see the number of us who are paid $50,000 or more, Instead of trying

to push this stone up the hill from the bottom of the sehedule; why do we not start
reporting more salaries above $50,000 to let the world know that librarians are not
all just paid nickels and dimes? Maybe we can pull thé salary schedule up; if we can
not push it up. We ought to be reporting at least another $20,000 on top of the

present $50,000 level. Let us tell each other. This is good ammunition when you go

to see your provost.
MR, CHURCHWELL ,V(Wgéﬁjﬁgféﬁ”UniVet"sity, St. Louis): 1 'eard the two

educators who are here. I am not going to say anything new, bec .use they have
heard it. But I want to try something else.
N . 7 { )

~ There are studies which rny that people can do.a =y good job of cataloging
books without having goni tc a library school. We have studies that show that a
large number of reference questions are answered by people who have never gone: to
library school but have had very good in-service training. If that is true, and I
pelieve it is. maybe we need to look at the salary question a different way. Why can

[

we not teach this core course that Ed rentioned, and that. practically every library
school has, at the undergraduate level? At the same time, we would begin recruiting
people when there is an interest. We could get the engineering students, we could
gct the physies students at that time and let them know that the kinds of problems
that Pat has mentioned will be waiting for them. But we must get the student at
soime point other than where we are getting them now. I believe that is one of the
big problems. To a student with a bachelor's degree, then, with the understanding

that it is an open-ended system with a bachelors degree, the $15,000 and $16,000 will

not look so bad.
¥S: VieBURNEY: We have time for one more question; or comment:

~ MS: TAYLOR: I have been talking lately to several people who are now original
catalogers, and [ have noticed something that I have only begun hearing from them.
Th2se people are beginning to develop a real fear_ that within their professional

lifetime tieir specialty—what they do--is going to disappear, and they will be left
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out in the cold. Part of this is related to technology and part to othier things. Based
on this; I have two guestions to address to Dr: Bidlack. One is are we thlnkmg at all
abotit how we can "retool" people if there are tremendous char “es in library rotes as

we know them? Secondly, whi ‘e we doing with the s° .1 todey who arc
enrolled in library school and who; for all I know; may s* be “aking catalog s
courses not too different from the one I was enrolled in some y.. - ago?

MR. BIDLACK: Well, I hope the latter is not true. At our pla.c we o have a
full-time coordinator of contmumg education, a full-time faculty membe:. One of

the problems in contmumg education is that many librarians assume this- is. the

obligation of the library school, without cost: Just as_we have to charge students

tuition to earn the master' s, a library school offermg continuing education

opr-rtunities is going to have to charge for this; and it can be rather expensive. We

have made a commitment to continuing education. I admit that as a state institution
it is prlmarlly to the State of Mlchlgan and these tend to be one-day; Sométimes one
week; institutzs. But I believe this is going to grow.

[-am sure there are library schools teaching cataloging the way you and’l, or
particularly I; learned it. 1 believe-those are the ones that shculd probably be
eliminated, but I am not sure they all will be; in the process that I have outlined. I
cannot believe that, at the schools that Ed and I would agree are the good sehools,

this is still true.

MS. BATTIN: I would liké to refer back to Charles' questlon and ask the two

deans if they have any dlfflculty with admlttmg juniors and seniors to their core

courses. I know that in graduate schools, I am not sure abourt profésSnonal schools,

but certainly in thé arts and Sciences at many unwrr51t1es, Jumors and seniors can
take first-level graduate courses. Is that a possibiliiy? i
. r

MR BIDLACK Yes, it is. We rarely have a request. And I admit that students

in engineering probably do not know about 1t. I gUesS I cannot be sanguine in thinking

.x.l\at if we advertise this, we would get very many takers.:
A\

\ MS. MecBURNEY: Y"

NLR BIDLACK:~ Ve might try. .

MR: HOLLEY: We would not:

might try.

MS. BATTIN: You would not take them?

MR. HOLLEY: We would not.

MS: ECHELMAN: I would like'to maks a comment on this afterncon's program:
There is hidden among us, and he shall remain nameless, & university administrator
who suggested to e this afternoon that part of our audience is missing. We should
be talking with the chief administrative officers of universities about this, and they
should have been at this meeting ‘this afternoon. I thank him for that comment and

assure him that we will take it into consideration in the future:
‘MS. MéBURNEY: I would like to thank our two speaicers and I would like to
thank all of you for participating. '
_77-
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BUSH 'SS MEETING, SESSION II

[#ollowing an informal discussion of a planning process for the

soCintion, thé ARL Business Session II convened at 4-45 p.m.
wrsday, October 14, with President Abell presiding.]

Special Eleetion for ARL Board of Directors

WS. ABELL: We i e two ilems < husiness: The first is to elec =
the Boarc for a one-year term. The Nominating Committee brings to

of .1 MeDonald. Are there any additional nominations?
(No réSpon1Se)
M. ROUSE: 1 move that the ncminations be closed.

(Several seconds)

on

‘-mber of
e nan

WS, ABELI: All @ -se in faver, signify by saving "aye." Those opnosed "nay."

Thank you, Jehn.

Discussion of 1983 ARL Budgét and Dues Increase

Us. ssBLEs The next iten. i the agenda is L+ ecommendation from the

lionrd on 1083 dues. That will be presented by Shirley Eclielman:

- M1S: ECHELMAN: The budget I have prepared is in effect a maintenance budgét
and does niot reflect the planning for the Association that is currently in process. It

18 st to vou on September 21, along with additionn! material that attempted to

(lsirnte win  our sources of funds are and where our expenditures lie.

There is onc "xin'g,i would like to point out to you about funding. “This

orgunization is facing a situation which I believe we all ought to recognize.

We have

i tho pust from timé to time, not every year but from time to time, supported

surseives by withdrawing money from our reserves. #lso, we have supported

Aurselves in the past couple of years partly by being luckv enough to benefit from
tiie extraordinarily high interest rates that prevailed in the economy. Both of those
situations dre changing. We no ionger have excess reserves that can be drawn upon
‘or operating funds, because we are approaching the situation where our réserves
seunl those which are recommended by our auditors for maintenancé of the

organization in case of crisis situations. interest rates continue to drop; in fact, L
would say they continue to plummet. e do not know what is going to happen after
he clectinn in Noveiber, but at least for the short term they are plummeting. That
ienns, for thiz organization, support of ongoing programs must come from dues,
beeause they are the only other source of income that we have. Dues income has 1o

Sick up the portion that sivinks from the other incorn. sources.

ERIC
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Havine xrudc that mtroducfory statement, i would tike to ask whether there are
any quoetlcn s or commernts on the budget that has been presented by the staff to the
Board, and the dues increase that has been recommended by the Board .. the
‘»Hxlfﬂjéi‘&‘?.ib?

MS. VABI?IVI.I,' If not, muy I a'ﬁSumG that Vou are i‘eady td vote on the

A MEMEER: I have one gquesticn. The 1982 budget proﬁded $8,(‘00 for.
professional services and the projecied vear-end figure is $16,000. Could y.ou explain

why?

MS. HHELMAN: This is one of those situations where you hav. to respond to
\(Hm‘thlhg that happens in the environment that affects you. About February of this
venr, 1 attended the second of what has become a lo~g series ~f mieetings with the
pubiishers and the Copyright Office staff at the Copyr :;ht Office. At that meeting,
I hegan to be very concerned that the issues that were being r,ais’,ed by the pitblishing
~ommunity in those meetings, and the attitude of the staff of the Copyright Office
coquired that any ARL representatio: or participation by me on a continuing basis in
thit activity required that we have legal counisel. This is not hiring of a lobbyist; it
i$ the hiring of legal cotnsel, which is quite different. Accordingly, I asked ARL's
legnl colrnsel to accompariv me to the next meeting JUSt so he could test the wateis
aid tell ime whetlier | wds being paranoid or whethic- there was really somethmg 7to

be paranoid about. | then talked with ARL's ad ho - workmg group on copynght and

with the Executive C ommittee. The opinion of ¢ ~wyer is that not only was I not
parancid, but we were even more thg’egteneq t“ thou ‘ht we were. We have
muintained verv close conte >t with legal counsc on.

\\c have asked counsel's opinion Ond help in pL\.i wmg the comments to the Kin:
Report: We have brought together at ARI; and under ARI ‘s guspices unoffieialty,
l(mal counsel from ALA; and from ARLE and the execu directors and other

~articipants froni library organizations to discuss the 1mp11ec ons of the publishers!
comments on the kn*g Report <trategles. We requested their analysis of proposals
that are bemg made by the publishers and by some of tHe other partics involved.
What we thought was going to be $£3,600 in legal fees has turned intc what will
probably be $10,000 i o772 fees this year; the other $6,000 in that line is our
auditor's fee and other small srofessional fees. 1 fully expect that that situation will
continue and, indeed, it may grow worse next year. That is a choice_that the
Menership needs to ad ress. Do we need l_gal counsel to that extent? I stroigly
believe we do, but if voir would like to discuss it fu-*her, I would bé giad to discuss it

with vou:
MEMBER: 7 o0 glad 1o have the e’ﬁcpl&mation. Thank Vou, éhil‘iey.
NS, ABELL: John.
VR ;'\]cf)O'\;" vLD: If thern are @nv guestions, 1 should riot say anything. BJt it

is verv, mmuch in the tradition of ARL, I believe. and anyone who attended the
rop”nght session todav would have to agree that vwe are far from out of the woods

AS. ABELL: Are there any ¢ther questions?
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A MEMBER: 1 do not know very much zbout the rent situation but does the
In wjlord have o stranglehold cn us’ The buiget shows a 73.6% incrcoase in two
yenrs: Canwe not et a longer term lcase?

VS, ECHELMAN: Yes, we did that. Wwe nogotlated with our iandlord—thé
American Political Science Asvwmtlon and it has a very gentle strranglehold on us-—-a

three-year léase this time instend of 4 one-vear lease. What has happened is that for

many, many yeéars u.e Amierican Political Seienee Association never raised our rent.

They went through a manage ement andit last June and dlscovered that they were not
getting the rewurn that thev needed. Our rent for that space is about haif of what
commercict nace in thut n-os would cost, but there was a 15- 1/2% increase in rent

for thi~ - _nding July: In addition, we took vver & little more space that had been
isec by . - Center for Chinese Rescarch Materidgls. We neceded additional storage
space for nntormls and space for some of our wpport staff. This rent;, you
understand, s oan ARL's rent. Pth of the rent is paid bv the Office of
Visvngement Studles, by the Center for “hinese Renzareh Materials; and part by

A Ixecutive Offiec: The total rent ix about $£40,000.
NS, AH! ,: ()th«r (]UC\IIOH\’ Are you ready for‘ the questlon’ All those in

favor of 'ho propowm dues inerease, plea\c indicate by saving "aye." Those upposed
Thoott e Teves fve it and the dues dperease has been aceepted.

Chongeof Glficer:

1]

Tvr
IR
IS

Vs A BELL: rhe time hias now eome for.me to reiinquish the ehuirs | st t
vou frankly thst I do not do so without considerabl: rofret, because i have rea

enjoved this jot During this vuir, with your enccurageinent and pmtlmpntmn !

helieve | have scen genuine <ontmum;, momentuni. Minv of the aspirations of the
Bonrd, from  open purtlmpntxm, in orgunizational dc(*lmmnmul\mg to cstablishing

mechanisms for setting direction mr the organization and, &s we saw this afternoon.

¢
'
1

(¢ renl member commitnient to an et C organization, nll seen: ta be within reach.

[t e osr o jov 1o serve with vaoous members of the Roard: In particular, |
wonld tike to acmnuwmdg thie tvo sing Boérd r.embers, Ciprtes Churetieel] and
Bist Prosicdent Jay Luckers H)ey iﬁr(% people 1 first Knew as J(*qumnumocs three
venrs ago,  We hbve worked hard; | believe, to op - hlk orzanization ans bring
directicn toit Sitnuluanenusiv, ana in that proeess we 1ave become ronuine fricnds |
Y FOING e iniss our chances of getting togethoer regul: wiv threo or four times @
Vear, '

| oalse whant to sceknowtedee and thank e (\tr‘:mdmam]' hardworking  and

cioable Start o mn}(mutcu Only thn pros'nonl ire 1S In g position to ro:zlij/xj
Boen oo 1“ﬁ they e and particularly » West Const President. who éan eadl at -
cletoek i ihe Mwnoon. when | finglly reid - huvc forgotten to talk to them (mont

something, md find thoem in the office 1t 7 0 0]0("\ in the cvening on the Fast Cloast.
| penw onprecing vour works shivley, Duane and his staff, Carol Mandeis Nieols

N

raval, TED ok vor Tery el

et D ohawe by i

Lot nor Lime tor e Lo lesve s faverins job oi el



professicne  assoctiatiors and to turn the gravel over 6 oo man | know witl be n
Splendid peesident. Congratulitions, Sfimn

] ARL VAN TS customary at this time for the Incoming Presidert to melko a
fow poeasant cemarks abolt hivd predecessor.

VS ABELL Do so.

(Liughter)

VRL GOV NS Wi sou be quict For o gninnge!
Caghbter)

cird an this case |oLelieve it ois imperative. However; she did to me whatl she
clinned [ dic to her carlier. She hax stolen everything [ was going to sav. | believe
this presideney has bees real landmark in that the organization has indeed opened
nponmd bowosbd like te take oo a0 oinute to speeify that g bit. The budget
fortation ot s now given the Viaubership s muep more detailed and informative
than it wes. o have establisheo e imembaosship-only meetings, which 1 think most
Cave bheen ber tel v ey Do ye op-en eommittee micetings and the
commit Vo e ook in toueh with the ombe ship, suceh
ax owe had this morning. But f L ces ot been all that Penny hias done as our
Progident., The planning process o hijceh o has initiated and the mueh more elean
godministration in e ofitee and with Executive Boarc. he inelu-ion of 1he
bxoou ve Doard nosonce derisions where they weee not formzrly ineluded, and ber
work wath thi Statl, ail have Jlded to the efficioiiey of the organization. Toen bt
it and 1o Goring, i addition to all this, <he supervise:d two truiv coxeellent
L COETR S, d Ve ecnsicer she did half of 10t at least, vith n broken ieg it is
oty cdte s achiovianent. We hope e et ol eall on vour ronnsell

of Us agree
PRI i N N s
besnning eoffort to ge!

N

MS,OUBRI L enitel.

'

RGOV there iy other ciness? Then Ddeslare the o s Aeeting of

L hjouarned.
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APPENDIX A=l
DOCUMENT DELIVERY AND KESESRCH LIBRA® (ES

,jay i'\:.,i,uc‘;'\'ért ,
Massachusetts Institute o Technology

Y the purposes of this paper ot delivery i defined as the proceéss by
wi solirce item or surrogata o ~vided to a library .ter r. Iardiess of the
i the original. Delivery could; .. :refore; be in the form of print, microforii..
o -~ transmission, vidéo or optical disc. Doecument delivery in research
li v = further subdivided into internal and externel modes. Internal document

t- svery cuvers material owned by a research libriiy; external delivery, mater:ials
obtained rrom any other source.

Development of effieient document de rery systems presumes the prior
existence of satisfactorv means for identifying the loeation, but not necessarily the
availebility. of desired muaterials. Among the issuns related to document delivery
are sueh  mdtters ws  the adequacy of loeal Jliographic systems; uccurate

intormation on loeat avuiliivility as provided by cireulation systems; local, regrional,

and nitional location systems; interlibrary loan systems that include transmission

nnd arknowledgment of requests; and the development of mechanisms for the

recomnense of libraries ond other agencies thut provide doeuments.

Docunent dehiverv is @ major eonesrr of research libracies ror a number of

TN O

L Ineroased eosts of materials and the growth in the nurmber of items
pablished mmternational’ require research libraries to become more

piterdepoendent:

Cor the reasons etted abwove, libraries; othe than resecarc.. libraries,
nave beoome and will heeome mere depend. at on larger libreries or

ar other onrees for o : rtals not in their collections.

I Oonomie DIOSSUTe s L ciny rescarceti libraries to reduce the

it hir of coples of terials they acquire so_ that with o
Stively stesery Do wing served, local avatlability  hio

Croqre Do e bl

peze snd bindinge eeecis have inereased to oa level where it 1S often
e economicni nol te retaon losSsised materiil, causing inereansed
Cnectones on major document deliverers sueh as the Center for

;

foowr b dLibrories, the British Lending Library Division, cominiereinl
oo potentiadly ., oonettional periodiealS delivery Syston

of Lree nibliograohie Stornpe sosteins, c-oeciultly for

sitier 0y crenste ar

e Loerehsed the
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internal Do dnes livery

ATter o user . rescarch library identifies the existence of a ne rded item in
that Hbrary's coll onoand it the document or a copy is available, a major problem
Tor researen lbra is getting the material into the hands of the user. While a

woblem for all 1ii ries; it is of particular sipnificance in large, decentralized
Svktems where the  scament may be in one of several locations. If an adequate
Sibiioiras. e apparatus and a communication system (mail, telephone; computer)
oxist, the uetual delivery of materials may be gecomplished in a nuinber of ways.
\any rescareh libraries have campus delivery systems using trucks, vans; station
wagons, bieyeles; und messengers.  Patrons themselves, of course, are often a ~.ajor

ans of delivery: It is conceivable that until technology provides some means for

Langini o lurge amounts of printed information quickly and inexpensively; the
diechar s eited nbove may be the most efticient nethods of delivery for books or
Sher lenirthy documents. A substantial amount of trailic within rescareh libraries,
Cowover, involves the delivery of relatively brief documents; specifically periodical
celoss nnad Tor this type ot traffie a sub.ritute means stieh as eleetroni» document

sery mmay be preferred. One scenirin Yor demonstrating the feasibil'ty of sueh a
Cmis desceribed below . Eleetronie soeiment trunsmission may also be seen ux 4
gserut cdjunet for tibrar.s that store information in remote storage facilities from
which 31 mas be more economicul to transmit g short article than to delive the

cntive bouna voliine.

Ve terei Docetment Detive:n s

For the purpose of this s tien of the diseus=ion; it is useful to divide the
(rostion ol gceess to docunmenis not held w an individual researen library: Tor
Heteniale of substantin! lengtr, basically monographs, it scems unlikely, given
Srecent teehinology, Shat there is an ceonomical substitute for the original work.
Jost Looks will probaily cui e too be published in printed form; stthouy
opdidernnle dniount of sueh i ormetion is_already i and will continue @« uf ~mep
miceoform. Phe substitution of Cerof em for an originallv prin’ K
fensible if (1) the holding library atready has the material in that form aea 1s wiling
to lend o oo copy; o (2) the torrowing litimy s willing to pay thc ~ost of
v ieing o snerofornt or to share the cost with the holding library. The cost ot
Crcdneine e copy s substantial given the neca ror verification of complricie s
subsequent copies are considerably cheaper beeause of o retatively automatic
ftire o af the  proeess and  the  current  availability of  high-speed, low-cost

it

coproduetion method o i any eise, exte il phivsical delivery of monographs wotlld,
Ce fmneedinte Donre; still require the tse of manual systems ke the B0 postal

S ool United oreot Serviee, and loeal and regicnal delivery syatoms.

Pl uresieat sotential for the apphi ation of teehnology to document delivery
«ems 1o be o in the reatn of shorter doctiments. especially periodical articles. This
DGSSINITtY ©onot inslgnirie ot with eocurrent volume of sueh wraffic representing

Cineh ses 0 pereenit o cooenreh n sy external requests:

v curront poeens by owhieh most res Lrel dibrartes obtain copres of articles
s other cources  have,  witho some exeeptions, i substantisl “uiaber  of

Gpteon hines CThe principal ones are the sHowing:
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i, Wedar uand tear on the orig ginal eaused by tho use of flatbed

pho1ocop1els. This process causes damage to both paper a'idﬁp}pdmg
It is alieviated somewhat in libraries that mlcrofllm the original and
then cnlurp‘e through a process such as Copy-flo, but few libraries are

using such equipment.

2. Reovas of the original from its normal plaee in a library's coliection
for a substantial period; thus ineonvenieneing local users.

olinnce upon mianual  delivery svstems for delivery of copys
producing a rolstively long turnaround time.

Some of these diffil dlties have been overt ~me by the use of substitute éystemq.
% number of ¢domimicreial doeument deliverers; for example, can sup, . copies from
dodiented collections like ’vaersntv 1\1|crof11ms. Chemical Abstracis Service; and
the Institute for Scientific Information: Theqo serviees, while providing copies at

rensongblv competitive prices, are limited in terms of the size of their eolizctinns.
There is also the problem of identifving the availability 7 the materisl; & matter
that will br addressed later. Facurmlo tr mxrmwvon does iiiorove the situutioil with
recard to speed of delivery, but this method ;{m requires the production of a flat
proor copy reproduecing the problomx ¢itci in 1 and 2 _aboveé). Facsinile
(ransmission is alyd significantly more C\rnnﬂl\c han photocopying ard meil. YWhie
some develonmen tal WoOrk is b(’lh f’m.r on direet faesimile transmission {rom ind
ael unbotn.. voalunies, the transniission cost probiem still remains.

Pogaithro Arcisobfiescareh

Severatoaroes ef mvcxh;: (tion have veein of are oung proposed to deal with some

4 the provlems of At zorv of short dooumonts Thay include (1) the envichment of
L CINSER e hroeo by the inclusion of inform ”uon on absiraeting (md indexmg
Sorvieos  and on o doeur cent (1oliu-wrm< _’) sleetronie document  scanming and
Cranciission: O3 Pl tens storage o o deseery by elevtronie meaons: (4) a nationu
riodicals deliv v systems and (b0 viceo and op Cieal dises. Eacho of these is

, Sderibied e 1(>fl\' boetow

CONSER Project,

Copropoa b Shodoveloped jointly Gy the National Foderation of Abstracting
o indexing S‘ur-n':-ww (\x ALIS) ana the \wo('mtmn of Researeh Libravies to nersdse
{ o cnount et secorney of inforimation eontuined in the CONSER data base. The

Cpeceice ain of this projéet is to provide mfor mutlon as to whieh A&l services

Ghsteaet or sndex o parlicuiar Serial tities; add mp ":le ditn Lo existing records in
OSSR G, in onses whee o title does not apoear in CONSER, adding  full

Jblineraphie rodoras including AN serviee mfov mation. by-prodietl of the input
b date il e mlorn‘z:ﬁ‘a.«)n on doctie ;11 e labiin “hero the A& T service ds
A b doc o omont st Her Le.g., nstituie ‘or Sm(" ' Horoation  and Chiel jeal
Shsiroaets wica), . further enhanecment; wlthe s . inciaded in the exasting

Sronosals woould be the addition of holdings information i+ ¢ other document suppliers

Eniversity Mierolilias, his enbnneement of CONSER added to o impending
didition of Lniversal Serials & Book foe hanee: Tne. (USBE)Y holdings coo wiil have o
syt L et on ;)("i'i('»(i%“:ﬂ L necoss Tor researecl. tibparies including e
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possibility of reducing the present burden on nef lender‘s. ’["le proposal I -1l requires
financial suppori to complement the econtributions-in-kind being ofiered by tne
participating organizations: NFAIS, the Library of Congress, the National Library of

Canada; OCLC Inc.; and ARL.

2. Electronic Docinnent Searn ining and Transmission:

A proposal has beer prepe i at 1he Massachusetts Institute of Tech'lologv

jomdv by the [ -oratort 0 Information and Dec1snon Systems (LIDS) and the
ibraries to deveiop an « - e m"eument scanning and transmission system for
inteclibrary docurient dei.,ug\. " ¢ Hasie elements consist of document searning,
digitalization =nd  ecomores of duta, transmission over high-speed

teleecmmunications lines or by n”uowave, and remote prmtmo'. The svstem could

be used within & multi- llbr‘arv campus environment or from library to lisrary. The

propused system ¢ ..mnates two of the Shortcomlngs of the present syatem described

ubovo (wear and tear, and tlme‘ and; because of the speed of copymg and the

possihility of having scanners iii several loeations, reduces the amount of time the
volume is off the shelf: F.anding is being sought for both development of equipment
nd a p1lot demoristratlor prO)ect The system can =2asily incorporate electronic
hiessnoe switehing and aceess te online serials files,

2; Pull Text Storage and Deliverv of Documnents.

tt has been suggested by many that; given the tremendous storage capncity

offered by current computer systems, the wave of the future for information s age
1s full text stomge, seanriing; and dJelivery by eleetronie means. Tne assuinption is
tive: information is publlshed in electronic form (Simult@iheous publieation in print is
not preclude" but irereases costs), that it may be scanned by remote terminal and
searched u.ing incex.ng te.ms or naturel !anguage, and that docunients may be

ordered und  livered i5 ~-uicté locations. The American Chemical Socie'y is
cxperimenting  ith 16 of 1 prmmryjournnlﬁ being mide available oaline. Arnother
svstemn is beiniy proposed by a cu sortium of Europesn publishers to provide aceess gg

xcientiﬁe, teshnichl, and medical jourrizls. This system, Article Delivery Over
Neétwork Information Serviee (ADONIS), is in the developmental stage and it is
;mtxcnmtoo thit $2 to $3 million will be needed to carry the proje~’: Most of the
discussion of fuli-text storage and delivery systems ajjpe&rs to .c centered on
xmenhfxc arid techniedl journgls presumably because of the high cost of publication;
the nee(' for quick acecss, end the relatively high o'solescence ratc «f the subject

inntter, thie last reducing the necessity for storing mnnv years of {oiication cnline.
Use of such systoms for the humanities and social sciences seems icss likely at this

Wetions! Pern reals System:

The econecept of a national pericdicals delivery system has been a major concern
rescarceh libraries for a number of yesars. The two most viable means for

- miplishing such an ¢ “wetre weuld be (&) @ dedicatzd collection of periodical
1\\11{ S from which tibraries eouid orcer individual artieles (i.e., a National Periodicals
Cent ex‘; (b) a network of individual libraries and commercial documé:t suppliers

'..\tt assigned responsibilities. Even if ecither option were politically fensible and
pocessary  agree nents between the parties  involved  weee developed, severd!
Tmotogical provlems cemein. [f the pric ey sStorage medium i~ Hrint, there



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

is the questicn of method and speed of delivery. If the Storagé medium i§
miieroforin, delivery is still a problem; as is the matter of how theé informatici: gets
into microform in the first place. Manv journrls are not available in m.¢rofi!m or
wi(‘mt'r‘" '@ eithar from the publisheér v, a commercial docum#ant delivery s ryvi_e like

Liniversity  Microfilms.  Even when microform is available, it iS often not
~winultaneous with the prmt version but 15 délayed. by iis mueh as six mor*hs to one
vear. In either of thé c&$€S mentionéd above, glectionic document sc:nning and

transiuission would be a useful adjurict.
5. Video- and Optical Dises.

Videodise and optical dis”s dre Seein by some as the solution to the problems of
storagé and dissemination &s they pertain to libraries. Both hsve great storage
capacity, are relativelv inexpensive to producc - - volume, are easily stored, and c&an
ke used in eonjunction wiin information retrieval systems. As means of original
pubhnatlon of information, however, the large capacity presents problems; a single

\sue of a perlodlcal for example, f1lls a very small portlon of one 51de of ‘a dise.

volummb . information like that contained in encyclopedlas, major reference works,
and collci-tions.

Optlcal dises in partlc iar. however, are extremely attractive storage media for

information already ex1st1n5 in 11b1‘ar1es, especmliy that which is in deteriorating

physical condition or which has very high use. The experiments being conducted by

tne Library of Congress and the National Library of Medicine are quite exciting in

terms of potential lQng-range 1mpact on research hbrary collections: Both of these

n\pulments, however, are aimed initiallv at in-house access and document deiivery

to outside users still remains at issue: Should these experiments prove cconomically

and technologicully feasi~ 2. the addition of electronic transmission capabilities
would appear highly ati "cirre:

Econoniic Issaes

Aty malor improvement i the storage and dissemination of .nformation,
oarticumriy wiat contain |oin periodicals; has serious cconomic implications for
lirrartes and for publishers. Among the major concerns are:

sharu-w

o2

i, s libraries ‘uond the concept. of resource and if the
number of suberiptions to partieular journals decunes; what happens
1o the price of an individual subscripticn” Will impoctant jourpals be
Joreed oul of business? —

E

Long=distane telecomunication eosts; especisily those inv.lved in
Hiti-State or multi-nationdl trancie:issions, are now prohit-“tive fur

same of the systems deseribed above. Are there other means of
itellites or cuble, udaptable ‘o these

snrnunicstion, such a8
CleetR?
Hosublication on deme s SeCoiMes o ,vll?\r [i]r\)lur” f‘l]l Lo\‘ ol
and transmission, how ©publishers © o reimbuesed Tor then oon's?
How will oharees for ewel article be coterniird v'l ¢ n the uitimein

srage
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Guniiber of e s not known?  What hippens 1o coples ordered by
libraries for putrons?  What happens to the role of the resecarch
library as storehoyse of information when the Journal is published
cnly in eleetronic form? Who piys—the library or the patron?

How onn bepe rescarch libraries that hold unique collections o
niohe raphine material be reimbursed for the loan of sueb material to
Gther fibraries?

(it enn be done 1o alleviate the interlibrary loan burden on the
roscnioh libraries?  Should mere effort go into the development of

locd and regional networks with the aim of redueing the burden of
intertibrary loan on targer Hbrarios?

Septeinber 1982
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OCLC Interiibrary Loan Subsystem
Summary
The Interlibrary lnen ¢ :Lem has been av ‘'able for Siightyiy more than three
voearsy It s oan 0 e smunication mecha . .m a]]ow1nq 1ibraries to borrow .
~ials_from oiner ! _.iries. A borrowir ibrary may request a specific_ item
“wi one to five potential lending Tibrari. « The ILL Subsystem automatically
~wgeds the request, in_turn, to each of "ected potential lending libraries
il the request is “illed. A reque: “th a potential lending library

iar up to four days:
rocord of the réqué'
15 completed.

steady increase in wse of the ILL Subsys tem.

J:Wf

“ir-owing and e ‘es may update an online.
i-om the time tt - ©  made until the transaction
A message file keeps br w1 and 1end1nq Tibraries informed

The following

cf the status of the request.
USAGE

There 5 heen a

granh

NaAr1Zes rhe history of ILL Subsystenm.

; Pas oalan hoen ady  irease Aumber of Tihr c1es urilizing the
Jutlty 1974 “he VQU-QF1U°
Jrdzo 1w 1107 siaries
Jnly e 134y t1brar1es
Mty 1w 1hO5 L*braries
a1 S P ysed bheoa voeristy o of vpes of |1h;ar10 . eanests placed
vy S ahrarie :»rku sedl o year 1981702 are divided by a1nrarv type as follows
I8 searah Y
2 Yiieg
o 24,09
V‘Pwr’ J0IGY . - : :
R STER AT RACE du, o medics, Bheo aloand special ibraries)
conduoten oy 0l o fhree ths of TEL “ubswstem fransachtions 1o ii-
) gne LA
R G ocnetaned Coo s ke enhancemente o thoo Suhshgh. for ‘eloprent no
rooarsdancesents el ced o provide Tinrarie with o inccoiin un-s; cific sta-
Lrahacs and to ointer: goe the TUl Sube tem h the Name Address Directoiry .
o . { ll.\;‘,‘ﬂ([j;".‘
b Nevirs
Section B o L
et & odser Services Division

Cinbine Computor Drhrary € cnrer
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APPENDIY A-3

FESEA RCH LIBRARIES GROUD

-

Farbare Lown
Research Libraries Group

Interlibrary loan is & component of the RLU Shared Resources Program, cne of
the four principal programs i which RLG members participate. Tlhie Shared
Resources Program promotes improved necess to resedrch materials through mutual
agreements governing interlibrary toar, on=sité access, and refercnce service. The
tmekbone of interlibrary loan; of course; is. document deliverv, which is absolutely

sesential to support RLG's coordinated collection development activity. 3dembers
congider ILL performance--what can be supplied and how quickly-—a eritical faetor in

suslding coliection interdependency, one of RLG's primarv cbjectives.
The erirrent policies governing interlibrary toan in RIG are:

. RELIN IGE Subsystem.  Members  os¢ the ILL  subsystes  for
trarieinission of iL1, and photocapn reqh wtse

2. Priority Handling. Members responc ‘oo soruests within three working
davss

.. *a Charge for 1LL and Photocopy: ..emsers do not chi v one
Lother for loans or photoropies (of reasc ¢ length).
L tiiited Parecl Service: UPS is used for ‘elivery of IL.L ‘materials; UPS

i 1ue | absl (air service) i¢ used wher 1+ “wwrowing library requests it
and wher items are reciilled:

5. naterials In Process: Materials in prot L oav . not vot
catalogzd) may be requested on ILL and the .1 libree nakes the
material availeble s it does to its own clienteic:

4. Liberal ILending. Members agree to consider IEL requests for
wriditionally non-circulating items on a casc-by-case basis, and they

agrce to seek alternative solutions for makin~ —ch material

Avaiieited

7. Last Resort Suppliers.  The New Yora Public Library and the
American Antiquarizn Society are libraries of last resort; Joan
rec iosts are At 1o them only when there are no other Kknowr:
locutions:

~ tl.G o libraries sent each other spproximately 34,000 [LL “transactions
alectronically in 1980-81. This grew io an estimated 42,500 in 1981-82; the
projection ror  '2-83 is in the 55,000-70;000 range. Actual ILL traffic among .G
libraries was .gher than the 1980-82 figures indicate, &8s an unknown number of
requests were transmitted via TWX or U-8. mail, especially during April-August 1982

when ihe Messa: ' Systém could aot be used:

-80-
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To use the RLIN ILL sybsystém, theé interlibrary loan st. ™" must have acr 5S to
an RLG Zentec terminél; which gperates on a leased teiéphone iine. At presr :t; 22
of the 26 member-owners have dedicated ILL terminals. The othérs rravidé ..o . 38
via terminals located in teehnieal processing areas, .

On September 1, 1982, the Research Libraries ¢ roup implemented a new
1nter11brarv lcait system as part of its Research lerarles Information Network
(RLIN). The new system replaces the RLG Message System, which members had
used since 1980 to transmit loan arid photocopy requests. The system includes two
major features to facilitate rapid and efficient ILL commumcrtlon., One is the link
to the RLIN central data base. If the title requested is found in RLIN, the
bit:liographic data; including local call nun:~er and location, is transferred by a smgle
command to the ILL subsystem, thus SIgmflcantly reducmg the amount of time

required by the borrowing library to process the request.

uquest a negatlve response from the first automatically forwards the request to the
next possible tender:

becond tho borrowmg llbl ary ean xdentlfy several pmentlal lenders in the initial

library: ’}he report provides & prof:le for each library as a borrower and as & 1ender
1ndxcatmg the number of loans and photocopy requests fllled the nurhber unfuled
*he reque‘ts were filled, the reasons why requests were not filled, ete. The
information is used by the member libraries and the RLG central staff to monitor
nerformance in the network.

The foregoing eclearly shows that RLG memn.ers now have the optimum
combination of an online communications mechanism and a set of policies to supuort
cffective documeént delivery. What has beeérn our experience to date?

) There is no question that the United Parcel bervice provides a siguificant
improvem :nt in deiivery over *U.S. parcel post. It does eost more. hut the delivery
time 1S much less, mcre predictable, and the los¢ rate extremoly léw: In addition,
the material is better protected and more hkelv to arrive in the sume physical
condition as it was in when it left. UPS air service almost doubles the n< item cost,
and for that reason is used only when the borrowing library requests .t cr when
miaterial has been reecalled. UPS surface coast-to-coast can take five to seven davs;
air serviee reduces this to two or three days: Each RLG library is spending
npproximately $1 T60-$71 500 armuallv on ILL UPS deiivery, .he variation dependent on
peographical locsation and the volume of lending: &

But externsl delivery flibrary to lbnr\J) is oniv wne nart of tht Jmumont
dilive »v probiem, and probably the casiest to isolute and valuatc in terms of cost

and  performance: O onsldernb‘e time can bo fost because of proﬂuns o -“7
intra-ca mpus delive TV and mos “nent oy roﬂuost\ nd msterials from the L1 oifice
to the photoduplicst; ion serviee or Lhe sm' L roors

A turnesround timie study  conducted by RLG libraries in Februury 1982
mioHsUri ! \ho («vomge n'lmom of davs from the date request was sent untii the
(i " the 'mne nt was rocel, ec by the borrowing iibrarv: This average per

titution was 15 a range of seven to 19 cayss m unaceeptably wide variation in the

I
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eninien of the Publie Services Committee, which advises the Presideni of RLG on

policy 1xsues that govern the operation of the Stiared Resources Program.

A simall task foree hus been charged to review the performance objectives, tr

¢ontider the problem of conflieting priorities, and to recommend appropriate scetions

{6 thi- Public Services Committee in January. The enhanced statistical capability of

{he 1LL subsystens will providea morc accurate data for unalysis by the task foree anc
the individual members. ' :

~ During the first fowr monthe of activity (September-December 1982) o the new
RUIN L subsystem; RLG inesdons miaintained a network averagc responsc timeo of
approximately four days—response time meaning the elapsed time from the date the
request was sent until the date the potental lending library reported its motion:
During the same period, the network average for actual receipt of th rsterial
requested was approximately ten days.

Cliven those figures, the Publie Services Comimittee confirmed its commitment
{6 the existing response time stanaard of three davs, recognizing that (voiw swithin
reaet:

Whilse RiLG members and coentrai staff have done iceh to iln[)r(N(’r the roceip
qnid processing of 1L1 requests I, by using UPS, to reduce transit time for ibrary
Gterds, document delivery vevieins far from perfeet. RLG will continme Lo s
Ohot hs. Gootieh teelinology e poliev, o Lhis c¢halleniging problem.

September fo:
Updited Fabruary 18



APPENDIX A-4
PRIVATE SECTOR, NON-LIBRARY DOCUMENT DELIVERY SERVICES

~ James L. Wood
Chemical Abstracts Service

Intertibrary loan or interlending as performed by academic, public;
governmental, and special libraries constitutes only one segment of the total
document detivery activity in the United States and Canada. Document Retrieval
Sources and Services for 1981 lists 127 private sector; non-library document delivery
services.! Of these, 109 are located in the United States and Canada and 18 in-14
other countries.

King Research, Inc. noted in its final report of surveys conducted for the U.S.
Copyright Office, Libraries; Publishers and Photocopying, that during 1980 libraries
- ordered 1,946,100 documents from "commercial" document delivery: services.2 The
total number. of document ‘copy orders currently being rece1ved by Such services is
undoubtedly in excess of two million per year. When compared with the 2,536 713
loans {originals and photocoples) made by ARL member institutions in 1980- 815 or
thc 1; 013 581 loan requests handled by OCLC 1n calendar 1981 47 1t is apparent that

total document delivery trafflc , 7 do

-

~

‘There ,ar’e,two types of prlvate sector, non-library document copy

suppllers~-those that maintain collections of orlglnals and those that draw upon the

collectlons of others. The flrst category is . exemphfxed by pubhshers, abstractlng

Scientific Information), Un1vers1ty Microfilms fnternatlonai and ‘the Universal

Serials &, Book E\(change, The second group, and by far’ the most numerous, are the

1nformatlon-on—demand vendors, e.g:; Information on Demand, ' Find/SVP; _and

Info-Mart, who acquire copies of needed documents from estabhshed libraries. This

latter group handles an estimated 76 percent of the requests channeled tc private

sector non-library supptiers:

For the private sector, non-library document suppliers, the document delivery
business is highly competitive. Not only are these organizations competing with
11brarles and pubhc sector serv1ces (eg, the Government, Prlntlng Offlce, ) he

To assure a market n1che, some tailor their serv1ces to speC1f1c kinds of documents,
e.g.; government reports and patents; others back up_specific bibliographic data
bases; while still others provide generalized document.delivery services.

The Dialog Information Retrieval Service directory, DIALORDER Suppliers,
lists 63 private sector, non-11brary document dellvery services and provides detailed
information: on the services of each.® Most offer customers various options for
placing orders; maklng payments, and specifying the method of actual document or

document copy delivery. *NMost also provide both normal and rush serviece and

attempt to maintain compet1t1ve prices while assuring some margin of profit.

~93- , L



Orders dre accepted on customers' letterhead snd forms; ALA Interlibrary Loan

forms, by telephone, TWX or Telex, and various online services,; e.g.; OCLC,

Dislorder, SDC Electronic Maildrop, and Primordial: Some providers levy a surcharge
($.25 to $2.00) for handling electronically delivered requests. Customers nay elect
to maintain deposit accounts or be billed periodically or for each order. Discounts
aré frequently offered to deposit account customers as well as to customers who
guarantee an agreed upon gquantity of orders each year. o .
- ) P & . o . . ) N

- Of:the 63 private sector, ﬁéﬁ—i%‘bi‘at‘y’ Dialorder suppliers; 85 percent advertise a
rush service:” Such service carries a surcharge which ranges from $1.00"to twice the
charge for normal service. For a ten-page article, the average price for normal
service is $12. Generally; this price includes a handling charge, a per page copying

charge, the copyright fee, and delivery costs. Thus, the customer frequently does
not know the actual cost of the document copy when the order is placed. A few

services offer fixed pricing; the only add-on being special shipment costs such as air

mail, express mail, or air package delivery.

~ Customers of the private sector, non-library document delivery services can
expect that 85-95 percent of their requests will be filled, and filled within 24-48
hours for rush orders and within three to five days for non-rush orders; exclusive of
the time orders and Copiés are in the mail. A ‘total turnaround time of two days is

.

not unusual when the orders are transmitted electronically and copies shipped via -

N <o e e [ . .
U:.S. Postal Service express mail or air courier.

The principal users of the document delivery services' offered by the private
sector; non-library suppliers are the for-profit special libraries. During 1980,

according to King Research, Inc.;® these special libraries ordered 1.9 million
document copies from the commercial suppliers; During the same period academic
libraries ordered only 38,200 7angrpl41§17iié libraries only 7,100. The total amount of
money paid to_the commercial suppliers by libraries in 1980 is estimated to have
been $3,128,000.

_ The private sector, non-library document suppliers have captured a significant
share of the document delivery market. Their entry into the dociiment delivery

business has removed some of the burden_from the library community, thereby .

slowing the rate of increase in numbers of document or document copy requests
received by libraries. Because of an ever increasing demand by for-profit speciatl

libraries for rapid, reliable sources of document copies and _because document

delivery can be a profitable venture; the private sector ‘organizations can be

expected to continue to increase their share of the overall document delivery

business:

September 1982
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»

_‘  DEVELOPMENT OF A PROTOTYPE SYSTEM .~
POR RESEARCH INTO ELECTRONIC DOCUMENT STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL
AT THE NATIONAL LIBRARY OF MEDICINE: PROGRAM-STATUS

S ~ George R. Thoma ,
Lister Hill National Center for 3iommedical Communications
Nationak:Library of slcaieine

~ The National Library of Medicine has a research program uncer w:iy to design,
develop, and evaluate an experimental system, an engineering protoiype that will
@ioctronically store;-retrieve; and display documents acquired by the Library. The
lcg-term goal of the program is to introduce advanced technology to help the
Liirary fulfill its mission as a national archive for biomedical literpture. The
exverimental system is being developed by integrating various subsystems such as a
Doeunient Capture Subsystem, a Document Display Suvosystem; high density storage

media, and a System Controller. The resulting eng'neering prototype will enable’
research ir both technical and operational areas. .
- The Document Capture Stbsystem electronically scans paper documents
containing textual and graphic material, and digitizes the analog electrical signals
generated by the seanning process. - Under development are a high resolution seanner
that will capture !ooseleaf documents as well as a bound volume seanner. While at .
present only two-tone images are being captured, the capability of accommodating
gray levels in the future is being built in. ; :
The Document Display "Subsystem reproduces retrieved "documents at high
resolution in both softcopy (electronic display) and hardcopy (paper) forms. Each
form has specific advantages. An attractive feature of hardcopy is that it may be
retained as a permanent record. On the other hand, an sdvantage of softeopy is that
"the electronic screen may be reused for the rapid display of a large number of
images, facilitating, for exanyple; browsing by users as well as monitoring for:.quality
.control during seanning and storage: -
At present; the scanner output is being stored on high density magnetic discs,
allowjng about a thousand pages of storage; sufficient for experimentation’ and
evaluation. These magnetic dises will eventually serve as a buffer storage to an

-experimental archival system to be implemented with optical dise technology: Much
higher storage densities will be possible with the incorporation of optical dises into
the system at a later stage, as well as the.development and implementation of
compression techniques that will reduce rédundaney in the scanner output.

i

October 1982
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March, 1982 . Report LIDS-R-1176

INVESTIGATIONS OF
- INTERLIBRARY RESOURCE-SHARING NETWORKS
by
J. Francis Reintjes
iﬁXCerpts from the Reportj
The métériéi in thislreporé is based upon research
¢ supported by the National Science Foundation; Division: of
information Scierncé and, Technology, under Grant IST 732251:
rny opinions, findings, and conclusions or recommendations
¢ ~ o o S kg . . . . o
éxpressed in this publ;catfgn are those of the author, and>
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Laboratory for Information and Becision Systems
' ’ Massachusatts Institute of Technology :
~ Gambridge, MA° 02139 ' .
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ABSTRACT

Invest1gat1ons of electronic 1nter11brary resource-sharing networks
have: been made for the purpose of determ1n1ng their abb11cab111ty to library
perat10ns and the ability of technojogy. to meet operat1ona1 and economic
requ1rements. It has been found that. electronic networks of libraries are
especially suited to the movement of the information contént of serials
“petwaen nodes. Requests 1nvolv1ng serials are usually for 1nd1v1dua1
articles which average e1ght or so pages, a tractable number for document
deiiVery by electronic means: A system conf1gurat1on is proposed. It con-
sists of an online- -computer ordering subsystem and a separatz’dxg1ta1
document- de11very subsystem. ~The sa11ent elements of each s bSystem are
discussed, including the comb1ned index of document ho1d1ngs, the ordering-
system software, document scanner and pr1nters, commun1cat10n links and re-’
gquirements for data compress1on Also presented is an ana]ys1s of the .
cap1ta1 equ1pment and operating costs for a four-node network w1th a max1-
mum separation distance between nodes of ten miles and a ten- year proaect1on
of total costs The report concludes w1th a discussign of advantages-of
resource- shar1ng networks to libraries and end users, and barr1ers to the1r

-

>

immediate adoption. : <
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CHAPTER VII

SUMMARY =~ -

(.

, | N
our ihVéstigatiaés have shown that electronic networks of libraries
asSembled for the purpose of transferr1ng 1nformat1on contained in serials
are techno]pg1ca]]y feasible: Such networks are glso econou1ca]1y attraccive:
A major cost “actor resides in the communication 1inks emp]oyed between net=
work 668é§’ Hence; close attention should be paid to this element whnen
networks are be1ng synthes17ed
< It wes c]ear frem the outset unicertainties. about thé soundnéss of the
" concept stemmed from the unavailability of Tow-cost bound-document scanners.
We therefore experimented with scanners to the extent that it was necessary
to convince ourselves that they pose no inherent bottleneck. We satisfied
ourselves therf is not, but there is room for much more research on those
_devices. Such research should be aimed at improvements in resolution quality;

refinements in the method used to support documents, automatic c1rcu1try for
set t1ng vo]tage threshold level in thé ana]og to= d1g1taJ conversioni part of

the scanner and in alternative ooL1ca1/mechan1ca1 conf1gurat1ons that would

ywe!d compact scanners. ’

We believe a resolution goal for bound=document scanners .should be of
the order of 300 lines-per inch. Ih~17§ﬁf of steady advaincé€ments being made
in solid-state sensors such as charged-coupled and similar devices, attain-
ment of this goa] should be possible in the near future; say, in two or
so years from how. It is Jess certain that a low cost d1g1ta1 pr1nt1ng de=
vice that matches this resolution will be available, however, although there
is evidence that a Tow-cost laser pr1nter with a 300-1ine=per=inch resolut1on
capability is near1ng the final stages of development.

© Qur research has ‘Ted us to the conclusion that the design of an elec-
tronic library network should be approached on a total system basis. To take
full advantage ¢f .the available techno]ogy, they should perform both a docu-
mznt-ordering and a doument- delivery functien: Since many tradeoffs are
posswb]e, each network should be treated uniquely, and Spec1f1cat1ons sh0u1d

-99~
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.ake into account factors such as anticipated volume of traffic within the
network; distances between netwuork nodés, number of nodes and the amount
and kinds of materials to be handied._ Each of these items will influence
‘the detailed design of the network: )
The choice of communication 1inks for the document-delivery baﬁt-ot
the netviork isrcruciai. Communication 1mpacts upon traffic capacity,
system complexity and operating cost. It will be the factor that widl
“argely, determine the geographic extent of the network, especially where
minimization of cost is a prime consideration. - ‘ '
Eléctronic networks of libraries are suitable for intra- organ1zaf1ona1
as we]] as inter- organ1zat1ona1 connections. In fact, it could well turn
out that their first usage wili be to e1ectr1ca11y coup]e the various
branches of an intra- organ1zat1ona] library system -- the 1ibiaky“c0mpiex
Df a un1ver51ty, for examp]e, or the branches of a mun1c1pa1 library system:
We env1s1on that such networks w111 prov1de wholly néw opportunities for
libraries in their dea11ng With serials through their ab111ty to upgrade
the qua11ty oFf end-user service and to make fine= gra1n “measurements of

v
<

document gsage.

Finally, we po1nt to barriers that must be overcome in order for
e]ectron1c networks to come into existence within the library comwun1ty
One is that the library commun1ty must be convinced, before making an in=
vestient; that sich networks ca: be made to work re11ab1y and that the |
" quality of end-user serv1ce they reéndér w111 not only be unwnh1b1ted bit )
actually enchanced. Another 1s that the indostrial sector is unlikely to
invest 1ts own resources to make comp]ete systems available on a ”tur -
key" basis unless a 'foreseeable market exists. - Either subsidized demon-
stration experiments Wili be needed td break the deadlock; or h1gh—r1sk

capital must come into play.

[

A LOOK TO THE FUTURE

Impending advanced digitai;technd]ééieélggéﬁ as very large-gpaie
1ntegrated circuitry (VLSI) and mass, archivai; optical=disk stdfaée
devices will event ua11y offer opportun1t1e$ for drast1c changes 1in the

-100-
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Loy
way we publish, store and retrieve information. Direct digital-electronic
publiSHihg and, storage of new khéh1édgé‘Wi11 become possible as soon és |
,these techno]og1es dre perrected \Wnether kn0w1edge already reCOrdeo in
printed form will be converted o éhe digital domain, or whether/he shall ..

have to contend with a dual-mode environment until prirted documents fade ,
into history and disuse is a.moot"question; In a two-mode environment
one can conceivée of dfgitai masé Stokade;as an add-on -feature to the docu-
‘ment-delivery concept discussed in this report. Refer to Fig. #II-1. Here
an option 1is: provided to deliver materials either by Sééhhihg~bfihtéé mater-
ial or retrieving them from a mass digital store. The complexity of such a
system depends-on the degree of compatibility that is built into the com-
bined system, The techniques employed in each mode for handling graphics,
data compression and, decompression and data transmission may we]] deter-
mine whethér an 1ntegrated syspem will be poss1b1e or separate de11very

systems will be necessary: : N

-i01-
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PRELTMINARY DRAFT

ADONTS is the name for a proposed electronic document delivery
project which will use advanced technology to store and retrieve
indjvidual articles or pages from scientific, téchnital and
medical (STH) literidtiure as part of a global service. “The _
ADONTIS project is sponsored by an international group of publl—
shers: .

The aim is an electronic form of document supply from 1984,
/ : .
1/

(NOTE: On September 20, 1982, thé Members of the
sponsorlng consortium met in Llordon and °

decided to proceed with the ADONIS prOJeCt
as proposed in this brochure)

4 ~

,T_ .
ADONIS M. is the trademark/servlce mark chosen by the sponsors

to designzte the project: : -

a03-
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Adoptiocn of New iechnblb%y

The ﬁDOVIS prO]ect team has rev1ewed a range of technologlcal

C(‘fl‘%tICS

-

1) a high resolutic: scanner capable of produc1ng a
dicital renresentatlon of the document;

) a low-cost, high-capacity archival digital store;

3) & high resolution printer, capable of printing from
such digital input; :

i) 2 mini-computéer to control data étbfaﬁé and transfer.

Digitalization has been chocen s0 as to record not onty normal
text biut also halftore illustrations and any special characters
in the text such as pathématical _si1gns and non Rowan—alphabets.
Fach charaoter or other printéd image will be scanned using
laser techniques 300 times per 1inch to give a d1g1ta¢
representatlon corisisting of picturée elements at a density of
300 per inch in both vertical @nd horizontal directions. This

15 shown diapramﬁatlcallv below.

Picture_
element g
300 Bits
per inch
Einary character
reprensentation
per inch
~105= i
» AUy
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User Requirements [or Document Delivery

N . — —

There are indications that the present system of providing
single journal articles on demand could seriously inhibit

the rapid and continuing flow of scholarly information by

failing to satisfy the growing needssof libraries and individuals.

One reason is the sheer growth in demand for single journal
articles; as shown in the graphs opposite. This has been fuelled

in recent years by two major developments:

i) the decreasing ability of libraries to maintain a full
archival service (for both books and journals) in the
face of falling budgets; and

ii) more searching of remote comprehensive databases for
bibliographic citations: Many of the articles highlighted

cannot be supplied from the local library resources.

Interlibrary loan systems are laboux intensive and rely little
on computer technology. Thus, the cost of existing document
delivery services grows with increases in labour costs, therebty
imposing a further strain on library resources: This 1s true

for both large and.small document delivery centres:

Libraries are becoming more invclved in information, (as opposed

to doctment) delivery, as part of their desire to gervice tHeir

users. Computers are used extensively to locate relevant
informatiom ~hd it is logical to see to what extent new
technology can assist_in developing a comprehensive; cost
offective document delivery service:

i ,
The traditional reltationship between the library and the publisher
s changing under the influence of technological developments,
requiring the establishment of closer links between author, publi-
sher; -library and user. .




DOCUMENT DISPLAY

SCYREE DOCUMENT
S . TERMINALS

o
Displays number
of disc required :
MIERO- COMPUTER and
. . . DOCUMENT DISC STORE
— e ]
2]
l— |
- 77 :,,7 - i i
\754
INDEX COMPUTER
The index computer maintains
an on line record of each >
document within the system OPTICAL DISC
and provides an efficient ’
means of searching for all
docoments
ADONIS" """ database ctreation Svstem.
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e . : Document request

s  Displays number
b [ = of disc required

Load opticai disc

|

MR oo TUML N .
A tvpical small ADONL&E ° output svstem.

Larger systems may.include faster or multiple printers, multiple optical disc readers and

;fju'ke box optical disc stores’’ providing automatic loading of the required optical disc. The
document may be printed remotely after data transmission. -

i
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Market and The Publisher Interest

Market

An investigation undprtaken in Aorll/Hay 1980 by the British
lerary and Elsevier showed the increasing: demand for 51nple
57.1\,1(‘1es in the commerical STM ared, and partlcularly in the
life sciences, when, compared with an earlier 1975 study. VWhile

the results of this evaluation *epre\enfed a 'snab shot! view
of a dynamic database, and various assumptions had to be made
about the seasonal and international vatidity of the cample,
nevertheless the results of this and other studies; in both the

US and Europe established that there is a large and increasing
market for individual articles: -

The Publisher Interest

The availability of neéw technologyv has stimulated a group of
STM publishers to investigate the p0551b111ty of an automatgd
document fulfillment seérvice WhlPh would replace part of the
existing photocopving done within libraries.

Although a small group of publlqhers has taken the 1nItIatIve,

the¢ aim is to include all STM journal publlshers whio W{§§ to-
participaté. A one-stop shopping cerntre for doctment requests

is highly de‘lrable for librarians and users and will be

achieved only by publlshgr cooperatlon in developing the database.
[nitial contacts w1th other qiﬁﬁiflcant Journal publishers
received favourable response: Thus, there is a strong like-_
lihood that their pubiications wili be included in the ADONTS

svstem.
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The ABONTS 5y&Stem seeks to provide maximum flexibility for the
location and capacity of output centres. : For medium to large
sized document delivery centres the information could be
provided on optical discs while smaller centres may well receive
the data via wide band communication links. The centres will

be serviced by & database creation centre which will convert

the journal pages intorimgggs stored in compressed form and

cr2ate the index ofrbigiiggrébhic details which will bz used
to identify the pages to be printed out Tor™ qment requests.
B o ; o - 7 N |
The ADONIS 3ys€emiy;;; be designed to take advantag§79fifuture
gévelopments\iniequipméht and telecommunication teéhnology.

This will increase its application to other areas; eg. fgr on-
demand primting or electronic publishing of tinple Journal
iscues or books, to replace archival storare of bound documents
within librarics, and for other us<s in non-ilibrary or
information fields. '
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

COllaboratiOn with Libréfiéé

, document dellvery Any arragements to 1nterfa_e Adonls wlth

this network could be mutually beneficial to both libraries and
publluhers :

“The ADONTS concept is international and, as well as the B?itiéﬁ

Library, other article supplying llbrarles and services in Eurorg;

North America and Japan have expressed interest: ‘
Such collavoration would:
i) draw UpOﬂ the respectlve expertise of “db11°hers,

libraries and document dellvery services.

ii) oprovide a basis for the JOlnt devélopmént of new Services
for the user community, including archival fac111t1es for

books;

iit) offer the prospect of minimizis
delivery; and

costs for document

iv) provide an equitable svstem off separates publishing
and distribution,; free from afly doubts about copy-
right by ptoviding,COpyriéht sage fees determined
by each participating publigher.

Further information will be provided periodically. Intérested

PUlethtS, libraries and document fulfillment ;5érvices are
invited to contact the ADONIS project Secretar¥, B T Stern at
Fisevier Science Publishers, P.0. Box 2400, lOdb\Ck Amsterdam,
The Netherlands. (Telephone Amsterdam 5803-609. Telex 18582
ESPA NL). : :

-
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APPENDIX A=8 \

Y

INTERLIBRARY DOCUMENT DELIVERY: : THE OPTIONS*
_ Richard W. Boss and Judy McQueen
Information Systems Consultants Inc.

- The major barrier to. effective and efficient interlibrary lending is not the
complexity of verifying the bibliographic details of a citation, the intricacy of
accessing files.of millions of citations to identify a holding location for the wanted
item, the potential for administrative and personal suspicion dimed at outsiders

wishing to tap an institution's resources, the cpmmunication of the loan request from
one institution to another, nor the time and cost of processing. the request; but the
apparently simple process of physically moving the item to be 1oaned from point A to
point B: , : .

The documenit delivery problem uppears to ‘affect all interlibrary loar.
movements, irrespective ol the location, distance, or type of material “involved in
the transaction. In relation to location, the proRlem is felt as acutely in “the
Northeast as in the Far West, although the former %njoys advantages of population
concentration which make cooperative delivery sotutions ‘more feasible. Despite an
expectation that distance is a significant factor in delivery costs and thus a prime
contribitor to the document delivery deadlock impeding effective interlibrary
lending; the dilemma is as pressing for libraries in Manhattan wishing to share their
resources as for those in Arizona involved in loans with Oregon or Alaska. While

there is some evidence to suggest that the movement of arf average; 22-page journal
article is slightly mcre timely than that of a muech bulkier monograph, current
interlibrary lending practices:do not achieve significantly better delivery times for
periodical material.

The problem is clear: how to achieve the efficient delivery of interlibrary toan
materials within the dual but opposing corstraints of economy and ‘timeliness? Given

the current state of information technology, three delivery mechanisms warrant

consideration: Express Mail, commercial courier services, and telefacsimite.

Of the varioas "overnight" delivery services, the Express, Mail system operated
by the U:S. Postal .Service is the least expensive, offering "next day" delivery at

$9.35 for a two-pound package—the equivalent of an average size monograph. Even

if cost, were no object; Express Mail would not offer a perfect solution to_the
document delivery problem as items have to be lodged at certified Express Mail

_dispateh points and the service is not offered to ‘many destinations, " including

university centers such as Fairbanks, Alaska; Pullman, Washington; and Iowa City,
Iowa: R

-

*This paper was derived from a report prepared by Information Systems Consultants
Inc., of Bethesda, MD, for the West - Council of State Libraries. The authors have
gonducted telefacsimile studies fu: - international corporations, a law library
network, and several other clients: .re preparing a Library Technology Report
on the subject for publication in earl v
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Other postal service options are less expensive; but slower. A photocopy of an
average 22-page journal article (6 ounces) may be sent by First Class Mail for a cost
of $1.05 with an expected delivery schedule of three days over a distance such as
that between Tucson, Arizona; and Eugéne; Oregon. A two-pound Priority Mail
package would cost $2.88 over the same distance. The use of llbrary rate is
economically attract1ve——$ 32 for the first pound and $.11 for each addition&l pound
up to seven pounds—wnth a non-dlstance-dependent prlcmg schedule—-but a dlsaster

as lOOQ mlles, ,and because of,the surface nature of ,the transactlon, cons1derably
longer for destinations not within the contiguous United States.

. As the ma]orlty of 1nterllbrary loans are made from w1th1n a local area, it could
be argued that the quoted postal prices and dellvery schedules should Be ad]usted to
reflect localized pattern. No adjustment is required for Express Mail and the
decrease to $2 54 for PI‘lOI‘lty Mail does not slgmflcantly affeet _cost patterns—-and

perform_ance of the U.S. Postal Service.

Where populatlon densmes,' 1nterllbrary loan transactlon volumes, and

appropriate sources of fundlng permit, the establishment of local or regional

cooperative courier* serv1ces dedlcated to the movement of llbrary materials

provides an attractive document dellvery mechanism: The cost of such. an

arrangement needs to be established 1nd1v1dually for each locality; and estimhtes

should include overheads such as driver benéfits and backup, vehicle depreciation and

insurance, as well as the more commonly considered costs of drxver salarles, vehicte

purchase, and fuel expenses. When establlshlng local courier services it is advisable

to build in scheduled meetmg or plck-up points for services covering ceontiguous

areas or else libraries near one another may be virtually unable to interact through

the accident of being in different courier networks. In assessing the costs of this

mode of document delivery relative to others, a clearer picture will be obtained by
allocating total expenses on & per item moved basis rather than by assessmg the cost
per participating institution. The experience of state-wide systems varies widely;
but few are able to deliver documents for less than $2.50 an item. Delivery time is
normally three days or more. When more ‘than one route is necessary within a state

the delivery time is usually five or more days.

Commercial courier services which offer overnight delivery are normally quite
expensive; with rates averaging more than doublé Express Mail. , United Parcel
Service, however; a surface carrier with varying rates around the country, charges
approximately $1.25-2.50 for a journal article or monograph delivered within 400
miles. Most deliveries are completed the next day There is a pick-up charge of
$2.75 only the first time in a workweek the courier comes to the library. This fee
cah be reduced to as llttle as $1 per week per llbrary 1f a group contraots w1th UPS

dellvery w1th1n a dlstance of zIOO mlles. For greater distances the cost remains low,
but delivery time stretches té three to five days. ;

Worthy of consideration for the delivery of diserete documents such as

photocoples of journal articles and excerpts from monographs, digital telefacsimile

equipment is becoming increasingly popular as a means of transmlttlng hard-copy

documents rapidly, by-passing the delays of regular mail or the costs of commercial

courier serv1ces when distances of more than 400 miles are involved: While there
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were only 255,000 telefacsimile machines installed in North America._in 1980, 48,600

units were delivered during 1981.

- Telefacsimile has had a relatively .poor reputation in the library.community
because m&&f lbraries' experience has been with analog machings which transmit

slowly—between two and six’ minutes per ‘page—and with relatively poor image
resolution: New, fast, high-resolution digital telefacsimile equipment- capible of
transmitting a regular typed-page in 15-60 seconds reduces the telec;?iﬁmuniéations
costs of the medium while offéring better quality output: j :

Using digital equipment with a speed of 30 seconds per page; a_ 50-page

transmission from Tucson, Arizona to Fairbanks; Alaska could be accomplished for

‘telecommunications costs of less than $10.00, compared with a charge of $113 if

using a six minuté per page analog machine: The resolution is comparable to that of
a regular photocopy, while that of an analog transmission is poor, similar to that of &
television image. Express Mail is not available between these points. Federal
Express offers two-day service for a fee of $59; United Parcel Service does not serve
Fairbanks.

__Digital telefacsimile machine§ usually cost from $6;000 to $12,000 each (rental

$250 to $500 per month) as compared with analog machines at $2,000 each (rental
approximately $90 per month). Higher equipment cost can be offset, however, by
the reduction iri telecommunications cost realized by using the higher speed digital
devices. - .

 Assuming that a digital machine can be rented for $500 per month and that the
daytime line cost for a 2,500 mile transmission is $.54 for the first minute and $:38

for each additional minute, the transmission of 100 pages each month using a digitat
machine would cost $554 for the month '($5.54 per page). The picture _changes
dramatically if 1000 pages are transmitted. The cost of the transmission becomes.

' $1,040 for the month ($1.04 per page). For a distance of 500 miles -the cost may be

as low as $.30 per page or $3.00 for a ten-page article.

~_ Copy resolution is determined by the number of lines per inch dpi) measured
vertically. Copies are legible at 64 1pi. Most analog machines offer this degree of
~esolution: Digital machines usually offer resolutions of 67, 100, and 260 1pi; often
described as high-speed, standard, and detail modes respectively. Many digital
machines operate at 9,600 1pi. Automatic stepdown or modem shift-down, available
on some digital machines, allows the rate of transmission to be reduced from 9,600

to 7,200 to 4,800 to 2,400 1lpi to improve copy quality even furthér—usually to
compensate_for transmission line problems—und to adjust to other equipment which
operates at lower baud rates.

Telefacsimile machines are normally described not only in terms of transmission

time and resolution, but also in terms of volume. A low-volume maching is one -

which is expected to be used to transmit fewer than 500 pages per month; a

medium-range machine would be for 500 to 1,000 pages per month; and a.
high-volume machine for more than 1,000 pages per month.

Al telefacsimile machines accept only single sheet feed—typed, printed, or
photocopied pages. In intertibrary loan applications the requested material has to be
photocopied before being transmitted. fHowever, this is already the case in most

14
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journal artlcle loans. 1rrespect1ve of the dellvery method] Many fax machlnes have
automatlc feedlng dev1ces whlch w111 accept up to 40 or 50 sheets for dlspatch_

the process. The hlgher pr1ce machlnes offer a delrlvery ver1f1catlon feature §0 that
‘the transmitting unit knows that the receiving unit has actually printed the copy. -~

stgnrflca,ntly from m,achlne to machine. Tw,o,types of prlnters are used thermal and
electrostatic. The former requires special treated paper and the latter uses plain
paper of the type now used in most medium- to high-volume office copyiers.

Vlrtually all telefacs1m11e machlnes can transm1t v1a voice grade uncondltloned

llnes or broadband medla such as mlcrowave, satelllte, coaxial cable, or fiber optlc
cable. Compatibility among digital machmes of different manufacturers can

normally be achieved by stipulating that all equipment econform to the international

standard of the Co ﬁsultatlve Committee on International Telephone and Telegraph

(CCITT) for Group I digital equipment—all analog machines are in Group I or II. If

the dlgltal machm S are regulred to be compatible with analog eqmpment downward

compatlblllty to Group I and/or II eqmpment, must be spec1f1ed.. When digitat and

.analog machines are interfaced; the transmission is conducted at analog speeds and

capacities.

but only three offer at ieast five different pieces of equipment: Rapxcom 3M; and
Xerox. The availability of an extensive equipment line from a single vendor means a
nétwork of machines with different characteristics could be assembled to meet the
reqmrements of various participants without having to use more than one source. By
_buying from a single manufacturer; quantity discounts and special service
'agreements may be negotrated and compatibility problems can be minimized. One’
company without a complete equipment line__should be mentioned. Although
Telautograph offers only two machines, its digital machine was top-rated in a recent

evatuation by the publishers of "What to Buy 'for Business."
if lihrariés decide to procure ,tél,é,facsimil'é équlpmént to facilitate interlibrary
document delivery, it would be advisable to:
a) set a time standard of'no more than 60 seconds for a transmission of normal
copies, using the slower high-definition mode only for some older published
materials which may require greater resolution.

B In an era o'f rapldly rising local telecommunlcatlons costs, the time telephone
lines are. used- should be minimized. No machine should be considered which
transmits at less than one page in 60 seconds because the $4,000 or more saved

initially will soon be paid out in high telecommunications charges.

‘b) sp%#}d%ﬁauggﬂﬁroupﬂﬁieleiacsmle eg}upm ent:

Specifying Group III equipment assures fast transmission. The CCITT standard

™
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for Group I is one page in six mii\ldtés;'for‘ Group II one page in three minutes; but for
Group III it is one page in 30 seconds. The digital machines also offer better
resolution, usually up to 200 Ipi. While this is not necessary for the transmission_of
typewritten pages or most recently publisied material, is imperative if complex
charts and copies of older published materials are to be sent. The reason that older
published materials often require adjustment in telefacsimile resolution is that

typeset letters are often quite close together and the discoloration and shrinkage in

book papers that normally occurs over time can render a transmitted .image

~unreadable. _

- ¢) select_equipment which uses- the electrostatic rather than the thermal
copying method. ,

Thermal papers have almost domptetely disappeared from photocopying’
equipment because the paper is light and heat sensitive and can change color to such
an extent that the image becomes illegiblé;. Office equipment .studies have

demonstrated that users react negatively to ‘papers which look and feel different

from the plain bond to which they are accustomed. in introducing a new technology,

care should be taken not. to substitute unnecessarily for that which has become

d)  if seeking to éstablish AifLibEé,E’)ijéiéf:a'cs’imilé network, select a single line
of equipment from a company which can offer models ranging from low. to
\

high volume.
7 A library telefacsimile network may begin at & low-volume, but could rapidly
outgrow the equipment initially procured: .

s) salect equipment whieh is downward eompatible.

The digital equipment should be ordered with the ability to downshift to lower

baud rates torpermit communication with organizations which have older equipment.
The equipment should be &ble, to address analog machines in at least Group IL. Since
the ability to address Group I equipment is dependent on the line_ of equipment
chosen, libraries should seek to ascertain the type of equipment helq by libraries

. outside their area with which they expect to communicate most frequently.

f) - eguipment should be leased or-rented, rather than purchased.

‘The telefacsimile market is undergoing rapid change. Even though thost of the

digital machines (CEITT Group III) have been introduced within the past three years,
a fourth generation of equipment is under development: The new machines are
expected to be capable of transmission rates of 56,000 lpi and higher with greater

resolution than now available. The new generation machines will call for satellite,
microwave, cr coaxial cable transmission. Standard development for the planned
CCITT Group IV machires has not yet been completed: ? )

_ There is also evidence that a number of phdtdébpiér manufacturers are
experimenting with the introduction of copying machines with telefacsimile

capability. The machines could be used for conventional copying when not in yse for

telefacsimile transmission. This could eliminate the need to purchase séparate
equipment. o ' < - '
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surface couner,UPS., For distances over 1; 500:*mﬂes,"Ex;5ress Mail is normally . the‘
lowest cost rapid delivery system to thé ébmmumtlés wméh it sex‘vés. UPS :’s’ 16Wéi‘
potentlally low,er in cost than Express Mailfor short artlcles or. excerpts of ten pages
or.less if monthly volumes of more than 1,000 pages per machine are maintained. It
is the lowest cost rapid delivery method available to thousands of communities which -
have no Express Mail or commercial courier service.
» e

~ Any plan to improve document delivery shotuld incorporate several modes
depéndgyg on the number of pagés,cﬁsténéé, and urgency of delivery. It_could be
desirable to construct a series of cross-over graphs to show wheén oné modeé is more
cost effective than another. (

October 1982°
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APPENDIX B-1

.~ SOME ECONGMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC REALITIES FACING
LIBRARY EDUECATICN—AN EXPRESSION OF 7PERSONAE CONCERNS
- Russell E. Bidlack
School of Library Science, University of Michigan

" In addressing issues in library education today, one may choose from & score or
more: I shail discuss two, which I have designated "economic and demographic

realities." These two issues are intertwined, and both pertain to an overriding issue
for a number of library schools, survivel.

| must begin with & confession. Portions of my remarks here have been taken

from an informal présentation that I made during a meeting of the Law Libraries
Association last June 15 as well as from a paper prepared for the June 28-30; 1582;
conference at Wye Plantation sponsored by the Council on Library Resources:
Happily, because ARL members have been invited to read ‘these observations rather

than listen to them, skipping paragraphs they may have heard before should be &
simple matter.
Today there are 69 North American library schools (62 in the Umited States and

seven in Canada) whese programs leading to the first professional degree arc

accredited by the American Library Association. Of the 62 programs in the U.S.; it
may be noted in passing, three presently have conditional accreditation, a status that

can extend for only two years before a school either succeeds in convineing the
ALA's Committee on Accreditation that it is again deserving of full acereditation or
loses it completely: During 1981, one program (that of Alabama A & M University)
was removed from the accredited list while another was added (the University of
Mississippi): Thus far in 1982, another school has been addéd to the list; that at the
University of North €arolina at Greensboro, while one has been dropped (Emporia

State University):

 There are six or eight presgntly unaccredited programs working
toward acecreditation: . o

 Librarians, including library educators, generally agree that, for the United
States today; 62 library schools are too many. It is also agreed that five years from

now there will surely be fewer library schools on the accredited list. There is not
agreement; however, on which library schools should survive and which sbiculd be

eliminated:

~ In 1962 there were but 31 aceredited library. education program in the U:S:;
exactly half the present number. (Note my careful use of the term "accredited

program" rather than "accredited school" for the reason that the American Library
Association is empowered by the Councit on Postsecondary Accreditation tc accredit

only programs leading to the first professional degree, i.c., the master's degrec.

Undergraduate programs, doctoral programs, continuing education programs, ete.,

cannot be evaluated for acereditation purposes by the ALA.)

While, during the 20 years between 1962 and 1982, the number of aceredited

programs in the U.S. has doubied, from 31 to 62, in Canada the numoer has grown
from two to seven. :
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Libraries in the U S experlenced dramatlc growth durmg the 19605, as we all

recall, and librarians were suddenly in great demand. President Johnscn's "Great

Soclety” leglslatlon not only contributed indirectly to the growth of 11brary education

through federal aid to libraries, but dlrectly through Title II-B of the ngher

Education Act of 1965 Fellowshlps at both the master's and doctoral level _along

with fundmg for res< _o_4l

amounts never knouin 1
support accompan"mg the tellowshxps not only spurred ex1st1ng schools to expand,

but encouraged the creation of new tibrary schools as well.

E ':rr'h and contmumg edueaticn; became available in nrumbers and

bafore in American library education. The institutional

.Although the Title 11-B program still survives today, desplte recommendatlons of
Zero furdmg by Presidents Nixon; Ford,; Carter; and Reagan, it is but a shadow of its
former self in terms of available dollars: Whereas my own school's grant in 1969-70
was $255,524 (the high-water mark under this legislation); our grant for the cui:ent
year is only $40,000. Between 1966 and 1982 (17 years); Michigan's total funding

under Title II-B has been $1 575;428. Roughty half of this has been used for
fellowships; the rest has been in the form of institutional;support:

It is generally agreed that the 62 ALA-accredited programs in library education

today are distributed across the United, States in a less than ideal fashion. While
California; the most populous state, has(four accredited programs; New York has no
fewer than nine. Eighteen states are not represented at all on the accredited list
(Alaska; . Arkansas, Delaware; Idaho; Kansas; Maine;, Montana; Nebraska, Nevada;
New. Hampshire; New Mexico; North Dakota; Oregon; South Dakota; Vermont,
Virginia,; West Virginia, and Wyoming.) Of the three accredited programs in Texas,
two are located in one town; Denton. The programs at Queens College and St. John's
uUniversity in New York are but two miles apart. Theé two library schools in Ohio,
Case Western Reserve and Kent State, are but 35 miles apart, and both are in the far
north-east corner of the state.

It is apparent to most of us that, in relationship to the employment picture since
dbout 1974 and the probable i - situation during the remainder of the 1980s, the
number of aceredited programs in the U.S. in 1962 (31) would be more appropriate
for our present needs than is the number that we have (62). The total FTE
enrollment in master's programs among the 63 U.S. schools on the accredited list in
the fall term 1981 was 4,970. Were the number of accredited programs today what
it was in 1962, that would mean an average FTE master's enrollment of 160 per
school, a by no means uircdsonable number. Even when students in doctoral
programs and sixth~year certificate programs are added, the total is still modest
when compared to theé siz= of most other professional schools in most universities.

For most library schools, the peak in enrollment occurred between 1971 and
1974. Although it was increasingly apparent at that time that the great shortage of

llbrarlans was largely past, there was a time lag in this realiz~tion that kept the

students coming. Among the 53 U.S: library schools on the accredited list in the fall

of 1973, there were just over 11,000 students working toward the master's degree.

One huhdred and fifty others were registered as post-master's students, most of

whom were seekmg the Sixth Year or Advanced Certlflcate, while an additional 300

were enrolled in doctoral programs. It must be kept in mind, of course; that many of

these students were enrolied only part time; so the number of graduates per year was

. considerably less than this total enroliment i a one-year program might suggest. In
1973-74, these 53 schools conferred a totai of 6,893 degrees, of which
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6,804 werc master's. This was an average of 130 graduates per scéhool per year.

~ Of ghe 53 schools with ALA accredited programs in 1973-74, all remain in
operation today except one, that at the University of Oregon. That program was
discontinued for fiscal reasons in 1978. _The program at Emporia State University,
which was removed from the accredited list last July, still exists, of course, and
students enrolled at the time its accreditation was removed (July 1982) will still be
considered.graduates of an accredited program under the rules of the Committee on
Acoreditation. Furthermore, there are no plans at Emporia for the library school to
close—with the full support of the university's president and governing board, the

school is determined to regain its accreditation within two years.

Among the 52 schools whose acereditation dates back at least ten years, a total
of 4,193 degrees were conferred in 1980-81; the most recent year for which we have

degree data, of which 4,030 were master's.. (Ninety-eight were advanced
certificates and 65 were doctorates.) Compared to the 6,804 master's” degrees

conferred by these same schools in 1973-74, this represents a decrease of 2,774, or
nearly 41 percent. The average number of degrees conferred by each of these 52
schools was 81 in 1980-81 compared to 130 in 1973-74.

~ we must keep in mind, of course; that in addition_to ‘these 52 U.S. schools
(including Emporia) whose accreditation dates back to at least 1973, there are 11
others that have been added to the accredited list since 1973. These 11 schools
sonferred a total of-456 master's degrees in 1980-8l, plus seven advanced
certificates, for an average of 42 degrees per school: Note that the current average

for these newer schools is about half that of the older schools:

_ The 41 percent reduction in degrees awarded by the group” of older schools is
not, of course; evenly distributed among them. Three of the 52 have actually

experienced an increase since 1973-74—one, Kent State University; by a whopping
166 percent—from 44 graduates in 1973-74 to 117 in 1981-82. (The other two, the
University of Arizona and Texas Woman's University; increased by 16 and 38 percent
respectively:) Each of the remaining schools; however; has experienced a degrease,

ranging from a mere one percent to a devastating 82 percent. Thirteen schools have

had reductions of 50 percent or higher during this seven-year period.

Among the 62 U.S. schools on the accredited list today, there were nine that had

30 or fewer graduatés during 1980-81; while only 16 graduated 100 or more.

Although there mav be a few ‘institutions of higher education where declining
enrollment in a ¢ ,en -academic unit does not have an éventual effeet on the
financial support provided to that unit, this is certainly not the usual patteia. While

presidents and vice-presidents_for academic affairs recognize that enrollment may

fluctuate and are often willing to tolerate a decline with the expectation that the
trend will be reversed' in due course, continuous shrinkage is bound, eventually, to
suggest a reduction in faculty and staff support.

A striking example of this kind of decision _making has been provided very
fecently at the State University of New York at Geneseo. In a news release dated
July 30, 1982, it was announced that "the School of Library and information Science
at the State University College at Geneseo will close ih August, 1983, ending a
tradition of library education at the college which dates back three-quarters of a

century." Geneseo is, of course, one of the library schools included in the 31 schools
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mentioned above as having been on the accredited list as early as 1962: In fact, it

was first accredited by ALA in 1946 and, 1ron1caiiy, was again reaccredited only last
January (to the year 1988).

~ The réasb'n' for this cirasti'c action at Geneseo, which includes the dismissal, with

Jakubauskas, "Thls is a programmatlc decision. The lerary School is a graduate
program with declining enrollments and_there are undergraduate programs at the
college with growing enrollments."” Because the school's closure represents
"retrenchment," a principle recognized in the facu1ty S union contract, tenure was
not an issue in the faculty dismissals (w1th one year's notice) even though five of the
eight individuals held tenure.

Just as the number of students has decllned in most 11brary schocls, SO has the

number of faculty. In 1973-74 the average number of full-timie faculty per school
was 11 66, in 1981- 82, it was 10. 23 or a decrease of 1.43 faculty FTE over niné
years. Note that thus far, faculty size in most schools has not décreaséed at the same

rate as enrollment:

While 11brary school facultles have always been sma11 compared to those of

other academic unlts on a given campus; there is, nevertheless, a minimum below

which they cannot go and still provide students with adequate preparation for a

library career, regardless of how few students there may be. In over one-half of the

library schools on the ALA accredited list today, 1nclud1ng the seven Canadian

sehools, the full-time faculty, 1nc1ud1ng the dean or d1rector, numbers nine or fewer.

- Small faculties and smal] student bodies raise the issue of eritical mass," a

topic on which Herbert S. White, dean of indiana University's School of Library and

Informaticn Sciences, has written more than once: At an open meetlng”of”the

Committee on Acereditation durlng the Phﬁadelphla Conference of ALA in July 1982

he noted: "The term 'eritical mass' is best known to us from the phy51ca1 sciences.

It is the minimum mass of a substance necessary for an expected reaction to take

place. Below that level of mass, nothing happens. Presumably, the thing just sits
there.”

Dean White has asked: "Is there a point in terms of faculty size, student
enrollment; and institutional support belcw which the offering of the necessary
diversity in library education becomes impossible?" The answer to Dean White's
question must surely be in the affirmative, but what these minimum figures shou'd
be has not been agreed upon; they probably cannot be agreed upon.

In h1s remarks at the coa open meetln 'Uean Whlte observed: "... there must
be enough faculty so that every needed asper't of library education has at least one
knowledgeablé up-to-date involved facully ~member who reads; writes, and
participstes in that area ... However, for the intellectual climate of a university
one faculty member is not enough, any more than I ¢an have a tennis match all by
myself. Research and intellectual growth are largely ~ollaborative processes. . ."

Just as the "collaboratlve process", is essentu‘l for faculty research and
1nte11ectua1 growth so is it also for student learning and development. We all know;,
as Dean White has pointed out, "students learn from each other, by working together,
by sharing 1deas, experiences, and frustraiions, in part through their coffee or beer
sessions. . . . there is a critical mass, as with faculty, below which you have
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students but not a student body, and below which important ingreédienis of the
educational process are missed."

~ pondering the question of criticil mass, Edward G: Holley; dean of thé Sehool of
Library Science at the University of North Carolina, suggested at an open ineeting of

the Comniittce on Accreditation last January that perhaps no library school can
provide a program of adequate quality if its full-time faculty number fewer than ten,
its student body comprises fewer than 100 FTE; and if its total budget is less than
$400,000. If the Holley requirement were to be put into effect in the U.S., 16
schools on the accredited list (25 percent) would be removed for having failed to
satisfy all threc of the Holley criteria. An additional 18 would fail to meet two of

the three criteria, while seven others would fail on one count._In other words, of the
63 U.S. programs on the accredited list last January, only 22 fully met the Holley
test in having no fewer than ten full-time faculty, at least 100 FTE students, and a
minimum budget of $400,000. (In computing the FTE of students for. this
computation; 1 have generously counted everyone enrolled regardless of level,

including even the FTE of undergraduates taking library scierice courses.) The

forthcoming third edition of library education statistics to be published by the
Association of American-Library Schools wil) reveal that one library school on the

accredited list had only five faculty members on January 1, 1982, another had an
FTE of only 26.5 students in its master's program in September 1981 (of whom only
12 were full-time), and another school had total expenditures in 1980-81 of only

$182,628. Only 17 U:S. schools; 97 percent, had an FTE enrollment of 100 or more in

their master's degree program in the fall of 1981. Fewer than half (36) had support
from their parent institution in 1980-81 of $400,000 or more, although when federal
and "other" sources of income were added, three more schools met that Holley
minimume.

 There exists, of course, no central authority - thet determines in which
universities or colleges education for librarianship will be provided, nor in which

states such schools should be located. Some would cleim that these decisions ought
to be provided by ALA's Committee on Accreditation: While accreditation decisions
can hove an influence on the survival of a library school; it has never been the role
of accreditation in any field to determine the need for a program in relationship to
the job market at either a .national or regional level. As is true of all other
accrediting bodies; ALA's COA makes its accreditation decisions on the basis of

agreed upon standards. The Standards currently in use were adopted by the ALA

" Council in 1972 They are qualitative in nature; not quantitative in the manner that

Dean Holley's suggested criteria have been stated, nor do they directly pertain to
Nean White's "eritical mass" approach.

~The Stendards require that a library school determine its own goals and program
objectives; and; to a considerable degree, the COA attempts to judge a master's

program in relationship to the ob, 7
school's own, institutional setting. While some eyebrows have always been raised
regarding this "self-determination” emphssis in the Standards, with the present fiscal
unéertainty in higher education; a growing soncern is now being expressed. Again to
quote my decanal colleague, ‘Herb Whites "Put simplistically and perhaps

jectives that the school has set for it; within the

sarcastically; it may be all right to have a poor quality school &s long as that school
is in a poor quality university."

There has been a tendency, in my cpinion; for visiting teams representing COA
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to expect more, in qualitative as well as quantitative terms, of the large and
traditionally strong Scliool than of the small énd struggling Schodl. Tbb o'fté'n’, I f'éér,

them too, grenerousrly for their herolc efforts, At,the same tlme, we castlgate strong
sehools for not doing more with so much. It is difficult to apply qualitative
standards with an even hand.

The 1972 Standdards were written and approved #t a time of pgrowth and
prosperity for both libraries and library education. It was assumed that programs
meeting the provisions of the Standards, evenn at a minimal level, would, with.
npproprlate leaLershlp and institutional commltment grow and prosper. The
financial and enrollment crises facing many universities today were 11tt1e imagined
between 1969 and 1972 when the _present Standards were being drafted by an ALA
committee: The writing of new standards for the accreditation of library education
programs now needs to be undertaken, in my opinion, against today's economic and

demographic realities: The memory of the $40,000 investment in the 1972

Standards, however, may well give the ALA pause in llght of its own present
finaneciul concerns. (A grant from the H:W. Wilson Foundation supported the wrntmg

of the 1972 Standards.)

Many of the universities in which llbrary schools are located are currently

facing such overwheiming financial problems that there can be little doubt that some

academic units will be eliminated eo*npletetj The "smaller but better" éoneept is

by no means limited to the University of Michigan where it was f1rst expressed

euphemistically by my own president to put the best possible light on "program

review and reduction:" ft is coming to be reeogmzed that across-the-board
reductions in a university cannot be tolerated year after year with the hope that

quality can be maintained,; nor can tuition be increased annually at a rate greater
than the cost of living with the expectation that qualified students will continue to
flock to one's academic door. At Michigan, tuition was increased in 1981-82 by 19
percent and by 15 percent in 1382-83.

(

As universities face the difficult issue of program elimination, and as_they
consider whether the library school should be a candidate; several factors will be
taken into account. Every library school is small in relationship to other professional
schools on a given campus. This smallness may, in some instances, actually be an
advantage for the library school because its elimination will solve such a small
portion of the university's financial problem. On the other hand, it is obvious that
small units are easier to eliminate than are large ones.

did not caiise a great storm of protest,,nor did similar action at the Um,ver51ty of
Minnesota earlier this year. At this writing; it is too early to gauge reaction to the
presidential announcement at Geneseo on July 30, but the fact that a college-wide
prioritiés committee had recommended two years ago that the library school be
closed "if budget cutbacks continue to impact the college" gave the school, including
its 2,000 alumn,i—, ample warning. .

At the ,Umversnty of thsourl—Columbla, on the other hand, where a budgetary
short-fall of $7 million was projected last April, the Chancellor's decision to
eliminate the School of lerary and Informational Science, elong with the College of
Public and Community Services and a number of departments and programs in other

.
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schools and colleges scross the campus, was met with such vehement protest that
the President and the Board of Curators of the state-wide university system set
iside the Chancellor's decision two montns later. The library sehool, under the
Jeadarship of its Jlcan; Ed Miller, was very much a part of the successful protest, but
how successful the irary school might have been had it been the only unit targeted

for closure is debatable: Meanwhile; the $7 ‘million short-fall remains at Columbia;
. while the Board of Curators examines the mission of the entire university system to

determine where the Columbia campus properly fits. and what should be its areas of

‘responsibility: One of the arguments of the Chancellor pertained to the lack of
centrality of the library school to the mission of U-M-Columbia:

~ Enrollment will surely figure as a major issue in determining the candidacy of a
iibrary school for elimination, most especially the pattern of that enrollment. If
there has been a steady decline, as 1 have noted is happening to most library schools;
and if there is little reason to anticipate & reversal of that trend, a library school,
like a school of education or a school of social work in the same situation; is
vulnerable. Co

 Much will be made of the relationship of a unit under review for possible
elmination and that unit's place in the mission of the university of which it is a
part: Most universities, however, do not have very meaningful mission statements,

apd if it is found that a library school does not properly fit into that statement, it
can surely He asked why the school was created in the first place. Too often, the
answer will be that, at the time of the library school's creation; there seemed to be
a. demand for librarians, and, besides, it had not represented & large enough

budgetary commitment to matter very ‘much. In other instances; it will be found

that the school gradually evolved under the umbrella of the library or the school of
education without much notice by the central administration.

Where a number of universities comprise & state system of higher education, as
in Missouri, it is possible that a sensible determination can be made as to the
location of the single library school that is deemed nccessary for tlie entire state.
Included in the arguments made by the dean and faculty ‘against the school's
ctndidacy for elimination at the University of Missouri-Columbia has been that it Is
the only library school on the accredited list in Missouri: This seems not to have
been an effective argument; however,; at the ‘University of Minnesota where the
decision was made last May to phase out the Library School even though it is the
.only one in Minnesota. (Although the admission of new students at Minnesota has
been "suspended indefinitely," it is expected that ' courses necessary _for the
completion of the M.A. degree for students in the program will be made availavle for
the next three years:) Especially interesting in the Minnesota situation is the
planned appointment of a task force "t examine the feasibility of developing &

substantially restructured program that would provide opportunities for curricular
and research activities in information processing and management as well as in the
more classical aspeets of librarianship." Of equal interest to library-school-
watchers will pe the report due at Columbia University in September 1983 by a
University-wide committee charged by the Provost with making "a thorough and
thoughtful exploration of alternative fu.ures for the [tibrary] school." That
nglternative futures' should be considered for "the world's oldest library school,"
which has ranked among the half-gozen best library schocls in the U.S. in every study

that has been conducted; gives pause to all of us closely associated with library ..

education.
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Most umversntles will doubtless take mto account the reputatlon of e&l h of their
ind1v1dual schools and programs as they attempt to ldentify candidates for closure
external,ratings of ,this nature knowmg,that they can rarely obtam unbiased data to
answer’ these questions from within their own university Dean Herbert Whites

May 1981 issue of College ar.d Research Libraries Wlll have greater influence, in my
opinion, on university administrators in making .decisions regarding the future of
their library schools than have some of the recent decisions of the Committee on
Accreditation. It may be noted that the program at the University of Minresota was
only recently reaccredited by COA as was that at Geneseo. At Mis : QUri, the
recommendation of the Provost to the Chancellor that the library school be
eliminated was made only two days before ti'e arrival of a site visit team' from the.
COA. The COA voted full reaccreditation for the Missouri program durmg its July
meeting in Philadelphia:

The prommence of the llbrary school's faculty within the umversnty will play a

l\ey role on any campus where pr ogram reduction 1s bemg consndered Library schoot

faculty have often not found it easy; however; to gain membership on university wide

commlttees, task forces, ete:; simply because of the relatlvely smatil constltuency

that they represent. Library sehool deans have had an advantage in recent years;

however, in recommendmg their faculty for sueh assrgnments. “Under affirmative

representation: Most library schools have had more women_with high faculty rank
than any school on their campus other than nursing, and the library school dean who
has not taken advantage of this opportunity has been negligent. Faculty suecess in
obtaining research grants along with the quality and number of their publications are
also elements, of course, that Will bé taken into closé account while a library

An often overlooked ,stréngth that library School§s have to varying degtees is
alumni support. Most universities are highly sensitive to alumni concerns. The
library sehool that has given some priority to keeping in touch with its graduates can
count on powerful hélp from thém in times of adversity. No library school graduate
wants to iist on a vita or in a diréctory an alma mater that no longer exists:

. There is a further point that I want to make about enrolimerit in library
education programs. Librarians who have been in the field for some years are
usually amazed when they learn what a library education costs toda_, Althoughﬁ few

ARL directors go back in time as long as I do, let me compare tuition costs when 1
went to library schiool at the University of Michigan with those of today, even

though as a World War II veteran, I did not have to pay tuition—there was somethmg

called the "G.I. Bill". The Michigan bulletin for 1947-48; under "Semester Fees"

reads: "For Mlchlgan students, the fee is $70 for each semester' for non- l\‘lchlgan

students, $150 each semester." There was an increase the following year for

out-state students—while Mlchigan students still paid $70 per semcster, out-state
students paid $175 1n 1948-49;

In thosr long-distant days, one completed the ARLS deglee during the first year

in library sehool; and if one remained for a second year one could earn the AMLS
degree (The two—year Br ogram is not really new, you see.) i remained to take the

AMLS degree so was enroiled for four semesters at a total cost to the federal
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government, whieh paid my tuition as an out-state stiident, of $650.

Todav at Michigan we require the full-ume_ student to take threec trimesters,
one calendar year, to complete 36 hours for the AMLS degree. If one is a Michigan
resident, this will amount to $1;458 per trimester in 1982-83, or a total of $4,374 for
the year. If one comes from out-state, as do nearly half of our students,; the cost in

1982-83 will be $3,130 per trimester, for a total of $9,350. For the AMLS degree,

even though the time to complete it today is three trimesters instead of four
semesters, the cost has risen for the Michigan resident from a total of $280 to
$4,374; or by 1,462 percent. For the out-state stuient, the cost-of the AMLS degree;
even though the length of time required to complete it is 25 percent less, has gone
from $650 to $9,390, or an increase of 1,345 percent. '

~ Thes2 figures are meaningful, of course, only when compared to the salaries
that touay's graduates receive in relationship to those of yesterday (or; perhaps I

should say in my case, day before yesterday). I did not take a job in 1949 when I
completed my AMLS degree, but decided, siizc I still had lots of "G.l. time," to go
on for my doctorate. But a classmate, James Skipper, also an out-state student,
accepted a position in 1949 at what we both considered to be a splendid annual
salary, the best of any graduate that yesr, $3,;600;, at Washington & Jefferson
College. While a shockingly low salery by today's standards, note what that
beginnirg salary in relationship to the cost of the AMLS degree at Michigan in 1949,
would have to bé in 1983 if salaries had risen by the same percentage as tuition—no

less than $52,020. I am doubtful that any Michigan graduate will begin hig/her

library careér with that kind of salary in 1983:

I should hasten to note, however, that the tiition costs that I have guoted for

you are by no means uniform across the nation. Among state institutions, Michigan's
tuition for graduate students is among the highest, and, for out-state students; it
equals that of private universities. Ironically, a’ Michigan resident can go to the
library school at the University of North Carolina, with its two-year (four semesters)

program, and pay out-state fees there for a smaller total cost then if he had come to
Michigan as an in-state student. Perhaps it is, at least in part, for this reason that
North Carolina's highly rated library school, even ‘with its new two-year program, is
having no enrollment problem, while at Michigarn, as in many other library schools;
enrollment is a principal worry.

“While tuition costs among most universities have increased this year by
percentages unprecedented in the history of higher education; the great disparity
among the 62 universities with accredited library education programs will persist.

Indeed; because future library school closures will relate.in many. instences to
enrollment levels; this disparity may well be a key factor in determinirg which will
survive:

1t is the economic reality of the high cost of library education today in
relationship to library salaries that I wish to touch upon before closing these

remarks. It is obvious, of course, that for the prospective student there should be
some correlation between the cost of a professional degree and the probable salary
tiat he/she can expect to command upon completing that Jegree; not only on the
first job,; but during oné's entire career. The application of .that assumed correlation

to fields such as medicine, business administration, law, librarianship, social work,
ete. need not be illustrated here except to note that one can risk going heavily in
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debt for graidrqate study if one's saiary prospects are those of a physnclan or lawyer

With thjs in mind, let us note the average starting salaries for a number of fields

where only the bachelor's degree is required (these figures are taken from The
American Almanac of Jobs and Salarles published by Avon Books in 1982):

accounting $17,016
economics . 16,440
chemical engmeermg 24,360
petroleum engineering 26;652
biology 15,2186
chemistry 19;644
computer science 205712
mathematices ' 19,488
earth sciences 22,152

of course, startmg salarles for persons earmng bachelor S degrees in the
humamtles and some of the socml seiences, such as history and sociology, are far
below,thesellf jobs exist at all It should be noted, however, that persons choosing to
go to library sehool are usually from the humanities aid the social sciences. Library
schools are freguently . criticized for their failuré to attract Students with
undergraduate majors. in the fields listed above. Note the problem that library
schools face, however, when we compare the above starting salaries with those that
cai be expected if one mvests in a master's degree in library science in preparation
fo~ a beginning position in an ARL library.

Sma@m@sM@&aﬁh#M&nd&ublmLM&ﬂeS, the average

beginning salary in academic libraries in 1980 was $13,533. This figure, iiicidentally,
differed little from the same average for public 11brar1es—$13 506. While we can

According to an ALA/OLPR report issued in 1981 called The Racial, Ethnie, and

assume that the average for 1982 graduates will be from seven to ten percent higher,

we can also be sure that it will compare no more favorably with the list of fields for

perSo iS holding only the bachelor's degree mentioned earlier.

‘The Bowker Annuat of 1982 reportmg on 1981 saiarles for Hbrériéhs, notes that

from $14 525 in the East South Centr ai section of the U:S: to $18,858 in the Pacific
West. The average for all 86 ARL libraries reporting was $16,124.

~ Thus, witr up to me years of experience, a librarian in an ARL library can

. If librarv schoolc cannot recruit on the basis of the beginning salaries for
librarians; can one do so with a view t¢ward mid-career opportunities? According to
the ARL Salary Survey noted above, the average salary for librarians with from ten
to 15 years of experience ranged geographically in 1981 from $17,370 to $24,266.
The over-all average for the 89 ARL libraries reporting was $20,890. No recruiter
for the library profession today could use this figure very effectively to persuade a
young math or_scéiénce major to invest in a library degree. Thé Ameérican Almanac..
of Jobs and Salaries cited earlier gives the average mid-career salary for the
computer systems analyst as $34,000, the health services administrator as $27,500,
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the geologist &s $31;600, and the engineer as $35,000:

~ Even with over 15 years of experience, ARL librarians received an average
salary of only $22,948 in 1981. :

While salary potential alone should'not be the sole basis for choosing a career, it
is a powerful element. The individual committed to & serviée profession may well
say that salary is not important so long as it is enough to hive comfortably. In
today's inflationary times, however, one can question whether a beginning annual
salary of less than $15,000 is sufficient to enable one who has invested in at least
one year of graduate study to live at a level he/she would judge to be comfortable.

. Rarlier I noted the cost in tuition alone for the master's degree in library
scienice in 1982-83 &t the University of Michigan—$4;374 for the Michigan resident
and $9,390 for the out-state student. When one adds the cost of living in Ann Arbor
for a year to the out-state student's tuition bill, that total adds up to an amount very
similar to the average beginning salary in ARL libraries. Furthermore, inany
students at the graduate level have accumulated debts for their undergraduate
education. Thirty-eight percent of the é'p'pli;&!ts for the Michigan program this fall,
for example, listed debts averaging $5,343 per student.

 Unless academic research libraries can find a means to improve their salary
structure in a very substantial manner, it is my prediction that they ‘will not succeed

in attracting to their staffs the "new breed" of library school graduates that they

want—i.e:, talented individuals with mathematical and scientific backgrounds: Even

if such individuals come to library school, they will often be attracted by the much
higher salary offers extended by the information industry. Most library sehools can

cite examples of recent graduatas whose. non~traditional backgrounds would have
made them highly attractive to a major research library, but who were hired by the

information industry at salaries in the $25,000 to $30,000 bracket:

Even in the recruitment of students for Michigan's special CLR program_ in

academic research librarianship for which scholarships amounting to roughly $20,000
(including tuition) are available, we have had difficulty in explaining the small

beginning salaries that they can expect in academic research libraries, even though
we have assured them of the unusual opportunities that they will probably have as
"C€LR Fellows." )

Having presented the =alary problem; which is eertainly not new to you, 1 have
no solution to suggest, but I do believe that this is one of the major problems that
academic research libraries will face in the 1980s. It is also a major problem for
library schools as we attempt to respond to your concern that we are failing to
recruit the kind of individuals who should fill the key posts in academic research

libraries a decade or two from now:

As I indicated a. the beginning of these remarks; there are at least a score of

issues in library education worthy of discussion by ARL, including the appropriate
lenigth of the master's program; the place of specialization in library -education;
general curriculum content; including the oléd dsbate on the thecretical vs: the

practical; the place of ficld experience and/or internsnips; admission standards; the
professional value of specialist certificates and doctoral degrees as opposed to

advanced degrees in cognate areas; continuing education as a library school's

-128-

f
RN
P



f'ééﬁbﬁréiﬁilif;y;,ﬁggqlﬁtfyﬁgyahfilqgtlons' accreditation standards; ete. I am not sure

that I have chosen properly in asklhg you to consicer only demographic and economic

1ssues, but for a number of schools these concerns have, of late, become primary.

When library school deans meet these days, one of the first pieces of information

exchanged is current and projected enroliment fxgures Budget prospects and the
placement ptcture qmck*v fcllow. I believe that, whether or not I have chosen the

most important’issues, I have, at least, been timely.
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APPENDIX B-2

THE REAL WORLD: LARGE LIBRARY ORGANIZATIONS*

Patricia Battin
Columbia University

 On this panel and witii this audience, I feel somewhzt like the spy who_came in
from the cold: 1 appreciate the opportunity to get warm at the theoretical fires in
the academy as & brief respite from the chilling realities of the outside world.

My purpose tuday is to provide you with an unvarnished view of the realities of
modern research librariés, in the hope that such a review will assist you in planning

and developinz educational programs to provide us with the necessary training. and

talent. Since | have long maintained, in fending off faculty interference with library

operations, that it is the proper responsibility of the user to state the need and that
it is the proper responsibility of the experts to determine how objectives are served,
{ cannot, with any grace, presume to tell a room‘ul of library educators how to

educate the future members of our profession:

As librarians and library faculty, w=> have beep taking unproductive potshots at

each other for over a decade: 1 am delighted to have this opportunity to engage in a
constructive discussion about our mutual concerns over ‘the adequacy of our
educational requirements for a rapidly charging profession. I have sensed a certain
note of irritability, not unlike Sigmund Ereud's fanious plaintive query, coming to us

from the academy. "What do library directors want?" I shall try to answer that
question today. .

It occurred to me as a sort of blinding revelation during the bi‘epar‘atidn,o'f this

talk that it is quite possibie that the revolution in large research libraries has not
really been fully comprehended or internalized by our colleagjies on library school
faculties. ‘1 say this because in many respects, the university iiself, with the

exception of the library; has perhaps resisted more successfully than any other social
institution tne enormous changes which heve transformed our society in the past
fifty years: In mgny ways, very little in your working lives has changed, in stark

contrast to ours. In a sense; the revolution ihat is rocking research libraries is
" almost totally obscured to our colleagues by our location in the midst cf institutions
still largely governed by centuries' old tradiiions; rituals, -and decision-making
processes: We live side by side in the same community but in radically different
worlds. And I think that this familiarity has bred a false assumption that we know

and understand each other's concerns and constraints far better than we du.

{ would 1iké to be clear at the outset that I believe that both our educational

process and the organizational structures of our-research libraries needirevision and

reform. One observer has noted that we are a self-hating profession; and I think to a

FPanel presentation by Patricia Battin; Viee president and Uﬁ:i:v'éi‘ériﬁy”Librat‘iang
columbia University, at the Association of Amazrican Library Schools Annual
Conference, January 22; 1982, Denver, Colorado.
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large extent that observation is unxortunately all too accurate. Perhaps e have
come to believe our own publlclty and have internalized the low esteem dccorded by

our societ V.

lt seems to me the fact of our poor publlc 1mage has led us to set our s1ghts

much too low in defining our professnonal responsibilities ‘and expectations, in

acceptmg recruits into the professxon, and in govermng our judgment of adequate

standards for graduation from our professional education programs.

" That being said; a fair rejoinder from the library schoals is that professional

salarles are decldedly unattractlve, that unwersxty llbrary orgamzatlons are I‘lgld

We have a class1c chicken and egg situation. Many of us have been frustrated in our
attempts to achieve substantial increases in salary schiedules and .to transform our
library environments preclsely because of the lack of talented, hard-working; and
well-trained individuals to take on the resutting challenges and responsnblll‘tles

In this regard, I have .reluctantly become convinced that as responsible
emptoyers, we cannot settle for less than we need; and so 1 have come to believe
that one way to crack the chicken and egg syndrome is for employers to hire. the
talent they need, and hope that the M.L.S. will follow; or else to set up, as.large
corporations have done, our own educatioral programs to provide the specialized
training we perceive as necessary. If the choice lies between ecredentials and talent;
I think we must opt for the talent. I hope, however, that weé can Lireak through the
barriers of misunderstanding that have prevented a cooperative approach to this
problem. As a profession, neither employers nor educators can continue to wait for
the other side to clean up the act.

Bacause of the fundamental and far-reaching changes in our responsibiljties to
.provide schOIarly inl"o'rmatio'n services t'o' UniVersities, I have made the case to my

guallty,of the lxbrary,s,taff,,dul ing the riext decade will be more important to the
future health and vitality of the university than the quality of the instructional and
administrative staff. I would not have made this heretical statement twenty or even
ten years ago, and I do not mean it as a derogation of the importance of faculty
contributions. But the comblnatlon of limited financial resources and the
development of inforination technology has created an environment in which-

decisions made, or conversely, not made, ,durmg thlS next decade will largely

determine the capacity of the university to provide; on an affordable and continuing

basis, the scholarly 1nformatlon systems necessary to support its research and

instructional programs. We cannot afford either ill-informed judgments or a failure

to act. We need people in the profession who have a clear understanding of the

professional challenges ahead; who are preparecl 'to make a strong intellectual

commitment at the beglnnlngr of the graduate program; and who conscientiously and
systematically educate themselves for those clearly-perceived responsibilities.

So—what are we looking for and what are the specific changes which seem to us
to have invatidated our traditional concepts of preparation for the profession? Let
me suggest four basie personal qualifications and then four essential recognitions
that must be made if we are to meet our responsibilities. -

The qualifications that I consider critical for the decade facing us are these:
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1) A first-rate mind with problem-solving abilities; in my opinion,

2)° A solid undergraduaté preparation in any of a variety  of
disciplines: the key is the rigor of the training, not the subject
discipline. As two observers have noted, academic librarianship is
an aggregate of professions and librarians must be multi-literate.
We can accommodate quality in all its glorious manifestatior:s.

3) Cénét‘efe evidence of managerial abilities: almost every research
library responsibility, even at the entry level, now requires some
degree of _sophisticated nanagement. of either. people or 4

resources. The trend is expected to intensify as staffing resources
dwindle and infor mation technology becomes more complex.

4) An_ intéllectual commitment to research librarianship.. The

inclusion of the fourth element may surpfise you, but it seems to
me that so mary members of our 'pt‘of'egsgbij really do not have a
strong intellectual commitment to librarianship and that our
educational programs reflect and encourage that ambivalence. I
have interviewed many young librarians; fresh from prestigious

library schools; who cannot articulate to me the reasons Why they

ANY

entered the profession; their personal career goals, or their sense
of the future of the professional career. I seldom find, in talking

’ to librarians, the same kind of crisp, thoughtful, and directed

career orientation that I find in my conversations with members of

other professionat groups.
The four basic recognitions whieh must in my opinion; underiie any successful

planning effort for programs to produce professionals prepared to cope with the real
world are the following: u

1) The recognition that ail libraries and librarians are not alike and
that research libraries, by virtue of their size, mission, and
clientele, require a specially designed set of qualifications e&nd

rigorous educational preparation. The fuil scceptanice of this
concept, rather than thedlip service we have accorded in the past,
could well 1éad us into a number of radical proposals. I thiik it is
time to confront these issues: If we are to develop the kind of
talent necessary- to assume the. awesome responsibility for the
o management &nd provision of scholarly information in -all its

formats in our universities in the year 2000, we must relinguish
our long=-held notion that one faculty, one curriculum, and one set
of admissions requirements are adequate for all who share the
title "librarian." I am well aware of the problems; including the
smalliiess of the population and the enormity of the financial
demands, which have frustrated our previous_efforts to address
this issue within the traditional library school framework. That is

why I suggested earlier that we may have tolook to unprecedented

solutions since I am convinced that any educatjonal program which

ignores this basic premise will not succeed.




2)

3)

The re"ogmtlon that a program of professswnal educatlon should

imply preparation for a llfe—long career as opposed to a vocational

trammg program which focuses on requu'ements for entry-level

positions: 1 would like to see our professional e educatlon programs

emphasize the ability to learn how to learn and to focus on

developing . the analytical and problem—solvmg capacmes that
support successful performance throughout a demandmg and
changing career:

to you all the research library world is in turmoil: But because of

the dislocating nature of the familiarity we share; as I mentioned

The recognition that because of a combination of factors familiar

earlier, you may not realize that every principle and assumption ,
upon which we have built our libraries for the past one hundred

years is being questioned today. For example; it is becoming clear
to university officers that our universities will have neither the .
space nor the funds for continuing library construction to support
business as usual throughout the next two decades: Some
institutions have already made the decision that there will be ro
more library éonstruetion., That has serious imblications for our
It is rapidly becoming cléar to library directors that our
institutions cannot afford the methods, . the level, and  the
standards of bibliographic control that have been accepted without
question or significant research into their use or the validity of
our assumptions for years.

Students and faculty are putting unprecedented and unmanageable
demands on librares as the rate of publication continués to expand
and publication costs soer. Information technology provides far
more opportunities for services and products than we can afford.

Fundamental decisions mvolvmg large sums of moriey must be

made: ngher education faces the bleakest decade that our

generation has known:. Our universities caniiot now afford to

support traditional llbrary services at the expectedrlevel

Information technology has transformed the pracass of scholarly

communication: Seholars are by and large conservative folk, and

,pecause the umversny doeu not manifest visible change, faculty

are often slow to percelve the vastly changed demands they make

on library services: They want unprecederited speed,
unprecedented volume, unprecedented range of format and subject
coverage. There is no longer even an accepted definition of
"academic level" materials.

Under such conditions of use and because of the deterioration I
standards used in book production, the book has become a very
fragile and uneconomic medium for scholarly eommunication. You
are all familiar with our enormous problems of preservation und
conservaticn for archival purposes. I wonder if you are also aware
of the substantial costs of the simple re-binding required after two
or three uses of a book in heavy demand.
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In addition; the reality and the potential of networks and cons. . tia
demand an unprecadented degree of managerial sophistication and
the ability to function effectively in a large and complex
environment.

4) And finally, the recognition that, in contrast to most autonomous
schools and departments in the university, research libraries are
big, labor-intensive organizations; ‘providing services to all
components of the host institutions with, as well; local, regional,
and national obligations. Librarians must balance a growing tangle
of priorities and functions effectively within an increasingly

complex series of interconnected webs and networks.

I think it is fair to say that our educational programs in the past have
emphasized the acceptance and understanding of a body of traditional- principles for
- the organization of knowledge and the dissemination of information. We accurately .
perceived our professional role to be imptementors and followers rather than

creators and leaders.

In a paper delivered ten years ago, Robert Vosper! analyzed and described the
major challenges for library management in the decade of the seventies. He was

right on the mark in his application to research libraries of Harlan Cleveland's
prescription for the kind of talent required for the management of large
organizations in his book The Future Executive.2 Ten years later it does not take a
visionary to perceive that university libraries are indeed organizations characterized

by bigness, complexity, and change, and as such, demand a special set of

qualifications in those individuals who would be successful in this environment.

Foremost among these abilities are problem-solving s¥ills; a high degree of
flexibility, an ease with ambiguity, managerial and supervisory skills, and the

capacity to operate continuously and creatively within a web of tensions.

In contrast, it seems to me that despite the ear}y recognitions of the changes in
cur libraries, our educational programs for academic librarianship have continued to

stress an individuatisiie bias—the concept of the autonomous professional—and have

actively promoted and encouraged the development of narrow specialists; either in
academic subject disciplines or within the .library profession. The educational
program assumes an academic library organization similar to the model followed by
other academic divisions of the university—i:e: a group of autonomous colleagues
loosely connected in a collegial governance structure. While this model may still be
accurate for those components of the university engaged primarily in teaching and

research, or for smaller scademic libraries; it no longer describes the large modern

research library. Cleveland's perceptions refleet in stunningly accurate detail the
dilemmas in our resea :h libraries stemming from the dislocation of individuals

trained for oné environment and forced to functicn in another:

"The trouble with promoting people through specialized achievement to
positions of leadership : : : is that the resulting leaders do not

necessarily stop thinking as experts. . .

develop a kind of competence that was typically not featured in the
education that qualified him for the climb up his chosen ladder. The

"f he is gong to exercise his influence, the ‘influential' needs to

new skill is in bringing experts together in organization systems to
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make judgments and take actions that none of them could manage
alone."

"It is easier to be an e:\pcrt with the obligation merely to be right;
than to be a leader, with the obligation to fuse a dozen forms of rigid
rectitude into relevant action. nd

He goes on to describe the future executive as "brainy, lr)w key,
collegial, optimistie; and one thing more, he will positively enjoy
complexity and constant change.”5 "The obligation to think hard, fast,

and free is the one executive function that cannot be delegated:"®

In research libraries today; we need people who have been trained to guestion
assumptions; collect data; resolve conflicts, make informed judgments; and take
decisive action. Weé need péople who have been_ taught to learn how to learn in a
cOhSténtly 'changing énvirbhmént. Wé hééd péoplé Who uhdérétand at all levels the

AACR 2 ,We need 1nd1v1dua15 who,can speak and wrlte well—,and with preclslon—and
who can interact effectively with a broad range of scholarly experts. We need
professionals who understand and accept their responsibility to identify and analyze
the costs of scholarly information services and to take the initiative in devising
lr«rnatiVe budget stra’te’gies to enable the university to provide the necessary

o I"fcctlye long-range plans ,for the llbrary in a unlverslty envnronment ,characten?ed’
by short-range planning and an endemic inability to set academic priorities. We need
people who welcome the challenge of re-inventing the research library in the
technological environment and who are prepared to take the risks involved in making
bold and unprececdented decisions.

Whlle it would be very comfortable for me to end my presentatnon at this pomt
and shift to the library schools all responsibility for provndmg such paragons, I will
reject my own earlier adv1ce and offer some suggestions for cooperative activities

for your comment and consideration.

For those of us in umversmes which host both a library school and a research

llbrary, we can make a concerted cooperatlve attempt to enlist the and and support

of our admlmstratlons in subsndlzmg the inevitable initial deecline in -enroliments

during a transition period to higher standards and strengthened academic
requirements. Since universities are the primary employers of research librarians, it

seems to me to be in their entightened seif-interest to support the transformation of
professional education:

In addition; there are a nuinber of small ways in which we can establish more
effective links between students, educators; and librarians. Librarians could serve as
regu18rly assigned advisors to stud-:nts intereated in research library careers, and

current professnon challenges and flI‘St hand assessments of tni ]ob environment.

As a group; employers should become much more actively involved in the
recruitment process and take a major mltlatlve in disséminating mformatlon about
the joys and rewards of careers in research librarianship.

-

A5 a way to providé much greater carecr opportunity and t‘iexibiiity in our
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iibraries, organizations such as the Research Libraries Group could develop an
internship program which would provide, for example, four or five internships
annuallv for qualified graduates. While I have not discussed this idea at length with
my RLG colleagues, Ed Shaw and 1 have speculated on such a possibility. Each
library would Support, from its owrn operating funds, an intern every. four or five
years. Interns would be chosen on a competitive basis. by an RLG Selection
Committee and would spend the year working in a variety of assignments in the host
library as well as experience the opportunity to attend some Board and Committee
sessions. The visibility of the interns, the stength of the selection process and the
internchip experience, and the exposure to a much broader view of the profession
would undoubtedly lead’to continuing employment within the RLG libraries. Such a
program could vastly increase our capacity to provide a directed, timely process of

advancement through positions of increasing responsibility. .

" And finally, as | have indicated earlier, perhaps we should look more closely at
the model in the corporate sector for a more radical approach to our special

problein, Library school deéns have made the point that we are asking for an

— T Ssy T -z - S - - - o = ) _ _ 3 RO
extraordinary commitment of resources for a very small market. Perhaps because

our need is so inter-disciplinary and our numbers are so small, we should seriously
ccnsider developing a graduate educational program in the research libraries. It is
possible that a curriculum involving adjunct faculty from a. number of departments
and sehools, including the library school, and providing an internship experience,
could be more economically and successfully administered by the Library. Such a
program would probably also be more responsive to the specific needs and rapid
changes occurring in research libraries. Certification and accreditation standards
would have to be worked out. This degree wouild be for those individuals interested
in pursuing a career in research library management. ‘The library schools would of

course continue to educate individuals interested in research and teaching careers.

~ Radical times demand radieal solutions. It is imperative th: we work together
to select and train members of our profession for dynamic le«dership in a world
where; in contrast to the past, our only boundaries are new frontiers.
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APPENDIX C
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR'S REPORT

This Report on 53L7a:c:tijii;ties is the first in the Assciation's second .

half-century. At its first meeting in December 1932, ARL discussed cooperation

with scholarly societies; centers of respons1b111ty for documents collections, and. the

discontinuance of a major abstractmg service in the soclal sciences. At its 62nd

meeting (in July 1963); ARL_members heard the first report from their first

Executive Secretary, James Sklpper. Mr. Skipper reported on pressures on library

costs; legislation to lmprove federat funding for hlgher educatlon, and on a newly

proposed IRS regrlation on glfts He also reported participating in several meetmgs

on revision of the Copyrlght Law; and that he had attended meetings on automation

and information retrieval in libraries, on mierofitms; and on mdexmg and abstractlng
services.

At todays one hundred-and first ARL meetmg, I shait report to you on ARL
act1v1t1es in a number of areas; including, but not limited to communications with
scholarly societies;  a cooperatlve project with the National Federatlon of

Abstracting‘ and Ihformation SerVices, federaI ”fundlng for hbrarles in_ “higher

reviéw, and thé ARL Microform Project. Plus ca change.

Legislation and Federal Agéncies

funded by a contmumg resolutlon adopted on October 1. Thl esol4tlon w111 expire
on December 22. Congress will reconvene after the Novembg election, and by the
December deadline will either have completed work on appropriations for federal
iagencies and departments or Will again resort to a co’nti’n”uin'g' resOlution. In thé

National Endowment for the Humanities, are operatmg at 1982 fundmg levels.

17177.’ ’j E - 'j;' - 7| E” ’l' _ Il o wae

In August,; NEH requested Congressional authority to transfer $10.2 million from

the Education and General Prog'rams divisions into Research and Fellowships. $5.2

million of this sum was to be used in a special initiative for independent research

libraries. This request met with some opposition in the Interior subcommittees of

both the House and the Senate. A reprogramming request as large as this one,

involving nearly 8% of the agency s budget was bound to raise eyebrows. A move of

this magnitude was seen by some as a major shift in prlor1t1es. (It is 1mportant to

note that members of Congress and their staffs, while strongly supporting public
hurnanities programs; do not necessarily oppose scholarty research. They do believe
that major changes in direction should be: prqposed in a way that allows for

discussion and debate.)

A compromise was finally agreed upon whereby, via the continuing resolution
passed on October 1, the $5.2 million for independent research libraries will be
carried over until next year and placed under NEH's Challenge Grant program.
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Since aporopriations for FY 1983 are still dependent upon action to be. taken after

the Congressional recess, it is not certain at this time what the final outcome of this
issue will be:

It should be remembered that NEH requested the Feprogramming because there
had been a substantial drop in applications in the General Programs Division. In
addition, FY '82 has seén NEH coping with fund deferrals; cancellation of deadlines,

early uncertainty about the ageney's very future, a change of chairman, and several
vacancies in senior program positions. The most important vacancy from the

viewpoint of research libraries is the position of Assistant Director of the Research

Resources Program. In June of this year; Dr. Margaret Child left the Endowment to
become Assistant Director for Research Services at the Library of the Smithsonian
institution. Dr. Child has been a good friend to research libraries during her eight

years at NEH, anc it is our hope that her successor will continue along the road she

so ably mapped for the Research Resources Program. A search is currently
underway to fill this position at NEH:

Departmeént of Education and Title HI-C

There has been some discussion in the Department of Education abdut a
reorganization which would involve the Office. of Libraries and Learning
Technologies, but no details are available at this time. It is rumored that the-
Administration's budget for 1984 will again propose zero funding for library
programs, but Departmental budgets sre not being presented to the Office of
Management and Budget until later this month, so this is not a certainty as_yet.
Title II-C funds under the continuing resolution are at the 1982 final level; $5.76
million. The new II-C regulations became effective on September 27; they were

mailed with applications packets shortly thereafter. The deadline for applications is

November 15, and grant awards will be announced on June 30, 1983.
‘Library of Congress |

~ The Library of Congress FY 1983 appropriations bilt was approved on September
30. Total appropriations for LC excluding the Congressional Research Service are
- $169,828,000, or $6,310,000 more than 1982 appropriations.  L.C. gained a few staff
positions, and special amounts were allocated for conservation supplies; the dizethyl

zinc preservation project, and conservation of the L:C: collection of county atlases.

National Agricultural Library

Early in 1982, the Secretary of Agriculture appointed an intra—agency panel to
review NAL activities and operations: The panel's report, containing a number of
recommendations designed to improve NAL's status as a central national information
resource for agriculture and related sciences, was presented on August 15. ARL
directors in land grant institutions were mailed copies of this report in late August.

Thé report recommends that NAL be provided with a strong_mission statement,

that an Advisory Committee be appointed from the library/information and
agricultural science communities to advise the Secretary of Agriculture on policy;

that planning proceed immediately on a national agricultural information network;

that NAL be situated in the Department of Agriculture at level that will allow policy
direction and guidance to be provided directly by the Office of the Secretary, and

that the internal organization of NAL be streamlined. The report also
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recommended that staff be inicreased by 50 pos1tlons, urged that supplemental funds
of approximately $3 million over the next two years be provided to improve services,
and that a number of other specific actions be takén to improve NAL products and

services.

The panel s report has apparently been recelved posntlvely by the Secretary of

Agriculture, and several recommedations are already being acted upon.

National Lisfafpmm Vedicine

Nt’\l is operatmg under contmulng resolutlon fundlng at the 1982 level —

$45,035,000: Their 1983 reqnest is for appronmately $1, 000 000 more than tns

amount, but no action has been taken yet in either house on the omnibus meéedical

appropriations bills; of whiech NLM's operatlons and programs are a part. There may

be significant obstacles to the passage of this legislation because of major

differences between the Senate and House versions of other parts of the bill.

The Mediecal Library Assnstance Aot is up for reauthorlzatlon. The House blll

proposed by. Congressman Waxpfan of C‘allfornla, contains reauthor17atlon levels for
1983-85 of $8 million, $8.5 millton, and $9 miilion. However, there are other issues

in the Waxman bill related to recodification for all units ofrthe National Institutes of

Health. This is very different from what is being proposed in the Senate. It‘is also
possible that no reautiorization will be enacted during this lameduck session of

Congress.

The public/private sector issue is still a major one for NLM. It is interesting to

note that neither the Senate nor the House versions of NLM's proposed
appropriations leglslatlon contain a cost recovery amendment at thls ‘time, a

significant improvement in the situation that obtained earlier in the year In fact; a

recent House report endorsed "the present effectlve cost—sharmg arrangement

users in the blomedlcal communlty pay the fuil cosis of access: : " A study released
by the General Accounting Office in April concluded that NLM's pricing pohctes
were consistent with federal statutes ahd regulations. Further support for this view
of the proper relationship between public and private sectors is expected in the
soon-to-be released study by the Congressional Office of Technology Assessment,
since the OTA's Advisory Panel recommended that NLM should recover full access

costs, but not the costs of building the data bases.
Tux Reform

The Artlst's Tax Lqunty and [)onatlons blll was reported out of the Senate
Finance (‘omnnttee on October 1. The bill must still survive consideration by . the
Senate and the dellberatlons of a conference committee. Members of the ARL

legislative network;" espec1ally those in states’ represented by Senators who are

members of the Fmance Committee, have made notable éfforts on behalf of this
legislation: We will monitor the further progress of this legislation, and will

continue to ask ARL directors to help move it along by contacting key Senators and

Representatives, as appropriate.

Copyright - The Five-Yenr Review

The U.S. Copyright Office has begun to write its report to the Congress, due in
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january 1983. In late June, & study of library photocopying practices by King
Research, Inc. was released for comment. All of the major library associations,
including ARL, submitted comments on the report, as did publishers' and authors

srganizations, and a number of individual libraries and librarians. A brief summary
of the report's .more_ important conclusions appeared in the June 17 ARL
Newsletter. ARL stgte‘d in its comments that: :

"To the extent to which it provides data that bear on the issue

before the Register; the King Research Report supports the

conclusion that a balance has been achieved and confirms the view

held by librarians that traditional photocopying practices, which are

essential to scholarship and research; do not injure publishers:"

 In ARL's view; Section 108 has achieved the balance intended by the Congress
(between the rights of creators and the needs of users). This balance fosters the
public welfare. The data In the King Report show that publishers have prospered in

the five years since the law became effective. Prices for scholarly; scientifie; and
technical journals have increased in constant dollars, as have pubiishers' gross sales.

ARL's concluding recommendation is that Congress should undertake no changes in
Section 107 or -108; a conclusion with which most of the other.comments from

library-reiated organizations concurred. Copies of ARL's comments are available
from the ARL Office: ‘ . :

~ There are a number of other federal regﬁuléiéf‘ymatterswhlch ARL continues to
monitor, including but not limited to, the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) job

classification standards for federally-employed librarians, and the possible effect of
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-76 on the contracting out of
federal: information operations "and services. Progress; or lack thereof, on these

matters will continue to be reported in the ARL Newsletter.

ARL Projects and Programs

OMS

In September, ARL received a grant of $250,000 from the General Electric
Foundation to support a Public Services Project of the Office of Management

Studies. An Advisory Committee has been appointed for this Project, and an
introductory meeting to acquaint ARL directors with its purpose and goals was held
during this ARL meeting. Duane Webster will be reporting on this project later in
this Meeting. I would like to.take this opportunity to thank the General Electric
Foundation for their generous support of this effort to improve the management of

public service functioms in research libraries.

" OMS has also been the recipieiit of a small grant from NEH to cover printing
and distribution costs for dissemination of the Preservation Planning Manual that
was developed during the Preservation Project funded by NEH in 1981].

CCRM

The Center for Chinese Research Materials continues to fulfill its charge of

making rare materials in the area of Chinese studies avaiiable for scholars and
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research ll?arles all over the wor13> On July 20 P.K. Yu Who had been Director of -
~ CCRM sinée its foundation in 1988, retired. Dr. ngfeng Chi has been_ named
Acting Director of the Center. CCRM is currently operating largely on its own
Jnds, with some support « from -the Mellon Foundation. * Some substantial
improvements in CCRM operations . have been effected during the past six months;
during the next half-year the CCRM Advisory Committee together with staff of the
Center and ARL will address plans for the future operation of this program. -

ARL Microform Project

Last May, the ARL Mlcroform Pro;ect surveyed 11brar1es in the Umted States
and Canada to gather .information about holdings and cataloging of microfcrm sets.
Although the\formal deadllne for response was June 30th responses from 11brar1es

from this target group of libraries has been estimated at about 75%. Analysis thus

far performed on 289 responses indicate that these respondents hold miore than 8,100

mlcroform sets. The average number of holdlngs per library is about 25 sets, a rate

that may drop slightly as remaining responses are keyed into the database.

More than two-thirds of the .responding libraries express & commltmenthto

cooperatlve catalogxng A number of libraries are w1111ng to cooper&te in cataloging

20 or more sets each and the average number of ' sets listed for cooperatlve

cataloging is five per return. Some sets have over 10 llbI‘&I‘leS willing to cooperate
in cataloglng them and many have five or more:

In addition to quantifiable data; the survey forms contain a wealth of
commentary As well as expressmg strong support for the pro;ect and 1ts goals, they

record-,keepmg systems for,mlcroform holdlngs a,nd,thelr blbllographlc control One
head of cataloging wrote, "The exercise of completing the gquestionnaire was helpful
to me in reviewing our cataloging policies and the state of bibliographic control of
our holdings in microform.” Similarly; a microforms librarian wrote; "The survey
sheets which we received had led to discussion on the future of microforms at [the
library] which has been instructive and welcome."

A full report on survey results should be ready before the year is out, and
surnmaries are likely to be available for distribution for discussion at the American
Library Association's Midwinter conference in San Antonio, Texas.

reported to you at the May 1982 ARL meeting was subm1tted to NEH shortly
thereafter. The Endowment informed ARL on September 28 that the proposal has

been funded.

- waany ofﬁthe prpleicftjsflnltlal7ob]efcft717ves have beenﬁaﬁcﬁcompllshed. Several ma]or

microform cataloging projects are underway at ARL libraries; OCLC has developed a

profile matchlng mechanism; two large microform publishers are studylng ways to

distribute their cataloging in machine-readable form; RLG and OCLC have agreed to

exchange tapes for several specific sets oataloged by their members; and an

information clearlnghousc to support cooperatlve cataloging is under development:
The ARL Board is currently con51der1ng a staff proposai to extend this project
through the end of 1984 in order to exploit more fully the opportunities for

cooperative cataloging.
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ARL/AAAH Project

. The test distribution of Library Issues at the Universities of North Carolina and
Colorado and at Princeton University was completed in April, and a questionnaire

addressed to faculty on the three participating campuses was distributed with the
last issue: Returns have been analyzed, and a report is eurrently under review by the

Board of Directors, and will shortiy be sent to the membership. .The report

concludes that a campus-based newsletter is the tool preferred by faculty for

information about library issues; and points to steps that can be taken by individual .

ARL directors and by the Association to improve ecmmunications: with faculty
members. - ) .

Other effofts to improve communications with the scholarly community have

included participation by the ARL Executive Director amd Past-President Jay
Lucker on a panel on copyright and economie iSsues related to research libraries and

scholarly publications at the annual meeting of the Society for Scholarly Publishing,

and participation in the ACLS Committee on Scholarly Communications.

CONSER A&l Project

A joint proposal by ARL/NFAIS to add abstracting and indexing information to
records in the CONSER :database was approved by the Board of both organizations

earlier this year. This proposal is now under consideration by several funding

agencies. Responses from at least two of the potential sources of funds are

expected within the next two months: Letters endorsing the proposal have been
received from the Network Advisory Committee and the ALA/RTSD Serials Section.

ARL Coimmittees and Task Forces

 Committees and Task Forces responded to a suggestion made by the Executive
Committee based on ccmments at-the May 1982 Membership Meeting by formally.

inviting ARL directors to attend Committee and Task Force meetings during this
ARL Meeting. It is to be hoped that many directors availed themselves of the

opportunity to learn at first-hand more about the work of these groups.
" A brief report on the results of the Inter-Library Loan Committee's survey is
scheduled for this meeting, as is a full report from the Library Education Task Foree.
~ All ARL Committees and Task Forces have been asked to prepare a statement
of short- and long-term goals for consideration by the Board as part of ARL's

planning effort. Committees and Task Forces continue to report to the Board and
membership as appropriate through the Newsletter and oral or written reports at
Board and membership meetings. As committee activities continue to increase, the
question of staff support for these activities is under review by the Board. The
intent of this review is to rationalize and improve staff support where it is most
needed, and to set some priorities. :
1983 Budget

Information on the budget and a proposed dues increase of $550 per member was

mailed to ARL directors on September 21, immediately after the September 20

Executive Committee Meeting. Discussion of this item will take place at the
"members-only" meeting on October 14. ’
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APPENDIX D

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITIES

WASHINGTON. D.C. 205086

October 6, 1982

To: ARL Membership Meeting; October 1982, Washinton,' D.C.
N
Frorm: Vjeffrey,Field’; Acting Assistant Director
Research Resources Program

Re: The National Endowment for the Humanities Research Resources Program:
Activities and New Directions

BudgeLaudLLanimakmlvr@xecuew

The Endowment's FY 1983 approprlatlons request contains $3 million for

Resources plus $406 000-for the- programs's Conservation/Preservation line. Our FY

1982 expenditures were approximately $3.4 miltion:

About 75 percent of our grants'are for archival projects (nurhber of awards, not
doilar amounts). 10 percent of our grants provide funding for bibliographies of both
retrospectwe and current secondary materlals. The rema1n1ng 15 percent of the

national bxbhographxc enhancement pro;ects, and consultant awards for small
institutions to analyze collection-specific problems.

SignifiCant Current Grants

In February, 1982 we made a grant of $l50 OOO outrlght and $200 OOU 1n Treasury

Century Short Tltle Catalogue (ESTC) Pro;ects funded in July, 1982 include a grant
of $143,000 to the Research Libraries Group for An Automated Union Catalog of
Microform Master Negatives and two grants to ARL: an award of $64,000 to extend
the ARL Microform Project and a grant of $8,000 to fund the distribution of the '
ARL/OMS Preservation Planning Program Resource Notebook. The Society of
American Archivists' I\Latlonal Information Systems Task Force (NISTF) has recently

completed its work on establishing pre-requisites for national data bases for archives
and manuscrlpts. A grant to the Un1ver51ty of Kansas w1ll prov1de a guide, to the

' the 19th centuries. An award to‘Vanderbilt University will allow input of cataloging
data on the University's' Baudelaire Collection into OCLC/SOLINET.

4
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Consérvation/Preservation

13
 Established in FY 1981 as a separate line item within the Research Resources
Program, C/P funds continue to support regional cooperative activities, national
workshop programs, and national planning efforts in both the library and archival
fields. In FY 1983 the United States Newspapers Project will become part of the
Resource Program's national €/P effort. Launched with a $! million series of grants
to six national newspapers repositories, the U.S. Newspaper Project will provide for

the input of bibliographic data to the CONSER data base. The project intends to

cover 50 states and 5 U:S: territories. Bibliographic projects are to be fotlowed by

preservation microfilming projects, preserving a very large portion of all U.S.

newspapers published since 1690.

New Program Directions

‘While the Research Resources Program will continue to fund iibrary,'cé'téjoging
and archival processihg projects, we will begin to stress Cpoperati\ié,abp'rdéchés 10

national library and archiva! problems, both in the area of conservation/preservation
and in the area of archival appraisal and its library analog, collection development

and management. What to acquire, how much, and by which institutions are common
library and archival problems: The Resources Program will encourage approaches to

these problems through the context of specific cataloging and processing projects
and also through library, archival, and scholarly organizations. Active cooperation
among these organizations will be key to our second major program goal: to bring

the user communities into closer communication with the service communities. The

National Endowment for the Humanities can play a unique national rele in bringing
together scholars, who are the ultimate constituency of the Research Resource
Program; with library and archival professionals to enhance mutual understanding of

needs and constraints and to foster cooperative decision-making in areas that affect
the welfare of all. The Endowment is particularly interested in working with and

through national organizations in fostering these new program directions: We have
thé means of assisting you in work on these problems, but you must initiate the ideas

and projects. The times call for enhanced national cooperative activities. Let's
hear from you on this! -




Ty APPENDIX E

COUNCIL ON LIBRARY RESOURCES ) .

1785 Massachusetts Avenue. N\W. Weshngcon. D.C.20036 « Tel 202483-7474

October 4 1982

-

BIBLiGGRAPHIC SERVICE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Progress Repont

Third Quarter 1982 - Ending September 30

<
This report is organ1zed accord1ng to maJor program areas and is
11m1ted to ‘activities under way during the third quarter of 1982.

—

STANDARDS AND GUIDES

l Work on the Application Level of the seven level telecommunication
protoco] ‘experienced slight delays during the last three months. The
pr1nc1pa1 delay was caused by concern that work g?1ng on in Canada on

selecommunication protocols might not be compatible with that going on here in
the U.S. Several discussions, supported by a grant from the Council, have

assured that.over the long haul the standards used in the two countries will

be compatible. The work in Canada is focused on the transfer of large f11es

between computers while that in the U.S: is focused on the transfer of

individual records. The App11cat1on Level protocol project has been granted a
no-cost three month extension and is due to be comp]eted by the end of
October. .

2. Modest support for ANSI Subcommittee Z39 has been authorized for

the next two years. The grant is in recognition of the Council's interest in
the deve]opment of telecomunication and other standards required for rat1ona]
growth of bibliographic processes and services.

3. Support has also been author1zed for a meet1ng to evaluate the
usefulness of a proposed detaiied holdings format. The grant to the
Un1vers1ty of Florida will help bring together a group of interested part1es
to examine how the proposed format has performed in several test sites.

,,,,,,,

ACCESS TO BIBL{OGRAPHIC DATA

1. The ARL Microform Project his completed gathering information
concerning the process1ng of maJor microform co]]eet1ons into b1b11ograph1c

databases:. A progress report is available from the ARL office: The process

of developing a strategy for processing these large collections in a reasoned
and organized fashion is now under way.

2. Rutgers University has been funded to begin work on the compilation

of a database of machine-readable texts in the humanities. An advisory group

has been formed and an initial data gathering instrument has been devised in__
an effort to 1dent1fy rep051tories of such mater1a1 ~ The. actua] database will

time in the future.
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Sciénce has been at work on a project to produce software that will allow home

3. Professor Rosenberg at the University of Michigan School of Library
computers (someyvarieties) to claim records from large bibliographic files,
format these records into standard formats for footnotes or bibliographies;
and print them out or integrate them into other text. ihe sof tware will
provide a way to manage modest files of bibliographic records for use by

individuals. Funds are running short for this project and there is still more
development work to be done.

LINK BIBLIOGRAPHIC DATABASES

1. The Linked Systems Project, in which the computer systems of the

tiEFaFy of Congress; tne Research Libraries Group, and the Washington Library

Network will be linked, continues to make progress though there have been some
delays in the last few months. This portion of the project is designed to
develop the telecommunication protocols to control communication between the
computer systems. The basic work done by the National Bureau of Standards
presented some unexpected problems that had_to be resolved before the project

could continue. That problem has been resolved. Problems of funding at the
Library of Congress for this project have been solved though personnel
shortages at both LC and WLN continue to plague the pruject. There has beern a

request for a no-cost extension on this project, but no decision has been made

as to the length of the required extension. Throughout the specification.
stage of this project, OCLC provided a liaison pérson who made substantial
contributions.

2. As part of the above project; the Council has awarded a grant to

the Library of Congress for the interpal design work for the transport and
session layers of the protocol. Tha;FWOrk is nearly complete.

NAME AUTHORITY STRUCTURE

,Ll,;;;f¥‘,Tﬁ?,aﬂth0fity portion of the Linked Systems Project has been funded
ahd-work is under way to prepare the three systems for the exchange of
authority records. The project is expected to be completed; including an
operational test of the link, by the end of 1983 or the first quarter of 1984.
A1l three organizations are fully funded and staffed for this project. OCLC
has assigned an observer to the Authorities Implementation Project.

2. The Name Authority File Service will be the first implementation of
the Linked Systems Project: There has been a significant change in the manner
in which this service will be operated. Because in the formative stages of
the service LC did not believe it could operate such a service, the Research
Libraries Group RLIN system was expected to provide access to the Name
Authority File Service. Because of certain technical changes, LC now finds
‘that it can provide the technical mahagemént,réquiréd.and,is,p]annjpgﬂté do
so. Procedurally, the Name Authority File will be built with the shared
contributions of LC and a limited number of other libraries -~ initially those

involved in the NACO project -- with access to daily changes to the file

offered to systems like REIN, WLN and OCLC. Particulars of operation are
being worked vut by the Name Authority File Service Task Force.
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SUBJECT AUTHORITY STRUCTURE

1. The final large program segment of the BSDP, that of Subject
Access/Subject Authority, finally got under way with a meeting of twenty-three
experts from libraries and the commercial“database sector.. A-set of
recommendations for action resulted, _ organized by short- and
long-term prospects and priorities. There is now substantial agreement on the
most useful projects in this area and. indications of interest in some of them
from qualified institutions and individuals have been received. Several
proposals are now under review and some have already been funded.

2. Professor Pauline Cochrane has been work1ng with the Library of
Congress Subject Heading Division in an effort to develop a way to feed cross-
reference suggestions to LC; to qua11fy them, and to integrate them into the
Library of Congress SubJect Headings. To date, the cross-reference procedures
within the division have been identified, four institutions (Harvard, Duke,
the University of California - Berkeley; and the National Library of Canada)
have agreed to send suggestions for evaluation, and over one hundred
suggestions have been received at LC. Procedures for qualifying and
incorporating the suggestions are being developed and will be tested soon.

CONSER

1. Discussions are under way to find a way for CONSER participants
us1ng the RLIN system to contriubte their records to the database on the ocLC
system vithout the need for duplicate keying. Indications are that proc:2-s
is being made and that a way will be found to accompiish this objective i~ the
near term.

2. The Council and at least two other funding agencies are reviewing
an ARL/NFAIS proposal to add to the appropriate CONSER title entries,

information concerning which abstract and indexing service covers which £BNSER
titles. Funding decisions have not yet been made.

3. A small grant has been made to the Boston Theological Institute to
support the telecommunication costs of add1ng theo]og1ca1 titles to the CONSER
database.

BIBLIOGRAPHIC PRODUCTS AND SERVICES

1. The final reports of the online public access catalog evaluation

projec ts have begun to come in. Once they are received, a decision will be

made as to how they should be distributed. They will all be available through

ERIC, but there may be an effort to publish a summary of the projects if it

seems warranted. Results were reported during ALA in Philadelphia and will be
reported, with a more detailed analysis of results, at ASIS - Columbus and

ONLINE in Atlanta. These reports will also key a number of meetings of people
atfected by the results of the project.

2. The data collected in the online catalog study has been ana]yzed by

recognized and respected library researchers. Discussions have been held with

the director of a research library to see if the analysis by a library manager

would proceed along-different lines or would produce different conclusions.

No decision on funding this activity have yet been made.
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3. The results of the online cataloa study and any results from the
analysis of the library manager would be used to key a meeting of library
managers anc online catalog system designers. The topic will be the

implications of the study results for libraries and the designers of systems.
There will aiso be a report of a project (see below) to identify the cost
factors of various features of online catalogs, in terms of both developuent
and operation.

4. The project to develop a way to share serial cancellation decisions

and intenticas among those using a common bibliographic database is nearing
completion: The project is undergoing test and evaluation among several
libraries using the OCLC database through the Pittsburgh Regional Library

Consortium:. Final results should be available by the end of November:

€BST CONTROL

1. The University of California, Division of Library Automation has _

received a grant to identify the cost factors associated with the features of
online public access catalogs. The resulting report is expected to help key

the discussions of system designers and library managers alluded to above.

USER GUIDANCE AND INFORMATION

1. Another meeting being planned involves those academic and_research

librarians charged with teaching library users how to use online public access
catalogs. _Part of the background for this meeting will be the results of the

online publiic access catalog evaluation project: Consideration is also being
given to supporting a meeting of nublic librarians facing the same problem but
with a transient éver-changing population.
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APPENDIX F

COORDINATING PRESERVATION MICROFILMING

THROUGH THE ARL MICROFORM PROJECT

Summrry

The Association of Research Libraries is adding a preservation microfilming
component to the ARL Micrcforim Project. The National Endowment for the
Humanities has awarded ARL a grant by which the Microform Project will
investigate preservation microfilming néeds in American libraries, create a plan_ for
coordinated action based upon the investigation, and carry out this plan. Jeffrey
Heynen—Coordmator of the Microform Project and President of Information

Interchange Corporation—will work :with ARL staff and preservation _consultant

Pamela Darling in performing these tasks. He began work in Octobér 1982 and will

continue on a part-time basis until May 1984.

The new effort will address preservatlon needs in North Amerlcan hbrarles and

hlstorlcal socleties lee the Microform PrOJect as a whole, it will emphasize

building on ex15t1ng resources and fostermg cooperatlon ‘among 1nd1vndua1 libraries

and historical societies; library consortia; and microform publishers in order to avoid

duplication of effort, establish a high level of production output, and assure that

preservation microfilming is done as thoroughly, efficiently, and economically as
possible: .

toola and, 1f needed, the development of ‘new ones; 2) the establlshment of

The project's main objectives are: 1) the 1mprovement of ex1st1ng blblxographlc

expanded f11m1ng programs in individual libraries, historieal societies; and mieroform
publishing organizations; 3) the widespread observance of existing production
standards and; if needed; the development of new ones; and 4) the eollection of and
dissemination information (e.g. statistical and cost data) needed for the
administraticn of preservation microfilming programs.

Baekground

In recent yéaI‘S the préSérvatioh hééds of Amét‘iéah résearéh libt‘ai‘iés haVé

one—quarter to one~half of the1r pr1nted—mater1als holdlngs have become so brittle
that they are no longer fully usable. In faet, it is widely accepted that most of the
books published since the mid-nineteenth century will 1ast (or have lastéd) no more

than 25 to 100 years.

Manual restoratlon technlques have proven successful in extendlng the ugaf
life of books, but are too expensive for application to the bulk of imaterials now

need of preservation. Mass deacidification processes will rescue many books, L

since the process cannot reverse deterioration; the content of books already

damaged must be captured and preserved New technologles (such as optical digital

disk ceording) offer enticing possibilities for preserving content, but with the

exceptior  ~7 tne Library of Congress's major optical disk program for
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currently-published works, their availa ity for research-library uses is likely to be
some years off. For the present and for at least the coming decade, preservation
microfilming is the best and most cost-effective method for preserving the

information contained in fragile and deteriorating research materials.

‘Libraries, historical societies, and archives have used preservation microfilming

for half a century with considerable success. A number of valuable programs have
recently been undertaken in individual institutions, such as the New 'York Public
Library and Harvard University Library. Likewise, a number of coordinated efforts-

are planned within groups of institutions; including two innovative programs in the

Research Libraries Group: The Library of Congress has begun providing valuabl

training and informational assistance through its National Preservation Program. In
addition, microform publishers have long been sensitive to the preservation needs of

libraries, producing collections that effectively assure the continued availability of

~ vast numbers of titles:

Despite the usefulness of these efforts, the rate of deterioration is still far

greater than the rate of replacement, and increased production output is badly
do not function well enough to avoid

needed. Moreover; current bibliographic tools 3
costly duplication of effort, and there is unsettling evidence that production; quality
control, and storage practices sometimes fall short of the “levels required for
archival permanence: In addition, the statistics and other management_tools that

_are needed for efficient functioning of filming programs are currently inadequate.

in undertaking this effort, Jeffrey Heynen will work with Carol Mandel, ARL's

Associate Executive Director, with preservation specialist Pamela Darling, and with
the staff of ARL's Office of Management Studies. His chief tasks will be to conduct
a study of preservation microfilming activities in North American libraries;

publishing firms; and historical societies; use the study's findings to create a plan of
action; and implement the plan.

The study will gather data through interviews and a mail survey. The plan of

action will be developed on the basis of these data, with specifie objectives discussed
and modified by telephone interviews and by personal consultation with a specially

appointed advisory group: The results of the study will be published by ARL.
~ Specific recommendations will be implemented by Heynen, working with Mandel

and Darling. As part of these efforts he will: 1) work toward the establishment of
bibliographic mechanisms—available to_all preservation filming~facilities—by which

titles filmed, needing filming; and planned for filming are recorded. in
machine-readable form and accessible through one or more data bases; 2) initiate
and negotiate agreements for cooperative filming programs and stimulate new or
sxpanded filming programs in individual libraries, historical societies; and microform
publishing organizations; 3) encourage the observance of existing standards and, if
needed, the development of new ones; and 4) assist in establishing guidelines for

selection of titles for filming, editorial and production record-keeping; and the
preparation of preservation statistics.
ARL's proposal received endorsement at the American Library Association's
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L)lfvflsflon (R'FSD) Board of Directors, the RTSD Preservation Mlcr'ofllmmg

Committee, the Executive Committees of the RTSD Reproduction of Library

Materials and Preservation of Library Materials Section. The award was made by

NEH late in September 1982 with work to commence during Qctober.

The ARL Microform Project .

The ARL Mieroform Project, begun in 1981, 1s a program desno‘ned to improve

bibliographic access to microform collectlons in North American llbrames by

stimulating and coordinating the wor of llbrames, mieroform publishers,

bibliographic utilities, and bég‘iéhéi netwc s in providing machine-readable records

for millions of monographic titles in micrciorm sets which are now inadequately or
insufficiently cataloged. The project emphasizes compliance with national

standards, cooperation among librar: . and publishers so that as many sets as
possible are covered and duplication 01 effort is avoided, and availability of records
to all libraries that want to use them. ‘the project is funded by the Council on

Library Resources and the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation.

For inore information On the ARL Microform P’i"djéét 6E its preservation

Jeffrey H'eyne"n, ;co"ordinator
ARL Microform Project
503 Eleventh St. SE

Washinton; D.C. 20003
(202) 544-0291
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APPENDIX G

ATTENDANCE AT 101ST MEMBERSHIP MEETING
ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA

October 13-14, 1982

University of Alabama Libraries University of California, Santa Barbara Library
D: Kaye Gapen Not Represented

University of Alberta L ibrary Case Western Reserve University Libraries
Peter Freeman Ann Drain

University of Arizona Library ~ Center for Research Libraries
‘W. David Laird Donald Simpson

Arizona State University Library U’riivér;'sity,of:(ijhi,é,é'go Libgrar'y
Donald Riggs Martin Runkle

Boston Publie Library University of Cineinnati Libraries
Philip J. MeNiff Charles B. Osburn

Boston University Library University of Colorado Library
John Laucus Clyde Walton

Brigham Young Umver51ty Library Colorado State Umver51ty ler‘?ry
Not Represented Le NMoyne W Anderson

University of British Columbia Library Columbia University Libraries
Not Represented Patricia Battin

Brown University Library University of Connectlcut lerarv
Mérrily E. Taylor John P. McDonald

Umverslty of Callfpr'nm Berkeley Library Cornell Umver51ty leramec
Joseph Rosenthal Louis E: Martin

Umversntv of (“ahfor‘ma. Davis Library Dartmouth Eollege ler‘ames
Bernard kreissman Margaret A Otto

University of California, Irvine Library " Duke University Libraries
Calvin J. Boyer Elvin E. Strowd

University of California, L.os Angeles Library Emory University Library
Russell Shank Herbert F. Johnson

University of (/allfor'ma, Riverside Library University of Florida Libraries
Joan ('liambers Gustave Harrer

University of California, San Diego Library Florida State University Library
Millicent D. Abell Charles Miller
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(Georgetown University Library
James Del.ancey

University of Cieorgia Libraries
David F. Bishop

University of Guelph Library

Margaret Beckman

Hnrv»u'd UniVerSity i,ibrury
Y. T. Feng

Univmsity,of Hnwnii Lihrm'y
Not Represented

University of Houston Libraries
Robin Dowiies

Howard University Libraries
Not Represented

tniversity of Hlinois Library
Hugh . X tkinson

Indiana University Libraries
Elaine 7. Stonn

University of lowa [ibraries
Dale M. Bentz

lowa State University Library
Warren B. Kuhn

John Crerar Library
William S. Budington

Johns [lopkins University Library
Susan K. Martin

University of Kansas Library
Clinton N. Howard

University of Kentucky Libraries
Terry Birdwhistell

Kent State University Libraries
Jaeck Scott

Library of Clongress
William J:. Welsh
Linda Hall Library
Larry X. Besant

Louisiana State University Library

McGill University Library
Marianne Scott

MecMaster. University Library
Marju Kraav

Um:vérfs‘ity of Manitoba Libraries

Roy Bonin

iix]ive’rsity of Ma,r,yiand Library
H. Joanne Harrar
University of WMassachusetts Libraries
Riehard J. Talbot
M'm;s;'nchuso't'ts in,s’titu"te of ’fechnoio'g_v Libs.
Jay K. Lucker
University of Miami Library
Frank Rodgers
University of Miehigan Library
Michigan State University Library
Not Represented
University of Minnesota Libraries
Eldred Smith
University of Missouri Library
Not Represented
National Agricultural Library
Not Represented
Nation';ai ijrary of Canada
Guy Sylvestre
Nétionai, i,lz,bra’ry, df Mediéino
[.ois Ann Colaianni
Univers’ity o,'f N'ebrras'ka—i‘i'ncoin Librariés
Larry L. Kahle

Newberry Library o
Not Represented

University of New Mexico Library
Paul Vassallo
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New York Public Libravy
David H. Stam

New York State Library
Peter Paulson

New York Uiiversity Libraries
Carlton C. Rochell

University of North Carolina Libraries
James F. Govan

Northwestern University Libraries
John P. MeGowan

University of Notre Dame Libraries
Robert C: Miller

Ohic State University Libraries
Wiltiam J: Studer

University of Oklahoma Library
Sul H: Lee

Oklahoma State University Library
Roscoe Rouse

University of Oregon Library
GGeorge W. Shipman

University of Pennsyivania Libraries
Not Represented

Pennsylvania State University Library
Barbara Smith

University of Pittsburgh Libraries
Donald Henderson

Princéton University Library
Donald Koepp

Purdue University Library
Joseph M. Dagnese

Queen's University Library
Margot B: McBurney
Rice University Library

Samuel Carrington

University of Rochester Libraries
James F. Wyatt
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Rutgers University Library
Hendrik Edelman

University of Saskatchewan Library
Nancy A. Brown

Smithsonian Institution Libraries
Robert Maloy

University of South Carolina Library
Kenneth E. Toombs

University of Southern Catifornia Library
Roy L. Kidman

Southern Illinois University Library
Kenneth G. Peterson

Stanford University Libraries
Dale Canelas

State Univ: of New York at Albany Libraries
Joseph Z: Nitecki

State Univ. of New York at Buffalo Libraries
Not Represented

State Univ. of Neéw York at Stony Brook Library
Esther Walls

Syracuse University Libraries
Donald C. Anthony

Temple Un;lvéjr'érityrlr_;ibrary
Sharon Ann Hogan

Donald R: Hunt
University of Texas Libraries
Harold W. Billings
Texas A & M University Library
Irene B. Hoadley
University of Toronto Libraries
Marilyn Sharrow
Tulane University Library
Philip E. Leinbach
University of Utah Libraries
Roger K. Hanson



Vanderbilt University Library

Keith M. Cottam

Virginia Potytechnic Inst: Libraries

University of Virginia Libraries
Ray Frantz

University of Washington Library
‘Merle N. Boylan

Washington State University Library

Allene F. Schnaitter

Washington University Libraries
Charles Churchwell

Wayne State University Libraries
Vern M. Pings

University of Western Ontario Library
Robert Lee

University of Wisconsin Libraries
dJoseph Treyz

Yale University Libraries
Rutherford Rogers

York University Libraries
Anne Woodsworth
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ATTENDANCE BY THE MEMBERSHIP - NAME INDEX
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Abell, Millicent D. : Univerdity of California, San Diego Library
Anderson, L.é Moyne W. Colorado State University Library
Anthony; Donald ", Syracuse University Libraries
Atkinson; Hugh C. _ Umvers&ty of Illinois Library

.ttin, Patriecia . Coluribia University Libraries
Beckiman, Margaret University of Guelph Library
Bentz, Dale M. Uriiversity of Iowa Libraries
Besant, Larry X Linda Hall‘,lerary
Billings, Harold W. - University of Texas Libraries
Birdwhistell, Terry University of Kentucky Libraries
Bishop, David F.- University of Georgia Libraries
i3onin, Ray University of Manitoba Libraries
Boyer, Calvin J. University of California, Irvine Library
Boylan, 7Merle N: University of Washington Library
Browii; Nanecy University of Saskatchewan Library
Budington; William S. John Crerar Library
(Canelas, Dale B. Stanford University Libraries
Carrington; Samuel Rice University Library __
Chambers; Joan University of California; Riverside Library
Churchwell; Charles Washington University Libraries
Cotlaianni, Lois A. National Library of Medicine
Cottam; Keith M. vanderbilt University Library
Dagnese; Joseph M. , Purdue University Library
bDel.a: ey, James Georgetown University Library
Dough. -ty, Richard M. University of Michigan Library
Downe ©:bin University of Houston Libraries
Drain;, = n Case Western Reserve University Libraries
Edelmar lerdrik Rutgers University Library
Feng, Y.~ , Harvard Umversflfnylbrary
Frentz, & v University of Virginia Libraries
Freemarn. « t - Umversnty of Alberia/brﬁrary
Gapen, 1 ;ﬁ'.‘;,’e Umversnty of Alabama Libraries
Goiuan, Jaries ¥ University of North Carolina Lioraries
Hanso: & Roger ¥ University of Utah Libraries
Harrar, H: doanne University of Maryland Library
Harrer, Gustare A. University of Fiorida Libraries
Hendarson Donald Umversﬁy of Pittsburgh Libraries
Hoadley, Irene B: Texas A&M University Library
Hogan, Sharon Ann ; ‘Temple University Library
Howard €tinton N. Umver51ty of Kansas Library
Hunt, Donatd R. , University of Tennessee Libraries
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Johnson, Herbert F.

Kahle; barry L.
Kidman, Roy L:
Koepp, Donald
Kraav; Marju
Kreissman, Bernard
Kuhn, Warren B.

Laird; W. David
Laucus; John

I.ee; Robert

Lee; Sul H.
Lembach Ph)llp F
Lucker, Jay K.

MeBurney, Margot B.
NMeDonald, John P.
MeGowan, John P.
Melnnes, Douglas
MeNiff, Philip J.
Maloy, Robert
Martin, Louis E.
Martin, Susan K.
Mlller Charles E;

N 111er Robert €.

Nitecki, Joseph Z:

Osburn, Charles B.
Otto, Margaret A;

Paulson; Peter
Peterson, Kenneth G.
Pirgs, Vern M.

Rlvgs Donald.
—dgers,; Frank )
R« 5uT'S, Rutherford D.
Ro- \,ﬂthfal Joseph
Rouse; Roscoe
Runkie, Martin D.

Schnaitter, Allene F.
Seinneider, D. W.
Seott, Jak W.
sSeott, M+ ianne
Shenk, Ku-ell
shErens grilyn
T.ipmean, Li2orge W.
>~ ~uson, ¢ :id B.

. Ei. '.e F.

Emory University Library

University of Nebraska-Lincoln Libraries
University of Southern California Library
Princeton University Library

McMaster University Library

University of California, Davis Library
Iowa State University Library

University of Arizona Library

Boston University Library

University of Westéern Ontario Libraries
University of Oklahoma Library

Tulane University Library

Massachusetts Inst. of Technology Libraries

Queen's University L’i,brarty, .
University of Connecticut Library
Northwestern University Libraries
University of British Columbia Library
Boston Pubhc Library

Smithsonian Institution Libraries
Cornell University Libraries

Johns Hopkms Umversnty Library

Florida State University Library

University of Notre Dame Libraries
State Univ. of New York at Albany Libraries

University of Cincinrati Libraries
Dartmouth College Libraries

New York State Library
Southern Illinois University Library
Wayne State University Libraries

Arizona State University Library
University of Miami Library

Yale University Libraries._

University of California, Berkeley lerary
Oklahoinia State University Library
University of Chicago Library

Washington State University Libraryv
Louisiand State University Library
Kent State University Libraries
MCGIH Umverouy Lmrary

University of {I‘rorontorLrlrbtjanes
University of Oregon Library
Center for Research Libraries
Indiana University Libraries
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Smith, Barbara
Smith, Eldred
Souter; Thomas A.
Stam; David H.
Strowd, Elvin E.
Studer, Wiiliam J.
Sylvestre, Joseph Guy

Talbot, Richard
Taylor, Merrily Ec.
Toombs, Kenneth E.

Treyz, Joseph H:
Vassallo; Paul

Walls, Esther J.
walton, Clyde

Welsh, William J.
Woodsworth,; Anne
Wyatt, James F.

ARL Staff

Shirley Echelman; Executive Director _

Pennsylvania State University Library
University of Minnesota Libraries
Virginia Pdly. Inst. and State Univ. Libraries
New York Public Library

Duke University Libraries

Brown University Library o
University of South Carolina Library
University of Wisconsin Libraries

University of New Mexico Library

State Univ. of New York at Stony Brook Libs.
‘University of Colorado Library

Library of Congress

York University Libraries

. iwersity of Rochester Libraries

Carol A. Mandel, Associate Executive Director

Nicola Daval, Information Offjcer
Jeffrey Heynen, ARL Mieroform

Jeffrey J. Gardner; Associate;

Office of Management Studies

; Project Coordinator
Duane E: Webster; Director; Office of Management Studies

" Maureen S: Suliivan, Training ,Prdg'ré'mﬂSpecialist;rfoiqe79fﬂMéi’i:a;g‘réﬁjérntirstudies
Maxine K. Sitts, Information Services Specialist, Office of Management Studies

Jane B3. Rosenberg, Rescarch Specialist; Office of Management Studies )

Patricia Swanson, Public Services Specialist, Office of Management Studies

Pingfeng Chi, Acting Director, Center for Chinese Research Materials




Guests

Russell Bidlack; School of Library Seience, University of Mlchlgan - Speaker
Rowland Brown, O LC, Inc.

Harold. Cannon, National Endowment for the Humamtles
Joseph Capornio, National Technical Information Service

Eileen Cooke, American Library Association

Jeffrey Field, National Endowment for the Humanities

John Finzi, Library of Congress
Joseph Ford, CAPCON
Gordon Fretwell; University of Massachusetts Libraries

Ray Fry; Office of Libraries and Learning Technologles, Department of Education

Rachael Goldstein; Columbia Umversnty Libraries

-Walter Grattidge, General Electric Foundation

José Griffiths; King Research; Inc:

Warren Haas; Council on EibEéEy Resources

Anthony Harrison, Copyright Office;.Library of Congress

Elinor Hashim; National Commission on Libraries and Information Science
Edward Holley, Sehool of Library Science; University of North Carolina
C. Lee Jones; Council on Library Resources

David Ladd, Copymght Offlee lerary of Congress

Nancy Marshall, Umver51ty of Wisconsin Libraries

william Nugent; Library of Congress

J. Francis Reintjes, Massachusetts Institute of Technology

George Thoma; National Library of Medicine

Robert Wedgeworth; American Library Association

James Wood; Chemical Abstracts Service
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APPENDIX H
. ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES
OFFICERS, BOARD OF DIRECTORS, COMNITTEES AND TASK FORCES

OCTOBER 1982

Afl; OFFICERS AND BOARD FOR-1981-82

* Millicent D. Abell, President

James F. Govan, Vice President & President-Elect
Jay K. Lucker, Past President
Sterling J. Albrecht (Oct: 1983)
Charles Churchwell (Oct. 1982)
Donald Koepp (Oct: 1983)
Eldred Smith (Oct. 1982) -
William J. Studer (Oct. 1984)
Richard J. Talbot (Oct. 1984)
Anne Woodsworth (Oct. 1984)

ADVISORY COMMITTEES

Center for Chinese Research Materials

I;lovd E: Eastman, University of Illinois (1983)
Ying-mao Kau, Brown University-(1983)
lsyman Van Slyke; Stanford University (1984)
Antony Marr, Yale University (1984)

Eugene Wu, Harvard University (1982)

Philip J. MeNiff, Chairman (1982)

Office of Management Studies

Page Ackerman, UCLA Graduate Sehool of Lib. and Infq, Sci. (1982) ;
Patricia Battin (1984) '

Louis E. Martin (1982)

Frank Rodgers (1983)

Martin D. Runkle (1983)

Clyde Walton (1984)

Jav K. Lucker, Chairman (1984)




ARL Microform Projcét

Duane Bogenschneider, Microfilming Corporation of Ameériea; Inc.
Jcseph A. Boisse
Rcebert Grey Cole, Umver51t of MlSSlSSlppl
Tina Kass; Research leraues Group )
Linda Hamilton; Research Publications; Inc.
- Joseph Howard, Library of Congress
Mary Ellen Jacov; OCLC; Inec.
Fiaine Sloan
Del Williams, Western IllmmK Umvermty

Conuuitice on Nominations

\R1; Viee President, Chairman

Conmunitt.  on ARi; Statisties

Gordon Fretwell, Univerzity of Massachusetts (1985}
Herbert F. Johnson 384) .

Kendon Stubsbs, Univorsity of Virginia (1985)

Anne Woodsworth (1982) )

Richard J. Talbot, Chairman (1982)

Committee on Interlibrary lL.oan

i, Ruye Gapen (1984)

Bernard Kréissman ¢ 1983)

Su' H. ,Lug (1984)

Keimeth ¢ Peterson (1982)

clear i ".. Celk(1982)

Stesiie o d. Alsiccht, Chairman (1982)

e

Commition o4 -Proservation o

W. Duave Laird (1982)
»r‘pul ¢t A. Otto (1984)
-7)70.7' - Snmuels (1982)
Pt Sr.urks, Library of Congress
Clyde Ualton (1983)

uvid H: Stam; Chairman (1982)
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Federal Relations Committce

Charles Churchwell (1982)

Richard M. Dougherty (1982)

Roger K. Hanson (1983)

Russell Shank (1983)

George W. Shipman (1982)

¢:arlton C. Rochell, Chairman (1983)

Membership Committee on Nonuniversity Libraries

\1argaret Beckman (1982)
William S. Budington 1983)
Robert Maloy (1982)

Robert C. Miller (1982)

Roy L. Kldman, Chairman (1983)

Rlchard E: Chapm
Graham Hill*
Donald Koepp*
Elaine Sloan
Richard J. Talbot

John P. McDonald*, Chan‘man

(* ARL representatives)

REPRESENTATIVES

ABA ummlttee on Catalogmg Descrlptlon and Access ........ Carol Mandel ,
AL~ ntexhbrary Loan Committoe (i i iiiiiiiieenenene Sterling Albrecht
AL: . 'atisties Coordinating Conmiftee i i iiiinenroeensons Carol Mandel
ANS[ Conimittée Z38 .. v vttt i i il iiiin s Joanne Harrar
GONSER AdVisory GroUp + <t c i i vt tea s iineeesvoeeanees Carol Mandel
Eighteenth-Century Short Title Catalogue i i :vvevn v Ray Frantz
Joint Committee on Union List of Serials .. ......ooeeeeee-. william Budington
ILC Cataloging-in-Publication Advisory Group . .. .. ... Carol Mandel

LC Network Advisory Committee - i icvvuv oo eeon william Studer
Sneiéty of American ArCHIVISES 2 22 2 0 v v e s e n s vt s aemean o nn Her‘bel t Finch; €orneit
Universal Serlals & BoOK EXChange . .. cie v v v v vt o e o va o Jopme Harrar
National Conservation Advisory Committee ... 7. .ccvvveeven Byvis Stam
voting Representative to IFLA & o v vivarennnnreereenns . Shirley Echelman
Voting Representative to ANSI C ommlttee 739 .........:::::Shirley Echelman
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ARL TASK FURCES

Task Foree on iiibﬁog‘aphic (‘ontrol (1983)

David Bishop

Merle N. Boylan o

Joseph H. Howard, L~ ry of Congress
Joseph Rosenthal

Juames F; Govan, Chairnidn

Pusk Foree on Collectici Development (1983)

Hendrik Edeinan
Warren B: kkuhp
Robert (3 M iler
Charles 7w Osburn
MaldDie .:;;"t;f’

Joeseph HDoave s Chairman

Ioa roree.on Lil vy Lducation (1982)

Patricia Buatiin

irené B. Hoadley

lHerbert F. Johnson ) o o )
Edward Holléy; Uniiversity of North Carolina
James Ranz o o )

ticrbert White, Indiiina Univérsity

Margot B. McBurney, Chairman

T'ask Force on Nélrtionni‘_llj'brarv Netwoirk I)eveiopmont (1983)

Harold W. Biilings
John P. MeGowan
Stusan K. Martin

William J. Welshe
Nilliam J. Studer

Task Force on Research Library Staffing (1984)

Miltieent D: Abell
Nancy A: Brown

frene B: Hoadley
Russell Shank

Fldred Smith; ¢ hairman

~-ibd-
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APPENDIX I

MEMBERSHIP LIST

October 1982

University of Alabama Libraries
P.0. Box S ' ;
University, Alabanm 35486
D. Kaye Gapen, Dean of Eniv: Librs.
(205) 348-7561

Umve rsltv of Alt;eLta Library

Edmontori “hcrta Canada T6G 2JB
Pet  ceman, Chief Librarian
(403) 432-3790

L mver51ty of Arizona Library .
lucson, Arizona 85721
: David Laird; Librarian
(602)626-2101

Arizona State University Library

Tempe; Arizona 85281 )
Donald Riggs; Librarian
(602) 9Y65-3417

Boston Public Library

(‘oplev Scuare

Boston; Massachusetts 0211 7
Philip 4. MeNiff, Librarian
(617) 536-5400

Boston University Library

l.osion, Massachusetts 02215
John Lalcus, Director
(617) 353-3710

Bricham Y'o’m« Univer‘sity l.ibrary
324 Lee Libre vy
Provo, Utah ‘446 02
Qtellln‘ﬂ.] Albreeht, Univ. Libn.
(801) 378-2905

University of British (' lumbia Library
Vancouver, B.C: ,,,,C,a”“d“ VBT [wWH

I)oug]m Mecinnes, Librarian
(604) 228-2298
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Brown University Library

Providenee, Rhode Istand 02912
vlerrily Taylor, Librarian
(401) 863-2162

University of California Library, Piclr
Berkeley, Cahforma 94720

(415) 642-3773

Umversnty of Cahﬁorma blbrary, Dav1s
Davis, California 95616

Bernard Kreissman, Librarian
(916) 752-2110

University of California, irvine

The University Library °

P:O: Box 19557

Irvine; California 92713
Calvin J. Boyer, Umver51tv Liorarian
(714) 833-5212

University of California Library, Los Angeles
Los Angeles, California 90024

Russell Shank; Librarian

(213) 825-1201

University of California Library, Riverside-

P.0. Box 5900

Riverside, Callforma ‘)2 507 )
Jodi Shambers, University Librarian
(71a) 787-3221

University of Celiforniu; Sar Diego

The University T.ibrary

La Jclla, Califorriia 92037
,.hlhcent D. Abell, Librarian
(619) 452-3061

University of California, Scita Barbara
The Umver:nty lerary
Santa Barbma, California 93106

Allen B. Veaner, Librarian

{805) 961-3256

J



Case Western Reserve University Libraries
Cleveland; Nhio 44106

Ann Drain; Acting Director

(216) 368-2990

Center for Research Libraries

Chicago, Illirois 60637
Donald B. Simpson, Director -
(312) 955-4545

University of Chicago Library

Chicago, Illinuis 60637
Martin D. Runkle, Director
(312) 962-8743

University of Cinecinnati Libraries
Cincinnati, Ohio 45221 )
Charles B. Osburn, Vice Provost
_for Univ. Libraries
(513) 475-2218

University of Colorado Library

Boulder, Colorado 80309
('lyde 4Valton, Director
(303) 492-7511

Colorado State University Library

lie Moyne W. Andersor; Direetor
(303) 491-5911

Columbia University Libraries
New York; New York 10027
~ & Univ: Libn:
(212) 280-2247

University of Connecticut Library
Storrs, Connecticut 06268
Jchn P. MeDonald; Director
(203) 486-2219

Cornell University Libraries

Ithaca, New York 14850 i o .
Louis ¥, Martin, University Librarian
(607) 256-3689

Dartmoiith CCollege Libraries

Hanover, New Hampshire 03755
Margaret A. Otto, Librarian
(603) 646-2235
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Herbert F: dohnson; Director
(404) 329-6861

University of Florida hibrari-:; -

Gainesvilte, Florida 32603 '
Gustave A: Harrer, Director
(904) 392-0341

Florida State University Library
Charles E. Miller, Director
(904) 644-5211

Georgetown University Library

Washington, D.C. 20007
Joseph E. Jeffs, Director
(202) 625-2095

University of Georgia Libraries

Athens, Georgia 30601
David Bishop, Director
{404) 542-2716

University of Guelph Library

Guelph, Ontario, Canada N1G 2W1
Margaret Beckman, Chief Libn:
(519) 824-4120

Harvard University Libr

Wadsworth House

Cami,ridge, Massachusetts 02138
Oscar Handlin, Director
(f17) 495-2401

University of Hawaii Library
2550 The Mali
llonolulu; Hawaii 96822
Ira Harris, Acting Director
(808) 948-7205

University of Houston Libraries
Houston, Texas 77004
Robin Downes. Diréctor
(713) 749-424.




Howard University Libraries
Wwashington; D.C: 20059
Binford H. Conley; Director

(202) 636-7234

University of [llinois Library

Urbana, Iilinois 61801 ,
Hugh C. Atkinson, Univ. Librarian
(217) 333-0790

indlarm Umver51tv lerarles
Bloomington, Indiana 47401
Elaine F. Sloiin, Dean of Univ. Librs.
(812) 335-3404

Umvcrs.u of Iowa lerarles

lowa City; lowa va 52242
ale M. Bentz, Univ: Librarian
(319) 353-4450

lowa State University Library

Ames, lowa 50011
Warren B Kuhn, Dean of Lib. Servmes
(515) 294- 1447

John Crerar Library

35 West 33rd Street

Chicago, Illinois 60616 :
william S. Budington, Director
(312) 225-2526 .

Johns Hopkins University L.irary

The Milton S. Eisenhiower Library

Baltimore, Maryland 21218
Susan K. Martin; Librarian

(301) 338-8325

Eniversity of {\anbas Library
liawrence, Kansas 66044
James Ranz; Dean of Libraries
{913) 864-3601

University of Kentucky Libraries

Lexington. Kentucky 40506
Paul A. Willis, Director
{(606) 257-3801

Kent State ! riversity Librarics
Kent, Ohio *12
Hyman . (ritzer, Assistant Provost
& Direcior of Liraries
(”lh) 70~ 2962
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Library of Congress

Washington, D C: 20540

(202) 287 -5205

Linda Hall Library

iKansas City, Missouri 64110

Larry X. Besant, Director
{816) 363-4600

Bouisiona State University Library

Baton Rouge, Louisiana 70803
George Guidry, Jr., Director
(504) 388-2217

MeGill University Library
3459 McTavish Street
Montreal, Canada H3A 1Y!

Marianne Scott, Director
(514) 392-4949

McMaster UnlverSIty lerary

1280 Main Street West

Hamilton, Ontario, Canada L85 4L6
Graham R. Hill, Umver51ty Librarian
(416) 525-9140 Local 435

The Umversxty of Manitoba Libraries
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 2N2
Canada
Earl Ferguson, Acting Director
(204) 474-9881

University of Maryland Library

College Park, Meryland 20742
H: Joanne Harrar; Librarian
(301) 454-3011

University of Massachusetts Libraries

Amherst; Massachusetts 01002
Richard J. Talbot, Director
(413) 545-0284

Massachusetts Inst. of Technology Libs:.
Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139

Jay K. Lucker, Director

(617) 253-5651

University of Miami Library
Coral Gablus, F}prlda 33124

Frank Rodgers, Director
(305) 284-3551




U_nivuiity of ‘uchigar Lilvary
Anp nr, Ty Miehigan 4810%

Rirhard M. Doughiirty, Diréetor
(JU) 764-9356

Michigan State University Libra#y

East Lansing, Michigan 48823
Richard E. Chapin, Director
(517) 355- 2341

University of Minnessia Libraries

Minneapolis, &iniicsota 55455
Eldred Smith, Director
(612) 373- 3097

University of Missouri Library
Columbig, Missouri 65201
Dean A; Schmidt, Interim Dircetor

(314) 882-4701

National Agricultural Library

Beltsville, Maryland 20705
Richard A: Farley, Director
(301) 344-4248

National Library of Canada

395 Wellington Street

()ttnwa Ont., Canada KI1A ON4
JOSDph Guy Sylvestre, Librarian
€61..) 996-1623

Nuational Library of Medieine
Bethesda; Maryland 20014
Martin M. Cummings, Director
(301) 496-6221

l,mcoln, Nebraska 68)88 0-11()
Gerald A. Rudolph
(402) 472-2526

The Newberry Library

() West Walton Streit

Chicago, Illinois 60610
Joel L. Samuels, Dir.
(312) 943-9090

of Lib. Sers.

L mvor:ltv of Ncw \ln\v oI, mrmv

Albuquerque, New Mesieco 87131
Psul Vassallo, Dean of Lib. Serv.
(5N5) 277-4241

Daoan of Libraries

~1H7-

Néw York Public Litirary
Fifth Avenue at 42na Street
New York; New York

10018 o

'avid H. Stam, Director of the
Roesenreh Libraries

1212) 930-0708

New York State Library

Cultural Eduecation Center

Empire State Plaza

Albany, New York 12"'34
Joseph F. Shubert State Librarian
(518) 474-5930

New York University Libraries

New York, New York 10003
Cariton C. Rochell Dean of Libraries
(212) 598-7676 :

— - ,,7 \Vrrrl i' {\, ,,]" - I’ !Vl, - i_es
Chapel Hill; North Carolina 27515

'ames F. Govan, Director
:19) 962-1301

Northv astern University Libraries
Evanston; Ilinois 60211
John P. MeGowan, Librarian
(312) 492-7640

University of Notre Dame Libraries

Notre Lbame; Indiana 46556
Robert C. Miller; i ibrarian
219) 239 5252

(,‘,oium:bL,s Oth :137710
Wil.iam J. Studer; Oirector
(614) 422-4241

University of Oklahoma Library
Norman; Oklahoma 73069
Sul H, Lee, Dean, University Librs.
(405) 325-2611 or 2612 * *

Oklahoma State University Library

Stillwater, Oklahoma 74078
Roseoe Rouse, Dean of Lib. Ser.
(405) 624-6321

University of %g__ Library

l ugono, Oregon 97403
George W; Shlpmun, Univ: Libn.
(503) 686-3056



Lmvermv of Bennsyrirvrarma lera[ ies
Rlchdl‘d De Gennaro, I)lrector
(215) 8987091

Pennsylvania State University Library

University Park, Pennsylvania 16802
Stuart Forth, Dean of Univ. Libraries
(814) 865-0401

Umvernty of Pittsburgh
Pittsburgh; Pennsylvania 15260

Glenora E. Rossell; Director
€412) 624-4401

Princeton ''niversity Library

Princcton; New Jerscy 18540
Donald Koepp, Direetor
(609) 452-3170

Purdue University Library

Lafayette; Indiana 479C7
Joseph M. Dagnese, Director
(317) 493-2900

Queen's Unis ersity

Douglas Library

Kingston, Canada K7L 5¢:4 .
Margot B. MeBur' -y, Chief Libn.
(613) 547-5950

‘Rice University Library

6100 S. Main, Box 1892

Houston, Te\as 77001
Sumuel Carrington, Director
(713) 527-4022

University of Rochester Librariés

Roechester; New York 14627
James F. Wyatt, Director
(7i16) 275-4463

Rutgerﬁ University mbrary

New Brunswick, New Jersey 08901
iiendrik Edelinan, Univ, Libn;
201 932-7505

Saskatoon, Canada S7N OWO
Naney A. Brown, Univ. Libn.
apd Director of Libraries
(306) 343-4216
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Smithsonian Institution Libraries
(CConstitution Avenue at 10th St., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20560

Robert Maloy, Director

(202) 357-2240
Umveféity of South Cat‘dlina Libraries

Kenneth E. Toombs, Director »f Libs.
(863) 777- 3142

University of Southern California Library
Los Angetes, California 90007

Roy L. Kidman, Librarian

(213) 743-2543

Southern Illinois University Library
Carbondale; Illinois 62901
Kenneth G. Peterson, Dean of
Library Affairs
(618) 453-2522

Stanford University Libraries
Stanford, California 94305

David C. Weber, Director
(A1) 497-2016

State University of New York at Albany
J.ibraries
1400 Washington Avenue
Albany; New York 12222
Jo“eph 7. Nitecki, Director
(518) 457-8540

State University of New York at Buffalo
Libraries ’
Buffalo, New York 14214
Saktidas Roy, Director
(716) 636-2965

State University of New York at Stony Brook
ulbrary
Stony Brook, New York 117921 ]
Jchn B. Smith, Director & Dean of Lib:

(516) 246-5650

Syracuse. Univérsity Libraries

Syracuse, New York 132'0
Donald C. Anthony, Director
(315) 423-2574

Ve



Temple University Library
Paley Library

" Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19122

Joseph A: Boisse, llirector
(215) 787-8231

University of Tennessee tiibraries

Knoxville, Tennessee 37916
Donald R. Hunt, Director
(615) 974-4127

University of Texas Libraries
Austin; Texas 78712
Harold W. Billings, Director
(512) 471-3811

Sterling C. Evans ..ibrary

'l‘e’kas A& M UhiVérSity Library
Ircnn ,'1, }loadley, Director
(409) 845-8111

University of Toronto Libraries

Toronto, Ont., Canada N5S 1A5
Marilyn Sharrow, Chiéf Librarian
(416) 478- 22@2

Tulane Umversrty Llorary

New Orleans, Louisiana 70118

Dorothv L. Hagedorn, Acting Univ. Lib.
(504) 865-5131

University of Utah Libraries
Sait Lake (‘!ty, Ut§h7784112

Roger K. tianson; Director
(891) 581-8558

\.inderbilt University Library

41y 21st Avenue South )

Nashville; Tennessee 37203
Keith M. Cottam, Acting Director
(615) 322-2834

Virginia Polytechnie Inst. and State Univ.
Blacksburg, Virginia 24061
H. Gordon_Bec¢hanan, Dlrectr\r of Libs.
(703) 961=5593
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University of Virginia
Alderman Library
Charlottesville, Virginia 22901
Ray Frantz, Jr., Librarian
(804) 924-3026 or 7849
University of Wa i Library
Seattle, 7Wash1ngton 98195

Merle N. Boylan, Director
(206) 543-1760

Wasmngton&ate Umversnty Library
Pullman,; Washington 99163

Allene F. Schnaitter, Director
(5609) 335-4557

Washington University Libraries

St. Louis, Missouri 63130
Charles Churehwell; Librarian
(314) 889-5400

Detront Mlchlgan 48"02
vem M. Pings; Director
(313) 577-4020

University of Western Ontario

DB Weldon lerarV

London, Ontario,, Canada )

: Robert Lee, Director of Libs.
(519) 679-3165

University of Wisconsin Libraries

Madison, Wisconsin 53706
Joseph H. Treyz, Jr., Director
(608) 262-3521

Yale University Libraries

New Haven, Connecticut 0652¢
Rutherford D Rogers, Librarian

York Umver51ty Libraries
4700 Kecle Street S
Downsvrraw Ontario, Canada M3d 2R2

Anne Woodsworth, Direetor
(416) 667-2235



