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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The libraries of America's colleges and universities are in the
. midst of a period of unprecedented change and adjustment.
Academic libraries have never been static organizations; they
‘have existed within and responded to changes in the institu-
“tions of higher education they serve. The typical academic
library has grown from a one-room affair open only a few
hours a week to a complex organization employing a large
staff and housing hundreds of thousands of volumes.

Today's academic libraries are facing a series of challenges
that arise from factors both internal and external to the library
itself. As libraries, the primary information resources on
campuses, enter the so-called “information age,” they face a
number of common problems. Libraries' responses to these
challenges will determine the shape of the academic library of
the future.

What Effect Will New Technology
Have on Academic Libraries?
New technological developments have already profoundly
affected academic libraries. Almost every function carried out
in a library has been altered to some extent by advances in
electronics, computerization, and tclecommunications. At one
time, for example, each library largely did its own cataloging.
In 1971, the first online shared cataloging system was estab-
lished. More of these bibliographic utilities have since been
“established, and now most cataloging in academic libraries is
produced through the shared cataloging database of one of
these utilities. Services for users have been greatly expanded
ty the use of online biblingraphic search services, which
became common in the 1970s. Instead of manually searching
indexes to find citations or produce bibliographies, a trained
searcher can manipulate a computer database that produces the
same results in a matter of minutes. Interlibrary loan, library
acquisitions, and cicculation have all benefited from the use of
computerized systems. Many academic libraries now have elec-
tronic antitheft devices to retard unauthorized “borrowing”
from the collection. Photocopying machines have changed
library users’ note-taking patterns in less than a generation.
These developments, immense as they have been, are merely
forerunners of the technologies that will be common in
libraries of the future. Some libraries have already introduced
online public access catalogs to replace traditional card cata-
logs. Some libraries are using new methods of information
storage, such as digitally encoded video discs. Future inter-
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library loans will bypass the postal system and use new
methods, such as digital telefacsimile, for document delivery.

Libraries will indeed live in a “brave new world,” but they
will find technology very expensive. Despite earlier hopes that
antomation might lcad to reduced costs, such reductions have
yet to be realized.

Technology provides us with many options, only some of
which we can afford. But we must recognize clearly that in
applying technology to the service of scholarship, in some
areas we have no choice. We are not replacing traditional
services because we prefer the new gadgetry but because we no
longer have the resources necessary to make the old ways effec-
tive in the current environment (Battin 1982a, pp. $81-82).

How Can Libraries Meet the Rising Cost of Materials?
The acquisition budgets of academic libraries in the 1970s were not
able to keep pace with the soaring prices of library materials. Prices
for both books and journals ran far ahead of general inflation. The
serious erosion of the buying power of the library's acquisition
budget occurred at the same time that financial problems became
severe throughout all of higher education. Thus, colleges and univer-
sities were unable to provide sufficient funds for library budgets
to keep pace with inflation. At the same time, the output from pub-
lishers increased dramaticaily, with the result that libraries added
a smaller percentage of the published lierature to their collections.
Academic libraries, even those that pride themselves on their
extensive collections, have reluctantly realized that they can no
longer acquire and house comprehensive book collections. The con-
sensus is that no library, however large, can afford to achieve self-
sufficiency; thus, networks must be established to permit the cooper-
ative sharing of library resources. The time has come to accelerate
“the trend away from each library being a self-contained unit, toward
a system in which the library will be a service center, capable of
linking users to national bibliographic files and distant collections”
(National Enquiry 1979, p. 159). Many library users, who would
prefer to see their libraries continue to purchase the bulk of the
scholarly materials they need, will likely resist this new emphasis
on access rather than acquisition. Nonetheless, it is inevitable that
collection development policies, especially in large libraries, will
respond to new economic realities. The formation of consortia and
the development of a national cooperative strategy promise con-
tinued access by scholars to the world's literature at a less burden-
some cost.




What Is the Appropriate Role for Librarians?
The library is a highly labor-intensive organization; thus,
issues relating to staffing and personnel are critical. Develop-
ment of new staffing patterns has resulted in many tasks previ-
ously handled by professional librarians being turned over to
students, clerks, or paraprofessionals. The new technological
developments require more sophisticated librarians, and the
role of the academic librarian is being reinterpreted to provide \
more effective service to library users. Reflecting this new : \
professionalism is the renewed emphasis on instruction in
library and information skills. Librarians now take an active
responsibility for facilitating students’ and faculty’s use of the
library’s resources.

A closely related issue is that of status for the librarian:
Should the academic librarian have the same status as the
faculty and be governed by the same or similar standards for
promotion and tenure, or is another status more appropriate?
After a strong push for faculty status in the 1960s, some
librarians are reversing their stand on the issue, and a lively
debate has énsued. Another issue, the type of education and
background most appropriate for librarians planning to enter
academic libraries, is still to be resolved.

How Should Libraries Be Managed?

The problems academic libraries face in the area of manage-
ment stem in part from the fact that budget support depends
upon justifying services and programs to students, faculty, and
administrators. Although the library usually is one of the lar-
gest cost centers on the campus, it has few ways to generate
funds for its support (Galvin and Lynch 1982, p. 1). The
costly effects of inflation, the growth in the volume of publica-
tion, and the implementation of expensive new technologies
have caused some academic administrators to view the library
as a “bottomless pit” capable of absorbing all the funds
appropriated to it and always needing more. The increasing
complexity of the library organization and budgetary pressures
have forced academic librarians to pay increasing attention to
administrative matters. Although many libraries are still
governed in a hierarchical manner, employees’ involvement in
governance has become of interest. In some librarics tension
has arisen between the desire of the staff to have greater par-
ticipation in decision making and the library director’s account-
ability for the library’s administration. In other institutions the
advent of collcctive bargaining and faculty status for librarians has




turther complicated governance. The more successful libraries
will likely implement governance plans that allow professional
librarians a meaningful role in the library's policy decisions
but spell out administrative responsibility in detail.

How Can Existing Collections in Academic

Libraries Be Preserved?

Librarians have always assumed that preservation of recorded
knowledge is one of their central functions, but today's aca-
demic libraries face an intractable preservation problem.
Improper storage facilities, the overuse or misuse of collec-
tions, and the use of acids in paper manufactured during the
past 100 years have resulted in the physical deterioration of a
large and growing part of this country’s library collections.
Regardless of cause, an alarming percentage of collections
nced procedures implemented to preserve the exisiing stock.
Although techniques are now available to aid in preserving and
restoring library collections, successful preservation presents a
challenge to both librarians and scholars. Priorities need to be
set and a national plan implemented to ensure that the content
of millions of published materials will not be lost. As with
technology, the cdst is likely to be high.

What Will the Academic Library of Tomorrow Look Like?
Over the next one or two decades, academic libraries will
change. Some have predicted the virtual disappearance of
libraries as electronic communication leads to a paperless soci-
cty, but. more likely libraries of the future will neither disap-
pear nor become paperless, because the vast retrospective col-
lections they hold are available nowhere else. Books and
computer output will coexist. Users will still go to libraries to
find collections of materials that are not available clsewhere or
that they cannot afford (De Gennaro 1982).

New technologies and economic constraints will continue to
reshape acudemic libraries. Academic administrators should
not underestimate the severity of the problems that will con-
front college and university libraries during this period. The
higher education community necds to reassess its traditional
concept of academic libraries and join with librarians to
develop a consensus about the appropriate role and mission of
the academic library of the future.
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FOREWORD

Second to the faculty, the most important source of knowledge
on a college campus it the academic library. Yet this vital as-
set is more often than not taken for granted. with little effort
made by administrators to understand its exact fit within the
institution or to recognize that its future may ulso be the insti-
tution's future. Today'’s academic libraries and their staffs are
caught in the middle of the information revolution, between
traditional academic conservatism and tantalizing possibilities
of the high-tech world. » '

As the result of burgeoning new technologies (online sys-
tems, video discs, and microphotography) and a change in
philosophy toward shared resources, campus libraries are fac-
ing a new frontier. The frontier holds much promise, but it
also has grave implications for budgets and management that
must be carefully addressed.

In this Research Report, Barbara b. Moran, assistant
professor at the School of Library Science, University of
North Carolina at Chapel Hill, carefully reviews and synthe-
sizes more than 180 publications that examine academic
libraries. This vast amount of material is organized into four
areas significant to college and university administrators: the
impact of new technology, management, personnel issues, and
library collections and cooperation. This definitive review of
ac. demic libraries g.eatly helps clarify their status, their
potential, and the problems that need to be addressed, and it
should help administrators face the issues, acknowledge that
academic libraries are integral to institutional vitality, and
plug their colleges into the information age.

Jonathan D. Fife

Series Editor

Professor and Director

ERIC Clearinghouse on Higher Education
The George Washington University
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INTRODUCTION

Academic libraries have been a part of American higher edu-

cation since its beginning. A letter written in 1638 confirms

the presence of a library at what would become Harvard Col-

lege: “Newtowne now is called Cambridge. There is a Univer-

sity house reared, 1 heare, and a prity library begun” (quoted

in Hamlin 1981, p. 4). The “prity” library consisted of books

donated by local residents. It was enlarged the next year,

when John Harvard's will left one-half of his estate to be used

for establishing a college and all of his library, 329 titles in _
more than 400 volumes. Other books were added so that by

1655, the library at Harvard had grown to approximately 900 By the early

volumes (Hamlin 1981, p. 4). ' Y
The academic libraries of the colonial period and up to the twentieth
last half of the nineteenth century offtered little to either Ce'm”)’,

f:clulty ;)r st}:xdents. Thez wc'm usual'ly'small ciiql!':ctions(,i open Ldraries were
only a few hours a week, with restrictive conditions and poli- s H
cies severely limiting physical access to the books. lncmas.l ngly
Libraries gained greater prominence during the period of "ecogmzed as
university growth following the Civil War. With the founding essential to the
of Johns Hopkins in 1876, a new emphasis was placed on J
research, new curricula emphasized electives, and the seminar academ.l c
system required an expansion of academic libraries. Growth in entem"se-
resources was one of the major trends in academic libraries
during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Ac-
quisition of all types o” materials—including a large number
of journals—was crucial if the library was to support research
(Edelman and Tatum 1976, p. 22..). Library acquisitions grew
rapidly, and the quality of the library came to be defined
almost exclusively in terms of its holdings. Except for Har-
vard, no academic library claimed more than 100,000 volumes
in 1876, but by 1920 many libraries exceeded that number
(Shiflett 1981, p. 126).
The growth of collections was accompanied by a number of
other changes in academic libraries of the time. Full-time
librarians began to be employed. Hours were extended and the
physical facilities improved to provide students and faculty
with more comfortable working conditions. Parent institutions
assumed the responsibility for regularly financing the library
to provide staff and to guarantee acquisitions of books and
journals (Hamlin 1981, p. 49). By the early twentieth century,
libraries were increasingly recognized as essential to the aca-
demic enterprise. The phrase “heart of the university” came
into vogue to describe the integral role libraries played in
higher cducation.

Q Icademic Libraries |
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A period of unparalleled growth began for academic
libraries with the expansion of higher education after World
War 11, and it continued throughout the 1960s. Library collec-
tions grew at a phenomenal rate. In 1972, for example, Cor-
nell University noted that it had taken 70 years to acquire its
first million books, 20 years for the second, nine years for the
third, and six years for the fourth (Kaser 1980, p. 47). Many
universities and colleges built new library buildings, and
everywhere the size of the staff and the size of the budget
multiplied. But all was not well.

During the last two decades academic libraries in parallel
with their parent institutions experienced the greatest period
of growth and affluence that they have ever known. The
watchword was “more”—more money, more books and staff,
more space, and more technology. ... Although libraries
Lot more of everything during those years, they still could
not keep pace with the growth of new fields of research,
new doctoral programs, and the increased production of
books and journals. Two decades of affluence not only
failed to help solve the many problems that were brought on
by exponential growth—they exacerbated them (De Gennaro
1975, p. 917).

This period of expansion was followed by the “new depres-
sion™ in higher cducation. The tight budgets of the 1970s and
1980s took their toll on libraries, both in collections and in
staffs. Still, the growth in research and publication continued
unabated.

Today's academic libraries stand at a crossroads. They must
move beyond, as indeed many already have, their traditional
role as custodians of books and integrate ncw methods of
storage and transmission of information into an already exist-
ing organization. They must, at the same time, absorb the
pervasive changes that new technology will make on the or-
ganization, )

| Dniversity libraries are being pummelled by profound and
undoubtedly permanent changes. For example, the distinc-
tion between public and technical services appears to be
eroding; communications within the library and outside or-
ganizations are taking on a new dimension; and new de-
mands are being placed on professional staff. These shifts
and turns, moreover, are not one-time modifications to
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which libraries subsequently adjust, quickly rebounding to
the status quo. Rather automation apparently introduces
continuous change; relentless revision is now inexorably an
attribute of the university library (Cline and Sinnott 1983,
p. 172).

This monograph describes contemporary academic libraries
—~  and discusses the centra. .ssues and problems as they move
into the information age. The amount of literature relating to
academic libraries is vast, and the monograph does not pre-
tend to serve as a comprehensive review of the literature on
academic libraries or as a complete examination of every
aspect of academic librarianship.

Because the libraries in community colleges differ greatly
from their counterparts in four-year colleges and universities,
the monograph makes no attempt to discuss community col-
lege libraries. It does examine the libraries of four-year col-
leges and major universities, but the emphasis is on large
university libraries. Although small and medium-sized libraries
vastly outnumber large research libraries, the latter type is
treated more thoroughly, not only because more has been pub-
lished about university libraries but aiso because the changes
now taking place in academic libraries are more apparent in
them. The size of research libraries forced them to adopt
technological changes early. The use of new technology will
likely flow down froin the larger institutions to the smaller;
thus, the shape of the academic library of the future can be
more clearly discerned by studying large libraries. Where
they lead, smaller libraries will probably follow, at least to
the extent that their users and their collections can benefit
from the innovations.

O Academic Libraries 1 7




ACADEMIC LIBRARIES AND THE NEW TECHNOLOGIES

Libraries are at a critical point in their history. They have
tremendous investments in their existing collections, catalog
card files, and manual procedures. But society will not wait
for libraries to accommodate themselves gradually to the chang-
ing world of computer technology. The “Information Age” is
here to stay, and libraries must join the mainstream of progress
or find themselves slowly eddying around in a backwash of
antiquated products and services (Fayen 1983, p. 1).

Libraries of all types are in the middle of what has been
called a “quiet revolution.” “It is quiet becausc the signs of
change are subtle and not always evident. It is a revolution
because the new technology will most surely affect all
libraries” (Becker 1978, p. 413). Today's libraries are in tran-
sition from manual to electronic systems. The computer has
already greatly affected libraries and promises to increase that
effect in the future. Databases are replacing card catalogs and
printed indexes and abstracts. Information is being produced
and stored in new forms. The merger of computers and
printing is leading to a new method of information transfer.
Libraries are no longer self-sufficient but are linked through
electronic networks of various types. The changes brought
about by advances in technology have been so extensive that it
is difficult to assess their total effect, but it is clear that
libraries are in a stage of fundamental transformation.
Libraries are being “reinvented in the electronic environment”
(Battin 1984, p. 170).

~ Libraries cannot shut down while they are being reinvented,
however, so librarians face the task of integrating the new
technology into an already existing organization while
attempting to maintain most of its traditional features. Their
task is further complicated by the fact that the types of tech-
nologies found in present-day libraries vary widely. New tech-
nologies rarely completely replace the previous ones (Atkinson
1984). Libraries exhibit this mix of technologies perhaps more
clearly than any other institution. The diversification is exem-
plified in the library’s potential holdings, which may range
from clay tablets and papyrus to digitized video discs and
electronic databases. In terms of processing and handling these
materials, librarians also rely on a variety of technologies
from pencils to computer terminals. New technologies have
always existed alongside the old ones. What is different about
the present era is the rapid pace of the development, where
change must be dealt with continuously.

‘cademic Libraries 5
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The use of the new technologics is changing not only the
type of materials libraries collect but how these materials are
processed and handled.

The famous line from Thomas Carlyle, “The true university
is a collection of books,” may have been true in his day, but
it is not true today. . .. Universities and the libraries that
serve them must be much more than collections of

books. ... The way libraries are operated and funded must
change if they are to continue to fulfill their mission of
supporting instruction and research in this rapidly changing
environment (De Gennaro 1984b, p. 1205).

Acadeniic libraries must search for a way to superimpose
modern information services upon their traditional functions
while they make the transition into the information age. By
the end of this century, most libraries will have made the
-transition and will be fulfilling their traditional mission differ-
ently wiih the help of new technology.

Libraries have already heen changed immensely by ntn-
mation, although other factors have also led to changes. If
none of the new technolcgies had ever been introduced into
academic libraries, today's liorary would doubtlessly be
different from the library of the past. Academic libraries
would have changed in response to shifts in institutions of
higher education—in response to factors like the development
of new disciplines, the influx of different types of students,
and altering patterns of financial support. Nonetheless, some-
time in the future when library historians look back upon the
period from the laie 1960s through the 1990s, it is likely that
they will see the introduction of the new technologies as the
driving force behind most of the changes in academic libraries
during that era. The changes brought about by their introduc-
tion have been so pervasive that the theme of technological
innovation runs like a thread throughout this entire mono-
graph. This section examines some of the specific changes
that have occurred in academic libraries because of the
introduction of new technologies and discusses the likely
impact of technology in the future.

Computers and Libraries

Computers are such an integral part of modern society that it
is easy to forget how recent their development has been.
Although the first computer was built just before World
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War II, general-purpose computers were not comnion before
about 1960.

Widespread interest in the application of computers in
libraries grew during the 1960s. Computers seemed to provide
an ideal mechanism for dealing with a particular problem in
library operations:

The operation of a university library is driven by data —its
creation and storage, retrieval and review, modification and
manipulation. Indeed, librarians spend considerably more
time processing information about books and serials than
they devote to handling the objects themselves (Cline and
Sinnott 1983, pp. 12-13).

Librarians were eager to adopt computer automation to help
support data processing. The unprecedented growth in demand
for the services of academic libraries and in the growth of
their collections during the 1960s were added to incentives to
investigate the possibility of using computers to perform
- routine library operations. The manual systems employed by -
librarians at that time had reached and often exceeded the '
. limits of their effectiveness.

Libraries thus began to automate some of their functions
during the early 1960s. The National Library of Medicine, the
University of California at San Diego, and Southern Illinois
University were all pioneers in library automation (Salmon
1975, p. 4). The Intrex project (Information Transfer Experi-
ments) at MIT, the first large-scale experiment in library auto-
mation, began in 1965, as did the MARC (Machine Readable
Cataloging) project at the Library of Congress. MARC was
initiated to define a format for machine-readable catalog cards
that could be used interchangeably on many different types of
computers (Salmon 1975, p. 5). Because most universities did
not have access to time-sharing systems until the late 1960s,
nearly all of the early systems were batch oriented. All of
these systems required the use of a main-frame computer, and
most of them were designed to automate the record-keeping or
“housekeeping” functions of librarianship: acquisitions, circula-
tion, and cataloging.

Interest in library automation grew in the 1970s despite the
general decline in funding in higher education and academic
libraries. Many of the advances in automation during that
decade were the result of the entrance of the commercial
sector into the library automation market (Cline and Sinnott

O _ademic Libraries
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1983, p. 14). The conmmercial firms had sold individual
libraries hardware and expertise during the 1960s, but during
the 1970s vendors began to market complete packaged systems
(so-called “turnkey” systems) that libraries could install and
use immediately because a single vendor supplied all hard-
ware, software. installation, training. and continuing support
for the system. In 1974, onc vendor marketed such systems;
by 1979 there were nine (Boss 1984). Commercial firms also
provided a type of computer system that brought the retrieval
capabilities of automation directly to the library user. Major
commercial vendors such as Lockheed Information Systems,
Systems Development Corporation (SDC), and Bibliographic
Retrieval Services (BRS) began to market online search
systems that permitted the exploration of databases to answer
reference questions o to provide computer-generated bibliog-
raphies for users.

By the 1980s, many academic libraries had made great
progress in using computer technology to keep records and to
assist patrons in their use of the library's materials. As would
be expected, the large academic libraries had done the most
with the automation. but almost all academic libraries, no
matter how small, were using specific automated processes
like, for instance, ore of the online shared cataloging data-
bases. A few libraries developed integrated automated systems
in which a single bibliographic file supported a variety of
library functions, such as acquisitions, serials, cataloging, and
circulation. These integrated systems had the advantage of
needing only one input or update to keep the entire database
current for all functions. Although a few integrated systems
exist and others are being planned, most libraries “rejected the
integrated approach in favor of automating only those func-
tions that appear to lend themselves to rapid and less expen-
sive automation” (Boss 1984, p. 1183). In those libraries,
automation was implemented by the evolutionary  :ess of
incorporating discrete computerized systems into their opera-
tions. Circulation, serials control, and acquisitions were func-
tions frequently automated first.

Three developments seem to have had the widest impact on
the overall effects of automation in academic libraries: the
growth and development of bibliographic utilities, the changes
brought about in information retrieval by the use of online
databases, and the more recent development of online public
aceess catalogs.




Bibliographic Utilities

Bibliographic utilities have grown and thrived chiefly because
of the assistance they provide in cataloging. Because of their
influence, cataloging has been perhaps the area of librarian-
ship most revolutionized by the use of automation.

Librarians realized long ago that merely collecting books
was not enough: Cataloging was necessary to give information
about and to provide physical and intellectual access to library
collections. Cataloging includes the tasks of recording, N
describing, and indexing the items in a library’s collection,
and it is generally considered to consist of two components.
The first is descriptive cataloging, which describes the item as
an object in terms of author, title, publisher, date of publica-
tion, size, and nnmber of pages. The second is subject
cataloging, which is concerned with the content of the item
and involves two processes: classification according to a stan-
dardized system in which the work is given a “call number”
and the assignment of subject headings that allow multiple
access to the work.

Descriptive and subject cataloging can be a time-consuming
task. The Library of Congress has estimated that its catalogers

" need from three to five hours to catalog a typical book
(Goodwin 1974, p. 90). The intellectual task of describing the
physical item and analyzing its subject content has been little
changed by automation, but computers have been used to °
perform the clerical processes involved, to produce a wide
variety of products from the cataloging record, and to
promote the sharing of cataloging records among many
libraries. This last function is most important because if
cataloging records can be shared so that each library does not
have to catalog individually each iten, for the first time, the
costs of cataloging can be drastically reduced.

In this country, the Library of Congress has always been
the largest provider of shared cataloging records; it has sold
copies of its printed catalog cards to other libraries since
1901. The MARC project, begun in 1965, is widely accepted
as the most significant development in the history of library
automation (Salmon 1975, p. 85). The project was designed to
enable the’ Library of Congress to make its cataloging data
available in machine-readable form, which could be used for
many purposcs. The Library of Congress used it to automate
its card-production division, which supplies millions of printed
cards each year to libraries around the world. Other libraries
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used the machine-readable tapes to produce book catalogs in
hard copy or in microform. (These microform catalogs are
generally known as COM |[computer output microform|
catalogs.) The MARC tapes also represented a giant step
forward in shared cataloging, because they constitute a major
portion of the shared cataloging records that are stored and
provided to member libraries by the cataloging networks or
bibliographic utilities. Because few libraries could afford the
large computer systems required for storing and handling the
MARC tapes, the bibliographic utilities provided access to
machine-readable cataloging records without the need for
enormous investments in automation by individual institutions.

The oldest and largest of these bibliographic utilities is
OCLC (an acronym that first stood for Ohio College Library
Center but now stands for Online Computer Library Center).
OCLC began in 1968 as a statewide consortium of college and
university libraries in Ohio. It brought up the first online
shared cataloging system in 1971. Members of OCLC found
they were able to use the OCLC database to improve the
speed and efficiency of their cataloging. When an item entered
the individual library and needed to be cataloged, instead of
performing original cataloging or ordering the catalog cards
from the Library of Congress, a searcher could search the
OCLC database by entering short strings of certain characters
into the library’s OCLC terminal, To search by author, for
example, the searcher enters the first three characters of the
author’s last name, the first two characters of the first name,
and the middle initial. Cataloging records of all works by that
author contained in the database can then be displayed on the
screen. The searcher can accept the cataloging record as
displayed and order cards or can enter modifications to adapt .
that record to the local library's cataloging practice and then
order cards that will incorporate those modifications. If the
searcher does not find an already existing record for the item,
a cataloger might cu.alog that item and then enter that catalog
record into the shared database for the use of other members
of the bibliographic utility.

The OCLC system provided a method for libraries to
significantly reduce the large costs associated with original
cataloging. Because both the MAPC records prepared by the
Library of Congress and the cataloging records provided by
all other member libraries can he accessed and used, no
library except the first to obtain a specific item would have to
produce an original record. Professional catalogers could be
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replaced by paraprofessionals who would locate, verify, and
accept cataloging copy provided online. OCLC greatly
affected the workflow and productivity of cataloging depart-
ments and often spurred a reexamination of the organization
of the cataloging department itself (Gapen 1979).

Libraries outside Ohio quickly recognized the advantages of
OCLC and wanted access to the same type of system. A -
number of existing and newly formed regional consortia at
first planned to replicate the OCLC system, but after OCLC
proved willing to provide its services to the other libraries,
the regional networks decided not to replicate but instead to
serve as regional service centers that would broker OCLC
services to member libraries (De Gennaro 1979). By 1984,
over 4,800 libraries belonged to OCLC. Its database as of
December 1984 contained nearly 11.5 million bibliographic
‘records and was growing by about 23,000 bibliographic
records weekly (OCLC 1984). OCLC now has revenues of
more than $47 million a year and the largest research and
development staff in librarianship (Boss 1984, p. 1184).

Although OCLC is the largest, it is not the only biblio-
graphic utility. The Research Libraries Group (RLG), a group
of large research universitics and their libraries, offers a
shared bibliographic service, RLIN, that provides online
access to the holdings of its member librarics. RLIN offers
some unique features, including its computerized capacity to
achieve bibliographic control of East Asian vernacular .
material. Unlike OCLC, which attempts to meet the varied
needs of many types of libraries, RLIN is designed to meet

_the specific necds of large research libraries. A third major

- bibliographic cooperative operates in the United States, but its
scope is regional rather than national: The Washington
Library Network (WLN) serves mostly libraries in the north-
west. UTLAS, a Canadian bibliographic utility, also has some
members in the United States.

Most academic libraries are now members of one of the
bibliographic utilities. Although use of these utilities has
reduced the time and expense associated with original
cataloging, the cost of membership in such an organization is
now a large item in a library’s budget. The cost varies greatly
from library to library, depending on the utility and the
amount and type of services used. As one example, ths
Academic Affairs Library at the University of North Carolina
at Chapel Hill cstimates its total institutional cost for member-
ship in OCLC and in SOLINET, its regional network, to be
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nearly $135,000 for fiscal year 1983-84. This figure includes
not only membership fees but also charges for tesecommunica- .
tion, terminal maintenance, and transactions.*

Although originally used primarily to allow libraries to
reduce the costs of cataloging, the bibliographic utilitics have
proved invaluable to academic libraries for other purposes as
well. One of their other major functions is to serve as a
network for sharing resources. When a user neceds a specific
work that the library docs not own, the library can use the
online search capabilities of the utilities to find out what other
library owns the needed item. The increased access to
resources at other libraries permits a library to spend its
acquisition budget on the material most nceded by its users
and to rely on other librarics for lesser used materials.

The bibliographic utilities have also permitted individual
libraries to share the benefits of sophisticated technology
without having to bear the full cost of the development and
operation of this technology. The bibliographic utilities are
“change agents” for librarics because they provide three
critical services: research and development, capital acquisi-
tion, and mechanisms for technology transfer (Markuson
1979, p. 125).

Despite similarities in their basic services, fundamental
differences exist between the utilities in terms of specific ser-
vices offered, the cataloging standards imposed by the utility,
and the ease with which files can be browsed (Cline and
Sinnott 1983, p. 17). All of them, however, have gone
beyond being merely a cataloging database and now provide
various systems that aid in acquisitions, interlibrary loan,
serials control, and the conversion of old catalog cards into
machine-readable form. As yet the various networks are not
linked; which sometimes creates problems of access for
scholars because a library usually participates in only one
network (Battin 1984, p. 173). Others argue, however, that a
national bibliographic network would be too ¢xpensive and too
cumbersome and would be useful only to the nation's largest
research libraries (Malinconico 1980, p. 1792).

Without a doubt the bibliographic utilities have been one of
the success stories of library automation. But even though
these utilities have become essential to libraries of all types
and sizes, some changes in their structure and functions are

*Joe Hewitt (Associate University Librarian for Technical Services. Univer-
sity of North Carolina at Chapel Hilh) 1984, personal communication.
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likely during the 1980s. The networks are threatened both by
their high costs and by the desire of individual libraries for
autonomy in local cataloging standards (Martin 1984, p.
1194). In addition:

Those utilities usually operate on large computers, tech-
nology more representative of the 1970s than that of the
1980s. Those systems were designed ten or more years
ago, and do not easily adapt to the rapid changes in tech-
nology that have characterized the past few years. The
large online systems and their associated networks are in
danger of becoming ‘dinosaurs.” At a time when it is rela-
tively easy to purchase a personal computer for the home,
and even the smallest institution can buy a microcomputer,
these ‘dinosaurs” must: move rapidly to prove their value to
their clientele, and thus avoid extinction (Martin 1984,

p. 1195).

And a move away from the utilities toward some form of
distributed network is possible, based on agreements that
encourage sharing of information and resources among
libraries in specific regions (Beckman 1983, p. 282).

Another problem that might limit the use of bibliographic
utilities is possible changes in telecommunication costs brought
on by the breakup of AT&T. If costs of long-line distribution
turn out to be cheaper than those for local distribution,
national or regional centralized information such as is
provided by the bibliographic utilities will continue to be
used. If, on the other hand, the reverse is true, a shift to
decentralization would be likely (Atkinson 1984, p. 59).
Libraries would rely more on shared cataloging distributed
among a group of local institutions. Although libraries have
been examining a number of alternatives to the use of
telephones — satellites, fiber optics, and cable television, for
example —the prospects for widespread implementation of any
of these alternatives in the near future are not bright /Boss
1984, p. 1188).

As automation progresses and libraries continue to develop
local, integrated, multifunction systems that can handle a
variety of library functions, the role of the utilities might
diminish. The development of integrated systems has led
a number of libraries to limit the role of their biblio-
graphic utility to that of a supplier of database resources
(Boss 1984),
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After obtaining a machine-readable record from the utility’s
database, many libraries do all subsequent searching and
editing locally. As interfaces are developed among the local
library systems in a region, the use of the utilities’ data-
bases for interlibrary loan [ILL] also changes. Already
some libraries use the utilities’ ILL subsystems only to
access out-of-state locations (Boss 1984, p. 1184).

During the 1970s, bibliographic utilities became an integral
part of most academic libraries, both large and small. But
certain critical issues need to be resolved during the 1980s:
their interrelationship, the optimal configuration of hardware
and software needed, the library activities that can best be
served by the utilities (Cline and Sinnott 1983, p. 19), and the
ownership of data in the shared cataloging databases. This
issue of ownership is central to future library economics and
operations (Avram 1984, p. 67), and OCLC'’s recent decision
to copyright its database could mark a fundamental change in
the cooperative agreements. Because they affect so many
libraries, the future of these networks is likely to remain a
topic of great concern to the library community during this
decade. '

Online Databases
The bibliographic utilities were used chiefly to allow librarians
to catalog material more efficiently, but it was not until the
widespread availability of online bibliographic databases
during the 1970s that new technology was brought directly to
the library's users. The number of commercial databases grew
dramatically during the 1970s. The ability to search an online
database evolved during the decade from a specialized service
for an elite group of researchers to a service available to
faculty and students in a large number of academic libraries.
Today individual libraries are linked to the online computers
by computer terminals, telephone lines, and data communica-
tions networks. Already more than 2,000 databases are avail-
able, and the number is increasing at the rate of 20 to 30
percent a year (Williams 1984, p. 1). Librarians use online
databases to prepare customized bibliographies, to verify
bibliographic citations, and to anvw=2y reference questions. A
few minutes at a computer terminal can provide information
that would have taken hours to compile manually. The availa-
bility of online databases has revolutionized the way libraries
are able to retrieve information for users.
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Many of these databases developed as a by-product of elec-
tronic publishing. During the 1960s, as a result of the
spiraling growth of journals, publishers needed a way to speed
up the compilation and printing of abstracts and indexes, and
they began to use the computer to compile and typeset those
materials. When indexes and abstracts that had traditionally
been printed were put on a computerized tape to be printed,
the same tape could be used for computer searches. One of
the first organizations to use this technique was the National _
Library of Medicine, which computerized the production of
:;lde; Mf‘ﬁ'ws in thtjA mild~l.960sda;d bggaT ;he MF;I?‘II.ARS “Faculty
edical Literature Analysis and Retrieval System) files
(Henry et al. 1980, p. 2). members are
Currently, government agencies, professional societies, and conservafive
Z(;::mer;ial publis(l:;rs are the rpaf;wr producers of :a.tabases. and cautious in
ough some producers periait direct access to their s
product, most sell the databases to commercial vendors, who the"' app. roach
serve as middlemen between the producers and the users. The to new
vendors most commonly dealt with in academic libraries are infomaﬁon-
Lockheed (DIALOG), SDC (ORBIT), and BRS (Lamb 1981, atherin
p. 80). Each vendor o.fers a different sele-tion of databases g g”
(although many of the most widely used are offered by more methods.
than one vendor), and each uses a distinct command language
to instruct the computer to perform the search. The spread of
online database searching was hastened with the development
of telecommunications networks like Tymnet and Telenet,
which reduced the costs of telecommunications involved in
online database scarches.
In 1982, the entire connect-time use for online services
totaled 1.3 million hours, and $127 million was spent on the
services. In that year, legal institutions used the online ser-
vices most, followed by industry, then government. Aca-
demic libraries were fourth (+/illiams 1984, p. 1). Although
academic libraries were carly users of online search ser-
vices, use in college and university libraries has grown more
slowly than in commercial and governmental libraries, pér-
haps because:

Faculty members a e confervative and cautious in their
approach to new information-gathering methods, preferring
to rely on time-proven methods such as talking with
colleagues through the “invisible college” network and
sending low-paid graduate students to the library to search
the literature manually. After recciving the results of one
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good online search, however, many fuculty become *hooked”
on this new method of finding information (Hoover 1980, p.
16).

Cost is undoubtedly another reason that many faculty and
students have not used online services. Both the direct and
indirect costs associated with online searching can be
considerable. The direct costs include the vendor's charge for
the connect-time and/or the information units delivered, the
telecommunications cost, and the printing cost. The indirect
costs include primarily staff time but can also involve training
costs, equipment purchase or rental, the cost of séarching
aids, and general institutional overhead. Most libraries do not
charge for the staff time involved but do charge the user the
direct charges of scarching. The way the cost of online
searching is structured varies among academic libraries. In a
survey of approximately SO libraries, almost all the libraries
charged some tee for online searching, but in some institu-
tions library funds are used to subsidize the cost (Lamb
1981). The greatest number charged a rate sufticient to
recover costs, although in a few cases users (especially oft-
campus users) paid an amount above the actual cost of the
search (Lamb 1981, p. 79).

The appropriateness of charging for oni:ne searches is
somew..at controversial because most other library services
are offered free of charge to users (Smith and Knapp 1981),
and libraries in this country have 4 proud tradition of free
access to information. Unfortunately, most library budgets are
not large enough to absorb the cost of free online searches
and so libraries have had to pass along the direct charges to
patrons. In libraries where searches have been free or highly
subsidized, the demand for the services has skyrocketed.
Although studies have shown that patrons who need informa-
tion are not opposed to paying for online scarches, it is true
especially of users in commercial and industrial libraries and
of well-funded rescarchers (Hoover 1980, p. 24). Students and
rescarchers working in areas where grant monies are difficult
to obtain are often forced to curtail their use of the services.
The problem is not considered acute as long as a print equiva-
lent to the database is available and users have an alternative
method of gathering information —albeit a more time-
consuming one. Some very valuable databases, such as Smith-
sonian Scientific Information Exchange. do not have print
counterparts, however, and in some libraries, the subscriptions
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to little-used periodical indexes are being dropped in favor of
exclusive online access (Smith and Knapp 1981, p. 208).
Librarians will need to watch closely the issue of charging for
online searches to ensure that users are not being denied
access to needed information because they cannot afford it. It
is hoped that with the growing popularity of such services, the
costs to users will decrease.

Users who have become accustomed to online searching
have found it very difficult to revert to conventional methods
of retrieving information. The advantages of online searching
are clear. In the first place, it permits a type of searching that
could not be done manually.

One example. . .is a search for the use of computers to
control lasers in printing. ... There were some 78,000
items on computing, 22,000 on lasers, and 13,000 on
printing. The computer search showed that there were six
references containing all three items (Henry et al. 1980,
p. 101).

" The online search system is able to use the Boolean operators
“and,” “or,” and “not,” thus allowing a search for items that
contain the terms computers and lasers and printing. Online
search systems can also truncate terms so that, for example,
using the term “comput,” a searcher can retrieve all items
containing terms such as computers, computing, or computa-
tion. The flexibility of online searching permits many access M.
points to the data, and the interactive nature of online
searching gives the searcher immediate feedback on the
relevance of a search so that the search strategy can be modi-
fied at any point to make it more effective.

Another advantage of online searching is its speed, even in
a situation where only a single topic is oeing searched. A
searcher can get results in a few minutes that would take days
to compile manually. Online searches offer access to many
more sources of information than are available in the largest
libraries. (Users sometimes forget, though, that this compre-
_hensiveness usually extends back only to the date that the
database was first made machine readable. Few databases
were online before the mid-1960s or early 1970s, and printed
sources must be consulted for any review of the literature
before that date.) Finally. the online search usually produces
more current information than use of the printed equivalent as
databases are updated regularly, some even daily.
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Most academic libraries provide online scarches as part of
th~ reference services department, although some have estab-
lished separate departments for online searches. In addition to
the traditional online scarching databases, many libraries now
are also using OCLC or RLIN terminals at reference desks to
help in bibliographic verification (Droessler and Rholes 1983:
Farmer 1982; Miller 1982). More and more libraries are also
providing access to nonbibliographic databases, such .
numeric databases, textual-numeric databases, properties data-
bases, and full-text databascs (Wanger and Landau 1980, p.
172)s Technological developments have increased the storage
capacity of computers, making the storage of full texts
feasible. Many popular encyclopedias are now available online
(Williams 1983, p. 105). Certain vendors also provide the full
text of a growing number of newspapers and journals.

Because of the expense of online scarches and because the
systems are still difficult for the new and infrequent user, the
normal method of providing access to online scarching in
academic libraries is to use a trained librarian searcher to act
as an intermediary in performing the search. These scarchers
are familiar with the systems and the different databases and
hence more efficient and more cost-effective in performing
scarches. Usually an individual who wishes to have an online
scarch performed makes an appointment with a searcher for a
prescarch interview and may sit in during the actual search to
help shape the strategy by commenting on the relevancy of the
citations obtained.

This pattern may change somewhat in the near future as
users do more scarches than trained intermediaries (Mcadow
1979b). This shift will be precipitated by the recent decision
of two of the largest vendors, BRS and DIALOG, to make
some of their most popular databases available at a greatly
reduced charge if they are used during off-hours. Advertising
for these services has been aimed at the individual who has a
personal computer and modem available at home or at work.
The command language on both systems has been greatly
simplified, and users need to learn only a few commands. An
experimental project with the BRS/After Dark system showed
that a majority of users were enthusiastic about running their
own searches (Janke 1983, p. 16). This new development
suggests that in the future users might perform many simple
searches —cither on privately owned microcomputers or in the
library on publicly available terminals or microcomputers, The
nced will undoubtedly continue for trained searchers to handle




complicated searches or to perform searches for individuals
who have neither the time nor the inclination to do their own.
But as microcomputers become more common, as the
command languages become more user-orienied, and as the
cost of searching beconies less, trained searchers will probably
not have sufficient time to handle all the requests, and users
will assume much of the responsibility for online searching in
academic libraries.

Online Public Access Catalogs

The purpose of a library catalog is to organize a library's
collection and to permit easy access to the materials it owns.
Throughout the years, the physical form of the library catalog
has varied. Book catalogs were common before 1900, but
since the turn of the century, the card catalog has become the
accepted format in most libraries. While conventional card
catalogs are likely to predominate in the near future in most
academiic libraries, other formats are now being seriously
considered.

One of the most exciting developments in catalogs is the
public access online catalog, which provid s speedy online
access to all the library’s holdings by means of a computer
terminal. Online catalogs serving either a single institution or
a group of institutions are now an operatiunal reality, and they
are being planned in many other institutions. The Library of
Congress has had a form of online catalog since the mid-
1970s. Ohio State, Northwestern, and the University of
California were leaders in the development of online catalogs
for academic libraries. Most large academic libraries have
advanced or preliminary plans for instituting such a catalog.
Despite the interest, this technology is not nearly as common
as that of the bibliographic utilities or of online database
searching; in 1983 probably fewer than 300 online public
access catalogs were operational in North America (Jones
1984, p. 153).

Although online catalogs are in many respects a technology
of the future, they are discussed here not only because so
many librarics arc involved in planning for them but also
because the online catalog is likely to affect library users
significantly because they require a fundamental change in the
way users get access to information about the local collection.
The online catalog will make the computer’s retrieval capabili-
ties directly available to library users and will permit users to
have access to information in a more decentralized manner.
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Two forces have been largely responsible tor the great
interest in the online catalog. The first is the high cost of
maintaining a traditional card catalog, and the second is the
implementation of AACR2 (a set of new cataloging rules) and
the simultaneous closing of the Library of Congress's card
catalog (Matthews 1982a, p. 1067). Maintaining a catalog is
very labor intensive. Even though the use of computers cut
the costs of producing catalog cards, the cards produced by
the computer must still be filed manually. In large libraries
especially, an immense amount of time is spent in
maintenance —putting new catalog cards into the card catalog
and withdrawing the cards of books that have been lost or
discarded. Emering records into a computer database would
be much more efficient. Instcad of manually alphabetizing and
filing, the tasks could be accomplished mechanically. The
personnel costs of maintaining an online catalog should be
much lower than the cost of raintaining a traditional catalog.

The other impetus for libraries’ interest in online catalogs
came from the adoption of the second edition of the Anglo-
American Cataloging Rules (AACR2) and the decision of the
Library of Congress to close its catalog concurrently with the
adoption of AACR2. Librarians have established descriptive
cataloging codes to ensure that a cataloging record created by
one cataloger will match that created by another. These
cataloging codes have been revised through the years. The
latest revision, AACR2, was drawn up by representatives of
the American Library Association, the British Library, the
Canadian Committe * on Cataloging, the Library Association
(United Kingdom), and the Library of Congress; it was first
published in 1978. In the past as the codes changed, libraries
usually adopted a policy of integrating the changes in their
existing card catalog by working item by item with cataloging
copy provided by the Library of Congress as the Library of
Congress was also integrating the new rules and headings into
its catalog (Malinconico and Fasana 1979, p. 108).

In 1977, the Library of Congress announced that it would
implement AACR2 on January 1, 1980, and close its card
catalog at the same time. Libraries rcacted to the decision
with dismay, protesting that they had had insufficient time to
plan for the transition. The Library of Congress then delayed
the implementation for one year to give libraries more time to
decide how to respond to the changes. The Library of
Congress's decision significantly affected all libraries because
the adoption of AACR2 meant a large number of cards
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produced under the new code would have different catalog
headings from cards produced under the old code. Because it
planned to begin using an automated catalog after the
implementation of AACR2, the Library of Congress would
not need to intcgrate new headings and cataloging into an
existing catalog and would be freer to make the large number
of changes necessary to copc with AACR2. Other libraries
would have two choices: to attempt to maintain a single
integrated file and resolve resulting conflicts between existing
and new forms of catalog entries without the help of the
Library of Congress, or to close their old catalogs and begin
new ones that would contain only items cataloged using
AACR2. (The option to continue cataloging using AACRI
was not a serious consideration because the Library of
Congress provides so much of the original cataloging in this
country and because any library that chose to retain the old
cataloging rules would Lave to rely entirely on its own
original cataloging as its bibliographic data would not be
compatible with the national databases.)

Debates raged in the literature about whether it would be
better to close the old catalogs and begin new ones—either
traditional card catalogs or alternatives like COMs or online
catalogs—or to try to integrate AACR2 records into the
existing catalogs (Association of Research Libraries 1978,
Hewitt and Gleim 1979). Academic libraries made different
decisions about what to do, but regardless of their choices, the
implementation of AACR2 coupled with the closing of the
Library of Congress's catalog served as a catalyst for many
libraries to explore seriously the possibility of an alternative
form of library catalog.

Many libraries that did close their catalogs created COM
catalogs, which presented problems for the users because they
usually required looking both in the annual updated catalog
and in a supplement. Many users looked in only one,
assuming that if an item did not appear, the library did not
have the item (Beckman 1982, p. 2044). And, as with most
types of microforms, users who found the readers difficult to
operate or who had troubie reading the type resisted using
them. Most libraries with COM catalogs view COM as an
interim step on the way to a public access online catalog
(Matthews 1982a, p. 1067).

The online catalog has great appeal for both librarians and
users. It substantially reduces the costs of maintaining a card
catalog. It co 1, 1 integrated with other technical service files,
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streamline and permit reorganization of the work done in tech-
nical services departments. Many current paper files could be
eliminated, and, because support work for technical services
could be peiformed from any terminal, decentralization would
be possible (Freedman 1984, p. 1202). Having the catalog
online would also reduce the space required in the library to
house the catalog, although much of that space would be
needed to use public access terminals.

This type of catalog offers equal promise for the users.
Although no one agrees yet about what features should be
included in an online catalog, it should provide at minimum
the same access points provided by the card catalog. The
orline catalog has the potential for increasing the number of
points of access to the library's holdings: it can go beyond .
title, author, and subject by using entry points such as the
international standard book number or key words in the title.
The computer also offers powerful searching techniques for
combinirg and restricting searches. For instance, a user could
look at entries in just one language or in just one time period.
Some catalogs permit multiple word/concept searching using
the Boolean operators “and,” “not,” and “or.” In some systems,
the online catalog not only identifies holdings but also has the
ability to indicatc the location and the status of items checked
out (for instance, “reported lost,” “on reserve,” “at the
bindery™). Last, the entire catalog can be distributed to a
number of locations, within the library itself and outside the
library. Dial-in access is possible so that individuals with
personal computers in their homes or offices could have
access without coming to the library (Matthews 1982b, p. 4).

With other features added, the online catalog could provide
still more servi ~specially if the online catalog were part
of an integra’ em and if it permitted access to the
resources of more than one library.

Potentially an online catalog is considerably more than the
traditional card catalog executed in a different medium. The
terminals used for an online catalog can provide entree to a
broad array of information services. They can provide infor-
mation about the holdings of an entire consortium of
cooperating libraries in addition to information about local
holdings. The same terminals, with appropriate restrictions,
can also be used to borrow a copy of a desired item or to
secure a reproduction of a brief document from a distant
source. The use of such a terminal need not be restricted to
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the information contained in the catalog. The same terminal
could also be used 10 access a variety of remote, online
database services. Communication with a serial record
system is a possibility, and that could allow users to deter-
mine quickly whether a citation found in an online database
can be consulted locally. The terminal could, of course,
communicate with a circulation system to determine whether
an item is available, or with an acquisition system to deter-
mine if it is on order (Malinconico 1984, p.- 1213).

Although the number of public access online catalogs in
operation is still limited, studies are being done to a:sess crit-
ical issues and problems in designing, developing, and oper-
ating public access online catalogs and tc determine what
features would be the most useful for library patrons
(Ferguson et al. 1982; Moore 1981). One of the most
encouraging results of these studies is that users like online
catalogs. A nationwide Online Patron Access Project spon-
sored by the Council on Library Resources found that more
than 90 percent of users surveyed had a favorable attitude
toward the online catalog. Ninety percent also stated that the
online catalog was better than the manual catalog (Fayen
1983, p. 84). More research needs to be done to define users’
needs in terms of what the new technology will allow so that
the online catalog will be a clear improvement upon the card
catalog it replaces. Research also needs to address such
fundamental cataloging issues as a subject access ard authority
. control in online systems. “The current interest in research on
computer catalogs is fortunate at this stage of their develop-
ment when so few libraries have them. Not only can other
librarians, if they are smart, take advantage of the experiences
of the pioneers, but a good deal of standardization can be post-
poned until more knowledge is gained” (Broadus 1983, p. 458).

Although online catalogs have some clearcut advantages,
their implementation involves some obvious problems. The
most obvious is the initial capital investment and the ongoing
costs of maintaining the computer. Another disadvantage is
that the use of the catalog then becomes dependent upon the
computer system’s remaining operational. Unless a library
provides some sort of backup catalog (or backup computer),
the library would be without the use of the catalog when the
computer malfunctions (Matthews 1982b, p. 13).

Another cost involved in online catalogs is the cost
associated with the retrospective conversion of all the catalog
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records that are not currently in machine-rcadable form. Any
library that inaugurates an online catalog without retrospective
conversion will face the problem of forcing users to consult
two catalogs to gain access to the library’s complete holdings.
Librarians will need to decide whether retrospective conver-
sion is feasible based on the size of the collection, the percen-
tage of records in machine-readable form, and the users’ needs
for older material. Although many options are currently avail-
able for handling retrospective conversion, it is undeniably
expensive. The University of Pennsylvania, for example, esti-
mates it will cost $1.8 million to make all its catalog records
machine readable (De Gennaro, 19844, p. 4).

By the end of this century, it is very probable that online
catalogs will be standard in all but the smallest academic
libraries. The catalog will most likely be just one component
of an integrated system that will support all library operations.
The rapid advances in minicomputers and microcomputers
accompanied by significant decreases in the costs of those
systems will make integrated systems possible in most librar-
ies. Libraries then will truly be “reinvented,” and the “elec-
tronic library” will be common in colleges and universities.

The Electronic Library

The term “clectronic library” has come into vogue to describe
the library of the future (Cline and Sinnott 1983 Dowlin
1984). Libraries have traditionally been viewed as repositories
of knowledge, generally in the form oi books or other printed
material. As the need for access to information grows and as
the means of transmitting information changes, libraries must
put aside their traditional role to survive in an electronic age.
To remain relevant to society, libraries must change and, if
they cannot make the transition, they will soon be relegated to
the function of archival storage—a place to go to seek
knowledge of the past. The new technologies have opened up
a new world for libraries, and many arc already cxploring this
new world.

The transition is made harder because libraries cannot
wholly abandon their traditional mission as a keeper of books.
At least to the end of this century, it seems clear that print
materials will continue to coexist with electronic information.
Rescarch libraries will likely always need to maintain a large
collection of books for archival purposes. '

The transition period to the new clectronic library will not
be casy for either librarian or user. Many librarians may have
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trouble adapting to a working environment very different from
that in which they began their careers, and some may resist
technological change (Fine 1980). Without extensive
retraining, some librarians may suffer occupational displace-
ment as the modus operandi of librarianship changes (Veaner
1984, p. 625). Many users will also have trouble adapting to
the changes. “This era of technical innovation in libraries has
become for patrons an age of discontinuity of library services
as library practices they have grown accustomed to are rapidly
replaced by new ones” (Jones 1984, p. 151). Despite the
advantages of online catalogs, for example, some patrons still
prefer a drawer of three-by-five cards because they are
familiar with that type of catalog.

No clearcut picture yet indicates what the academic library
of the electronic age will be. More than one variety will
doubtless exist because the institutiuns of higher education
these libraries serve are so diverse. Some indications of the
future can be discerned from academic libraries that have
already begun to explore nontraditional means of providing
library services. however.

Brown University is one of the so-called “Star Wars”
universities, those institutions of higher education that are
pioneering in information technology for instructional
purposes. Brown has launched a 10-year program to design
and instatl 10,000 “scholars’ workstations™ at a projected cost
of S50 million to $70 million. At the completisn of this
project, Brown will be a “wired university” with enough
workstations available to serve all faculty a1d students. “In the
beginning, the workstations will provide secretarial functions,
but soon, as litraries and other databases become accessible to
coraputers, the workstaticns could be used more like research
assistants” (Tucker 1983-84, p. 12). When the workstations
are fully operational, many services that are now available
only in hibraries will be available to users of the workstations,
including access to the library's catalog and other biblio-
graphic and nonbibliographic databases.

The role of the library will change in this type of environ-
ment. Its services will be available in a much more decentral-
ized fashion, and users will not have to come to a physical
entity, “the library,” to use its resources. The use of the
library as a study hall or reading room will possibly decline.
The library would still play a vital role in selecting and
disseminating information and would continue to serve as an
intermediary between a user in need of specific information
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and the sources of that information. Librarians might also
assist in the design of local information systems and partici-
pate in the planning of information networks.

The director of libraries at Brown, Merrily Taylor, has
noted, “If the university has a basic comimodity that it both
trades in and lives off, it’s information. You can't conceive of
a place like Brown without its library. If the library was
pone, would you still have a university? We're a fundamental
resource” (Tucker 1983-84, p. 13). Taylor also points out.
however, the troubling issue that as increased computerization
is incorporated in the library, the library resources may no
longer be free to users. At this point, the use of bibliographic
databases is available free of charge at Brown, but as more
reference materials are put online, the policy will have to be
reexamined. She raises the question about what it means when
the information society produces haves and have-nots,
depending on who can pay for the information needed but
expresses the hope that Brown and other universities might be
able to cooperate and acquire databases of their own and
mount them on university computers so that information
woyld be available to people in the university community
without charge (Tucker 1983-84, p. 13).

Another example of a library that has been reshaped by

omputerization is Clarkson College’s Educational Resources

Center (ERC). When the center was opened in 1980, it was
billed as “the most modern computer library in the country.”
According to Robert Plane, Clarkson’s president:

Clarkson entered the future with the opening of the ERC
.. .because of its willingness to face the Information Revo-
lution, to search for answers through a multidimensional
array of computer information. . .. [ love museums, but
we're not in the eighties unless we get over the idea that u
library resembles a museum (Horner 1981, p. 657).

The library was designed to make as close a union s possible
between the computer and the library's library function; the
hub of the ERC is an IBM 4341 computer. Although the ERC
still contains many books, librarians and users rely greatly on
the retrieval of computer information. The ERC also empha-
sizes microforms of all types and audiovisual materials
(Horner 1981). Clarkson is a good example of what automa-
tion is possible in the libraries of smaller institutions.

Many other academic libraries are making progress into the
clectronic age. Cline and Sinnott (1983) have written in-depth
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cuse studies of four others, exploring the impact of these new
tecknologies on libraries and their users. Thc rapid develop-
ments in microcomputer software and hardware and the
increased demand for computer use are affecting almost all
academic libraries (Guskin, Stoffle, and Baruth 1984).
Libraries are taking many different paths to the information
age, and, as in any enterprise, the pioneers will make some
costly mistakes. No easy answers explain how best to make .
the changes necessary to ensure that libraries remain viable
into the twenty-first century, but the efforts of the pioneers

will make it easier for those who come after them to make the

transition. ,

To date, the number of libraries that are in the process of
building an “information age” library is still small. Most have
not yet taken the initial steps, and many have not yet even
begun the hard task of planning for change. But long-range
planning, especially planning to meet the costs of technolog-
ical change, is essential if technology is to be successfully
integrated irto the library. Libraries and their supporting insti-
tutions must make plans for an expensive transformation at a
time when funds are already limited and when many other
demands are competing for them. It is hard to measure the
projected costs against established patterns, because many of
the expenditures are needed for costly but nonoptional supple-
ments to present services rather than as substitutes. “In short,
a comprehensive and imaginative effort seems required to

~ provide the economic backdrop for the technology revolution

if universities are to guide a successful library transformation
in a fiscally responsible way” (Council on Library Resources
1983, pp. 20-21). '

Technology has a strong appeal, but it cannot be adopted
willy-nilly only for the sake of change. Much thought has to
go into decisions about how technological change can best be
implemented and how the promise of technology can best be
fulfilled. “Libraries should not make technology the issue.
Technologies are tools to be employed for the benefit of users
and in the attainment of the service and process objectives of
the library” (Jones 1984, p. 154). Technologies that do.not
contribute to these aims are superfluous.

Librarians must ask themselves some very hard questions
and must reexamine their basic assumptions if they want to
stay in.business (Matheson 1984), “Librarians are automating,
but the key question is what are we automating for. Un-
fortunately, most of the time, it is to do the same thing better
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and faster rather than do new things” (p. 208). Automation is
not enough. Librarians may need to abandon certain assump-
tions and mindsets, remaining flexible about the purpose of
libraries in this new environment.

Libraries must adapt to survive but there are reasons to be
optimistic:

For centuries, [libraries] have been bound by what mankind
could do to collect, classify, and disseminate information
using laborious, time-consuming methods. Now, at last,.
libraries can escape those limitations if they have the
courage and the foresight to do so. For the first time ever,
lack of praper technolagy is no longer an obstacle. The
computer power, data base storage, and software are all
available to provide the desired services. What remains for
libraries to do is to sce that they are on the threshold of a
new world; to be open to new ideas about how information
may be produced, distributed, retrieved, and used; to let
users tell them what they need and then tc provide those
services as quickly, capably, and cheaply as possible
(Fayen 1983, p. 111).

It is a tall order, but with planning, research, imagination,
and the commitment of sufficient resources, it can be
achieved,




THE MANAGEMENT OF ACADEMIC LIBRARIES

The single most important challenge facing the academic
library manager is securing constructive change and
improvement in library performance. Any organization must
grow and develop in order to successfully accommodate a
changing environment, and libraries are no exception. If
libraries are to succeed as active partners in the instruc-
tional and research programs of universities, they must be
sensitive to changing conditions both within their internai
structure and in the external environment. ... Furthermore,
the library must move toward a more assertive role within
the community it serves, influencing university plans,
programs, and priorities rather than simply coping with
events as they occur (Webster 1977, p. 83).

The management of academic libraries has become increas-
ingly important over the last 20 years, partly because of their
growing size and complexity. It has also, however, been an
outgrowth of the financial dilemma faced by academic libraries
as the demand for their services has increased, the cost of
library materials has exceeded the rate of inflation, and library
budgets have stabilized or declined.

The fortunes of academic libraries always inirror the
fortunes of their parent institutions. During the 1960s, libraries
experienced a golden decade of funding. Administrators were
sought for their ability to handle growth and expansion—of
budgets, of collections, of staffs. Today, the manager of an

~ academic library faces a diftcrent agenda, and the problems he
or she must confront are associated with managing an institu-
tion during a period of austerity. Administrators must confront
the challenge to maintain operations, services, and collections
in the face of rising costs and relatively stable or declining
budgets. Planning, especially making choices and setting
priorities for the expenditure of increasingly limited resources,
has become of utmost importance.

The: long-term promisc of auton.ation requires library
directors to find funds for automation in already tight and
essentially fixed budgets. To cover the cost of automation, hard
choices may have to be made to cut existing programs or
services. It is much more difficlilt to introduce change into an
organization when to do something new requires deemphasiz-
ing or discontinuing something old and reallocating the
existing resources. Inevitably the something old will be
someone’s vested interest because “everything that libraries do
is important to someone: to the library staff because it can
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mean their jobs; to faculty because they want their specific
arcas of research well supported by the collection; to students
because they need library materials and services to achieve
good grades™ (Webster 1977, p. 78). Knowing which of the
library's services have become obsolete is equally important to
knowing the needs of the library’s users (Drucker 1976). The
manager must ask an unpopular question: "What can be aban-
doned in order to reallocate resources to something that isn't
getting done™ (p. 7).

Library directors. now more than ever before, have to
demonstrate the importance of the library to the educational
mission of the parent institution. No other element of the
university serves so many diverse constituencies, and the
university as a whole has to be convinced of the importance of
the library to its users. Increasingly. the library director is
called on to serve as an advocate for the library, and the most
effective library directors are those with the political acumen
to gain support for the library not just within the college or
university but in the larger world. "One of the greatest benefits
a library administrator can provide for a staff is to perform so
well nolitically that the library staff will have an adequate
share of the institution’s resources to meet their responsibili-
ties” (Govan 1977, pp. 264-65).

The change in the managerial requirements of :cademic
libraries has resulted in a need for a new type of adminis-
trator. Library directors in the past were often selected because
they were scholars and bibliophiles. Occasionally chosen trom
the teaching faculty, the director of a few decades ago some-
times had a doctorate but no degree in library science. Tradi-
tionally. the directorship, like the presidency of an academic
institution, was a lifelong post in which the incumbent
remained until retirement. The 1960s marked the beginning of
change in this pattern, and since then, libraries have not been
directed by the same type of people nor has the tenure of the
director been so secure. The role of the university library
director has changed markedly, and the position of director has
become increasingly difficult to hold (McAnally and Downs
1973). In the large academic libraries belonging to the Associa-
tion of Research Libraries (ARL), “one-half of the directors
were found to have changed within the past three years, four
of them twice” (p. 103). Both external and internal pressures
contribute to the problem-among them pressures from the
president’s office, from the librury statf. from facultv and
tfrom students. In conjunction with a declining ability o meet
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users’ needs, a lack of cohesive library planning, and an
institutional inability to accommodate change, these difficultics
had contributed to the increasing burdens on the library
director.

Library dir~ctors now are chosen primarily for their demon-
strated managerial competence and leadership. A recent study
compared ARL directors in 1981 to the directors of the same
libraries in 1966 and found some interesting differences
between the two groups. In 1966, 15 percent of the directors
lacked library degrees, but by 1982, every ARL director had
earned a graduate library degree. The number of female
directors had increased. In 1966, only one ARL library was
headed by a woman; by 1981, 12 (14 percent) had female
directors. The proportion of directors with doctorates fell from
nearly half in 1966 to one-third in 1981. The directors of these
prestigious libraries were still predominantly middle-aged
males, but the evidence suggests that competition for director-
ships had intensified because of an enlarged pool of potential
candidates. “The genteel, scholarly, even dilettantish direciors
of the past are yielding to career-minded managers, adminis-
trators, and technicians” (Karr 1984, p. 285).

The modern library director faces many critical issues (many
of which are discussed in the following section on personnel).
Among the other issues that the director must confront are
those relating to organization of the library and budgeting.

The Organization of Academic Libraries
The appropriate organization of academic libraries is now
considered to be one of the most important aspects of library
management —but such was not always the case. The history of
academic libraries contains littlc information about library
organization before the late 1930s and early 1940s (Dunlap
1976, p. 395). Administration in even the largest academic
libraries was highly centralized until that time, and the organi-
zation was structured as it had been when the institution was
much smaller. As libraries grew, this highly centralized organi-
zation became cumbersome and hard to administer. The exact
point where organization becomes a problem in libraries is not
known, but it has been suggested that when a library’s collec-
tion reaches 200000 volumes, organizational problems begin to
emerge and should be recognized as a separate element in
administration (McAnally 1952).

Academic libraries today are organized in many different
patterns, depending upon size, Kind of institution, growth rate,
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geographic dispersal, and available space. Regardless of the
organizational pattern chosen, almost all academic libraries are
structured in a hierarchical manner. Although some small
college libraries have experienced success using a collegiul
organization (Bechtel 1981), the large number of protessional
and nonprofessional employees in most librarics has led nearly
all of them to adopt an administrative structure consisting of a
director and a number of middle managers.

As recently as the 1940s, almost all college and university
libraries, regardless of size, were organized along departmental
lines. Work was apportioned among various dcpartments —
circulation, reference, and cataloging, for example—and all
department heads reported to the chief librarian. As librarics
grew in sizc, the number of departments grew also, until the
span of control was so wide that cither administration began to
break down or else the chief librarian became so involved in
operational duties that no time was left for broader responsibil-
ities such as planning or institutional relationships. Large
libraries tried various ways of reorganizing, but by the carly
1950s, one particular plan of organization had been widely
accepted in large libraries: the bifurcated oryanization based
on a division of library functions into teaders' services and
technical services (McAnally 1952, pp. 21-22). An assistant or
associate library director was placed in charge of cach of these
areas and made responsible to the director for its operation.
This bifurcated organization, with some local variations, is still
the most commonly used administrative organization in large
libraries, while most smaller libraries continuc to be organized
departmentally.

Academic librarics have always had the problem of the
proper balance to be struck between the efficiencics of library
service provided in a centralized location and the desire to
provide better and more personalized access to a constantly
growing library through decentralized units. One of the carliest
attempts to provide specialized services to readers was found
in the development of departmental or branch libraries, which
were often established as the central library became more
crowded and as the geographical spread of the campus became
larger. By the beginning of the twenticth century, many univer-
sities had opened departmental libraries that were scparate
from the central library and were sometimes administered and
maintained by the academic departments they served (Dunlap
1976, p. 398). Toduy many universities, notubly Harvard, still
have a large number of departmental libraries, but in many
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institutions the trend has been away from departmental collec-
tions, especially at those libraries that have been hard hit by
budget cuts. Departmental libraries remain the “most persistent
and difficult organizational problem for the director of a
university library” (Rogers and Weber 1971, p. 73) and con-
tinue to challenge library administrators as they have for
years. Under the present circumstances of proliferating aca-
demic departments and increasing interdisciplinary research,
“the unbridled creation of branch libraries would be a disser-
vice to users unless financial resources were to permit com-

" plete duplication of materials and service hours (but the
resources never do)” (pp. 73-74). Pressures for departmental
libraries remain strong on campuses because users generally
prefer the greater convenience and accessibility they provide
to a centralized library, however efficient it may be.

In many large libraries, another decentralized pattern of
organization can be seen in the establishment of a separate
library for undergraduate students. Although Harvard’s Lamont
Library was built in 1949, the real burst of interest in such
libraries came in the 1960s and early 1970s. The undergraduate
libraries were designed to provide services to undergraduates
in large academic institutions on a level appropriate to their
academic needs and in a separate facility so they would not
have to compete with graduate students and facul'y. The
interest in establishing new undergraduate libraries has
diminished, howevér. Many librarians believe the need for
undergraduate libraries has been alleviated because most
central libraries now provide intensive instructional programs
for all library users (Person 1982). The future place of under-
graduate libraries is not clear. It is probable that undergraduate
libraries will be maintained by the largest and most prosperous
university libraries, but the problem of declining resources
may make it hard for many library administrators to justify the
existence of a separate library for undergraduates, especially if
enrollments decline significantly.

Academic libraries continue to experiment with different
organizational patterns in attempts to balance the desire to
bring the best service possible to users with the reality of a
finite amount of funds to be spent on those services. To date,
the perfect organizational structure has yet to be developed,
and surely no one perfect organizational structure would suit
all libraries. The new technologies will doubtless have a major
effect on the organizational patterns of libraries, but at this
point one can merely speculate about what their impact will
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be. Some of the arguments in favor of centralization will
almost certainly disappear with the advent of new methods of
document siorage and retrieval and the growth of various
online systems. Atkinson (1984) predicts that the organiz
pattern of the academic library of the future is likely to '
decentralized one (p. 113), noting that patrons have alwa,
preferred specialized or small local library units, and he & es
that the “idcal library is one with one or two librarians, one .r
two library clerks, a handful of student assistants, a
homogeneous identifiable clientele, and a collection large
enough to suit that clientele” (p. 113). The academic library of
tomorrow, according to Atkinson, will be comprised of a
number of these smaller units. The emergence of an increasing
number of smaller decentralized units will require a different
administrative structure, with the central administrator serving
as a coordinator rather than a supervisor, and will require an
extraordinarily talented administrative staff to avoid conflict.

There will no doubt be a long period of negotiation and
experimentation with a good number of failures and retreais
as the library community slowly sorts out what is to become
traditional library activity. ... Ore can already see the
beginnings of new pressures and new organizational patterns
with the advent of high density optical digital discs, carbon
fiber optics, and satellite communications, which provide
even more distance independence and the potential for
storage of large volumes of material in many remote loca-
tions so inexpensively that the verv existence of a central
store of data can be open 1o doubt. The rise of good, inex-
pensive, rapid long-distance electronic document transmis-
sion may not only change the organizational patterns of
individual libraries but may well change the patterns of
librarianship as well. What is certain is that library organi-
cation will change, and that it will be different from what we
expect (Atkinson 1984, p. 114).

In a similar vein, Martell (1983) proposes another plan for
restructuring the library—a library organized into small client-
centered work groups with librarians operating “at all points
where the library interacts with its user groups” (p. 67). Each
member of the work group would perform a number of library
functions —advanced reference, development of the collection,
instruction, original cataloging, and other forms of information

4/




service. According to Martell, such a library would be more
responsive to users’ needs.

Cline and Sinnott (1983), in their study of the etfects of
automation on the organization of university libraries, speculate
that libraries will adopt some form of matrix management (pp.
174-75). They further suggest that libraries may be reorganized
with staff grouped according to the fields they serve —natural

~ history, social sciences, and humanities, for example, each of *
which could be further divided by discipline. In this structure,
librarians would also devote a substantial part of their time to
delivering reference services to scholars using the part of the
collection for which they have responsibility. In such a system,
libraries would have to make special provisions for users who
need materials that cross disciplines.

If these writers are correct in their assessment of the future
organizational structure of academic libraries, libraries may at
last be able to provide their users v 'th the decentralized,
individualized services they have always preferred.

Budgeting
The fiscal management of libraries has always been difficult
because of the imbalance between the costs of services that
librarians would like to provide and the resources they have
available to meet those costs. Even during the 1960s, libraries
. never overcame their traditional poverty because the demands
made on then: by users and the commitments they accepted
always exceeded their resources. The chronic imbalance
between the library’s commitments and resources now,
however, “threatens to become a vast gulf with the soaring
inflation and declining budgetary support that will likely
characterize the 1980s” (De Gennaro 1981, p. 9).

Some university administrators view libraries as “bottomless
pits” (Munn 1968, p. 52). From the point of view of the
central administration, the budgetary needs of academic
libraries are complex, frustrating, and often baffling.

The library consumes resources at a prodigious rate, yet
despite the best efforts of presidents and fiscal officers to
satisfy its seemingly insatiable appetite for dollars, the
results satisfy no one—neither faculty nor students nor the
librarians themselves. No matter how much money might be
earmarked for the library, it is not clear that it would ever
be enough (Galvin and Lynch 1982, p. 1).
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The library's fiscal problems are compounded by its inability
to generate revenue. Almost all of the library's budget comes
from the parent institution. One study reported that the portion
of library budgets provided by university funds ranged from a
high of 97 percent of the budgets of southern public universi-
ties to a low of 83 percent of the budgets of northern private
universities. The remainder of the budgets of the libraries
comes from gifts and endowments and from state and federal
grants (Cohen and Leeson 1979, p. 29). Obviously gifts and
endowments constitute a much larger percentage of the budgets
of private than of public universities, although public unjversi-
ties are now trying to attract more gifts an; endowments.
Private foundations sometimes provide g:ants for specific
projects, but foundations cannot be e.pected to underwrite the
normal ope:ating costs of librarics.

The Higler Education Act of 1965 provided federal funds to
academic libraries for the purchase of materials (Title 11-A),
for training and research (Title 11-B), and for resource sharing
(Title 1I-C). The funds received from the federal government
under this :  ave dwindled greatly and promise to become
still smaller. In fiscal year 1983, for instance, under Title II-A,
College Library Resources Program, only $1.9 million was
awarded to a total of 2,141 institutions of higher educatjon,
with each successful applicant receiving an award of $890. The
FY 1984 Appropriations Act does not include funding for the
College Library Resources Progr.m, and the Department of
Education does not anticipate +aking awards under the
program in 1984 (Fine 1984, p. 243).

The university’s budget seems destined to remain the
dominant source of support for academic libraries, but because

... d large percentage of university budgets is taken up by
relatively fixed costs (tenured faculty, wtilities, building
maintenance), the likelihood that library budgets can
increase substantially through cost savings elsewhere in the
university is virtually nil. Thus for the next decade, at least,
it seems realistic to assume that universities will not have
the resources to increase library budgets substantially;
indeed the more likely owtcome may be a steady erosion in
the real resources available 1o libraries from their mstitu-
tioms (National Enquiry 1979, p. 146).

The portion of the purent institution’s budget that is devoted
to the library has remained fairly constant over time. Before
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1960, on the average, academic libraries received about 3.1
percent of the parent institution’s total budget. During the late
1960s and early 1970s, the figure rose above 4 percent, but
after 1976, the percentage drifted down again (Talbot 1984, p.
7). The percentage varies from institution to institution, with
large universities typically devoting a somewhat smaller
percentage of their budgets to libraries than small colleges do.
But in looking at funding patterns over the past 30 years, one
is struck by the stability of the percentage of funds devoted to
libraries.

The true significance of this invariant pattern lics in what it
reveals about academic institutions’ budgeting for librarics
(Talbot 1984). Apparently library financing is not based upon
institutional needs because, if it were, the percentage of the
university's budget devoted to the library would be expected to
fluctuate widely from year to year. Academic institutions them-

. sglves are called upon 10 respond to many different kinds and
types of needs that rarely can be objectively defined and
defended. “If this is true for the parent, it must also be true
for the library, which is not only a creaturc of the parent but
explicitly charged with supporting some of the academic needs

at can neither be ‘objectively defined’ or ‘defended’™ (p. 76).

ike other academic costs, academic library costs have been
determined not by need but by available revenue, which leads’
to an environment in which there are no absolute standards to
be met, only relative or comparative ones. Most academic
lihraries judge how well they are doing by comparing the size
of their collection, staff, and budget to those of libraries in
similar institutions This system of comparison, however,
cannot provide a rationale for articulating library needs and

“matching them to the resources required to meet them (Talbot
1982, p. 37).

Within the library's budget itself, the pattern of expenditure
has also remained fairly stable over the past few decades. The
typical academic library allocates about 60 percent of its
budget for salaries, 30 percent for materials, and 10 percent
for other expenses.

A magjor shift has occurred, however, in sxpenditures
between books and serials within the portion of the budget
devoted to materials. In 1970, 62 percent of the acquisitions
budget was spent on books and 34 percent on serials; by 1976,
the proportion had changed so that only 44 percent of the
budget was spent on books and 50 percent on serials (Cohen
and Leeson 1979, p. 41). Among members of ARL, expendi-
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tures for serials reached a high of 58 percent of total materials
expenditures in 1981, falling to 56 percent in 1983 (Association
of Research Libraries 1984, p. 7). The drop in expenditures
for books in favor of serials can be explained in several ways.
Books are considered more expendable than journals because
journals are thought to contain more up-to-date information,
because librarians are reluctant to discontinue subscriptions to
journals that have been held a long time, and because
librarians hope that sometime in the future. when budgetary
pressures ease, they will be able to replenish their book collec-
tions by buying books not purchased when they were first
published (Cohen and Leeson 1979, p. 41). Even shifting funds
from books to serials has not been sufficient to allow libraries
to maintain past levels of acquisition, however. The continuing
inflation in the cost of books and journals combined with the
rapid and continuing growth of publication mean that most
libraries are falling behind in acquisitions. especially purchases
of monographs.

In a time of stable or declining budgets. library directors
face a hard choice in transferring any other funds to increase
the acquisitions budget. The “other™ portion of library budgets
constitutes 10 percent of the whole. but there s little chance of
cutting back there because that portion of the budget is used to
finance automation. In many libraries, the “other” budget is in
fact increasing, and it may have to go up to 15 or 20 percent
to fund technological advances.

The portion of the budget devoted to personnel accounts for
about 60 percent of the total budget and is perhaps most
tempting to those who seek more funds for acquisition.
Although this portion of the budget has remained stable. the
number of staff in academic libraries has nonetheless dropped
relative to the number of students. Between 1967 and 1978, the
number of library staff per 1,000 full-time equivalent students
fell from 7.2 to 6.7, with professional staft decreasing from 3.2
to 2.7 and student assistants decreasing from 2.9 to 2.4 per
1000 FTE students (Talbot 1984, p. 7). A portion of the
funds needed to introduce automation has likely already been
taken from this portion of the budget.

Many librarians had expected that the introduction of auto-
mation would increase productivity and thus reduce personnel
costs in libraries. To date, most computer systems have
improved services more than they bhave cut costs. and it is
questionable whether automation will ever be able to reduce
costs in libraries because of the labor-intensive nature of
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library operations (Baumol and Blackman 1983). Libraries,
like other service indusiries, are especially vulnerable to a
debilitating condition termed “cost disease” (Baumol and
Blackman 1983). A library is a labor-inflexible industry
because its success requires personal services and dspends
heavily on human thought and attention. In labor-intensive
industries, gains in productivity fail to offset increases in
salarics. The hope that as the price of computer hardware fell,
the cost of libraries’ computerized operations would become
increasingly inexpensive relative to conventional procedurcs
has failed to materialize. The evidence to date shows that such
a differential has not yet been realized because the decline in
prices for computer hardware has increased the proportion of
software and other labor-intensive components in the total
spent for computer operations. Because of the substantial
residue of labor-intensive activities, the electronic library like
the conventional library will be vulnerable to “cost disease.”

Some libraries, especially those in small liberal arts colleges,
may not have the chance to see what avtomation might be able
to do for their operating costs because they are not likely to
‘have the money to invest in full-scale library automation. The
libraries at such jinstitutions will shoulder a disproportionate
share of the budLet cuts because expenditures for library
materials -are easier to cut than people (Sullivan 1982). The
relative unavailability of capital funds means that many institu-
tions will not be able to adopt labor-saving library technology.
The best chance for smaller libraries to automate will come
through the use of affordable microcomputers.

It is hard to determine where library budgets can be
trimmed. In almost every library, the fat has already been cut
from the budget. While it is unlikely that the library’s share of
the parent institution’s budget will increase, it is likely that the
cost pressures on libraries will increase further.

It will be the task of the library director to convince the
institutional administration of the library's central place in
everything else the college or university does.

Academic libraries must t 'ly become active participants in
the scholarly information transfer process. To discharge that
role, however, librarians need the support and understanding
of their institutional communities. To obtain that support
they must make greater efforts to explain how libraries are
being affected by current trends and how libraries should be
changed to accommoduie them. Changes in the library to
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make realistic accommodations to new demands will be
possible only to the extent that the library itself plays a
central role in its parent’s response. If libraries remain on
the periphery of institutional response to the information
age, they will become increasingly irrelevant. The success of
librarians in explaining and asserting their present and
potential future role in the scholarly communication process
will determine the degree to which they will receive the
funding they need to adapt realistically to change (Talbot
1984, pp. 80-81).

In sum. directors of academic libraries have historically paid
little attention to environmental factors, concentrating the
greatest part of their encrgy on internal library matters (Metz
1979, p. 149). Library directors, as the library's key representa-
tives, however, must place a greater emphasis on external rela-
tionships within and without the academic community. If the
college or university cannot fund the library sufficiently, the
library may need to raise some of its own support. Although it
alone is unlikely to solve the budget problem, fund raising will
be an increasingly important role of the academic library
director of the future.

Innovative Management in Academic Libraries

“Managing the service institution for performance will increas-
ingly be seen as the ce stral managerial challenge of a
developed society and as its greatest managerial need”
(Drucker 1974, p. 135). To meet the challenge of managing the
library more efficiently and effectively, library managers, like
the managers of most other types of nonprofit organizations,
have tried to use some of the managerial techniques first de-
veloped by business and government. Academic libraries have
experimented with managerial techniques such as Management
by Objectives (MBO) and with new budgeting systems such as
Zero-Based Budgeting (ZBB) and Planning Programming
Budgeting System (PPBS). Most of these techniques have been
tried and then discarded. During the carly 1970s, for example,
a large number of libraries tricd MBO, but not many adopted
it permanently. For libraries, MBO is a limited approach to
management that is not only costly and difficult to implement
but also yiclds uncertain results (Michalko 1975). In the same
vein, most of the new budgeting systems that libraries tried
were discontinued a short time after implementation, and most
librarics went back to the tried-and-true line-item budget.
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Many librarians felt these new techniques did not justify the
immense amount of staff time they consumed. Perhaps the new
management systems do not work well in libraries because
they do not take into account the political environment in
which a library operates and the fact that nearly all the impor-
tant decisions made in a library have an overriding political
component (De Gennaro 1978). In a like manner, the more
critical the decision, the less useful a cost-benefit analysis is to
library decision makers; political analysis is important in
academic libraries (Raffel 1974).

Although many of these new managerial techniques have not
been found appropriate for libraries, planning has become
widely accepted, and academic libraries have begun to empha-
size it within the last decade. Many large libraries have plan-
ning offices, and, in smaller ones, the library director or the
administrative group in the library devotes time to this exer-
cise. If libraries hope to make the transition into the informa-
tion age smoothly, librarians will need to do even more plan-
ning. Some libraries have adopted strategic planning techniques
and have begun to examine what they do best and who their
competition is. Increasingly, the computer center is seen as “a
worthy, if not awesome competitor. Disciplines that give higher
priority to computing and other resources than to traditional
library materials may pose for the library and library depen-
dent faculties a new and increasingly ominous challenge”
(O'Neil 1982, p. 8).

As academic libraries have grown in size and complexity,
library administration has ceased to be a one-person job. In
addition to the line managers found in libraries, most large
libraries now include a team of individuals to lend specialized
expertise to managerial problems. These specialized adminis-
trative positipns are filled with individuals knowledgeable
adout topics such as personnel, budgeting, planning, and auto-
mation who are able to assist the director in the manage-
ment of their specific areas (Association of Research Librar-
ies 1982). '

In addition to a larger administrative component, in many
institutions the skills of the library staft are used to aid in
administration. Most librarians have shown an increasing
desire to take part in decisions that affect their jobs and that
they are expected to implement. Most academic librarics use
committees of various kinds to gather information and recom-
mend actions to the director. Many library directors have also
involved the staff directly in managerial studies of various
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types, especially studies of organizational review and planning.
Some librarics have designed their own scli-studies, naming
committees to deal with specific areas of interest. Many
libraries have also undergone self-study programs with the
assistance of the Office of Management Studics (OMS) of the
Association of Research Libraries. Since 1971, OMS has
designed a series of self-study procedures aimed at analyzing
and strengthening library programs in management, collec-
tions, preservation, and services. Beginning with the Manage-
ment Review and Analysis Program, a struciured self-study
designed to help large research libraries identify, describe, and
propose necded changes in current organizational practices,
CM?" has designed a number of other self-study programs for
both large and small academic libraries. In 1983, 31 libraries
participated in various OMS self-study programs (Association
of Research Libraries 1983, p. 4). OMS has also been active
in providing training for the library staffs developinent and for
library consultants,

Library directors are more sophistica‘ed and knowicdgeable
about management now than they have ever been. But they
will need to use all the skills they porsess and acquire still
more tu remain successful. At lcast for the foresceable future,
management issues will continue to challenge the skill and
ingenuity of academic librarians. Administrators of academic
libraries will need to bring te their positions 4 commitment to
their institution, a willingness to experiment, and the courage
to risk failure. Although managing with limited resources will
be the task before administrators for the rest of this century,
library directors need to seek a positive posture and strive to
play a larger role in academic decisions about the future of the
academic library. Academic libr=y directors must provide
innovative and resourceful approaches to the needs of both the
library and its parent institution to ensurc that academic
libraries maintain a central role in higher education.




PERSONNEL ISSUES IN ACADEMIC LIBRARIES

Nothing will be as important to the quality of library and
information services provided to scholars and students within
colleges and universities as the quality of people recruited,
retrained, retained, and supported to manage and deliver
those services in the next two decades (Abell and Coolman
1982, p. D).

+ Librarics are labor-intensive organizations (with approximately _

60 percent of the total library budget spent on staff costs). In . .
an academic library, the library staff itself consists of three Libraries are

components: the librarians, the support staff, and the student labor-intensive
workers. Professional librarians constitute the smallest group of '

library employees. They typically have earned at least one O’g.anlmo ng;
graduate degree, a master’s degree in library or information (Wlth ,
science, but many academic librarians also hold second appmximately u

master's degrees or doctorates. The professional staff works at
predominantly intcllectual and nonroutine tasks, thosc requiring 60 percent 0f

the total library

a special background and education on the basis of which bud et spent
library needs are identified, problems are analyzed, goals 8 P

are set, and original and creative solutions are formulated on Sta.ff COStS).
Sor them, integrating theory into practice, and planning,

organizing, communicating, and administering successful

programs of service to users of the library’s materials and

services (American Library Association 1970, p. 3).

Professional librarians serve in leadership roles, administering
both the total organization and the various departments and
subunits, and they assume primary responsibility for providing
reference and library instruction programs, developing and
managing the collections, and ‘overseeing cataloging.

The support staff's activities cover a wide range of essential
work, including the tasks of“inputting, coding, and verifying
bibliographic data, maintaining book funds, ordering, claiming
serials, filing, nonoriginal cataloging, and other tasks that
support the library’s daily operations. This group of employees
consists of workers who have a wide level of skills, ranging
from clerical to paraprofessional.

The student assistants are not only usually the most
numerous employees in an academic library, but they are also
usually the most visible. They perform the routine tasks for
which extensive training is not required: checking out books,
shelving returned books, and retrieving items from the stacks
(Abell and Coolman 1982, p. 73).
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In the past few decades, the tasks protessional librarians
perform have become more clearly demarcated from tho
done by nonprofessionals, and in many cases tasks that had
previously been done by professional librarians have been
transterred to members of the support statt. This transfer has
been made possible by the increase in the number of staft
members in most libraries and by the introduction of tech-
nology. In the late nincteenth and early twenticth centuries, the
clerical, housekeeping, and intellectual tasks of librarianship
were intermingled because library staffs were typically small
and librarians performed all types of library activitics to main-
tain services. As libraries and their stafts expanded after World
War 11, these tasks began to be separated.

In the late seventies and early eighties, clear distinctions
were being made between the duties of professional
librarians and support staff. The former were able to spend
more time fulfilling the information needs of students and
Jaculty, leaving routine operations in many departments to
technical assistants and clerks (DePew 1983, pp. 407-8).

Support staft not only took on more of the clerical and
housckeeping functions, but as library technology advanced.
they were also able to perform other tasks that had previously
been undertaken by librarians. The use of bibliographic utili-
ties, for example, has permitted large portions of cataloging
tformerly done by professionals to be done by support staff.

This movement of task oriented work from the professional
staff to the support staff has been under way for at least a
generation and has been well documented. The shift illus-
trates an important social aspect of the ‘technological
imperative” in that once a technology is applied to carry out
very complex, routine mental work, that work is driven
downward in the work hierarchy, wsway from professionals,
whose work then expands to comprehend new and more
challenging responsibilities, such as those librarians now
carry out. Thus in losing a “job," the librarians acquired a
much more clearly definable professional responsibility. The
change has provided magnificent professional enrichment
opportunities for librarians and has similarly enriched the
Jobs of support staff (Veaner 1984, pp. 623-24).

As nonpraofessional staff assumed these new responsibilities,
their proportion in the total staff expanded. As recently as
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1950, the staff of most college and university libraries was
composed of 50 to 90 percent professional librarians. In most
libraries now, the ratio is usually one professional librarian to
two support staff members, and in some large libraries the
proportion of professional librarians is still lower (McAnally
1971, p. 42). As library technology advances, it may be
feasible to turn over still more functions to support staft,

and the ratio of professionals to nonprofessionals may decrease
further.

This reassignment of responsibilities has led to some role
confusion between professional librarians and support staff and
to a growing dissatisfaction on the part of some support statf
about their status (Dougherty 1977). /

Librarians spend more time away from their ‘desks.” They
actively engage in the governance of libraries, and they
spend more time at conferences. The tasks they performed
must now be performed in their absence by assistants.
Although this process of reassignment has created new
opportunities for library assistants, the added responsibilities
too often have not been accompanied by commensurate
rewards (p. 112).

Dissatisfaction over the gap in salaries and other fringe
benefits has led many library support staff members to join
employee groups or unions. Library administrators must recog-
nize the needs and interests of this large group of workers in
academic libraries, particularly paying attention to how their
jobs can be made more varied and responsible. A recent
interest on the part .of some academic librarians in work
enrichment programs perhaps will result in greater job satis-
faction on the part of library support workers (Martell and
Untawale 1983).

If one examines the literature of librarianship for personncl
issues that have been most important duting the 1970s and
1980s, one would be struck with the amount of writing that
has been devoted to an examination of the appropriate role of
the academic librarian. More may have been written about the
“search for role and status —tor the academic librarian's partic-
ular mission as differentiated from other academic actors”
(Abell 197, p. 156)—than about any other related topic. Most
of this literature is concerned with the appropriate “status” for
academic librarians and with the role of individual librarians
in the day-to-day governance of the library.
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Status of Academic Librarians

The thorny question of the appropriate “status™ for academic
librarians ~should they be classified in the same personnel
group as the teaching faculty or should they have some other
type of separate status?—has been in the forefront of issues in
academic libraries for at least 30 years, and it has yet to be
settled satisfactorily. Academic librarians have long sought a
larger recognition of their contributions to the work of the
colleges and universities they serve. Because the number of
librarians working on any one campus is usually very small,
librarians sought to ally themselves with the teaching faculty
rather than attempt to establish a scparate professional identity
for themselves, and their “cfforts have been chiefly directed
toward some form of recognition within the academy. usually
the granting of faculty status to librarians” (Sparks 1980, p.
408). The attempt to gain taculty rank and status was
supported by the rationale that the work performed by
librarians and teaching faculty was similar.

The search for faculty status began over 100 years ago,
“when it was felt that the only way librarians could gain
respect and legitimacy for their profession was to be judged
and accepted by the same standards as teaching faculty™
(DePew 1983, p. 407). H. A. Sawtclle (1878) was perhaps the
first to express the notion that because academic librarians
participated in the teaching process they should be regarded as
teachers, noting that a good librarian must inspire and guide
students in the usc of library materials, a task that requires "no
small amount of understanding and skill," and concluding that
librarianship “ought not be annexed to a professorship, but be
itselt a professorship” (p. 162). At that time, several factors
impeded cfforts to have librarianship viewed as a profession
and to grant academic librarians faculty status: the small
number of librarians employed in academic libraries, the small
size of the collections, the preponderance of “housckeeping”
chores, the failure to distinguish between clerical and profes-
sional tasks, the predominance of women in library work, the
low quality of library education, the attitude of the faculty
toward librarians, and the burcaucratic structure of university
library administrations (McAnally 1971, pp. 20-22).

Since that time, librarianship has gradually evolved and
grown in stature as a professien. hastened by the growth in the
size of library collections and staff, the improvement of library
education, and the separation of the duties of librarians and
support staff. The greater professionalism of librarians can be




- seen in today's academic libraries. The professional preparation

and the quality of the staff have improved markedly. Librarians
have ‘assumed the responsibility of providing better service to
both faculty and students. Reference service, which once was
uncommon, has come to be a standard and hcavily used ’
feature in academic libraries (Kaser 1980, p. 47). Bv the 1960s,
the vast increase in publishing had resulted in librarians’ taking
a much more active role in the selection of library materials.
Librarians gradually assumed most of the responsibility for
the development of collections, which, up to that point, had
been considered a faculty responsibility. Most large libraries
appointed collection development officers. A new category of
personnel, the subject area specialist, became widespread in
large academic libraries. These specialists have advanced
training in a subject discipline as well as in librarianship and
are able to help select materials, prov;dt specialized reference
service, and serve as liaisons to faculty in specific departments
(Holley 1976, p. 198). Although interest in bibliographic
instruction had been found in academic libraries for almost a
century (Tucker 197, p. 268), during the 1970s library instruc-
tion flourished. As libraries and their collections became
larger ard more complicated, the need grew for students to be
* taught how to use them. Many librarians devoted an immense
amount of time to teaching the use of the library and its
bibliographic tools to both graduatc and undergraduate
students. It became common in colleges and universities for
undergraduate students to be required to take separate courses
in blbhographu. instruction or to have units on the topic
included in other required courses, such as freshman English.!
Academic librarians enlarged the scope of their previous dutics
and sought ways to fulfiil the information needs of: faculty and
students. They have also undertaken the task of publishing.
Not only do they sometimes collaborate with faculty mem-
bers on such productions as annotated biblioy raphies, but they
also publish independently in librarianship and subject area
specialties.

In recognition of this growmg profcsslonahsm the number
of academic librarians who have been given faculty status has
increased steadily. The earliest recorded granting of faculty
status occurred at Columbia University in 1911 (Schmidt 1979,

iBecause of limited space, the topic of bibliographic instruction has not been
covered in depth. For a recent comprehensive overview of this topic, see Kirk
1984,
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p. 41}, The movement for faculty status was helped by the
action of the American Association of University Professors,
which admitted academic librarians as members in 1956. At
that time, the AAUP Council ruled that “librarians of profes-
sional status are engaged in teaching and research” and
permitted thuse librarians who held faculty rank to join. By
1957, 738 librarians were members (McAnally 1971, p. 28).
Interest in faculty status grew during the late 1950s and 1960s.
At the American Library Association (ALA) conference in
1969, a motion was approved in the Association of College and
Research Libraries (ACRL) division of ALA establishing as
one of its major goals the achievement of full faculty status for
all academic librarians. In 1972, ACRL, the Association of
American Colleges, and the AAUP issued a Joint Statement on
Faculty Status of College and University Librarians urging the
granting of faculty status to librarians as well as the same
rights, privileges, and respansibilitics of faculty members.

On the surface at least, it would appear that academic librar-
ians have made great progress in attaining their goal. A recent
study showed that almost 79 percent of all academic librarians
now have some sort of faculty status (DePew 1983, p. 4(7).

What have been the results of this new siatus? Salaries of
academic librarians have risen in the last decade (but not as
much as other faculty members), and benefits have improved.
The greatest gains, however, have not becn monetary.
Librarians with faculty status have an increased opportunity for
participation in library and university governance. Faculty
status has helped the advancement of bibliographic instruction.
Opportunities for job security and for leaves have increased.
And promotions are more apt to be based on personal qualifi-
cations and achievements than on the supervision of others
(Stone 1982, p. 38).

Despite these advances, the issue of the appropriate status
for academic librarians is not yet settled. The literature is still
full of debates un the appropriateness of faculty status for
librarians. One of the major problems with faculty status for
librarians arises from the fact that few of the 79 percent of
academic librarians who are classified as faculty actually have
full faculty - tus. “Faculty status” is a term loosely defined,
and many librarians who are considered to have faculty status
actually have “academic™ status, which is usually defined as
possessing some but not all of the usual faculty privileges. In
most instances, librarians have taken on the responsibilities of
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faculty status without all the benefits. Academic librarians
rarely have salaries comparable to teaching faculty, and only a
few have academic year rather than calendar year appoint-
ments. In most libraries, librarians still work ¢ fairly struc-
tured 35- to 40-hour week, so the majority of the typical
librarian’s time is involved in providing services to patrons and
in library operations. Librarians also have found it more
difficult to get sabbatical leaves and research funds.

Increasingly, however, academic librarians have been
-reviewed for promotion and tenure using the same criteria as
the teaching faculty or using a modified version of the criteria
for faculty. A recent survey of ARL libraries found that
librarians with faculty status were characteristically required to
meet two distinct sets of criteria, “one set designed to measure
performance as librarians, and the other set designed to
measure performance as faculty” (English 1983, p. 204). The
requirement for research and publication has put academic
librarians working 35 to 40 hours per week, 1l months of the
year, at a major disadvantage (Payne and Wagner 1984, p.
138). They hawve little time for engaging in the research and
writing for publi~ation usually associated with faculty status,

“and some competent and dedicated librarians have conse-
quently been denied tenure because they have not published
enough.

Not only are librarians at a disadvantage in regard to the
time available for research, but many librarians in addition
have had no training in research. As most librarians come into

.entry-level positions with a master’s degree in library science
as their only graduate degree, those hired by institutions that
will evaluate them by standards used for teaching faculty are
placed in a difficult position. In addition to research,

. publishing, and service, many academic institutions now
require ‘hat faculty librarians have a second degree to qualify
for tenure, and many librarians find it virtually impossible to
meet all these standards in the 5% years they have available
before the tenure review. Many question the appropriateness of
faculty status for librarians because it creates tensions that
obscure the proper role of librarians and interferes with the
cffective delivery of library services by diverting librarians’
energies and attentions (DePew 1983, p. 409). The feeling is
fairly widespread that academic librarians have assumed the
dual responsibilitics of a teaching faculty member and a
professional librarian to the detriment of the library profession.
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Some other opponents of faculty status have based their
criticisms upon sociological arguments, viewing the quest for
faculty status as a misdirected plea for recognition. The faculty
status of academic librarians has been described as an “organi-
zation fiction” that has been adopted for librarians for three
reasons: to provide « more comforting self-image, to buttress a
status claim, and to interpret the profession to the world
outside it (Wilson 1979, p. 152). According to Wilson, purpose,
behavior, and educa’'on are vastly different for academic
librarians and teaching faculty, and as a result faculty do not
recognize academic librarians' claim to faculty status. She sees
the “organization fiction™ harming librarianship because it
presents librarians with “an inconsistent self-image. A profes-
sional identity that is understandablc and believable cannot be
developed on such a basc” (p. 160).

Faculty status still has its strong proponents, however It
scems to have worked best in those few institutions where the
commitment to f.11 faculty status for librarians is strong—
where librarians are bound by the rules, regulations, and
procedures but also enjoy the concomitant benefits of the
teaching faculty. At the University of Illinois, for example,
librarians have full faculty status and have found “the prin-
ciples of collegiality, academic freedom and tenure, and the
concept of the librarian as a teacher and researcher to be
viable and highly beneficial to the academic library enviror
ment” (Sewell 1983, p. 212).

Without a doubt, many colleges and univercsities have had
difficulty in determining the proper roles and responsibilities
for the librarian who is also a faculty member. It is also true
that many academic librarians are troubled as they “try to cope
with the difficulties of wearing the hats of two professions”
(DePew 1983, p. 408). What options are available to academic
librarians with regard *o the resolution of their status in
academic libraries? Three choices are possible: (1) muster the
discipline necessary to accept the values of the academy and
work individually and organizationally to meet them; (2) admit

- that there is nothing wrong in viewing librarianship as a highly
skilled vocation rather than as a profession; cr (3) establish a
quasi-professional category between civil service and faculty
status (Axtord 1977, p. 277). A fourth alternative would be to
have librarians organize as a separate academic group and to
seek recognition and status as librarians (Cieslicki 1982, p. 80;
DePew 1983, p. 412; Miller 1981, p. 131). This altcrnative
would have the adventage of affirming the goals and objectives
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of librarianship as an independent profession. Under this new
“librarian” status, librarians would be judged by criteria
appropriate to their own profession and not those more
appropriate for another. This choice would involve setting

" strict standards on performance, education, and professional

competence if librarians want to compel respect from their
faculty colleagues.
The situation today is in a state of flux.

For the present, ... the reality is that the mass of college
and other academic librarians will continue the tantalizing
quest for faculty status, which they will assume to be their
only proper aspiration. Faculty status will be much wished
for by librarians, but rarely attained and imperfectly real-
ized. Academic status, in its various forms, will continue to
be the norm. College librarians will remain becalmed on
this motionless sea until some strong wind sweeps through
academia, giving them new direction in their quest for status
and a sense of professional identity (Miller 1981, pp.
132-33).

Participation in Governance

Academic librarians have moved with a clearer sense of direc-
tion in their quest for participation in library governance. In
the past, academic libraries were organized in a traditional
hierarchical structure, and the normal management style was
authoritarian, with the director making all decisions in matters
pertaining to the library. Today's directors are finding tradi-
tional management styles to be less effective, however, as
librarians demand increased input into the decisions being
made in the organization. Those demands have forced directors

“t0 move toward a more open organization with wider staff

involvement ir decision making.

Maurice Muarchant (1976) was one of the first to write about
the benefits of greater participation by librarians in the gover-
nance of academic libraries. Using 22 large academic libraries
as the source of data, Marchant measured the relationship
between the degree of librarians’ participation in management
and five factors: (1) the staff’s job satisfaction, (2) the extent of
long-range planning in the library, (3) uniformity in library
evaluations, (4) circulation of materials for home use, and (5)
faculty evaluation of library services, facilities, and resources.
In brief, Maichant concluded that the “empirical data in this
study supported the thesis that involvement by thg university
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library staff in the library’s administration produces greater
staff job satisfaction and, through it, better libraries™ (p. 164).

Many other writers have explored the topic —some favoring
greater participation and some expressing a contrary view.
Those who favor greater participation (Dickinson 1973;
Webster and Gardner 1975) usually base their opinions on their
beliefs that the rank and file library staff benefit by having a
chance to participate in the governance of the library, that
better decisions arc made with staff involvement, and that
librarans’ greater satisfaction will lead to better libiary
service. Those writers who take the opposite view (Dickinson
1978. Govan 1977, Kaplan 1973) support their stand by concen-
trating on the inexperience of most librarians in management,
the amount of time that would be consumed by participation,
and the inappropriateness of the participative model as a
means Of running a complex service organization.

One of the factors that has contributed to the controversy
may have been the lack of understanding about what employee
participaticn actually involves. “Its advocates seldom defined
their term. Participation in what? To what degree? To what
purpose?” (Govan 1977, p. 259). The misunderstanding centers
largely around the amount of participation desirable; even
some of the critics of participative manazement are not against
some measure of staff involvement in lihrary governance.

Farticipative management or powér sharing should not—and
cannot, if it is to be successful —mean an abdication of
responsibility for the library on the part of administrators
and managers in the name of democracy. ... Whai seems to
be required instead is extensive and intensive consultation
between administration and steff, but with the ultimate
decision-making authority and attendant accountabiliry
unequivocally lodged with the library administration (Dick-
inson 1978, p. 261). '

Few advocates of participative management have ever
suggested that libraries could be run by majority rule or that
the «dministration should abdicate responsibility and allow the
staff to do whatever they please. Most proponents of the
system have scen it as a way to force “decision-making down
to the level hest suited to it by virtue of the availability of rele-
vant information and the effect of the decision on the opera-
tion” (Stone 1982, p. 36). Most librarians desiring input into
decision making arc aware that the director bears ultimate




responsibility in administration because of his or her accounta-
bility for the operation of the library.

The current status of participation in the management of
libraries is best summarized as requiring synthesis between
support and criticism.

Perhaps in Hegelian fashion, having swung between support
and criticism of participatory management, librarians are
finding a synthesis on which they can agree. No one seri-
ously questions that properly implemented and maintained,
participatory management generally increases staff morale
and job satisfaction. “Proper implementation” usually means
active support for the technique by top library administrators
and phased adoption. 1t also implies that librarians under-
stand the limits of their involvement and that such participa-
tion will not solve all library problems or guarantee happi-
ness with oil decisions. Conflicts will still arise and difficult
decisions will still have to be made. . . . Finally librarians
will have to accept that participatory management is no
substitute for individual responsibility and leadership. There
will likely always be library directors and Just as likely they
will be paid considerably more than the rest of the non- =
administrative sraff. . .because they are accountable Jor the

operation of the library (Burckel 1984, p. 32).

Although a few authoritarian directors are left, academic
librarians are now involved to some degree in decision making
in almost every academic library. In particular, the committee
system has been found to be a feasible method of providing
employees’ input. Academic libraries often have committees on
public” services, techpical processing, personnel, and automa-
tion whose membership might include people from various
library departments and with various staff ratings (Marchant
1982, p. 783). A few small libraries Have adopted the faculty
model! of collegial governance with a rotating chair and with
most decisions being made by a committee comprised of all
librarians (Bechtel 1981), but the sheer size of most academic
libraries has made the collegial model an impractical one to
follow.

Although most academic libraries retain a pyramidal struc-
ture, they have also

.. .established or invigorated some kind of general or
representative assembly for deliberation and determination of
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large issues, strategic long-range plans, goal: and objec-
tives, and self-governance. The pyramid appears o remain
largely intact but with a much clearer ambient understand-
ing. ..of its true function and virtue as a device for
implementing decisions made not within it but elsewhere
(Kaser 1977, p. 68).

The amount of participation permitted will vary from library
to library, but the issues facing academic librarics are so
complex and the need for specialized expertise so great that
the trend towara shared decision making will continue in
academic libraries.

Preparation of Academic Librarians

Today's academic librarians are better educated than ever
before. More have master’s degrees in librarianship, more have
or are studying for additional degrees, and more are engaged
in continuing education, institutes, and workshops (Stone 1982,
p. 39). Individual librarian’s professional development and
professional contribution have been emphasized. These
developments in the library profession must continue —and
expand —to ensure that tomorrow's librarians will be able to
handle the fundamental and far-reaching changes in providing
scholarly information to academic institutions, “The quality of
the library staff during the next decade will be more important
to the future health and vitality of the university than the
quality of the instructional and administrative staff” (Battin
1983, p. 22). Academic libraries need to be able to attract the
best and the brightest to their staffs.

The qualifications required of a person entering the field of
academic librarianship have been much discussed in the profes-
sion of late. Four qualifications are critical: ¢} a first-rate
mind with the ability to solve problems; (2) a solid under-
graduate preparation in any of a variety of disciplines (the key
is the rigor of the training); (3) concrete evidence of
managerial abilities because almost every rescarch library
responsibility, even at the entry level, now requires some
degree of sophisticated management of either people or
resources; and (4) an intellectual commitment to research
librarianship (Battin 1983, p. 23).

The personnel directors of a group of large academic
researc: libraries were polled to clarify the requircments in
addition to a master’s degree in library science that those
libraries had established for beginning librarians. The respon-
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dents wanted cntry-level librarians to have previous library
experience and skills in foreign language(s), and they preferred
candidates with a second master's degree. In addition to biblio-
graphic skills, thewgypersonnel officers wanted candidates
skilled in management, automation/computer networking,
online reference and cataloging, and research (Creth and
Harders 1980, p. 2169). A similar study of the directors of
large research I*wraries found that in addition to the more
traditional bibliographic competencies, a variety of skills in
analysis, human relations, and computer application and
retricval were desirable (Marchant and Smith 1982).

Schools of library science have responded to these demands
and have adjusted their curricula to meet the needs of
academic libraries. Although no schools prepare students
exclusively to work for academic libraries, most schoels offer
students a chance to specialize in academic or research
libraries. Library school curricula now reflect the advent of
technology, and ‘most new graduates have had courses in auto-
mation, programming, and online searching and cataloging.
Many schools also permit or require their students to take a
“field experience” or “practicum” to give them some practical
experience in an academic library before they assume their
first job. A growing number of schools are requiring courses
in research methods. And to add the new skills needed by
librarians without sacrificing any of the traditional biblio-
graphic skills, a few schools have expanded the length of their
master's program from 36 to 48 semester hours (Stueart 1982).

Some librarians have also realized that it is impossible to
expect a student to acquire all the competencies that have been
labeled as essential for a beginning librarian in the typical 36-
hour program. A few attempts have been made to establish
internships for new library school graduates to provide a
bridge between library school and a permanent position in a
library. The University of Michigan library has developed a
residency program that “will be structured to provide residents
not only with a practical working situation, but with special-
ized instruction on skills and issues central to the practice of
research librarianship” (Dougherty and Lougee 1983, p. 1324).

Academic administrators must become aware that to attract
and keep the best individuals in academic librarianship, higher
salaries will be required. Academic libraries are competing
with private industries for librarians and information scientists,
and, in many instances, academic libraries are losing the
competition. Many of the best library school students are

To attract and
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being hired by special libraries (especially corporate libraries),
which are also luring away some of the most competent
librarians alrcady working in academic libraries. This situation
is at least partially the result ¢ the differences in salaries
between academe and the private sector (Abell and Coolman
1982, pp. 81-82). The beginning master's degree librarian
hired by an academic library in 1983 was paid an average
annual salary of $16,617 (Learmont and Van Houten 1984, p.
1811). In comparison, graduates of the University of Pittsburgh
with a bachelor’s degree in information science reported an
average starting salary in 1981 of $19,217 for their jobs as
programmets, systems analysts. market research associates, and
manufacturing engineers (Abell and Coolinan 1982, p. 82). To
recruit and retain individual librarians trained at the highest
level, academic, institutions must be prepared to offer salaries
that are competitive with those offered by the private sector. At
the same time, it cannot be forgotten that salaries of support-
staff should also be recxamined regularly to .uake certain that
they are comparable with nonlibrary positions requiring similar
qualifications and making similar demands.

In addition to establishing attractive pay scales, adminis-
trators must also provide a challenging work environment for
new library school graduates and foster an experience that
offers variety and depth instead of routine, limited activities.
To avoid future job dissatisfaction, attention must be paid to
the working conditions of experienced librarians. Ways must be
found to alleviate the perceptions some individuals have of
being trapped in one job forever.-Job rotation, shared posi-
tions, «nd flex-time may all help increase job satisfaction
(Stueart 1984, p. 1725). Some libraries have instituted two-
track personnel systems to encourage the retention of and
improve the morale of more experienced staff members. This
type of system allows librarians to advance in salary and in
professional rank through cither the administrative or the
“professional” track, thus recognizing the varicd ways in which
an individual may contribute to the organization and the
profession (Taylor 1984, p. 202).

Even librarians who erter academic libraries with the best
cducational preparation will need continual updating to stay
current. “A rapidly changing age is forcing all libraries and all
individuals who work in them to attach a new importance to
personnel development and continuing education (Stone 1971,
p. 16). Fortunately, a variety of workshops and institutes are
available to provide continuing education. A practitioner can
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seek_continuing education as an individual, and in many
academic libraries, continuing education programs are being
brought to the library so that staff members can receive
wraining at a limited cost. Human resources are too valuable
for any institution to fail to invest in the training programs that
the times require for upgrading statf. Some librarians may
need extensive retraining to preparc them to work with
computers or to prepare them for new positions in other parts
of the library. The fear of automation could at least be
partially alleviated if librarians knew that some systematic
plans were being made to retrain any individuals who would
be replaced by automation.

Given the radical and rapid pace of change in the condi-
tions and demands that academic librarians confront, it is
essential that thoughtful and rigorous programs be developed
to help these active professionals maintain effective and rele-
vant skills (Abell and Coolman 1982, p. 81).

If in the future the academic library becomes decentralized
as some suggest (Atkinson 1984; Cline and Sinnott 1983.
Martell 1983), the demands on the academic librarian will
become more intense. Instead of being a specialist in
cataloging, reference, or collection development, a librarian
might be assigned to work in a specific subject arca and have
overal! responsibility for collection management and use,
including providing reference services to the scholars using the
portion of the collection for which he or she is responsible.
Librarians would become subject specialists in particular areas,
and it would be unlikely for a librarian to work in more than
one subject ficld in the course of a carcer (Cline and Sinnott
1983, p.- 175).

In this decentralized organization, it would he imperative for
every iibrarian to know not only all facets of librarianship but
also to know in depth the subject area in which he or she
worked. The sccond master’s degree that is now being increas-
ingly required for acadetnic librarians woul-d probably become
mandatory, and it would not be surprising if 1itny raore
librarians obtained doctorates in their subject area. Librarians
would be transformed from information generalists who know
a little about many arcas into information specialists who know
a lot about one field of study. If this organizational pattern
comes into being, the demands upon librarians will be greater,
but at the same time this reorganization night provide a solu-
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tion to the problem of the academic librarian’s low status on
campus. In a decentralized and individualized structure,
librarians would work directly with faculty and students to
provide the information they need. One can assume that the
contributions academic librarians make to the educational
process would be clear and that the respect and the status
academic librarians have desired would subsequently be
realized.

Other Personnel Issues
Two other topics have occupied the attention of librarians over
the last 20 years.

The first is the position of women in academic libraries.
Librarianship is a profession that is dominated by females:
More than 80 percent of all librarians are women. Academic
librmianship has a higher proportion of males than any other
type of librarianship, but still approximately 65 percent of
academic librarians are women. Within academic librarianship,
as within the rest of the profession, a dual career structure has
existed: Men hold the leadership roles and women fill subor-
dinate positions, Far fewer women than men are appointed
library directors, and those that are have usually been found in
small, private liberal arts colleges. “The power, the prestige,
and the largest salaries within the field go to the minority of
practitioners. who are male” (Heim 1983, p. 1). Studies have
shown tl at females’ lower status cannot be attributed to lack
of mobility (Braunagel 1979) or to lack of professional qualifi-
cations (Moran 1983) and that wonien have found it harder
to obtain dircctorships when they are external candidates
(Mctz 1978).

Within recent years, the position of women in acadenuc
librarianship has seemed to improve somewhat. The large ARL
libraries, whose directorships were a few years held
cntirely by mea, now have 16 female dircctors (1 .cnix 1984,
p. 290). Many women directors serve in middle-size and small
college libraries. In addition, a group of competent and
talented women hold positions as associate directors angd
departmental heads and will soon be ready to move into higher
administrative positions. To date, no research has proved
conclusively that the position of women in academic libraries
is gatting better—the evidence is largely anecdotal and
scattered —and further rescarch is needed to show whether
womien are finally moving nto top administrative positions in
propottion to their number in the profession. Some fear that
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the Reagan administration’s lack of support for affirmative
action may slow the progress that women have made in
academic libraries.

... 'The second issue is unionization. As in the rest of higher

education, the arrival of collective bargaining in academic
libraries has been viewed with ambivalence. In most cases
where librarians have unionized, they have formed part of the
faculty bargaining unit, but librarians have often felt that their
concerns were overlooked in bargaining.

The special goals of minorities have to be pretty inexpensive
to prevail in this system. Academic librarians are a peren-
nial minority, between four and ten percent of the unit, and
must expect considerable frustration asa result (Weatherford
1976, p. 112). /

In a later study, Weatherford (1980) listed the distinctions made
between faculty and librarians in bargaining agreements—
distinctions in salary, workload, and tenure that were to the
disadvantage of the librarians.

To date unionization has brought mixed results. On the plus r~
side, unions have contributed to the formalization of personnel TS—
policies and procedures, improved communications, increased
fringe benefits, and improved working conditions. On the nega-
tive side, they have caused substantially more paperwork,
contributed to the establishment of more rigid work rules, and
created an adversary relationship between librarians and
managers (Stone 1982, p. 37). To date not enough research has
been done about the effects of unionization on academic
libraries. Unionization is a complex issue, and because of its
importance and its possible effects on the library profession,

* facts are needed to document and implement future planning

(Stone 1982, p. 47).

o

IToxt Provided by ERI

59




LIBRARY COLLECTIONS AND COOPERATION

The emphasis in libraries is shifting from collections to
access. Providing access to information will be the principal
goal and activity. . .of the emerging information age library.
Those who use libraries, and those who provide their finan-
cial support, must recognize and accept this new reality. The
exp.osion in the quantity, cost, and communicability of
information is a new phenomenon [that] calls for new
responses. . .. It should be clear to all by now that no
research library can meeu its users’ needs solely, or even
largely, from its own book, journal, and manuscript collec-
tions (De Gennaro 1984b, p. 1205).

In the decades following World War II, higher education in
the United States experienced an unprecedented period of
prosperity and growth. Academic libraries eagerly took advan-
tage of the available funds and invested heavily in library

~ materials. Not surprisingly, one of the most significant
developments to take place in academic libraries during that
period was the phenomenal growth of library collections.

. This growth was most evident in the large research universi-
ties. In 1963, 11 members of the Association of Research
Libraries owned collections of 1 million volumes; by 1983, 104
owned collections of 1 ‘million and eight had more than 5
million volumes. Harvard, the largest, grew from a collection
of 4.8 million volumes to a total of 10.6 million in 1983
(Molyneux 1984).

The collections of smaller institutions were also strength-  ~
ened. The expenditures from appropriations, gifts, and grants
improved basic collections, reference collections, and journal
holdings (Holley 1977, p. 25). A great gap is apparent,
however, betwecn the collections of the large university
libraries and the smaller college libraries. Although some well-
established liberal arts colleges and some publicly supported
comprehensive colleges have strong collections, many others,
especially private liberal arts colleges, have libraries that do
not meet the Association of College and Research Libraries’
Standards for College Libraries in terms of size and growth of
the collection, staff, and budgets. “In sum, for most [college]
librasies it seems fair to say that they are underdeveloped,
understaffed, and underused. Assuming that the Standards are
reasonable, far greater support for all library functions is
required for the great majority of libraries” (Carpenter 1981, p.
18). Although the holdings of college libraries improved after
World War II, most of them began from a very small base and
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never had the funds to develop a substantial collection. Of the
more than 2,500 institutions of higher education, very few
institutions have multimillion volume collections. It is,
however, in this minority of institutions that most advanced
research takes place (Fussler 1973, p. 34).

The Development of Collections in Academic Libraries
During the post-World War II era, academic libraries placed
enormous emphasis on developing collections. “Collectio
development” is a term used to describe how the library’s
resources are expended in purchasing library materials— that
is, which books, serials, and other items should be added to
the library’s collection. This activity involves a continuous
series of choices made within the context of the library’s policy
based upon an understanding of local academic needs, priori-
ties, and goals. Those responsible for collection development
in a library must be familiar with the processes of scholarship,
especially scholarly communication (Osburn 1982, p. 46).
Collection development usualiy involves the combined efforts
of library staff, administration, and faculty. Most large
academic libraries have collection development officers who
coordinate the activity, using the talents of bibliographers to
select materials from specified subject areas.

The growth of libraries after World War II reflected the
resulis of this collection development. Collections were con-
stantly expanded. Many distinguished collections were ainassed
in that period, and collection building and growth were the
overriding concerns of most librarians. Libraries were ranked
by the size of their collections, and bigger was always better
(Holley 1984).

The days of rapid expansion of library collections came to
an end in the 1970s with the general downturn in the financing
of higher education. Collection development no longer involved
sclecting all the most important scholarly works published;
instead it became a process of deciding from among that list
which titles the library had funds to acquire.

Library budgets began to stagnate just at the time that the
prices of books and journals began to escalate at an unprece-
de'ited rate, resulting in the severe erosion of purchasing
power. In fact, library acquisition budgets were hit harder than
raost aspeets of university budgets because the price of books
and journaly rose more rapidly than any other cost of higher
education, except eneryy (Osburn 1982, p. 50). Halstead's
(1983) Inflation Measures for Schools and Colleges documents

P7 Li '




this rapid increase. U.S. hardcover books rose from a base of
100 in fiscal year 1967 to 3754 in 1982, foreign monographs
increased to 487.5, and U.S. periodicals rose to 509. In other
words, U.S. books are 3% times more expensive, foreign
monographs nearly five times more expensive, and periodicals
over five times more expensive than they were in 1967 During
the same period, general inflation, as measured by the
Consumer Price Index, rose to 263.1.

Not only were prices increasing for library materials; at the
same time, the amount of material being published increased.
The “information explosion” that began after World War II
continued unabated. The number of books and journals being
" published mushroomed. Asfields of study grew and

subdivided, they produced numerous new journals, and few of
the old ones ceased publication. The number of monograph
titles published annually, both in the United States and in other
nations, grew rapidly. In the United States, hardcover mono-
graphs increased 14 percent per year during the 1960s and 2.8
percent per year in the 1970s. In the rest of the world, the
publication of monographs increaséd 4 percent per year in the
1960s and 44 percent per year during the 1970s (Harvey and

- Spyers-Duran 1984, p. 22).

The increases in the rate of growth in journal publications
not only exceeded the rate of growth for monographic publica-
tions, but inflation also affected the cost of journals more than
books. The cost of scientific and technical journals, whose
base price was higher than other journals to start, rose fast-
est of all.

In many university libraries this situation was reflected in
the acquisition budgets hy a growing proportion of the
budget being occupied by serials (subscription publications)
and by a growing proportion of the serials expenditures
being occupied by science and technology journals. It
became clear that the extreme logical conclusion of this
trend viould be that our libraries would eventually find
affordable no books at all and only one journal, a chemistry
Jjournal (Osburn 1982, p. 50).

As a larger proportion of acquisition budgets was used for
the purchase of periodicals, academic libraries began to fall
behind on purchases of monngraphs. In ARL libraries, the
number of volumes added in 1970 averaged 102,171, but by
1981 the average number added had dropped to 78,241. The
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statistics for smaller universities and colleges show a similar
pattern of decline (Harvey and Spyers-Duran 1984, pp. 23-24).
Despite the increased proportion of the acquisition budget
devoted to serials, academic librarics were not able to stay
abreast of the increases in costs, and libraries not only began
to decide not to place new subscription orders and to cancel
duplicates but also to report heavy cancellation of single and
unique titles (National Enquiry 1979, p. 137).

Although the rate of yearly increases in cost have subsided
somewhat, the prices that libraries must pay for periodicals arc
higher than many library users would ever expect. The average
subscription price for an Amer'.an periodical in 1984 was
$54.97, a 94 percent increase over the average price of a
subscription in 1983. Subdivided by category, average subscrip-
tion prices range from a low of $12.21 for a children’s period-
ical to a high of $228.90 for a chemistry or physics periodical
(Brown and Phillips 1984, p. 1422). The costs of indexing and
abstracting tools to allow access to periodicals has also
increased. For instance, the average cost of one of the
common Wilson indexes (Reader’s Guide, Business Periodicals
Index, Applied Science and Technology Index) is now $651.50
a year (Brown and Phillips 1984, p. 1425). Reflecting the typi-
cally higher costs of scientific and technical materials, an
academic library’s subscription to Chemistry Abstracts cost
$6.400 per year in 1984. The annual cost to degree-granting
institutions for the same subscription in 1985 will be $7,200.

Books are comparably expensive. The average price of a
hardcover book in 1983 was $30.84. Again, average prices vary
widely, from a low of $9.69 for a juvenile book to a high of
$46.97 for a sociology or economics book (Grannis 1984, p.
415). Because few academic libraries purchase children's peri-
odicals or children’s books and because many of their acquisi-
tions are «n the high-cost categories, their average cost per
subscription or volume is likely higher than the examples
cited. In addition, the prices cited do not include the total cost
to the library of adding a new subscription or a new book
becaz 1se they exclude the costs associated with processing the
iter.1 to get it ready for the library shelf and the cost of
storage, building maintenance, and use —the relatively invisible
costs of acquisitiot.

Academic libraries have reluctantly realized :hat their
previous levels of collection development could 1. longer be
maintained. Each year a smaller percentage of the world's
published output is added to library collections. Libraries are
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turning to new methods to help them shape their collections
under these new circumstances. Many libraries are turning to
collection use studies and citation analyses as means of
gathering information about what portions of the collection are
being most heavily used (Axford 1981; Kent et al. 197, Shaw
1978). As colleges and universities find it harder to finance
new library buildings and as libraries begin to run out of
storage space in the old ones, interest is increasing in the no-
growth or steady-state library (Gore 1976). Libraries are trying
to develop their collections more systematically, using tools
such as the Collection Analysis Plan developed in 1977 by
ARLs Office of Management Studies to enable librarians to
analyze collection, acquisition, retention, resource sharing, and
preservation (Bentz and Hanlin 1982, p. 136).

Libraries have been forced to devote their funds to their
most needed acquisitions and have been able to pay little atten-
tion to the research needs of tomorrow.

The effort to meet the immediate daily needs of scholarship
has detracted from those of anticipating future scholarly
needs and developing the ideally well-rounded collecticn.
This shift in emphasis has manifested itself in decreased
acquisition of older, yet significant, materials as a means to
preserve the established acquisition level of current publica-
tions. The effects of this change on the development of
scholarly resources are ¢onsiderable, with generally more
immediate and specific negative implications for the kinds of
scholarship requiring historical perspective (Osburn 1982,
p. 50).

Specialists in collection development have long stressed the
importance of collecting now for the research needs of tomor-
row, because it is often impossible to acquire the materials
retrospectively. “Building collections to satisfy current demand
is building them too late, and librarians must instead anticipate
the research interests of twenty years hence” (Handlin 1984,

p. 217).

Academic Jbrarians have faced up to the fact that no
library —no matter how large—can be self-sufficient and collect
~ all the materials that researchers who use it would like to
have. The days of the comprehensive, self-contained collection
are over. If librarians arc going to be able to meet the needs
of users, today and tomorrow, they will have to rely on
resource sharing as an integral part of their activities.
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Sharing Resources

After studying the future needs of scholars and researchers,
the National Enquiry into Scholarly Communication (1979)
“recommended the establishment of a national bibliographic
system that would permit scholars to identify information perti-
nent to their work and would indicate how and where that
information could be obtained. Although numerous biblio-
graphic databases have been created in recent years,

the task anead is to build upon these efforts by linking them
together into an accessible bibliographic system that will
serve the members of the resec+ch community, regardless of
a scholars field of study or lecation. Such a system will
also help in the internal operations of libraries, making it
possible to improve their performance (National Enquiry
199, p. 16).

While America's academic libraries are not yet linked in a
comprehensive national bibliographic system, they have made
great strides in their collaborative eftorts.

Interests in cooperative schemes for collection development
is not new in academic libraries. The Farmington Plan, begun
in 1948, was an effort to make sure that at least one copy of
cach pew foreign title that might be usetul to research in the
Unit/{d States was acquired by an American iibrary. A

o gqfcrnment-fundcd program was begun in 1962 that permitted
surplus American-owned unconvertible foreign currency to be
spent in its country of origin to buy books and library
materials, which were then deposited in libraries specializing
in collections of materials from the area. In 1960, some 35
American research libraries with a strong interest in South
Americit began a cooperative venture, the Latin American
Co-Operative Acquisitions Program. For various reasons, all
of these early cooperative ventures were severely cut back or
ceased to exist 1n the more straitened financial climate of
the 1970s.

Other more successful ventures remain in existence. Mzny
academic libraries, especially those geographically close, began
cooperative plans of acquisitions and storage. One example of
such a consortium is the Hampshire Inter-Library Center
cstablished in 1951, whose members, Amherst, Hampshire,
Mount Holyoke, and Smith Collegss and the University of

. Massachusctts, cooperate in a number of resource-sharing
plans (Edmonds und Bridegam 1979). Another example is the
arrangement at Duke University and the University of North




Carolina at Chapel Hill, which have for many years engaged
in cooperative acquisition programs in certain subject arcas
(Osburn 19M, p. 139).

A cooperative undertaking on a larger scale is the Center for
Research Libraries (CRL) in Chicago. The center was estab-
lished in 1949 by 10 midwestern institutions, which deposited
collections of their little-used materials in the center. Only one
copy of each title was kept in storage. The center thus
provided access for its members to infrequently used materials,
while the remote storage of those holdings released much-
needed space in the member libraries. The center's member-
ship has grown from 10 to well over 100 members. CRL now
has over 3.5 million items in its collection (Glicksman 1984).
The center not only stores donated items but also buys, at
shared expense, materials that it anticipates will be necessary
but whose use would not warrant acquisition by individual
libraries — for example, foreign newspapers, scicntific and tech-
nical publications in foreign languages, and foreign doctoral
dissertations. Merber libraries are provided rapid access to
the materials in storage as the primary purpose of the opera-
tion is to serve as a resource sharing center. The CRL has
played an increasingly important role in supplying necded peri-
odicals by relying on the British Library Lending Division at
Boston Spa, England, to fill requests when the center does not
own the requested materials (Simpson 1983).

It 1s not surprising that the use of the CRL to provide access
to periodicals has been expanding. Gaining access to period-
icals is one of the most severe problems academic libraries,
especially research libraries. face. The establishment of a peri-
odical center that wculd provide access to journal and other
periodical literature has been much discussed in recent years.
A model exists in Great Britain in the government-funded
British Library Lending Division, founded in 1961, which now
provides libraries in Great Britain and abroad with access to
all types of periodicals. The British Lending Library is often
considered “the most useful and efficient dedicated collection
in the world—tangible evidence that centralized sharing can
work™ (Biggs 1984, p. 4). American librarians hoped o be
able to institute 4 comparable facility in the United States.
Because of the high cost associated with establishing and oper-
ating such a facility, however, substantial federal funding would
be required.

Advocates of a national periodical center do not agree
centirely on the type of center needed nor on the functions it
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should perform, but tﬁcy generally accept the following ob-
jectives:

[A national periodical center] should provide a faster,
cheaper, more fully reliable access to periodical literature in
such ¢ way as to facilitate the more rational allocation of
local library funds and to lighten the load on heavy net
lenders. Periodicals in all languages, on all subjects except
medicine, and of all degrees of use should be collected. . . .
Center operations should be flexible enough to exploit new
technglogy as it [becomes] available and cost effective
(Biggs 1984, p. 4).

The center is not intended to scrve only as a storehouse for
periodical material. Instead, a more active role has been
proposed in which the cenier would serve as a distribution
agent for publishers of certain types of materials. The center
would ensure that all copied materials comply fully with the
copyright law, The establishment of the center opens new
possibilities for alternative types of publications, such as on-
demand publishing (National Enquiry 199, pp. 18-19).

After a series of studies, the House of Representatives
passed Jegislation establishing the National Periodical Center
in 1979. The bill then stalled in the Senate and was never
passed. The legislation failed for several reasons: the opposi-
tion of publishers who feared its creation would cause libraries

“to drop subscriptions, a belief that new technology would

render the center obsolee, and deep divisions of opinion
within the library community (Biggs 1984). “It now seems
unlikely that the Center will ever be established in anything
like its originally envisioned foi. .~or indeed in any form
[that] will substantjally relieve the pressures on libraries” (p. 2).
In 1973, Herman Fussler had advocated the establishment of
a natiopal “pool” for thc comprehensive acquisition of current
ccrial and monographic resources, arguing that this centralized
approach is the most efficient and cost-effective means of
sharing resources. He also pointed out, however, that another
approach to resource sharing “would be based upon the divi-
sion of acquisition responsibilities among existing libraries by
designating subject fi_lds or other categories and a reliance
upon an improved system of interlibrary loan for access” (pp.
76-77). He saw this system of access as more costly, less
reliable, less comprehensive, and slower than access through a
centralized pool. The failure to establish the National Period-
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icals Center seewns to indicate that libraries will have to rely
on a more decentralized approach to resource sharing. The
development of new computerized methods of bibliographic
access and the advent of new methods of text transmission
since Fussler wrote may serve to alleviate some of the disad-
vantages he saw associated with decentralization.

Libraries have always relied heavily on one decentralized
system of resource sharing—interlibrary loan (ILL). At onc
time, it was difficult to know what library owned the specific
item needed to fulfill a patron’s request. Most requests were
routinely sent to the nearest large research library believed
most likely to have the needed item. This approach led to a
few large libraries’ lending many mcre volumes than they
borrowed, but to some extent this inequity has been partially
corrected by the use of the bibliographic utilities. Although
developed primarily for use in cataloging, these utilitics also
permit users to know what libraries hold what titles by looking
up a specific item in the orline bibliographic database. With
the bibliographic utilities, requests for ILL can be transmitted
directly by computer or by more traditional means like mail or
teletype to the nearest library known to own the item. Without
a doubt, the use of bibliographic databases has assisted in the
equalization of interlibrary loan requests, but the larger librar-
ies are still usually net lenders and the smaller ones net bor-
rowers. Like everything else in libraries, interlibrary loans are
not inexpensive: The average interlibrary loan transaction now
costs between $7 and $14. These high costs have forced librar-
ies tQ look more closely at the question of financing ILL.

A great outcr. has been raised against fees for service as a
barrier to freedom of access to information. But the issue
has been confused with the question of how society pays for
these services because they do not come free. It costs money
to develop bibliographic tools, and to acquire, store, locate,
and deliver bibliographic materials. The question is not
whether we pay for them but who pays, how to pay, and
how to distribute the payments equitably. In order for
resource sharing to work it is essential to develop effective
methods of cost sharing, whether these costs are burne by
government agencies, librarians, or individuals (Kronick
1982, p. 135).

Many libraries are now charging for ILL, but no uniform fee
schedule and no consensus exist about whether the fees should
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be absorbed by the library or passed along to the patron. To
ensure that interlibrary loan will function better in the future
than it did in the past, an equitable and uniform system of
reimbursing the lending library must be devised. Some states
have developed statewide interlibrary loan systems, but much
work still needs to be done in this area.

Another more systematic approach to sharing resources
through shared collection development can be seen in the
activities of the Research Libraries Group (RLG), which was
established by Columbia, Yale, The New York Public Library,
and Harvard in 1974 to achieve planned, coordinated coopera-
tion. By the end of 1982, RLG had 26 full. affiliate, and
associate members and 16 special members of the partnership
(Gwinn and Mosher 1983, p. 128). RLG operates RLIN, a
bibliographic utility, and its other principal programs include
collection management and development, shared resources, and
preservation, RLG has developed a method to coordinate
collection development among its members by the use of the
'RLG Conspectus. The Conspectus summarizes RLG members’
collection strengths by subject.

The invention of the RLG Conspectus derived from the
fortuitous Confuncridn of individuals sharing common
interests and goals, the expansion of RLG membership, and
agreement that something like a national collection develop-
ment policy would be necessary to protect the research
capacity of the nation’s universities from the impact of
repeated and unfavorable economic cycles. Using this tool,
research libraries could focus collective resources on
appropriate distributed but coordinated effort, thus ensuring
availability of unique or rare titles to the nation’s scholars
(Gwinn and Mosher 1983, p. 129).

The RLG Conspectus is available online and can be searched
by subject, class, collection level, gnd institution. A bibliog-
rapher trying to decide whether or not to buy an expensive
item could check the Conspectus to see whether another

libra* - has ordered the item or to see what institutions have a
comprehensive collection and a commitinent to continue to add
to that collection in the subject area. Information garnered
from the scarch would permit the bibliographer to make a
more informed judgment about the necessity to add the item to
the library's collection. RLG hopes that the Conspectus can
“become the cornerstone of a larger national cooperative

)
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effort. . .among all of the principal rescarch libraries of the
nation for the eventual benefit of generations of scholars”
(Gwinn and Mosher 1983, p. 129). .

Resource sharing, especially resource sharing through
formalized networks, seems the most promising method of
ensuring that academic libraries can stay abreast of the needs
of scholars and rescarchers in this country, It is clearly too
expensive to rely on local collections alone. The emphasis in
academic libraries is now shifting from collections to access
(De Gennaro 1984b, p. 1205). Libraries arc moving away from
their past emphasis on collection building and growth to a new
emphasis on providing access to information from many
sources. .

Libraries will clearly have to continue to supply their users'
routine needs, however. Resource sharing will be more neces-
sary in large research universitics, where the demand for little-
used and more esoteric materials will be greater. Small and

. medium-sized libraries will still need to devote the bulk of
their resources to coilection development because “each institu-
tion will continue to be responsible for the provision of under-
graduate requiremen* . network now envisaged will enable
institutions to shiit to othrs the cost of providing instructional
material” (Munn 1983, p. 352). But small iibraries may also
need to share resources, because the economic and technolog-
ical factors that have combined to make resource sharing
incvitable for rescarch libraries are having the same effects on
small academic libraries (Holicky 1984). Small and medium-
sized libraries will definitely rely on resource sharing to some
extent: they have traditionally used interlibrary loan to fill
requests for items the library does not own. Nevertheless,
large university libraries used by numerous researchers,
faculty. und doctoral students will generate the most requests
for special or peripheral research material, which will have to
be met from external sources.

Library users greet the concept of resource sharing with less
than great enthusiasm, cven when they intellectually accept the
premisc that ne library can be autonomous in meeting a broad
spectrum of research needs. “Many scholors and other vsers
are probably distrusttul of any plan that Iccates in a remote
institution any significant portion of the resources required, or
potentially required, by an investigator or student” (Fussler
W73 p. 33 Access to materials through resource sharing is
considerably less convenient than aceess through a local
collection To e anterlibrary loan has teo often been a slow!
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cumbersome, and uncertain method of obtaining needed
materials. Fortunately, however, the structuring of networks,
the use of technology, and the promise of new methods of
document delivery should improve the mechanisms for sharing.
New digital telefacsimile equipment has the potential to be a
rapid and cconomical means for interlibrary lending (Boss
1584, p. 1188). In addition, meihods of document delivery such
as microwaves, satellites, and cable television wuh local print-
out capacity hold promise for quicker document delivery in the
future. As the concept of the library changes from a ware-
house for books to a center for access to information from a
variety of sources, library networking and resource sharing
will offer « powerful tool to administrators seeking to
maximize the research resources for their institution (Shaw
1982, p. 60).

New Formats in Library Collections
Technology has had a major effect on the types of materials
now found in library collections. Acadenuc library collections
are no longer collections comprised almost entirely of books
but collections comprised of materials in multiple formnats.

The first new format academic libraries collected widely was
the 3Smm microfilm. which began to appear in library collec-
ticns in the 1930s (Webb 1977, p. 143). Various other
mic roforms — microcards, microfiche, and ultrafiche --have
since appeared. Many academic libraries expanded their
collections greatly by adding microforms, and a great number
nf important monographs, journals, government publications,
manuscripts, and archives that were previously available only
in original formats became widely accessible (Bentz and
Hanlin 1982, p. '125). The great advantage of microforms is
that they can be stored in a much smaller space than would be
required by a paper copy of the same work. They also are
usually cheaper than a paper copy and can he used to add
items to the collection that would otherwise not be available.
The greatest disadvantage of microlorms has always been thut
many library users dislike reading matcrials in this format.
The introduction of more sophisticated, less bulky equipment
that provides easier viewing has made microforms more
acceptable now than they were in the past. however.

During the 1950s and 1960s, many academic libraries added
a large number of audiovisual materials to their collections.
Films. filmstrips. records, and audiotapes werc widely
aceepted in academic libraries, especially for use in under-
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graduate instruction. Videotapes and videodiscs became part of
many audiovisual collections in the 1970s.

The section of ihis monograph concerncd with technology in
academic librarics has already dealt with the new importance

»  of online databases in libraries. Online bibliographic 2nd
textual databases have become quite common in many
libraries. Some libraries are also considering providing access
to aggregate data, such as voting records, census data, and
economic statistics. As researchers will need both the data and
the facility to manipulate them, libraries providing this
aggregate data must furnish both the data and the statistical
programs necessary to manipulate them. Although libraries
may not store either the data or statistical programs, they “will
provide the nexus and computers to which the data are trans-
mitted from a regional or national database” (Atkinson and
Stenstroin 1984, p. 283). .

Most librarians are already collecting materials in multiple
formats, and the future promises to bring even more varicty to
the library. Certain segments of the publishing industry are
changing greatly, and these changes will affect both the way
informaticn is packaged and the way it is distributed.

One of the alatming changes occurring in publishing is the
movement of traditional commercial publishers and corporate
giants like AT&T and IBM into the “knowledge industry”™ on a
fec-for-use basis.

Our entire structure of higher ediication and scholarly
endeavor has been built upon a communication process for
scholars subsidized by universities through their academic
libraries. . .. [W]e are now in a situation where our
scholars generate information in the universities, give it
awuy to the publishers (or in-some instances pay to have it
published), and ther: our libraries buy it back at increas-
ingly prohibitive cost (Battin 1982a, p. 581).

Because information technology now offers the opportunity to
provide access to material on a fee-for-use basis, if librarians
and publishers do not work together and transcend their
aisagreements, then universities and libraries will be bypassed
or will become the unreimbursed marketing agenis for the
publisher. The ultimate 1esult would be that the control of
scholarly commun.cation would be in the hands, of the for-
profit secter, which would be detrimental to the free flow of
information essential for scholarship- (Battin 19824). Scholars,
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publishers, rescarch libraries, and learned socictics are all
components of a single system and thus are fundamentally
dependent on cach other (National Enquiry 1979). From the
viewpoint of academic librarians, it scems that some publishers
are not aware of this interdependence.

The move of many publishers into electronic publishing is
certain to have repercussions in the library. The demise of the
library as an instivution has been predicted with the advent of
the "paperless soc'ety” (Lancaster 1978, 1982). When
researchers have access to numerous computerized information
banks, libraries "will become archives, repositories of the
records of the past, serving warchouse and delivery functions
but offering little service” (Lancaster 1982, p. 169).

While it is not likely that the “paperless society” will arrive
before the end of the century (if then), it is certain that even
more types of information will be* "repa;[\abed in the near
future and will exist in the library in electronic torms. Elce-
tronic publishing will have a major effect on libraries. Alrcady
many major reference works are available online and more will
follow. It will be much faster and more economical for
publishers to update information in computerized systems than
it is to update and publish new editions in paper (Massman
1977, p. 154). It is probable that, because the high costs of
conventiona! journals have resulted in many journal publishers
pricing themselves out of the market, many periodicals will
cease to cxist in paper form and will be available only as clec-
tronic journals. If a user needs a paper copy of a portion of
the journal, it could be printed on demand (Frankie 1982, p.
108). A report of a company that plans to publish 36 of these
clectronic journals in various scientific fields appeared recently
in the Chronicle of Higher Education (Winkler 1982).

An interesting issue for both librarians and faculty is what
effect the electronic journals will have on scholarly research.
It work in progress is published, will there be danger of
premature exposure of rescarch results? Will articles be
refereed? Because of the case of publication, will there be a
tenu ey to publish everything? How will publication in an
electronic journal be equated to publication in a traditional
journal wheo o nale and promotion are decided? Only
experence with this type of publication will provide the
ANSwers.

For the foresceable future at least, it scems likely that exten-
sive collections of published materials will remain the heart of
the academic library. Many new formats (including some not




yet cominon, such as optical discs) will supplement the books
and periodicals. As time goes on, printed sources will consti-
tute a diminished proportion of the total information available
for scholarly purposes, and as this trend progresses, librarians
will deal rore with information” than with books. Although
in many subject areas the archival functions of the library —the
preservation of knowledge of the past—will provide users with
information available in no other form, researchers in other
areas may be relying entirely on electronic media.

The Preservation of Library Materials

During the last 25 years, concern has been mounting about the
physical deterioration of large portions of libraries’ collections.
Previously, preservation was a neglected area, and today's
library collections reflect that neglect (Darling and Ogden
1981, p. 9). Although scattered interest in preservation existed
previously, three forces have necessitated an intensification of
efforts to preserve library collections: (1) the very volume of
material to be preserved is so vast that traditional preservation
techniques are no longer adequate; (2) the diversity and
comnlexity of the materials to be preserved have created
different types of problems; and (3) the public is increasingly
concerned about the preservation of all sorts of historical
artifacts, ranging from books to historic districts (Banks 1978,
p. 2). Unfortunately, the previous neglect of library collections
has resulted in irreparable losses of valuable research material.

The extent of the preservation problem confronting libraries
is staggering. Both the Library of Congress and Columbia
University estimate, for cxample. that 30 perceat of their
collections need preservation treatment; the New York Public
Library estimates that 50 percent of its collection needs such
treatment (Battin 1982b, p. 65). The largest preservation
problem confronting most academic libraries is “brittle books,”
books that were printed after the 1860s on paper that ulti-
mately gets so brittle it cannot be handled without breaking.
The paper contains so much acid that the fibers become very
weak within 25 to 50 years. In any library with a large
retrospective collection, a large proportion of the collection is
likely to be unusable.

Compounding the problem is the fact that most libraries
store books in an environment that is hostile to their preserva-
tici. A book's worst enemies are heat, light, dryness, damp-
ness, dirt, and use. The trends in most libraries to provide
brighter lighting and higher temperature for the comfort of
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users and to house collections in open stacks have all been
detrimental to the collection. It is interesting to contrast the
treatment provided for computers and for books. Computers
are almost always housed in controlled environments with
maximum security, while books have been provided few
safeguards to prevent their deterioration. For too long library
users have viewed books as sturdy and indestructible, but in
reality, books, especially books exposed to heavy use and
stored under adverse conditions, are very fragile (Battin 1582b,
pp. 62-63).

When a book or manuscript has value as an artifact itself--
for reasons such as its age, beauty, rarity, or bibliographic
significance —an attempt should be made to preserve the
artifact itself. Because of the great expense of preserving
originals, however, for niost library meterials the only feasible
form of preservation is through some type of reproduction.
The intellectual content of the item is thus preserved, although
the item itself is not (Banks 1978, pp. 2-3).

Some technical solutions are available to aid in preservation,
although mass procedures for preservation are still in their
infancy (Dariing and Ogden 1981, p. 18). D:acidification
pro-esses have been developed to be used when presesvation of
the material in its original format is desired. Microfilming is a
method often used when the original does not need w0 be kept
or has deteriorated too much to be used effectively. The
Library of Congress has instituted a pilot program that uses
optical disk techrology to preserve the intellectual content of
scholarly items; the technology allows extremely high-density
storage of information and offers a potentially efficient and
effective means of preservation. Much current research is
exploring ways to make large-scale preservation of library
materials feasible (Merrill-Oldham 1984, p. 226). And
publishers are being urged to use acidfree paper in the produc-
tion of scholarly books.

Preservation provides & special challenge to academic
libraries. Just at the time they are trying to find funds to invest
in the equipment to allow them to automate library processes
and te bring more computerization into the library, they arc
also being faced with the concurrent problem of needing to
invest heavily in preservation to save their retrospective collec-
tions. Librarians cannot do the task alone, however. To date
scholars or university ofitcials have shown little interest in the
massive and progressive deterioration of library collections
(Battin 1982b), and again it appears the solution must he a
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collective one. The size of the problem and the overwhelming
cost to solve it call for cooperative action.

The primary managerial challenge is to find a way, within
our pluralistic society with a strong tradition of institutional
individuaiism, to forge a coalition among the interested
parties —scholars, librarians, univeisity officers, publishers,
and all who use the records of civilization —with a common
purpose strong enough to transcend the barriers of apathy,
tradition, myth, and institutional self-interest. Our national
heritage is at stake (Battin 1982b, p. 69).

America's library collections have been built up over the
years at great cost. They are truly our “national heritage,” one
that will be impossible to replace. Today's efforts at preserva-
tion will €nsure that tomorrow’s scholars can have access to
these imperiled collections.
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CONCLUSION

Today's academic librarics are at a crossroads. Over the next
decade or two, these institutions will face fundamental
changes; academic librarics of the twenty-firer century are
likely to be very different from those of tuday. The opportuni-
ties before libraries are exciting, but many obstacles must be
confronted and overcome before these “about-to-be-reinvented”
libraries are in place.

The library paradigm is changing, but it is ", at all
lapparent] that we have a group commitment among [the
library} profession as to what it should be” (Matheson 1984, p.
209). Librarians may be viewing the changes in a dangerously
passive manner —expecting that new roles tor librarians will
evolve and that the changes taking place will be evolutionary
rather than revolutionary.

We know that there is a total restructuring in progress of
who, what, and how information is created, owned, and
shared. We librarians . . .will be out of work, unless we. . .
reexaming our basic assumptions and develop new straiegiey
Sor staving in-business (Matheson 1984, p. 208).

New strategics must be developed if Libraries are tc be

reformed to meet the challenges facing them during the rest of

this century. The process of change is never easy, and the
problems facing academic libraries will demand unprecedented
attention, not only from librarians but from faculty and
administrators as well. The following recommendations will
help to ensure that libraries are able to make a stceessful
transformation.

1. All libraries should be planning now for the changey

that will be necessary to meet the demands of the informa-

tion age.

Although some libraries are already actively engaged in
planning for the future, many others have not yet begun the
hard task of planning for change. All libraries need to engage
in both short-termi and long-term planning. This planning will
be especially difficult because even present-day conditions are
in flux. The technology, the publishing industry, and the
amount of funding that libraries are provided are constantly
changing. Nonctheless, even in the midst of the unstable
present. librarics must plan the strategics to take them into the
twenty-first century.

2. Both faculty and administration should assist in this

planning if it is to be successfidl.
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Academic libraries cannot develop these new strategies in
isolation. As components of institutions of higher education,
libraries contribute to the total educational process. Too often,
though, the library has been isolated from the rest of the
organization. “Despite the rhetoric about it being ‘the heart of
the university, the library and librarians have been for years
isolated from the policy councils of most institutions. . .. The
library has been organizationally treated as an isolated autono-
mous component” (Battin 1984, p. 172). Access to scholarly
information is too important a topic for universities to ignore,
and it has so many ramifications that it is impossible for
librarians working alone to provide adequate solutions. Univer-
sity adininistrators, faculty, and librarians must work together
to produce a coordinated plan to achieve the goal of providing
faculty and students with the inf -cmation they need for study
and research. The academic community must reassess its
previous concepts about libraries and develop a new consensus
about what the 1nission of an academic library should be in
the information age.

3. Universities must be willing to make the financial

commitment necessary to allow libraries to retool.

This commitment will be difficult to mnake, because funds
are limited and competing demands are numerous and impor-
tant. Successful and cost-effective integration of various irfor-
mation support systems will require centralized long-range
planning and restructured budgeting to accommodate several
factors: (1) the library's archival obligations; (2) the introduc-
tior. of high technology and its corollary of built-inn obsoles-
cence: (3) the magnitude of capital costs required: (4) the
integration of services offercd through hook and journal collec-
tions, mainframes, microcomputers, and local area networks;
and (5) the provision of access for local sciiars to external
databases and networks (Battin 1984, p. 174).

All of thesc services will be expensive. Libraries will not
only need additional new funding: they will also need input
from their parent institutions as they make policy decisions
about redirecting funds away from some of the libraty's tradi-
tional services to new ones. Libraries and their parent instiry-
tions will also need to explore alternatives for improving
libraries’ efficiency. “In short, a comprehensive and imaginative
effort secmns required to provide the economic beckdrop “or the
technology revolution if universitiew are to guide a successtul
library transformation in a fiscally responsible way™ (Council
on Library Resources 1983, p. 21)
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4. Institutions of higher education should support the efforts

of academic libraries to join in more cooperative ventures,

Academic libraries must participate in more cooperative
ventures in support of library ictivities ranging from collection
developrient to prescrvation. As with any cooperative cffort,
individual libraries will lose some of their autonomy, and
library users will also face some inconvenience as librarics
become less self-sufficient. It is clear, however, that academic
libraries workinz as individual entities will not be able to
solve the problems facing librarianship. Instead, the problems
need to be confronted in a system that cmphasizes distributed
cttorts and improved coordination. .

These cooperative efforts will bring a change in the way
libraries expend their funds. In the past, most nonpersonncl
library expenditures were used for books and journals to be
housed in the library for the use and benefit of that institu-
tion’s students and faculty. Cooperative endeavors will force a
change in this spending pattern. “Faculty and administrators
must accept and support the library's growing need to spend
money, not only for traditional books and journals, but also for
computer systems, telecommunications, network participation,
and to pay the various charges and fees that g0 with access to
information in new ways and new forms” (De Gennaro 1984b,
p. 1205).

The academic community will be forced to think less in
terms of an individual library and more in terms of a national
library system. We need, as the National Enquiry into Schol-
arly Communication suggested, to move away from the concept
of self-containment to a model “in which the library will be a
service center, capable of linking users to national biblio-
graphic files and distant collections” (1979, p. 159). Paradoxi-
cally, libraries will be able to fulfill their local responsibilitics
only if they are able to design and develop effective coopera-
tive systems,

It is impossible now to predict what the academic library of
the twenty-first century will look like. Many models will most
likely exist—ranging from some that have only begun to incor-
porate the new technologics into their operations to those that
have used those new technologies to transform themselves into
“clectronic libraries™ to provide information-age services to
their users. It is clear that academic libraries will change — that
process is well underway — but it is less clear how that change
will be controlled and guided. The library as it is presently
formulated may become obsolete, but the function that the
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academic Vorary performs—that of providing scholarly infor-
mation to the academic community—will still be central to the
teaching and research of higher education. The challenge to
develop and to fund the academic library of the future will be
a key issue facing both higher education and librarianship as
we enter the information age.
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