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INTRODUCTION

A major and long-standing source of strength for library services is found ia
the variety of activities that fali under the rubric of “interiibrary cooperation.”
Patrons benefit from programs with names that mean littie to them: cooperative
acquisitions, shared cataioging, interlibrary iending, reference referrai, and the
ilike. Frequently such activities are covered by the umbreiia term "networking." The
object of this report is to examine such activities as they are supported, or might
be supported, by networking of another kind - the techmical telecommunication iinks
that bind libraries, services, and patrons together, often across traditionai
boundarles.

There Is constant confusion in the library and information community regarding
the duai nature of networking, particuiarly as two meanings or functions intertwine
so strongly in today’s iibraries. Most of the references to metworking in iibrary
literature refer to the resource-sharing aspect of the term, despite the fact that
the enabling mechanism for such sharing Is telecommunications. Most have acsumed
that someone else is worrying about the wires. Such a dichotomy is common in our
technicai civilization--very few of us know anything about the automoblies we drive,
ye* we depend on them daily. Libraries would be better off, rnd in a stronger
position poiiticaily, if there were more Iindividual awareness of telecommunications
technology and if there were less distance between technological deveiopment and its
use. I do not believe librarians are adequately served when systems, both hardware
and software, are deveioped FOR us without our invcivement. Rather, we shouid be
participating in their design, thus Increasing the iikeilhood that the resuits wiii
match the needs of our clientele, whilc strengthening the perception of libraries as
integral components of the information system.

Librarianship is, pronouncedly, a technology-based discipline. Virtuaily every
aspect of the profession is supported by some information techmology, be it
computers, compact discs, video discs, iaser printers, line drivers, or optical
scanners. Today’s iibrarians face a variety of options in thzir use of techmology,
inciuding the techmoiogy that iinks them ail together--teilecommunications. Choosing
telecommunications services presents the newest, and perhaps most chelienging, set
of options iibrarians face. However, telecommunications, when used to reach beyond
the immediate environment, carries implications of standardized interactions between
systems. Decisions that iibrarians are making daily in choosing systems and

purchasing equipment and software, implicate and constrain the future of resource
sharing.

Through its Library Services and Construction Act (LSCA) Titie I, II, and III
programs, the Federal government provides approximately $118 miilion of support for
the deveiopment of public library resources and services. Whiie that may represent
only 4 to 5 percent of pubiic library expenditures (State and local monies are
estimated at $3 biilion), Federal doliars provide a strong and important leverage




for change. Therefore, with the administration of LSCA programs comes
responsibility as well as accountability. What role can or should the Office of
Library Programs play Im the area of networking, both resource tharing and
telecommunications, that is different from that which it currently plays? This
report:

* examines where networking is today, in both its technical
and mon-technical sense,

® describes a leadership role for the Office of Library
Programs, and

* recommends action to be taken on the part of the Office
of Library Programs.




INE_ISSUES AND THE PLAYERS

Libraries have participated in automation-based systems since the early
1970’s when activities at the Nationai Library of Medicine (NL!'Y) and the Ohio
Coliege Library Center (OCLC, now Oniline Computer Library Center) began to
reach--more or less effectively--beyond the walis of a single institution.
Libraries’ initial use of telecommunications systems beyond telephone systems
began with the avaiiability of shared cataioging from OCLC in 1971. OCLC had
created a central flie of cataioging records to be accessed and shared by
member iibraries in Ohio, thereby avoiding dupiication of effort as iibraries :
cataioged the same titie across the State. It is important to note that
Federal monies were used to encourage the deveiopment of OCLC. In 1970, seed
money totaiing nearly a quarter miilion doliars was granted under the Higher
Education Act (HEA) Titie II-B. HEA funding piays a role for academic
libraries simiiar to that of LSCA for pubiic iibraries. A second use of the
shared cataloging data flile was as a resource for Interiibrary ioan
activities. When they used a cataiog record, participating libraries recorded
their ownership of the item for view by other iibraries. This activity has
produced a vast database I noldings information in both OCLC and RLG (Research
Libraries Group) which, formaily or informailly, forms the basis of the
nationwide practice of interiibrary loan.

Telecommunications services were from the start foided iatc the access and
use agreements of OCLC and RLG. Libraries purchased such services with littie
kmowiedge or understanding of their capabiiities or potentiai. OCLC and other
bibliographic utilities, as they came to be calied, worked hard to provide a -
seamiess connection betweem:-a iibrarian’s terminal and the utiiity’s
mainframes. They were able to adapt both teieccommunications hardware and
software to speciaiized iibrary appiications, resulting in early
telecommunications networks that worked effectively and soon were taken for
granted and relied upon daily.

Another major use of automation occurred with the advent of remote
databases which stored indexing information to miilions of journai citations.
Accessed through commercial telecommunications iinks, such databases proved
invaiuable to scholars, the business community, and others faced with the
growing task of cuiling reievant msteriai from ever-increasing numbers of
Journais, technical reports, and other seriais. NLM offered 24 medicai
iibraries interactive searching of the Mediine bibilographic database in 1971.
Mediine was accessed across the United States by means of the TWX network.
Such efforts represented pioneering uses of the stiii-evolving computer
technoicgies; uses which are aimost universaily ignored In the history of |
computing. Today librarians daily comduct more tham 5,400 searches of NLM's |
databases and record more tham 2.5 miilion transactions against OCLC’s |
databases. In additiom, hundreds of commercial bibliographic databases are
aval’abie for searching as are the extensive fiies of organizations such as
RLG s Resear~h Libraries Information Network (RLIN) system and the Western
Library Network (WLN, formeriy the Washingtom Library Network) flies. As users
of teiecommunications services, librarians rank near the top, aiong with the
banking and airiine industries.




Standards Developers

Adequate standards are essential for succescful resource sharing. Without a
common communications format, librarians would find it exceedingly difficult to:
identify a needed item held by a library hundreds or thousands of miles away;
catalog an item in hand from a rccord genmerated at the Library of Congress: and
search multiple databases for a subject of interest and retrieve relevant
citations. Yet these are representative activities occurring hundreds of thousands
of times every hour. Such tramsactions are enhanced, and in some cases enabled,
because in 1968 the library community, under the visionary leadership of Henrlette
Avram, mow Associate Librarian for Processing Services at the Library of Congress,
developed the MARC communications format--the common denominator between many
disparate systems. Standards were already in place that governed how a book was to
be bibliographically described, e.g., how to determine the author, title,
pagination, and copyright and publication dates.. The MARC format provided a uniform
mechanism for recording such 4ata in machine readable form. Currentlyy, MARC formats
exist for all forms of publication, from maps to computer files.

WLile additional standards for activities such as Indexing and abstracting,
record structuring for full-text retrieval, and subject access are urgently needed,
standards development today rests on a different plane--system inter-operability.
Because there is mo connection between the various utilities, librarians frequently
use three or four different systems, ofter accompanied by separate hardware, to
accomplisin the activities described above. Because the multiplicity of access
mechanisms wastes both hums= and fiscal/equipment resources, the library community
has beem working to provide pass-through, computer-to-computer access among complex -
lsformation systews.

In 1976, the Library of Congress created the Network Development Office. A
year liter, the Network Advisory Committee (NAC) began working with the Library of
Congress to addrezs th: national need for a network capable of supporting library
meeds. Early in 1978, a task force was established by NAC and charged with
designing an interconnect mechanism to be used by the Research Libraries Group (RLG)
and other bibliographic utilities. The group, called the Network Technical
Architecture Group, continued work done by the National Commission on Libraries and
Information Science (NCLIS) with the National Bureau of Standards (N23S).

In 1980, librarians, administrators, and network specialists representing the
Research Libraries Group (RLG), the Western Library Network (WLN), the Library of
Congress (LC), and OCLC (first as an observer, then participant), took a bold step.
They agreed, for the purpose of compnter-to-computer communication, to adopt and
work within a fledgling telecommunications standard--the Open Systems
Intercommection (OSI) referemce model. OSI, formalized as a conceptual model in
1982, offered a seven-layer model which addressed physical connection at the lowes:
layer and application support at the wpper layer (Demenberg). OSI is written to
support a wide range of applications, library application being only one.

The library community placed itself squarely in the forefront of
standard-setting activity by adopting ‘his model and working with vendors, carrlers,

the Federal government, and other interested parties to develop and implement the
standard.




The library-based OSI werk, known as the Linked Systems Project (LSP),
addressed sharing standardized forms of authors’ names (name authority data) between
systems. Ia August 1985, RLG began recelving name authority data through the LSP
link from the Library of Congress. As of June 1987, the main library at Yale, an
RLG member, began to comtribute aame authority data through the RLIN system to LC.
Three RLG libraries and ome OCLC library are mow comtributors to LC through LSP/OSI
links. The mext steps will be the tramsfer of bibliographic records, and the
capability to search among the three participant systems. The specificaticns for
such applications were finalized at the end of 1987 but implementation will take at
least 2 years. Joining LC, RLG, and OCLC in this endeavor are representuiives of an
academic library metwork, the Triangle Research Libraries Network (TRLN), and ‘wo
commercial library system vendors, NOTIS and Geac. As with OCLC, HEA Title II-C
monies provided participating libraries approximately $1.6 million of critical
development support for TRLN.

In addition to the practical result of developing a working application, the
LSP/OSI work has significantly raised the level of awareness amoag computer -
specialists of library networking needs and their ability to join with other
metworking specialists in addressing those needs.

Aithough the value of the OSI/LSP work should pot be underestimated, it can
only be seem as a first step. The work xffords valuable experience to a limited
group of developers but only begins to address the problems libraries face in the
areas of onmline public access catalogs (OPACs), turmkey circulation systems,
vendor-based acquisitions systems, aud incompatible bibliographic database search
services. Insofar as these thousands of systems are MARC-based, we are onme step
along the path to imter-operability. There are, however, many more steps to take,
and very few people to lead the way. Without the wkolesale adoption of OSI as the -
telecommunications protocol o»f choice for informatiom transfer, customized linkages
will meed to be comstructed to commect specific systems. Making such linkages is
expeasive, time consuming, and wasteful. However, they are likely to be the pattern
for some time unless librarians muster the leadership capability and coalesce around
the meed to both develop and follow standards. There is little doubt in the minds
of network administrators, such as Steven Wolff at the National Science Foundation
(NSF), that OSI will eventually be adopted. It Is in the best interest of librarles
that it happen sooner rather than later. We may be spared years of working
ineffectively and at cross purposes, not to mention the expense invoived, if we can
"get our act together." This report recommends a leadership role for the Office of
Library Programs in that task.

Standards Implementers

Computing activities, basic and critical as they are to the work of society,
have beea carried out in relatively confining environments. Colleges, universities,
State and local governments, industries, and businesses historically made cholices.
They were "IBM shops,” "DEC shops,” or "Wang shops." The capability to share data
was addressed, though hardly solved, at the hardware level--"if you want to Interact
with me you have to mse my brand of equipment.” Early networks were proprietary
and hardware dependent. The early versions of DECnet, Y'angnet, and others are
examples of this monolithic approach to linking systems.
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Organizations such as the Department of Defense (DOD) began moving toward
software solutions, or protocols, in the 1970’s. Protocols such as TCP/IP allowed
for an exchamge of data betweem differrent brands of hardware but not necessarily for
easy user access or use. However, protocols such as TCP/IP fall under no official
standards-setting organmization. The result is that many versions exist and a high
degree cf soptistication Is meeded to make an Iinformed choice. A true case of
caveat emptor. Even the ISO protocols set by the International Standards
Organization leave numerous optlons within the standard. Profiles for individual.
communlities, such as LSP has dome for libraries, must be developed for other user
gromups. In addition, testing for compatibility will be required. This topic iIs
addressed below.

Veadors of telecommunications software and hardware play a major role in the
implementation of networking standards. Until such time as OSI-based products are
avallable "off the shelf,” adoption will be both slow and erratic. This situation
has elements of a "Catch-22," however. If librariars are truly concerned with
information sharing, they must include clear stateme.ts requiring OSI functionality
in requests for proposals and purchase agreements.

Such specifications are critical to encouraging the development of OSI
products. My first recommendation, therefore, is that the Office of Library
Programs work with States to assure that LSCA funding is used to support omly
automated systems that have OSI capability. This recom-aendation is expanded upon in
the last section of this report.

. The Nationai Sclence Foundation (NSF), along with the Department of Defense
(DOD), is the major developer of telecommunications metworks in this country. Both
orzanizations have sought to maximize the use of the expensive, specialized
supercomputers located in a dozem o: more places across the country. To accomplish
this, and to facllitate communication between researchers, they have provided a vast
system of telecommunications networks, all of which run ti: protocol system called
TCP/IP,

Network administrators for systems such as the NSF backbone NSFNET, regional
aetworks such as SURANE in the mid-Atlantic area and MIDNET in the mid-West, and
State networks such as New York’s NYSERNET, recognize the limits of TCP/IP
protocols. Furthermore, they are anxious to see increased use of their networks,
particularly the regional metworks which are faced with decreased funding from NSF.
As telecommunications networks search for ways to expand their user and financial
bases, llbraries quickly surface as a target audience. Unfortunately, network
developers frequcatly fail to completely understand the library community’s needs
and/or poteatial coatributlons.

There are flve major issues ths* are Important to librarians if they are to
conslder serlously the use of State or regional telecommunications networks:
increased fumctionallty, performance reliability, consistent user assistance,
access, and participation Ia governance (Molkolt, 1987).

1. Increased Functionmality
For the library community, functionality means two things: networks that rum

OSI, the basls for LSP, and networks that can access services such as database
search services and public domain databases.




a. Adoptlon of OSI

NSF is attempting to facilitate the eventual migration from the TCP/IP protocol
to OSI on Its network by providing software that will allow applications developers
to work in am OSI emviromment within the existing TCP/IP Internet, linking tens cf
thousands of host computers im the U.S. alone. An NBS group representing Federal
agencles, eitablished explicitly for the purpose, has developed the Government Open
Systems Iutercomnect Profile (GOSIP). This profile was published in the Federal
Register In October 1987 as a Federal standard. Comments resulting from the 90-day
comment period, will be reviewed and changes will be made in mid-Spring 1988. After
the stamda~d goes into effect, it must be adopted by Federal agencies within 2
years. As with all such standards, if compliance Is not possible, an agency must
seek a waiver from the National Bureau of Standards. The Department of Defense is
among the first to attempt implementation of OSI. Its success will have a major
impact om coutractors and umlversities who routinely do DOD research. With DOD’s
lezdershlp, the acceptance of OSI should quickly filter outward to the State and
reglonal metworks. A similar effect has resulted in the information community with
the adoption of OSI by LC,

b. Resources on the Network

The second aspect of functionality, making databases and other services
avallable on the networks, is complicated by several factors. Issues of competition
with the for-profit sector--copyright, payment, and access--all will have to be
addressed. If all players In the network arema focus om the objective of
facllitating the research and scholarship activities of the academic community, the
path will be cleared to meetlng the information needs of all citizenry.

Participation In core decisions to meet this objective is vital to the credibility

of the library profession. Educom, a nmational organization of academic
institutlons represented by computing professiomals amd unlvereity administrators is
beglaning to discuss, at least cursorily, most of these issues. A few librarians

ar> already iuvolved, if somewhat tamgentially. Librarians must develop thelr own
forum for these discussions as well as joining with Educom in seeking solutions. A
potential forum exists in the Library of Congress Network Advisory Committee (NAC).
This group has a broad membership represemtative of professional societies in the
information handling field and of information distributors. Library Programs should
strengthen its link to NAC and eucourage the broadening of the group to include
telecommanications specialists from NSF, representatives from State and regional
telecommunications organlzations, and Educom.

2. Performance Reliability

Performance reliability Is a concern that touches all users. Librarians have
experienced exceptional service from the bibliographic utilities and have come to
expect that as the morm. As am example, OCLC’s bank of computers for several years
running has beem downm less tham 1 perceat of the time. Despite known patterns of
peak load response degradation, the once-commom cartovm of skeletons sitting at
terminals waiting for a system response has disappeared from cataloging depsartment
bulletin boards. Contrary to thelr popular image, libraries are high-production
facllities. The processes of selectisg, ordering, recelving, paying for,
cataloging, and circulating a single book require the orchestrated involvement of
many people, together with equipment and systems.



If amny of these.fail, bottlemecks appear, backlogs occur and production stops.
Librarians long zgo left behind the option of reverting to manual operations.
They have embraced techmoiogy as 2z meanms of survival amidst increased pressure
for productivity in a period of steady or deciining budgets. It is in this
cratext that metwork performance is measured.

3. User Assistance

The third issue, user assistance, is a critical topic among
telecommunications network administrators. They wouid do well (o visit OCLC’s
User Desk operation to understand the standard by which iibrarians wili measure
this metwork service. In most telecommunications environments, users who have
problems are shun‘ed betwees those responsibie for the various pieces of the
system--hardware, phonelines, sofitware--any of which may be viewed on a iocal,
regional, or mational level. Tke complexity of such metworks is not
necessarily greater than, for example, OCLC’s, but the ievei of control over
the comstituent parts is totaily differeat. State and regiomal network service
ceaters offer more fimger pointing than probiem solving because the scope of
their infiwence is iimited to their piece of the metwork. Clearly what is
mneeded is coordination among the picces so that users can be treated as the
valued customers they are. Librarians are accustomed to coordinated end-to-end
probiem soiving. Organizations such as OCLC assume responsibility for ail
components of the system and work with vendors on a customer’s behalf.

4. Access

In the past, NSF has focused its atteantion on the scientific comriunity;
the impetus for its development of metworks was a need to facilitate the shared
use of expemsive and relatively unique computer resources, r.otably
supercomputers. Today NSF is saying, at ieast uwofficially, that whatever
advances the work of the academic community is valid network activity. Some of
the activities that may be carried on over NSFNET rua headlong into competition
with the commerciai sector. Accessing database search services, such as
Bibiiographic Retrieval Services (BRS), and shared cataloging services, such ss
OCLC, via a government-supported metwork becomes a vory delicate issue. Yet
such activity is cleariy furthering the wo.k of the academic community.
Eventually more precise guidelines for valid metwork activity wili be deveioped
by NSF and the academic communmity. Im the interim there is a crack in the door
for experimentation. The Network Resources Committee (NRC) of Educom’s
National Teiecommunications Task Force (NTTF) is attempting to set up om~ or
more projects toward this end. The use of HEA Titie II-D and II-C monies couid
be oxpanded to inciude research and demonstration activities between iibraries
and networks.

On the State and regionai level the access question differs slightly. How
can ome effectively overcome the economic and political barriers blocking or at
ieast complicaticg resource/information sharing via networks among the varying
leveis of State and local governments, school districts, and the iibraries that
function at these same levels? This question, in particular, ieads to the
final overarching conmcera, participation in governance.

S. Goveraance

Libraries are umique piayers in the telecommunications game. They are
both users and suppiiers of information. One of the first ideas that comes
into the minds of administrators trying to increase the use of their metworks




is to put the libiary cataiog om the metwork. Their approach to handiing

iibrary information wouid be comical if it were not indicative of so large and

tanfortanate a gap Ia their uamderstanding of the library as an information

resource. The issues go weil beyond making catalogs accessibie on any

particaiar metwork. How does ome define service limits; what is the impact on

remote borrowing, which curreatly exists omly between iibraries, not between

indiviGuais. Until these matters are worked out, access to catalog information

does mot meau availability except under the "oid fashiomed" ruies and methods.

Iudividuais may be able to access various library cataiogs across the country,

bat they wiii stili have to go to their locai iibrary w0 borrow am item. Work |
is mnderway within both RLG and OCLC to address these issues and to develop new |
service patterms, but the soiution is not yet at hand.

Librarians are mot alone im feeling they shouid be represent:d in the
govermance structures of telecommunications nctworks. The issue of governance,
however, is a touchy onme. If ome iikcns telecommunmications networks to a
commerciai teiephone system from which service Is purchased along with
performaace expectations (if mot covered by actual standards) them ome can
dismiss the govermance issue. Huwever, teleccommunications networks deveioped
by and for the academic community are a different matter. They are akin to a
not-for-profit organization with members or users as stakehoiders. At a
minimum, there shouls be a two-layer govermamce structure: a policy board and
a techaical board. Im particular, the technicii board must be representative
of the user community, inciuding iibrarians.

Although govermance is a critical issue, the role of Library Programs in
addressing it Is limited. As an Inierested party, LP’s most vaiuabie
contribation may be in educating State library agency personnel and academic
iibrarians to the issues, the jargon, and the importznce of assuming a
proactive cale for iibraries in their States.




DEVELOPING OFFICE OF LIBRARY PROGRAMS’ LEADERSHIP ROLE IN
INTERLIBRARY COOPZRATION

As already stated, Federal funding for library resources and
activities has had a significant leveraging effect within States. It is
important for Library Programs to consider a more focused point of
application for its dollars. The area of maximum leverage Is standards.

Increased standardization in the conduct of interactive library
activities is really one more step along a well-established cortinuum.
The 1979 study of LSCA Title III and HEA Title 1I-B done by Patrick,
Casey, and Novales points out the impact Federal funding has had on iater-
and imira-State cooperative pr(grams for resource sharing.

Federal emphasis on multitype library cooperation and
metworking has been of significant value im promoting
cooperation and metworking among librariams. Very few of
the State Librariams and ILSCA] Project Directors believed
library networking would have developed without LSCA III.
Another dimension of LSCA III's impact upom the development
and expansion of a multitype er intertype library
cooperation, is the extent to which the States have
incorporated the goal of LSCA III into their own LSCA III
programs. If the States have uniformly adopted this gozi
and are striviog to achieve it through library cooperation
and metworking projects, them at least the groundwork for
cooperation and networking is set (Patrick, 1980).

Building om thir groundwork is essential for the comtinmned success of
those programs fostered and developed through LSCA. It is by now well
established that interlibrary sharing is integral to meeting the
information meeds of the library clientele. To emsure the capability for
resource sharing, librarians mus: adhere to standards. Perhaps the most
valuable role Federal funding can play in ihe next S years is to bridge
the nmatural, economlcally driven gap between what iibrarians feel is right
for their institution and what promotes the "greater good."

The purckase of catalog copy from the least expensive source (most
often from vendors offering stand-alone TD-based systems) is a
representative example. Librarians are finding it more costly to catalog
using a shared catalog file such as RLIN or OCLC than to purchase records
from vemdors The vendor has a single purpose--providing cataloging
data. Vendors have no imterest im creating a natiomal database of
cataloging records and item-location information. Im such cases, records
are purchased from a vendor and loaded imto local, stand-alone systems.
Nowhere Is inforation recorded, evem statewide, to indicate that Library
X owns item A. Such isolationism, while marginally understandable from a
matlonal perspective, is totally umienable from a statewide view. Library
X imadvertently, but mometheless effectively, is limiting access to its
resources to local use, and remdering such rescurces unavailable for
sharis; across the State and the mation. This backward step reminds us
Just low tenuous interlitrary sh-ring agreements are.
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According to Markuson, "We need to make it kmown to Federal and State
governments, and to (he gemeral public, that the extraordinary access to
interiibrary informatior emjoyed Im our coumtry rests om local fuandiag,
iocal imitiative, aad professiomal cooperation om a virtually unmique
scaie. Whether we cam sustain comtiuued matiomal access to local
coliections without some Federal fimancial support is a critical issue for
the mext decade®” (NAL, 1985). The issue is less ome of overall funding
than ome of focused leverage with existing fumding.

Networks emalie librarians faced with Information needs of clients
beyoad their incal resources to identify amd obtaln materials and services
for users. Network access is am enfrapchising mechanism that can mo
ionger be viewed as a luxury. However, without stamdards for record
creation and maintemance, and the desigmatiom of State agemcles as
responsibie for the coliection and distribution of hoidings information on
a statewide basis, our abliity to comtinue sharing resources Is seriousiy
J - red. It is possibie to comceive of linking 50 State s <tems, but
alm. _.mpossibie to imagine linklag thousands of indepemdemt, stand-alone
systems. Uniess State library agemcles apply Ffederal and State funds to
offset ‘he cost differential between allowing isoiated systems and
requiring State-level aggregation of records, the gosl of making iibrary
materiais availadle as a natiomal resource is doomed.
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CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Although the hoidimgs of the LC are, without question, a nationai
resource, im precise legal terms, there is no officlaily recognized or
Federally suvported "matiomal database.” De facto, and not without
political probiems, the combimation of RLIN, OCLC, and LC forms such a
database. The Federal goverament has imvested heavily im the development
and growth of this resource, mot mecessarliy as a deliberate effort but
throngh discretiorary speading of LSCA monies om the part of State library
agencies and HEA monies in the academic emviromment. The time has come to
enforce stamdards direct.d at :2aabling and/or faciiitating comtinued
resource shariung.

Ecomomic pressures are forcing iibrarians to make decisions which are
rational for the institutiom im the short term, but simuitameously detract
from the loig-term goal of resource sharing. As Peter Drucker has said,
*..long range piamming does mot deal with future decisions. It deais
with the fatarity of presemt decisions® (Dracker, 1973). The Federal
government cam play a sigmificant roie im creating a bridging mechanism
between these short-term and lomg-term objectives. Fe.eral library
programs, such as LSCA and HEA, shouid be used to augment iocal support
for the "greater good” of imformatiom sharimg. Specificaily, they should
be used to emsure that books and other materiais purchased witk Federai
funds are available for sharing om a mationwide basis. This wili, in many
cases, mean that Federai money wiii be used to pay the difference between
creating a record iocally and sharing it statewide, and eventuaily
mationwide.

Networking, in both the techmical and mom-techmicai semse, is at »
crossroads. Technology is most oftem uwsed to do the traditiomal faste.
and better. To do differeat things requires behavioral change which is
harder to achieve. Resource sharing is iosing out to isolationism. Every
time iibrariams choose to purchase cataioging data from vemdors and load
it into stamd-aione systems, the Natiom ioses the ability to share the
book represented by sach records. Onme has to assume am increasing number
of such "me first" decisions wili be made. If skilifully applied, Federal
fanding cam have significant impact om this probiem. )

The idea of Library Programs further increasing its infiuence i the
expenditure of formuia grant momies wili be hotly debated and stridentiy
contested by mamy. To heip State library agencies in particuiar, a
position/poiicy paper shouid be prepared which outiines the intentions of
Library Programs, the ratiomaie, and the benefits to the Nation. Library
Programs shouid mot wait for even comsemsus support, however. The view of
State agencies om the matter of Federal oversight is weil known.

State iibrary agemcies deserve, and must work to garmer, increased
infivence im the information communities of their States. The respect and
influence held by State library agemcies vary greatly. In some States,
they are mimor piayers, competing with strong State unmiversity library
systems. If Library Programs was afforded evem modest discretionary
fanding, perhaps ome-haif of ome percent of LSCA and HEA monies, they
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could apply that funding to traiming amd educating the iibrary community
toward more effective programming in the appiication of standards. The
uitimate objective of ail this, let us not ferget, is to assist the

public, mot the library. '

New administrative, fiscai, methodoiogicai, and iong-term planning
7-*uctures to advise Library Programs on both the process and the problems
reiated to metworking must be estabiished. The library community stiii
smarts from the words of a semator spokem during the 1979 White Hou e
Conference om Library and Informatiom Services: "If you peopie don’t know
what you wamt, how do you expect us to heip you." The issue,

interestingly emough, was ome ciosely reiated to metworking--that of a
Nationai Periodicais Ceanter. We stiil doa’t know what we want and we are
suffering badiy for that imdecision.

There are no short-term solutions. Building up a program within the
Federal bureaucracy is siow and difficuit. I wouid estimate a tim: “rame
of 3 to S years for the successful impiementation of the Leadership
Program that I suggest below.

I propose the foliowing actions for Library Programs:

1. Revise the reguiations covering LSCA Titie I, I1, and
III to require that LSCA funds used to support iocal or
statewide library programs meet the following standards:

a. quality cataioging as defined by minimal levei
cataioging acceptable to the Library of Congress, and
coded using the MARC format,

_b. OSI compatibiiity of local systems as determined -
by tests conducted at the Library of Congress test
facility, or its equivaient,

¢. preservation microfiiming as defined by the
Association of Research Libraries, and

In ddition require:

d. wide accessibility to iocai hoidings information
either by the creation of a State-wide database, or a
State-wide network which links iocai systems in a
uniformiy accessible manner, and

e. avaliabiiity of ail catalog records gemerated with
Federal funds to the Library of Congress anl biblio-
graphic utilities.

If it is mot possible for an agency to comply with these
standards in the fumding of projects it must seek an
exemption, documenting its reasoms. Library Programs must
act on each case within a specified period of time foliowing
receipt of ail reievant information. This recommendation is




not meamt to take the decisiom om what to fund away from the
States. It applies standards to that -vhich the States

choose to fund. Unjustified moncompliance will result In the
withholding of fumds.

2. Fund research and development leading to testing
programs for measuring adherence to standards, and
monltoring performance.

3. Participate in the devclopment of standards ln the

areas of abstracting and Indexing, full-text searching,

and indepth subject access, all of which will coutribute

to the imter-operability of individualized systems. This

means secking participation directly, or by designating

another agemcy to represeat Library Program’s interests, onm

the MARBI Committee of the American Library Associstion, the
Z°9 Committees of the National Informatiom Standzrds Org:.aization
(NISO), and the LSP Applicaiions Committee. Recognizing staff
limitations, Library Programs should, at a minimum, request
assistance from LC im keeping abreast of the work of these
~rganizations. A mumber of Federal librarians are already
icvolved and kmowledgable about many of these issues.

Their expertise could be tapped.

4. Work with the Litrary of Congress Network Advisory
Committee and Educom to foster meeded discussions on the

topics of performamce, fuactionality, user services, access,

and govermance. Im addition, Library Programs should enter

into dialogue with LC regarding expansion of the membership of
the Network Advisory Committee to include representatives of
State and regiomal telecommunications metworks, Educom, and NSF.

S. Continue the dialogue begum with the Natiomal Science
Foundatiom NSFNET Program Im order to monmitor progress om
migration to the OSI standard. As an interim measure, the
Library of Congress may serve as a resource for such
information.

¢. Establish as a funding priority within HEA Titlr I7-B
da {I-C research efforts which explore library use of
3tsi= and regional telecommunications metworks. Also, fund
¢ usriments to mount public domaim databases, structure
‘¢ )rmation for casual outside access, and encourage

4° ,cussions on the governance issues mentioned earlier in
Jhis paper.

7. Develop the techmical expertise withia LP to

provide credibility and leadership capability for

the metworking effort. The stature amd range of expertise of
program officers in NEH and NEA serve as good models. This
will mean seeking additiomal staff positioms, and a
reorganization of the curremt work force to better
accommodate the increased meed o reach out to the wider
information community.
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8. Seek dlscrctlonr)} funding to provide assistance to
State ilbrary agencles to:

a. implement standards, and

b. educate staff on telecommunications issues and
give them the kmowiedge and motivation to play a pro-
active roie within their States.

9. Prepare a position paper. for distr’oution to

State library agencies detalling the new policies, their
intent, their method: of impiemenmtation, and the benefits
to the States and tke mation. The paper would aiso
serve as a point of departure for discussioms and further
work with NSF, Educom, and others.

10. Deveiop a broadly based LP Networking Advisory
Committee as a resource for mew ideas, a sounding board for
iong-range pians, and a support mechanism within the
profession. The Information profession is a vast and
compiex ome, emcompassing imcreasing numbers of

sub-fieids and discipiines. Am Advisory Committee

wouid act as both a resource and a sounding

board. It is aiso important to work closely

with the Library of Congress’ metworking groups.

~ The Department of Educatiom must recognize that the steps recommended
in this report are going to be umpopular--particuiarly with the State
iibrary sgencies that feel that LSCA money is an inalienabie right. State
agency directors wili have to be comvinced of the benefit to themseives,
despite the fact that, initiaily, cooperation wiii be more costiy to
them. They have a critical role to Liuy im assisting iu the development
of programs which preserve and ensure the iong-term capabiiity to share
information resources.

This report argues for the deveiopmert of am underiying information
infrastructure paraliei with the telecommunications infrastructure being
created by NSF and other Federai agencles. These two structures together
create a powerful resource for the matiom to move forward im the
information age. The roie of Library Programs is as integrai to the
system as that of the Nationai Sciemce Foundation. Technoiogy is an
enabling force - at present ailowing us to become highly individuaiized
and highly decentralized. Aill this is for the good, if underpinned by
common standards. This Infrastructure can form the backbone of
‘uter-operabiiity that supports wide-ranging iocai and private
initiatives. By promoting amd coordimating diversity and individuai
initiative, the steps recommended here represent am appropriate ievel and
direction for Federal invoivement.
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