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I. INTRODUCTION

This is the final report on Phase II of a study of library consortia in
1
higher education. Tha situdy was sponsored by the U. 5. Office of Education

and conducted by System Development Corporation. This report, which covers
a series of four formal reports:

®# Phase I Progress Repori on Study of Academic Library Consortia

(TM~4597/000/00) ; submitted to USOE on 10 August 1970,

Phase II Progress Report on Study of Academic Library Conscrtia

(TM-4597/001/00) ; submitted to USOE on 5 August 1971.

® Phase I Final Report on Study of Academic Librégy Ccensortia
(TM~-4597/002/00) accompanied by Directory of Acédemic Library
Consortia (TM-4597/003/00); submitted to USOE on 14 October 1971.

e TFinal Report on Phase II Study of Academic Library Gonsortia
(ITM~4597 /004 /00--this document) accompanied by Guidelines for
the Development of Academic Library Consortia (TM!4597AQ05/00)i

This report supplements and largely supersedes the three previously submitted
project reports. The reader may wish to refer to the FPhase I Progress and
Final Reports for details of the questionnaire surveys and Directory
production and to the Phase II Progress Report for a review of the case

study interviews.

The two phases of the stu&y have involved: 1) a questionnaire study to
~identify all academic library consortia and to describe and define their
activities; and 2) a case-study analysis of 15 selected consortia to help

determine the usefulness and effectiveness of academic library consortia.

The two major ?raducts resulting from the project are the Directory of




Academic Library Consortia (the Table of Contents is included as Appendix A

to this document) and the Guidelines for the Devclopment 6f Academic Library

Consortia, submitted with this document (the Abstract and Table of Contents are

included as Appendix B to this report.)

The schedules of Phase I and II project activities included in previous project

reports, are presented as Figure 1.

ar
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II. SUMMARY OF PHASE I ACTIVITIES AND FINDINGS

Phase I involved the design and administration of two questionnaires.

The first questionnaire was directed to 2600 colleges and universities
throughout the continental United States to identify existing academic
library consortia to which the institutions belong. The first qguestionnaire
was mailed out in February 1971, followed up by a second mailing, and was
fully processed by the middle of May. From this first survey, 409 coopera-—
tives were identified as possible acadamic library consortia. Without

more information as to membership and activities, it wae difficult to
determine which groups fell within the academic scope of our survey. There-
fore, to ensure that all bona fide academic library consortia would be
included in the second survey, a second questionnaire--directed to con-

sortia headquarters--was sent to each of the 409 groups.

During the screening process of the second questionnaire we found it
necessary to define clearly the scope of "academic library consortium" in
order to make the necessary decisions on directory content. To ensure
compliance with original USOE intentions for the scope of the study, we
developed a set of criteria for inclusion and obtained concurrence on

the eriteria from USOE. The criteria selected are listed below.

1. The participating institutions must be autonomous, that is, they
must report to separate Boards of Regents or other separate,

higher level governing body agencies.

2. The consortium membership population must contain a preponderance:
(50 percent or more) of academic library membership.

3. The cgnscrtium'stage of development must be solidified beyond the
early talking or exploratory stagesi The group must have decided .
that, indeed, it is a cooperative entity and is at least planning

Q joint activities.




4., The consortium must be organized to pursue actiiities or sevvices

that are of benefit to the academiec participants involved.

5. There must be two or more libraries involved with activites
extending beyond traditional interlibrary loan, as defined by

ALA rules.

6. If the library as a group is part of a higher level, multipurpose
higher education consortium, one component must be a defined

library committee with goals of improved library services.

The major finding from Phase I--other than the range of academic library
consortia activities and membership statistics reported in the Directory--
was that, in addition to consortia defined as academic, there are many other
kinds of cooperatives of potential interest to the library community. For
example, there are cooperative activites among the multiple campuses of
single institutions, there are cooperatives that inelude a preponderance

of special and public libraries in addition to academic libraries, and

there are cooperatives that do not have academic libraries among the mem-—

bership mix.

Regardless of the kinds of libraries composing the membership, the goals
and objectives remain for the most part the same as those of academic

library consortia. Two fairly typical sets of objectives are listed below:

1. ® Assist member libraries in the selection of materials.
Purchase, catalog, and process libraiy materials.
Coordinate cooperative acquisitions, iuterliﬁfafy loans,
énd the reproduction of materials for thé member libraries.
e Promote the déﬁelepment of programs for the expanded use of
'1ibféry resources. v
® Stimulate the improvement of library facilitiés and éervices.

Q ® Cooperate in the davelcpmeﬁt af‘libféry personnel.

o



2. e Provide, through cooperative acquisition by voluntary agreement,
materials beyond the reach of the individual libraries.

Achieve economies in the use of resources, both human and-

material.

e Facilitate sharing of materials among members of the group.

The Directory of Academic Library Consortia that was produced from this
study has played a large part in identifying and describing the range of
consortia existing in the U. S. today. We strongly recommend that a
second directory be produced that identifies and describes (by type) the
remaining major library cooperatives that have academic libraries as
members——so that the two books together identify the universe of academic
library ccnsértia including network activities améng academic and other
kinds of libraries,

In comparing the cooperative activities considered "most Jesirable" by
consortium members and nonmembers with actual consortium activities being
undertaken (and reported in the Directory), we found a high degree of
correspondence. The consortia are apparently being responsive to the

proposed needs of the participating libraries.

Table 1 illustrates this correspondence.




7

TABLE 1. RANKED SERVICES DESIRED FROM CONSORTIUM MEMERERSHIP
RANKING IN ORDER OF DESIRABILITY
SERVICES TO MEMEERS TO NONMEMBERS
Re¢ipracal Barrnwing Pr;v;leges 1
Cataloging Services 2
Production and Maintenance of Union Lists
and Directories 3 2
Acquisitions 4 5
Unrestricted Interlibrary Loans 5 4
Reference Services 6 8
Microfilming 7 11
Special Communications Services (e.g., Tele~
type, Telefacsimile, or Tel-Autograph) 8
Photocopying Service
Storage of Little-Used Materials 10 12
User Orientation Programs - 11 10
Clearinghouse (e.g., for Gifts, Exchanges,
or Language Translations) 12 3
Personnel Training and ﬁpgzading 13 16
Joint Researcﬁ Préjacts (é.g., Automation) | 14 13
"'Bindéry Service 15 18
Delivery Services 16 15
Publication Program (e.g., Bibliography of 7
Special Falléctiaﬁ) 17 17
Recruitment Prcgrams v 18 19
Operaticn of a Bib]lcgraphlc Center 19 14




III. SUMMARY OF PHASE II ACTIVITIES

A. TASK 1: CASE-STUDY DATA COLLECTION

1. Planning

Two major activities were associated with the selection of and preparation
for the 15 consortia to be visited. The first activity involved the design
and testing of an unstructured interview guide--the field site visit
checklist. The purpose of the checklist was to ensure the efficiency of
the data gathering activity by promoting reply to all the questions for
which information was needed. The second activity was the analysiéiand

gelection of the 15 consortia.

The checklist--included as Attachment 4 to the Phase II1 Progress report
of the study--was designed in two parts: one directed to the consortium
headquarters and the other to member libraries. Early in the project
initial draft versions of the checklist and questionnaires were designed

and pretested by project staff in multiple field site situations.
Persons visited were:

Dr. Alan Ferguson, Director, New England Board of Higher Education

- (NEBHE)
Hr Merle chland and Mr. James Kennedy, University of Massachusetts,
' Amherst

Mr. Sam Galdstein, former Direccnr, NELIHET (New Englaﬁd Library-
Infnrmation Netwurk)

Mr. William Nugent and Mr. Lawrence Buckland ‘Inforonics, Inc.,
‘ Hgynard Massachusetts

. Mr. D@nald Vincent, Lib:a:ian, University of New Hanpshire, Durham,
(NELINET member)

Mr. Witold: Swarakuwaki, Hoover Institution, Stanford University,
- executive secretary of the cans@rtium of Weatern Calleges and
Uﬁiversities : S :




Mr. Lewis Patterson, Program Director, KCRCHE (Kansas City Regionali
Council for Higher Education)

Mr. Harold Smith, Librarian, KCRCHE

Mr, Frederick Kilgour, Director, OCLC (Ohio College Library Center)
Dr. Louis C. Branscomb, Director of the Board of Trustees, (OCLC)
Mr. Dale Shaffer, Librarian, Capitol University (OCLC member)

Sister Stella Spangler, Librarian, Eastern Ohio Dominican College
(OCLC member)

Brother Nartker, Librarian, University of Dayton (OCLC member and
Dayton-Miami Valley Consortium member)

Mr, Jim Dodson, Librarian, Wright Stage University {OCLC member
and DaytgnﬁMiami Valley Consortium member)

Darrell H. Lemke, Coordinator of Library Programs, Consortium of
Universities, Washington, D. C.

As previausly reported all of the discussions were gfaductive and helpful
of the field site visit checklist and for developing the structure of the
guidelines document. Enough data were coliected during these interviews |

that NELINET, KCRCHE, OCLC and Dayton-Miami did not need to be revisitedsfany

further specific questions to these consortia were handled by telephone.

In refining the checklist we were able to determine the preferrad sequence for

asking’queéticns, and to devise a format suiﬁable for notetaking. It was

initially planned to have our prajéct cénsultants review and comment on the

field site visit checklist. However, since the checklist proved adequate

with anly a few mlnnr changes, it seemed more propitious Ln terms of time
~-and bEﬂEflt to the praject to have them review a draft of the guldellnes.

The USOE prgject monitor and the cansul;ants were csntacted, and all ragreed

tc the changa(
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The checklist design activity also enabled us to isclate the variables and
factors of interest in selecting conscrtia to visit. They included but

were not limited to:

e Breadth and scope of the consortium's purpose and objectiw

o Existence of centralized headguarters

e Number of members ‘/

e Geographic distance betweern participants

e Membership in multipufpégé higher education consortia

@ Amount, source and stabl 11ty of funding

® Homogeneity of partizipatlng libraries, e.g., with respect to
type and size

¢

e Length of existencef

& Kinds of agreemen :a and rules for participation

® Current mix of Fl&ﬂﬂed and operating activities

e Consortium Staifing r A

@ Consortium v‘ews or. problems and recommended solutions

@ Extent of 6irect services from the headgquarters facility (if any)
e Extent Gf autamﬂtian

2. Selection of 15 Consortia

It was imp@r;ant to ug that the fleld site selections and majority of visits
wait until thﬂ Phase I ﬁgestlcnnairea were returned ‘and interpreted in
order- to - dere:mine Which graups wauld represent the broadest coverage of
charagtéristics for study. After th? questiqnnaires were returned, a -
detalLad analysis of the characteristics Df the varicus cqnsartia vas

 ch6urted with the gaal of sel@ctlng a sef to be visited that would

encﬁmpass ‘the full range of . ijectives, cp@rating phil@saphles and preblems '

:dddressed by the study. A flnal grcup was selected By SDC and apprﬁvad by USOE:

A

A g Nt W

ity i
[ . LN
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Associatad Colleges of Central Kansas
115 East Marlin
McPherson, Kansas 67460
Dr. Howard W. Johnston, Executive Director

Collectiecn and Evaluation of Materials on Black Americans
Alabama A & M Thiversity
Huntsville, Alabama 35762
Winford Ashford, Ceoordinator

Colorado Academic Libraries Book Processing Center
Norlin Library
Iniversity of Colorado
Boulder, Colorado 80302
Joseph A. Hewitt, Coordinator

Common Library of the Graduate Theological Union
2451 Ridge Road
Berkeley, California 94709
J. Stillson Judah, Head Librarian

Consortium of Universities
1717 Massachusetis Avenue, N.W,
Washington, D.C. 20036
Darrell Lemke, Coordinator

Conscrtium of Western Colleges and Universities
Stanford University
Palo Aito, California 94305
Witold Sworakowski, Director

Daytan—Mlami Valley Consortium Libraries
- Ant:ioch College
Library
- Yellow Sprlngs, Ohio 45387
Bruce Thcmas, Chairman, Ex ecutivg Committee

Five Assaciated Uniﬁers;ty Libraries (FAUL)
106 Roney Lane "~ - .
Syracuse, New York lBZLO
Glyn T. Evans, Cagrdinacmr -of Librsfy Systems"

Kansas City Regianal chnci] for Higher Educatign (KCRCHE)
4901 Main Street, Suite 320
. Kansas City, Missouri 64112 o
Henfy Halitéd Vice President ST
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Mississippi Valley Libraries Cooperative Service
Lincoln University Library
Jefferson City, Missouri 65101
(Mrs.) Freddye C. Ashford, Acting University Librarian

New England Library Information Network (NELINET)
New England Board of Higher Education
20 Walnut Street
Wellesley, Massachusetts 02181
Ronald Miller, Director

New Hampshire College and University Council (NHCUC)
2321 Elm Street '
Manchester, New Hampshire 03104
_ Steven Hillgard, Chairman, Library Committee

T Northwest Association of Private Colleges and Universities (NAPCU)
5000 North Willamette Boulevard

Portland, Oregon 97203

Eric Schauer, Executive Director

Ohio College Library Center (OCLC)
1314 Kinnear Road
Columbus, Ohio 43212
Frederick G. Kilgour, Director

Tri-State College Library Cooperative
Holy Family College Library
Grant & Frankford Avenues -
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19114
Sister M. Jane, CSFN, President
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N
A comparative ans;ysisyaf many consortia was made before this final set was
decided upon. Statistics were extracted from questionnaires of the various
respondents and characteristics were analyzed. The analytical methodology
employed is reflected in Figure 2, which contains an initial cut at
statistical inputs gleaned from the questionnaires received from the consortia
to be visited. The consortia either visited or that were-remaining to be
visited are listed in abbreviated form on the left; the classes of data and
the characteristics themselves are listed across the top. Note the multiple
characteristics present: for éxampla, groups with legal agreements both

with and without rules for participation, and groups without legal agreements
also with and without rules for participation. Also, one can see, in examining
operational or planned activities, that most consortia have reciprocal
borrowing, union lists, or expanded interlibrary loan. Furthermore, there

is a close correlation between the activities of current consortia and the
desired consortia activities of nonconsorting libraries. After taking these
multiple shafacteristics into account in the selection process, we attempted
to achizve a good geographical distribution across the United States. Loca-
tions of the consortia selected are shown in Figure 3. By examining the
permutations of all characteristics communicated to us, we were able to select
a set to study in depth that contained the fullest possible range available

in a grouping of 15.

The intgfviews were carried out by a team of two librarian/systems an-lysts,

or Qné librarian systems a anal y t with full tape-recorded backup. One day

.~Was Suallfﬁsp31t' at the écnsartlum headquarters (if there was Qne),_

;nterview;ng the d;rectc: and members of the ccnsartlum s*aff the fallowing
day was spent Ainterviewing. tha 1ibfary d;reanrs and Gther 1ibrarlans at
Gﬂé DI more member 1ibrarieg,' mhe kind& nf péﬁple interv1ewed at any one .

eanscrtium were a mix of the fﬂllewing.

e  Di rectar (or ngrdinatnr) cfi'heAa:ademic library canaart;um

e Di rectnr af the educatian cans
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@ Faculty member who represented the librarians to rhia education consortici
® Chairman of the library consortium

@ Director of the library consortium Board of Trustees

@ Libfery directors (who were members of the eenscrtium)

® Consortium staff

® Librarians (cataloguer, reference librarian, archivist, head of
acquisitions of technical processing)

® Representative 'of the State Library

An attempt was made to interview individuals at any one consortium who

were known to be disatisfied or especially eritical of the consortium as well
as those who were satisfied, in order to get as complete a view of all

sides of the consortium as possible. The interviews varied in length from

1 to 4 1/2 hours; the total number of interviews was 58. (Of the librarian
directors interviewed, three were members of more than one consortium.)
Interview checklists were used to ensure that all areas of potential

importance were covered in the interview.
Tn help obtain frank and candid comments from the intervieweee, we indicated

express permission. All trip reports were kept confidential, and when
examples were presented in the Guidelines, the source and cons ortium 1dentity
remained anonymous.: It is appropriete, however, to summarize important
highlights gained from the visits that contributed to the design and content
nf the Guidelines. For example,'meet consortia seem te.be multipurpose
rather  than’ eingle purpgeee eanenrtie direetete visited have felt that it
is eaeier te develep a multipurpeee eenenrtium Becauee a verlety of activities
can help keep it geing. Size ie importent, 51nee smeller grnupe permit a
"hiqd degree of petsnnel invovlement . With reepeet to membere, there tend

to be. (1) aeeepting/non—critieal membere who are pleeeed w1th the
'eituetien, (2) critieaiiy accepting membere, and (3) neutral membere. ‘No

~elng1e pattern or path of develnpment hee been eneeuntered.

\‘l
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1. Northwest Association of
Private Colleges and Universitiesﬁg

‘nAnchorage, Alaska

2. Common Library
of the Graduate y
Theological
Union B

3. Coloradc
Academic
Libraries
Book
Processing |
Center ®

4. Consortium
of Western
Colleges and
Universities
{no data)

5. Associated
Collegea of
Central KansasQ

6. Kansas City
Regional Council
for Higher Education®

7. Mississippi Valley
Libraries Cooperative
Service B

8. Alsbama Center for Higher Education(]

10. Ohi

'gafjf,ff*; ,: R E o o "kFigﬁre 3i:'Fieid Site Visit
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New England
Library Information
Network [}

14, New Hampshire
College and
University
Council@

15. Five Associated '
University
LibrariesQ

9. Dayton-Miami Valley Consortiun @

;r‘ »'

10, Ohio.College Library Center® .

11. Cénsartiumréf Universities of the Washington Metropolitan Area ®

12. Tri-state College Libiary Cooperativel
IR ; T L L P . . » - ‘\‘ E'%.'
3 O Site Visit Locations AT
3. ERIC' 8ite Visit Locations.
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B. TASK 2: CASE-STUDY REPORTING

As previously mentioned, the results of each case-study interview contributed

valuable inputs to the description of consortium activities, reported

in the guidelines report Chapter III, and to the consortium development. At the

conclusion of each visit, the study team met and prepared an informal but

complete written synthesis of each consortium visited. This synthesis included:

1.

4,

Assurance that a clear view of each development step and all of

its characteristics were present.

Determination of how that visit modified or expanded our preliminary
definitions of the development model and approaches to guidelines.
Determination of any important new consortium characterisitcs that
were realized.

Notation of specific examples of development situations that could

be cited anonymously in the guidelines report.

This rather extensive post-visit analytical activity helped to ensure that

the guidelines were based--to the fullest possible extent--on comprehensive

and valid information and experience.




"
[os]

For the purpose of providing a meaningful me’hod of presentation, we

divided these varous elements into the following information categories:

® Purposes and Objectives

® Organization and Staffing

@ Cooperative Functions
e Support
@ Evaluation and Measurement

Patterns of Development

Our original intention was to present information under each of these headings
as part of this Final Report. However, as our analysis of the data progressed
and more results of our survey and interviews became available, it seemed
more useful to integrate information in the above categories into the
categories developed for the Guidelines document. In this way, we could
present descriptive and prescriptive information together, giving support

for our recommendations with each item of guidance we provided. Therefore,
information in the original categories may be found in the Guidelines document

(see Appendix 2 for Table of Contents), as indicated below:

e Purposes and Objectives: Planning Phase, Step. 1.

® Organization and Staffing: Planning Phase, Step 2; Development Phase,

Step 2.
® Goape:ative Functions: Chapter 111, Description of Consortium Activities.
e Suppcrt; : | ' - Planning Phase, Steps 4 and 5.

¢ Evaluation and Measurement: ‘GPEfaticgvand‘Evaluatian Phase.

o Patterns ofvbevelagmenﬁ: Introduction, Chapter I.

23
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D. TASK 4: DEVELOPMENT OF MODEL AND GUIDELINES

At tle erd of the series of interviews, SDC staff members had collected

1500 pages of typed tape transcriptions, representing interviews with 58

people in the 15 consortia. This body of interview data was used in combination
with the data from the Phase 1 survey and with the available literature as

a basis for the development of the Guidelines document. Sections of the

1500 pages from the interviews were classified into various categories on

the basis of the developmental step being discussed, and from these categories
the first draft of the Guidelines was produced. Construction of a developmental
model for academic library consortia proceded concurrently with the drafting

and revision of the Guidelines document. As we learned more from our collected
data, it became clear that no one model could be built at this time that would
incorporate all the complexities and variations encountered. We therefore

built a series of models to illustrate these complexities and variations. These
models, accompanied by a discussion of our findings, appear in Section IV of

this report and in the Introduction to the Guidelines document.

Once the Guidelines were drafted, it was possible to correlate the contents
of each SEep description with statistical material drawn from the Phase 1
survey. As questions were raised by the interview data, they could be
examined and, at times, resolved by careful analysis of the survey data.

In those instances where we could not recommend any of the procedures used
by the various consortia, we‘méda our recommendations on the.basis'af an

application of well-recognized principles of system analysis and project management.

After an internal review and revision process, the draft was sent to five
project consultants for review: '

Dr. Martha Boaz, Dean of the School of Library Science
University of Southern FaliFernia

Df;chnald-Dividsan,'Univéfsity Librarian
_ University of California at Santa Barbara

24
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Dr. William Paisley
Institute for Communications Research
Stanford University

Dr. Ralph Parker, Dean of the
School of Library Information Science
University of MIssouri

Mr. Allen Veaner, Assistant Librarian for
Bibliographic Services
Stanford University

In the accompanying 1eéter, the consultants were given the following instructions:
"Please write your comments on the text, and return it to us with any
additional comments you might care to make. We would appreciate your
comiments on:

1. Interpretations we have made, or advice we have given, with
which you disagree;
on

ke
we

Fuzzy concepts that need c¢larificat
3. Things omitted that should be added;
Your overall evaluation of the potential usefulness of the

document, and what could be added to make it a better document."

The five consultants returned their review cpoies with many helpful comments;
their suggestions were cafefully evaluated and, where possible, incorporated
into the document. Helpful comments were also received from three |

faculty members of the Universtiy of California, Berkeley:

Dr. Raynard C. Swank, Professor of Librarianship
2. Dr. Patrick Wilson, Dean of the School of Librarianshi?

Dr. Lotfi Zadeh, Professor of Electrical enginéering and computer

sciences
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E. TASK 3: PREPARATION OF PHASE II REPORTS

The formal reports required as part of the Phase 11 activitiles of the project

consisted of a Progress Report, which was submitted to USOE on 5 August 1971,

and this Final Report. The Guidelines for the’Develspmen;vgf Academic Library

Lonsortia, the major product of Phase II, is being submitted as a separate

volume accompanying this report.

L
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IV. SURVEY FINDINGS

A. RANGE AND SCOPE OF CONSORTIUM ACTIVITIES

Figure 4 i8 a composite model of a consortium and illustrates 14 major char-
acteristica (e.g., type, area served, headquarters, etc.) by which academic
library consortia can be described. Every academic library consortium can be
described in terms of these characteristics. Staffing level, although an
important variable, has not been listed as a characterietic, since it is highly
interrelated with several other cheracteristics already listed, such as the
existence of a centralized headquarters and the consortium budget level.

Figure 5 presenis consortia models that are based on the characteristics of
"type"” and "headquarters." The model shows the configurations of library
consortia that are either a member of a higher level education consortium or

an independent entity, and are either with or without a centralized headquarters.
These structures are discussed in greater detail in Chapter LI of the Guildelines

for the Development of Academic Library Consortia.

In order to provide a manageable task, this study of library consortia had
been initially limited to only those consortia which were predominately
academic. Indeed, the SDC survey, the case studies, and the literature on

the topic of consortiaz (and networks) have revealed that the interrelationship
of academic consortia--as well as academic libraries--is extremely complex.
Figure 5 illustrates the interrelationships that we encountered. For example,
Library A is a member of an education congortium, Consortium 2, the libraries
of which are engaged in only ome cooperative activity: thevdévelapment of

a specific subject area, Library A is also a memberbof an aeademicmlibfary
consortium, Consortium 1, that is in the process of providing extended inter-
library loan and reciptgcai borrowing pfivileges, as well as considering other
possible activities. Finally, Library A ia also a member of an academic
libzary consortium, Consortium 3; that is c@ncerned with eentralized technical
prucéssing. Furthe:mgre, Library A has had the opti@n (selected by one of its
siater libraries) to be a member of Cansartium 5, which eansists of academic

and public libraries. In the meantime. Gansartium 3 1is in the pracess of

velopment:al aecampliahments. o 2 7



TYPE

Member of Higher Level
Educational Consortium
Independent Entity
AREA SERVED
City
Region
State
Interstate

HEADQUARTERS

Centralized Headquarters
No Centralized Headquarters

OBJECTIVES
Improved or Increased Service*
Decreased Cost¥*
STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT
Planning Stage#*
Development Stage*
Operational Stage

FUNDING SQ RCE
Funding by Dues or Pees
Funding by Granta®: _ '
Funding by Comtributed Resources#

FUNDING LEVEL (ANNUAL)
$30,000 or lgss;5
31,000 to 70,000
71,000 to 110,000
410,000 to 150,000
over $150,000
TYPE OF AGREEMENT

Legal Agregnent
Informal Agreement

*Not mutually exciusive

RULES FOR PARTICIPATION

Rules for Participation.
No Rules for Participation

COMPUTER USAGE
Has Computer
Uses University Compu

Uses Service Bureau
Does not Use Computer

MEMBERSHIP CONT
10 or Fewer Members
11 €o 20 Members
21l to 30 Members
Over 30 Members

ACTIVITIES

Physical Resource Sharing /
(reciprocal privileges)*

Cooperative Policies
(acquisition, etc.)*

Information Services*

Centralized Pracessing*

Other¥*

5 FROM HEADQUARTERS

ire yvices to Faculty#*
lrect Services to Graduates*®
Direct Sexvices to Headquarters¥*
. Direct Services to Others*

LEADERSHIP

_Full-time Director
Part-time Director
NF Director

" Figure 4.

Ccmp@site anaartium thel
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~ Simplified Model of Library Consortia Structures




CONSORTIUM 1
(ACADEMIC LIBRARIES)

CONSORTIUM 2

CONSORTIUM 5
(ACADEMIC AND PUBLIC
LIBRARIES)

(EDUCAT ION CONSORTIUM)
LIBRARY A "’fé
CONSORTIUM 3
(ACADEMIC LIBRARY
LEGEND
e— PRIMARY FLOW OF LIBRARY RELATED

INTERACTION AND MATERIALS

LIBRARY
MEMBER OF EDUCATION cousdai'lun

: EDUGATIBH CONSORTIUM GEHTRALIZED
H EADQUAR"ERS

CONSORTIUM 4
-ACADEMIC LIBRARIES)

,\)

"ERIC

PO A ruiext providea by ric [

Figure 6.
o (.Simplified)

Pussi’ble Interrelatigns gf I.ibraries and C:rmsartia
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What we hava described is a snapshot picture, and the consortia of the case
studies (and probably the rest) are constantly in a stat: of flux, i.e.,
considering new activities and new cooperative arrangements for mutual benefit.
Indeed, the library community is showing its awareness of the enormity and
complexity of the area of cocperation. Library schools are beginning to teach
classes on this subject at the master's level, and to offer seminars at the
doctoral level., 1In addition, ALA has jointly sponsored a conference on the
topic of interlibrary communications and information networks. The

number of academic library consortia will no doubt grow as a result of the
continuing establishment of education consortia, of which libraries are then
an important component. If voluntary cooperation does not occur, maﬂdatéfy
coordination may result. In fact, an important study finding is the

current lack of coordination among consortia. Many of the librarians did not
know of consortia developments outside their own area. One library consortium
director étr@ngly felt the need of national leadership in coordinating what
has developed from this grass roots movement, in order to bring to fruition
the electronic national library networks that have been forecast since the
EDUCOM conference. As potential candidates for leadership he suggested

the newly formed National Commission on Libraries and Information Science,
EDUCOM, or the Library of Congress. Furthermore, the efforts of academic
library consortia have to be considered in relation to our library consortia
(e.g., special, public, mixed), as well as to state plans such as the one

being proposed for California.

Faint glimmers of developing into networks of national scope can already be
seen. For example, in one consortium, several theological libraries have found
it beﬁgficial to merge their resources. Instead of being small libraries with
émall collections, the mergéd’librafy is ﬁéw,the third largest thga;égical
1ibrary in the country. 'This'neﬁ';ibfafy is'wafkiﬁg anbcuapetétivé arrange-
mentsrwith a la:gé stéte univérsi;y, as well as a large éfivate ujivetéi;y§

it isralsc cqnéideriﬁg'thevde?glopmenttgf,a nationéi'netvafk,cf EhEQlogiéal'

librarigé; ThiéTexémﬁlg‘is qnly'éﬁé highligh;'of'gxgitingfpéssibilities that




chever; a note of caution must be intfcduced, and a closer look taken at the
actual accomplishments of existing consortia. Although the following state-

ment has been made in relation to education consortia, it pertains to library
consortia as well.

"The notion is that little or no additional operatiomal
costs are required for cooperative programming. However,
if a particular program requires little or no additional
resources, the significance and/or peripheral nature of
that program is questionable. To state the point bluntly,
interinstitutional programs are not developed and admin-
istered without an investment of manpower, money, and
other resources whether they are centralized or decen-

Fa= 2

tralized. This 1s recognized in Title III (Higher
Education Act, 1965) by the allowance of 15%7 for indirect
(overhead) costs." (1)

In Table 2, we indicate the extent to which academic library consortia

are engaged in consortium activities. Judging from these statistics

and from the case studies, the activities most frequently engaged in

are: the production of union catalogs oy lists, and the sharing of
resources (library staff, as well as materials). Resources are jointly
developed, then added by external fundinggr Except for the latter acti- |
vity, most of the activities can be characterized as seemingly low-cost,
low~compromise, and high~benefit, with identifiable and tangible results.
Most of the librarians interviewed were enthusiastic about their accomplish~
ments and felt that their consortium was successful. Even several who were
not satisfied with the consortium of whieﬁ they were members, spoke highly
of cooperation and, although a few had withdrawn from one consortium, they
were involved in--or planning to Establish——anather one better suited to

th21r needs.

(l)Pattersan, Lewis D., Consortia-in American higher eduéatlcn, Report 7,

Nnvembar 1970, ERIC Glearinghéuse én Higher Education, Washington,

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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TABLE 2. LIST OF LIBRARY CONSORTIUM ACTIVITIES -
Bumber of Number of
Consortia Consortia
Currently Planning or
Operating Developing
Activity Activity | Percent | Activity Percent
Reciprocal borrowing privileges 97 78 4 3
Expanded interlibrary loan
service 80 64 9 7
Union catalogs or lists 78 62 24 19
Photocopying services 72 58 11 9
Reference services 50 - 40 16 13
Delivery services 44 35 14 11
Mutual notification of purchase 40 32 23 18
Special cammuﬁicaticns services 35 28 12 10
Publication program 34 27 14 11
Catalog card production 34 27 12 10
(Other) Cataloging support 33 26 18 14
>Jaint purchasing of materials 30 24 29 23
Assigned subject spacialization
in acquisitions 28 22 33 26
(Otherx) Acqgisitiéns activities .22 18 21 17
Microfilming - 21 17 9 7
Centfal'féébu:;e'ot StéfEEE' _ e .
center , 21 17 11 9
' Bibliogfaphic center 17 14 16 13
| Joint researgh prajacts 17 14 18 14 
'Clearinghguse ) 15 12 13 10 -
Personnel training ' ~15~ '12 ' 21 17
rister gzien;at;on_prpg:aﬁs'%;*'" 14 © 11 13 10
fother 9 7 6 5
_ £'Bindery sgfvicesbr f;7. 6 4 ; 3
v‘;:RECfuitm&nt pragrams 6 _“SEJ '15f' _.4
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Criticism levied against individual librarians still pertains when libraries
join together to work as a larger unit. There exists evidence of lack of

® Sufficient planning

e Quantitative analysis

® Assessment of user needs

This study has revealed that consortium arrangements are highly beneficial;
however, librarians undertaking cooperative activities should be fully aware
of the difficulties involved. The Five Associated University Libraries (FAUL)
consortium, which the SDC interviewers have felt to be successful, made

the following statement:

"The greatest lesson the Committee as a group has
learned has been to realize the fantastic complexity
involved in the most simple inter—institutional act.
Each project interlocks in some way with every other
project and the effects are not always clear.
Accurate and timely communication is of utmost
importance; procedures must be minutely but simply
contrived, and deadlines met. Member libraries

must be able to formulate responses to proposals
quickly and the right staff people should be com-
mitted to projects and given enough time to work

on themn.

"The difficulties presented by the geographical
dispersion of the committee members make frequent
meetings a real hardship both in terms of time and
travel fund drain., ' To make the group work well
‘through frequent personal contact is the greatest
stimulator of ideas and should be continued.

"The personal problems Committee members had in
maintaining local performance and doing valuable
-Committee work were in some cases severe. FAUL
work is viewed as overload. This means that
FAUL projects necessarily become secondary to

- local job pressures. The only alternatives to
alleviate this 1s to Epread the work, reduce it,
or increase the manpawer available in the FAUL

Central foice "(l)

(1)Five Asscclated Unlversity Libfar;eag‘intgglibrary access: a two-year

© - report of the FAUL access committee, Five Asseciated Un1vers;ty
Libraries, Syracuse, 1968 1870, p. 30,

34
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B. FINANCIAL SUPPORT

The funding levels of the 47 comsortia who reported their budgets are presented
in Table 3. The mean of the budgets is $75,000. Fifty percent of the respon-
dents (18% of the total consortia) reported that they operate on budgects of
less than $75,000. '

Interestingly enough, 54 percent of the consortia report that they have no
formal budget. Judging from the sample, members of consortia that have no
identifiable budget carryy out cooperative activities with their regular staff
and do not know how much the activity is actually costing.

they could accurately predict (within about 10 percent) the consortium's
operating budget. Thelr responses are summarized in Table 4. Sixty-one (78
percent) of the people who answered this question indicated that they could
not predict the operating budget in advance, or for more than 1 year. Some

of the reasons given were:

-—The legislature usually passes the current operating budget in
the current fiscal year.

~—We aim at targets of opportunity within the constraints of existing
library funds. l

——Funding source has an uncertain budget.

~-None of us has been gifted with prophetic powers.

~=Federally funded. ;

—-Programs cannot always be definitely scheduled for more than a year
in advance.

—-Given the present economic conditions and resultant plight of educa-
tional institutiéns, budget predictions are difficult.

-—Grants are unpredictaﬁlé!

35¢




TABLE 3. CONSORTIA FUNDING LEVELS

) ) 7&UMBER OF 1|
: CONSORTIA

SIZE OF OPERATING BUDGET (DOLLAR) | IN INTERVAL | PERCENT
Less than 15,000 | 1w e
15,000 - 30,000 3 2
30,001 - 45,000 5 4
45,001 - 60,000 4 3
60,601 - 75,000 2 2
75,001 - 90,000 2 2
90,001 - 105,000 1 1
105,001 - 129,000 2 2
120,001 - 135,000 5 4
135,001 - 150,000 1 1
150,001 - 165,000 0 0
165,001 - 180,000 2 2
180,001 - 195,000 1 1
195,001 - 210,000 0 0
210,001 - 225,000 1 1
Greater than 225,000 7 6

No Answer to Questionnaire Item 78 58
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TABLE 4. CONSOETIUM OPERATING BUDGET ADVANCE PREDICTION TIME

EﬁgiDD é%jTIMﬁ IN ADVAﬁCﬁiiHAT NﬁﬁﬁER éf;
BUDGET CAN BE PREDICTED CONSORTIA PERCENT
> Yearxs 1 1
4 Years 1 1
3 Years 2 2
2 Years 11 9
1 Year 31 25
6 Months 2 2
3 Months 2 2
Other 2 2
Can't be Predicted 26 21
No Answer to Questionnaire Item 47 38
Total 125




~-Budget is subject to annual submission and passage (from a theological

consortium).

=—Consgsortium is too new.

Closely related to the problem of determining how much financial support is

required is determining the source of the money. The two major types of fund-

ing are internal, coming from the consortium members, and external, coming from

the Federal, state, or municipal government or from foundations,

Internal funding is obtained from dues paid by members, from fees for ser-

vices or products, or both. Dues and fees as sources of funds are described

below.

1'

Dues. Dues from member libraries or ther parent insiitutions are the

major funding source for approximately 42 peréenﬁ cf the total funds
for 61 responding consortia {(see Table 5.) Membership dues vary with
the consortium in a range of from $25 per member (to cover postage and
stationery) to $10,000 (to cover research and development of computer-
ized library systems). Members may be charged!Equal dues, especially
if the member institutions are of esqual size or have equal financial
support. In cases where institutions represent diverse financial
considerations, an alternative is to use a formula, e.g., a percentage

of the book budget.

One drawback of the formula system is that larger institutions pay a

larger fee, and in many cases also contribute a larger amount of the

resources being shared. They may. thus expect greater consideration in

the selection of projected consortium activities.

Fees. In some kinds of consortia, members are charged fees for services

or products. For eiample; for shared cataloging, members might be

charged on the basis erthé_use of the central file for cataloging

»

38
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TABLE 5. SOURCE OF MAJOR ¥uNDING D

APPROXIMATE PERCENT

SOURCE OF TOTAL FUNDING
Dues from member libraries or thelr parent 42
institutions
Service fees from member librariez or their 10

parent institutions

Service fees from individual users 2
Gifts 3
Continuing government appropriations 28

(Federal, state, and local)

Nongovernmental grants 1
Othar 14

(1)61 out of 125 consortia responded to this question,

information; for technical processing, the charge might be based on

the number of catalog card sets produced. One problem with this
method is that funding 1s required to keep the activity in operation
until the fees are received. (As shown in Table 5, service fees

from member libraries or their parent institutions represent 10 percent
of the source of funds for the 61 consortia who responded to this

question; sérvice fees from individual users represent 2 percent.

3. Combined. Only 5 of the 125 library consortia indicated that their
funde are based on dues paid by members as well as fees for services

or praduéts.




External funding is obtained through Federal, state, or municipal support. 1In
addition, a library consortium may receive some money from a larger educational
consortium of which it is a member; this money might consist of Title IIIC funds,
or of dues charged by the parent institution. Since library budgets are usu-
ally the first to be cut in a recession, many libraries are cooperating because
of economic necessity, and some of these consortia could not have been started
without gaﬁerﬂment assistance. In addition, many of the larger cooperative
research and development projects could not have been undertaken without external
funding. Alithough external funding can be of great use to a consortium, note
that only 32.9 percent of all the funding for the 61 responding consortia is
external. The general feeling among librarians interviewed was that it was

unwise to rely solely on external funding.

One consortium member was extremely proud of the fact that all their funding
was internal, since he felt it was easy to cooperate on someone else's money.
In another consortium, one librarian felt that if Federal funding were to stop,
they would not be able to continue operating, inasmuch as librarians could not

contribute money to consortium activities because of reduced budgets.

In yet another consortium, members found it easier to cooperate when the project
was externally funded. When funding stopped and they were expected to support
the project from their own budgets, they examined the benefits and costs

closely, becoming more critical of the project than previously.

a0
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C. EVALUATION OF CONSORTIUM OPERATIONS AND BENEFITS

Evaluaticn is, or should be, an important part of any ccaperative s work.
In the questionnaire survey of 125 academic library consortia, library consortia
directors or chairmen were asked to indicate which techniques they used to

evaluate the effectiveness of their library consortium activities. As shown in
Table 6, the most often used evaluative technique consisted of informal
feedback from library personnel participating in consortium activities

(66 percent), and from the ultimate users of services (49 percent).

More formal methods of evaluation were less frequently used: for example,
analyses of cost and usage statistics (29 percent); formal surveys of
operations at the participating libraries (21 percent); operations research
analyses such as work flow, cost effectiveness tradeoffs, etc., (13 percent).
and formal surveys of the ultimate users of consortium services (10.percent).
During the in-depth studies, it was possible to gain better insight into how
these various methods of evaluation were used, which activities they were most
often used for, and how well they worked, as well as some feeling for ways

in which their use could be limproved.

As in the questionnaire, informal feedback was the evaluative method most
often used. Informal feedback is difficult to define: it could mean that a
certain number of users were satisfied with a particular consortium service
and expressed this satisfaction to the librariams; it could also refer to a
certain number of librarians who were satisfied or dissatisfied with a se%vice,
and took the time to make their feelings known. However, informal feedback
does not necessarily account for people who could be using the service but

are not, because they do not know it is available, or becauge the gservice

may not really be meeting their needs.
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TABLE 6. TECHNIQUES USED BY CONSORTIA TO EVALUATE ACTIVITY EFFECTIVENESS

\ NUMBER OF CONSORTIA
= EVALUATION TECHNIQUE USING TECHNIQUE(D)

PER~
CENT

Informal Feedback from Library 82 66
Personnel Participating in Consortium
Activities

Informal Feedback from the Ultimate 61 49
Users of Services

Analyses of Cost and Usage Statistics 36 29

Formal Surveys of Operations at the 26 21
Participating Libraries
Operations Research Analyses 16 13
(e.g. Work Flow, Cost Effectiveness
Tradeoffs)

Formal Surveys nfithe Ultimate Ugers _ 13 10 .
~of Consortium Services : ' '

_Other S o > 4

No Answer to Questicnnaire Item N 33 ‘ 26

 ”c1)MaﬁY*EﬁﬁS6ftiaLuS3d several evaluation techniques.
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Feedback is necessary and can greatly aid the evaluation and eventual improve-
that feedback will be collected systematically, that it will reach the

proper people, and that something be done about it. Librarians or system
designers engaged ip consortium activities can obtain feedback from records

of the extent to which any activity is used, surveys of users and librarians,
and continuouas review of cost and benefits. TFor example, consider a consortium
objective such as sharing resources, which is usually achieved by means of
expanded interlibrary loan and reciprocal borrowing privileges. The members

of several consortia in the sample who had recorded the usage figures were
able to state that interlibrary loan circulation among members had increased

as a result of consortium agreements. Other consortia had not kept these

kinds of records, but intuitively felt that interlibrary loan among members

had increased. With regard to reciprocal borrowing privileges, we did not
encounter any consortia that systematically kept records of the extent to
which this new service was being used. Here again, as in the case of expanded
interlibrary loan, the librarians' intuitive feeling was that it was working
well, and that users were satisfied. Although it may be too expensive to
provide continuous monitoring of usage for certain activities, a representative
sampling of usage statistics would facllitate an evaluation of the added

costs and benefits.

Several consoitia evaluated the benefits of the increased library resources
now avallable to users by totalling the collections of all the member libraries.
It may be impressivg to state that the user now has access to X thousands of

and is he using them?",i

The more farmalized"metﬁédS'af eF;iuaticn such as analyses of cost and

usage statisties,_furmaL surveys of nperatians Df the participatiﬂg

analyses, were mast the "uged by censartia éngaged in large—scale cnmputeriged
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activities. This evaluation was sometimes carried out by a comsultaunt, or
by outsiders could understandably be a possible cause of dissension. One
consortium’'s solution was to have each library staff see and approve any

statistics collected at their library.

In addition to evaluating the effectiveness of particular consortium activities,
consortia need to make an overall evaluation of how well they are meeting their
objectives. Most of the coamsortium members interviewed felt that their con-

sortium was successful, as judged by some of the following criteria:

1. Present members remained in the consortium and continued to
contribute time or money.

2. New members were joining the consortium.

3. The consortium was able to obtain Federal or cther external funds.

4. The consortium was able to survive without external funds, or after
external funds had ceased.

5. Consortium activities were praviﬁiﬁg new and/or improved services for
the library users.

L. Costs had been reduced.

However, the suécess of séveral of the consortia in the sample could be
questioned. In one case, the consortium had been formed primarily to be
eligible for Federal funds; when the funds ceased, the consortium had no money
to undertake aﬁy new projects. Another consortium was achieving its stated
abjégtiﬁé in that the intended services were being provided; n@nethéless,
considerable dissension exists amaﬁg the membefs in;thaé they have not been
allhwed enough involvement in décisicn—making on éruciél matters, and that they

question the value of béﬂéfits received. Whether this consortium will continue

o 4 a-
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is yet to be decided. The future success of several other consortia is also
to be determined, but their outlook is more promising. These are the con-
sortia engaged in large-scale computerized activities ard undergoing a A

transition from research and development to a fully operational environment.

The SDC questionnaire survey and the in-depth case studies indicated that the
evaluation of consortia and consortia activities is not extensive. The survey
also indicated that 54 percent of the consortia have no identifiable budget.
One likely interpretation is that librarians are participating in consortium
activities in addition to their regular library activities. Thus the time

and money they have to plan, to develep, and to evaluate consortium activi-
ties is limited. At the end of a long, 4-1/2-hour interview, we Lhanked one
of the librarians for the time he had spent with us and for his thoughtful
answers. He said that he had enjoyed the interview because of the opportunity
it had given him to reflect; in the rush of day-to-day activities, he had no
time to do this. Several of the other librarians said that the questions
werera good evaluation exercise and enabled them to reexamine the consortium
activities. Although time may be limited-—and, in fact, especially because
time may be limited--it is vitally important that librarians make a careful
evaluation of the costs and benefits af cooperative activities. By doing

so, they will help not only themselves but alsg the many libraries in the
vVaticn that might beneflt from cacper&tiv# activities and that lack only

the ne€essary descriptive and. evaluative infnrmatiun to appraise their alter~

natives and ‘take the next ﬁteps.
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D. OTHER FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

This section of the Final Report has touched only on some of the many
aspects of consortium activities explored in the full SDC study. For
a much more complete picture of these activities and their implications
for the development of new consortia, the reader is referred to the

Guidelines for the Development of Academic Library Consortia.
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V. DISSEMINATION OF FINDINGS

A. LIAISON WITH THE LIBRARY COMMUNITY

Throughout the project we have had numerous requrests for information about

the scope of work being performed and results of the analysis being conducted.
We have answered every letter and have endeavored to supply all the information
requested. In addition, through correspondence with state librarians and

the various consortia being studied, project activities have been made known

to all who have inquired.

Two requests for talks were received in Wovember 1971, one for the ALA
Midwinter meeting in Chicago, in January 1972, and one for the Rochester
Regional Research Library Council, in June 1972. The talks will be given by

the SDC Project Director and/or Assistant Project Direcior.

B. PUBLICATION OF PROJECT MATERIALS

Hundreds of persons have requested copies of the Directory and of the

Guidelines. For that reason, after conferring with USOE, it was decided

to solicit the interest of a commercial publisher so that the Directory

and the Guideiines could be made widely available. Seven publishers were

contacted with regard to the Directoxry. Two of them made firm expressions
of interest, and they were subsequently invited to review the Guidelines

for possible publication. A deadline of December 13, 1971 was set for bids

from the two publishers. After these bids are received, SDC will make a
recommendation to USOE and thereafter assist the selected publisher in
effecting timely distribution. Completion of the publication arrangements
will mark the complefion of the project.

[18Y
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APPENDIX B

ABSTRACT AND TABLE OF CONTENTS, GUIDELINES
FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF ACADEMIC LIBRARY CONSORTIA

This document is one of the products of the Study of Academic Library Consortia
conducted by System Development Corporation under contract to the U.S. Office
of Education. The purpose of the Study was to make available informatlon on
the activities of various academic library consortia and to provi-‘e guidance
for libraries that are forming or planning to form consortia.

Phase II of the Study involved a case—study analysis Qf 15 selected acadEmicw
1ibrary canscrtia. Data were gathered by means Qf field iﬁterviews and were

Develapment of Academ;;,Lib;aty Gansqggigj

This Guidelines document presents and discusses the developmental steps re-
quired in establishing a consortium and, where possible, provides criteria
for the many decisions that must be made. Consortium development is divided
into four phases:

e Exploratory Phase: Involves activities aimed at deciding
whether to establish an academic library
consoxrtium '

¢ Planning Phase: Includes the selection and approval of

objectives, program plans, financial
support, and organizational structure

e Development Phase: Includes all design and development tasks
for consortium activities
® Operation and ' Includes the operation of consortium activ-
Evaluation Phase:/ ities and the evaluation of consortium
/ performance.
A total of 24 developmedlal steps are grouped under the four phases of con- .

sortium development listed above. The information included under each step

is a combination of descriptive material--discussing the variocus ways in which
the step has been accomplished by various consortia--and prescriptive material--
prescribing ways of accomplishing the step that seem most desirable in the light
of the evidence gathered during the study.

A careful perusal of this Guidelines dnéument will enable a potential consortium
to determine the most likely path for its group development efforts.
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