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INTRODUCTION

The California Conference on Networking was held f. uin September 19 through September
22, 1985, at the Kellogg West Conference Center, California State Polytechnic University in
Poraona. Librarians and users from academic, public, schoo} and special libraries met together for
the first time to discuss how resource sharing among all types of libraries, for the benefit of all
types of users, might be enhanced through formal multitype networking.

Approximately 50% of the participants were invi >2 by the planning commi‘tee in order to
assure participation from all types and sizes of libraries, from professional associations, and from
major library resources. A call for additional participants, accompanied by statement of interest
forms, was sent to several thousand library outlets in late spring of 1985. The remaining par-
ticipants were chosen from more than 300 librarians and library users who subsequently filed
statements of interest with the planning commuttee. The committee felt strongly that all persons
interested in retworking were important to the conference. Hence, those who were not able to at-
tend the conference were encouraged to remuin on the mailing list and copies of the proceedings
were reserved for them. The full list of conference attendees is included in Appendix B of this
volume.

Members of the planning committee outlined ove. ‘Ul objectives for the conference and specific
objectives for each day’s activities. These objectives were mailed to participants as part of the con-
ference agenda (Appendix A) a few weeks hefore the conference began.

It was important that all participants have access to appropriate and timely information about
multitype networking. The committee chose to approach this task by providing a conference
workbook for participants to read ahead of time, several resource persons familiar with the issues
involved in networking for on-site consultation and presentations, and two major speakers who
could inform and inspire the work of the participants. An on-site study collection was also used
(see Appendix D). The workbook, which contained commissioned essa;3 as well as the results of
commissioned research, is reproduced in its entirety in Appendix C. Very brief biographies of con-
ference resource people are included in Appendix E.

Much of the work accomplished at the conference was done through interaction in small and
large group sessions. Full group sessions were facilitated by Barry Rosen, of Interaction
Associates in San Francisco. Rosen trained 12 volunteers who facilitated small group sessions.

These proceedings summarize results of all group sessions. Historical materials from each
group session are on file with and may be requested from: Peninsula Library System, 25 Tower
Road, Belmont, CA 94002.
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Without a doubt this is a history-making conference and I am honored to have been invited 10
serve as your keynote speaker. Although thic is not the first conference of its kind, from my
general observations and from my review of the presentations in the conference workbook, I think
it would be accurate to say that no conference of this kind has ever had the benefit of a more
thorough preparation. Beyond the basic preparations, I congratulate you on your very fascinating
collection ot conference resource people. The biographical summaries indicate a very impressive
array of specialties and experiences.

Indeed, I must confess that there i only one nerson listed among yuur conference resource
people who seems a bit out of place. When I compare my ever-increasing distance from the nuts
and bolts of our profession to the intimate knowledge of these experts on such matters as the
austerity management of libraries; data conversion; multitype networks; technology transfer and
utilization; when I consider these and several other noteworthy specialties I begin to feel a bit in-
adequate.

On the other hand, I can take comfort in the fact that you have a copy of the prograin where
my topic is listed. By tow you have had time to adjust yow expectations. By now you know that
I'm here to talk about political power and legislation toright — the real program doesn't begin until
tomorrow. By now you know that for most of this conference you will be foc 1sing on ways to im-
prove systematically on the practical concept of networking, the noble idea of sharing. Tonight I
begin with the assumption that, among all of the professions, librarians already stand ¢ * 35 the
pionieers and trailblazers in cooperation and sharing. Whatever you accomplish during tne next
three days will be a further structuring on an already well-established foundation.

Nobody knows exactly when the first interlibrary loan transaction took place. Informal inter-
libvary loans practice in America may pre-d=.ce the organizaticn of the library professicn. Accord-
ing to the Library of Congress Congressioaal Research Service, the more formal concept of inter-
library Joan was first discussed in the very first issue of Library Journal in September, 1876. A
Samue] Sweet Green recommended establishing agreements to loan among libraries. In 1913, the
American Library Association held its first symposium on interlibrary loan. In 1919, the first code
was adopted by A.L.A. The code was updated first in 1940 and again in 1952. In 1956 the Library
Services Act provided new stimulants for sharing, and in 1966 the Library Services and Construc-
tion Act continued and expanded these stimulants. Now in 1985, we have, of course, moved far
beyond the simple sharing of books and other materials. Unlike hospitals which required a federal
mandate before they recently began to systematically share expensive resources, libraries have
for a long time been enthusiastic participants in systems for sharing.

One basic concern of mine tonight is this fact that libraries have shared resources s) willingly,
so effectively and for so long that it has in some cases become a liability; a fundamental advantage
has been twisted into a disadvantage. But sharing is a basic part of the practice of austerity man-
agement. In many cases the extraordinary ability of librarians to successfully practice austerity
management has proved to be a curse. The ability to achieve high levels of cost effectiveness and
efficiency too often has no. been rewarded by budget decision-makers. Whether they are city
managers, university presidents or congressmen, instead of recognizing the austerity manage-
ment talents of librarians with appreciation and rewards, too often the response has been a de-
mand that librarians must do even more with much less.

Librarians have a serious problem. Qur generosity in sharing is like a rubber band. Even with
the best of intentions, if you continue to stretch a thin rubbes band it will break. Librarians have
the right attitude about sharing. With efforts like this conference we will continue to refine and
make more perfect our structures for sharing. But despite the appropriate attitude and structures
the great danger that lurks forever in the shadow s is the dwindling of available resources. We need
thicker rubber bands. Libraries of all types need more and better resources. In order to make cer-
tain that there will never be a widespread fear of sharing we must take steps to guarantee that
there is more to share.
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Legislation is just one way to obtain more to share. But legislation is a pivotal process in our
efforts to obtain the necessary resources. Whether it is at the city, county or state level, when our
lawmakers and government budget makers act they not only make dollars available, they also
communicate a sense of priorities to every segment of our society. Foundations, corporations and
individual ccntriputors are today following the lead of government more often than establishing
new directions themselves. Among the levels of government, local government is likely to follow
the lead of state government, while state government allows Washington to play a dominant role
in setting its priorities. Most of us are old enough to remember the stagnant period prior to the
coming of LSCA with its requirements for state plans. Some may remember the period prior to
special funding for research libraries when a quiet crisis was created when several major research
libraries indicated that the burden of interlibrary loans was becoming too great for th” m to bear
without federal assistance.

Washington in the past and Washington today is the place where a very important tone is
established for library concerns. There is a fallout effect from Washington that showers down on
all other levels of government and on all sectors of the economy and the society. Unfortunately the
news from Washington this year is not good news. The President again placed zero in the budget
for all library programs and Congress was forced to wage an uphill fight to maintain the status
quo. Although nearly two months have passed since the budget agreement was finalized by the
House and the Senate, there is still no clear statement showing what “status quo” means for fiscal
year 1986. For example, last year, the budgeted amount for LSCA was 125 million dollars. The
estimated expenditure for LSCA, however, was only 86.9 million dollars. The question is: will the
fiscal 1986 budget be set at this lower level? And a larger question, of course, relates to the fact
that such a large percentage of the 1985 funds were not spent. Surely the money was needed
throughout the country. What kind of bureaucratic sabctage did the administration engage in to
prevent the expenditure of authorized and budgeted funds?

In the area of higher education we think the budget reading is clearer. College library re-
sources will move from zeroto 12.5 million. Library careers will move from 900,000 dollars to five
million dollars. Research library resources will move from 6 million to 12.5million dollars. None of
these figures relate to the enormous needs of the library community. All of these allocations use
1981 as the starting point and that was the year of the dramatic cutbacks in human service pro-
grams. As you can see then, the only good news from Washington is that we prevented the zero
funding disaster recommended by the administration. But Washington continues to fail to place
libraries on a priority list. There are very few decision makers who have the vision to see the
inevitablc. However, time and the forward movement of events in our complex society are on our
side. As the complexity of our society escalates daily and the information needs of every citizen
multiply, there is a kind of march toward a long-term inevitability of the recognition of the roles
libraries and information systems must assume. And with this recognition will come the legisla-
tion for funding.

The contest with our commercial competitors such as Japan and West Germany will push us
more rapidly toward this inevitability. Research, technology development, technology application,
salesmanship, and language proficiency all require readily available information resources. Cer-
tainly, the intense ideological struggle between the two great super powers — the United States
and the Soviet Union — will push us more rapidly toward this inevitability. Despite our knowledge
of these forces which cannot be halted, librarians should not sit and wait for the inevitable to hap-
pen. Librarians have an obligation to provide focus and direction for the unfolding information
revolution. The inevitable cannot fully express itself without our assistance. Librarians must be
the midwives for an era still in the process ot being born.




To put it more bluntly, despite the emergence of obvious massive needs for information, a
decade or two could be wasted with fumbles and blunders before those needs are adequately met.
Early fajlures will fuel the confusion and meaningful efforts will be forced to compete with
monstrous experiments like the A-76 contracting out of federal libraries. No, the library profes-
sion should not wait for the irevitable. We must seize the initiative and strive to gain both the
legislative authority and the legislative funding to do the job which should be done. Librarians
must gain the power to develop the natworks and the systems; the political power to provide the
necessary collections and the databases.

Political power is never accumulated by accident. And in today’s political arena, legislation is
never passed without the marshaling of considerable political power behind the legislation. Yes, it
is absolutely necessary for librarians to come together in conferences on networking and other
professional matters. At all conferences and other gatherings of librarians, some time-outs should
be called to discuss the political process. Years of struggle and disappointment can be avoided if
the right lezislation is put in place at the right time. Years of hard work can often be preserved by
preventing the enactment of backward and primitive legislation. Political power is a defensive as
well as an offensive weapon.

Political power first requires unity and the centralized pooling of resources to create a
“presence” as close to the halls and chambers of decision-making as possible. The carpenters of
America understand this need for a presence. The letter carricis understand the principle. The
operating engineers, the airline pilots, the machinists, the teachers; all of these groups understand
the need for a presence in Washington. All of these groups own buildings in Washington. Many
unions and associations with members much smaller in number than the library profession main-
tain a noticeable presence in Washington.

Presence means more than occupying physical space. Presence means having the staff and
the capability to write legislation and deliver it to sympathetic lawmakers. Folitical presence
means staking out your own area of turf; that is, determining those issues which belong primarily
to your group and never yielding philosophical ground. Everything related to library and informa-
tion services is part of our turf. The turf that we neglect will be claimed by some other force on the
Washington scene. For example, David Stockman and the Office of Management and Budget
discerned a vacuum with respect to the federal executive branch libraries and decided to take over.
Edwin Meese, while counsel to the President, decided to capture headlines by discarding govern-
ment document titles from a collection that the library profession had forgotten to weed.

Neglected or unfinished business in our area of turf will become an albatross around our
necks. Political presence means that respect is commanded and this respect is won and maintained
only by those who cover and continuously patrol their turf.

Political presence also means the capability to punish and reward. Punishment and r~ward
may begin with a simple rating of the voting records of lawmakers. It may go as far as the
mobilization of volunteers for or against a lawmaker. Punishment and reward reaches its peak in
the capability of a group to make financial contributions to a lawmaker or to his opposition.

There is no reason why librarians cannot establish the fullest possible political presence in
Washington. If all of the various tributaries of this profession were to pour their resources back in-
to one political mainstream effort, we could create a highly visible and dynamic presence in
Washington.




E.]. Josey, the outgoing president of A.L.A. has called on librarians to lead the way for anew
coalition building effort with other educational and human service organizations. Josey rightly
maintains that all institutions dedicated to the putlic good are under attack and therefore should
all unite for a common defense. This coalescing with others is highly desirable and I enthusiasti-
cally endorse the effort. But, meanwhile, back home among thc librarians, when will school
librarians begin to speak to public librarians? And when will academic librarians shuw an apprecia-
tion of children’s librarians? How long will special librarians and medical librarians and law
librarians hold their conferences separ..e and apart from these other librarians? Before we can
forge coalitions with groups beyond the library profession we must first build solidarity among
librarians.

Ask yourself when you last went to a conference or attended a workshop with librarians who
were not your type? Do federal librarians care about the problems of nn.. .dbrarians? Do military
librarians have anything in common with inner city librarians? Do we truly believe that all
librarians are more alike than thay are different? Can we affirm the fact that we are bound by a
common body of knowledge and training; that we are bound by cne universal mission to harness
the continuing explosion of knowledge and information, and to place that knowledge and informa-
tion within the reach of all of those who seek to use it?

The wisest among us already know that there is only one public perception, only one overall
image of the librarian. We understand that the long-term fate of one type of librarian is inextri-
cably bound up with the fate of all the rest. When large corporations grant new rec~gnition,
respect, and pay increases to database librarians or what they sometimes choose to call database
administrators, a process is set in motion which eventually impacts on the recognition, respect and
pay scale of the junior high school librarians. When the Federal Office of Personnel Management
moves to reclassify federal librarians to a lower civil service grade, an important precedent is set
which threatens to lower the civil service classifications grades of librarians throughout the
country.

Without continuing to belabor the point let me return to the basic argument in a clear and
direct manner. I am saying that more solidarity among librarians is needed. I am saying that great
political power can accrue from such internal coalescing. Such a new unity among librarians could
generate the resources to establish a more effactive political presence at every level of overn-
ment. Certainly at the pinnacle of power in Washington where the pace and tone of the nation is
set, in Washington where the opinions of most public policymakers are molded, in Wash‘ngton
there could be an appropriate “giant” library presence to represent our needs.

In order to get legislation to provide more to share, before we will be allowed to design and im-
plement the systems for networking that we know are needed, we must establish this new
presence. The small three-person A.L.A. Washington office, no matter how hard the staff works,
can never provide an adequate political presence. In additionto A.L.A. increasing s#s allocation for
its Washington activities, it is necessary that the Special Libraries Association, the Medical
Librarians Association, the Law Library Association and all other organized professional associa-
tions and groups contribute reasonably to establish this unified presence. Nothing is more practi-
cal than uniting to obtain proper recognition, and the appropriate authority and budget ali.cations
which flow from such recognition.

I am certain that all o1 you want to see the fruits of your labor this weekend recognized by im-
portant decision-makers. Collectively, you have a vision of what library networks could do and
should do in the state of California. You have a vision, a blueprint and commitment to make your
plans a reality. But all of us 2re old enough and experienced enough to know that most of what is
decided here this weekend will have to be approved at higher levels. If new rules or regulations or
laws are necessary, someone else will first have to be convinced.
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If and when we achieve the necessary national political presence, here is the kind of 20 year
national legislative program that I think could be achieved. You could subtitle this “The Legisla-
tive Fantasies of the First Librarian In Congress™. In total these items represent the kind of federal
umbrella of support activities which I think you need at the state and local level.

I. A massive increase in aid to library eaucation.

1. Federal subsidies for long-term protection against rising postal and telecom-
munications rates.

1. Continuation of LSCA with funding at the pre-1981 levels plus a ome-time
capi(=! grant program for new technology hardare.

IV. A nationa: designation of library and information services as a public utility
importani for national securily.

V.  Legislation to insure the avaslabilily of certain databases, - mieval systems and
collections in the interest of national security.

V1. Federal mo;iitoring and supervisios of nation-wide in/ormation systems.

VII. Regusrements for the more streamisned management of federal information re-
Sources-exe utive branch libraries and government documents from all sources.

VIU. Decentralization of the Library of Congress.

This job of convincing, of explain: 1g and selling ideas, concepts and systems is a full- time job.
Every decision-maker in America needs to be exposed to a vision, a blueprint of the role libraries
must be allowed to play in the future life of our nation. Only an adequate political presence can
carry out the mission of selling this olueprint. It is a never ending task. We must insist that
America can remain America, the Beautiful only if it becomes America, the Informed. Libraries are
needed to help move America beyond basic literacy to information literacy and computer literacy
and technological literacy and literacy in international cultures.

To achieve all that must be accomplished. in addition to state networks, we must have a na-
tional informaticu grid , £ more streamlined management of federal informatior esources. a de-
centralization of the Library cf Corigress, and a set of national security assur- _cs for standard in-
formation systems. Only librarians know what is needed. Only librarians can provide the leader-
ship to guarantee an informed America. In these closing years o the twentieth contury and at the
dawn of the twenty-first century, libraries are definitely not a low-energy activity. Libraries are nct
superfluous, ornamental or subsidiary in the intellectual processes which are the ultimate forces
which shape our world. Librarians must sound the alarm. The message that a society which resists
the age of information will rapidly become obsolete is » message which librarians are qualified to
rarry. Librarians nave a rendezvous with the American conscicusness. Our challenge is to create a
new mass awareness of this age of informaticn.

To insist that what you are undertaking this weekend is a vital part of a larger national securi-
ty effort is not to indulge in melodrama. It is not an exaggeration to state that in our lifetime the
leaders of our nation will be forced to recognize the fact that national information grids, systems
and networks; federally protected collections, databases and retrieval mechanisms; these and all
of the administrators and supportive personnel necessary to guarantee a steady flow of informa-
tion to all sectors of our society are indeed vital to our national security. This weekend as you
ponder the mechanisms for sharing information you are also providing the justifications for pro-
viding more resources to share. At the same time you are taking important steps toward obtaining
the prlitical power needed to gain more to share. I congratulate you on your t'rst steps and 1 lock
forward to joining you as we take those new additional steps forward to wia, at every govern-
mental level, the passage of legislation to provide the funds we need to purchase more to share.
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SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES: Friday, September 20, 1985

The objectives for Friday’s activities were:
1. To provide background mformation on multitype cooperation.
2. To develop possible functions and services of multitype cooperatives.
3. To understand possible benefits and barriess to multitype cooperation.

After a brief review of the day’s program, participants were divided into three groups of ap-
prexirnately 40 persons each  Each group then spent the morning cycling through three presenta-
tiuns/question-and -answer sessions, each of which built on material included in the conference
workboo!-. Presenters were asked to briefly present key concepts, then to respond to questions
and concerns of each group. Recorders were present in each session, so that questions and con-
cerns could be easily passed along to the next resource person the group encountered in order to
avoid duplication in the presentations. The three presentations and presenters were:

a) Multitype funding — Scott Bruntjen
b) Multitype organizations, activities — Jan Beck Ison
¢) Multitype partnerships/governance ~ Barbara Robinson and Bob Drescher

Key concepts from all sessions were discussed briefly by the full group before lunch.

Small group sessions were held in the afternoon. Each small group was composed of librarians
and users from different types of libraries, typically strangers to one another.

Each grnup had a specific agenda, based on the assigned work for the afternoon: to develop
lists of possible functions and services, beuefits and barriers, {.r California multitype cooperation.
Each group was assisted by a trained facilitator; each group’s work was recorded by a volunteer
recorder. Each group assigned a spokesperson to share their work with the larger group at the end
of the afternoon. After this “reporting out” session finished, and comments were shared about the
day’s activities, group members were free 12 socialize with one another.

SUMMARY OF ACTIVITIES: Saturday, September 21, 1985

Lists of functions, services, benefits and barriers identified in small groups on Friday had been
consolidated and duplicated, and were distributed to participants as they met on Saturday.
The origmal objectives for saturday’s 2rtivities were:
1. To share ideas on multityr ration: functiors, services, benefits, barriers.
2. To develop consensus o+ o
3. To develop potential mu., o wervices and structures fcr California.

The pa.ticipants did not adopt these objectives, but developed tk:= following objectives instead:
1. T~ uetermine the strengih of conference participants’ support for multitype networking.
2. lu develop a list of resource sharing needs and gaps.
3. Tomake r ommendations for future actior.

Saturday morning was spent in full group session, discussing whether the need for multitype
resource sharing really existed and cellectively developing a list of needs and gaps. After lunch,
participants met again in small groups to outline specific recommendations concerning multitype
networking in California. These were once azain shared in the large group before the Jroup ad-
journed for dinner and for the conference address by Hugh C. Atkinson.

Again, the materials developed in small groups on Saturday were consolidated, duplicated,
and made ready for distribution at the Sunday morning session.

ERIC 14
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One of the problems in networking is keeping a sustained effort and commitment to the ideal.
The initial burst of enthusiasm may not last. We must make the effort and apply the techniques to
sustain that kind of enthusiasm or at least the commitment to the network over the next years. It
seems to me, that the network idea, the concept of interdependent libraries working together to
provide higher quality and quant.ty of library service, is an idea whose time not only has come, but
whose implementation is well under way. While the technology makes the possibility of network-
ing t;uly available as a practice ;ather than as a theory, as the first flush of enthusiasm subsides,
one must recognize that it takes 2 continuvus and strong commitment to the concept of networks
to make them work.

One has to be realistic about the benefits of networks, and one has to be willing to overcome
the natural obstacles to such a fundamental change in the way libraries and library service are ad-
ministered and provided. It is inevitable that there will be some loss of interest and enthusiasm. It
is also inevitable that there will be disagreements and conflict about the way the network should
be operated. Even if you appoint a network czar, those conflicts and problems and concerns con-
tinue. When we elect or appoint a director of a library (a iibrary czar) we all know that a fair
amount of discussion, disagreement and difference of op'nion occurs in that area as well. Ore
should expect no difference in the administraticn of a network.

The most npertant thing we can dc when thinking about networks and their formation and
administration is to attempt to recognize that we can make a new beginning in library service,
even if we have failed in the development of library services in local libraries. We have at least par-
tially failed there by impesing on the patrons the library way of doing things as opposed to the way
patrons would have us do them. We might be able to remedy at least that error in librarianship in
the formation and operation of the networks. In case you are wonderin, * what kinds of impositions
1 am talking about, let me give you - a example that occurred in our library. This incident hap-
pened about five to six years ago and happily we have since modified our procedures.

I was on the train to Chicago to meet with my colleagues about the governance of our LCS net-
work. I noticed a Professor of Sociology who was on his way to give a lecture at one of the institu-
tions in that city. He was carrying a book that had one of the streamers that are in Interlibrary
Loan items. When I was talking to him I noticed that the fore edges of the book were stamped with
the name of Oak Park Public Library. Oak Park is a near suburb of Chicago. I asked him how he
got the book. Did he get it o, Interlibrary Loan? Did it satisfy his needs? The book was Black
Neighborhouds, by D. and R. Warren, a standard work in urban sociology of which I knew we had a
number of copies as do almost all academic libraries. Well, the Professor was quite enthusiastic
about the new computer network, and mentioned to me that it really helped his interlibrary loan
activity. He said that things had worked just fine. As I talked to him a little more, I discovered his
idea of “just fine” included somewhac cdd perceptions of the ways libraries do business.

He had gone to nur Interlibrary Loan Office and had requested that we borrow the book
because all of our copies were out. In those days the standard library response was that we don't
borrow books from other libraries if we own them. We recall them from the patron that has them.
Professor Harvey knew that the recall process was at best a very iffy situation; many times the
person having the book out did not return it with any reasonable speed. He thanked the In-
terlibrary Loan people and figured that he would go over to the Champaign Public Library.

Now, the borrowing activity (not the lending) of our Interlibrary Loar program, is performed
by the Lincoln Trail Library System, the one Jan Ison heads. Lincoln Trail has a contract wi h us
to perform all of our borrowing functions. We pay a fee and Lincoln Trail .ses our collections, The
same staff processes our Interlibrary Loan requests as well as those from the various member
libraries. In the early days of that arrangement they had simply taken over all of our previous
policies on interlibrary loan. That is why they checked with the Professor as to whether or not we
had owned the item and having discovered that we did, refused to borrow it. That was our rule,
not theirs.
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Professor Harvey trotted over to the Champaign Public Library, since he lives in Champaign
and is a perfectly valid user, and checked to see if that library owned it. They did not, but they of-
fered to borrow it for him. He said, “Fine,” and the book was processed through the same people
who had refused him a couple of hours earlier. In a very short time, since we use an automated
data base, the book arrived. Professor Harvey, believed that this was sort of a peculiar procedure
that we had insisted on fer his own good. (What do you expect from people who insist on calling
George Eliot-Evans, Mariann (afterwards Cross)?). Since he got the book in a relatively short time,
he was quite happy with the system and told me that it was a wonderful system. As you might well
imagine, I was somewhat disappointed. When I got back from Chicago we had some discussions
about rules like that and now have dropped that particular barrier to library materials.

As we gain more experience in resource sharing, we are discovering that a very large portion
f our incoming materials are borrowed not through the Lincoln Trail office (or any office for that
matter) but directly by our patrons ordering materials through the computer system. Our analysis
of what we are borrowing shows that about half the items we borrow are items that we already
own but are unavailable to the patron at that time. To refuse to borrow such items is an example of
imposing on the patron the library way of doing things as opposed to the way patrons would have
us do them. It is hoped that within the network the number of barriers to use of the library are
decreased not increased.

Let us also hope that it is at least as easy and quick to use the network as it is to use the library.
Hopefully, both can be easier and quicker. That means, of course, in our society, that that long
trend of transference of library record keeping activity from the library staff to the patron should
be acceleratad in the development of network operations. It was not so long ago that a book was
circulated in a library by having the librarian write down in some ledger the author, title, and call
number or location of the book and the name and address of the borrower. Obviously that extraor-
dinarily slow, cumbersome, and inefficient process gave v/ay to book cards, filled out by the
patron. That, in turn, gave way to McBee key sort cards or Gaylord charging systems which have
been giving way to computer-based systems. All of those processes seem to be leading toward
more and more self-scrvice activity, very similar to the self-service operations in large retail
estahlishments.

One can note that even the cash registers in grocery stores are using laser readers and it is but
a small step toward even more automation and self-service. The same process will cuntinue in
libraries. It is only in that way that we will be able to handle the numbers of people who should be
ucing the liraries and the levels of needed service. The need for informatio.. and for libraries is so
great that if all those who needed them would use them, we would not be able to handle the crowd.
I hope that nevwork operations will at least recognize that fact and be designed in ways that will
make it possible to provide for the level and volume of library service that is needed.

One of the things to avoid is the worry about who is in charge. One must commit oneself to the
concept that by and large it is the patron who is in charge not the director of the Jargest library in
the ne. work, not the head of circulation of the busiest branch nor the interlibrary loan librarian nor
the exacutive committee of the network. One of the great fears which itself leads to one of the har-
riers in interlibrary cooperation and networking is the fear that someone else might be in charge
and that that person will not take the same responsibility :oward the material or services or
patrons which would be expected from the employee of the home library. The process of overcom-
ing that not unreasonable fear takes a commitment and Jeep belief in the overall advantages of
networking. It is no small task.
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As an example of such commitment and the way it pays off, let me note our experience within
one network. We, along with twenty-seven other institutions, share a joint computer system, LCS.
The agreements among the twenty-seven institutions are that each of us will treat the other’s
students and faculties the same way we treat our own with reference to borrowing privileges and
the like. Secondly, we agreed that the various participants can do remote charging of materials
fromeact ¢** - ‘nstitutions. We also have a delivery system administered and funded by the State
Library. Tha. uctivery system ensures pretty much two to three day delivery within the state,
sometimes even faster. Since each of us are using the system as a circulation system, all of us have
a registered borrowers file in the system, that is a file of our registered students and facuity. The
system controls the circulation. The patron can be affiliated with any institution. The book can be
affiliated with any institution. The system allows a patron to search the other twenty-seven data
bases and to charge an item directly from the terminal. Most of the charges seem to occur aftera
search has been performed by library staff for a patron, but an increasing number are done by the
patron from a public terminal.

Last year the University of Hlinois at Urbana-Champaign borrowed approximately 130,000
books and journals using that system. Coupled with close to 30,000 items that we have borrowed
through the standard interlibrary loan procedures, administered by the Lincoln Trail System, that
means that we 2re now borrowing some 160,000 items yearly. Of course, we lend close to 100,000
volumes a year mostly to public libraries and smaller academic libraries in the state. That lending
is done through the 18 regional library systems, some of which are multitype.

Two Ph.D. candidates have written dissertations using LCS data; one anzlyzed borrowing
patterns. Itis clear that institutions with acuve faculties, active students, and with large collec-
tions are far more likely to borrow in an area of strength (given all the systems and procedures be-
ing easy and equal) than the smaller ones. The smaller institutions can use larger more esoteric
collections but in fact they don't use them as much as the larger ones do. Soit is to the advantage of
the large active institutions to join with differing kinds of institutions as well as with similar institu-
tions. Whether it’s similar or different kinds of institutions, the ability to get materials into the
library patrons’ hands increases significantly. In our case, it has become such a significant part of
the library activity that I find it difficult to conceive of deing wit.out it. We have come a long way
towards reaching the goal that I set for the library some three years ago. I have no factual data to
support that goal. I have no experimental results which prove my assumptions or my conclusions.
Nevertheless, these arc what they are.

First of all, I believe that by and large a world-class library such as the University of Illinois at
Urbana . hampaign fails some one-third of the time in the provision of library materials. That is,
when a patron comes in to our library, he or she leaves the library with approximately two-thirds of
the items that he or she had wanted and fails to receive some one-third. Now that’s from a really
good library, a library with close to 7,000,000 volumes and one with a very high quality collection.
A very large portion of those failures are for items that the library at least theoretically owns but
somehow cannot supply to that particular patron at that particular time. It ic my belief that it is not
unreasonable to expect to provide patrons with approximately one-third of our failures by using
other libraries, interlibrary loan, and resource sharing agreements. Since vre have a to*al general
circulation of about 2,000,000 volumes, a third of a third (which is about 10%) will require us to
borrow 200,000 items to reach the goal of satisfying one-third of our failures with materials from
other libraries. I am abso..tely sure we will reach that goal. We are going to reach it through par-
ticipation in a library network which has direct access through an automated data base, coupled
with a delivery system which makes the delays between the ordering of the material and its arrival
in the library small enough to be viable.
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By the way, I placed the same kind of goal on our efforts in the area of Coordinated
Cooperative Collection Development. Much to the dismay of our collection development officer, I
have publicly stated that the goal of that program is to recover yet another one-third of our
failures. It seems to me that if we can recover a third of our failures throv.gh unplanned inter-
institutionai arrangements, we ought to be able to operate on a level which will provide another
third through planned and cooperative purchasing agreements. There is no real magic about 2ne-
third. It could be one-fourth, it could be a fifth, it could be fifty percent. Since I think of one-turd as
clearly aitainable through Interlibrary activity, I would suggest similar goal setting on all of our
parts.

By setting such goais one provides a framework for planners, in this case in either interlibrary
loan or in cooperative collection development, to work within. Goals of such magnitude do mean
that there is a clear effort on the part of all of the library staff to use the network. There is a clear
need to minimize delays in all facets of the network and to have as little interference between the
patron and the transaction as possible. When that is applied to cooperative collection develop-
ment, it requires the same kinds of judgments and analyses that are required in local collection
building, rather than simply palming off the purchase of either very expensive or very rarely used
items to the cooperative program.

One of the worst errors one can commit is the building of what might be called a Potemkin net-
work in which there is a facade of access but it is never used. When a network tells me that it has
purchsed the whole 19th century file of the Hog Farmers Gazette, 1 ask how often it is usea. If the
answer is “never” and that is quoted as success, I have deep susgicions about the efficacy of such a
network. When people tell me that they have saved lots of money by not buying things because the
network has purchased them, I am also suspicious. At any given moment I can point out that I
have just saved $3,000,000 this year by not buying a Guttenberg Bible Not buying a Guttenberg
Bible has not provided any better library service as far as I can tell.

The problem about who owns what will come to the fore; it is a problem that we have with us
now. It is one which we may not be able to solve. It may well be that we just have to learn to live
with the problem. To state it more clearly, it seems to me that as we deal with informationand with
library use we are running into a phenomenon in which the patrons do not seem to recognize that
the physical book, the physical videotape, physical microfilm, the physical machine readable data
tape are in fact owned by a given institution, a given library. They find that some of the informa-
tion contained in those items is that which we have talked about as being free, as being universally
available, as being the right of every citizen. As we have blurred the distinction behind the pro-
cesses of borrowing an item from one’s own library or from other libraries in a network, we
generate a situation in wlich there i~ no locus of ownership. That is, our patrons don't really
believe anybody owns a book or journal. The idea of ownership, that there is a physical item which
belongs to some library and that must be shar...J with other people (which is in effect the reason
why one wants to clearly demonstrate ownership along with the general fudiciary responsibility of
a public institution using tax money) will produce some very real problems. I* is well we recognize
them.

I don’t think we alone will be able to solve them because I really do believe that we are living in
a society which is fundamentally changing its attitudes toward ownership. No matter what the
‘philosophical liberals’ in the 18th century meaning of the term, believe about the rights of private
ownership, tie society is by its actions defining a new concept of what is allowable ownership and
what is not. Historically, there have always been some limits on private property and private
ownership. Moralists have always proposed that one cannot have a surplus of food while a
neighbor is starving and that one’s rights of ownership take a second place to the right of survival
on that basic level. That view prevailed all the way through the middle ages and the 17th century.
In this century we see concepts of public rights to knowledge, to education, to travel and these
rights imply a certain lack of private ownership of the processes of education, knowledge, travel,
and so on. I would doubt that the concept of a toll road could be sustained if there were no free
alternative to it.
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That change in concept of ownership is effecting the libraricc. We ourselves are not sure about
it. For the last few years the question about the rightness or wrongness of charging fees for certain
library activities has occupied our profession. It is an issue which has not been settled. The pro-
ponents of fees justify them on the basis that it is the only way to generate the funds necessary to
provide the service, rather than that charging fees is appropriate to libraries. In an age which is un-
sure of all the limits of ownership, I think we can identify quite clearly that information and the
media that store that information are under more stress than many of the other parts of the socie-
ty. We do have to recognize that we will have some problems in maintaining the old concepts of
local ownership. I don't think it is insoluble, as a practical problem, although I do think it is a pro-
blem which will be solved in the long run by the society’s own attitudes. We can all see one other
expression of these new attitudes. In all of our reading rooms I note on e- *ry weekend there are
large numbers of students who are clearly from other institutions and just as clearly are here
visiting their friends on our campus. I am sure that if I go into the dormitories I will find these peo-
ple have taken the beds and rooms of absent students ond those absent students are off on some
other campus doing exactly the same thing. I also notice that they are using our library materials,
they are studying with their boyfriends und girlfriends or just friends and have evolved a sort of an
underground circulation system. T cippose that the borrowing is being done by the local student
for his or her friend, but I also notice that cur students quite often carry around books that have
ownership marks from other institutions. 'm pretty sure that at this very moment a couple of hun-
dred or a couple of thousand of our books are being used in homes and reading rcoms in the
Chicago area. I am also sure that many of our students are at Northwestern, the University of
Chicago, at Layola University and at the Chicago city colleges. They are borrowing books from
those institutions just as students from t:0se institutions are at our librery. That pi.enomenon is
one which exhibits the students’ belief that there is a sort of a “republic of the university and col-
lege” whose rights of citizenship include access to a large number of institutions. I am sure that a
fairly active circulation is carried out under the names of local patrons. In actuality it is a device to
bypass institutional barriers to the free exchange of material. It is a situation which I am not about
to go meddling in and is one which I really think we ought to ignore. I think that within the net-
work one just has to recognize the transference of local authority and local responsibility and that
the cooperating libraries should recognize their responsibility for the patron even though that
patron may not have gone through the normal processes and channels of library activity and
registration. I recognize that this is a stopgap measure and that it is a temporary solution. We will
seek other solutions as we more clearly understand the changing nature of our public’s attitudes.

The technology is changing those questions of ownership as well. The rise of the hacker
within the computer networks is clearly part of this change. The public’s reaction to the hacker is
an uphill battle for the policing authorities, and rightly so, I think.

We can all agree that it is wrong to change one’s bank balances frora one’s home computer and
to foigive oneself the justly owed debts to the local shoe store. However, the use of data in ways
which are not personally harmful to other people or institutions, but simply useful to the local
hacker don't seem: to be anywhere near 4s serious. In fact, even some of the activities which most
of us think to be clearly wrung, such as the defrauding of Bell Telephone of its long distance
charges, we have a hard time defining as as serious a crime as some would make it. Even when we
believe it to be a wrong, we don't assign to that wrong the seriousness that we once did. The
technology itself has lead to that change of attitude and those changes will continue.



All of those changes in attitude and in structure within the libraries will meke some real
changes in the institutions themselves. Some of those I think we might explore for a moment. If
we do build network accesses and services in a manner which is useful, easy, and patron-centered,
such new procedures will soon spill over to our own processes and there may well be changes in
our libraries themselves. If we can build systems in which the patrons provide their own access to
network holdings and they work, it will not be long before we make those changes in our libraries
as well. Even now, of course, most of the circulation in most public libraries occurs because of the
self-service operation of open shelf obrowsing. If we can find some machine based system which
will allow a substitute of the bibliographic record for the shelf browsing that too will change the
design of our libraries. I am not sure how, but I am sure that it will change. If we discover that we
can trust our patrons to charge their own books out through the network, I think we will soon see
them being charged out in our libraries by the patron.

Since patrons will be dealing by and large with racords rather than with the materials
themselves (and in some cases directly with the information), the bibliographic record itself will
change over the next few years. That recor* will change both with. . the networks and in our
libraries. I thirk that the most likely change 1l be an additional efforts and analysis to describe
what the book is about —a more detaile .assification, more subject headings, and subject
headings in the ianguage that is used by the patron. If you think this is similar to what Sandy Ber-
man has been saying at ‘he Hennepin County Library, you are right. However, Sandy phrases all
of his proposals for changes to the subject headings, descriptions and headings in the language of a
particular set of patrons. His average library patron is about twenty-two, with a relatively high
degree of education, and is somewhat scruffy. That is clearly unfair and not an accurate descrip-
tion ¢f Mr. Berman's position. He allows for {ar more diversity than I gave him credit for. I use
such hyperbole to illustrate the need to continually recognize the diversity of our patrons.

I think that there are a wide variety of publics and eacn has a different language. The
language that we should phrase our subject headings in should fit each of the publics. For instance,
in our case, in an academic library, it seems to me that books in psychology not only ought to carry
the standard subject heading language — subject headings of the Library of Cc.igress - but also
the kinds of subject headings, the descriptors that one finds in Psychclogical Abstracts. Similarly
when one catalogs material in education one ought to add to the standard Ainerican library record
with its LC subject heading or Sears subject heading the descriptors for the same item or at least
for items in the same field found in ERIC. The subject headings for books intended for the young
adult should, in fact, be that in the language of the young adult.

One of the nice things about machine records is that the existence of a sunject heading in one
language does not preclude the headings in the language of other people. For instance, a book
about the Rolling Stones may carry a heading like “Popular Music, 1950-1965” and additional
headings for the aficionado “Hard Rock — British Groups,” or some similar heading. Thus it seems
to me that we will be working with a far more detailed level of subject heading, coupled with a
series of subject headings in a whole series of languages. By languages, obvicusly I don't mean
English, German, and French. I mean the normal written and spoken style of the various
subgroups of our culture. There may well be, in fact, some more major language differences, such
as Spanish, Chinese, and the like but it is to the subgroups of English that I was referring. Such
analysis, it seexns to me, and the development and implementation of such subject approaches will
require a truly high degree of professional library activity. Whether that is performed by profes-
sional librarians or by specialists in other disciplines, it will have to be performed.
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A new and more comprehensive subject access will have to be provided for the network since
the patrons of network will have t¢ he working from records rather than from the materials
themselves. If it is provided by an¢ for the network, usually the same analysis will be present for
local libraries, and that local library usage will change to a very real extent over the next fwo to
three decades. I would suggest that the amount of browsing and retrieval by browsing will not
decrease. However, the amount of use by indexes and catalogs will increase if they are developed
along the lines I have outlined. That will become a much larger portion of the access methods for
the materials retrieved than it is now.

That too will change the library. If one selects a book from a record, rather than from the
physical item on a shelf, where the item is housed becomes less important. One can supply a need
identified in that way from many hundreds of locations rather than from the single location that is
required -when selecting from the phsycial item. Thus it has been easier for research libraries to
enter into networks for materials distribution since so much of their retrieval was from catalogs to
begin with. In many cases one can substitute one holding library, one location for another, with
relatively little aisruption. It fits naturally into the processes of selection and retrieval of library
material. That will change the staffing patterns, structure and, in fact the architecture of public
libraries as it develops. I don't expect, and I don't m=an to imply at all, that one will see the disap-
pearance of browsing or open sheif collections, nor siiould or.e expect to see these changes occur
the day after the network starts. However, it is a long term trend that I believe fits into other
trends in librarianship such as the machine storage of the data itself, and other technological
phenomenon which wi' -ntinue to be developed and to find a place in libraries.

There is another great change which will affect both the networks and the local institutions
and the ways those two institutions interac. ~1th one ancther. That is the rise of non-bibliogvaphic
machine readable data files. That is, not just machine readable lists of books and journals, journal
articles, and movies, but rather the rise of the machine readable book substitute. The data in
books and journals can be transferred to optical digital disks or other machine readable media, and
there will be new publications in machine readable form of that which never was published ir.
printed form.

The first category, simply reconstituting what ace no .7 books into a machine readable or op-
tical form, is not hard to envisage nor is it hard to conceive what problems will occur. The inability
to browse the shelves when the shelves contain digital disks which store 200 books, obviously
meane that the catalogs that I referred to earlier are essential. One can transmit this kind of the
book, this kind of library material, through an ele~tronic channel so that locaticn becomes even
less important. If library service doesn’t become completely distance-independent it will move
toward that, and we will have the opportunity to provide mulitiple accesses simultaneously to the
same set of data or to the same book or journal. Of course, technically, often one is only looking at
one-bit transmission at a time. It is just that those occur so rapidly and with such volume that when
we send one bit in one fraction of a miilisecond to one place and another bit in another fraction ofa
millisecond to another place, one can't tell the difference between true simultaneous transmission
and multiplexed one-at-a-time transmission.

The requirements for such machine readable libraries do ot take any great amount of effort
to imagine. Obviously the need for terminals will be very great and there will be some problems
with the decisions as to whether one should print agair. in paper form pieces of materials that were
moved from paper form to a machine readable form.
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The other category of material, mass data storage never previously published, strikes me as
having yet other serious problems and requirements. I believe that this material already exists but
we have neither generated the desire to use it f=ithough the need may well be there) nor have we
explored the methods and processes necessary to acquire and distribute it. Most of it exists in
Washington and in other govei nmental agencies as a by-product of needed statistical and other
administratively useful data. For instance, the consumer price index does not spring full-blown
from the head of one bureaucrat. Rather. it is the distillaticn of a huge volume of data that has been
analyzed and compressed into a single number. The data that has generated that one number are
available somewhere, and it is that compilation in its own semi-sorted or raw form which is the
kind of material to which I refer. There are literally millions of such pieces of data. They range
from oil pipe lin2 throughput to tonnage shipped in American ship bottoms, to the economis data,
to census data, to records of voting and registration, to the mortality tables, to uniform crime
statistics, to tables of epidemiology from the Disease Control Centers, to photographs in digital
form from the exploration of the solar system, to engineering data from governmental laboratories
throughout the country, to food and farm production statistics. A certain amount of other data
should be added which is net quite in such massive form but is generated by other agencies,
especially universities, cities, and research and cuitural inst:tutions. For instance, the complete
corpus of material in Greek and Latin is available in machine readable form. Such literary texts
will prove invaluable for detailed stylistic analyses and for literary criticism.

As one can imagine, these large amounts of data have a new phenomenon other thar just
simply largeness. It is one which we've never seen before. In all of the previous history of world
publishing, one of the characteristic; has been the application of some kind, even the most mini-
mal kind, of human intelligence to the information, the data. Some sorting has occurred, even if
most rudimentary. For instance, the census tables are arranged in some logical format, some rea-
sonable fashion. The machine readable data that I am talking about are almost random. The data
are so voluminous that there is no ability to simply look at them. In many cases, there isno logical
arrangement. Since these data have no form, there are absolutely unusable without other pro-
grams to provide that form. These are programs such as the “Statistical Program for the Social
Sciences” or the various analytical programs for averaging and finding medians. There are sorting
programs and programs which test for statistical validity. The data alone are not enough. Unlike
the printed records and other library materials which imposed on the library and librarians the job
of matching the book and the reader, these materials require matching the material, the user and
some kind of statistical program which will make the material usable and understandable. In «ddi-
tion to the added complexity of the data itself, the librarian must consider a whole new level of
complexity in technological requirements. These requirements include: a certain relatively limited
physical environment, an environment cool enough so that the machines don't quit working and
dry enough so that there are no false readings from the computers, and the need for a computer
itself. One can't just look at the material as one could with printed material.

The computer is truly a different machine than the machine necessary to look at rnicrofilm or
to view movies in cartridge form. It is a machine which performs processing on the data indepen-
dent of simply displaying it.




Provision of la;ge machine readable data files will probably have to be handled by networks.
The data itself is not in a particular location, that is, it doesn’t have a particular physical form
which requires it to sit on a shelf (even though the tape may well sit on a shelf somewhere). So
there is no particular difference between using a machine readable record that is on a computer a
hundred miles away and one which is on a computer a foot away. I think the economics, the social
structure and demographics all conspire to remove such material from the purview of the local in-
stitution and put it in the hands of some kind of consortium or network

Thus, another change will occur in the local library policy. Up until now, that policy has stated
that the forms that library materials take are not relevant to the collecting policies of the library.
Typical policy states that the librarv collects materials in all formats and that judgments to acquire
are made on the quality of the publication, its applicability for the libraries’ patrons and other inter-
nal characteristics of the material itself.

It is obvious that the library’s activities may well require the application of more professional
librarianship skills to the materials found within the network than with the materials housed local-
ly. As we develop more and more self-service to the local material, we may I believe, have to de-
velop more and more patron help for materials outside the local library but within the network. We
may have a library staffec. with librarians whose orientation is to things and cdta .itside the
library, somewhat ignorin, the materials that are within the library. Obviously we will have to
stike some reasonable balance and I am absolutely confident that we will.

In summary, I think that we can look forward to a library with a catalog which is far more ex-
tensive and detailed than we have now; to a library with a smaller portion of its materials housed
within its own walls. We can look to a higher degree of commitment by professional staff (o the
service of jointly owned or distantly owned materials. We can foresee a library which allows its
patrons to perform most of their local library activities on site themselves. We can see a library
which is focussed on the combination of patron need and the information to satisfy that need
without reference to the location, format, or problems in using the information itself. It clearly is
toth an exciting and a challenging time, one which requires, at this point in its development, a con-
tinued commitment and expectation for future progress.

There is no clear path to perfection. We will have to accept networks with imperfections.
What is important is to ignore the problems and differences and to concentrate on the improve-
ment of lihrary service. That is what librarianship is all about.
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ACTION AGENDA: Sunday, September 22, 1985

Participants reviewed the recommendations from Saturday’s smail group work, clarified
wording, and answered questions from colleagues. All recommended unanimously that a group be
constituted, at least partially from their own membership, to continue the work of the conference,
to study multitype networking as it might be implemented in California, to recommend further ac-
tion, and to work on improved funding for libraries in the state.

They charged the state librarian with the responsibility for forming such a group, with as
broad a representation as possible, and asked that that group be formed by November 1. The ex-
pectation that the conference group stated was that the followup group would develop its priorities

within the sprirt of the conference, would develop a timetable, and would communicate those
priorities and that timetable to the library community.

Several specific components of the followup group’s charge were discussed. In studying the
feasibility of multitype networking, for example, the conference group suggested that the
followup group examine the current provisions of the California Library Services Act (CLSA) and
the existing library structure in the state to determine whether networking goals might be met
through structures already in place. In addition, they recommended several specific components
for any multitype networking framework, including:

—equity in governance,

- voluntary membership,

—regional bases,

—local control,

—equitable access for all users in all geographic areas of the state,

—accommodation of other networks and cooperatives,

—incentives,

—*“new” money for funding,

- internetwork cooperation, communication, and delivery,

—statewide coordination and statewide communication,

—incorporation of statewide systems (e.g., UC, CSU) in regional systems and resource
grants,

—definition of levels cf local, regional, and state responsibility for services, determination
of fees, procedures, and protocols.

CLA and CMLEA representatives pledged to work together with other professional associa-
tions to begin building a common political base. Individual participants were asked to volunteer
for the new group if appropriate, to continue the dialogue among members of different library
groups at the local and statewide levels, to communicate with their constituents about the recom-
mendations of the group and their own opinions, and to support common political efforts.

Before the group adjourned, state librarian Gary Strong was asked to give his response to the
conference experience and the work of the participants,
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Response:

GARY E. STRONC
California State Librarian




I want to compliment the group. I think the process of planning, the agony of working to-
gether as the “committee of the whole” of 100, is not one of the most exhilarating experiences as
you're going ..crough it. I do believe we've accomplished a great deal in the last few days. If
nothing more, we know what each of us thinks. We can walk away with the perceptions of what
we know about what each of us thinks. Hopefully, we've learned a great deal about what our next
steps, as librarians, asusersc.  raries and as representatives of our own institutions, need to be.

One of the key statements in Strafegies /5 Service was, “For the first time, librarians and users
from all types of libraries ~ public, academic, school, ar4 special - agreed on a set of goals and
agreed to continue further.” That’s key, I believe, because we are here today as evidence that we
can at least meet at the same conference site for an extended period of time and not kill 2ach other
in the process.

I'd like to reiterate for you, to try to bring together a little bit of “the why we're here,” the five
goals embodied in the Strategies for Service report:

“~To meet the needs of all Californians by developing effective library and information

services and informing people about them.

~To design and offer services that link Californians with what they want to know through
the v,Jest means possible.

~To develop statewide cooperation among academic, public, school, and special libraries
and other information agencies.

~To ensure that libraries receive financial, community, and political support adequate to
meet the library and information aeeds of their communities.

~To ensure that libraries are staffed by com~- *‘ent people who understand and are sensi-
tive to their communities.”



Frankly, | have heard nothing in the last two days that calls for a mass movement away from
those goals. I think that our direction is still in place. The activities of the past few days may seem
somewhat fragmented, but as you go home and sort it out, I would hope that you'd agree.

California is a diverse state. Spread out over a coastline of some 1,200 miles, the state covers
vast geographical areas. Its economy is one of the richest in the world; we just necd to learn how to
tap more of it for libraries. Indeed, one out of every ten people living in the United States today
lives in California.

Virtually every ethnic group is represented in our population. Onr citizens speak many
languages, practice many traditions, and e; press many cultures. That makes us richer as we work
together. By the end of the decade, more than half of our school children will be representative of
ethnic and minority populations. Presently, our high school drop-out rate exceeds 30%, and is as
high as 70% in some districts. Clearly, one ir: five, maybe as high as two in five, adults cannot read
well enough to realize the California dream. Jobs are truly plentiful, and our economy is strong,
but the abilities of many of our citizens to compete for that speak out loudly as to why libraries and
educational institutions must cooperate and develop coalitions together.

California is built on the premise of excellence in education, in training, and in our capabilities
ts develop and innovate s a state. I don't think that this conference has lost sight of that, though
we baven't talked much about it as we've looked and worked together, but I wanted to bring that
back to our attention as we begin to close.

The systems that we design, the networks thz* —2 create, and the coa.tions we build, must
take into account these issues that we face as 2 California society into the next decade. People use
libraries. People have information needs and institutions have informaticn needs. It is people that
seek knowledge and information and understanding. As we design whatever it is that will be put in
place, we must keep that at the utmost of our consideration at all times.

Many of the services or products which have been identified as needs or gaps during the con-
ference are already in place. We must come together in coalitions which ensure that we gain the
maximuua effectiver.ess of our present services and our present resources. We must build on what
exists now to better serve the people of this state and, indeed, each other, as professional in-
formati-n providers, professional accumulators of the record of mankind, and preservers of that
record.

Basic to the premise of cooperation is that each segment must rally itself to bring the basic
foundation level of resources and support to the cooperative bargaining table. We must work
together to see that all segments have that basic foundation level. However, 'm suggesting that at-
taining it should not be one of the cooperative activities in the context of exchange cf resources.

We must agree upon several basic principles of such cooperation. Whatever it is we create
must be voluntary, must be regional-based, must allow for equity in governance. We must demand
institutional commitment that is outside the library. We must ensure local control, and we must
seek increased funding. We've got to support the buslding of resources as well as the sharing of
resources because we're rapidly approaching the point wher we may not have a whole lot to share.
We must pay attention to the continued building of those resources and the presarvation of the
resources that we already have.

‘We must improve access to resources and infc_mation for Californians, or, frankly, let's not
bother doing it at all. Finally, we need to develop, on those regional bases, means of linking the
regions together,

Basic to the premise of cooperation is that each segment must rally itself to bring the basic
foundation level of resources and support to the cooperative bargaining table. We must work
together to see that all segments have that bas! * foundation level. However, I'm suggesting that at-
taining it should not be one of the cooperative activities in the context of exchange of resources.
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We must agree upon several basic principles of such cooperai.on. Whatever it is we create
must be voluntary, must be regional-based, must allow for equity in governance. We must demand
institutional commitment that is outside the library. We must ensure local control, and we must
seek increased funding. We've got to support the buslding of resources as well as the sharing of
resources because we're rapidly approaching the point when we may not have a whole lot to share.
We must pay attention to the continued t-iilding of those resources and the preservation of the
resources that we already have.

We must improve access to resources and information for Californians, or, frankiy, let's not
bother doing it at all. Finally, we need to develop, on those regional bases, means of linking the
regions together,

What abc 1t next steps? I think, first and foremost, what you must do is decide tor yourself
how you feel about it. Don't go iome neutral. Don't go home without an opinion. Once you've
formed that opinion and you go home, share that opinicn with your colleagues and discuss it. Tell
them what happened. Talk to your friends in the profession. Talk with those who govern your in-
stitution or your library. Continue to examine what networking and cooperation mean to you in
your situation. Only then can you really begin to talk with others about what really is the “art of the
possible.” Serve as a communication link between your colleagues and your institution and the
ongoing planning effort, whether you self-select to be on the planning/steering committee or not.

The State Library is, and I am, committed to the continued process of planning and develop-
ment. We've taken here in the past few days a mere snapshot of where we are right now.
Frustrating as it might be, a regular snapshot to look at that is very important. We at the State
Library will continue to commit staff support and dollars to this effort. I also would welcome in-
novative proposals and applications under the Title III of the Library Services and Construction
Act which would demonstrate pilot services of cooperation and which would not draw on a con-
tinued commitment of LSCA funds to maintain support.

To continue state-level activities, I propose that what was ihe California Library Services
Task Force, now to be composed of as many organizational representatives as possible who have
attended this conference, be the group to assume the role of ensuring that the next steps will be
taken. I sense that there is agreement on that, that we not have several competing groups out
there, but that the roles and responsibilities of continuing this process be embodied in that one
group.

Most of the menibership or at least the segments represented on the California Library Ser-
vices Task Force are here. The Task Force must be responsible to the various constituency groups
that they represent for taking action. It must serve as a vehicle for communication and planning
and indeed linkage back to its broad constituencies,

I'm committed to support the worl of this group , to examine the findings and recommenda-
tions of this conference, and to work with the group in proposing next steps. Those of you who are
willing to serve in that capacity and who can represent a constituency, a component, or a point of
view, please let us know of that interest before you leave this conference. This is particularly im-
portant now that we must make decisions before November 1. I ask that you be ready, in your en-
thusiasm, to commit your time, your energy, and your own and your institution’s resources, not
totally but certainly as a partner in followup activities. Please jot down your willingness on a piece
of paper and hand it to me or one of the planning committee members before you leave here. If you
wait until you get home and see the stack on your desk, you might have second thoughts.

Another activity which I believe is crucial is that the representatives here go back and take 2
very careful look at how you can bring together, in your own region, the people who attended this
conference. Come together and add in the people who applied and couldn’t come and followup the
discussion that has taken place here. If we believe that it’s important, we've got to begin collective-
ly the education process of our colleagues and of users of libraries. We must be sure that what we
plan for the future of multitype interaction in this state really can happen and that we're experi-
menting with the “art of the possible,” and that we are engaging in a dialogue that will result in im-
proved access to information and library services for all Californians.
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APPEMVIX A:
Conference Agenda




Thursdey, Seprember 19
9:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.
2:00 p.m. - 5:00 p.m.
5:00 p.m. - 6:00 p.m.

6:00 p.m.

8:15 p.m.

8:45 p.m.

Friday, September 20

Objectives:

7:00 a.m.
7.30 a.m. - 8:30 a.m.
8:45 a.m. - 9:00 a.m.

9:00 am. - 11:45 z2.m.

9:00 a.m. - 9:45 a.m.
9:45 am. - 10:00 a.m.

10:00 a.m. - 10:45 a.m.

CALIFORNIA CONFERENCE ON NETWORKING

PROGRAM

Facilitator Training — Barry Rosen  (Mountain Vista)
Arrival and registration  (Conference Center — main desk)
Refreshments  (Exhibit Lounge)

Dinner  (Dining Room)
Conference opening/Gregg Atkins
Welcome and introduction of Major Owens — Gary Strong

Keynote Address — “Legislation to Provide Scmething to Share”
Major R. Owens, Member of Congress, 12th District, N.Y.

Introduction of Planning/Steering Committee, Resource Persons, Consultants/Linda Crowe
Review of Conference Process and Objectives/Gregg Atkins

Dessert  (Exhibit Lounge)
Meeting — Resource People

1. To provide background information on multitype cooperation.
2. To develop possille functions and services of multitype cooperatives.
3. To understand possible benefits and barriers to multitype cooperation.

Aerobics  (Hillside East)

Breakfast  (Dining Room)

Purpose and outcomes of day’s activities/Gregg Atkins  (Auditorium)
Background Sessions

Topics:

a) Multitype funding — Scott Bruntjen = (Mountain Vista 1)

b) Multitype organizations/activities — Jan Beck Ison
{Mountain Vista 2)

¢) Multitype partnerships/governance — Barbara Robinson and Bob Drescher
(Hillside East)

Background Session I, Topics a, b, ¢
Break
Background Session 1I, Topics a, b, ¢
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Friday (continued)
10:45 a.m. - 11:00 a.m. Break
11:00 a.m. - 11:45 a.n. Background Session III, Topics a, b, ¢

Topics will be discussed concurrently in each session. Each participant will be able to interact with resource people in all topic
areas.

11:50 a.m. - 12:10 p.m. Key learnings — Barry Resen, facilitator ~ (Auditorium)

12:15 p.m. - 2:00 p.m. Buffet lunch and break  (Dining Room)

2:00 p.m. - 2:10 p.m. Let’s go to work! — Gregg Atkins  (Auditorium)
2:10 p.m. - 2:30 p.m. Introduction to small group sessions on multitype cooperatives — Barry Rosen, facilitator
(Auditorium)
2:30 p.m. - 3:45 p.m. Small group discussion sessions to develop possible functions, services, benefits, and
barriers of California multitype cooperatives.
Group A — Mountain Vista 1 Group G — Hillside Central 1
Group B — Mountain Vista 2 Group H — Hillside Central 2
Group C — Mountain Vista 3 Group I — Poly Vista 1
Group D — Mountain Vista 4 Group ] — Poly Vista 2
Group E - Hillside East 1 Group K — Poly Vista 3
Group F — Hillside East 2 Group L — Exhibit Lounge

3:45 p.m. - 4:00 p.m. Break  (Exhibit Lounge)
4:00 p.m. - 4:30 p.m. Reporting Out Sessior. — Barry Rosen, facilitator  (Auditorium)
4:30 p.m. - 4:45 p.m. Plus/Minus Session — Barry Rosen, facilitator  (Auditorium)

5:15 p.m. Sangria Party  (Exhibit Lounge)

6:00 p.m. Western Barbecue  (Auditorium and Terrace)
Saturday, September 21

Objectives:

1. To share ideas on multitype cooperation: function, services, benefits, barriers.
2. 'To develop consensus on benefits.
3. To develop potential multitype services and structures for California.

7:00 am. Aerobics  (Hillside East)

7:30 a.m. - 8:30 aun. Breakfast  (Dining Room)

8:45 a.m. - 9:00 a.m. Purpose and outcomes of day’s activities — Gregg Atkins  (Auditorium)
9:00 a.m. - 9:15 a.m. Review of ideas from Friday afternoon sessions  (Auditorium)

9:15a.m. - 10:15 a.m. Developing consensus on benefits, exchanging ideas on barriers, defining important issues
and problems — Barry Rosen, facilitator  (Auditorium)
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Saturday (continued)
10:15 a.m. - 10:30 a.m. Break  (Exhibit Lounge)
10:30 a.m. - 11:45 a.m. Creative time (with a partner); clarify problems, barriers, resolve key issues
- Resource people (Bruntjen, Drescher, Ison, Robinson, Turock, Atkinson,
Van House, Johnson)  (rooms as posted)
12:00 noon - 2:00 p.m. Buffet lunch and break  (Dining Room)
2:00 p.m. - 2:30 pan. Key learnings — Barry Rosen, facilitator  (Auditorium)

2:30 p.m. - 4:00 p.m. Small discussion groups to develop spevific recommendations for multitype cooperation
with California: next steps  (see Friday schedule, Groups A - L)

4:00 p.m. - 4:15 p.m. Break  (Exhibit Lounge)
4:15 p.m. - 4:45 p.m. Reporting out — Barry Rosen, facilitator  (Auditorium)
4:45 p.m. - 5:15 p.m. Plus/minus session — Barry Rosen, facilitator  (Auditorium)

6:30 p.m. Cinner  (Dining Room)

*“The Benefits of Multitype Cooperation” — Hugh Atkinson, Director
University of Illinois Libraries (Urbana - Champaign)

8:00 p.m. Coffee, cash bar  (Exhibit Lounge)

Sunday, September 22

Objective:
To develop an action agenda for multitype cooperation in California.

7:30 a.m. - 8:30 a.m. Breakfast  (Dining Room)

9:00 a.m. - 9:15 a.m. Review of recommendations and next steps (from Saturday p.m.)  (Auditorium)

9:15a.m. - 10:30 a.m. Develop proposal and action agenda for multitype cooperation — Barry Rosen, facilitator
(Auditorium)

10:30 a.m. - 10:45a.m. Break  (Exhibit Lounge)
10:45 am. - 11:00 a.m. Comments by Gary Strong  (Auditorium)
11:00 a.m. - 11:15a.m. Closing 1emarks — Gregg Atkins  (Auditorium)

12:00 noon - 1:00 p.m. Lunch - Adjourn  (Dining Room)
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Marge Abel, Manager - TICS
Intel Corporation

2625 Walsh Avenue SC4-17
Santa Clara, CA 95051

Rusalie Amer - Librarian
Cosumnes River College
5524 Caleb Avenue
Sacramento, CA 9587,

Linda Ashley - Coordinator
CMLEA - Instruct. Media Servs.
2338 Conrad

Spring Valley, CA 90277

Gregg Atkins, Chief Librarian
College of San Mateo Library
1700 W Hils ale Blvd.

San Mateo, CA 94402

Robert Bailey

L.A. City Unified School Dist.
1320 W. Third Street Rm 104
1os Angeles, CA 90017

Joyce Ball - Library Director
California State University
2000 Jed Smuth Drive
Sacramento, CA 95819

Gordon Barhydt Director
Central Colorado Library System
3805 Marshall St. Ste. 204
Wheat Ridge, CO 80033

Patrick Barkey - Librarian
Claremont College Libraries
800 Dartmouth Street
Claremont, CA 91711

Betty Bay - Board Member
CALTAC

58 Pala Court

Chula Vista, CA 92011

Patricia Berglund - Librarian
Starr King School

5909 Charles Avenue

El Cerrito, CA 94530

Dorothy Bertucci
CALTAC - Commissioner
655 N. Fair Street
Petaluma, CA 94952

Liz Bishoff - Librarian
Pasadena Public Library
285 E. Walnut Street
Pasadena, CA 91101

Betty Blackman - Librarian
Loyola Marymount University
Loyola Blvd. @ W. 80th Street
Los Angeles, CA 90045

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Michael Buckland, Asst. Vice Pres.

Library Plans-UC Berkeley
7 University Hall
Berkeley, CA 94720

Alison Bunting - Director
PSRMLS

UCLA-Biomedical Library-CHS
Los Angeles, CA 90024

Suzanne Burwasser - Eng. Dept.
Sohio Petroleum Company

50 Fremont Street

San Fran.isco, CA 94105

Christa Buswell

Calif. State Library Servs Brd.
7742 Redlands - H3026

Playa Dei Rey, CA 90293

Susan Choi - Librarian

Santa Clara Co. Office of Ed.
100 Skyport Drive #232

San Jose, CA 95115

Bea Chute

CALTAC - Legislation Chair
1939 Alta Oaks Drive
Arcadia, CA 91006

Lois Clark - Johnson Library
Long Beach Community Hospital
P.O. Box 2587

Long Beach, CA 90801-2587

Tobin Clarke - Director
San Joaquin Delta College
5151 Pacific Avenue
Stockton, CA 95207

JoAnn Clifton - Guide/Contro!
Litton Industries

5500 Canoga Avenue
Woodland Hills, CA 91365

Bonnie Crell - Library Coord.
California Youth Authority Dept.
3231 Williamsborough Drive
Sacramento, CA 95823

Linda Crismond - Director
LA County Public Library
P.O. Box 7011

Downey, CA 90241

Linda Crowe Director
Peninsula Library System
25 Tower Road

Belmont, CA 94002

Yolanda Cuesta - Consultant
State Library - Ramona Bldg
1001 Sixth Street Ste. 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
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Hiram Davis Library Director
University of the Pacific

3601 Pacific Avenue
Stockton, CA 95211

Martha Dean - Director

Media Center San Joaquin County
Courthouse 222 E. Weber Avenue
Stockton, CA 95202

Barbara Duke - Librarian
UCLA

390 Powell Library Bidg.
Los Angeles, CA 90024

Diane Duquette - Director
Shasta County Library
1855 Shasta Street
Redding, CA 96001

Carol Ebbinghouse

Law Librarian

3198 West 7th Street #411
Los Angeles, CA 90005

Dr. Lesley Farmer - Director
San Domenico Schoot Library
1036 Erica Road

Milt Valley, CA 94941

Karen Fass, Asst. City Manager
City of San Mateo

1773 Lake Street

San Mateo, CA 94403

Kathleen Foss - Media Specialist
Los Alamitos High School

3591 Cerritos

Los Alamitos, CA 90720

Genevieve Fritchman
Peninsula Library System
25 Tower Road

Belmont, CA 94002

Charles Gallimore

VA Medical Center Library
3801 Miranda Avenue

Palo Alto, CA 94304

Frederick Gardner Computer Serv
Calif. Institute of Arts Library
24700 McBean Parkway
Valencia, CA 91355

Kleanthy Gonos Librarian
Contra Costa Co. Office of Ed.
2371 Stanwell Drive

Concord, CA 94520

Jeanne Goodrich Director

Se. San Francisco City Library
840 W. Orange Avenue

So. San Francisco, C£. 94080
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Elaine Grah-=

PSRMLS - Biomedical Library - CHS
UCLA

Los Angeles, CA 90071

Evelyn Greenwald SoCal Ans. Net
Los Angeles Public Library

630 W. 5th Street

Los Angeles, CA 90071

Sal Guerana President
REFORMA

c/o UC Sar.ta Barbara Library
Santa Barbara, CA 93106

Ruth Hafter Library Director
Sonoma St..: Uriversity
1801 E. Cotati Avenue
Rohnert Park, CA 94928

Ann Halderman Director

Adult Servs-S.F. Public Library
Civic Center

San Francisco, CA 94102

Susan Hawthorne Library Services
California State Library

P. 0. Box 2037

Sacramento, CA 95809

Robert Hayes Dean
GSLIS

UCLA

Los Angeles, CA 90024

Marilyn Houseman Librarian
Rio Hondo Community College
3600 Workman Mill Road
Whittier, CA 90608

Richard lamele Director

Los Angeles County Law Library
301 W. First Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Marilyn Jensen Librarian
Calif. Area Health Ed. Center
101 Madrone Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94127

Diane Johnson Consultant
2646 NW 56th Street
Seattle, WA 98107

Margaret Johnson Librarian
USC - University Library
University Park-MC-0182
Los Angeles, CA 90089-0182

Wyman Jones Director

Los Angeles Public Library
630 W. Fifth Street

Los Angeles, CA 90071

John Kallenberg Director
Fresno County Free Library
2420 Marinosa Street
Fresno, CA 93721

Penny Kastanis Librarian
Valley High School

6300 Erhardt Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95823

Lois Kershner Project Director
P.LA.N.

25 Tower Road

Belmont, CA 94002

Nancy King, CLSB

Calif, State University - L.A.
5151 State University

Los Angeles, CA 90032

Nancy Kitchen Director
Pepperdine University
Law Library

Malibu, CA 90265

Linda Knutson, System Director
North Bay Coop. Library System
725 Third Street

Santa Rosa, CA 95404

Joan Krasner

Chief - Access Services
Stanford University Libraries
Stanford, CA 94305

Marjorie LeDonne Sr. Librarian
C  rtional Training Facility

P ox 2530

Soicuad, CA 93960

UC Berkeley-Govt. Studies Library
109 Moses Hall
Berkeley, CA 94720

Mary Jo Levy Director
Palo Alto City Library
270 Forest Avenue
Palo Alto, CA 94301

Catherine Lucas Directo.
San Diego County Library
5555 Overland Avenue
San Diego, CA 92123

Curtis May Administrator-Media
San Mateo County Office of Ed.
333 Main Street

Redwood City, CA 94002

Joseph McElroy Director

Serta Cooperative Library System
5555 Overland Avenue Bldg 15
San Diego, CA 92123

Ruth Metz BALIS Director
Oakland Public Library
125 14th Street

Oukland, CA 94612

Ursula Meyer Director
Stockton-San Joaquin Co. Library
605 N. El Dorado Street
Stockton, CA 95202
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Holly Millard Director 41
Metropolitan Coop. Library Sys.
2235 N. Lake Avenue Ste 106
Altadena, CA 91001

Ron Miller Executive Director
CLASS

1415 Koll Circle

San Jose, CA 95112

Ellen Mintz Librarian

Seeley Mudd Lib.-Harva:d School
3700 Coldwater Canyon

No. Hollywood, CA 91604

Regina Minudri Director
Berkeley Public Library
2090 Kittredge Street
Berkeley, CA 94704

Dr. Charles Monell Vice President
California Library Servs Brd.

104 Fremont Place

Los Angeles, CA 90005

Richard Moore Librarian
Torrance High School
2200 Carson

Torrance, CA 90501

Effie Lee Morris

CLSB

66 Cleary Court

San Francisco, CA 94109

Neel Parikh Coordinator

S.F. Public Library-Child. Serv.
Civic Center

San Francisco, CA 94102

Judie Pearson Info Cntr.
Digital Equipment tion
2525 Augustine Drive

Santa Clara, CA 95051

Waynn Pearson Ciiy Librarian
Ci*y of Cerritos Public Library
18025 Bloomfield Avenue
Cerritos, CA 90701

Nancy Percy Asst. State Librarian
California State Library

P.0. Box 2037 Room 219
Sacramento, CA 95809

Ken Pflueger Director
Pearson Library - Cal Lutheran
60 Olsen Road
Thousand Oaks, CA 91360

Larry Pierce Educational Media
Rowland Unified School District
1830 Nogales Street

Rowland Heights, CA 91748

Morris Polan University Librarian
Calif. State University - L.A.

5151 State University Drive

Los Angeles, CA 90032
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L.A. County Education Center
9300 E. Imperial Highway
Downey, CA 90242-2890

Cameron Robertson CLSA Programs

Cahformia State Library
1001 6th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dr. Bonnie Rogers Assist. Dean
Saddleback College

28000 Marguerite Parkway
Mission Viejo, CA 92692

David Rose

Claremont Unified School Dist
2080 A. Mountain Avenue
Claremont, CA 91711

Joseph Rosenthal Director
University of Califorma
General Library

Berkeley, CA 94702

Dawid Sabsay Director
Sonoma County Library
Third & E Streets
Santa Rosa, CA 95404

C. James Schmidt Vice President
Research Libranes Group Inc
Jordan Quadrangle

Stanford, CA 94305

Judith Sessions Univ. Libranan
Cahf. State University - Chico
Menam Library

Chico, CA 95929-0295

Russell Shank Director
UCLA General Library
405 Hilgard Avenue

Los Angeles, CA 90024

Virginia Short Libranan
Uniwersity of Cahfornia - Davis
Shields Library

Davis, CA 95616

Betty Silva, Libranan
Fairfield High Schoo!
12 Oak Lane

Suisun, CA 94585

Cy Silver Library Services

State Library - Ramona Building
1001 Sixth Street Ste 300
Sacramento, CA 95814
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Introduction

The papers in this workbook were commissioned by the Planning Committee to provide an
overview of the development of multitype library cooperation in the United States and to examine
some of the issues in the structure and funding of that cooperation. The authors have substantial
knowledge about multitype organizations and considerable experience in multitype operations
and services. The papers should stimulate your thinking about the potential benefits of expanding
cooperation among libraries of all types in California.

The Planning Committee also commissioned a survey research paper on cooperative/network
activities in California and how those activities are perceived by librarians. Results of that survey
are part of this workbook. Information on how users see benefits from expanded cooperation was
also sought by the Planning Committee. Because time constraints made a more formal study im-
possible, several focus groups of users of different library types were convened. Reports from
these focus groups are also included in the workbook.

A review of current library cooperative efforts and networks in California, and a brief con-
sideration of some of the ways in which multitype organizations n.ight be structured complete the
workbook material. Enjoy!

Please read the papers and reports before the conference convenes on September 19. Come
prepared to interact with your colleagues on the issues of networking and multitype cooperation.

If you would like to express your thoughts about the ideas and issues raised by the papers, the
planning committee would like to hear from you. Brief commentaries are welcome (typed, double-
spaced, maximum length of three pages) and will be copied and made available for participants at
the conference. If your comments are received by September 15, we'll guarantee duplication and
distribution at the conference. After that date, we'll do the best we can. Send your comments to:

California Conference on Networking
c/o Linda Crowe
Peninsula Library System
25 Tower Road
Belmont, California 94002
We look forward to seeing you in September and to an exciting and provocative conference.
The Planning Committee
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While multitype library networks were a post-World War II phenomenon, it was in the 1970s
and 1980s that they began to proliferate. In the fifth edition of The Re*ort on Librayy Cooperation,
1985, published by the Association of Specialized and Cooperative Library Agencies, a <ivision of
the American Library Association, the most dramatic growth among cooperatives appeared in
multitype library networks, which showed a 184 percent increase over the eight years since the
first edition was issued in 1977.! Originally the main reasons for joising multitypes were resource
sharing, continuing educetion and bibliographic purposes, with resource sharing heading the list.?
More recently cooperative provision, at the local, regional, state and multistate leve! of communi-
cation and delivery, direct user access, and union lists had been added. Communication covers a
wide gamut from telephone service to a range of automated systems and online services including
electronic mail.3

Five Phases of Research

Since 1978, at Rutgers University’s School of Communication, Information and Library
Studies the multitype library network has served as the focus for a series of five investigations.
For the purpose of those studies a multiiype 'ibrary network was defined as a formal, cooperative
structure which crosses jurisdictional, institutional and/or political boundaries to join, in common
enterprise, several types of libraries, library systems and/or other libr-. -y agencies. Information on
the multitype was gathered around three major variables: Organization, Performance and At-
titudes toward networking.

The objectives of the research were to:

1 Identify and measure indicators of organization, performance and attitu’c, deter-
mine their interdependence, uncover problems and suggest modifications.

2. Propose a model, based on the evidence, useful in planning and evaluating multi-
types whic: engage in resource sharing.

The initiai three of the five study phases focused on the major variabies. Phase I investigated
Organization Factors;* Phase II concentrated on Performance Factors;® Phase III analyzed At-
titudes Factors;® Phase IV brought the results of Phases I through III together to form a mode! for
planning and evaluating multiple library networks;? and Phase V, recently completed, tested the
model on a national basis.® The research centered or'v on networks with public, academic special
and schoo! library partners.




Parameters of the Multitype Network

In earlier work Becker and Olson had established widely accepted parameters for networks
which were applied to this research. They include:

¢ Formal Organization. Many units sharing a common purpose recognize the
value of group affiliation and enter into a compact.

¢ Communication. The network includes circuits that can rapidly interconnect
dispersed points.

¢ Bidirectional Operation. Information may move in either direction and provi-
sion is made for each network participant to send as well as receive.

o A Directory and Switching Capacity. A directory look-up system enables a
participant tc i .cify the unit most able to satisfy a particular request. A switching
center then routes the messages to the unit over the optimum communications
path.?

To which Swank (1971, p. 19) added:

¢ Information Resources - collections of documents or data in whatever
medium, the database or input.

o Users — usually removed from the main sources of information.®

The Study Site, Phases I Through II1

The first three phases of the investigation were directed at a detai'sd understanding of a
single case, a common method of research in unformulated areas where there is little existing em-
pirical evidence. The case study was conducted on the Rochester (NY) Area Resource Exchange
(RARE), an operation important for libraries and librarians throughout the nation, since New York
State has often been cited as a model for regional multitype network development. RARE's
members include two separately funded cooperatives: the Pioneer Library System (PLS) and the
Rochester Reference and Research Library Council (RRRLC). The PLS is a federation of six
public library systems, five county and one city, with 75 local public library members. The
RRRLC is a multitype cooperative of 53 members: 13 academic, 36 special libraries and the PLS.
Through RARE, chartered to serve a population of 972,656, the PLS and RRRLC were joined in
1980 by four school library systems (SLS) made up of 243 separate school libraries. Formed
around and administered by the regirmal Boards of Cooperative Education (BOCES), the four
systems included school districts in Livingston-Stueben and Wyoming Counties (LSW), Monroe
County, with two separate BOCES (#1 and #2), and the Rochester City School District (CSD).
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Phase I. Performance

Research by Blasingame,!! Duggan,’? and Rouse and Rouse®® provided indicators of perfor-
mance, tested in a field study using on-site data collection in two separate two-week periods.
Those indicatoss were:

1. Volume of Use — the number of interlibrary loan requests initiated and supplied
over the multitype network.

2. Percentage of Filled Requests (PFR)~the success rate in supplying re-
quests generated, as derived from a ratio of requasts filled to requests initiated.

3. Response Time - the time interval required tor requesting libraries to receive
material.

4. Access to Unique Resources ~ the ability to locate and obtain previously
unheld materials.

5. Patterns of Activity ~ borrowing and lending arising between and among net-
work system members, including formal and informal traffic. Formal activity was
defined as transactions occurring through official multitype channels; informal ac-
tivity bypussed official channels.

Findings. Data yielded by the evaluatior of performance basec on output indicators sup-
plied information useful in discovering the level of success of multitype performance. In addition,
the review of Volume of Use showed that when new systems are added to a multitype it takes ap-
proximately three years to build resource sharing traffic within the entering system nembers as
well as among network systems. There are no sudden, dramatic increases in activity, nor altera-
tion in PFR (percentage of filled requests); longstanding multitype members are not inundated
with requests to supply resources. in fact, thie greatest increas in activ'*v is experienced among
the newly joining memberz.

Response Time findings pointed up the rapidity with which transactions were completed
when local connections were used, that is, when libraries of ~imilar or different types sought out
sources within their own community first. In addition, it was discovered that the shortest response
times were not facilitated by referral centers with centralized union catalogs, but resulted from the
ability of members to access a decentralized communiciion syatem powered by computers.
Studying Access to Unique Resources illustrated that all systems have ymique materials useful to
their multitype partners. However, the highest matches on requested and owned items was found
between school and public libraries. Finally, the most surprising finding came from the analyses of
Patterns of Activity. Although all network systems possess the potential to contribute materials,
they may not; that is, they may receive resources without supplying any. Expected contributions
must be detailed and docun.:nted for all types of libraries during multitype planning and sought
out once service starts.

Using Performunce Indicators in Management. S cturing a framework of goals for
resource sharing requires setting performance objectives to be met by both the systems and the
network. Then rewards, in terms of financial support, might be based on the performance delivery
of systems members, as shown from meas red results, rather thar. on the basis of their participa-
tion in the network alone.
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Phase I1. Organization

The interview was selected ar the primary data gathering technique for Phase II of the re-
search. A review of the literature | ovided indicators of organization relevant to successful multi-
type networking. An Issues Matrix was prepared from the review and from input made by field
and university colleagues. Items in the matrix were weighted by the frequency of their appearance
or selection. The eight receiving the highest tally were identified as variable indicators critical to
measuring success. Criteria for each of these indicators were formulated into questions on the in-
terview schedule. The eight indicators of organization were defined as:

1. Planning - the act of preparing a detailed formulation for a program of action.

2. Governance — the political function of policy making within a formally organized
structure, as well as the exercise of power or control by a governing body.

3. Funding - the financial function of obtaining sums of money or other resources
for specific obiectives and the mechanism established to obtain those sums.

4. Communication and delivery — the activity or instance of transmitting infor-
mation and sen-ing a response by manual or electronic methods, as well as the in-
terconnections created for those purposes.

5. Configuration — the structure created by the arrangement of paths over which
communication and delivery occur.

6. Administration ~ the function of policy design and operational decision-making
to achieve organizational goals and objectives.

7. Evaluation - the process of delineating, obtaining and providing information to
judge the extent to which network objectives are being reached.

8. Success — the attainment of a favorable outcome, based on articulated goals and
objectives.

The resulting instrument measured level of organization as delineated by the level of plan-
ning, governance, funding, communication and delivery, configuration, administration, evaluation
and success indicators. Twenty structured interviews were conducted over 10 days with a cross-
section of representatives from all four types of systems.

Findings. Tests of significance documented that perceptions of success were highly related
to perceptions of funding and communication-delivery and marginally related to evaluation, plan-
ning and governance. No significant correlations were found among th indicators, excluding suc-
cess, which was expected since it was assumed that each indicator measured unrelated factors im-
portant to a model for multitype organization. The investigation of governance made it clear that
when multitypes are created each system needs to develop a structure before joining with diverse
organizations. Then, to facilitate equal participation in governance, the multitype organization is
woven from members of sin le type systems participating on a governing board structured along a
federated model. Contrary to popular wisdom the respondents, regardless of type of system,
stated that the multitype had no authority over the participating systems. The network evolved as
a partnership among members. Autonomy was one of the most significant factors in members’
assessments of network success.




The exploration of multity)e configuration indicated an hierarchical bent in which a major
portion of the network’s funding naid to finance the multitype bureaucracy. Where one center
served as the headquarters ‘ce sharing among public, academic and special libraries, the
newly formed school systen .« organized with four. Cost effective structuring was not ap-
narent.

Using Organization Indicators. Based on results of the study, a checklist of criteria for
the organization of the multitype network was formulated, as shown in Figure 1.

Phase II1. Attitude

In prior reviews of attitude, barriers to participation in networks were described with recom-
mendations offered to overcome them. Here a means of determining existing impediments was
developed so that action plans could focus on implementing recommendations to resolve the bar-
riers uncovered.

For Phase I1I of thic research a second Issues Matrix was created by identifying barriers to
networking. The barriers were formulated into statements and a survey developed. After a pilot
test, the survey was mailed to randomly selected librarians in each of three library systems.

Findings. The theoretical concept of barriers to networking provided a means of assessing
attitude toward networking. Tests revealed that satisfaction with performance, organization or
success is inextricably bound up with satisfaction in the other two.

Using Attitude Indicators. The research instrument adapted for multitype use is shown
in Figure 2. In tabulating results, to keep computations simple and not overburden those scoring
the survey, a scale ranking from four to one is employed where four is equal to strongly agrees and
one to strongly disagrees. Then an average of 3.0 or over onitems 4, 9 and 12 and 2.0 and under on
all other items can be set as the points which signal the presence of a barrier that needs attention.
The survey might be sent to a sample of all librarians slated to participate as an initial planning
step prior to implementation of services. Later, it can be used periodically to evaluate shifts in
perceptions which may require attention.
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Research has shown that successful organization leads to more successful networks. Use this
checklist of criteria as guidelines in planning and evaluating your multitype.

1

1L

14.

15.

16.
17.

PND AW~

Composition of planning group:

Bottorn up — those at lower end of organi-
zational hierarchy, and

Topdown those at top end of organiza-

Autonomous members cooperatively
federated
Written agreement, constitution or com-

pact

Legal framework for participation
Representative membership on govern-
ing body

Funcuompufonmdbygwunmbody

1L

18.
19.

20.
21.
22.
23.

Establish policies
Ensure orderly progress toward goals and
objectives
Maintain a recognizable operating entity
Represent participants’ interests
Establish standards for effectiveness
Set direction for action; adopt agreed
upon objectives

Funding

24,
25.

26.

27

28.
29.

Stable funding
Compensation for major providers
Incentives to encourage membership
Funds to strongthen agencies in leader-
ship roles

Broad funding base

Varied funding sources

IV. Communication-Delivery

g8 rLRES

Bidirectional communication and delivery
Delivery system in place

Reliable delivery

Frequent delivery

Isolation decreased among librarians in
same and different types of library

<
w
Ng

28

Referral v ~ters
Look-up syscem
Resource sharing routes that link same
types of libraries

40. Resource sharing routes that link dif-

41.

42.

ferent types of libraries

Filtering that maximizes use of member
resources

regionally, statewide, nationally

VI. Administration

43.

No new hierarchies created

44. Statement of services delineating: re-

45.

sources provided, service providers, ser-
vice recipients
Protocols created for resource sharing

Responsihility for and performance of major admini-
strative duties:

46.
47.
48.
49.

50.

Figure 1. Checklist for Organization
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As a participant in the Multitype Network, you have had v1e op-
portunity to make some observations concerning membe-ship in multitype networks. Please
share your perceptions by answering the questions below. For each item check the appropriate
box to indicate whether you strongly agree, agree, disagn : or strongly disagree with the state-
ments presented.

1. Your library borrows an increased number of materials
through interlibrary loan as a result of the network. t 1t 110 11 1

2. Your library fills an increased number of interlibrary loans
as a result of participation in the network. [ 10 1t 11 1

3. The majority of interlibrary loan requests made by your
library are filled. ( 10 10 10 )

4. You are satisfied with the materials received in response to
your interl™rary loan requests. (10 10 1[0 )

5. The delivery service picks up and returns materials in a
timely fashion. (10 10 1[0 1

6. You receive interlibrary loans within a useful period of time
for your constituents. (10 10 11 1

7. As a result of participation in the network, there is an in-
crease in your library’s circulation. [ 1C 10 11 )

8. Your local users gain access to unique materials as a result
of participation in the network. ( 10 10 1[0 )

9. There is little loss of local decisio:.-making capability
because of network membership. {10 10 11

10. Your library’s materials are less available to your primary
constituents as a result of network participation. [ 10 1t 1[0 1

11. Through network activities there are opportunities to share
ideas with librarians from other types of libraries. [ 10 1t 110 1

12. The planning period for the network was sufficient to
establish a firm foundation for the program. [t 10 11 11 1
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13. Interlibrary loans encounter few delays as a result of the
prescribed channels through which chey must go. (10 10 10 )

14. Changes are implemented that you recommended in the
evaiuation of the network. [ 10 10 11 1

15. Your library has little difficulty getting reimbursed for
lost/damaged miaterials. (10 1 11 )

16. Participation in the multitype network should continue to
receive funding, even if your costs are increased. [ 10 10 11 )

17. Network's performance fulfills your expectations:
[ )much more than expected [ ] less than expected
[ ] more than expected [ ]much less than expected

18. In general, your attitude toward your membership in the network can best be described as:

[ ]extremely positive [ ]negative
[ ]positive [ ]extremely negative
Figure 2. Attitude Survey
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Phose IV. The Model

The research conducted on performance, organization and attitude led to the conclusion that
in order to plan for successful multitypes and subsequently evaluate their progress, it is important
to attend to the status of all three. As studies were interpreted an iterative cycle between evalua-
tion and planning was corroborated, i.e., the evaluation process pointed up factors which had to be
contended with in planning if multitypes were to thrive. The measurements formulated around in-
dicators of the variables, were combined into the niodel shown in Figure 3. The model was con-
ceived of as a guide to action for multitype mznagers.

Phase V. National Test of the Organization Model

While it was believed that results from the case study could be generalized beyond the site in-
vestigated, a test was required of the model on multitypes across the country before that conclu-
sion could be drawn with certainty. Initiating the test on Organization Factors was the goal of the
research in Phase V. Up to this point over four years had been devoted to the critical analysis of
one specific situation. Now the shift was made to testing the reality of the facts determined in that
single czse or, conversely, to testing how well multitypes in the United States fit the model situa-
tion. The checklist of criteria for planning and evaluation, based upon the original interview
schedule was converted into a questionnaire for a mailed survey. 1he instrument was tested in an
extensive pilot run. Then, a copy of the modified instrument, found in Appendix A, was sent toall
multitypes with public, academic, special and school libraries, identified as currently operating in
the United States in ASCLA’s Report on Library Cooperation, fifth edition, 1985. From the 143
multitypes so identified, 115 responses were received for a response rate of 80%. Ten responses
were not usable either because the networks were no longer in operation or because they did not
contain all four types of libraries as members.




Independent Variable
PERFORMANCE

Five Indicators

Volume of Use

Percentage of Filled Requests
Response Time

Unique Resources

Patterns of Activity

Independent Variable
ATTITUDE

Five Indicators

Barriers Overcome
Expectation-Fulfillment
Advantages
Disadvantages

5 Dependent Variable

Independent Variable
ORGANIZATION

Seven Indicators
Planning
Governance
Funding
Communication- Delivery
Configuration
Administration
Evaluation

SUCCESS

N

Figure 3. Conceptional Overview of Performance, Organization and Attitude

Factors in Multitype Library Networking
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Findings. In the majority of cases, where majority is defined as 50 percent or greater,
respondents indicated that the criteria for organization were met in their multitypes. However,
there were some notable exceptions. First, under planning, while bodies were set up to initiate
multitypes, in 25 percent of those responding, the bodies no longer existed, and in an additional 33
percent they met infrequently. In direct opposition to the case study, national respondents also
reported that authority of network governing bodies over member libraries was found at a high or
moderate level.

Funding continued to appear as the most problematic issue for multitype management. The
majority reported an unstable financial situation with no stabilization in the forseeable future. In
addition, compensation for major providers, or for organizations that played leadership roles in
establishing multitypes, was found in a minimal number of cases.

Al criteria were met in the area of communication and delivery, and all but one in configura-
tion. In the latter, resource sharing routes did not link libraries of similar or different types in the
majority of cases. The suwvey of administration showed the same tendency to create new bureau-
cracies that was found in the case study. However, administrative responsibilities were reported as
assumed and performed at a moderate to high level.

Next to funding, evaluation showed th.2 least positive results. The majority of multitypes had
not engaged in ongoing evaluation of performance and had no plans to do so. Respondents
reported a high rate of success among multitype operations stating that network performance ful-
filled or outweighed expectations. Tests of significance corroborated case study findings that
perceptions of success were highly related to perceptions of communication ~ delivery. The na-
tional test added significant relations between success and administration, governance, and con-
figuration. The tests also confirmed marginal relationships to planning and evaluation, but found
no correlation between funding and success.

For the Future. Other exemplar multitype networks exist in the United States. Their ap-
pearance is most often denoted by state. Illinois, California and Colorado represent three such
locations. In addition, New Jersey, with its groundbreaking legislation and service delivery plans,
can be added to the group. Certainly Indiana’s INCOLSA must appear on any list of exemplar
multitypes. For the future a test of Performance, Organization and Attitude Factors, as outlined
here, in sites deemed outstanding, would move us further toward establishing the useful, well-

documnented model for planning and evaluating multitype library networks that is currently so
critically needed.
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ORGANIZATION FACTCORS
IN MULITYPE LIBRARY NETWORKS

T'he purposes of this questionnaire are: 1) To test a mode! Jeveloped from research and prac-
tice for the organizatior: of mvititype library r=tworks; ar.d 2) to compile national data on that
organization by measuring variables, determining their interdependence, uncovering problems
and suggesting medific-ations.

Factors in multitype organization are divided into eight major indicators: Planning, gover-
nance, funding, communication and delivery, configuration, administration, evaluation and suc-
cess.
Following definitions of the indicators, questions are asked and criteria listed which describe
the indicators. In each case please circle the letter or letters necessary to accurately respond.
Answer all 84 questions based on your experience in the multitype named on this questionnaire.

Place on the lines below the name and address of the multitype library network upon which
your answers are based.

Name

Address

City State Zip

Phone _—

Chief Administrative Officer of the Network

Part 1. Planning (Questions 1 through 13)
Definition: The act or process of preparing a detailed formulation for » program of action.

What plannir.g was done?
Were items 1 through 6 prepared:

1. A stated purpose
a. Yes
b No
¢. Don't know

2. Goals and objectives
a Yes
b. No
¢. Dor't kmow

3 A plan of service
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don't know

4. A timeline for accomplishing the objectives
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don't kmow
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10.

11.

12.

13.

Accountabilities
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don't know

Priorities for implementation
a. Yes

b. No

c. Don't know

What period of time did the original plan cover?
a. Less than one year
b. More than one year but less than three

years
Three to five years
More than five years
There was no pian

~oan

How long did the planning period last?
a. Less than six months

b. Seven months to less tha. three years
c. Three to five years

d. More than five years

¢. There was no pl»..ning period

f. Don't know

Were preliminary studies useful?
Very useful

Useful

Limited usefulness

Not seful

There were no preliminary studi. o
Dou't know

Would the planning group composition be best

described as:

a. Bottom up, that is, composed of thoe: in
positions at the lower end of the organiza-
tional hierarchy

b. Top down, that is, those in the top admini-

c. Both

Which of the following types of libraries were

All of the above
Nane of the above
Don't know

S7
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Part II. Governance (Questions 14 through 25)
Definition: The political function of policy making as distinguished from the administration of
oolicy designs; exercise of power or control to derive crder.

How is your network governed?

14 Is there a formal organizational body?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don't know

15. Is the basis for the yrover .g body’s authonty
clearly established?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don't kmow

16. How would you rate the authonty of the net-
work’s governing body over the member
libraries?

High

. Moderate

. Low

. None

. Don't know

oan on

17. Are all types of libraries, i.e., academuc, public,
school and special, represented on the govern-
ing board?

a. Yes
b. No
¢ Don't lmow

18. Is there a written agreement, constitution or
compact?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don't know

19. Is there a legal framework for participat.on on
the goveming board?
a. Yes
b. No
¢. Don't know

Does the governing body have the responsibility to perform the following functions for the multity pe? Please place a
check in the (R) column if it has the responsibility, then rate the pr-formance for items 20 through 25 that you checked by us-
ing the ordinal scale from 0 to 3, in which 0 = has the responsibility but doesn't perform it; 1 = performs at .ow proficiency;
2 = performs at moderate proficiency; and 3 = performs at high proficiency. Use DK if you don't know the performance
lev.! Place the rating in the (P) column.

21. Estabiish the basic policies for activities

22. Ensure an orderly progression towards 7oals and objectives
23. Maintain an operating entity that can be recognized

24. Represent participants’interests

25. Establish standards by which effectiveness can be measured

+
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Part IIl. Fund:z/Onactions 26 through 32)
Definition: Obtaining or apportioning sums of money or other resources set apart for specific
objectives.
How is your network funded?

26. What is the source(s) of your network’s funds?
Definition: Dues refer to money paid for mem-
bership in the multitype; fees refer to money
paid for services.

a. Federal

b. State

c. Local

d. Dues

e. Fees

f. Fines

g. interest

27. Is your networ k's funding stable?
a. Yes
b. No
If no: is there a plan tc stabilize it?
a. Yes
b. In process
c. No
d. Don't know

28. s there compensation for major providers?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don't lmow

29. Are there funding incentives?
Definition: Grants of money to participate in
one or more network programs and/or services.
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don't know

30. Are there maintenance of effort terms which
members must meet?
Definiticn: Requirements that the participant
maintain funding «t the prior year's level.
If yes: Please answer question 32
If no: Please go to question 33
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don't know

31. Are maintenance of effort terms enforced?
a. Yes

b. No
c. Don't know

' ship strengthened through funding, that is, was
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Part IV. Communication and Delivery (Questions 33 through 43)
Definition: Communication ~ activity or instance of transmitiing information.
Delivery — to send to an intende.. target or destination; to hand over or convey.

How does the communication and delivery
system operate?

c.
d. Nerther
e. Don't kmow

34 s adelivery system in place? If yes, please
answer questons 35 through 40.
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don't know

35. Is the delivery system reliable?
Very rehable

Reliable

Limited reliability

. Unrehable

Don't know

oac o

36. Does the delivery system link libranes of the
same type?
c Yes
b. No
¢ Don't know

37 Does the delivery system link libraries of a dif-
ferent type’
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don't know

38 How often do delivery services link libraries of
the same type?

Daily

Alternate days

Twace weekly

. Weekly

Less frequently than weekly

Don't know

~oangw

39. How often do delivery services link libraries of
a different type?

Daily

. Alternate days

Twice weekly

Weekly

Less frequently than weekly

Don’t know

~pangs

40  Are there telephones in all school libraries?
a. Yes
b No
c. Don't know
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41. Rate the increase in opportunities for informa-
tion exchange among librarians in the same
type of library as a recult of your network.

a. High

b. Moderate

Low

d. There was no incresse

e. Don' imow

o

42. Rate the increase in opportunities for informa-
tion exchange among librarians in different
types of libraries as a result of your network.

. High

b. Moderate

Low

. There was no increase

Don't know

»ao

43.  Your network's continuing education program

-Maeﬂmnadwnte

Adequate

Less than adequate

Inadequate

There is no continuing education program
Don't know

s a0 oes

Part V. Configuration (Questions 44 through 37)
Definition: The structure given by the re'ative arrangement of parts, shapes or paths.

How is your network configured?

44. What types of libraries have referral centers in
place to ~oute users’ raquests to filling loca-
tions?

School libraries

Public libraries

Academic libraries

Special libraries

All of the above

None of the above

Don't know

Resanowe

45. What types of libraries have look-up toois
(union lists, catalogs, online retrieval, etc.) in
place which identify the resources and locations
most likely to satisfy users’ requests?

a. School libraries

b. Public libraries

c. Academic libraries

d. Special libra jes

e. All of the above

f. None of the above

g. Don' know




46. What types of libraries have resource sharing
routes in place which link all Libraries of the

same type?

. School libraries

Public libraries

Academic ibranes

Special libraries

All of the above

None of the above

Don't know

m~epano

47. What types of librar.2s have resource sharing
routes in place which ink them to the three
other types? '

. School Libraries

Public libraries

Academic libraries

Special libraries

All of the above

None of the above

Don't know

®™ oo g

48. Rate the adequacy with which interlibrary loans
are filtered to avoid overburdening any one
source.

. More than adequate

. Adequate

. Inadequate

. Interlibrary loans are not filtered

. Don't know

o e

[+ BN -NNel

49 Rate the adequacy with which the network’s
configuration for interlibrary loan makes use of
all participants’ resources.

More than adequate

Adequate

Inadequate

There is no configuration that does this

Don't know

o o0 o

For each item, 50 through 57, please circle the appropriate letter to indicate your answer as it relates tc linking libraries of the
same type and to linking hibranes of a different type.

Same Different

Type Types
Are some requests routed to a central point 50. a. Yes 51. a. Yes
and from there to the desired location? b. No b. No
(centralized)
Are some requests sent directly to desired 52. a. Yes 53. a. Yes
locations? (decentralized) b. No b. No

¢. Don't know c. Don't know

Do some results go to an intermediate location 54. a. Ves 55. a. Yes
for action, such as verifying the request, before b. No b. No
routing? (cyclic) c. Don't know c. Don't know
Are some requests routed in an hierarchical 56. a. Yes 57. a. Yes
pattern before being sent out of the regon for b. No b. No
response? (hierarchical) c. Don't know c. Don't kmow
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Part VI. Administration (Questions 58 through 66)
Definition: Pattern of organization arranged to achieve goals and cbjectives through operational
decisions.

How is your network administered?

58. s there an or. mization chart?
a. Yes
b. No
¢. Don't know

60. How are the protocols and guidelines for opera-
tion working?
a. Working more than adequately
b. Working adequately
¢. Working inadequately
d. There are none
¢. Don't know

Does your netwock's administration have responsibility and perform the following duties for the multitype? Please place
a check in the (R) column if administrators have the responsibility. Then rate the performance for items 61 through 66 that
you checked by using the ordinal scale from 0 to 3, in which0 = has the responsibility but doesn't perform it; 1 = performs
atlow proficiency; 2 = performe at moderate proficiency; and 3 = performs at high proficiency. Use DK if you do not know
the performance level. Place the rating in the (P) column.

R P
61. Provide financial and acoounting control — —
62. Coordinate activities that support your networles functions — ——

63. Administer effective operating components, i.e., communications,
dehvuyph:mﬁmdnwevalm _

65. Take an active part in working for legislation that supports
multitype library networking -
66. Represent multitype library networking at the regional, state
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Part VII. Evaluation (Questions 67 through 76)
Definition: The process of delineating, obtaining and providing useful nformation for judging the
extent to which ends are being obtained.

How is your netvvork evaluated?

67 Is there a prepared plan for evaluabon?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don't know

68 Does it delineate what will be measured?
a. Yes
b. No
¢ Don't know

69 Does it define the measures on which data will
be collected?
a Yes
b. No
c. Don't know

70 Does it outline the methods to be employed?
a. Yes
b. No
c. Don't know

71 Is evaluation an ongoing process’
a Yes
b No
¢ Don't know

72 Is1t targeted for specific penods in the project?
a Yes
b No
¢ Don't know

73 Has any evaluation taken place?
If yes. Please answer questions 74 through 76.
If no: Please go to Part VIII. Success.
a. Yes
b No
¢. Don't know

74 Does feedback from the evaluation modify the
project’s implementation?
a. Yes
b. No
¢. Don't know

75 Was the evaluation as implemented:
. More than adequate

b. Adequate

c. Less than adequate
d. Inadequate

e. Don't kmow

»

76. How would you describe the cost of your net-
worl’s evaluation in view of the effit?

Far outweighs the cost

. Outweighs the cost

Worth the cost

. Not worth the cost

. Don't know

om

o an
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Part VIII. Success of the Program (Questions 77 through 84)

.

78.

81.

How would you rate the success of your net-
work?

a. High

b. Moderate

c. Low

d. Not successful

¢. Don't kno™

At what level will the support for your network
be continued if outside funding ceases?
Definition: Outside funding is money received
from sources other than members’ budgets.

a. At the current level or higher

b. At a level which is somewhat reduced

c. At a greatly reduced jeve!

d. There would be no funding

e. Don't know

Has interlibrary loan been established to
schools from other libraries?

2. Yes

b. No

¢. Don't know

Has interlibrary loan been established from
schools to other libranes?

a. Yes

b. No

c. Don't know

Multitype network performance fulfills your ex-
pectations:

a. Much more than expected

b. More than expected

¢. Less thun expected

d. Much less than expected

The benefits your library receives from multi-
type networking:

2. Far outweigh the cost

b. Outweigh the cost

c. Are worth the cost

d. Are not worth the cost

Rank the importance of the following in the
network’s initiation, using one through the
highest number necessary, with (1) indicating
the lowest rank.

In general. your attitude toward your library’s
membership in the multitype network is best
described as:

a. Extremely positive

b. Positive

c. Neyative

d. Extremely negative
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1 INTRODUCTION

Multitype library cooperation has been much discussed over the last ten years by librarians in
the United States. There have been a number of important conferences on the topic and a good
many books and articles written on the subject. Voluntary multitype library cooperation involves
many Ebraries in many different kinds of exchanges. Over time, both the relationships and the
nature of the tranisactions change.

This paper ,. rovides a framework for discussing the nature of and the motivation for the many
complicated transactions that take place between libraries in a multitype context. A number of
concepts, drawn from the fields of economics and sociology, are used to analyze library coopera-
tion, with special reference to multitype library cooperation. The paper explores the nature of
both monetary and non-monetary exchanges and the motivations for *hese voluntary exchanges
between librarians(i.e., individuals) and libraries (i.e., institutions). These general concepts are ap-
plied to multitype library cooperation. The paper also examines the nature of interinstitutional
relationsl.ips, known in the literature as IR, and applies the IR modeltc elations between libraries
of more than one type that participate in cooperatives and networks.
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2 BARTER AND MONETARY EXCHANGE

Librarians frequently engage in exchanges through multitype cooperatives. To describe the
complexity of exchange between either individuals or institutions, it is helpful to turn to two
familiar situations: a dinner party and a restaurant meal. These two metaphors help us to sort out
the concepts and mouvations underlying both monetary and non-monetary transactions between
libraries.

2.1 THE DINNER PARTY METAPHOR

A guest attends a dinner party and enjoys himself thoroughly. The next moming he is filled
with resolve to write or call in thanks and to reciprocate in the near future. His best intentions to
thank his hostess and reciprocate, however, are overtaken by events. The guest later finds that he
has been dropprd from his hostess’ guest list because he never recipro’ ated. He wants to be back
in the good graces of his former hustess in order to get back on her guest list. He calls her to set a
date at her convenience. While he is dialing, he wonrlers whether too much time has elapsed to
reestablish the relationship and restart the chain of obligation and indebtedness.

2.2 CONCEPTS AND MOTIVATION UNDERLYING NON-MONETARY EXCHANGE

There are a number of variables in this transaction a mutually beneficial exchange; barter: -1
unstated price; a price which is not denominated in dollars; reciprocity; trust; obligation; indebted-
ness; elapsed time; an open transaction; and a deferred payment. These concepts define the char-
acteristics of a non-monetary exchange and are applicable to the many non-monetary exchanges
between libraries in multitype cooperatives.

2.2.1 MUTUALLY BENEFICIAL AND BARTER EXCHANGES

A mutually beneficial exchange is one which involves two parties in a transaction that is both
complementary ar:d specialized, as is discussed in Section 5.1 below. When the transaction is crm-
pleted, both parties should be inutually satisfied. The exchange can be monetary ~ involving pay-
ment in dollars ~ or, as in the case of the dinner party, the exchange can be non-monetary, based
on barter of goods and services.}

Once the exchange is closed, both parties can determine whether and to what degree the
transaction has been mutually beneficial. This evaluation process is, of course, highly subjective.
In the dinner party example, the hostess asks herself whether the guest provided as delicious and
as pleasurable a dinner party as she did, if the guest chooses the tat-for-tat route. On the other
hand, if the guest elects to take his former hostess out to a movie and a pizza, how does the hotesss
evaluate whether she got her “money’s worth*? Only she can say, and she will say it indirectly
through her next interaction with the guest, if one occurs. If she does decide to continue the chain
and invite the guest back, the guest can assume that the transaction was mutually beneficial.

Barter implies a quid pro guo to make the exchange mutually beneficial. Money does not
change hands; goods and services do. Barter may involve an unstated price, as in the case of the
dinner party. The hostess expects to be paid, but not in cash. She has not specified what consti-
tutes a mutually beneficial exchange. Furthermore, she has not set a price for the dinner she serv-
ed to her guest, although she could calculate the cost and arrive at a value. Since the guest does not
know the value of the dinner to his hostess, he has to arrive at a value based on his own perception.
He - ill have to decide whether he has to reciprocate in the same fashion by arranging a compar-
able dinner party, or whether a barbeque will do. The implicit expectation is that the guest will
provide a mutually beneficial exchange.

1. huﬁsmabmemuehdmnmmdanmmmd“nmdvammnf
implicit or explicit barter. The terms are used interchangeably.




2.2.2 DENOMINATING A NON-MONETARY EXCHANGE IN DOLLARS

In some cases, it is useful to assign a price to a good or service in order to arrive at a doliar
value, even when 1t is not oing to be bought in 2 monetary exchange. By denominating the value
of a good or service in dollars, a unit of account is established which makes it easier to determine
whether an exchange was indeed mutually beneficial. For example, if an apple is worth fifty cents
and an orange is worth one dollar, one orange could be bartered for two apples with the expecta-
tios' that the exchange we:id be rautually beneficial.

Another example or denominating a non‘monetary axchange in dollars is the use of “funny
money” in computer accormts that are set up for students on college campuses. While the students
do not pay for the computer time out of their own pockets, they are expected to keep trark of their
expenditure rate and not cver' -aw their accounts. The funny money approach provides an easy
mitofaoootmttomehmonitori:*gtheirmmp\uumage.Itismmhusiuformostofustokeep
track of dollar= than to keep track of bits and bytes. In the dinner party example, while it is not
socially accept=ble for the hostess to inform the guest what value she places on the dinner, the
guest is expected to make a correct estimate in order to decide how best to reciprocate. He may
mental]yoomputethevalueofthedinncrindol‘m,sinceitsimpliﬁeshiscalaﬂation.althoughhe
world never reveal to > - hostess what dollar value he assigned to the dinner.

The intangible factor, quality, often enters into a transaction and can cause an exchange not to
be mutually beneficial although it may appear to be at first glance. I might try to vawn off a dried
out, bruised, and small orange in exchangz for two big red juicy apples; or the gu .t might serve a
frozen dinner as a substitute for a succulent home cooked meal. To do so, in either case, is to
jeopardize the possibility of future exchanges. There are two other deterrents to such cheating:
reciprocity and trust.

2.2.3 RECIPROCITY AND TRUST

The hostess in the dinner party example enters into ihe excnange even though she does not
know whether she will rceive mutual benefit from the «xchange. She is relying on a powerful
social norm to enforce the uastated contract: reciprocity. Reciprocity is defined as:?

“. .. the pattern of exchange through which the mutual dependence of people,
bruught about by the division of ‘abor, is realized. Reciprocity, therefore, i. a
mutually gratifying pattern of exchanging goods and services.”

Reciprocity is basic to personal and professional relationships, and implies a mutual or co-
oper-iive interchange. Each party has rights and duties in the pattern of exchange, which lead toa
mutual dependerice. There are two kinds of eciprocity: tit-for-tat (i.e., a din ;er party in return for
a movie), or tat-for-tat (i.e., a dinner in return for a dinner). Reciprocity is the fulcrum which pro-
vides balance and stability in non-monetary exchanges.

2. Gouldner, pp. 16-70.
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Gouldner states that the norm of reciprocity is one of two basic societal buil ’ing blocks, the
other being inces. taboos. He holds the act of reciprocity in such high regard that he calls it a “start-
ing mec! “nism” whick. is “conducive” to the « ~ystallization of social systems out of ephemeral con-
tacts.? As formalizatioi and institutic.nalization occur through repeateC reciprocal exchanges,
social systems stabilize. Reciprocity is a key element in this exchange.

Underlying reciprocity is the concept of trust. George C. Homans says that trust, “is a form of
cap*al which ...ay allow new ventures to get off the ground that could not otherwise have done
80."¢ There must be an element of trust in every exchange, whether monetary or non-monetary.
Trust, no matter how intangible, is especially critical in deferred exchanges, which are discussed
below.

If the expectations implicit in a mutually beneficial exchange are met, the trust has been justi-
fied and will provide the capital for further exchanges. Indeed, if expectations are fully met or ex-
ceeded, the trust may justify more exchanges and more complicated transactions in the future.
There’s no telling where the exchange between the hostess and our guest covld lead if the guest
follows through! If the guest does not reciprocate, ho'wever, it is unlikely that there will be further
exchanges.

2.24 OBLIGATION AND INDEBTEDNESS

Other concepts that come into pley in this example are obligation and ir.del.cedness. Obliga-
tion grows out of the past history of exchanges between tws parties. Indebtedness is the present
state that can be resolved or paid off by closing the transaction in the future. Both are social norms
that are inculcated into most p-.ople at an early age. Rather than live with a guilty conscience, most
people prefer to close exchanges and clean the slate rather than be indebted to others. The same
principle applies to organizational behavior.

2.2.5 OPEN CXCHANGE, ELAPSED TIME, AND DEFERRED PAYMENT

Reciprocity is not aiways enough; elapsed time may also be critical in an open exchange. For
example, if the taker reciprocates too quickly in order to close the exchange, he may appear too
eager. If payment is deferred, however, as is expected in the case of the diuner party, the trans-
action is left open for an unspecified period. Once the guest reci~vocites, the exchange will be
completed anc closed. If the diner delays too long, his hostess may write off the exchange as a bad
debt, and may be unwilling to accept late payment to close the exchange.

2.3 THE RESTAURANT MEAL METAPHOR

It i useful to highlight the concepts underlying a monetary exchange implicit in a restaurant
meai, since the characteristics of this kind of transaction underlie many transactions that libraries
make through multitype coop _ atives. There are obviously significant differences between having
cdirner out at a restaurant and having dinner at a friend’s home. The following metaphor helps to
underscore the differencesr.

The right after *},e dinner pany, the guest goes out to dinner by himself at a neighborhood
restavrant. He sti:dies the menu and orders an entree that is rvasonably priced. The waiter serves
the meal, collects the Lill, receives an appropriate tip, and ushers the diner ou* >f the restaurant.

3. Gouldner, pp. 17¢-7.
pae
4. Homans,p. ) ( O




2.4 MOTIVATIONS UNDERLYING MONETARY EXCHANGE

In this example, the concept of a mutually beneficia' exchange applies as in the dinner party
example, but there are some significant differences. This transaction involves a monetary ex-
change, a stated price, a closed transaction, and an immediate payment. Reciprocity, obligation
and indebtedness play no significant part in the exchange and only a small degree of trust is re-
quired. These concepts are discussed below.

2.4.1 MONETARY EXCHANGE AND STATED PRICE

The diner has gone to the restaurant with the expectation of making a mutually beneficial ex-
change — his money in return for dinner. Unlike the dinner party situation, the price of dinner ap-
pears on the menu. The diner also knows he is expected to tip the waiter. He can even calculate the
price before dinner. There are no hidden costs and no barter is involved, unless he decides to wash
dishes in retuw:n for dinner, which might well be unacceptable to the restaurant owner, especially if
the exchange was not agreed upon in advance.

2.4.2 CLOSED TRANSACTION AND IMMEDIATE PAYMENT

There is another significant difference between the bought meal and the bartered meal. The
transaction is closed in the case of the bought meal since the diner is expected to pay immediately
— before he leaves the restaurant. Restaurant owners may accept credit in lieu of cash, but they
will rarely accept deferred payment based only on an informal I.0.U. The reverse is true in the
case of the bartered meal at the dinner party.

2.4.3 ABSENCE OF RECTPROCITY, OBLIGATION, AND INDEBTEDNESS

No reciprocity is expected or required in the restaurant meal transaction. /A small degree of
trust, however, is involved. The diner trusts that the restaurant owner will deliver the goods and
services which he intends to buy, and the owner trusts the diner will pay upon receipt. Obligation
and indebtedness are not key factors in the exchange, although the restauranteur may want the
diner to be a repeat customer and he may try to make the diner feel indebted by serving him a free
drink, or giving him a table with a view.
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3 EXCHANGES IN MULTITYPE LIBRARY COOPERATIVES

These two metaphors provide points on a continuum for examining exchanges between
libraries in a multitype environment. Multitype library cooperation involves both kinds of trans-
actions: the non-monetary exchange, which is embodied in the dinner party metaphor, and the
monetary exchange, which is characterized by the restaurant meal metaphor. Some libraries also
engage in mixed exchanges which involve a combination of barter and monetary exchange.

3.1 NON-MONETARY EXCHANGES BETWEEN LIBRARIES

Libraries participating in multitype cooperatives engage in many non-monetary exchanges
that involve barter and rely on the concepts of reciprocity, trust, obligation, and indebtedness. The
expectation is that these kinds of transactions will be open-ended and involve deferred payment.
Reciprocal borrowing, staff exchanges, shared cataloging, cooperative collection development,
consulting, information and referral, reference and interlitrary loan have all been bartered by
libraries in the past. With the partial exception of shared cataloging and interlibrary loan, these
goods and services are still usually exclusively bartered in non-monetary exchanges.

Barter has given many libraries a way of deferring payment and buying on credit. There isa
promiise to pay, although the price is unstated. It is left largely to the taker to decide whether a tit-
for-tat, or a tat-for-tat is appropriate. Information and referral, for example, is driven by the
assumption that the transaction will be closed when the library that called for information is con-
tacted at a later date by the library that provided the information. Reciprocal borrowing, which
enables residents of one jurisdiction to use their library card in another jurisdiction, and vice versa,
is also driven by the guid pro quo of deferred reciprocity.

3.2 MONETARY EXCHANGES BETWEEN LIBRARIES

In the past, monetary exchanges, involving cash payment between libraries, were infrequen.
There are very few examples that mirror the behavior of a buyer and a seller in a market context.
One example is a local jurisdiction that has no library service and therefore contracts with a neigh-
boring jurisdiction to buy access to their collection, including reference assistance and interlibrary
loan. These arrangements, howr.ver, are not usually stable in the long term. As costs rise and the
price increases, there are pressures on the buyers to terminate the exchange and either forgo
library service or set up a library on their own.

While there are few monetary exchanges among libraries, there are many monetary ex-
changes between library cooperatives and other groups. Indeed, one of the major functions of
multitype cooperatives is to represent the members in the -narket place. By acting as the purchas-
ing agent for the group, the cooperative is able to negotiate lower rates for the group collectively
(e.g., quantity discounts on 16 millimeter film purchase), or for each library incividually (e.g
delivery services provided by a commercial courier).

3.3 MIXED EXCHANGES BETWEEN LIBRARIES

Mixed exchanges between libraries — those which are partially monetary and partially bar-
ter — occur frequently in interlibrary loan transactions. Net lenders know from experience that
many net borrowers will never be able to make the exchange mutuc.ly beneficial, if a tat-for-tat ~
abook for a book — is expected in payraent. The net lenders correctly perceive the transaction asa
barter exchange with defarred payment, and many of them finally write off the open transaction
as a bad debt. The enthusiasm of such net lenders for participating in oure barter interlibrary loan
arrangemenus is likely to wane over time.



Many state librarians are concerned about the economics of interlibrary loan. In order to keep
net lenders happy and to . utect this form of cooperation, state librarians often enter into con-
tracts with net lenders in order to subsidize service to net borrowers. The net lenders must
denominate the transaction in dollars if the state library is to determine how much subsidy is
needed. Should the state library provide only a partial subsidy, as is often the case, the net lender’s
costs will not Le fully covered. The lender may still proceed with the transac.ion if he perceives a
mixed exchange with deferred payment to be mutually beneficial.

3.4 HISTORICAL AND ATTITUDINAL REASONS

FOR BARTER BETWEEN LIBRARIES

Why do libraries and library cooperatives rely on non-monetary exchanges far more fre-
quently thai, on monetary exchanges when dealing with one another? There are a number of his-
torical reasons for the dominance of barter in library exchanges. Many libraries operate on modest
budgets. They have been able to supplement their casu vy bartering with other libraries which f-
fectively inc ‘eases their purchasing power. Even the large research libraries have had to turn to
other libraries to supplement their collections and expertise.

In addition, most libraries are constrained by line-item budgets and have very little discre-
tionary money. Without the flexibility of reallocating funds, it is difficiit for libraries to respond to
change midway through a budget cycle. One alternative is to barter with other libraries. For exam-
ple, a film cooperative in Virginia allowed a library to participate for one year without contributing
to the joint purchase of 16 millimeter films. The other libraries cooperated in order to help meet
demands from citizens for regionwide film service, even though the one library bad not budgeted
for this service. In return for this courtesy, the library was expected to participate in reciprocal
borrowing within tbe Washington, D.C. area.

Most interlibrary barter exchanges are not denominated in dollars. Libraries have found it dif-
ficult to calculate the cost per output of service, e.g., the unit cost of a reference question, an inter-
library loan transaction, or a referral. Furthermore, libraries have had little incentive to do so since
their budgeting systems and management have not required such information. As a consequence,
there ha., been a lack of cost pricing history.5

Recently, in response to outside pressure from funding sources that are requiring better cost
accounting, the profession has turned its attention to measuring outputs and costs. Both the Public
Library Association and the Association of Research Libraries have been particularly active in this
area. Work is underway to provid= an accounting framework that will facilitate cost estimates (no
matter how imperfect) for most non-monetary exchanges.® Whether this cost _onsciousness will
lead to more monetary or mixed exchanges remains to be seen, but it :s highly unlikely that ex-
changes between libraries will ever become strictly monetary. In addition to the fact that such ex-
changes are complex, which makes them hard to price, there is a very strong spirit of reciprocity
Lised on barter in the library world.

Many librarians. when asked why they ~hose to join the profession, will report that they liked
to read and they liked to help others. When asked whether they have been able io do both in their
jobs, many librarians will lament that they have no time to read. Many, however, do report that
they have found their jobs satisfying and rewarding because they Fave been able to help others.
The culture of librarianship in many ways is similar to that of education or sncial work. Given this
mindset, it would take major changes in the culture of librarianship to cause a dramatic shift from
b ., sased on reciprocity and trust, to simple buying and selling in the library market place.

5. Cos.tpﬁdng_is.ofmne,notanulythimmimplunmt.Detamh&uhowmlttﬁbuteﬁxedmdvuhblemmm
vmmnmhamulﬁmuminﬁmm”ahbryhmmmmmﬂ.WMnhm
wnm&byﬂwmhuhhmdmdmmdme.whkhmdmww.

6. mmum.m.mmmmwm.mm,mmmm
m.mwouanfwhmhmm"whubmmhmdmm»dwymummm
mmmammwamhmmm-wmmmmmm.
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“This spisit of social service underlies the many outreach activities which libraries offer to
their users. For example, public libraries provide service to the homebourd, to inmates and to the
blind and ohysically handicapped. They also provide information and referral as well as reference
to their many pubiics. Academic, sv..00l and special Lbraries also have an ethic of reaching out to
their respective users. This social service orientation carries ove. from helping the public to help-
ing others within the library profession and underlies the powerful old girl/old boy network. It also
provides a solid foundation upon which to build formal interorganizational relationships.

In order to meet their publics’ demands for service, libraries must turn to one another for
materials and information. Multitype library cooperatives encourage the development of these in-
terorganizational relationships (IR). The discussion of IP. which follows provides a framework for
examining IR in the context of multitype library cooperation.”

4 MOTIVATIONS FOR INTERORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS

There is a body of sociology literature that describes the dynamic which motivates inter-
organizational relationships (IR). These concepts also apply to IR between libraries and a multi-
type library cooperative. Interorganizational relationships grow out of repeated, mutually benefi-
cial exchanges which, in turn, are based on both complementary ar1 specialization. Organizations
that enter into an IR must be sufficiently complementary and sufficiently specialized to gai.. from
the transaction. Stated another way, “the maximum inducement to form an IR occurs when the
organizations have some degree of similarity - not identity - in the nature of resources available for
exchange.”

Th - mutual <xchanges, through an increr- -tal and gradual process, lead to the evolution of
stable IR. The exchange usually begins wit}.

« . . . small transactions that initially require little trust because they involve little

risk. As these transactions are repeated through time and meet basic norms of

equicy, the participants feel increasingly secure in committing more of their

available resources to the IR”
Van de Ven describes the mutual dependence that develops as the IR become more complex and
the exchanges become more frequent. He says that “what may start as an interim solution to a
problem to obtain a specific resource may eventually become a long-term interorganizational com-
mitment of resource transactions and a web of interdependencies™

There may well be a tension underlying the apparent stability of IR because “it is to the advan-
tage of each party to have the other or others assume a cisproportion te share of the commitments
that secure their continuing association™ And yet, the condition for stability is a willingness on
thepartofoneorbothparﬁesw‘makesomeinvesunmtstohingithtobehlgmdmaintainitin
existence™! The conflict between these two conditions upeets the delicate balance and leads to
competition rather than to cooperation and complementarity.

. Van de Ven, p. 601.
. Van de Ven, p. 604.
. Van de Ven, p. 601.
. Blau, p. 113. This is called the “free rider” problem in economics.

. Blau, p. 113.

74




Often, two organizations that engage in repeated exchanges begin to lose their competitive
advantage as a result of the frequency of exchange. They may begin to overlap one another’s do-
main to such an extent that they lose their separate identities. This evolution i a natural result of
repeared exchanges that are initially mutually beneficial to both parties. The irony is that “the pro-
cesses for creating and expanding an IR contain the seeds of its disintegration3 The balance or
stability in one aspect of IR depends on “mbalances in other social states; forces that restore
equilibrium in one respect do so by creating disequilibrium in others™

If two organizations that were originally complementary become substitutes for one another it
means that they have become so similar over time that they end up looking identical. As they
become increasingly similar, the potential for territorial disputes and competition increases. At
some point, they will either merge or compete with one another. Competition is not inherently bad.
It can benefit the consumer because competing enterprises differentiate their product by offering
either high quality or lower prices, or both, in order to gain market share, which gives consumers a
wider choice. But competition is antiethical to the propagation of IR.

In summary, the evolution of IR is a dynamic process growing out of complementarity and
specialization, which leads to mutual exchanges and mutual dependencies. If the balance changes
and one or more parties acquires the specialization internally, conflict and competition emerge,
which destabilizes IR. There is no way to determine how long IR will remain stable, and if they
will disintegrate into competition and, perhaps, cease to exist. What is clear is that the process is
evolutionary, volatile, and inherently unstable over time.

5 RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN LIBRARIES

All of these elements — cooperation, specialization, and competition — come into play in IR be-
tween libraries and multi-type library cooperatives. The conditions that are true for IR, in general,
also apply to libraries wurking cooperatively: libraries engaged in IR must be complementary, but
not identical, and have some specialization that is mutually beneficial. If libraries had collections
and services that overlapped  such an extent that they were substitutes for one another, no re-
source sharing would occur; or, if a given library could sazisfy its customers - * ~ut having to turn
to other libraries for resources, there v >uld Le no need for -esource shari

Ineitheroftlmescmaﬂos,h’braﬁescouldac'.indepmdmtlyofoneanothersinoetheywould
mtneedmeanother’soo!lectionstooomplanmttheirown.Bmlibrarimsknowthatmsingle
library’s inventory and services can satisfv all of their clients all of the time. Even the Library of
Qmmemdoesndhawmitemmpuﬂishedmdhmmmatahhﬁmnmhah’bmiuin
No:thAmerimandar\.mdtheworld.'l‘lmareanmnberoffactorathatstimulatemultitype
librery cooperation: cor.-olementarity and specialization, economies of scale and economies of
scope, and heterogeneity " here are some problems that recult from these factors which will also
be discussed below.

12. Van de Ven, p. 604.

13.  Van de Ven, p. 605, quoting Blau. 7 —
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5.1 COMPLEMENTARITY AND SPECIALIZATION

Complementarity and specialization are twyu factors which drive interinstitutional relation-
ships between libraries in a multicype cooperative and are familiar to librarians as “resource shar-
ing” Resource sharing is a time-honored tradition in the library world. Librarians believe that
resource sharing will be mutuauy beneficial to both large and small libraries over time because, at
some point, each will need to draw on the resources of the other to satisfy customer demand.
Librarians are committed to leveraging their collections (e.g., books) and their expertise (e.g.,
reference) in order to gain mutual benefit through resource sharing. The benefit may not be
mutual immediately. More than likely, the transaction will involve a deferred, non-monetary ex-
change. Once there is a need to enter into repeated exchanges, mutual dependency and mutual
benefit are the natural outcomes and have given rise to the many creative resource sharing ar-
rangements that libraries have developed over the years.

Cooperative collection development provides an excellent example of an effort to capitalize on
complementarity and specialization. Several years ago a new tool celled the “conspectus” was
developed by the Research Libraries Group (RLG). The conspectus provides a methodology for
quantifying collection strengths in each RLG library and for developing a daia base of quantitative
data that describes the collections and present acquisitions activities in each participating RLG
library. The tool is now being used by many of the libraries \hat belong to the Association of
Research Libraries (ARL) in the development of its Natioual Collections Inventory Project
(NCIP).

The conspectus provides the mechanism for cooperative collection development. Libraries
are assigned complementary responsibility for collection development and maintenance by sub-
ject specialty. They commit themselves to maintaining and enriching their collections in the
assigned subject s, ecialty for the benefit of the group. By treating the separate collections as one
big collection housed in a variety of locations, libraries gain economies of scale. Each participant
must depend on and trust that participants will honor their commitment to collect in an assigned
subject area and will reduce or cease collecting in another subject area also as agreed. The RLG
libraries are proceeding in this direction.

A number of other activities grow out of a commitment to exploit collection complementarity
and specialization. These activities include creating union catalogs of holdings, compiling union
lists of serials, developing inventories of staff expertise, and engaging in interlibrary loan. Inter-
library loan is an important mechanism in resource sharing among libraries. It grows out of the
need to get materials to the customer from different geographical locations. It harnesses the com-
plementarity and specialization of library collections (scale) and enables borrowing anc lending of
aterials in order to satisfy demand from customers who are uable to find the item in their home
library (scope). Conperative collection development and interlibrary loan are driven by economies
of scale and economies of scope. These two factors also motivate multitype library cooperatives
and oftca account for their successes and failures.




5.2 ECONOMIES OF SCALE AND SCOPE

Economies of scale occur when unit costs are reduced as the scale of production in:reases
— producing more of a good or service leads to lov-2r average costs. Economies of scope result
when an organization simultaneously pursues a variety of related activities that complement one
another and create a synergy in prod-ction. “ithese two factors are often related because
economies of scope can lead to further economies of scale. Multitype cooperatives and library net-
works have exploited these two factors to the benefit of their membx. s by offering a variety of ser-
vices (scope) and by capitalizing on economies of scale. The OCLC experience provides a classic
example of reaping eccnomies of scale and scope.

By expanding the customer base for its shared cataloging and union catalog services, OCLC
was able to reduce the unit cost to each customer. As OCLC grew bigger it introduced new pro-
ducts that complemented its original services and exploited its centralized bibliographic database.
It was able to produce cataloging data in a variety of formats (e.g., tapes and cards), assist in
retrospective conversion of records that needed to be merged with the OCLC current cataloging,
and streamline interlibrary loan transactions bet-ween libraries. All of these activities are spin-offs
from the development of its database and reflect efforts to capitalize on economies of scope.

Like OCLC, successful multitype library cooperatives and networks that provide a wide varie-
ty of services to their member libraries also generate economies of scope. One of their objectives is
to provide their member libraries with as many services as possible in order to ensure member
loyalty and generate revenue through surcharges on goods purchased and services provided to the
membersh p. Since multitype cooperatives ..ave the orizanization and staff in place, they are able
to experiment with offering or brokering new servies that will gain additional economies of
scope. Services that cooperatives and networks offer usually include training, consulting,
publishing, data collection, facilitating meetings, planning, cooperative purchasing, and setting
standards and protocols for doing business within the group.

Cooperative purchasing is one of the more tangible activities that many multitype library
cooperatives provide to their members which results in economies of scale (in this case, the size of
the collective buying power rather than the size of the collective library collections is the relevant
factor). When libraries poo} their purchasing power, most venders are willing to ' “er the price
per item or per customer because of the size of the combined order. The opport .1ity of gaining
group discounts has led to cooperative purchasing of such goods and services as commercial
delivery, 16 millimeter films, online biblicgraphic databases, computer equipment, supplies,
teleco,.nmunications, training, office supplies, as well as books and journals.

The experiences of two multitype cooperatives, Metro in Metropolitau New York, and the
Metropolitan Washington Library Council in Washington, D.C., provide two imaginative ex-
amples of cooperative purc’ sing of library materials. Metro has a well established program for
expensive acquisitions — purchasing reference materials that would be little used by any single in-
stitution but are in sufficient demand by clients and expensive enough to justify a joint purchasing
arrangement (e.g., Chemical Abstracts). The Metropolitan Washington Library Council, another
multitype cooperative, set up a professional collection of library journals and library science
monographs for use by members that wanted to buy a share of the collection. By becoming a share
holder, a small library that could not justify purchasing the library literature for its ovmn small staff
gains access to this literature.

5.3 HOMOGENEI1Y VERSUS HETEROGENEITY

There is an assumption that resource sharing is more successful when the libraries in a
cooperative venture are heterogeneous because they will have a wider mix of rcsovrces to share
and less successful when the libraries are homogeneous because they will have less variety to
share. Neither assumption may be correct. Different types of libraries (e.g., research libraries and
elementary school libraries) may have such a high degree of specialization of collections and
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customer base that there is not enough complementarity to generate more than infrequent ex-
changes among them. Libraries of a similar type (e.g., public libraries) may be less homogeneous
in their collections that would be assumed. Their collections may be sufficiently varied to allow
them to rely on one another for the majority of their exchanges, rather than on other types of
libraries.

The test is whether sufficient complementarity and specialization exists between libraries to
result in mutually beneficial exchanges. For example, libraries participating in the Research
Libraries Group have a mechanism for sharing with libraries of their own size and type through
the Research Libraries Information Network.!4 In contrast, libraries participating in OCLC have
chosen to mix with all types of libraries: academic, public, school and special. T ne diversity of the
OCLC membership, however, brings with it problems as well as benefits. The problem, however,
as John Kenneth Galbraith points out, is that “if the purposes of an organization are many and
varied, both the sources and instruments of enforcement will have to be greatar for a given effect
than if the purposes are few and specific."®

In less than 15 years, OCLC grew from a homogeneous consortium of academic libraries ir
Ohio, which shared cataloging and borrowed from one another through their union catalog, to a
corporation composed of nearly 3,000 heterogeneous libraries that sells services to its con-
tributors. As the mission and strategic plan of OCLC have evolved, some existing interinstitu-
tional relationships were affected. For example, in response to dissatisfaction from OCLC
customers in the Pittsburgh area, OCLC modified its usual sirategy of delivering service only
through regional brokers. It set up an OCLC office there which made it possible for libraries in that
region to buy directly from OCLC, instead of buying from Pittsburgh Regional Library Council
(PRLC), the regional OCLC broker. Not surprisingly, all the OCIL.C brckers were vocal in their op-
position to having OCLC compete with PRLC.

OCLC's tremendous size and variety hzve been a boen. OCLC put libraries on the map in Ohio
and nationwide as a result of the sophistication of its comnuter and telecommunications operations
and the construction of its thirty million dollar building. But there have been problems as well. The
growth in scale and scope of OCLC has transforrned it, in a few short years, trom a personal, infor-
mal coilective to an impersonal and formal corporation. Some of the growing pains that OCLC has
expernienced are illuminating and are shared, on a smaller scale, by other cooperative efforts. Tacy
reflect some of the negative motivations for joining cooperatives, which include: loss of autonomy,
fear of external control, and diseconomies of scale or scope.

5.4 LOSS OF AUTONOMY

Al the top of the list of motivations for not joining a multitype cooperative is the desire to
maintain institutional autonomy. Joining a cooperative requires adherence to group norms and
standards. The group process constrains, or at least slows down, independent decision making.
Alphonse Trezza, while director of the state library 1 Illinois, commented in Library Journal that
the most serious barrier to developing library systems, cooperatives, and networks “is the fear of
possible loss ¢f locai auiuucmy as the price for system membership or participation.”"

14. Although as Jim Schmidt, Associate Executive Director of RLG pointed out in private correspondence, RLG members
continue to work within their local, state and regional groups as well as support of resource sharing. He stressed the fact
that “many RLG members are paying to have their RLIN data loaded into OCLC." He went on to say that: “From time to
time our (RLG's) Public Service Committee has encouraged the members to do .8 much of their borrowing from each
other as possible in order to maximize the traffic and thus the possibility that mequities due to net lending might be
minimized or at least distributed over more rather than fewer members. The extent to which these encouragements
have in fact been headed i at best unknown.

15. Galbraith, p. 68,
16. For a discussion of competition and cooperation between library networks, see Robinson in the references.

17. Trezza, p. 3174.

78




What underlies the fear of lost autonomy is not simply the loss of power to make decisions in-
dependent of the group. As Blau states: “The most distinctive cost in social transactions is the
subordinacon involved in expressing respect or manifesting compliance, that is, in rewarding
anothe; with prestige or with power.”® The problem is that the subordinated actor is perceived as
being weaker. This sitaation is certainly the case with multitype cooperatives

If a given library subordinates itself to an organization that caters to a wide variety of libraries,
the mission of the injividual library may not match the mission of the organization. Martin notes
that:1?

“(. .. )anetwork and its members must be closely aligned in purpose; otherwise
there will be little commitment and loyalty to the network. Indeed, the failure of
a network can easily derive from dispanty of aims among the principals
involved.”

Problems arise when existing organizations set up for one clientele and one mission have
other clienteles and missions imposed on them. Fu. example, the 3Rs in New York State started
out as an academic library network and has had other types of libraries grafted on without making
sufficient organizational changes to accommodate these different institutions. The same is true in
Dlinois where the multitype network was superimposed on each of the nineteen public library
systems, which had been in place a long time. Many systems were unwilling to give up power and
existing funds, in return for being part of a multitype structure.

New Jersey, in contrast, started afresh with new institutional structures called “regional
library cooperatives.” New Jersey went even further and spelled out, in detail, rules and regula-
tions for setting up the administrative and governance structure of the multitype cooperative.
Staff at the state library suspect, however, that it is only a matter of time before participating
libraries will bridle because of fear of external control.

5.5 FEAR OF EXTERNAL CONTROL

One of the most threatening elements to a library considering joining a cooperztive is the fear
of external control. Qutside monitoring often has a chilling effect on organizations. Galbraith
points out that even if power is not exerted, “the will to exert power, to win submission is satisfied
not by the result of the form. In such cases the organization that is the source of power serves as a
substitute for the exercise of power itself.”20

Consequently, state librarians, who often provice the outside subsidy to multitype coopera-
tives, tend to be viewed with suspicion and distrust. Similarly, the staff and organization of the
cooperative may be viewed as their agent and accorded the same mistrust.?' But even the most
conwrolling siace library and the most carefully spelled out enabling legislation, with accompany-
ing regulations that give rise to by-laws and a governance structure, cannot anticipate or contain
the evolution of library cooperation.

18. Blay, p. 101

19. Martin, p. 20, quoting Wallace C. (lsen.

20. Galbraith, p. 71.

21. Some key federal legislation, Titles I and III of the Library Services and Construction Act (LSCA), has provided
momentum for the formalization of interlibrary cooperation and has been responsible for much of the muititype evolu-
tion in progressive states such as Hlinois, California, and New York. These federal funds are managed by the state
librarian, more or less imaginatively, depending on the state, and with more or less control. These same states have also
committed their own resources to librasy cooperation. In New Jersey, the state legislature recently allocated 2 million
dollars to start up and provide first year Zunding to operate six regional library cooperstives in the state.
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5.6 DISECONOMIES OF SCALE AND SCOPE

While scale and scope can result in economies for consumers in general, and libraries in par-
ticular, there is a danger of an organization becoming toc large and selling too many unrelated pro-
ducts. Ov.LC provides examples of diseconomies of scale and scope. In the case of scale, OCLC
got very big very fast. Its size became a deterrent for some libraries that feared that they would be
lost in the crowd. Response time on the system deteriorated and there were problems delivering
services. The enormous data base, which was OCLC's major asset, began to generate problems.
For example, OCLC'’s shared cataloging presented problems of quality control. It became ap-
parent that not all libraries cataloged equally well and that some libraries were degrading the data
base with low quality original cataloging.”

Furthermore, there were evidently decreasing advantages to increasing the size of the data
base. In response, some of tne regional brokers created regional subsets of the data base. In addi-
tion, the interlibrary loan subsystem also presented probiems. The subsystem enabled libraries to
request loans from other libraries in widely scattered regions of the country. When some net
lenders found themselves lending to net borrowers that were strangers and were both far away
and not easily able to reciprocate either in a tit-for-tat or a tat-for-tat exchange, demand for better
control increased. OCLC responded by making it easier to borrow intra-regionally.

OCLC has been innovative and willing to take risks. It has experimented with new products
and services in an effort to realize economies of scope. Sometimes the anticipated synergy
resulting from two products, or the effort to spin off a product into a second product, has not paid
off. For example, OCLC joined forces with Banc One in Columbus to offer local residents access
via teletext to the Franklin-Columbus County Public Library’s portion of the OCLC database. The
teletext experiment sounded like a good way to expand OCLC'’s market and make use of part of
the OCLC database in an innovative and synergistic way. The service, however, never took off, in
part because the service and customer base were not closely enough related to the other services
and customer base that OCLC had already developed.

Unfortunately, there is no way to know in advance whether a new product or service will
result in economies or diseconomies. Much has to do with product acceptance, which requires
market testing, and some good luck. Multitype cooperatives and networks, as well as commercial
enterprises cannot know whether an innovative approach will work until they try it. They have to
take risks to find out. But in order to take risks, organizations need to have venture capital for
research and development. Cooperatives and networks are extremely short of this kind of money
and therefore have difficulty introducing new offerings and exploit ng economies of scope.




6 ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

One of the most discussed aspects of cooperation is the nature of the governance of the multi-
type cooperative or network. Governance formally delineates how members of an organization
participate in decision making. For example, bylaws are drawn up to provide rules that protect the
organization and its members, and also serve a contractual function — implicit or explicit, binding
or non-binding.

A small organization, composed of twenty-five or fewer members, may find it feasible to
establish a governance structure of one-institution-one-vote, without inserting an elected board at
the top to represent the membership. The larger the organization, however, the mc.e cumber-
some it is to have democratic representation without adding a layer at the top to streamline deci-
sion making. Consequently, larger organizations become more bureaucratic, more formal, and in-
evitably more impersonal. For example, as OCLC became more bureaucratic and formal, the
member libraries began to feel that they were becoming too distanced from the organization. The
User's Council was formed and began to exert a check-and-balance relationship with the OCLC
Board.
Martin surveyed network directors in 1979 to determine whether “a regicnal multitype ret-
work must have governance characteristics that are not necessary for a single-type network ™2
Eight of the twelve respondents answered no, only one agreed, and three did not answer. Ten
respondents agreed that their network’s governance “works satisfactorily at this time,” nine dis-
agreed that “it is difficult to accommodate ‘type of library’ and ‘regional multitype’ subsets within
the same network,” and the same number disagreed that “network members do not have a signifi-
cant impact on the direction of the network.”?

Martin also surveyed the library directors whose libraries are members of the Asdociation of
Research Libraries during the same period to determine the attitudes of top library management
to library networks. Of the eighty-four respondents, over 60% agreed that they and their staff “are
able to have an effect upon the governance and management of the network center] and over 50%
agreed that “the governance of the network of which my library is now a member, as it now exists,
works well for my library# Nine of the twelve netwoerk directors agreed that “the best form of
governance is an elected representative group as the policy making body,” and over 50% of the
ARL directcrs disagreed with the statement that “all participants should be represented on the
governing body on a one-library, one-vote basis’?

These answers are revealing. The y support the postulate that governance is a reflection of the
health of an organization and cannot make functional an organization that is not healthy. On the
other hand, a healthy ¢ :ganization can benefit from a well thought-out governance structure. Rut
even in the <ase of the emerging multitype library network in New Jersey, the most carefal and
thoughtful planning, as prescribed in recent legislation and accompanying regulations, will
become quickly outdated as the network evolves. For example, the staff of the New Jersey State
Library, who have wor.ed hard to develop progressive legislation, realize that their network will
evolve over time and outgrow thew careful planning.2

22. Martin, p 57.

23. M:in, pp. 57-8.

2. M: 1,p.64.

2. Martiv, pp. 57 and 64.

26 Telephone conversation with Robert A. Drescher, Head, LibraryD.  iopment Bureau, New Jersey State Library, June
26, 1985,
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Judging from the responses from both of Martin’s surveys, the type of governance structure
that is selected for 2n organization is ultimately less important than whether there is a common
mission and trust between and among the membership and between the membership and the
cooperative’s staff. Based on informal conversations with several directors of library cooperatives,
they had each c*served a tightening up of bylaws during and shortly after the transition from an
old toa new director. This action is understandable during a period of uncertainty, but the question
is: to what extent «id the changes make an actual cather than a psychological difference, and, were
they relaxed or honored in the breach once the new director became trusted to protect the in-
dividual and collective interests of the members?

As to the question of how binding governance structures should be, Martin asked the ARL
directors to agree or disagree with the following statement: “I prefer a contractual relationship,
rather than a partnership, in the governance of the network used by my library.”2” Roughly half
agreed with the statement and half disagreed, which can again be interpreted as a function of how
much trust the respondent has in the network based on past experience.

7 COI.CLUSION

As priorities shift and alliances change, the structure of any given multitype organization ai-3
the nature of the transactions will also shift to reflect the changing mission. Given the diversity of
type, size, mission, geographic location, specialization, status, and prestige of different libraries,
the likelihood that interorganizational relationships within a multitype cooperative will remain
stable seems very low. On the other hand, even though the crystallization and the evolutior. of
cooperatives will be dynamic and volatile, and may lead to disintegrai.on of cooperation, it is possi-
ble to chart some of the major trends in the evolution of library cooperation - to consider in what
ways partnerships will change as a result of this evolution. Drawing on ecc « mics and sociology,
this paper has provided a framework for analyzing these issues and has discussed the implications
of some of the major trends. A number of questions, however, remain open because they depend
on forces and trends that are still unclear.

Will barter continue a. the dominant form of exchange in a world in whicl: automation and
telecommunications costs have caused librarians to think increasingly in monetary terms? Would
the niission of a multitype cooperative change if monetary and mixed exchanges were to replace,
or at least exceed, non-monetary exchanges? Is the philosophy of resource sharing among libraries
independent of the medium of the exchange? Or would a market model, which transforms
resource sharing — that is resource bartering — into resource buying and selling, change the mis-
sion of the cooperative venture? What effect would there be if mixed exchanges were to increase
substantially? Would these economic shifts affect the governance structure? These are the kinds of
questions that remain open and need to be discussed.
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FORMULATING A LIBRARY NETWORK IN CALIFORNA:
SOME BASIC QUESTIONS AND ISSUES
Robert A. Dresciier and Barbara M. Robinson
September 20, 1985

QUESTIONS ISSUES
1. Motivation:
Why set up a statewide —social service - “a good thing”
network? —access to resources

2. Users:
Who will the network serve?

3. Parti ipants:
What libraries and organi-
zaticns will be eligible to
participate?

4. Services:
What typs of goods/services
will be offered?

5. Governance:
How will the network be
governed?

6. Cost:
What wil® ** cost to set
upand: r.in?

—mechanism for mutually beneficial
exchange

—achieve economies of scale/scone

—priority order of users

—characteristics of users, e.g.
heterogeneous/homogeneous

—key stakeholders

~key beneficiaries

—voluntary

—characteristics of participants:
—size, type, location
—~heterogened is/homogeneous

—key stakeholders

—Key beneficiaries

—priorily nror
—complementarity
—specialization

—economies of scale/scope

—autonomy/authority
—axternal control

—trust

—interinstitutional relationships

—set up costs
—operating costs
~overhead
—costing individual services
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7. Cost Al'scation:

Who will bear the initial and —medium of exchange
ongoing costs? ~barter
—monetary payment
—mixed

—immediate vs deferred payment:
indebtedness, obligation,
reciprocity

—pricing of services:

—market price (value)
—cost pricing
—grants and subsidies

8. Mechanics:
How and when will the network —configuration
we set up? —telecommunications
—hardware, software
-timetable

Multitype Partnerships/Governance

Some factors to consider when making governance decisions:
Economics
Political
Precedent
State Law
Library Law
Tradition
Four Models:
“a governance structure is needed for each’

“a network may have a combination of the components from these models
operating at the same time

ADVISORY STRUCTURE MODEL

“formal powr ’is somewhere other than with the membership”
“informal ¥ ower’ structure may modify”

COOPERAT\VE MODEL

“a group of libraries which agree formally or informally to share
services”

“a m 'mber may or may nott :in com-lete institutional independence”
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DEMOCRATIC MODEL
“one library cne vote”
FEDERATED MODEL

“each member retains complete institutic~ -1 independence but eaters
into contracts Or service agreements with other members to achieve
joint services”

Definitions from Black’s Law Dicitonary, West Publishing Co., 1979.

Cooperate. To act jointly or concurrently toward a common end.

Cooperation. Action of cc-operating. Association of persons for common benefit.
Cooperative. A corporation or association organized for purpose of rendering economic
services, without gain to itself, to shareholders or members who own and contro it.
F-1eration. A joining together of states or nations in a league or association; the league

itself. An unincorporated association of persons for a common purpose.

Some sample voting configurations:

— one library with one vote
all deciions made by membership
110 representative board
— ome library with one vote
membership makes seme decisions
a representative board
) —  one library with one vote
membership makes some decisions
a representative board with seats apportioned (guaranteed)
— one group of libraries with one vote
membership makes one decision (representative ‘0 group)
a representative board
—  one group of libraries with one vote
membership makes one decision (represer..ative to group)
a board with seats apporticied (guaranteed)
—  each group of libraries with one or more votes
membership makes one decision (representative to group)
a representative board
— each group of libraries with one or more votes
membership makes one decision (represeatative to group)
a board with seats apportioned (guaranteed)
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Funding Multitype Library Cooperatives

In the last several years the search c~maittees which had the misrion of employing admini-
strators of multitype library cooperatives often had the task of finding the person who could pro-
vide programs and services which would satisfy and help enlarge membership. Services to
membere and membership satisfaction often had a component of holding members’ costs stable.

Such administrators were to be measured on their ability to make the administrative structure
of such organizations stable while developing rationally signifiLant orograms. Th’s mix of atten-
tion to members’ needs while giving those members the excitement of a signi‘icant new service
was seen as a method to make the cooperative an important aspect in the environmeat of the sur-
rounding library community.

Making the organization operate in a more “regular” fashion; making signi§icant programs
available; or helping to satisfy member needs are all, on their own, commendable activities. Un-
fortunately, however, such goals sometimes work to the detriment of the cooperative organization
particularly if the issues of funding and control are not well . nceived.

This paper is about funding, but funding cannot be considered in isolation. Sources of funding,
levels of funding, constraints on funding and expenditure; and meniber expectations about fund-
ing, expenditure, constraints, and rules must be considered as a framework. Library cooperatives
are not necessarily small operations. Many, from a cash flow point of view, are larger than many of
the institutions that they represent. If measured in terms of discretionary cash, many such
cooperatives are the largest library related organizations in their regions.

Library cooperatives are nu. libraries. They co not loan books; they do not perform a service
fo: the public; ti.. 7 are a business as much as any for-profit business. While they may be exempt
from incume taxes, they have the responsibility to make and spend money. While the dif‘erence
between those two activities may be called “excess of revenue over expenses® rather than “profit,”
it is the same concept. Funds are appropriated to libraries. Revenue is earned by cooperatives. Ap-
prepriated funds are received by libraries at a level that is provided. The librarian has little opper-
tunity to influence the final amount. Earned reverue is received by cooperatives based nn the abili-
ty of the responsible parties to sell.

Librarians control expenditures to work within the predetermine. amount of funding avail-
able. Iy funding is cut, expenditures are cut to ba’ance the budget. Cooperatives contro; expendi-
tures hut they also work to increase revenues. The two need to be close enough so that all the bills
can be paid but the perfect answer is not zero on the last day of the fiscal year. Some working
capital needs to be develope if the cooperative organization is to continue to develop.

Librarians receive working ca, ital for new orograms fronu such sources as capital appropria-
tions, new building funds, or grants. Librarians expend appropriated working capital for specific
projects. Money is received and then spent. Managers of cooperatives generate working capital
from excess revenues or from grants and similar sources. In essence, without spending the entire
paper on this point, libraries are parts of institutions, cooperatives are businesses. This difference
between institutions and businesses is little recognized and may be debated at thiz Conference but
it is the pr1 emise basic to the remainder of this paper. It is the lesson often iearned too late in the life
cycle of a library cooperative.
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The Development of a Bureaucracy

There is a tendency in the development of a library cooperative to mirror the constraints that
ar~ imposed on libraries. Some of these constraints such as the development of personnel policies,
regularization of reporting of federal withhoiding tax, or the consistency in form and style of out-
going correspondence are parallel with libraries and certainly make sense. Some of the constraints
such as contesting certain unemployment claims by former staff members not actually due bene-
fits or designing a comprehensive cash management systvm both make sense and may be outside
the realm of daily experience of mar.y library administrators. The adoption without examination
of bureauc;atic constraints common in libraries — uch as the requirement to spend all funds avail-
able in a fiscal year, the filling of personnel positions because they will be “frozen” if temporarily
unfilled, or the use of a competitive bidding system which does not yield lower costs, have the
potential of reducing both the usefulness and the life span of the cooperative.

Library cooperatives have the tendency to be governed so that they become defensive rather
than offensive organizations. They have the tenc'ency to be over-governed and under-managed.
The tactics of defensive play and control make sense in a library organization which has as its only
flexibility the ability to maximize the resources already provided to it. But cooperatives are not
libraries. They can increase their income; they can control their cxpenses; they can take the risk of
trying a new program based on the revenue that it might raise; they can borrow money; they can
put in pl= e constraints that make sense while forgoing the ones that might have beer imposed
from above. There is a risk in being a business. There are some strengths in being part of an in
stitution. There is a large risk of dure, however, if the cooperative as a business takes on the in-
stitutional trappings that decrease the cooperative's capabilities to use th< strength of a business to
maneuver offensively.

If operated as aggrassive businesses, particularly ones which have as a mission to support
librari-+, library cooperatives can be the best possible partner that a group of libraries could have.
If operated w* . the constraints applicable to libraries, the cooperative will tend to either exist
for a specific purpuse and then disappear or just disappear.

Funding and Local Support

Funding always seems to be low, tight, non-existent, short, or cut in litraries. A7 procriatad
funds are cut and expenditures are reduced to alance the budget. Librarians cften tumn to exter-
nal funding to develop a program th~* is important to them. If the goal of the external funding s to
make up the perpetual short fall, that goal should be stated and the funds should b zathered for an
endowment. Such a purpose is lau-atory if it is stated. Jf the development of a program is really to
gain operating cash but if that goal is hidden in the terms of developing a new propram, that pro-
gram is a shain and is probably doomed to failure. If such a technique is used in a library, the pro-
gram will probably fail but few expectutions will be harmed. If such a tachnique is uced in a library
cooperative, however, the program will be a failure, but, because some pcople involved will not
know that the real goal was to raise operating capital, the impact wi be to weaken significantly
the organization as a whole.
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When a hbrary or alibrary cooperative undertakes a program it should be for the real purpose
of the stated goals. If the goal is to equip the cooperative headquarters with new furniture and a
microcompniter, the program should state that fact. Such purchases should not be hidden in the
budget wnder some guise of “administrative support.”

To make i e granting agency recognize that the organization is sericus about the purposes of
the program, a concentrated attempt should be made to add local funding to the effort. Local fund-
ing should take the form of real money. There are a number of forms of money. There is money
counted for local support that would have been spent anyway such as the contribution of office
space in an already existing building. There is money counted for local support that comes from
seliing a piece of one or mcre current staff members to the arant project. There is money that tt-
local organization contrit utes out of i*s reserve fund.

The contribution of space, furniture, fixtures, or other phyical things already in place is often
useful but it does not show much local commitment for the effort. The granting agency staff
wonders if this project, or even a part of it, wild have been done if their money were not avail-
able. The answer is probably not. The contribution of a part of a staff member already employed
might sound like more commitment but it has the potential to lead to an even worse scenario than
the contribution of space and desks. At first that staff member is honored to be selected to be in-
volved. In a library that feeling of honor would probably continue for the life of the project anc at
the end of the project that staff member would return to previous duties or, more likely, might be
promoted based on the effort ¢ ended cn the grant.

In a cooperative, particularly one which is under funded by its governing body, that selling of a
part of a staff member as part of a grant effort has a different effc -t. If this is a first time oczur-
rence, the scenario might be as it was in the library, but if the technique of providing a part of the
staff as local support for grant programs continues, the staffs’ attitudes will change. The range of
attitudes might range from feeling like a mixture of a slave and prostitute to one of staff members’
recognizing that they might do as well or better on their own as entrepreneurs.

Local support sounds simple. It is not. From a granting agency point of view the more com-
mitment provided with funds that really exist and that might have been spent for annther priority,
te better. From the staff point of view, the more the organization can recognize their contribu-
tionsintangibleways.thebetter.Cashﬁ'omthereeerveftmddedimtedtothisnewm'ojectisposi-
tive. The contribution of office spare = a $20,000 current employee who sing'ehandedly ac-
complishes a program that produces $50,000 worth of overhead for the organization thus allowing
itnottomiseitsmembamipdmsfmyetanmherywisdisastermd,itishoped,wmnotbe
funded. (For what it is worth, that n'tmber of $50,000 is much too low. In even a small cooperative,
a more realistic figure is $500,000.)

The Promise to Continue

If programs are important, they might be begun with the working capital provided by outside
funders but they sh uld be continued with loca! money. That promise of continuation should be
noted in the initial anplication. It is reasonable to note that the program will be continued only if it
is successful but that promisc to continue is essential in the initial planning of the program.

Many librarians and library cooperative adm: ristrators are afraid to ask their local organiza-
tion or institution for money. It is easy to send a piece of paper, or several pounds of paper, to the
state capital in which cne requests a million dollars. It is more diffi~ult to go t - the person to whom
one reports and say, “If you cannot find $5,000, I will not be able to have ow organization do this or
that” In that local environment there is the risk that the bess will say not only “no” but wilt decice,
sometin.es unilaterally, to cut out something the administrator wants to do so that the budget will
be balanced.
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Library cooperatives have the ability to raise income as well as cut expenditures. The:e isthe
same inherent danger that the governing board, particularly one which does not understand that
the organization can raise new income, will choose to cut expenditures, making it impossibie for
the cooperative to develop the new programs necessary to fund itself in later years. There are
dangers in asking for local money; without it, outside funders will look askance at the initial re-
quest. Local real money to begin a part of the program and local real money, guaranteed in the be-
ginring, are keys to receiving grant funds. They do not come without pitfalls.

Future Maintenance of the Effort

It is one thing to develop a new program,