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auoatcn Livraries (ARL) focused on the impact of the new information
t.chnologiu on scholarly exchange. The Program-was organized into
tvo _sessions comprising. llpﬂpets um-&mfirst m. three
inﬂmtm leaders presented papers exploring diffcmt ‘aspects of
tumfmtopic. mmmuum. participantsmh:ief
. descriptions- of applications of technological innovations, following
' mahtmuetingbton -up -for concurrent-sessions demonstrating -
‘these technologies. Papers in the first-session are: “entitled: (1)
‘*Introduction” (Charles Osburn); (2) "Neeting the Needs of TOmOITOM'S
Scholars® (Stanley Katz); (3) "The Role of:Research Libraries in che
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Education (Ann Mathews); and the Library of Congress (Ellen Hann).
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‘recent activities, unbcrsnip. and financial- ‘aspects of ARL.
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. ‘npo:u and a report: on usocuuon ac:i.v:.tiu munbct m-uw.
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, “The wnde availability and use of new information technologxes for research and scholatshnp
are. expected to transform traditional chanuels of scholarly communication. The 114th Membership
- Meeting of the Association of Research Libraries focused on one dimension of this transforma-~
, tionthe- future of scholarly exchange. The goal of the program was to understand how technology
.is. affectmg ‘the process of research and teaching, in order to anticipate future information needs
. and “éxpectations of users, and the challenges for umversntm and research libraries i in mpondmg
: = fo these needs. LR
3 : ‘the first program session, "Technology and the Future of Scholarly Bxchange, three
mfluentxal leaders explored different aspects of the topic. Stanley Katz, President of the American-
Council“ofLearned Societies, e:plored the information needs.of the scholar-and how information -
.technology and research libraries might responds to- these needs. - Kenneth King, - ‘President of
_EDUCOM; then discussed the needs and prospects for a national telecommunications network'in
support education and research and the role of libraries in its development and. ‘opefation.
_ Maurice Glicksman, Provost of Brown University, addressed how universities- may *ake advantage
_of the opp-'"tumtles provided by new information technologies. Ooncurrent seminars followed the
- plenaiy session and provided directors and guests an opportumty for more extensxve and mformal
= discussion with the speakers. '
In{ the second program session, "Apphcatxons of Technologxcal Innovatlons in Scholarly
: Exchange,, following introductory remarks, simultaneous demonstrations of several applncatlons of
information. technologies illustrated some of the new capabilities available for _users. The

nstratlons included:

‘demo

lerary of Congress Amencan Memory Project

N atlona! ‘Agricultural L:brary Text Digitizing Pro;ect v
~EXT Workstation

CISTI Document Delivery System o
Natnonal Security Archive Cuadra Star DAtabase and Information Retrieval System

S Proceedmgs of the two sections of the ARL Business Meeting are also included in tlus
volume _The first session featured reports from other organizations, as well as a report from
_the ARL Committee on Collection development on the Serials Pricing Study. Session II focused
O the:activities of the Association.
The 114th Meeting of the Association of Research Libraries was held at the Omm

Blltm e Hot.l in Providence, Rhode Island, May 10-12,1990. Charles E. Miller, President of the ~

Assocnahon, was the presiding officer. Members of the Program Committee for the meeting
~ were’ Merrily Taylor, Librarian of Brown University; Charles Osburn, Director of Libraries at
Umversxty ‘of Alabama; Charles E. Miller, Director of Libraries at Florida State University; and
Duane E  Webster, ARL Executxve Director.
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INTRODUCTION

Charles OSbum

Diroetor of Libmles
University of Alabsma

N For at least a decade, especlally since the pubhcauon of the American Council of Learned .
Socxety s-National Inquiry into Scholarly Communication, our attention has been dravn 1ntennvely
toward ‘the exchange of scholarly information, and toward our own capacity to cope with' the _
s changes thrust rapidly on the management of our libraries. None of us can assume that we have‘
- 'mastered those challenges, yet it is clear we must look beyond our immediate internal concerns to-
_“thepathi : :ahead, with special attention to the changes that affect tne motwanon, methoc.ologxes" and
;substance “of the work of our-clientele.
- This notion is reinforced by our knowledge that our chentele, along wnth thexr respectnve
r leamed societies and our local academic administrators, is also beginning to manifest serious-
] _ concerns-about both the opportunmes and the problems inherent in the current evolutionary §tage .
o of the scholarly communication system. In that connection, it is important to note that during this
_-program-we will be addressing not only the processes of research, but also the processes of
teachmg and learning. More than ever before, the quality of scholarly exchange of all kinds is .
Abeoommg closely intertwined with and dependent upon the highest levels of admnmstratwe plannlng o
——and pohcy establishment. e T
- “We are honored to have with us three individuals who are umque,y posmoned to report
f_ on and to help shape, the future influence of technology on scholarly exchange: Stanley Katz,
Presndent of the American Council of Learned Societies; Kenneth King, President of EDUCOM
and Maunce Glicksman, Provost of Brown University.




l want to talk about what the relation of scholars and libraries ought to be. I will begm
\Vllh thematenals on the ARL serials project that Duane seat to me because, of course, this is
- a concern for scholars as well as librarians. Although scholars do not initially pay tbe serials -bill,
wedopayxt ultimately, and that is part of the problem. The question I had in working ry way
mmughthesematenalsrsthat theydonotreallydescn‘betheproblemofsenalsmreseamh.
- libraries, but rather the problem of science, medical, and technological serials in umversxty libraries.
- ‘On.of the two reports is entirely or *hat subject, while the other report is mainly on science and =~
E technology, although—and for me this is the dnfficulty-—the conclusions are made to appear morei
general. T
i For librarians the problem i> the financial bottom lme, and I respect that—it is a problem
for~ ;cholars as well. Nevertheless, the situation in the humanities and social sciences is very
ifferent from that in the natural sciences and technology fields. I do not want tu imply that -
* there are fio problems wita serials in my field, for there are. Nevertheless, if you look 2t the | -
average figures in the Okerson report!, you will see that the fields with the lowest cost on the table
. are without-exception in the humanities and social sciences. The bulk of he cost comes [rom -
the scrences and the extraordinary individual, costs come almost ¢ntirely from those. ,
Whrlc there is 2 bottom line problém, the fact is that for most scholars in the humanities
and to -some extent, in the social sciences, the "warehouse” notion of serial collections is absolutely
“critical.- Tt i is not an outmoded or old-fashioned notion for us; but a practical ideal. I understand
A the |deal isn’t z'ways practical. But, in the humanities, the notion that "everything” is in the library
. is the_correct notion; and if everythmg cannot actually be there, then we need technological
surrogates for it.
Indeed, I would argue that, contrary to one of the reports, the humanities and soclal ,
sc:ences ‘have responded in a quite creative way to changes, parucularly intellectual changes in
~‘the_direction of multi- and mter-dlsclplmary work. This results in new journals, but the new -
joumals <do not make the old journals outmoded or useless.
~T-will give you examples only from my own field. Currently I am workmg in legal htstmy,
but my favorite field was eighteenth century American history. Later I worked in constitutional
‘history, but I also studied law, and now study the hrstory of plulant'\ropy I have directed Ph.D.
students in history, sociology, philosophy, and politica! science, in aduition to SID students in law
school; T am not atyplcal of a great many scholars of my age and experiencs. 1 have been one
-of the edltors of six scholarly journals: The Joumnal of Inter-Disciplinary History, Reviews in

-

o Okerson. Ann, "Of Making Many Books There Is No End: Report on Serials Prices.” In 01§e9pon
.- 0f the ARL Serials Prices Project. (Washington, D.C.: Association of Rescarch Libraries, 1939)
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‘Amencan Histo:y, The Law and History Revrew "The American Bar Foundation Reseatdr Joumal,
‘The Law and Society Review, ConunuztyandChangeandCormm Noneofthesepurnalsoover
~_one field. They are each reasonably i inexpensive, but if you cumulate them, they come to a Jot of
A;'money, I understand that. Perhaps we can do without some of them. I am prepared to
_ contemplate that, since I understand that we will have to make cnoices. The only pitch I would
~_like to make t0 you is to think hard about how you are going to make those choices because they
. __are significant intellectual as well as_economics choices, and you vall nwd a very soplnstldued L
fiprocess in order to do that resronsibly. - =
, I am also quite concerned about some of the general conclusrons in one of the reports
o ‘about’ changes necessary in promotion znd tenure prooedures. I have two diffzrent comments _
___about that. One is that, next to motherhood, nothing is more important to an academic than
- promotron and tenure; and nothing is more likely to be misunderstood and to anger academics than
even thoughtful comments on that subject. I would urge you to think hard about any pronounce
_ ment on thesub]ect, butmanycase, Ibeheventnsaproblemthatshouldbederegregated. My
own -position is that tenure is not a good idea—I would rather see long-term cuntracts “in
~ universities. That is not something I ordinarily say in public, andlcer(amlyeantellyouttrsnot
“a ACLS position. I do not need tenure, but many-most of the people ni my world do-and we
~must: consnder them. : = :
. My second point is that the problem is not the proht'eratron of publmhons. 'lhe problern,,
_js‘the proliferation of knowledge; and that moves to a much. larger point: the need for improved
o vehxcl&s for scholarly communication. Charles Osburn, in his in tntmductoty remarks referred-to
_a nmv almost 15-year old project on scholarly communication, an inquiry that was launched by _—
"~ _ACLS. The project was led from Washington by our Office of Scholarly Communication and
“Technology (OSCT), which I had the unhappy duty to end two years ago because we had run out .
~ of foundation funding. The focus of OSCT was technology, although, of course, other interests __
~ developed. The object of the project was to increase communication between librarians, scholars,
and pubhshers It seems to me, however, there are at least four distinct groups that need to be
mvolved in this process: the three I just named-libranes, scholars, and pubbshers-and ako
B b vcrsnty administrators.
-My interest is to explore what ACLS can do in working with librarians toward a long-
approach to scholarly communication. I: seems to me that librarians and scholars have basnc
_ interests in common, but that we too seldom taik about them. It is very easy for each group to
get preoccuplcd up with problems of access, cost, acquisitions, and so forth, but as long as we
undeistand that there are substantive points on both sides, dialogue ought to be possible. We too
seldom, it seems to me, identify what the substantive problems are. We tend to look at the bottom
line and work back from that; and that is not a good approach to polrcy analysis. Adequate
' analysrs requires several things: greater mutual self-examination; greater exchanges of information;
- greater cooperation in substantive policy making, including, decisions about technology; and new
_ approaches to university administrators, to publishers, and to the federal and state governments.
There are a wide range of things we need to do and we need to do together.

The third point I want to make is that it seems to me that these problems can be noolted
at on two different levels. One is the micro level, the university level; and the other the macro
lev L, the national or regional level.
~ At the university level, which is what we ordinarily talk about, we need to educate faculty
We have not done a very good job of that in ACLS and in other scholarly orgamzatrons. You,

I believe, have not done a very good job, either. The single most useless institution I know in the
universities in which I have worked is the library committee. I have yet to see one function well,
and I have served on three library committees. They fail because they are not designed to educate
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other institutions to orovxie actual mteracuon.

Next.lbehcveweneedtomvolvefacultymoremlibmrymanagemcnt. Scholarsdonot

the faculty about how libranes work. We need to cither re-create tbose oommntees or creote

A undetstandhowlibraneswork. Most of them d not care. Theyhavegottobemadetoure,, T

nfwearegmngmgetthehndofsupponandcmperamnwewﬂlneedslibmneschanga

Weakoneedcteaumywreoncntﬂ:cmadthatmdmarﬂymtemcumunmmuamth 7

respecttomformauon. librarians, faculty, and administration. In effect, however, thesystem

~ operates-as -a diad rather than a triad. The faculiy must to become a part. We need constant

. dulogueamongunwemtyh‘branans,faculty,andadmmsmtots. Itsammake,ontbepartot‘f:f_j,—;
libranamandunwctsuyadmmsuauons,mexcludcfanﬂty,pumhﬂyaswecntctapemdmu
_- which the financial organization of universities must change fundamentally, and libraries are likely =

tobetheﬁrstvlcmns. You need friends, and we are your professional friends: You have always "

thought,lbeheve,thatcozymguptotheadmlmstrawmstbeonlytogo. That probably has been
thccsc,andmaybeumﬂoontmuembc.anmaymgandemﬂdurgcyontothmkhudet

. -about other alhesonyourowncampmandaboutdomgsomethmgmshtuﬂomﬂytomakethose
alhancesstrong.

~- The second level of discourse addresses the national or regnonal pmblem_ Ttis o! s EN

toallofus.thatcooperauonandmteracmnatanevermcrcasmgpaocxsthconlypos‘blesolunon
*to he problems that we now face, not only in libraries, but throughout universities. We can move -
mformamamoreeasily morechaplynow,andweategomgtohavetodonacmthebomd
_ That- sheans we must have much better vehicles for exchanging other kinds of information and.
managmgthatmformauon. '!herehastobeaﬁtbetweenthedcvdopmentofoooperamam
lﬂ)ranes and other information systems in universities as research and teaching institutions. . -

- And, finally, we have to recorceptualize libraries. AC[.Snsoperanngmdettheasumphon
thatwecannottunkaboutlﬂ)ramsaswarebomaanymore,ahhoughthatsafnncbonwhlchstﬂl

hassuppon; The very term "library” is not a_particularly useful one anymore. We are really

_. talking ; about the creation, the retention, and the transmission of mformauon. That mcluda' bu

B g:e’naihly is_not limited to, libraries as we have known them.
tvf:‘he same time we must abandon the functional dichotomy between libranans and

) actually do, "and scholars will need to know much more about what librarians and other mformauon
_managers. actually do. We will have to work these thin3s out together. I certainly do not have the

- answer to-any of these things: But I want to call attention to something that some of you already .
know-—scholars have finally begun to find libraries, books, and publishing an interesting ﬁeld of

~_="“The real problem for us is the explosion of knowledge. We as scholars do notknowhow
_ to:cope with that issue. It is an intellectual, not just a managerial problem. We cannot read
- evekythmg in our own fields anymore. The technology is not yet good encugh in the humanities-
in-particular to manage the databases we have, even those available in machine-readable form, -
_because we- have not worked out the intellectual approaches or the strategie. for dealing with them. -
Thls s somethmg which the disciplines, particularly the humanities, are just now turning to; and
it seems {0 me a great opportunity.

--Scholars need help in thinking about thinking. We have to retraiz ourselves not 50 much
to use your machincs, which we can do, but how to use these new approaches in dealing ‘with the
increasing-amount of knowledge that is available to us. We have to figure out how to cope with
new knowledgc by acting as information managers, and to some extent that is what you libranans
are.

My plea to you is not to think of our mutual dilemmas as library problems; they*are

[
4

*




_ problems of knowledge in the twenty-first century. Do not thmk of youtselves as libranans or even
as information managers, but as scholarly collcagues in the higher education community trying to B
" work out howwearcgomgtocopethhthepmblcmofknowledgemﬂie next century. Weat- .
ACISaretroubled by this prospect, but atthesameumeexcntedbyut,andwewouldlike towotk,



_lfthem, most of what I have to say will be superﬂuous and I apologwe -
_The computing community, as one of its major activities for the next decade, is endeavonng el

= *menous OF nesmcu umnes IN TI-IE
- EMERGING mcouuumcmous vaom(

Kenncmxing .

AEI“":‘M’ Fox ) - zﬂé,"

Some years ago when I was at Columbla Umversnty, I walked into the basement of thev;
RwemdeChumhonemommgandImetHauyEmetsonFadlchwhowsthemmmerthemat
thattlme,andhetoldmethefollowmgstory. At‘ewweebearhethehaddeliveiedoneofhlsf

‘, 10 create. a very high-speed network. The goals of that effort are to connect every scholar in-the
_world: to every other scholar; to connect to the network all information sources and Jmtruments,

_ worth: shanng, to build databases that are oollaborauvely and dynamlcally maintained, and: that.
contaxn all-that is known on a particular subject; and to create a knowledge management system
~ op the network enabling scholars to navigate these resources in a standard, intuitive, and consistent
way.-In. the process of developing these goals, we discovered that the road to success mvolves
- “extensive- collaboration with the library community. In fact, it was George Patton who once
.- observed that in war, the sccret is to get the other SOB to die for his country. We have been
t.ymg to- ‘e all of the really haid problems to the library people. : -
, _The reason we want to build this network is because we believe it will have a major 1mpact
on scholarshnp The impact will be to enhance scholarly produttivity by enlarging the scope of
__resources available to scholars to encompass the entire country, indeed the entire world, rather than
behnuted to resources at a parucular institution. If that can happen, we hope many good thlngs
wﬂl happen to scholarship. S
“Bill ‘Wolfe, who as Networking Director at the National Science Foundation is headmg -
the NSF part of the effort to create the NREN, has as a goal to try to create something he calls
__the collaboratory, in which services and facilities will help large-scale collaboration by the world
* scienceé community. Scholars wili be able to interact with a common body of dynamic knowledge,
cxpenmental instruments, and processors. [ believe there will soon be a whole set of projects
sponsored by the NSF to try to demonstrate the value of the “collaboratory.” .
If 'you look at the network mail, the amount of information on such hot topics as
hlgh-temperature superconductivity and cold fusion is enormous. The networks that cxist today

6




o have»become a ma)or “source for mformatlon exchange. From the perspectrve of the o computing-
_community, the network that demonstrated the importance of networking is BITNET. BITNET AR
started with a connection between the City University of New York and Yale, and in seven years .
has spread around the world. There are BITNET institutions on almost every contment. There

__ are more *han a thousand institutions worldwide connected clectronically. Therc are maps- ‘which
7,‘show how Europe is connected everywhere Afnca is now connected as well as Saudi Arabra, -

R BITNET is a low-speed network which supports electronic mail and mes-ages. It has,p o
o however, madequate capacity to support many other important things such as interactive access to
__ library databases and connection to supzrcomputers. So, we have been busy building a network
‘_ ~“which we hope will have the necessary capacrty, called the Nat:onal Research and Educatton«_ :
Networlr. e T
) “The current network, which is called NSFNET will evolve into the NRBN NSI'NEI‘,
connects supercomputer genters and regional networks., There are about 15 regional networh, -
conniected to the backbone network which span most of the country, and there are about three:
_ hundred colleges and universities that are either now connected or will shortly be connected. 'Ihe" o
backbone of NSFNET runs currently at 1.5 million bits per second, and provides a set of computer .
capablhtnes allowing interaction with databases and experimental devices around the country. - In.
. fact,” there are now several connections to Furope, and the Europeans are-also building- a
hngh-speed network. The Japanese have even more ambitious plans, and expectations are that thlsa ,
étwork -will be global, just as BITNET is, within a very short time.
-+~ The plan for the NREN is to evolve the current 1.5 megabit per second network to a 45,, -
- mrlllon_brt per second network between 1991 and 1992. If we can get. enough federal support, we -
should start now to do research and development and install experimental networks with the. goal
N ‘of.gettmg neworks to run at three billion bits per second by the year | 2000._Networks with that~
i wnd "'ot’ capacrty are necessary to tran,mit v1deo mformatron, image mformatron, and sound?

e 'Ihe important thing about this dlrectron is that we hope all of the campuses v -
, connected to a network. Scholars will have microcomputers or work stations in their offices: and -
" in their homes, and they will want to get access to library resources in electronic form-—catalogs,a,r B
- text, -databases; and to information on course schedules, and college events. Many libraries have, o
‘an electronic "back door." And, in fact, there are a fair m mber of libraries that are currently on
the-network. They do not usually rejuire their own patrons to have a password to access the
hbrary-that would be uncivilized! As a consequence, there are a growing number of people who
know how to access many of the libraries in the United States electromcally L
- The role that the computer commuaity is willing to play in creating this network is to
accept responsibility for connectivity, for managing and maintaining the physical piece of the
_ nétwork, and for implementing the hardware, software, and networking protocols. They are not
- wxllmg to take sole responsrblhty, you will see, for designing those protocols; and they are wrlhng
~_ to support scholars in achieving connectivity and solving hardware, software, and networlnng
The role which we hope the library commumty will accept is responsibility for collectmg, ;
N preservmg, organizing, presenting, and managing scholarly information regardless of format. That
_ includes computer software, full text of journals, video information, sound information, and
“multimedia information. Responsibility for any information that might be called scholarly we
belreve belongs to that group of people who understand how to deal with that kind of knowledge.
The protocol design of the network management system that will permrt scholars to access
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informatiorr) resources in a standard, consistent, and intuitive manner is another responsibihty of the
. library -community. The vision we have is that the local library system will be the scholar’s wmdow
onto the'mfonnatnon rescurces of the world. It will become, in effect, a virtual library because to
the: scholar, the library resources of the institution will appear to be extended by virtue of access
“to hbrary resources all over the world in a transparent way. In order to get at this mformatlon
_-wherever it is in the world, there must be a network knowledge management system that allows
,.scholars to get at this information; and the library community is the ideal community to desrgn that
system..- Of course, you will also have to connect your libraries and bibliographic resources to the
network and assume responsibility for supporting scholarly access to network information resources.
Lookmg ahead, we have now on scholars’ desks; more or less universally, computers that
. ;execute a million instructions per second, and what they do primarily is word processing. Sometrme .
before the year 2000, at the current rate of technological development, the average computer on
:‘.scholars ‘desks will run at a hundred million instructions per second; and at that speed you get
~ contro “of pictures and sound. You can edit sound; you can use sound and pictures and words and
“numbers in:a common text. By the year 2010, at the current pace of technological development,
‘we will-have. the gipper, capable. of executmg a billion instructions per second. At that speed you
_:get-voice. -recognition and machine vision; so that you can have vo:ce-operated typewriters. - At
10612 mstructnons per second the scientific community will be able to simulate complex physncal
~_systems directly from the fundamental equation of nature. At the current rate of development, that
. will be available-about the middle of the niext century. -
Now, what are these capabilities starting to enable? Those of you who took the tour of
_the Brown. University Computer Center yesterday saw the beginning of some of these capabilities. , .
-in_the language laboratory. They have video and sound mampulatron capabrlmes, multimedia -~
_;manlpulatlon capabilities; the ability to interact with information in multn-drmensnonal and c
,frmulumedla formats with a whole set of new programming technology that is begmnmg to emerge—
Tt will“allow people to build programs out of interconnected modules. You will then have the =~
_capability to start to build knowledge on a new platform consrsung of magec, sounds numbers, and

Books form a relatlvely static base ua which to bulld knowledge The expectatlon is that

:_examples of materials. involving fully indexed books, pictures, and sound that people can mampulate
and cut and paste and use to create new-information.

~+In-order to do this, we need this high-spced network. We need te develop standards that
deﬁne the structure of this dynamic information, and we need someone to take responsibility for
it. I hope I am lookmg at the people who are willing to do that. We need to develop the
technologies for processing and displaying dynamic information. The technology community is, in
fact, ~doing that; and we need to develop software systems that allow people who are not
programmers to build programs that manipulate this kind of data. These programs should allow
‘the same kind of facilities with pictures and sound and multimedia information the people now
‘ have-with words and numbers. The last piece, again, is the developmeat of a knowledge
management system that enables scholars to locate and retrieve information which is globally
dlstnbuted

. - We are moving from a situation in which the library and computer services were separate
lrttle suns with their own circles of users and concerns to, one in which the scholar is the center
of-the universe and the library and computing communities are working together to create a_
’umform mformatlon interface for the scholar. Those who took the tour yesterday, heard Brian
,Hawklns comment that the technology plan at Brown was a plan created jointly by the library and
computer servnces That is beginning to happen everywhere.
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‘Wnth respect to networkmg, there are a lot of people from the Iibrary commumty who are
_involved.in this effort. EDUCOM has a book in press now called Campus Strategies for Lzbmnes
_and Electromc Information.! This book, which has umversnty libranans writing about their plans for -

o developlng their libraries, should be out sometime in the eatly fall of 1989. s
- ‘The EDUCOM Networking and Telecommunications Task Force met with the Library of s
Congwss Network Advisory Committee recently. The meeting repmcnted an increasingly common i
~ occurrence, in which the person responsible for computer services on a campus and the person L
_ responsible for libraries show up together. It is the beginning of a cooperative effort to develop ‘
-~ thése: capablhtxes that are, in fact, emerging.

Arms, Caroline, ed. Campus Strategies for Libraries and Electronic Information. (EDUCOM
Strategies Series on Information Technology) ([Princeton, N.J.: Digital Press, 1990}).
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Maurice Glicksman
Provou )
Brown" University

It is_a pleasure for me to be here speakmg to the Assoclatlon of Research L™ )rana, of \
‘._‘whlch Brown is a long-time member. My talk will look at the role of libran&s, and then focus on
.- the- umverslty and information . technology generally : =il
The umverslty has in its mission three major challeng&. ﬁrst, the creatlon ot‘ new
—knowledge' second, the communication of that knowledge to . others- through teaching and -
‘pubhshmg, “and third, the conservation of that knowledge for the use of others in the- precent and
- the-future. _Libraries play an unportant role in facilitating the first and participating in the second
- sand: the thlrd parts of the mission. In all of this, information has a key role to play. In fact,
nformatlon is vital to the operatxons of the university. We at the umversuy thus must pay close
- attentlon o- the way information is provided, manipulated, and stored since it is so unportant to

, his morning I want to discuss the role of mformatlon technology in furthenng and
affectmg the, opcrauona! mission of the university, concentrating on three topics I believe are .
’ 'ﬁxmportant First, what is information technology doing to the style of work of the members of the

 .university_ commumty-the scholars, who are also called faculty, students, and staff of the umversxty"
“Second, how has such technology affected the teaching and research programs in the umverslty"
?,,Thnrd what_are the costs of this new information technology and do the benefits justify those
. -costs?. - Finally, I want to share some dreams and hopes for the future with regard to the use of
o mformatlon “technology in the scholarly community.
"~ “Ifwe want to discuss information technology, we first should agree what it is and what is
new. about it. I believe we begin in agreement as to what information is. If the information is
new, -jt- adds to a person’s knowledge about a particular subject, concept, person, or group.
Technology affects the acquisition and storage of information, as well as the means of transferring
it.

_ We also know that in addition to text and graphics, information may be contained in video
and audio signals, in data stored on paper or other relatively flat surfaces or in code form in
devices that use magnetnc, electronic, or optical approaches to write and read the information.
,Informatlon may also be in two or three dimensional coded or unmodified materials, (which is
sometimes -also called "the ora! tradition,” but in any case is a form of information). You can
;probably ‘come up with many other examples of information in non-traditional formats.

, ‘What is the new information technology? New is a descnptnon which implies uniqueness
. Aof rcccnt origin or recent rediscovery. Wntmg was "new" in Japan in the sixth century A.D. and
:perhaps “new” to North American Indians in the fifteenth century A.D., although it was old to
Egyptnans in the thirtieth century B.C. Today, the relative reglonal isolation that led to such great
variances in the time at which new techaologies appeared is essentially gone; the new mformatgﬁon
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Maurice Gilcksman

. . ‘vje_chgélb‘gi itself plays an important role in the rapid dissemination of techni:ology t,ociéy. Ithmk -
_ of "the new information technology as both the devices involved and the software for the ..

=

‘manipulation, storage, and transmission of information. To some, these substitute magnétic;

- a

electronic, or optical formaus for the symbols on sheets of paper, which have been predominant for
five’ centuries in the West and over eighteen centuries in China. But the new technology: is also, .

, an amplification of functions, with the processing and organizing of the information constantly
. 7. Will the new technology result iri a complete conversion of information format from.the. =
“old to.the new? Handwriting has not disappeared as a result of the printing press or typewriter, . .
because the tools for handwriting are simpler than the press and the typewriter. The changeisalso . -
not sufficiently fundamental. Reproducibility of symbols by machine is done a little better than'by ...

~_the’individual handwriter, but the result is an improved, not a new, function. With computing ...
- tools; however, changes of 2 more fundamental type can and do appear. G tagEE
7" The new information technology is not confined to the word-processor and the text handled
by it.. The new information technology includes communication links to people .and to stored
information in the form of text and images. It includes the ability to carry around hundreds of
*~ millions-of words in a thin briefcase today, and probably in your jacket pocket or small pursein. .
several years. It includes the ability to carry out clerical functions in the university with- tools that . . _ .

“are simple to use and able to give answers quickly. It includes the ability to manipulate large .

- .

quantities of data, to do calculations or control machinery and experimental equipment at immense. = .
speed. It has enabled faculty to develop new kinds of courses that have shown promise-of - .. .
educational achievement. And it is enabling the otaff, faculty, and students to be assisted in“the. - .-

" tasks ‘of the daily research and teaching and in serving the community’s needs for information... . _ -

.- - Now, how has this new information technology been affecting the functioning of:the: - .

~_-university and its people? First, change in style. The earliest beneficiaries of the new information . , .
‘technology were the scientists, who decades ago incorporated symbol manipulation by computers.- . -

__in'thé-analysis of their data and then in the control of their experiments. Today, numerical - -
~ techniques have become accessible to the mathematician, the theoretical physicist, and “the
 theoretical chemist. The same toois have extended the geologist's and biologist’s horizons.

- ' - T-can give you examples from my own experience. In 1953 I used a computer to carry

out a multi-dimensional analysis that was not feasible analytically with pencil and paper. In 1983

I used a work station for one week to do graphic and accurate numerical analysis on some

experiments, which would have otherwise occupied me for the entire semester in approximate

analyses: In between those periods, I have used computers to operate equipment, to analyze

H measurement data, and to solve complex integral-differential equations. -

7 What is even more exciting is the use of the new iformation technology by historians and
literary scholars in their research, as noted by Stan Katz. Computers can manipulate textual data

as well as numerical data. The corpus of an individual’s work, the complete run of a journal in
the modern period, gr.ueven the written records of an entire society can b= scanned for unusual
language use, for combinations of phrases that denote certain ideas, for the introduction of certain
philosophical concepts, for evidence of certain events and the time of their appearance, for -
reference to individuals and their connections with other individuals—I can go on and on with
examples where scholars have made excellent use of this technology. ’

~ For all the scholars (students, faculty, and staff), the new information technology has

allowed-rapid access to bibliographic data and the power to seek connections among them. This
has changed the 'library search” from a chore, poring over catalogs, journal articles, and book

 references (which I did, incidentally, at MIT six years ago when [ was there on a sabbatical leave)

to a simp:c set of commands to a computer link to a large bibliographic database, with the
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"-‘illnivers'l't'yiﬁé'sgohses to walhtorm‘ition chhnm
computer thensearchmg for and selectmg those items which the researcher seeks. This technology
enahles‘t" e: researchers to sharpen or broaden the search, and allows the . earch itself to govem
the process

Stan Katz talked about the proliferation of knowledge, and xen King talked about the ]
ma)or incréase in availability of that knowledge for everybody. Neither of them, of course, talked
aboutv‘howﬁto manage that tremendous flood of knowledge. What we need is technology to
manage- in-an efficient way what we want to get out of that system, and the nanagement
. -essenttally the management of information—is a key responsnbrhty that I belteve librarians could
hclp with a-great feal.

. ’f;{;Rcsources to support the research of faculty and students are given a hrgh pnonty on a
umverslty campus, and the new information techno'ogy is becommg an expected adjunct for the
_individual. Years ago new faculty used to come in and bargain with some interest for computers
as~desrrable items—I am talking about faculty in English and history as well as in sciences. Now.
computers-are a "given." If we did not provide computers, local and campus-wide networks, and
easy access to bibliographic utilities for the English professor, we would be consloered backward.

ence faculty, we must include larger computers and access to supercomputers In what
I have said- so far, I have omitted reference to the ubiquitous use of new information technology
W Almost ail memoranda from faculty or staff are produced on word processors, as.are
the term: papers of our students. But the computer is not only a replacement for typewntmg or
handwntmg _Ease of manipuiation of words and phrases—edmng and reorganization of text, tying
out.of: various combinatioris of phrases and sentences, expenrnentmg with different ext formats—all -
lead to. greater persistence of effort and more extensive review of the product by its author. -
s 1} the teaching phase, therc is much better interaction between instructor and student;
the results are improved operations, us ally taking less time for the writer. For example, in. my
ase, aside from the improved writing (someone told me anything would be an improvement),
T behevethere has been a ma:xcd increase in efficiency. A tangible résult is the fact that before
I started- «using word processors, I had two secretaries who spent one-and-a-half person’s time;
workmg on correspondence in my office. Now it is a quarter of the time of my one full-ttme
secretary.. ‘As far as I can tell, the amount of time I spend has not changed ‘at all, but that may
change as technology changes in the future.

- Our personal style of work has changed, too. When I want to communicate with my
colleagues I have three choices of form or mode: (1) voice communication in person or by
telephone, including answering machines or by audio tape; (2) text communication by methods
: such as mail, telegraph, fax, or electronic mail over « omputer networks; and (3) video communica-
- tion through video cassettes or direct video transmission by telephone wires or cables. Twenty
years. ago-we had mall, telegraph, and telephone. Today we have fax and electronic mail, but
: telephone is the final step when all else has failed. Incidentally, I still find the telephone the best
method for local interaction, but electronic mail is best for contact with those in other time zones
(as long as they read and answer it).

‘Another major change in stylc of work is in the use of the hbrary The changes are
fundamental both in the varieties of media available in the libraries, and in the changed methods
of dehvery of “information to the users. If we go back a thousand years, libraries in the West
contained mostly written manuscripts. In other countries, such as China, they also contained printed
( scrolls -and books. If we go back a hundred years, libraries contained only pnnted books and
manuscnpts Today our libraries contain books, manuscripts, photographic copies of textual
graphics and art forms, microforms of textual graphics, audio records, audiojvideo tapes, magnetic
disks, a variety of optical disks, and perhaps other items. The means of maintaining such a variety
of forms are a challenge.
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~_ dormitory or other locations arcund the campus. As a result, the bibliographic resources of the .-

" dis

L:branes also provide bibliogrziphic information about their materials, and accessto L

’ "iﬁfb{rinhtidh kept elsewhere. Many university research libraries now provide this information:in ... -

"~ electronic format, and a growing number of them support services that enable the user to scarch" .
"~ ‘someor all of the accessible bibliographies from remote locations outside the library. For example, .. .-
I'do this from my home in the evening, and many students can also do this from either the - ..

library. are available essentially 24 hours a day because the computer works 24 hours aday. One - -
_result of this is perhaps a more frequent querying of the library, but perhaps less frequent visiting, .- -
~although ‘the number of items borrowed may increase. It does mean improved efficiency in. . - .
- searching-for material, though it could mean less in-person browsing. I would regret. it .if . . -
~* serendipity fell off; but actually with the sophisticated electronic, online catalog, users -interested. - .
~'in’very broad areas should actually be able to enhance their browsing once they master the entry.
'to-that catalog. 7 o P e R

" Let me turn to the question of teaching, an important point that has not oeen-much .

cussed as yet. A much touted advantage of the new information technology was to be. the .
7 "fevolution in the classroom." There have been major changes; but if it is a revolution, it is -
~developing rather slowly. The inertia of the educational system is high, particularly at the university. -
~__level: University administrators are generally eager to investigate possible changes in the classroom- - -
__andin teaching, especially if they can improve the quality of teaching and not increase the._cost. -

* Faculty support this interest, especially the first goal of improved quality. Much attention has thus

 been paid to the use of new information technology in teaching, and Brown has not been léclk’ingr—’

ts intérest. : T
""" As you saw last night, we have been using the newest Brown computer-classroom located .
in ‘a- new building, the Center for Information Technology. Here students can work during. .
~scheduled class hours and at other times as well, with computers that have access to and.can -
~manipulate units of the material related to the course they are taking. This is one response that.
_ is"taking" advantage of. the Computer to provide different,” demonstrably better educational - -
~Opportunities. In annther part of the same building, you will have found a language teaching - -
~ laboratory replete with new information technology. Audio tapes have been an important part of -
language teaching for a number of years. They are now being supplemented by computer-
 controlled video and audio material, which transport the students in‘o the foreign cultural and
linguistic environment for practize and response. T
-~ Applications of the néw information technology to teaching are -still being explored with
"courseware" an accepted word in our English lexicon. My own view is that much courseware
~may only be useful to the faculty and students in one particular course at the time is first offered
and perhaps repeated. As an instructor, I do not tcach the same course in an identical fashion
each time it is offered, and this is also ‘rue for many of my colleagues.

- The answer, I believe, is the development of software or courseware tools that can be
used by the individual instructor and her or his students within the course syllabus. For example,
modules (e.g., showing the approach to steady state for an ensemble in statistical mechanics, or the
flight of rockets) can be very useful to the instructor whe is otherwise presenting a normal lecture N
course: The technology should be used only when it enhances an instructional program or makes
feasible a-different kind of program.

I'want to bring to your attention one of the programs, which we call Intermedia, that was
developed by Brown at our Institute of Research in Information and Scholarship. Intermedia
provides a software environment that encourages the user to make multiple contingent connections
‘among may different kinds of data, including those in other media, such as audio tapes and optical
disks. The ability to blaze trails among may different kinds and large quantities of data is useful
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in domg scholarly research. A number of softwar\. appltcatlon in teadnng can draw heavﬂy on the -
resourcesofthe library. . '!‘!:crewxllbemoreconnectmgtotheh‘branumanelectromcmodeu
libraries i improve their accessibility to course materials, whether located on the campus or at some-
geographxcally remote, but electronically close, sites. I believe very strongly that technology c.nnot -
be forced. Its usemustbeanaturaloutgrovnboftheneedspemvedbyfacultyandstudwu.
. - "As a Provost, I cannot conclude this discussion without raising the question of the costs
‘and_the benefits of the new information technology. Practically none of the new information
technology is simply a substitution of a new way for the old. Instead, we have used it to broaden
- the scope.-and function of our endeavors, or it has ¢nabled us to do something hitherto-not
possible _And in the end, a much larger scope, a broadened funct:onahty, and aceelerated ,
= prooessxng will cost more in dollars. BRI

‘Let me illustrate this with several examples. An online catalog is generally not a one-for-:
one replacement for a card catalog, although it could be. For example, you could- restrict:the
catalog to being a representation of cacds, accessible only to the library with no sorting or mrd'
searchmg allowed. That would be a replacement for our old card catalogs, but for very little more
money, you could get access from every office, dorm room, and study. You can do key word and
-Boolean searches. You can do sorting and resorting of the bibliographic records. You-can-print
out the copies of each. You can get mformatton on chargmg and ordering, and so on. These do_,,. .
; lttle qmore, but their benefits are seeri as much greater than the incremental cost of puttmgr:r__,, L
A_i"bclls and whistles," as you mtght call them, on the electronic card catalog: S
- A computer-controlled experiment could be a speeded up copy of the steps taken by the S
B sclentnsts ‘involved in & manually controlled experiment; but it is also possible for the aomputer—t
—at little extra cost—to continually menitor the expenmental results, analyze the data, compare-

‘those data. with preset conditions, and modify the experiment in the process. This is a little more
costly, ‘but.again, the benefits will be ;udged qmte high. For example, you mtght save redomg an,
' expenment -a-number of times.

- This_ increased functtonahty is what makes so difficult the financial analyst’s attempt to;, o
3udge the ‘costibenefit merits of new information technology. Ignoring the added benefits means
vnewmg ‘astripped down technology, without expanded functtonabty, which would lead to difficulty.
in judgmg its utility at all. For example, courseware that consists of using a cGmputer to turn pages
in a book is a waste of time and money. But the computer’s expanded capability makes it possible
for the class to cover twice the material at the same time or move to advanced work a semester
sooner, the savings over time can be calculated as very substantial.

Unfortunately for the university, most of thcse costs are not recoverable to the institution.
If-we increase the informational content of four years of college by twenty-five percent, the
students benefit by this amount, but we cannot charge twenty-five percent higher tuition than
colleges which are still using the 1960s technology. If we cza say their education should take only
three ‘years and the annual tuition is fifteen to twenty percent higher than the competition, we
might (with difficulty) gain the economic advantage of that technology. But it would be hard to
persuade faculty, the parents, and the students. Many would still believe that a college education
is four years of study, independent of the content of that education. I believe therefore that our
universities will find it very difficult to reap the rewards of such improved conditions in quality.
Parttcularly in the case of teaching, I doubt our ability to recover the added costs.

This is not the case with research. Much of the reseai.a carried out in.the experimental
sciences. and in quantitative social science today is possible only because of new information
technology. The costs are not only recoverable, but the savings are also obvious in many cases.
Since, however, these savings are not realized by the university (because the research is betng
supported very heavily by government or private sources outside the university) there is a
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T competmvc advantage to the umvemty, but not a proﬁt. The use of the new technology rs part o
~"'f—}jot‘the cost -of doing business, and in external research this can be recovered. e
- - In another area, however, thecostmngxarerealandaremhzedbytheunwemty; ,

is where major savings are the result of cooperation made possible by the new information
technology In this case, they really are savings. One example is in bibliographic control, where

very well justified.

_ the-online catalog is, among other things, a rcplacement for a full catalog in everybody’s. office.
(at'an unthrnkable cost for a manual tem) However, it does 0. many things 2 manual: system
cannot and will never be able to do. And it also ends up costing more in capital investment and
" operation.- But once in place, I predict that its cost will continue to be acceptable sinceits -

. to make the budget balancers at universities cry out with pain. We keep doing more and.better

ot‘ course

- ,have emendous investments in the new information technology we have on campus. We have
o Afmultr-mrlhon dollar investments in telecommunication facilities, networks on and off campln,: .

This'is a large investment and requires attention in the capital budget plannmg of the universities..
“But T:also ‘believe that, although good maintenance js required, upgrading is best done only when

~ major:new- functions are needed which requlre the new technology. The "automatic” trade-in-for
this year’s new model is not a sound idea since we do not have the resources, and faculty and staff

- do niot have the need. I believe this is recognized by the manufacturers of computer and other
mformatlon technology. Universities are not the targets for most of their new models.

, Let me close by talking about the future that is almost, if not quite, here. Information
technology has greatly enhanced the sharing of information resources. I firmly believe that sharmg
is the only way we can carry out our responsibility to serve as the conservator of information in
the face of the major explosion in volume that continues unabated.

"As a key information industry-we are involved in the creation, communication, and
5 conservation of information—universities have to be at the forefront of changes in the development
5 and handlmg of information. We all know that our libraries will contain more of what are now
=] calléed nontraditional forms of information storage. A greater challenge is that ite libraries will .
néed to deal with a large variety of such forms, and provide almost instant availability of that
mformatlon to their clients: the faculty, students, and staff of the universities. There should be
o an increasing use of universities by "nonresidents,” partncularly as the technology makes that easy
; and at-small additional cost. A number of universities have ambitious programs providing
" educational opportunities to alumni and others. Including accessibility to information resources

5 such as the library is a natural part of what would be expected.
* T also expect to be pleasantly surprised by the miracles of technology. For example, I
o would like to carry my books around on a thin card and I want tc be able to read them easily.
< Storing-them in the library in this form will also take a lot less space, and libraries should_ be

the cost for each research library to do all of the ongmal cataloging for each of its holdingswould .~
__Use up its resources very quickly. Another example is in interlibrary loan, madz feasible by both -
~ the avaulabnllty of knowledge of holdings, and the ever-quick=ning response time of the electronic =
-_communication network. A third example is the coimon availatility of databases, with the cost
~ of connection and maintenance shared by all cf the users. These and other changes have been o

‘The automation of the local system should well be ]usufied in the same way rf.we wereA ;,:
. ‘not tempted to add so many function: to it. On our campus, because of network connectivity,, = -

7 ”"gfunctronahty makes it a hit 'with the users. This increased functlonahty, useful as it is, continues-
T at hlgher cost, but we cannot charge more for our services. Sometlung else ends up bemg reduoed -

- Before I get off the question of the cost, 1 should also note that all of us at b= umvemty o

= thousands of work stawons, and many mid-size and large computers, as well as supercomputers. o




’_ vmnttocanyaroundawholeh’bmy,butbeabletoborrow'boob electtomcally and in a few
, seoondsenthcrdnsoardthemorstorethemmmyownh‘bmymtboutpaymg:henmatyfeeor;}

toyalty N N
Wecouldgoondreammg. and these dreams are out far from realization. As libramns,; )
Ayouneedtobepreparedtopaytheoostofthucaddmonstoourtookformmgtechnoby L
Thehbmyzsourtoolforusmgtechnology Ibehevcthattheempbmsshouldbeonmvunng‘_ -
~resources in the sharing of information rather than in the storing of the same information as ail
_of our peer institutions. The response of universities to the new information technology is just that
_-message: -resources are inadequate for duplicate production and local conseivation of all the
~ information need by our users. Resources will provide more of that needed information when tne
technology facilitates rapid access by all of our users to our pooled storee of inforaction. -
_Our iinvestment has to be in that shanng and in the development of the technological
support forsuch sharing. We will all share in that benefit and must urn our efforts to facilitate
_the change.- I want to congratulate the research librarians for the role they have been playing in
- these efforts. With your help, we will all learn how to benefit ﬁom the new mformauonf -
techn ology.”- :




DISCUSSION —_—

L AMember IwouldhkctoaskMr.Katztoapandonapomthemademhquper
) Youwere kind enough to share your candid views on themneofpmmohonandtcnntc. The
—;,,Oketson report makes the point that we librarians should raise this issue. You seem to be
suggesting that librarians should not raise this political issue. Iwouldlikcyoutocxpandonjhat L
. thermsofwhynot,andnfh‘bramnsdonot,mwhatfommwillthsmbennedsntrelﬂa )
- to the ‘explosion of published information? - ' e
: ~ Mr. Katz: Thmsobhomlyanmwthathadbeenonﬂ:eednmnomlagmdaﬁotm
tune nowwnthoutverymwbpmgresbemgmade,althwghthaeuenowandhmbeeuﬁ
‘twenty years institutions that have moved away from tenure as aprmplevehwle for faculty
retention ‘and security. Major institutions, however. have not done that. ‘There is-no objection
~ to librarians- as a group saying anything they have an opinion on. On the other hand, T donot -
,Af,beheve_nt is very smart to have strong public posmonsthatatenotmefullytbwghtthmughmd S
.. that are likely to evoke a hostile response. If you conclude in the end that tlns is central to what o
"~ you-want,"then you want to take a strong opinion on it. S
-~ =-Frankly, I do not believe there is the imminent likelihood of major changes in- lhe
’promotIon and tenure system in American universities. I wish I did ‘believe that, but I do not. _
This_effort-would not be terribly productive and would quite likely be counterproductive. The
reasons-are obvious. You are talking only about one piece that contributes to the proliferation
vofscholarshnp Brown University has said if we are, in fact, to value teaching more than promotion
~ and tenure, how do we go about doing that? We will see what Maurice says, but my own personal
belief is that is the hard issue, thconethemwcmhesarclikelytofousonmthenutpandof
“time. There will be good and bad reasons for not approaching the other one.
~ The point is, what is the surrogate for publication? If we value research that research
ought to be the major component of selection or retention of faculty. Do we have a proxywecan -
use? ‘1 think not. Now, can we improve the system for it? The Okerson report meations quite
sensibly there-may be other approaches to the evaluation of scholarship. In good universities there
are very few that say, "If you don’t have ten pounds of publications, you don’t get tenure.” There
are qualitative judgments being made—not ones I always agree with, but I believe there are honest
attempts being made. .

One suggestion is you do not have to look at all of the publications. The best ones are -
the ones that get evaluated. What is involved is the selection of completed research. Now, there %
are probably fields in which less than ten publications would be sufficient to evaluate scholarship.
Ii my field, on the whole, I think there are not.

Mr. Glicksman: I agree with Stan about one part of what he said, which is that the
scholar who has confidence in herself or himself does not need tenure in order to continue to
generate scholarly work. But that person needs tenure for two other very important reasons, and :
therefore, I am a supporter of tenure. The two reasons are: 1) the right and the ability to speak -
out and not fear reprimand from his or her peers in the department or from the administration;
and 2) the ability to undertake very long-range approaches that do not turn out but that are good e
-for you. If you do not turn out papers for a long time, you may turn out a book after ten, twelve, 5
fifteen years. What do the peers do in evaluating that work if they have to worry about
reappointing and reappointing and extending contracts? You have a lot of difficulty in doing it on
faith. But faith is a hard thing to quantify, and tenure protects and allows that kind of scholarship.
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. _. _Now, in terms of the proliferation of scholatslnp, 1 believe that is the wrong pniblem. -lt :
is not ténure that drives that. It is the lack of guts ontlzepartof editors and publishers. - Stan
~ talked"about the real need for new publications to come out because of the way knowledge
N decns:onsaremade,butlwnlltellyouInmmtosomanyedntorswhoaremwhsoftcrthanl. 1.
~ + _do-not-want to approve papers that consist of the simple plugging in of numbers to a- known
theory, parucnﬂarlyxwhcn the numbers have no relevance to any experiment. No one is ever going
tome:tagmn,butthosepapengetpublshedbecamethercsnothmgwmngwnhthem. Allit
doeslswastepaper,andmtumetxmeofpeoplemdmgu. I would tum the issue around:
_worry about the editorship and responsibilities of leadetshlp in scholarly publu:anon rather the
promonon and tenure system. -~ - -
A Member: Howdowecngagemad:aloguewnhscholamaboutthecntenathatare
used for the judgment of what will be pubhshed, out of our mutual concern for the volume of
pubhcauons of research and the economic impact of that volume on universities? =
Mr. Katz: Thevolumeofpubhcauonsqmtcalﬂ'ercntul. 'Ihatducnphondoesnotapply
mthehumamnaataﬂandonlytosomementtothesoculsclenos.lfyoulookatanotberﬁeld,
say art history, it would be hard, I think, to use the same judgment of yet another analysis of a
.- sculpwre by Donatello. Othetpeoplchavelookedatthatpleccofsculpnuc,butntnsmthc
§ ,’7,naturerofthe humanities that a new view is in itself new data. Peerrevxewxspeerrevxewand
_ * - if that’does not measure up to the standards of art history, it should not be published. =~
.~ /Peer review works very well in our journals. Even in American history, where there are

S pubhshedmtwoyeats that is fast; the norm is between two and -three years. :
~2 -~ It may be in science, technology, and medicine that efforts should be concentrated. That
- lsqmte possible, butlbehevetheplacetodoutlswnhtheprofmnal societies. Thats
. absolutely appropriate for ARL. I believe we can do it in the humanities and social sciences; I
o - really cannot speak for the sciences. The way to do it is to bring together systematically people
- ~ in your community and editors of learned journals, through the societies, and try to get them fo
" . - focus more on the nature and quality of publications. I believe that is possible, although I would
not be honest if I told you I thought that was going to reduce the number of publications. I do
not.

"A Member: I attended the Modern Languages Association Meetmg in December, and
Surprisingly enougl., there is a proliferation of new hunianities journals in the related fields of

e that same kind of interdisciplinary work we have talked about in sciences. One of the arguments
- for purchase is that most often these journals are quarterly or biannual. These are considered
affordable, as opposed to those scientific journals, which are several hundreds or thousands of
dollars. So an argument may be made to purchase material because it is inexpensive versus cutting
material that is very expensive. I see a parallel with the activities that will be going on in
preservation; that is, how do you make decisions about the worth of disciplines because you can
not keep it all, you can not buy it all? What are the forums or the vehicles for making those kinds
of decisions:

Mr. Katz: [ agree entirely with you. I know you cannot buy everything, and so do the
educators. After all, most libraries over the last decade have been operating at least on the
principle "you take on a new one, you drop an old one.” That seemed to be a perfectly reasonable
principle. The only thing I would say is that the librarian alone is the wrong person to make that
choice, because it is an intellectual choice, not a cost choice; and there are other issues that have

- to be taken into account.

Scholars who use those materials ought to be consulted somehow as to the relative universe
of serials for their work. They know that they cannot have everything, but they need to be forced
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qulte a few journals, it takes a very long time to get an article published. If you get an amcle’ o




1to choose. Some will say to you, "I can’t choose.” Then you say, *Want me to make the chonce""

7 _ 1 do not believe they would agree to do that. What you need is some real intellectual criteria {0

- {fchmces with you.-

operauon as well.

~ make: library allocation decisions. On the whole, we do not dv; that is what I am arguing. - ‘We
~ know_we have to make choices, but I believe we as scholars need to be mvolved in makmg the

_ Mr: Glicksman: You cannot keep going back to the well and bnngmg more money out

N of the students, charging students indefinitely, in order to cover an expanded set of interests. So o

] :_-reallocatwn of resources is necessary in universities, and probably i our national government‘ o

*

-"A Member: I believe I can say with reasonable assurance that pracncally every librananf;

m tlns _foom lS making collectnon development decxsxons m close consultanon wnth faculty,
W ‘:_of the' consoma with which we work are making efforts to work with the many scholarly socletles. o
:One oflhe difficulties mworkmgwnthfacultym the university setting is the fact that the nature

of the way:we develop faculty is to produce people who are extremely- specmhzed in exttemely'

) narrow ﬁelds of knowledge Very often you get a response even wuhm a. depattment—let me take;: o A

:Wéineegl to find a way to, shall we say, to broader. the view of the faculty in terms of the needs
;of theu' colleagues in other fields. i

= At-tuis point, that is a role that the library plays in a very important way, because when ,' o

. ,no one else can try to focus on the needs of the university community as a whole, the librarian
’ can Gn the whole that is not often perceived by individual academic disciplines.

“Mr. Katz: Scholarship is becoming more specialized, and that is a real problem. Ido) not
thmlc there is any doubt about that. On the other hand, one of our responsibnlmes is to make sure
training is broad enough so these people can make broader judgments. It is certainly true that
many scholars care orly about their own particular field” they are human. We understand that.
So what we-need, then, are mechanisms for tapping’a whole department or departments. Groups
of scholars within the university need to forge a consensus about what kinds of choiees ought to
be made. The libraries have sometimes done a good job of this, but they can be improved even
in the best libraries I know. We have not been very thoughtful about what those mechanisms are.
. In a way the preservation crises may help because preservaticn forces decisions. ‘Increasingly
scholars are forced to make those choices.

Iwant to be involved. The scholarly societies need to be involved. - My field has been legal
history for the past twenty years. I have been on committees of federal, state, and local courts that
are in the process of destroying documents, and what they said to us was, "We’re destroying X-
thousand documents in the next month; tell us which ones to destroy, or we will do it ourselves.”
Although my original response was, "You have to save it all.” I realized that was ridiculous; so now
I am on a new committee that corrects retention and destruction scheduling. I do not much like
that kind of work. Other scholars are going to have to do the same sort of thing. They do not
know that, and we have not built that into graduate education, or into faculty management. You
can help us—it is the only way to do it.
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INTRODUCTION

Merrily TaYId; '

- Librarian
=2 Brown University

roe

—-.In Shakespeare’s play The Tempest, as you may fecall, the heroine Miranda has been raised
ax an’ island populated only by her, her father and a rather troublesome: spirit, Calaban. When: - -
+ SOme, people sre shipwrecked on the island, and Miranda Fw the strangers for-the first time, she-
- _:$ays thetlipe which has become familiar to us for a variety of reasons, "Oh, brave new world that’
i*have stich:pedple in it." o .
. -~ In the last few years of this century, those lines havé taken on-a vaguely sinister-or -

-1

P

- {hreatening quality because of Huxley's choice of Brave New World as the title for his. novel about
a-future society which is rather sterile and frightening. It occurred to me that it wouid=be -
~appropriate-today for us to remember the original setting of those lines and the way in which they -

" ~might have been thought of before Huxley. o
-+ ZMiranda was brought up in an unknown and rather circumscribed environment. It-was

- piof. without its wondering—her father’s magic; and it was not without its terrors—the trouble-that

. Calaban'would get up to. But those wonders and those terrors were familiar to her. She would -

 have known their sources, and she would have known how to respond, how to plan for agood =

~ futuré and; with any luck, how to avoid trouble. To some extent she could have predicted?ﬁ'g’r, :
future,-and it would not have been a great deal different than her past. But when she saw that
- shipwrecked stranger, her life changed in an instant. Her exclamation, "Oh, brave new world," is
an expression of wonder and of terror. She was enhanced and excited by the possibility of the
unknown, by a wider world than had been revealed to her, and by the role which she might be
calléd upon to play. She was not unaware of the dangers of this brave pew world, but the _
overwhelming sense of those lines is enthusiasm, youthful exuberance, and a genuine eagerness t0 E
be a part of that future and what it may bring for her. -
Those responsible for research libraries and the preservation of scholarly knowledge can
identify with Miranda. For many years we existed in a world which had its beauty as well as its
dangers, but which was familiar and comfortable. In the last years, we have seen that world utterly
transformed by the arrival of powerful technologies that make it possible for us to do things that
we never dreamt of and, at the same time, make it possible to get into tangles we could never Lave
envisioned: either. While I am the last one to minimize the complexity of the practical problems
we face, I believe that our interests are better served if we approach our brave new world with
something like Miranda’s spirit of wonder, youth, and enthusiasm fo: the endless possibilities before

us.

It is in that spirit that we preient this program. Our distinguished guesis will describe and
demonstrate information technology applications that not only stand alone as achievements in their
own right, but which also serve as tantalizing gleams of what may yet to be accomplished in the
brave new world.

[Note: Following these brief descriptions, the meeting broke up into concurrent sessions
for the technology demonstrations.]
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AMERICAN MEMORY PROJECT

Robeit Zich

S . Project Director : -
Lot Library of Congress o ' A
o Office of Planning-and Development ' ,

' 7 Carl Fleischhauer and I are delighted to be here to tell you about a new dream taking form " -/ -
*at the Library of Congress. It is a dream that we have come to-you 1o help-us shape. ‘This dream- - - :
“first received expression in the words of Librarian of Congress James Billington in October of 1987, -
who said it was time the Library of Congress.moved beyond the provision of cataloging records and - -
- - exploited-new technology to get the described items themselves into libraries and- schools around:. - <-
"~ *““the ‘country. o , ‘ R |
At the 1988 American Library Association Conference at New Orleans in 1988, he
presented his thoughts at a dinner with the heads of the eleven divisions of ALA. Tt was at that . -
- dinner-that the name American Memory (as applied to this project) came into existence, When
~Dr.-Billington returned to Washington, he instructed John Cule, Director of the Center for the
- Book, and- myself to put some flesh or the bare bones idea of American Memory. We immediately
“saw the-need to call in Carl Flcischhauer, from the Library’s Folk Life Center, who had beeniin
the Library's Optical Disk Pilot Program and possessed a media background. -The three of us sét -
~to:work - thinking through the possibilities for this program. ST
- First and foremost, we sought to achieve the dream that Dr. Billington had placed before
us=using new technology to bring to the American people, through their libraries and schools,
large-coherent parts of collections from the Library of Congress. We quickly saw the value of
another side of American Memory: LC could achieve many vital purposes if we managed to 5
achieve- American Memory’s central purpose. We could, for instance, attack some of LC’s
collection processing backlogs, particularly in our unique collections of special materials. We have o
not been able to launch a serious assault on these backlogs in recent times. Additionally, we might 3
be able to attract to the institution resources that would permit us to undertake these vital catalog
and preservation chores on the way to creating American Memory products. Attracting these
resources became an important goal. We also saw the possibility of our helping to set stanaards
for equipment and software.

The Librarian of Congress had still other purposes. We could perhaps attract additional
attention to worthy institutions, such as some state libraries, by putting American Memory stations
and products in those locations. He also hoped to attract to libraries having American Memory
stations a kind of reader that very infrequently finds his or her way there now, people who are
vide~ enthusiasts but who are not (vet) excited about books. Video-related technology could entice
this new kind of patron to do real research in a real library.

Another purpose for American Memory was to create a platform for which other kinds
of organizations, private and public, could produce ancillary products—especially products to be
used as curriculum aids in schools. Finally, we saw American Memory as an opportunity to rethink

cataloging and indexing requirements for library collections, particularly as made available via the
new technologies. ’

Chgla
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T After putting all these purposes together and analyzing the consequences, we were m a -
. ;posmon to develop a budget, that has been submitted to Congress as part of LC’s request for
,;gappropnatxons in fiscal year 1990. We hope that budget will bring new American Memory -
.posiions to_the Library, the majority of which would go into our eustodlal divisions to help with

7catalogmg, ‘preseivation, and other work which has been ‘too long delayed—but additionally - 10~ e

. support American Memory. If we are successful, we shall have launched a six-year Amencan
_-“Memory. program to publish fifteen to twenty LC collections, under three broad themes, usrng
- CD ROMS video disks; and possibly some other media.

Early on, we asked our staff to come forward with ideas for collections that rmght be
e appropnate for American Memory. People swamped us with more than 140 ideas. The
- _suggestions seemed to fall into five or six themes, anG we selected three for our beginning program.
- The: ﬁrst is ‘the Congre monal Bicentennial; second, Amencan Popular Art and Culture, and tlnrd

- We are currently in the planmng stage. The prototype we: have now is a srmulatlon of
L what Amencan Memory might be in five to ten years®if we are suocessful in attracting resources

o Zto this: project. It is a simulation developed originally for presentation to our House and Senate

.jAppropnatxon Committees and is likc an -electronic slide show. In several weeks, we hope to have
- a'second. prototype, which will be the real thing. The present prototype uses Apple equipment,
~_which the' Apple compary has ngen the Library of Congress. This second prototype offers a

Asampler from ten LC coilections, a microu:osm of possible future American Memory groducts We
~will show the working prototype at the #umerican Library Asociation Conference in 1989.

h We also hope to put a prototyre with additionai improvements into an LC exhibit
celebratmg the Congressxonal Bicentenn. al, which opens September 28, 1989. Fmally, in fiscal
1990, we hope to issue American Memoty products for use in demonstration projects in some of
your libraries, among others.

We wish to emphasize that we are still in the planning phase. We were delighted to
receive the invitation from ARL to come and speak to you. Part of this delight was from
self-interest. We are here to pick you: brains. We need your help in developing American
Memory. We hope to receive some of your ideas as you see what we have to otier, and when
you have a better picture of what we are shaping.

Most particularly, we viii be interested in having your responses to a questionnaire that
we are sending to each of your libraries. It will ask you specifically about the kind of collections
you think might be useful in your libraries as a resource for your various users, about electronic
devices you .1ow own and use, about your patrons and services, and other pertinent matters. There
are some open-ended questions that permit you to provide us with any sort of ideas or suggestions
you see fit.

We look forward to showing you our American Memory simulation and to having your
ideas as we shape this very exciting progran over the following weeks, months, and years. We
hope to be working with you on this project for a long time. With your advice, we can create a
new medium that permits a great leap forward in LC’s ability to serve the research needs of the
nation.
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INTERMEDIA

Karen Catlin

Senior Software Engineer
institute for Research in Information and Scholarship
Brown University

i fﬂf The Institute for Research in Information and Scholarshnp (IRIS) is a part of Brown_ _
Umve:sxtv The Institute began by looking at software tools for scholars, partlcularly those " at
Brown, who include faculty, students and graduate students. But over the past six years of-our

~existence, we have found that "scholars" also include profasnonals in a variety of fields, such as law

and business. So while our initial focus was on scholars in the university environment, we now

 realize ‘that all types of business and professional people do similar kinds of work.

-Our approach has been to develop tools. It is very different than the American Memory
Project, which provides large pxeces of information which the Library of Congress ic very well
suited to do. As software engincers, our approach is to provide tools to enable content experts
" to put- information into our software. Content experts, of course, are the professors and graduate
students who are teaching. o

“Almost since the founding of IRIS, we have been interested in the notion of hypertext; with
Hypercard being so prevalent, most of you know what hypertext means. It is the ability to create
electronic cross-references between significant pieces of information. People who use the system
read our material on the screen. When they see a marker that indicates that there is more
information (i.e., a footnote, a cross-reference, a bibliographic reference), they can easily, using t..2
computer, issue a menu command and have the other end of the cross-reference appear on the
screen. The user can then go on reading and discovering what the content expert put into the
systemn.

Hypertext allows people to have a lot of flexibility in a computer environment. Our
product, Intermedia, has been developed over a four year period. As a Macintosh-based product,
it provides the user with the familiar Macintosh environment. We have a number of applications
in that environment, including text, graphics, timeline for historical sequencing of events, and
digitized i images. The user enters information into the system usmg these applications. The key
to hypertext is that anything that can be selected with a "mouse” can be linked or cross-referenced
to anything else that can be selected with the "mouse”. For example, parts of Shakespeare can be
linked to descriptions and commentaries on Shakespeare, or to pictures of how the stage should
be set when this scene is enacted.

Professors at Brown have used preliminary versions of our software for the past three
years. Two major efforts have been in English literature and in plant cell biology. There have
been a host of other smaller "test drives", where faculty try out this new technology to see what
it means to bring it into their courses.

We have had some good feedback from the-professors involved in the two majci projects.
George Landow, the English professor, has had an incredible experience teaching English literature.
He has found that students no longer just sit there and expect to be lectured to. They use the
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aoftwarc and find all of the related material about a book that they are reading and analyzmg:

They fi nd out about the religious culture of the time, who the author was, who the author’s fnends o
were, how the friends influenced his or her writing style and so on. The students discover this

information because it is linked and cross-referenced in Intermedia. The class is no longer a
tradmonal lecture. George Landow does not have to simply stand there and teach. The students
want to take control. They put their chairs in a circle and talk and interact—a wonderful style for
a coll°ge -level English course.

Péter Hayward, a plant cell biology professor, has also had tremendous results using
Intermedia. - His students come to class more prepared than they have ever been, ask more
mtelhgent questions, and really seem to care about the material they are studying.

- Intermedia also provides online access to the American Heritage Dictionary. 1t is indexed
, dxfferently than other online dictionaries. You can look up def.itions of words very simply, which
’you can:do with many software packages currently available; but we also allow people to do other
searches.-For example, if you look up the word "fly," it wiu ask you, "Well, are you mterested in
fly* or flnght or flier or tsetse fly?"

... The system can find other words based on the same root as the word you speclﬁcd and )
it w:w show you a list of such words. In addition you can, for example, request all the words in
tms dnctlonary that were derived from the Yiddish language You could also find out all the words,
such as "umbilical cord", having a special meaning in the aerospace industry.

’ The software has gone through a number of revisions based on feedback from the
professors and students. and we have done our best to make the software better and to change
it based on that feedback. We recently announced the availability of our software; any educational
institution can buy it just for the cost of our manufacturing.




NAL TEXT DIGITIZING PROJECT

Judith A. Zidar

Technical Information Specialist
National Agricultural Library

.. - Adisk on the topic of aquaculture is the first of four pilot study disks to be produced. --
_ underthe National Agricultural Library (NAL) Text Digitizing Project. This is a cooperative-
_ project. by NAL and forty-three land grant universities. Each of the universities originally -
 contributed approximately three thousand dollars to the project; as a result of the interest shown
__in-this technolcay, the Departmeni of Agriculture contributed another two hundred thousand. -
- dollars.to the stuuy. With this funding; we were able to purchase just one system. That is'what
we are starting out with, in order to investigate the feasibility of the technology and the possibility
of distributing agricultural information using this method.
, " The system was installed at NAL in January 1988. It is microcomputer-based system. We
use @ RICOH Optical Scanner as input device. It creates electronic page images, which arc then
sent throngh a Calera 9007 Recognition Server. The recognition server finds all the text and
creates ASCII files from it. Once we have these ASCIi files, we can run them through an indexing
“module of whatever retrieval package we want to use. The result is » full-text, fully-indéxed
database that includes both page images ard text. All this is sent to a mastering facility which
= ' produces the CD-ROMs. s

‘Aquaculture is tke first of the pilot study disks. We are producing three other disks, one
of which, on international agriculture, is being sponsored by the World Bank. This disk will use

 a different retrieval package, KAWare 2. Another disk, on Agent Orange, will be produced using
a Windows version of Personal Librarian. We are also going to be doing a disk on food radiation,
but the software package has yet to be determined. '
. Once these disks are completed, there will be a big project, a multi-disk set, on acid rain.
The University of Vermont has acquired a collection from Canada that is not available, as far as
we know, in the United States. We are planning to make it available through these disks. The
aquaculture disk is unique because it is our first disk, and we did a lot of experimenting. For
example, we experimented with differert editing levels. As most of you have heard if you are
familiar with text recognition, the output is not perfect. We did do some editing and clean up, but
for the first disk, we did different ievels of editing.
We have also put MARC cataloging records for each publication on this disk, which may
¢r may not do for future disks. The quality of the high resolution page images that this system
produces is one of the reasons we bought this system, and we are very excited about the images.
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Cede NEXT WORKSTATION

Arif Diwan

Systems Development Senlpr Programmer
Computer information Service
Brown University -

.

- ~The 'NEXT machine is a wonderful tool for scientists, researchers in the humanities, or cvcn
_the casual user. Iam not going to say much about it because words are not sufficient to descn’be
Awhat n is=I would like you to see it in.operation. -
“The.-Brown University Computer Information Service is a plwe where scftware and— ,
hardware platforms are networked together. In fact, the entire campus is networked together. The
NEXT ‘machine and Intermedia are two examples of computing at Brown.
" The:NEXT machine is networkable, and you can share and éxchange data in an opucally
onented fashion. It has a 3-D graphic interface, and you can use a mouse like a regular Macintosh
computer. I will provide more details during the demonstration.
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CISTI DOCUMENT DELIVERY SYSTEM

Peter Wolters

}  Project Manager
Canadian Construction Information System

o When we set out to automate our Document Delivery operation about five years agq,r;_wg

" setfour goals. First, we wanted to have a supply rate of seventy-five percent. or better. Second, »

~_the accuracy between computerized matching of incoming requests to our collection should be 90 _

~ “percent_or better. Third, turn-around time should be such that tifty percent of all incoming -

‘requests should be out the door in forty-eight hours or less. Fourth, with respect to productivity,
we wanted to accommodate a six to ten percent worlload increase per year over a five-year period
- without any additional staff. ’ . .
- _To give you an idea of the volume we are dealing with, it is a little bit less than 500,000

d()cdﬁiengs: but it ought to be well over 500,000 this fiscal ycar. We have shipped 376,000 -

documents, and ur supply rate, in effect, is 82.5 percent; so the first objective has been met. Our
main-customer for Document Delivery Service is industry. Because we are on a cost-recovery-
program, it is very important that we provide this service in a timely manner. In 1984, we looked
at_the Situation we would face if no auto. iation were to take place. If we had done nothing in
terms of automation or increasing productivity by 1995, we would have required 435 people.
Obviously, that was not possible. -

We took two steps. First of all, we analyzed those activities which yielded short-term
benefits. Second, we identified projects that had a significant impact on productivity. Before we
could identify our main targets for improvements, we had to analyze the existing system. We did
this by way of time and motion studies, analyzing all processes that took more than two seconds.
We used this on a minimum of one hundred transactions in order to get a representative workload
sample. . : .

This data was then put through some statistical models to determine the major human
resource consumption. Another significant development over the last five years benefitting our
automation activities was the extensive use by Canadians of electronic document ordering systems.
There are three types: electronic messaging, which accounts for forty-eight percent; database
generated requests, about fifty percent of all electronic orders; and finally, telephoned requests
which account for two percent. The bottom line is the important one: from something like ten
percent five years ago we are now up to seventy-seven percent of all requests in electronic form.
Anything coming to us in that form lends itself to computer processing.

Computerization is not always essential; for example, we used to stamp a copyright notice
on photocopies. It is now preprinted on the paper stock. Because of the time and motion study,
we discovered that the equipment and people were not located in the right places; so we moved
things closer together. Shelf markers is something we copied from the British Lending Library;
again, a great way of speeding up the shelving process. All address labelig systems are now
automated. High speed copiers are being evaluated constantly. We are streamlining clectronic
requcsts, by strict allowance to a sequence of electronic prompts. Finally, we follow a very rigorous
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procasmg schedule during our working day.
, . The time and motion study I talked about earlier had determined that thirty to thnrty-five
percent of all our resources were expended on matchmg incoming requests to the location of-the
journal issue in our collection. That was obviously a prime contender for automation. Electronic
requests are received by us in basically four forms: first, telephone requests_ where an operator

_has a_headset and types information intc the computer as the caller nges it to us; second,
structured requests from our National Electronic Message System, which is operated by Bell
Canada=we have cooperated with Bell Canada extensively to meet our requu'cmcnts third, from
our own CAN/OLE System; and finally, from our online catalog.

-~ 'We now have software which, from an incoming request, isolates any one of these items:-

Joumal title, author, numbers. From these available data clements, we follow a preset sequence
_of-events. : -If we have a code, we examine this first because it is the most precise piece of
mformatron Second, we look for an ISSN; third, the auther; and last the titie. The software
oonstmcts a-search if it gets a match, it goes to the database, picks out this particular journal

record and _gives the call number. You cannot have call numbers, of course, unless you have

_ your own ‘online catalogs available for this process. We have two of these: the serials holding:
file,- -which® consists “of 54,500 technical journals; and the monograph holdings file, which holds
300,000-titles.

-An incoming request is processed by the search and matching software, which in turn draws.

-on. a number of databases of abbrevratlons For example, the user puts in "J" mstcad of “journal,”
or "eng."instead of " engmeer or "assoc” instead of "association.” The comaputer ﬁgures all this out,
expands the word and gives our staff fully spelled titles. Since we do not want to cause any delays
in processing this request, there are a series of databases which are “called in by the search
software. The result is 2 request with a call number attached. The turn-around time is very quick
because matching is performed by computer.

What have we done with respect to our four objectives? In July 1985 when we took the
first measurements on this first automated system, we managed to match 33.2 percent of all
regquests by computer. In other words, of all incoming requests, thirty-three percent were assigned
a call number by the computer at a ninety-two percent accuracy rate, and now we are at fifty-
three percent and ninety-seven percent accuracy. In total this represents 263,000 requests for
photocopies that have been automatically assigned call numbers by computer. We estimate that
the equivalent person-year effort is in the order of seven.

Starting in 1983, turn-around time within the first day of processing improved from four
percent to eighteen percent. Within forty-eight hours, which you will remember was our goal,
turn-around time improved from 27.6 to 65 percent; and w:thrn three working days, we have more
than doubled our turn-around time.

These comguterized methods have significantly improved our productivity, but one can no
longer stand still. We are now contemplating Phase 2 of the project. First of all, we need ie tie
requests into our check-in procedures, because a request for an item that is not on the shelf is not
going to be in the computer in the first place. We want to use unfilled requests as a decision
making tool, in terms of how to expand the collection, and be more responsive to user needs. We
are developing matching methods that improve the success rate from between eighty to ninety
percent by producing more computer-controlled search modes. Finally, we are introducing matching
information systems for all requests so that a request is tracked from the time it gets into the
system until it is completed.




CUADRA STAR DATABASE
AND INFORMATION RETRIEVAL SYSTEM

Scott Armstrong

Executive Director
National Security Archive

~Most of you have some familiarity with the National Security Archive, a ronprofit,
nonpartisan library and research institutc: located in Washington, D.C. If you have not visited us

at the Brookings Institution, where we have forty-two very dedicated staff, you should stop-in-on

_your“next trip through Washington. We arc in the businews of identifying, assembling, and

disseminating declassified and unclassified documents on foreign policy, defense policy, intelligence

policy, and international economic policy of the Executive Branch. .
-~ - - -In January 1989, we got into the preservation business fcr the first time, but I do not

mean that we are concerned about brittle books or the restorati 2 of delicate manuscripts, We

~ learned, on the eve of the inauguration of President Bush, that it was the intention of the-National

Security Council and the Executive Office of the President to destroy the entire electronic database

- of !he Reagan Administraucn—;just sixnply"‘l)lip’ it out of existence.v""

‘The Nationzi Archives, the appropriate place for the preservation of government records,

indicated that clectronic information weie not government records. They cxplained that if these

were govemnment records, they surely would have been printed out. We cited some intelligence
from the Iran-Contra Affair to show there were times when what were clearly government records
did not find their way to priut; and if they did, they found their way to the shredder just as quickly,
We had to go in for a temporary restraining order against the destruction of the electronic fles.
In fact, our lawsuit is the last lawsuit against President Reagan and the Sirst lawsuit against
President Bush. , v

On the eve o the inauguration we went into court with President Bush’s favorite advocacy
group, the American Civil Liberties Union, as our counsel. We appeared before Judge Barrington
Patker, a vury experienced iocal judge. We expected an Assistant United States Attorney, a
low-level functionary, to argue for the government. Instead, the acting Deputy Attorney General,
John Bolton, argued the case himself. Hc¢ rushed into court and said, "You: Honor, you can't
grant this motion, it will prevent the inauguration c. President Bush. We cannot guarantee that
he will become president tomorrow if we go forward with this." This very august but savvy judge
contemplated this in, basically, a fit of laughter. "Mr. Bolton, you're kidding?" "No, your Honor,
it’s as if the tenant whc is moving out of the house put all of their furniture in the doors and
windows, and the new tenant couldn’t move in." Parker considered this for a moment, having dealt
with many landlord-tenant disputes in the past, and he said, "Mr. Bolton, there's only one problem.
Most tenants when they move out don’t want to burn all the furniture.”

.We got our temporary restraining order, and we are still battling that issue today; so we
are now in the preservation business in a back-handed manner. We are accuinulating material, and
providing intellectual control in the form of indexing about 59,000 documents a year; nearly a
quarter of million pages come in each year.
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‘We will be producing seven different collections in defined areas this year. We are
essentially at a crossroads. We are beginning to look at some of the opportunities that this very
powerful indexing system gives us. We are looking for partners, for beta sites, and for other
opportumues to see how we might best use the system. This powerful indexing tool has given us
an amazing ability to .inanipulate government information and, I believe, create a dcgree of
government accountability that simply was not there in the past. -

. It is now up to us fo determine how to make this more accessible to the variety of
researchers in various academic fields who are beginning to change their notion of what you can
do with government documents and what a government doct~ znt is. These government documents
are now being used in courses at Columbia, Harvard, Stanford, Johns Hopkins, and elsewhere. We
are just beginning to sce how they can enter thé curriculum on a regular basis and how the
government document collections in the library-can become the backbone of truly individualized
learning on both the undergraduate and graduate level.

= One of the areas in which we have done some work is the Cuban Missile Crisis. We were
involved in a conference in January 1989 in Moscow. I will simply say, in testimony to the power
of holding the govern nent accountable, albeit twenty-seven years after the event, that we made
some news ‘coming out of that conferénce. There were three days of headlines in the New York
Times and The Washington Post based on our ability to manipulate information and persuade
people to talk about things that they were not willing to talk about before.

This system can also show you not only the paper document, but the catalog and indexing
entries to the minutes of the National Security Planning Group Meeting of June 25, 1984. This
meeting is the first of the so-called "quid pro quo” meetings that did not happen according to
President Bush; and it is also the meeting in which President Reagan said, "If such a story got out,
we will all be hanging by our thumbs in front of the White House until we find out who did it."
The quote has been taken out of context. It is a remarkable document. It is a document that
discusses El Salvador and Nicaragua, Honduras and the Contra Program, and a wide va: "2ty of
things. 1. s a truly powerful document when g, you begin to look at how many access points we are
able to get out of it. We have roughly onie hundred access points. We do not index by the
document, but by the intellectual transaction within the document; not only the name of every
organizaticn, but essentially every item of business that is conducted therein.

Congress asks us on a daily basis, sometimes several times a day, to run our computer
database to find new information about various nominees. It is particularly exciting for us because
the opportunity to get our government information electrcnically, assuming the federal government
recugnizes that there is such a thing as an electronic record, becomes 2n enormously powerful and
useful tool.

At the 1989 American Library Association conference in Dallas we hope to display the

first of cur document collections, which we hope will soon be in all ARL libraries.
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[President Charles E. Miller (Florida State University) convened
Business Meeting, Session I at 1:30 pm on Thursday, May 11, 1989
at the Omni Biltmore Hotel, Providence. RI]}

Mr. Miller: To open this session, it is my great pleasure to welcome to the 114th meeting
of the Association of Research Libraries the Governor of Rhode Island, the Honorable Edward
D. DiPrete. Governor DiPrete was first elected governor of the State of Rhode Island in 1984.
Prior to being elected governor, he served as the mayor of the City of Cranston. Governor
DiPrete made educatiin his top priority in -1987 and 1988. Amoag the programs already
implemented are the Education Improvement Act of 1988, the Literacy and Drop-out Prevention
Act of 1987, a multi-million dollar Excellence in Education Fund, a multi-million dollar revamping
of the vocational education system, creation of the Governor’s Scholar Program, and the Higher
Educauion Improvement Act of 1987.

At the national level, Governor DiPrete has provided leadership in the area of technology
and education within the National Governors Association. He is chairman of the National :
Governors Association Committee on Economic Development and Technology, and Vice Chairman =
of the Task Force on Leadership and Management of the Governors 1991 Report on Education. E
Throughout his career as governor and mayor of Cranston, he has been a supporter of libraries. =
During his administration, he has increased funding for libraries by 72 percent. It is with great
pleasure that I welcome the Honorable Edward D. -.’rete. E

Weilcome and Remarks
Edward 1. DiPrete, Governor, State of Rhude Island

Go-.1 afternoon, ladies and gentlemen. It is my pleasure to join you for a portion of this
afternoon 10 ..ng the greetings and best wishes of all the people of this great State of Rhode
Island. Whilc 1 realize that today is the second day of the conference, I want to welcome you
officially to the Ocean State. While you are herc, I hope you have the opportunity to take in
many of the attractions that this state has to offer, and I hope you have the opportunity to get
to know our peoplc. They are very friendly people who will be delighted to see you here. We
are very honorcd to play host to such a distinguished group of library professionals.

Here in Rhode Island, we are extremely proud of our library network. We invested a
considerable amount of money improving our services, and we are going to continue to do so.
This state has long been a pioneer in library services. In fact, Rhode Island established one of
the earliest state-wide, i alti-type library networks in the entire country. Our exceptional academic
and research libraries have long glayed a significant role in meeting the informational needs of our
citizens.

Now, there have been many individuals whose contributions stand out, and I believe it is
appropriate to-ay that I would particularly like to commend Brown University Library and Merrily
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Taylor for her significant leadership role. Merrily was also an instrumental part of the Manage-
ment Committee of the Rhode Island Library Study. This study is assisting in several ways and will
serve as the blueprint for future library development in this state. It will help make our library
services even more efficient, more effective, and more enjoyable.

I know that the Association of Research Libraries has been in the forefront of the drive
to incorporate the latest information research technologies into play throughout the nation, and
that is a challenge we are taking very, very seriously here in this state. The more knowledge that
we can spread, the more answers we can share, the better our schools will be. The better our
schools, the more promise for our nation’s future. Technology is the key.

Last year I announced plans for a program entitled "Extending Our Reach with Technol-
ogy.” It is the final component of the National Governors’ Association Report, the 1991 report
on education, and that is the last component that we have to put into place here in the State of
Rhode Island. This program will cost some fifteen million dollars for a state of our size, about a
million people. Fifteen million dollars is significant funding for a state of a million people; when
fully implemented, this program will link together our state library system, our institutions of higher
education, our public schools, and our public television station. It is designed to prepare our
students for the increasingly technological world of the future.

There are six specifics of this program that I would like to share with you. The first is
the development of a state-wide communications network that wilt link school districts and public
libraries to each other and to the Department of Education. Second, it will increase the quality
of information about the performance of our school systems. This will assist teachers, ad-
ministrators, and school committees in making policy and program decisions. Third, we will
establish a technology center in the Department of Education to provide support to local school
districts as they increase their use of the existing and emerging technological tools. Fourth, it will
support the establishment of three regional collaboratives to deal with the use of technology in
instruction and in management. Fifth, it will work to develop partnerships with business and
industry, and with government agencies and the Department of Defense to transfer technological
applications which were developed in those sectors to our schools. Sixth and finally, this initiative
will encourage and support our institutions of higher education to incorporate training and
technology applications into their teacher education programs. I was pleased to include an
allocation of $100.000 in the 1990 budget currently before the General Assembly, in this state, and
this proposal will really get us through the planning phase of the initiative. Rhode Island is
thoroughly committed to seeing this program become a reality.

In closing, let me just take a moment to commend all of you for your leadership and your
dedication. Our research libraries contain the information that is the very foundation of our fu-
ture. And making that information more readily available is an endeavor of great significance. As
governor of the state and on behalf of Rhode Islanders everywhere, I wish you well during the
remainder of your conference and hope you will come back to visit us soon.

Agerida for the ARL Business Meeting

Mr. Miller: This component of the meeting, Business Session I, consists of reports from
national agencies, and a report on the serials prices project. Action items requiring membership
voting will be held until Business Session II. Executive Director Duane Webster will moderate
this session for us.

Mr. Webster: This business session consists of a new two-part format. In Session I we
will hae a series of reports from represeatatives of several agencies with which we are working
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closely. We hope to encourage a more active dialogue, both here today with their reports and
your questions and comments, and, of course, in the intervals between the meetings. As part of
this new posture of inviting reports from these external agencies and encouraging dialogue in our
sessiont together, we have invited several representatives of the press to attend the ARL meeting.
1ius is the first time we have done so. To refer to Governor DiPrete’s remarks, the requirement
for leadership and advocacy argue very strongly for our need to articulate our point of view, our
positions, and our concerns to the press. After serious discussions with the Executive Committee
and with the Board, it was felt appropriate to invite the press. I would like to welcome Judith
Turner from The Chronicle of Higher Education and GraceAnne DeCandido from Library Journal.
We also invited Art Plotnick from American Libraries. As he is on deadline today, he was unable
to attend the meeting, and he asked for a report as*soon as possible.

=

Serials Prices Project
Susan Nutter, Chair, ARL Committee on Collection Development

Mr. Webster: This report comes first on our agenda because of the importance of the
effort, the resources invested in looking at these issues, and the need to establish publicly an ARL
strategy in this area. ARL initiated the serial prices project in the spring of 1988 to determine a
course of action regarding a crisis affecting research libraries’ ability to serve the information needs
of the scholarly community. The ARL Committee on Collection Development proposed the study;
the ARL Board of Directors endorsed the concept; ARL members each agreed to commit a two
hundred dollar special assessment to fund the work; and ARL staff coordinated the work of the
consultants retained to do the analysis.

The results of this effort are the two consultant reports that were distributed to you in
April 1989'. They have been embargoed for further distrioution until after our discussions here
this week. At this meeting, members have had a chance to discuss the recommendations and the
finding at a small group discussion yesterday. The committee has met and discussed an appropriate
response to the consultant recommendations, and I would like to invite Susan Nutter to talk to us
about what that response should be.

Ms. Nitter (North Carolina State University): My report will be brief. My purpose is
twofold: first, to report to you, the membership, on the serials prices project; and second, to
review with you the recommendations for ARL action that have been proposed by the ARL
Committee on Collection Development. Following my report, there will be an opportunity for you
to discuss the two reports on serial prices that were distributed and the recommendations.

The first, from the Economic Consulting Services, Inc., or ECS, presents the findings and
conclusions from a statistical analysis of prices for 150 serials against the publishing costs from four
commercial publishers during the period 1973 through 1987. The results indicate that cost
increases do not justify the price increases that have been paid by research libraries. For example,
even if we use a shorter time period—from base year of 1980 through 1988—an operation that in
1980 that was at a break-even point would have grown by the year 1988 to one with a 34 percent
to 129 percent rate of profit. The report concludes that the library community would benefit from
the introduction of a program to stimulate greater competition among publishers.

The second report, by Ann Okerson, an independent consultant, provides a comprehen-

' Report of the ARL Serials Prices Project: A Compilation of Reports Examining the Serials Prices

Problem. (Washington, N.C.. Association of Res=arch Libraries, 1989).
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sive review of the serials price problem that indicates the problem is not new. It was with us in
the last century, and it has recurred throughout this century. Okerson concludes that we have not
yet resolved the problem, partly due to the fact that it is broad and complex with many diverse
players, but also due to the fact that we simply have not tried hard enough.

There have been many laudable local and individual efforts, Okerson reports, but there
has been no massive, seriously coordinated set of activities towards resolving the problem. She
predicts if we continue to react as we have done in the past—that is, putting the problem aside
except when it creates tremendous budget crises for us—we can expect to win only skirmishes that
will be repeatedly fought in the future and throughout the next century. She suggests we learn

from history and move now to identify possible actions that ARL can take to address the causes.

of the problem. The Committee on Collection Development met yesterday to review and discuss
the reports and to determine a set cf directions to recommend to the ARL Board at its meeting
tomorrow.

It is important to note that while the committee’s recommendations draw on the data and
conclusions of both copsultant reports, the recommendations are not identical to those in the
reports. To a certain extent that is true because we shared some of the concerns expressed by Dr.
Katz this morning. It is also important to note that the committee’s recommendations were
unanimously supported.

The committee will recommend to the Board that ARL take immediate, bold, and decisive
action in three directions. First, that ARL lead efforts with external constituencies to communicaté
the nature of the problem and the actions needed to address the causes of it as well as to develop
several library-oriented consumer advocate services. The committee proposes that a program
officer, to be funded from external sources, direct these efforts. I should mention here that we
rejected the idea of a dues assessment to support this astivity. We also looked at the possibility
of reallocating the current ARL staff resources but concluded those resources were already
over-extended and did not believe it would be appropriate to take that direction.

The sevond recommendation is that ARL orchestrate actions to introduce greater
competition to the commercial publishers. The suggested sieps include advocating the transfer
of publication of research results from the serials produced by commercial publishers to existing
noncommercial channels, and also to encourage the creation of innovative, nonprofit alternatives
to traditional commercial publishers. The third recommendation is that ARL form a partnerchip
with scholarly groups to examine the scholarly publishing process and find ways to manage the
explosion in research and knowledge and the explosion in publishing.

The committee also recommends that a report be prepared immediately for publication and
that it be widely disseminated. The report, as the committee envisions it, would include an
executive summary that would provide an overview and assessment of the problem and the three
recommendations for ARL action, and would include the two reports as background documents.
We are also recommending an updating of the ARL briefing package on serials prices, perhaps on
an annual basis.

The committee made these forceful recommendations in the context of the ARL mission
statement, as well as in recognition of one of ARL'’s self-acknowledged capabilities. First, let me
read to you the first line of the new mission statement. "The mission of ARL is to identify and
influence forces affecting the future of research libraries and the p s of scholarly communica-
tion." The mission statement also urges the forging of coalitions for cooperative actions. ARL'’s
major capability, that of improving access to scholarly information, is related to the establishing,
funding, and managing of projects that are designed to achieve the ARL mission of influencing the
process of scholarly communication.

The ARL Board is seeking a sense of member readiness and interest and hopes to hear
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from you this afternoon. I should make note of the current topic session yesterday that provided
the first opportunity for the membership to discuss the reports and the committee’s recommenda-
tions. The members attending urged me to include a report on that discussion; however, because
time is short and also because those members’ comments and recommendations were so forceful

and so full of urgency, I believe it would be more effective for them to repeat them for you today. -

Let me just say that the group supported strongly the committee’s recommendations and
agreed with the need for immediate action, so much so that one member suggested that directors
might be willing to provide a thousand dollars each to get the project started and asked for a show
of hands. Almost every hand in the room went up immediately.

In closing, let me mention two things. First, the committee plans to present a resolution
to the Board on this issue at Session II of the Business Meeting. Second, I want to remind you
that the Board, the committee, and the press are listening. They seek a sense of member
readiness and interest. You, the members, have already invested financially in this project. The
analytical work has »een done, and the strategies have been laid out. We are at a crossroad, a
turning point, even a flash point, in the history of this issue. If the Board does not have the con-
stituency with it on this issue, we will not be able to move forward.

Discussion

A Member: I am concerned in part about the search for outside funding from the
standpoint of delaying things. I think this is so urgent that we have to make sure that momentum
continues; and if the project is held back because of waiting for outside funding, I believe it will
be a real prcblem.

Mr. Webster: Clearly the development of a proposal, submission of that proposal to
funding agencies, and funding cycle of any agency, will take time. THat does not mean, however,
that in the interval other things underway—including publicity, distribution of materials, and
continued collection of information—would not be ongoing. But, while there is a delay involved
in going outside the organization, at the same time, some of our members are experiencing some
financial pressures; so there is a tradeoff.

My sense, and Susan can comment on it, is that the committee has looked very seriously
at the tradeoffs. They have looked at the urgency, at the effort made to ccllect and analyze
information, to be sure that it is objective, strongly worded, and carefully sorted out. They have
made sure there are, in fact, a set of actions that are concrete and specific to be pursued. They
have done the preliminary work. They feel that they have put together a strong case and that
they can make that case to external funding agencies and get support. It is a choice, a course of
action, that allows us to still move the project forward in a timely fashion without putting
additional pressure on members with limited resources.

Ms. Nutter: I should add that the committee did not expect a strong show of financial
support for this; that is something we really have not taken into consideration and were quite
surprised.

Ms. Martin (National Commission on Libraries and Information Services): 1 am speaking
from my own point of view, not formally on behalf of NCLIS, but I am going to suggest something
that I shoulu take forward to NCLIS. I have just assigned a staff member to work part time on
the question of what NCLIS should be doing regarding serial prices. Perhaps it would be
appropriate for us to look at working directly wit” ARL for providing some time in terms of
part-time FTE to help in this effort.

Mr. Webster: We welcome that suggestion. .

3




48 Business Meeting, Session |

A Member: I have two questions. One is regarding the role of the ARL program officer
who would be assigned to this project. It seems to me that a number of organizations are already
compiling data, issuing various reports, press releases, briefing packages and so forth. Do you have
in mind that the program officer’s primary role would be to gather and disseminate such
evaluations? The second question is, what would the role of ARL be as a lobbying group? Could
you define what lobbying efforts might come from ARL?

Ms. Nutter: The most important role we envision is the role of directing the effort and
coordinating the efforts. We would work together with other organizations to collect data, We
are also looking at whether that person would be supported by a number of interested allies or
partners, and that is something we would leave to the board to decide. Our sense is that there
are other groups interested in supporting the effort, and one outcome might be an office of
communication that would be supported by a number of organizations.

Mr. Webster: Certainly the study that Ann Okerson put together was very much a
collaborative effort. She talked with the leaders who have been working on this issue and they
have contributed to the study. The Okerson report? was a collaborative activity that looked at
how we can move forward rather than reproduce or redesign; the effort that has been proposed
here should be similar in intent.

The other attractive part of the proposed effort is the notion of taking advantage of
capabilities already present within the association; fo: example, the federal relations survey,
information and dissemination capabilities. The ARL staff have the ongoing working relationships
with several national organizations. By establishing a presence that would focus, provide time,
and have resources to pursue this topic, we could take that capability and connect it with already
present capabilities to extend our leadership and advocacy on this issue.

A Member: I believe it is time to maintain our persistence no matter how long it takes
or how hard it is. To get outside support takes too much time. This is probably the single most
important issue we have to face right now. If we let time go by, we are going to lose momentum.
Symbolically, the highest priority is to commit ourselves emotionally as well as financially. I would
support some sort of financial assessment as we had in the past. This would demonstrate to
ourselves and to the outside world that this is very, very important to us. Maybe the funding
agencies will be more likely to support us if we put some of our money in.

Mr. Webster: The members have, in fact, already shown that commitment. They have
invested some money, and it is a question of investing additional money.

A Member: I am delighted that for the first time-we have some substantive data in hand
and reliable ammunition with which to combat this problem. I would li*e to take exception with
two of the report recommendations, not because I believe they are wrong in themselves, but
because I believe they are misguided strategically. First, I do not believe it will serve any purpose
to attack the tcnure system of universities. I agree that is one of the problems, but I believe it
will hurt us to get involved in that issue now. Second. I cannot imagine how we are going to
begin competing with many of these publishers. I believe we should concentrate our efforts on
attacking, exposing, embarrassing, and shaming those publishers who are deliberately, unscrupulous-
ly, without any regard to principle, driving prices through the ceiling. It is time we took this
public. Why not get Ralph Nader, Carl Sagan, and other well-known people involved? This
problem affects the very institutions of teaching and research.

We have some problems, too. We cozy up to these people. We invite them to our
conferences. We have dialogue with them. Why are we doing this? We have a fox in the hen

2 QOkerson, Ann, "Of Making Many Books There Is No End: Report on Serials Prices.” In Report
of the ARL Serials Prices Project. (Washington, D.C.: Association of Research Libraries, 1989).
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house, and that is bad enough. We do not have to invite them to the table and tuck napkins
under their chins.

Mr. Webster: Very well said. We will take it under advisement.

A Member: Since we have this issue in front of us, I wonder why the Association cannot
act on the resolution. It makes more sense to address it now.

Mr. Webster: We have a number of guests present, and there is a voting process for
institution member representatives only. There will be a series of resolutions to take action on.
We wanted to package those together, it is simply a point of ccnvenience.

Ms. Nutter: I want to respond to the previous speaker’s points, because they are
important points. The first was about the tenure issue. The committee was in agreement with the
speaker and did not feel that was an appropriate role. Also we a:e not sure that the proliferation
of publishing is a result of the tenure process. We are more interested in trying to manage than
controi it. -As to the second point, we felt that in the report from Economic Consulting Service,
these economists had a good sense Of the situation. They felt very strongly that competition was
the only possibility and that some of these cther approaches worked in the short werm but did not
solve the problem. We are all very interested in solving the problem for the long term. Also,
Ann Okerson reports that in talking tc the society publishers, they expressed general interest in
working with us on this issue.

A Member: I am skeptical about having any effect on the pattern of journal prices in the
aggregate. I welcome further competition. I welcome the efforts to the end. I am skeptical
about the pattern of prices assessed by market conditions that will be difficult to change; we ought
to take account of our likelihood of success in deciding on the financial plans.

Mr. Webster: That is certainly a point well taken. What is admirable about the set of
recommendations is their two dimensions. They suggest we inok at what we have some control
over: the way we look at journals, the way we select thein, the way we decide to select them, the
degree to which good information and value are present in those journals, how we communicate
that value to our faculty, and the degree to which we are able to work in our own institution to
address these issues.

I thought the report was quite strong in distinguishing between direct action through
consumer advocacy, and the long-term prospects of having a distinct impact on the larger en-
vironment of scholarly exchange. There were specific collaborative actions we can take now with
our colleagues in the disciplines and in publication efforts. We might not be able to successfully
introduce competition, or redress some of the causes of the problem on our own. But by taking
action with other constituencies that have a stake in the problem, we develop a stronger
community of interest.

A Member: I disagree with not taking issue with the tenure problem. I believe that is
the problem. I also believe that we all ought to say something about the sponsored programming
which essentially dzmands a publication to finish a sponsored program before the next grant is
produced. That also has increased the number of publications. We ought to speak out in a
helpfully critical way about sponsoring a program which produces more publications.

Association of American Universities

John Vaughn, Senior Federal Relations Director

When I came to AAU in 1979, I thought I was on loan for a year; but I ended up staying.
Shortly after I committed myself to staying, I realized I did not have a good idea of what AAU
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was and its 10le and interest in research libraries; some of you might also be unclear as well. Let
me tell you about the organization, how we operate, and where research libraries come into play.

AAU is an organization of fifty-six American and Canadian research universities represent-
ed by their chief executive officers, the presidents and chancellors. We focus almost exclusively
on issues concerning academic research and graduate and professional education; our primary focus
is on the relationship between universities and federal government. That leaves out a lot of
activities -such as state and local activities and undersraduate education—that affect higher
vJducation tremendously. We have four standing commit.ces and a series of ad hoc committees.
The four standing committees cover science research, biomedical research, graduate education, and
the research libraries. I have participated in the latter two. -

Bob O’Neill, President of the University of Virginia, is the current chairman of the research
libraries con:mittee. I will describe some of the ways AAU gets involved in issues concerning
ARL, specitically preservation, federal appropriations, and serial pricing.

In 1981, AAU and the Council of Library Resources undertook a joint project to look at
five issues: preservation. resource sharing, bibliographic control, technology development, and
training of librarians. A aumber of you were involved in that project. Several of our presidents
were directly involved as members of task forces. The AAU membership was kept apprised
through the Research Library Cummittee and through various plenary sessions at our membership
meetings.

My candid view is that the effort had mixed results; but one very useful outcome was the
focus on preservation. The ensuing activities have evolved into the current Commission on
Preservation and Access. Extraordinary progress has been made in the preservation effort, and we
now have an energizing strategy about preservation of brittle books. That strategy has produced
an enormous commitment of resources to various preservation programs—$12,000,000 from the
federal government. The national preservation plan has enormous ramifications for how national
resources are managed. It goes well beyond preservation, and we are on the threshold of moving
a significant portion of our collection from libraries loosely connected by voluntary resource sharing
t0 a coordinated set of national resources, access to which must be governed by some sort of
central coordinating body. )

If the federal appropriations schedule is adhered to, preservation activities will receive
roughly $320,000,000 from the federal government over 20 years. The federal government is not
often in the business of allocating that kind of resource, so they are certainly going to want to
watch closely and have some say in management of this national resource. We need a group of
organizations interested in this issue to develop a second set of procedures in order to broaden the
discussion among a larger set of organizations so that a consensus can be built on how this
resource is developed and managed. I hope that ARL, AAU, CLR, and other scholarly
organizations will closely follow the preservation project, which has enormous potential to capture
what otherwise might be a lost resource. In the process, they can develop a mechanism for
working with each other, with individual universities, national organizations, education groups, and
the federal government in ways that go well beyond the specific issue of preservation.

The Research Libraries Committee, which Stan Katz al'uded to in his presentation, is
sponsored by AAU, the American Council of Learned Societies, the Social Science Research
Council, a. 4 CLR. They are looking at a range of issues. Several of our presidents are members
of that coramittee. Through the committee and through other mechanisms, we try to keep the
presidents of AAU involved in the large issues facing research libraries. While they deal with
these issues on their own campuses, AAU provides an opportunity for these presidents and
chanczllnrs to discuss them collectively.

This past April, Sid Verba, Director of Libraries at Harvard University, and Billy Frye,
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Provost at Emory University, conducted a plenary session with our membership to discuss major
issues confronting research libraries today. Sid Verba did a terrific job of laying out some things
that are going on: the impact of information technology, the fact that research libraries have
never thrown anything away, but instead learn new ways to scquire new information, and the
burdzns that is placing on libraries. In the same session, Billy Frye gave a detailed description of
the national preservation plan.

In my own work on appropriations, which takes up a fzir amount of my time, I take my
lead from ARL Assistant Executive Director Jaia Barrett &n the Department of Education’s Title
IL. If there are any of you out there who do not realize what an enormously valuable resource
she is tc you, let me just tell you from my perspective she does a terrific job in watching out for
the interests of research libraries with the federal government. I find her a very helpful resource.

7 My impression is that in the Congressional committees that fund the Department of
Education there is an implicit division of the Higher Education Act into student 2id and everything
else. The Highe: Education Act is a very busy piece of legislation. There are 12 titles. Spread
across the dynamic and static titles—the dynamic ones being those dealing with student aid—~there
is 10 billion dollars.

The static titles are those which Jaia and I worry about, for example, Title II. I worry
about Title V1, International Studies, and Title IX, Graduate Education. Reauthorization of the
Higher Education Act is coming -, and we can use this as an opportunity to step back and think
about what Title Il is doing and what it might do. When you think about some of the things
which Ken King discussed this morning, such as the way information is providing opportunities and
financial challenges to universities, it seems that there should be a way of capturing some of these
opportunities in Title II. If, during reauthorization, we develop a new line of argument to capture
some of the new possibilities that are underway in information technology, we may be able to
modify the legislation in ways that can result in substantially increased appropriations for Title IL

A final point I want to mention is serial pricing. Duane Webster met with our AAU
Rescarch Libraries Committee a year ago to talk about a project ARL was then launching, the
report of which you have just received. Bob O'Ncill briefed the AAU membership on the findings
and the recommendations of that committee and the recommendations of your two studies. He
commented that the AAU Research Libraries Committee should be following this issue very closely
and reporting to the full membership to keep them apprised and ready to take any action that
AAL' as an organization ought to take. )

At the end of that session, Dick Atkinson, who is currently the Chancellor at the University
of California, San Diego and past president of the American Association for the Advancement of
Science, urged me to contact AAAS concerning the possibility of AAAS looking at the publications
issue and whether they might be able io promote noncommercial journals. I called Rich
Nicholson, the new director at AAAS a couple of days ago, and mentioned what ARL has ‘been
doing and finding in the area of serials publication p.oblems, whicn, as Stan pointed out this
morning, reside principally in the science journals. Rich is very intercsted, and we are going to
arrange a set of conversations between AAU, ARL, AAAS, and ACLS about how we might try
to generate additional publicavions in the not-for-profit sector to provide the genuine, competitive
alternative to publications in the foi-profit sector.

After listening this morning to the discussion about some of the ways to attack the serial
pricing problem I would urge you to proceed cautiously as an organization in trying to take on the
tenure system. Before you begin advocating a reduction in the rc'e of publication volume in
tenure 4ecisions, you need to determine how much of the increase in the number of articles
published is a reflection of increased pressure on individuals to publish versus an increase implied
by the number of individuals doing science. Publication pressure in science has been discussed not
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only in terms of economics—increased costs and numbers of journais—but also has been cited as
a factor encouraging the abrcgzation of teaching for research. The issue of serial pricing has a
number of ramificaiions, and ARL is certainly one of the organizations that ought to examine the
issue of publication pressure. However, it seems to me that the strongest documentation generated
by the ECS study was the role of commercial dominance of a captive market in the divergence of
price from cost in some journals. That is an area where some conversations by some of the
national organizations might vield real progress.

I believe Duane is doing a terrific job, and I will make a prediction that a number of years
from now you will look back and think the Board’s decision to appoint Duane as director was one
of the best organizational decisions you made. 1 fully expect AAU and ARL to work closely on
some of the issucs I have spoken about in the future. )

National Endowment for the Humanities
George Farr, Director, Office of Preservation

The new five-year preservation plan that the National Endowment for the. Humanities
submitted to Congress last year, which resulted in an increase of eight million dollars for the Office
of Preservation in fiscal year 1989, reflected an attempt on our part to create a broadly-based na-
tional initiative that would, in time, support a variety of preservation activities across the country.
Congress was cspecially interested to see how increased federal support could help address
cffectively the problem of brittle books. Our program requested the financial capability to enable
NEH to make grants over the next five years that would have the cumulative effect of raising the
annual rate of prescrvation microfilming to 175,000 volumes a year by 1993. If, after 1993, that
rate is maintained for another fourteen years, the country would be able to preserve the
knowledge that is contained in approximately three million volumes over a 20-year period. These
figures exclude the amount that the Library of Congress, the National Archives, and other federal
depositories might be able to save during this period.

The Endowment’s five-year plan anticipates gradual increases in the Office of Preservation
budget from our current budget of $12,300,000 to a budget of $20,300,000 in 1993. I should add,
however, that Congress must approve each of these yearly increases over the next five years as
part of their regular budget process. As it happened, by the time Congress approved this increase
in the current budget for the Office of Preservation, there was only one more application cycle for
preservation grants in fiscal year 1989. Nevertheless, thanks to a splendid response from ARL
member librarics, we will be making grants this year to meet the target established in NEH's
five-year plan for fiscal year 1989 (that is, to support projects that would raise the annual rate of
prescivation filming by NEH to 42,000 volumes a year).

We arc accepting applications from individual librarics and library consortia for projects
lasting up to three years that might entail expenditures of up to $2,500,000. These projects will
focus on the task of preserving the knowledge contained in monographs and serials drawn from
major subject holdings in the humanities. NEH will also continue to encourage applications for
projects to preserve distinguished smaller collections of manuscripts and other of archival material.
The Office of Preservation has tried to work closely with the libraries and library consortia that
are drafting these applii.tions becanse we understand these ore extracrdinarily complicated projects
that place unusual demands 6 the libraries undertaking them. We also wish to provide a measure
of coordination among these various projects to ensure a breadth of coverage in the subj‘ect areas
that will be preserved.
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The NEH program is not just a program for preservation of brittle books. We are fully
committed to the preservation of other types of paper-based materials—manuscripts, documents,
maps, newspapers, journals—as well as sound recordings, photographs, videotape and film.

In regard to the preservation of newspapers, our current national initiative to preserve
United States newspapers on a state-by-state basis is progressing well. Thus far, thirty-six states
have participated in one of the three phases of this program (planning, cataloging, or preservation
microfilming) and when current grants that we have made to State projects are completed, over
161,000 new records of newspaper titles will have been entered into the United States Newspaper
Program/Conservation database and approximately 38 million pages of endangered newspapers will
have been preserved on microfilm.

Since we are actively encouraging applications for the preservation of special collections of
materials as well as for monographic holdings, I trust that it is clear that there are a number of
ways in which ARL libraries can apply and receive funding for the support of preservation
activities.

From the first, the Endowinent has taken the position that a successful national preserva-
tion program must not only be a matter of making grants for the actual preservation of a variety
of materials, but must also ke in a position to fund projects that will help "institutionalize"
preservation activities across the country. We have therefore been involved in, and will continue
to support, projects for education and training to increase the number of trained preservation
personnel available to .astitutions. We will continue to support the activities of regional
preservation services so that smaller institutions can get the kind of help they need to preserve
- their collections.

We will support research and development projects to improve preservation technology and
procedures, or to establish standards for preservation practice. And, on occasion, we, may fund
projects that are designed to increase public awareness of the preservation problem.

At our December 1989 deadline= (and at every subsequent deadline), the Office of
Preservation will be a:cepting applications for a new type of grant that we hope will improve the
capability of libraries to implement effective preservation programs. We will be offering stipends
of $27,500 (the amount of money we give to a senior research fellow at NEH) that will allow an
cxperienced librarian or archivist to enroll in the nine-month program at Coiumbia’s School of
Library Service. We would expect a library to nominate a member of its staff for this stipend with
the understanding that the person sclected would then return to the library to mount a new
preservation program or to improve the scopc and quality of an existing program.

We will also be encouraging, at the December 1989 deadline and thereafter, the
development of statewide preservation programs. This past March, the Office of Prgeegvation
sponsored and funded a national conference on the development of statewide preservation plans.
The Librarian of Congress, the Archivist of the United States, and the Chairman of the National
Endowment for Humanities invited every state librarian, every state archivist, the heads of state
historical agencies, and certain university librarians who have evinced a special interest in
preservation within their states to attend a two-day conference in Washington. It would be fair
to say that the results of this conference have been extraordinary. We have been told that not the
least of the conference’s accomplishments was that it provided an opportunity—often the first
time—for many of these people to sit down and begin to talk about the preservation problems that
face their states.

As a way of building on the momentum generated by this conference, the Office of
Preservation will now accept proposals from individual states for grants to create statewide
preservation plans. Our ultimate goal is to have a preservation plan in place in every state to
facilitate a coordinated and cooperative approach to the preservation of the state’s cultura:
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resources. We hope that having such a plan will also allow institutions within a given state to
speak with a united voice to the state legislature and to regional or local funding sources in regard
to preservation needs. We are assuming that ARL libraries will be able to participate in these
efforts in their own states and that they will benefit from these state-wide preservation plans.

None of what we are trying 1o accomplish on a national level for preservation is going to
be easy. Simply having more money is not going to solve all the unprecedented problems that this
level of preservation activity will entail. The challenge to us in the coming years will be, on the
one hand, to implement as efficiently as possible the various components of this national
preservation plan, while, at the same time, to build into this effort the willingness to take stock of
what we are doing as we do it, so that we may be able to see whether what we are doing can be
done better.

To maintain this stance, we are going to need your help, as individual libraries and in your
collective identity as the Association of Research Libraries. ARL and NEH, have a long tradition
of working together. We already have cooperatively brought into being the ARL Preservation
Planning Program and the project to convert the National Register of Microform Masters into
machine-readable form. I am sure we will be working together on more preservation projects in
the future. :

I have also had the opportunity to attend meetings of the ARL Committee on the
Preservation of Research Library Materials and with the ARL Committee on Bibliographic
Control. It is clear to me from attending those meetings that ARL has a significant coaribution
to make to the national preservation effort. The kind of recommendations that caz emerge from
these committees will help create the context required to make this national preservation effort
move forward.

ACRL Standurds for University Libraries
Kent Hendrickson, Chair, ACRL ad hoc University Library Standards Review Committee

My remarks will focus on the participation of ARL in the ACRL standards process. It
took ten years to finalize those standards, which went through two or three committees with
considerable debate.

Contact with ARL was first made by me to Shirley Echelman and we had several
discussions. Two years ago in Pittsbu-gh, | met with the ARL Board and asked what participa-
tion level they desired. The Board asked that we report back to them, and that they have an
opportunity to review all drafts. In September, 1987, I again met with the ARL Board. They
had seen draft documents by that time and had considerable input, comments, and concerns.
They suggested a number of revisions, which are reflected in the current document. At that
same meeting Ted Johnson, who was then moving into the role of immediate Past President,
was asked to serve a liaison to the committee. He saw every drajt up until the current one,
which was made final last November or early December.

The one major issue that ! want to address is that of whether the standards should be
qualitative or quantitative. That was the major issue facing the committee in the 1970s. In
fact, at one point there were two committees. The first committee pulled out because they
were pusling for a more prescriptive approach and could not win that battle. The current
committee decided that neither approach was appropriate. When ! went to the ARL Board in
the fall of 1987, | thought we had a fairly solid document; but most of the criticism was that
it was still too prescriptive and that there were a great number of "shoulds” that should be
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changed to "mays". Much of that was done.

There was a great deal of concern within ARL about the prescriptive nature of the
standards, and so we held back. These ACRL University Library Standards have passed t! -ee
levels of ACRL committee structure: the University Libraries Section Steering Committee, the
ACRL Standards ard Accreditation Committee, and the ACRL Board. We met this summer to
go over the ARL staidards and accreditation for their review.

Discussion - ~

A Member: Could you help us understand the ACRL process? Is it corre:t that ACRL
lsoks at its standards every five yezs?

M:. Hendrickson: That is correct.

A Member: The major change for ARL is the expansion of the definition of "university”
for these standards. Fundamentally, it is a much broader group of institutions.

- Mr. Hendrickson: It represents those universities that are part of the University Library
Section, approximately 225 institutions.

A Member: 1 was concerned that there is not an explicit statement about the role of
libraries ir. academic planning.

Mr. Hendrickson: We saw this document as being part cf academic plarning, not as past
of the problem.

A Member: | am speaking particularly of academic planning activities such as the
development of new academic programs and curriculum plans. 1 find the 1979 ACRL standards
still to be more consiructive for purposes of this association’s mcmbers than these proposed
standards.

Mr. Hendrickson: I think the proposed standards and draft buifd on those 1979 conuepts.
The comparison of the standards prepared by Pat Brill considers those issues.

Mr. Webster: Again, let me review this piocess o, which judgment is beiny reached.
ARL has not been formally a part of the committee. We are not joined in this revision orocess.
We have been kept closely informed both by Kent and by several of our me.aber instivutions'
staff who have been a part of it. The Board has looked at each edition. Tacy have commented
and listened to some of the comments being made b, members.

The Board wanted an ~spportunity t> hear from members tojay in terms of sentiment and
other concerns cr support. They are goirg to take that under advisement and tomorrow at the
meeting reach a judgment on whether or not to affirm or support the standards. If you have
additional comments to make, I would urge you to talk to Board members directly.

A Member: At the second business meeting might we take some action to advise the
Board?

Mr. Webster: That is possible.

National Research and Education Network
Michael M. Roberts, Vice President of Networking, EDUCOM
I am reminded of the days a decade or more ago when it was common for campus

computing center directors to come before library councils to report on their failures to deliver
on promises of automated library applications. Fortunately, we have moved on and can refer to
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that era as the "bad old days” as we face new challenges and opportunities together.

We can divide the evolution of the National Research Education Network (NREN) into
three stages. Stage 1 is convincing people there should be such a thing. Stage 2 is determining
what kind of network there should be. Stage 3 is developing and implementin network. We
have completed Stage 1, are midway through Stage 2, and well into\the begifining of Stage 3.

The EDUCOM Networking and Telecommunications Task Force (NTTF) produced a
policy paper on the NREN last April. This document represents the consensus of much discussion
among university and industry networking people over the past two years. The history of our work
on the national network begins a number of years ago—~EDUCOM has been active in university
networking for almost two decauzs—but in 1987, we published a paper on goals and opportunities
for a national research and education network. Most presidents and chancellors we consulted with
in the months after our initial paper came out said that they agreed completely with its premises
and asked, "What do you want me to do to help?” :

We started working on the issues connected with a national network—part of the Stage 2
described above—and the policy paper shows that most of these issues do not revolve directly
around technology, even though state-of-the-art technology is an es. >ntial ingredient in a successful
national network. The national network began with the original research network of the 70s,
*ARPANET, which was sponsored by the Defense Department. We have moved in an evolutionary
fashion to what is known a: Internet. The Internet is a federation of academic and research
networks which use compatible networking protocols. principally the TCP/IP software which was
developed on the ARPANET. Although the Internet, especially that part of it which comprises
the NSFNET. represents a great ¢ =al of progress in providing network access and services to many
thousands of campus computers and well over a million users, it nevertheless suffers from many
deficiencies. Newer technology, improved services, broader access, and more reliable operation are
all clearly needed.

The game plan being followed in creating the national network envisions a three tier
structure. The highest tier, mostly an interstate backbone network, would primarily be federally
supported. The second tier is compoced of regional and state networks. In the-speech by the
Governor of Rhode Island which immediately preceded this session, you saw the GGvernor’s
interest in the connections between and among technology, eduction, and economic development.
I have hcara in recent months virtually identical comments from the C ,vernors of Ohio and
Arizona. By combining state responsibilities for economic development with responsibilities for
higher education. we will see a much larger role for the states as the network evolves. It will be
important to engage the constructive participation of state departments of education who up to
now have not bcen much involved,

The third tier of the networa, and perhaps the most critical, is the campus networks. This,
of course, is of great concern to librarians because your ability to provide an expanding range of
bibliographic and database services to faculty and students requires a high quality, universally
accessible network. This will cost a considerable sum of money, and I am very familiar from my
own campus visits with the difficult straits in which both computer and library budgets currently
find themselves. 1 offer no magic solution to this problem, but would suggest that the path to
improved funding lies more strongly with efforts to make and demonstrate connections between
nctworking and library automation goals and strategic institutional instruction and research
missions. than it does with past efforts to dispiace labor costs with computer costs.

One final point is that we all seem to be adjusting our notions of roles in an academic
future in which electronic information resources will have a iarger and more important place in our
institutions than they do today. One observation I would make —and I say this without a great
depth of experience. having been in Washington only a year—is that you and your constituency are
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under-represented in public policy deliberations. Your members are the primary rescarch
bibliographic resource of the mation. You and your staffs represent the most expert body of
knowledge about such resources. I do not believe that is recognized in Washington. The private
sector has a lot of organizations with well-paid staffs in Washington, and they do an exccllent job
in informing the Congress and the Executive Branch as to their needs and desires concerning the
provision of electronic information. I believe that ARL has the capacity to be equally visible and
equally well regarded as the debate on national information policy continues, and that you will
successfully fulfill an emerging role as the principal providers of information resources on the
national network.

National Commission on Libraries and Information Science
Susan K. Martin, Executive Director

I am going to talk almost in outline form about two areas: the upcoming White House
Conference on Libraries, and NCLIS activities.

First of all, how should one look at the White House Conference? One of the issues of
the past was the concept that it should be a library-type conference, versus the concept that it
should be a conference for the country at large, for the layman. Given the legislation, which says
that seventy-five percent of the delegates must be other than library and information specialists,
it is a conference which should be put on by professionals for the people of this nation. You
could all be secxing to educate people in your own segments of the population regarding the
issues that should be talked about and discussed—perhaps bring resolutions to the conference
itself.

At this time, funds for the White House Conference have not yet been appropriated. The
prospects for an appropriation are unknown at the moment. We are trying to get some funding,
if not all the funding, in supplements sometime during this calendar year. There are members of
sCongress who are pushing for it; and if you feel strongly about it and wish to push your members

. of Congress to request or to support iunding, plea;e do so.

If we obtain funding in this calendar year, I would say that the conference can go forward
according to the current legislation. We probably would be looking at the final week in Septem-
ber of 1991, which is the limit according to the legislation. If the appropriation slips and goes into
the next year. it would present such a short lead-time for any kind of state-wide pre-conferences
that we might request a technical amendment to the legislation; but that is all guesswork at this
point.

Despite the fact there is no appropriation, the White House Conferencc Advisory
Committee, which is a committee of thirty people appointed by the President, Senate, House of
Representatives, and NCLIS, has met. There are two people yet *» be appointed by the White
House, but the twenty-eight who have been named did meet at tce - own expense. They elected
a chair, Dan Carter, who is currently a member of the Commission. There are five subcommittees:
funding, public relations, structure, pre-White House Conference activities, and the public-private
sector. They have scheduled the next-meeting for June 21, so it is going forward with relative
speed even though there is no funding. The people from the library committee who are on that
group are Stuart Forth, Dick Akeroyd, Bill Asp, Margaret Chishelm, Carmencita deLeon, Joan
Ress Reeves, and Virginia Young.

A decision was made by the Commission 2! its last meeting in April about the organiza-
tional structure of the White House Conference in regards to the NCLIS staff. When there is
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an appropriation, there will be a staff. That staff will report to the chair of the White House
Conference Advisory Committee, who will report to the Commission itself. There will be a liaison
from the NCLIS staff to the White House Conference staff. That is not very much different from
the last White House Conference. At the last White House Conference, Charles Benton wore
three hats: chair of the Commission, chair of the White House Conference Advisory Committee,
and chair of the conference itself. .

Charles Miller has sent you all a memo regarding the need for libraries in ARL to be
involved in the White House Conference. I was delighted that he did that and hope you will be
able to take action on it.

In terms of NCLIS ac..vities, I will mention several things that have happened or are going
to happen in the relatively near future. In April, we cosponsored, with the American Association
for School Libraries, an Information Literacy Symposizm. We invited about twenty-five education
organizations, such as the American Federation of Teachers, school principals, and the various
subject organizations to talk about the role of information literacy in American public education,
how public schools and pubtic education in this country should be improved, and the need for
resource-based learning; that is, learning that relies heavily on information, on school libraries, and
on school librarians. They discussed how these educational organizations should accommodate that
kind of learning in the future.

We wer able to get unanimous agreement that this was the right way to go; and within
a day and a half. ve were able to coax an actior. plan out of the seventy-five people there. That
action plan is now going back to the executive directors and presidents of the organizations with
the hope that by the end of this calendar year, there will be a formal adoption by the organiza-
tions themselves of the action plan and some movement towards changing school systems and the
way they work in the relatively near future. This is a big undertaking.

You are undoubtedly familiar with the publication called Informing the Nation that was
published last year by the Office of Technolcsy Assessment. We are holding a hearing on that
report on July 13 in Washington. We are going to invite particular segments of the community,
primarily people or organizations that were addressed in the report; but, of course, the meeting is
open. The day-long hearing will be held at the D.C. Public Library. The Federal/State
Cooperative System for Public Library Data Collection is continuing, with John Lorenz as
coordinator. We expect to have statistics reported by more than forty-five states by July. This is
the first year of an effort that is intended to be an ongoing systematic collection at the national
level of public iibrary statistics, something of course that ARL has been doing for decades, but
public libraries have not done.

Our budget request went from the White House at an amount of $770,000. For those of
you who know NCLIS, that is $20,000 above the legal appropriation level; and we are attempting
to take steps to remove the cap from the authorizing legislation.

Let me just say finally that the importance of ARL participation in these activities cannot
be overemphasized. State libraries are looking more and more at multi-type networking. It is
extremely easy for the government or anybody doing funding from a national level to simply funnel
money through the states; and if they funnel money t:rough the states, they may forget there is
anything out there other than state libraries and public libraries. If you want a piece of the action,
as you clearly should have, you have to take an active role. Please do.
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American Council of Learned Societies
Douglas Greenberg, Vice President

Mr. Webster: We were scheduled to hear from Douglas Greenberg, Vice President of the
American Council of Learned Societies. But, as he is about to become a father today, he is not
with us to deliver his report in person.

As you may know, three years ago Stan Katz came to AC.S as President. One of his
requirements for going to ACLS was that his colleague, Doug Greenberg, would join him as Vice
President.. In the three years they have been working together at ACLS, they have initiated a
number of new directions. They have been very active in the area of research librarianship and
have shown strong interest in working with ARL and other organizations interested in research
libraries.

I would like to highlight two items Doug planned to report on. The first is the Research
Library Committee, which is supported jointly by ACLS, the Social Science Research Council, and
the Council on Library Resources. It has met three times, I believe. Doug was going to report
on the current status of the committee, the issues it is addressing, and the directions it is taking.
The December 1988 ARL Newsletter contains an extensive report of the committee’s most recent
meeting, which I attended. That report will give you a good sense of the membership of the
committee, what it is interested in, its agenda, and the expected outcomes. The committee
expects to work well into 1990. The group is working on a number of important issues of
concern to all of vs. We need to be aware of what they are doing and what might be coming
out of that group.

The second item Doug would have mentioned is that next year’s annual meeting of
the American Council of Learned Societies will focus exclusively on the subject of research
libraries, again demonstrating the ACLS’s interest in working with and strengthening research
libraries.

U.S. Department of Education
Ann Mathews, Director of Library Programs

I would like to talk about Rethinking the Library in the Information Age. We now have
three volumes on the two-and-a-half year long project which has come to its conclusion. New
discussion arc starting because we are going on from the research round table of the National
Science Foundation and some other groups in Washington; we have been working with them quite
closely. Jerome Yavarkovsky and Duane Webster were very helpful to us because they chaired
sessions at our February 1989 meeting which related to papers in Volume 3. This last volume in
the series looks at building an infrastructure for library research that will continue the momentum
of this project.

In terms of Congressional appropriations, the only part of our program which was cut at
all in the last two years was Title II-B of the Higher Education Act (HEA). That is the research
money as well as fellow trainees, and it was cut from $1,000,000 to $750,000, then cut a little bit
more under the Gramm-Rudman Act. So you might want to be aware that your political action
is very important in terms of keeping projects such as those under HEA Title II-C funded.

Projects that were funded under the new HEA Title II-D, which has just finished its first
year, almost four million dollars for technology application for total public and private higher
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2ducation institutions. It is a very interesting piece of legislation.

Over the last ten years of funding for Title II-C, $64.2 million has been appropriated, and
87.5 percent of that money has gune to ARL member institutions. Y »u can take great pride with
that. We welcome your input on better ways to analyze that data and we appreciate the
opportunity to look at better ways to analyze the impact of the monies which Congress has
appropriated over the years and to see where we want to go in the future.

We are looking at where we want to go with research monies. We have to further direct
information and library research. We would like a more formal way, perhaps, of keeping dis-
cussions open. We would like to get a group going which would meet twice a year on a formal
basis perhaps, an ad hoc committee of twa_to three people interested in research. We have to
look at how we are using this money productively, and how we tie together our libraries.

Library of Congress
Ellen Hahn, Chair, Management and Planning Committee

I have brought two of seven volumes of the report of the transition teams at the Library
of Congress, which are following through on the recommendations of the Librarian’s Management
and Planning Committee. The fifth and seventh volumes represent what we are calling "Co-
nstituent Services” and "Collection Services," the parts of LC’s operations that are of greatest
interest to ARL members. These two draft plans were recently completed and presented to the
Library’s Transition Team. We were able to complete our internal process and begin a period
where we will be intensively seeking reaction and input from the Library’s constituencies as to
what we have done so far. We hope that it will be possible, although the time period is brief, to
have some examination of what we are proposing by way of goals and strategy action plans, draft
reorganization targets, and a number of other things that are in those two reports.

The tive other reports are available to you from the ARL office. Those reports are further
along in the process, less controversial and probably less meaty in terms of the national library
community; but if there are people who wish to examine the library management services,
copyright services, the special projects office, congressional services, and cultural services, I will be
glad to make those available.

If there are specific questions, I will be glad to answer them; otherwise, I will turn it over
to Duane and Jeff Gardner to figure out a strategy for communicating to membership.
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[President Charles E. Miller (Florida State University) convened Business Meeting,
Session II at 3:30 p.m. on Thursday, May 11, 1989, at the Omni Biltmore Hotel,
Providence, RlI]}

Background to ARL Planning Process

Mr. Miller opened the afternoon business meeting with a brief overview of the planning
process to date. He discussed five building blocks for creating a new ARL strategy, which is
intended to enhance membership involvement and commitment to a shared purpose.

The first building block was the work of the Task Force on Responsiveness to Membership
Needs, chaired by Kenneth Peterson (Southern Illinois University). This task force, which reported
to the membership at the 111th meeting in October 1987, produced a series of recommendations
to ensure that association activities are relevant to member needs. The second building block was
the creation of new mission statement, approved by the ARL Board in February, 1988. The third
building block is the work of the Task Force on Review of the ARL Five-Year Plan. - After
discussions held at the 112th meeting in May 1988, the task force developed recommendations to
be presented at this meeting. The fourth building was the Task Force on Financial Strategies,
which examined historical and current financial practices, and will recommend a set of principles
to guide ARL’s financial planning in its report at this meeting. The fifth building block is the work
of the ARL Executive Director, Duane Webster, whose close work with the Executive Committee
and task forces, along with the ARL staff, ensure that ARL’s programs reflect member needs and
interests.

Report of the Task Force on Review of ARL’S Five-year Plan

Elaine Sloan (Columbia University) presented the report of the Task Force on Review of
the ARL Five-year Plan [see Appendix A]. The group sought endorsement by the membership
for the revised ARL mission statement. After some discussicn, the membership approved the
following mission statement for the Association:

The mission of ARL is to identify and influence forces affecting the
future of research libraries in the process of scholarly communica-
tion. ARL comprises the libraries that services major North
American research institutions and operates as a forum for the
exchange of ideas and an agent for collective action. ARL programs
and services promote equitable access to, and effective use of
recorded knowledge in support of teaching, research, scholarship,
and community service. The Association articulates the concerns of
research libraries and their information policy development, and
supports innovation and improvement in research library programs.

6u.
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Ms. Sioan then outlined a process for developing strategic responses to current issues,
which the task force calls "strategy forums." The task force report introduces the concept, but
leaves the details to be worked out by the ARL Board of Directors and staff. The first strategy
forum is scheduled to be hcid during the October 1990 meeting. Group discussion focused on
retaining flexibility in planning such forums so that they can be an effective means of responding
to curtent issucs. If parers are to be prepared for a strategy forum, they should be less formal,
and more issue-oriented. The members indicated affirmation for the concept, and planning will
continue for the first forum.

Ms. Sioan indicaied that there will be a report to membership at the October 1989 meeting
on the Executive Committce’s review of ARL objectives.

Report of the Task Force on Financial Strategies

David Bishop (University of lllinois) presented the report from the Task Force on
Financial Strategies [sce Appendix B}, which is intended to provide the basis for ARL financial
planning during the next five to ten years. The report is in two parts: a set of assumptions, and
a sct of principles.

Before asking for endorsement of the report from the membership, Mr. Bishop made an
editorial change to Principle 7. It was changed to read, "A member-generated reserve should be
created over a number of yeais." The change, which deleted a reference to a planned surcharge,
was made to provide flexibility for the Board in deciding how the reserve should be created. Mr.
Bishop pointed out that endorsement of the principles does not commit the membership to specific
actions. If endorsed, however, the principles will influence the Board in the construction of future
budgets and development of specific proposals.

A question on Principle 8, led to a discussion about cost recovery versus recovery of cost
plus a fixed percentage, which would enable the association to create a reserve. Both Mr. Bishop
and Mr. Webster expressed concern that such a policy would be too restrictive. and limit the ability
of the association to disseminate information at cost when it is in the best interests of ARL.

Questions about what amount constitutes an adequate reserve were addressed by Mr.
Bishop, who indicated that an amount equal to six months of the operating funds would be
considered a responsible reserve.  He stressed, however, that such details are not the province of
a set of principles, which are meant to be guidelines only.

The membership approved the task force principles.

Report of the Committee on ARL Statistics

Thomas Shaughnessy (University of Missouri) discussed the committee’s report, "Future
Directions for the ARL Statistics.”" Mr. Shaughnessy acknowledged the contributions of Carol
Turner (University of Florida) on methods of counting government publications and Kendon
Stubbs (University of Virginia) other resources in ARL libraries. He also indicated that both the
ARL Staristics and the ARL Annual Salary Survey were published according to schedule this year.

Mr. Shaughnessy discussed the supplementary statistics questionnaire to be distributed
along with the annual ARL statistics questionnaire for 1988-89. The supplementary questionnaire
will request information on library resources that have not been counted in previous statistics
reports; ic., databases, archival material, audiovisual material, manuscripts, and government
publications. The supplementary questionnaire will be used for several years to enable libraries to
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begin to collect such information before these data elements are added to the regular statistics.
The supplementary questionnaire can be submitted separately at a date later .han the standard
questionnaire if necessary.

Mr. Shaughnessy also addressed the committee’s exploration of access measures. The
committee plans to distribute a letter to the membership that will summarize its thinking on access
measures and solicit written responses on measures of accessibility. He noted that the ccmmittee
is working with ALA’s Office of Research in this area of study.

Group discussion focused on whether the traditional concept of counting only those items
that are cataloged was now inadequate. Mr. Shaughnessy indicated that the committee believes
the supplementary questionnaire can serve as a pilot project to see if libraries have data available
on materials not usually counted for the ARL statistics report. Libraries have indicated that they
want such material to be reflected in the ARL Statistics; the supplementary questionnaire is a
means to do that. Mr. Shaughnessy assured membership that the results of the supplementary
survey would not be publicly disseminated, but sent only to members.

Summary of Current Topics Sessions

Serials Prices. Instead of a report on the current topic session, this portion of the
meeting was devoted to continuing discussion of the report of Serials Prices Project that began in
Scssion I of the Business Meeting (see pp. 45-49). Susan Nutter (North Carolina State University)
presented a motion on scrials prices, which read:

"The members of the Assuciation of Research Libraries are prepared
to launch a multi-faceted program aimed at mobilizing the scholarly,
scientific, academic, and research libraries communities to address
this major issue."

Alter a suggestion from the floor that the government be included as a participant in the
process, Ms. Nutter amended the motion to include the words "..appropriate governmental
bodics...." The membership approved the following resolution, which was forwarded to the Board
along with the committee’s recommendations.

“The members of the Association of Research Libraries are prepared
to launch a multi-faceted program aimed at mobilizing the scholarly,
scientific, academic, and research libraries communities and ap-
propriate governmental agencies to address this major issue."

[See pp. 64-65 for further Membership action on this issue.]

Preservation Microfilm. William Studer (Ohio State University) reported on this session.
It began with a presentation by Patricia Battin of the Commission on Preservation and Access,
of a possible model for an inter-institutional storage and distribution facility for preservation
microform masters. This facility is only a concept, but the group came to a consensus of support
for such a centralized storage center. With the growth ot preservation microfilming programs,
aided by funding initiatives such as grants from the National Endowment for the Humanities, the
number of microform masters will increase dramatically over the next twenty years. Centralization
of storage and access were seen as desirable by group participants.
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Other issues discussed included:

- What will be the role of ARL in shaping plans for inter-institutional storage and
distribution? Since ARL libraries will likely be the major producers of microform
masters, they must also be primary determinants of storage and access methods.

- Would such a storage and distribution facility be better set in the for-profit or not-
for-profit arena? The Council on Research Libraries’ current study on cost factors
was mentioned.

- What governance system would be used for such a center?

- How will copyright law affect a centralized collection of microform masters? Who

would handle copyright compliance?

Telecommunications Networks for Research. Paul Gherman (Virginia Polytechnic
Institute) presented a report prepared by Nancy Cline (Pennsylvania State University) on the
session, which included a videotape on the "National Research Network"” produced by MCI and the
University of Michigan. Henriette Avram of the Library of Congress, David Bishop of the
University of Illinois, and Michael Roberts of EDUCOM gave presentations.

Issues discussed included:

- The current debate over standards—TCP/IP and OSI;

- State and regional responsibilities within the national network;

- The opportunity for the library community to develop guides which would describe
the resources available on the national network and how to access them;

- How copyright may affect material available on the network; and

- The need for libraries to rethink their roles, in light of new technologies such as the
national network.

Electrocopying. Barbara Von Wahide (SUNY-Buffalo) reported on this session, which
considered such elec.rocopying activities as faxing, scanning, and downloading. Susan Brynteson
(University of Delaware) discussed her experiences at the University of Delaware with contracts
to add access to commercial databases to their online catalog. Paul Mosher (University of
Pennsylvania) spoke about the Copyright Clearance Center. Barbara Von Wahide reported on
SUNY-Buffalo’s Title II-D grant on facsimile usage.

Concerns were raised in the discussion group about what ARL’s posture on these issues
should be. It was suggested that ARL develop a list of issues for research libraries to consider
when entering into a licensing agreement for copyrighted information.

ACRL Standards

Following discussion during Session I of the Business Meeting (see pp. 54-55), the
membership voted to recommend that the Board endorse the process used by ACRL to review the
Standards for University Libraries.




Busires: Mesting, Session il 65

Serials Prices Project

Following discussion in Session I of the Business Meeting (see pp. 45-49), a motion was
presented from the floor which proposed that the membership was willing to accept a supplemen-
tary dues assessment to fund the serials prices project.

It is the sense of the membership that the issue of serials prices is
of such a critical nature that we would support a supplementary dues
assessment in order to expedite association action.

The motion was proposed in order to demonstrate the membership’s awareness of the
critical nature of the serials prices issue and the necessity for decisive action. An amendment to
make the assessment voluntary was presented. Much discussion ensued, centering on several
issues:

- whether pursuit of outside funding would delay action;

- whether a dues assessment would be contrary to the principles presented earlier as
part of the Task Force on Financial Strategies;

- whether pioviding funding from the ARL membership would discourage outside
entities from funding the effort; and

- whether a voluntary, rather than a mandatory, assessment would sufficiently
demonstrate membership’s commitment to the project.

The amendment for a voluntary assessment was defeated; the original resolution was passed
by the membership.

Telecommunications Task Force

Mr. Miller briefly reported that tie Bc 2rd will establish a task force on telecommunica-
tions to look at issues in educational and research telecommunications and recommend possible
ARL actions.

ARL Financial Planning

1

Mr. Miiler reported that plans for improved fiscal control and establish program priorities
will be a major agenda item for the July 1989 ARL Board Meeting.
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- ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

APPENDIX A

REPORT OF THE TASK FORCE ON REVIEW OF THE ARL FIVE YEAR PLAN

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Task Force recommends a changed mission statement for ARL that reflects
the distinct role of the Association within the changing environment of research
universities and libraries, builds on the traditional values of ARL, and fulfills the
new vision statement adopted by the Board in 1988. The proposed new mission
statement is:

The mission of ARL is to identify and influence forces affecting
the future of research libraries in the process of scholarly
communication. ARL comprises the libraries that serve major
North American research institutions and operates as a forum
for the exchange of ideas and an agent for collective actioi.
ARL programs and services promote equitable access to, and
effective use of reccrded knowledge in support of teaching,
research, scholarship, and community service. The Association
articulates the concerns of researth libraries and their
institutions, forges coalitions for cooperative action, influences
information policy development, andesupports innovation and
improve.aent in research library programs.

The Task Force also identified a desire and need for the wide involvement of
Directors in the identification of critical decisions facing research libraries before
the end of the century, and development of possible responses. Toward this end, a
recommendation is made to convene Strategy Forums in a redesigned October 1990
Membership Meeting. Individual ARL directors, Standing Committees, the Board,
and ARL staff would all be asked to identify issues to be addressed as part of the
Stratcgy Forums. The result would be strategic direction papers that represent ARL
findings of the critical choires facing libraries. The papers would be for member
library use and also would clarify strategic responses by the Association.

NOTE: The Board approved the new mission statement and the proposal for
Strategy Forums at its meeting in February. Membership is asked tc vote on
endorsement of the mission statement. Discussion of the concept of Membership
Strategy Forums is encouraged.

1527 New Hampshire Avenue, N W, Washington, DC 20036
202-232-2466 FAX 202-462-7849
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1. BACKGROUND

‘The Environment of kesearch Universities and Libraries

Research universities and their libraries are at crosstoads. The technological
revolution now in progress offers extraordinary opportunities for innovations on
every front: instruction, research, and scholarly exchange. Capitalizing on these
opportunities while preserving traditional academic values and strengths is the
challenge of the 1990's.

The Association of Research Libraries enjoys a distinet niche in the
everchanging mosaic of organizations representing higher education and scholarly
communication constituencies. As the representative of 119 research libraries, it
possesses access to the key information executives in research institutions
throughout North Amecrica. This results in an ability to focus attention o: the
crucial issues affecting the development of research libraries.

Research libraries now face serious problems. The lure of information
technology in the academic setting is attracting the attention of commercial and
entrepreneurial agents with different interests and objectives. The ability of
research libraries to acquire and provide access to a sicnificant percentage of
recorded knowleage is challenged by mushrooming ccots of materials, the
proliferation of forinats in which information is distributed, and fundamental
changes in the way knowledge is created and madge available.

National information infrastructures are being created or modified without
sensitivity to the importance of research libraries as the document base for
proviaing tiniely convenient access. Users are acquiring new expectations for
library performance and are impatient with delays and obstacles to ready access.
Nearly 80 million books in North American research libraries are threatened with
destruction due to the acidity of the paper on which these items are printed. The
work force comprising research libraries needs modernizing through attractior of
new talent, the provision of fresh developmental opportunities, and avenues for
advancement and contribution. And the task of enabling students and researchers to
be able and imaginative users of information and knowledge is only begmnmg to be
aadressed on most campuses.

The recommendations in this report for ARL do not presume to resolve the
myriad of problems noted above. ARL is but one player on ar :increasing ly diverse
and fascinating stage. The events unfolding over the next ten years call for
clarification of the leadership role ARL may best be able to perform. At the heart
of this role is the ability of the Association to focus attenticn on the handful of
issues which serve to shape the future of research libraries.

.he recommendations in this plan seek to establish a framework for surfacing
these issues, developing understanding and consensus among ARL directors and
mobilizing concerted action to influence future directions. The plan seeks to
strengthen two elements crucial to this mobilization: the mea‘s for engaging ARL
directors in strategic consideration of future directions and maintenance of a
dynamic set of Association capabilities.
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ARL Values and Vision

'There are certain basic values within the ARL enterprise that continue to be
essential elements of Association success. ARL's mission and future strategies must
build on and extend these values. Enduring beliefs that bring together Association
members in common cause are:

* Open ana equitable access to information is a fundamental tenet of our
society.

* Research libraries are active agents central to the process of transmission
and creation of knowledge.

* Kkesearch libraries have a responsibility to anticipate and prepare for the
information needs of present and future users.

* Collaboration among libraries improves the prospects for individual
library success in fulfilling local needs.

In 1987, ARL President Ltlaine Sloan initiated a set of discussions resulting in the
- construction of a Vision Statement whic™ portrays future aspirations for the z

Association. The statement was reviewed by ARL members and adopted by the ARL
Board of Directors in February 1988. The Vision Statement defines ARL as an

organization to focus attention on the key issues which will shape the future of research
libraries and identified the following roles for ARL:

* provide a forum for exchange of ideas anu [erspectives,
* undertake and influence information policy development,
* serve as a spokesperson for research libraries,

* serve as an agent for change and collaborative problem resolution in the
scholarly setting, and

* provide management services - or research litraries.

'lhese roles are interdependent and flow among each other. They reflect both
historical strengths as well as distinct choices in what the Association should not
attempt.

‘1he Vision Statement acknowledges diversity of need and interests among member
institutions, identifies these special interests as legitimate concerns for defining ARL
programs and services and for ARL policy setting procedures.

The new vision suggests adoption of an operating premise for ARL that emphasizes
establishment of ties with constituencies external to librarianship. Alliances and
coalitions with other organizations have always been seen as a valuable component to
effective ARL action. What is new is that this strategy is now critical due to .he
nature of the environment of research libraries. ARL links into higher education and
scholarly society organizations is viewed as essential in order to effectively address
library programs that are intertelated with those of other units within research
institutions.
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‘the Vision Statement closes with a call to revisit the ARL mission and
objectives, review Association leadership roles, and refine ARL governance and
organizational structure. ‘lhe Task Force used the Vision Statement as a point of
departure for the recommendations made in thi- - 2port.

ll. ARL MISSION

According to Understanding Applied Strategic Planning: A Manager's Guide, in
formulating its mission, an organization must answer three primary questions: (a)
what function does the organization perform? (b) For whom does the organization
perform this function? and (c¢) How does the organization go about filling this
function? The statement of mission should present the basic reason for existence of
the organization and identify the organization's major, strategic driving force.

‘The current mission statement and a proposed new mission statement were
analyzed with this framework in mind. In making this assessment, the Task Force
considered the uniqueness of ARL, i.e., what makes ARL different from its members
and other similar associations or consortia.

Analysis of Current ARL Mission

Current Mission State ment

‘The mission of the Association of Research Libraries is to strengthen and
extend the capacities of its member libraries to provide access to recorded
knowledge and to foster an environment where learning flourishes; to make
scholarly communication more effective, and to influence policies affecting
the flow of information.

The members of the Association of Research Libraries are libraries whose
primary functions serve scholarship and research. Operating w:thin a
complex system of scholarly information exchange, these libraries meet
their responsibilities by: collecting and preserving research materials,
providing access to materials and information held locally or stored
elsewhere, playing an effective role within the entire system of scholarly
communication, and influencing policies that affect access to recorded
knowledge. The Association provides a means for member libraries to
engage in cooperative effort and corporate action to extend these functions.

The current ARL mission statement meets the basic requirements of a mission
statement. It focuses more on the mission of member libraries than on a distinctive
mission for the Association, and thus may introduce ambiguity to the gquestion of what
is unique about ARL's contribution. The current mission does respond to the analytical
questions posed earlier.

WHA'1?  to strengthen and extend capacities of mernber libraries [in order
that they may] provide access, foster an environment ete.

W HO? member libraries.
Q
« 9 . .
EMC HOW? cooperative effort and corporate action.
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CUNCLUSION: The most important driving force in the formulation of the
current ARL mission seems to be the functions of research libraries.

Recommendation for New Mission Statement

‘'he mission of ARL should reflect more directly the vision of ARL as an
organization bent on enhancing the performance of research libraries as they face
the challenges and tensions of a changing environinent, and as an organization
engaged in forging the coalitions that are of immediate or potential importance to
member libraries and institutions. ARL's mission should be revised to acknowledge
the larger community of which research libraries are a part, and the importance of
preparing for the future in this environment.

Proposed Mission Statement '

The mission of ARL is to identify and influence forces affecting the future
nf research libraries in the process of scholarly communication. ARL
comprises the libraries that serve major North American research -
institutions and operates as a forum for the exchange of ideas and an agent

for collective action. ARL programs and services promote equitable access

to, and effective use of recorded knowledge in support of teaching,

research, scholarship, and community service. The Association articulates

the concerns of research libraries and their institutions, forges coalitions for

cooperative action, influences information policy development, and supports

innovation ana improvement in research library programs.

lhe proposed revision is broader and more ambitious than the current statement.
It focuses on the wider concerns of research institutions, scholarly exchange and the
prospective contributions of research institutions and their libraries to this exchange.
Responses to the analyical questions are:

WHA1? identify and influence forces affecting the future of research
libraries and the process of scholarly communication.

WHO? member institutions and their research libraries

HOW? identify key issues, stimulate discussion, develop policy, represent
research library interests, provide membership development
services, build coalitions, and take collective actions.

CONCLUSION: the most important driving force in the formulation of this
mission is the development of programs and services to influence the environment of
research institutions.
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1. DEVELOPING STRATEGIG'RESPONSES

Summary of Recommendation

The Task Force recommends the convening of Strategy Forums to involve ARL
Directors in identification of the most serious questions facing research libraries
and development of possible responses by individual libraries or by combinations of
libraries at the regional, national, or international level. Identification of the
questions and a range of responses will provide a foundation for guiding ARL
projects and programs and will relate to the work of standing committees, see below.

Time would be set aside for these Forums at a redesigned Fall Membership
Meeting; background papers would be prepared in advance to help support a
thoughtful review of the issues identified; and directors would be called upon to
examine issues on both an institutional and global level.

The result of the Strategy Forums will be strategic direction papers that
represent ARL findings of the critical choices facing libraries and possible
responses. The papers will specify immediate problems in each decision area, future
prospects and environmental changes expected, policy development requirements,
and a research agenda. In addition to producing reports for member library use, the
results will elarify strategic responses by the Association.

kole of Standing Committees

In anticipation of the Strategy Forums, Standing committees will be asked to
identify critical issues to be addressed. During and after the Forums, the
Committees will be asked to make an assessment of ARL activities within the
context of the long range strategic directions suggested by the Forums. Standing
committees are: Bibliographiec Control, Collection Development, Government
Policies, Management, Preservation, and Statistics.

Proposal: dtrategy Forums on Problemsl Prospects, Policy, and Research

The following process is proposed.

1. Based on past and present recommendations by committees, and advice from
staff, the ARL Board will identify the broad arenas within which research
libraries and their constituencies will need to make decisions or take action
in the next 3-5 years. These areas of econcern will form the initial outline for
the Strategy Forums. (See Attachment 1 for example and elaboration.)

2. Development of a background paper for each area of concern.

3. Organization of the Fall Membership Meeting into working forums to discuss
the papers and secure agreement on the critical questions and possible
responses.

4. 'The strategies resulting from the forums and from committees would form
the basis for Board review of ARL activities and the development of new
initiatives.

5. The ARL kxecutive Committee would oversee allocation of funds to operate
forums and ARL staff would coordinate activities and report on progress.
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‘The area of services to users, for example, may include: innovation in traditional
public services; the changing role of bibliographic instruction; changing patterns of user
behavior with the introduction of new technologies; possible new organizational patterns
among staff in public services; and, user rights and responsibilities.

‘Ihe area of library operations might include: assessment of library performance and
effectiveness in the environment of electronic gateways and remote users; recruitment
of needea capabilities to the profession; alternatives and outcomes assessments; costs
analysis; and, alternative budget apprcaches to the provision of access to information.

. 1he area of role and relationships in higher education may include: changing campus
views of computers and information access; instructional technologies and
library/information access; working with educational technology specialists;
organizational aiternatives for provision of campus information resources; ARL, other
professional organizations, and the development of higher education information policies;
trendas in higher education and ARL universities.

Anticipated Outcomes

The Strategy Forum process would compl~te a matrix of broad topies examined
through a structure of developmental questions.

Area of concern Key Questions

Problems Pros;iects Policy | Research

a. Research Collections

b. User Services

c. uUperations and Performance

d. kole and Relationships
in Higher Education

The outcome of the assessments would be inade available for ARL member iibrary
use and would also be related to Association programs and committee, task force, and
staff activities.

Yhw
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1V. IMPLEMENTATION

‘limetable

It is anticipated that the initial Strategy Forum meetings would be convened at
the October 1990 Membership Meeting. ARL staff will be responsible for design of
the forums.

Future Follow-up for ARL Planning

The Association now follows an annual review of Plan tasks associated with each
objective and a five year cycle of reviewing objectives and mission. If the
recommendation for a revised mission endorsed in May 1989, the ARL Executive
Committee will undertake a review of Association objectives, with a report to
iembership anticipated in October 1989.

In addition, the planning cyele should be adjusted so that the next review of the
mission statement would come ten years from now at the end of the decade, in
1999. ‘The review at that point should assess relevance of the mission to the broad
continuing needs and interests of members.

Respectfully Submitted by the Members of
the Task Force on Review of the ARL Five Year Plan

James Govan
Marilyn Sharrow
Elaine Sloan
kaye Gapen, Chair
Duane Webster (ex-offieio)

14351
April 1989
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ATTACHMENT 1

Strategy Forums on Problems, Prospects, Policy, & Research

The following illustrates how the Strategy Forums might be organized. For
example: future decisions facing research libraries may be grouped in four broad areas
of continuing concern to directors: a) research collections, changes in format, and the
future availability of recorded knowledge, b) user services and the impact of new
technology, c) library operations and improving productivity, and d) library roles and
relationships within higher education. Each topic would be reviewed to describe the
current situation and make four assessments, including:

- Probleins
What are the most important immediate problems facing research
libraries in this area? Is there a need for better information concerning
the nature of these problems or the way research libraries are addressing
them? Are there causal factors that should be addressed collectively?

Prospects

What are the primary questions facing the future development of research
libraries in this area? What are the changes expected in the larger
environment of scholarly exchange? What directions is educational
technology likely to take? What time frame should be used for planning
on a local impact for larger environmental changes identified?

Policy
Are there specific issues that deserve preparation of a formal policy

position by the Association? Are there gaps in the present policy
structure of ARL that need to be addressed? What policies should be
developed in concert with external constituencies?

Kesearch

What issues require further study and analysis through a process of
research? What would ARL recommend to foundations interested in
supporting experimentation and development? What should be addressed
by direct sponsorship in an ARL research project?

Background Papers on Issues

Each broad topic would be analyzed to identify key issues calling for decisions
and action by research library leaders in the next 3-5 years. This would be achieved
through the development of a background paper for each forum. Each paper would
't + jointly prepared by an ARL staff person working with a carefully chosen expert.
'The topies would vary in scope and urgency.

For exainple, the area of research collections may include: organization and
description of print based and electronic collections including non-MARC and full
text files; preservation of recorded knowledge; allocation of funds to material
acquisition and access to information; accreditation standards and the changing
library collection; changes in the publishing industry including marketing,
standardization, privatization, royalties and licensing, etc.; and, the collection

policy and electronic gateways, including selection evaluation methodologies.
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A VISION STATEMENT FOR THE ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

Research libraries are an integral, dynamic part of the changing worlds of
higher education and information. They are a core element in extending the route
from scholar to recorded information. For centuries the repositories of paper
documents, research libraries have also become gateways to electronic information
resources. They are a vital component in the research enterprise.

The mission of the Association of Research Libraries will reflect and enhance
the performance of its member research libraries within this changing e:vironment.
Building on past achievements and strengths and a continuing commitment, to
promote research library interests and meet the needs of its member libraries,

ARL's roles and objectives in the research enterprise will be visibly proactive and
purposeful:

- As a leader in forecasting, identifying, and articulating significant
issues, ARL will provide a forum for exploring a variety of points of
view and stimulating new ideas.

- As an active policy-maker, ARL will bring together information
resources, expertise, and the views of its members to analyze,
formulate, publicize, and advocate policy on issues of vital concern
to research libraries and their users.

= As a forceful voice for research libraries, ARL will carefully select
and vigorously promote positions, policies, legislation, and programs
that improve and extend access to scholarly information.

= As an assertive agent for change and problem-resolution, ARL will be
an active participant in the higher education, research, library,
information, and scholarly communities.

- As a vita resource for its members, ARL will develop, and provide
management information and techniques that contribute tc the
effectiveness of ARL libraries.

The success of ARL member libraries both individually and collectively is an
important contributicn to scholarship and research. Because individual library
success is valued, special interests within the Association will at times be viewed as
worthy of the Association's attention. Where institutional interests are affected
adversely by a proposed ARL action or policy, these interests will be recognized and
addressed. Fundamental principles guiding the resolution of differing positions will
be ARL's mission and objectives, acknowledgement of the validity of members'
competing commitments, and above all, shared concern for the prospering of each of
the Association’s individual member libraries. Priorities will be driven by a desire
to achieve the Association's purposes, and issues receiving attention will be those of
utmost importance to the continuing success of member libraries.

(over)
"l'. r ‘
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iviembership responsibility includes a commitment to bring issues to ARL and
participate in a process of constructive discussion and analysis. The Association will
proviade an array of methods for members to raise ideas and to spark action. A
respect for diversity of member library needs will be reflected in flexible
committee structures and meeting schedules that provide opportunities for groups of
members to address a changing agenda of common preblemis. Members will
invigorate ARL's agenda continually, and the "ARL culture" will be one of lively,
creative, and purposeful discussion.

'ne Association will be structured and organized to take best advantage of the
strengths of the staff. Thoughtful role definition and assignment of authority will
enable a talented staff to be active, visible, and quickly responsive to changing
issues and interest. Association staff will be alert to emerging issues and
opportunities and will be expected to help analyze and shape policy. Areas and
levels of staff responsibility will be significant, encouraging initiative and
accomplishment on behalf of the Association.

Achieving ARL's refocused vision requires changes in all parts of the
Association. It necessitates a review of the roles and operations ofthe Board, the
kxecutive Committee, standing Committees, und the Secretariat. It requires a
careful refinement of the Association's governance, organizational structure,
communication patterns, meeting styles, and relations with other organizations. It
is also time to revisit the statement of Mission and Objectives formulated in 1983.
Attainment of the vision will press ARL to build on strengths and refocus
cupabilities; it will not necessarily require additional resources. One requirement,
however, is essential—the determined commitment of the directors of ARL member
libraries to make this vision a reality.

Adopted by ARL Board of Directors
February 1988

10/8/87
Rev. 2/88

0562E




| ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

APPENDIX B

Association of Research Libraries

Task Force on Financial Strategies Report

Task Force Members:
Charles Miller
Carlton Rochell
Elaine Sloan
Duane Webster (ex officio)
David Bishop, Chair

The nature of the Association of Research Libraries has changed significantly
over the past twenty years. ARL has moved from providing a forum for Library
Directors to discuss issues of common concern, to assuming leadership roles areas
and becoming an important voice for research librarianship in North America.

ARL has undertaken a number of new initiatives in the past two decades. The
first catalyst for changing the organization was probably the creation of the Office
of Management Services. This change began the transformation of the Association
from passive to active. More recently, a major area of increased activity has been
government relations. The Association hss become a major advocate for U.S.
research Libraries in federal relations. Also, ARL has acted to represent research
library interests in the higher education and scholarly communities. The Association
is becoming a full partner in this enterprise by making the needs of research
libraries known to these communities. Finally, the Association has assumed
responsibility for a number of special projects. Examples include: the retrospective
conversion project; the serials pricing project; and managing the National
Endowment for the Humanities grant to convert records of microform .nasters.
These recent accomplishments depict ARL as a significantly different organization
than it was twenty years ago.

Analysis of dues and the dues structure over the same time period shows the
financial impact of ARL's more active role. Dues increases over the last ten years
have been significantly greater than during the preceding ten years. From 1969
through 1978, dues increased by 56%, while in the most recent ten year period, dues
increased by 147%. Taking into account a special assessment collected in 1988, that
increase rises to 155%. The period of greatest increase was from 1980 through
1984, when dues increased by slightly over 100%. During this period, ARL felt most
the finanecial implications of its changing role.

Growth in dues was linked inversely to growth in membership. From 1969
through 1978, membership grew by 23.5% while from 1979 through 1988 membership
grew by only 7.3%. Tlhe decline in the growth of membership has likely been a
factor in the need to have larger dues increases during the past ten years.

1527 New Hampshire Avenue, N.W, Washington, D.C 20036
202-232-2466 FAX 202-462-7849 » 8
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The purpose of this report is to propose an overall strategy that will provide
financial guidelines for membership during the next five to ten years. The goal is to
place increases in dues and growth of activity in a context that is understood and
agreed upon by the membership.

The following assumptions may be articulated as a basis for developing financial
guidelines.

1. ARL is an association of research libraries rather than one of research
library directors. The benefits of ARL membership acerue primarily to research
libraries and their users.

2. As a result of recent dues increases, the Association's current budget is
adequate, assuming current levels of activity.

3. To maintain the current leve! of activity, annual increases in dues, probably
at least at the rate of inflation, will be required. This is because ARL expenses
consist primarily of salaries, communicatiors, and travel costs. Also, member dues
constitute Y2% of the annual budget.

4. Growth in membership is not a desirable means of improving the financial
health of ARL or of reducing increases in dues.

5. AKL not only must have the capability to meet ongoing commitments, but
also must have some reserve capucity to allow for timely responses to unforeseen
events.

6. While efforts should be made to attract organizations and individuals willing
to donate unrestricted endowment funds to ARL, the likelihood of such finding is so
remote that it can not be a primary financial strategy.

7. because permanent reserves provide financial stability and allow an
organization to respond to extraordinary events, a member generated reserve is
needed.

8. ‘Iransferring costs, which are incurred equally by all members, from dues to
fees is not a desirable financial strategy. An example of this is charging a
registration fee for attending meetings. Fees of this type would incur collections
costs, could discourage attendance at meetings, and would reinforce the perception
that AkL is a library directors' organization.

9. Reducing dues increases by asking Board and committee members to absorb
meeting costs is an undesirable strategy. Asking members to absorb these costs
could discourage participation, particularly by directors from smaller libraries and
from libraries in remote areas.

10. Having the Office of Management Services receive base support from ARL
dues and then build on that bsse support by charging fees and soliciting grants is an
appropriate long term financial strategy.

11. Products and services may be provided to non-members assuming that the
provision of these products and services does not detract from the ARL mission.
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12. The pursuit of grant funding for specific projects and programs is an
appropriate financial strategy.

Following is a set of general principles which will serve as a basis for the
financial planning of the Association of Research Libraries for the next five to ten
years.

l. Because the ARL annual budget is acdequate for the current level of
activities, future increases in dues will be in the range of inflation unless there are
increases in programmatic activity.

2. Increases in programmatic activity that have significant financial
implications for use of member du2s should receive prior approval by the
membership. Members should understand the dimensions of major new programs,
their financial implications, and the length of time ~f any financial commitment.

3. Periodic reviews of all ARL programs with financial implications should be
conducted to be certain that eacn program is of a high enough priority to warrant
continued support. .

4. Progr..m ana committee budgets should be prepared and approved prior to
the beginning of the year so that it is possible for the Association to avoid unplanned
deficit spending.

9. Special assessments should be avoided in all but the most extreordinary
cases. ‘These assessments make planning by member institutions difficult. It is
often impossible, because of the infrequency of Association meetings, to have the
merits of these special assessments fully debated.

6. Because many issues, such as journal price increases, can not be anticipated,
4 reserve of staff capacity or the ability to alter priorities quickly should exist.

7. A member-generated reserve should be created over a number of years.
This reserve or the income from this reserve would be used to meet special needs
and *o provide the Association with financial stability and flexibility.

8. Services and products provided to non-members should result in recovery of
costs.

The past two decades, and especially the last ten years, have been exciting for
ARL. ‘The growth of ARL's activities and the increased influence of the
Association, both in the library community and the higher education and scholarly
communities, are important and should continue. The adopiion of sound financial
strategies to accompany this inore active role will allow ARL to proceed in an
orderly manner, to make diificult priority decisions, and to retain the support of the
membership.

January 1989

Approved by Membership
May 11, 1989
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*Don Tolliver was a member of the Committee on ARL Statistics until December 1988 a.d

Introduction

Counting the Holdings of ARL Libraries

Counting Government Documents

Ownership vs. Access: New Measures of Library Effectiveness

Summa.y Recommendations

April 17, 1989

Ccinmittee on ARL Statictics
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Graham Hill

Russell Shank

Kendon Stubbs
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Thomas Shaughnessy, Chair
Nicola Daval, Staff Liaison
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Part I: introduction

The Committee on ARL Statistics is charged to provide advice regarding the improvement
and refinement of the statistical data collected by ARL. and to recommend to the ARL Board new
statistical projects or changes in policy related to the collection, interpretation, or applicaticns of
statistical data. Over the past few years, the committee has helped initiate new procedures
designed to make the data ARL collects more consistent and comparable, and has added several
data elements to the annual ARL Statistics.

Several issues surrounding the statistics continue to be of concern to the commit:ce and to
many members of the Association. These include, in no particular order:

- Do the data now collected by ARL give an accurate picture of the holdings of ARL
libraries?

- Is it feasible/useful to provide more details on ARL library collections and resources,
e.g. counts of all types of material held, number of titles in collectiors rather than
just :iumber of physical volumes?

- Can we begin to reflect the intellectual content of ARL libraries?

- How can government document rescurces be reflected consistently across the ARL
membership?

- Are the data too concerned with size of collections at the expense of other features
or descriptors of member libraries?

- How can the funds spent to enrich access to information contzined in ARL libraries
be reflected beyond the traditional measures of added volumes, interlibrary loans,
and expenditures?

- Are there "access measures” that will provide comparable data among institutions?

- Should ARL devzlop perforinance measures for its member libraries?

- How can we measure the shifi in resources from developing local collections to
providing better access, in th= long run, to more resources in many locations?

- How chould material held in remote andjor cooperative storage facilities be
counted?
- Is it feasible/useful to disaggregate data for law and medical libraries as in the ARL

Annual Satary Survey?

v
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- Are we collecting the data needed to understand and plan for future research needs
of scholars and the future of research libraries?

During 1988, the Crmmittee on ARL Statistics considered some of these questions with the
goal of bringing to the APL membership recommendation on future directions of the ARL
statistics program. The committee began by looking specifically at the extent to which the data
now collected adequately describe ARL libraries, and what new categories of data might be added
to give a more comprehensive picture of how ARL library resources are deployed. At the same
time, the committee looked at several other omgoing concerns, e.g., treatment of government
documents and development of "access” measures. The committee met on January 10, 1989 to
prepare i .eport and to plan for discussions with the membership.

To help with the deliberations, three working papers were pr:pared for the committee.
The papers. Parts II-IV of this report, are "Counting the Holdings of ,\RL Libraries,” by Kendon
Stubbs (Part II), "Counting Government Documents,” by Carol Turner(Part III); and "Ownership
vs. Access: Ncw Measures of Llbrary Effectiveness,” by Thomas Shaughnessy (Part IV). Part V
includes recommendations compiled from the three papers and the committee’s discussion at its
January 10 mecting.
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Part II: COUNTING THE HOLDINGS OF ARL LIBRARIES
by

Kendon Stubbs
University of Virginia Libraries

Background

In order to understand how ARL measures the collections of research libraries, we need
to return to the eginning of this century. When James Gerould began compiling college and
university libraries statistics in 1907-08, he included the two collection measures sufficient for those
simpler times —"Books in Library” (i.e., volumes held) and "Added Last Year" (i.e.. gross volumes
added). As described in Molyneux’s The Gerould Statistics, the annual Gerould compilation gave
rise to the Princeton statistics in the 1940’s, which in turn evolved in the 1960’s into what is now
the ARL Statistics.

The 1940’s were the last period of sustained soul-searching by ARL about what its
collection measures really meant. The majority of members in the 1940’s (and continuing till
today) take "volumes” to be physical volumes. Depending upon the subject area, a physical volume
‘s 10 more than an inch or two of paper and cardboard. There was (and is) a great practical
reason to be interested in a surrogate measure of inches of paper. It was in the 1940’s that Rider
announced that those inches of paper were doubling every 16 years, as though "some natural law
were at work.” The Rider doubling entered the mythology of research libraries, from which it has
not been expunged even today. Knowing that the most exhausting undertaking of his career would
be the stru gle for a new building for that growing paper, the prudent library director needed to
pay attention to the counts of volumes held and volumes added. And indeed, for all their defects,
these measures have worked tolerably well as planning tools for space needs.

They were less successful as tools for explaining how ARL libraries support scholarly
research. If you bind 12 pamphlets together and call them one volume and I bind them separately
and call them 12 volumes, nevertheless we both have the same resource for research. Even in the
19th century, :n the famous Bureau of Education report of 1876, there were complaints that
volume counts were no. comparable among institutions. By the 1940’s librarians had discovered
that Ohio State’s 496,806 volumes represented 330,927 titles, while the 1,1718,867 volumes of the
Chicago Public Library represented only 140,000 titles. The time was ripe for a new look at
measures of holdings

In 1945 ARL thus appointed a Committee on Statistics of Library Foldings, chaired by
Robert Downs. Downs was an advocate of counting by bibliographical units. In 1945 the
membership accepted the Downs committee’s recommendation that ARL members count holdings
by bibliographical units. At the time, and 40 years ater even more, the concept of bibliographical
units seems like a fuzzy kind of title count. According to the committee’s report, 12 pamphlets
bound togetter should be counted as 12 volumes, but 12 serial issues bound together are one
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volume. ARL debated this issue from 1945 to 1948, 'nd then appointed a new committee chaired
by Guy Lyle. In 1949 the Lyle committee recommended, and the membership approved, that
holdings should be counted by physical volumes. This decision by the membership presumably still
governs ARL’s counts of holdings today.

ARL did not actively pursue two other recommendations by both the Downs and the Lyle
committees; and part of the current dissatisfaction with the ARL statistics on holdings stems from
this failure in the 1940’s. Both committees recommended that statistics be reported for items
cataloged or made fully available for use. Items such as government documents would have been
reported by Downs and Lyle, even if they were not cataloged and classed in LC. At this same
time, however, ALA was coming to a definition of a volume as an item both cataloged and made
available. ARL followed ALA up to today’s ANSI definition of a volume as "a physical unit ...
cataloged, classified, and made ready for use.”" Thus arose today’s problems with counting separate
government documents collections. The Downs and Lyle committees also recommended that
separate counts be reported for microforms, m...uscripts, sound recordings, scores, ma;’, and
prints. ARL never 1ook steps, however, to encourage the Princeton statistics to incorporate these
categories. In spite of the membership vote in 1949 to report the full range of resources available
in ARL libraries. the annual statistics continued to display what Gerould had counted in
1907-08—now interpre.ed as physical volumes held and physical volumes cataloged and classified
curing the preceding year.

During the ARL debates of the 1940’s other voices were heard in favor of measures that
would elucidate the purpose of research libraries. Interestingly, the apostie of the doubling of
paper. Fremont Rider, put it best: "From the scholar’s standpoint it is the availability of his text
that is important; what physical form it is in is secondary” (32nd Meeting, 1949). Or "Mr. Coney
expressed the teeling that titles were more important than volumes” (21st Meeting, 1944). We
should not leave these battles without noting that there were other voices in the 1940’s of which
we can hear echoes today: "Mr. Van Hoesen questioned the need for uniform statistics or the real
value of comparing them” (21st Meeting, 1944). "Mi. Dovms ... said that he had once thought
uniformity possible but that he had now become disillusioned on this subject and believed that no
action taken [by ARL] would have much effect” (33rd Meeting, 1949). "Mr. White wondered why
statistics should be reported at all” (33rd Meeting, 1949).

Principles for Counting Holdings

It remains true today that part of the mission of academic research libraries is to acquire,
organize, and preserve materials in breadth and depth to serve the present and future teaching and
research necds of faculty and students. This is the supply-oriented function, or, as Michael Cooper
called it, the archive function, of research libraries. The sirategy by which libraries carry out this
function is to collect on campus intellectual units of information in a varicty of physical and
machine-readable formats. If the mission were only to lock physical objects up in a warehouse, we
could be content with measurements that indicate how many physical volumes cr items or linear
or cubic feet our collection comprises; and from these measurements, over time, we could estimate
our nceds for more warehouse space. But the purpose of these resources is to serve the teaching
and research nceds of faculty and students. This purpose suggests the need for a second kind of
measurement—specification of the intellectual content of our warehouse. (The purpose also
suggests a third kind of measurement—of the ways in which faculty and students actualiv use this
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intellectual content; and that kind of measurement is discussed in a separate paper on access
measures.) As Rider implied, the real world of teaching and research will have only passing
interest in the fact that institution A has X physical units in its warehouse. The real world will
want indications of the extent and variety of intellectual resources (and of the ease with which this
or that resource can be gottn at). At the national (or, with Canada, international) level of ARL,
it is probably true that measurements of physical units are less useful—certainly less
illuminating—than measurements of the national (or international) spread and variety of intellectual
resources.

These reflections point to the need for two modes of measuring holdings. The first mode
is the physical count. We should not be deluded into thinking that traditional physical counts are
of no account. Physiczi volume measures have rendered valuable service and will continue to be
needed, especially for local space planning. In 1986-87, in the typical ARL library, 82% of tr*al
expenditures went to the arquisition and binding of paper and to staff salaries. There is no
evidence that the paperless research library is anywhere in sight. And so for the foreseeable
huture we will need surrogate measures of the physical units we are acquiring.

The problem with physical measurements is that ARL, following Princeton and Gerould,
is counting orly part of the physical resources in research libraries. The "cataloged, classified, and
made ready for use” proviso of the definition of a volume has excluded even vast numbers of
paper items such as documents. The membership’s 1949 agreement to report other formats, such
as manuscripts and audiovisual materials, has never been followed (except for a fairly meaningless
ccunt of microforms). Even within the mode of physical counts, the ARL statistics are defective
in representing the resources in research libraries.

In regard to the mode of measuring the variety and extent of intellectual resources
available among ARL members, we might nowadays find ourselves in agreement with Fritz
Mactlup. Back m 1976 he annoyed ARL librarians with a famous article entitled "Our
Lipraries—Can We Measure Their Holdings and Acquisitions.” Machlup pointed out that ARL
libraries couldn’t tell him how many books and serials they owned to support sociology or French
language and literature or physics or othcr areas; nor did they know how much they were spending
in support of these areas of scholarly research. A fortiori, ARL had no idea how extensive or
varied was the world’s production of information in sociology or French or physics, and no idea of
the breadth or depth in which information was available among the ARL membership. These
queries were simpli-tic, librarians said. But a decade later, without pride or prejudice, we might
agree that Machlup’s questions still represent a worthwhile research agenda.

Are rescarch libraries today in a better position to report on their variety of intellectual
resources? At least in the 1986-87 ARL Sratstics it is disheartening that one out of four ARL
libraries could not say how many books (monographs) it purchased, and one out of three could not
report the number of serials purchased. Whether they use them or not, however, ARL libraries
in 1988 do have available a number of tools for elucidating the extent and variety of their
intellectual resources. Among these tools are:

1. At the simplest level, title counts reported by U.S. libraries to IPEDS (formerly to
HEGIS).
2. As more records are converted to machine-readable jorm for local outline catalogs,

.
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the possit.aty of accurate title counts of holdings and acquisitions is expanding.
One of the reasons why ARL rejected the bibliographic unit (title) concept 40 years
ago was that many directors did not want to undertake a manual recounting of their
collections. More and more, online catalogs will be able to provide statistics on
both volumes and titles in the ordinary course of work.

3. The National Shelflist Count, carried out in Berkeley during the 1970’s and early
1980’s and now supported by ALA’s Resources and Technical Se:~ices Division.
The National Shelflist Count makes a big step in the direction of answering the
kinds of questions posed by Machlup. The compilers are sensitive, huwever, that
it is a more refined measurement of subject size, 10t necessanly of quality.

4. NCI?. Participanis in NCIP were aware from the beginning that outsiders might
consider the results subjective or non-comparable among institutions. Considerable
effort has been devoted to making the process as objective as possible, for example,
through verification studies. As a result, NCIP is the best tool yet devised by the
research library community to elucidate the breadth and depth of intellectual
resources among ARL libraries. The failure of the Dartmc.th public service test
of NCIP, reported in a recent NCIP News, is an indication that NCIP has not yet

- gained acceptance as the pre-eminent description of AL holdings. One can hope
that the day will come when The Chronicle of Higher Education will find NCIP
resvlts as congenial and compelling as they now find rankings of physical volumes
held and physical volumes added.

5. Although they imperfectly represent the full holdings of ARL libraries, the OCLC,
RLG, UTLAS. and WLN databases would offer valuable opportunities for research
on the spread and overlap of resources among ARL members, and between ARL
me.abers and other libraries represented in the databases.

Recommendations for Counting Holdings
A. Annual Statistics

1. ARL should continue to report counts of physical volumes held and added.
To these traditional measures, however, should be added counts of the
physical units of other materials in ARL libraries. A useable list of these
other materials appears in the ANSI standard and in the IPEDS survey.
They include government documents (dealt witl. in a separate paper);
microforms; manuscripts; cartographic, graphic, audio, film, and video
materials; "machine-readable materials” (now including CD-ROM); and other
materials. The ANSI list ic a bit dated, but is currently being revised by a
committec chaired by Mary Jo Lynch and Peter Young. ARL should move
to adopt the ANSI list for annual reporting ty members.

2. ARL should also adopt the ANSI/IPEDS categories for title counts of
physical volumes; microforms; audio, film, and video materials; and
| machine-readable materials.”
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B.

With title counts ARL should begin reporting the number of titles

represented in the local online catalog. (Note that this may also be.

considered an access measure.)

Irregular Statistics

The Comniittee on ARL Stiatistics, together with the Committee on Management,
should pursue the following two topics.

1.

)

What are the asked but unanswered (uestions about ARL library holdings?
Are they variants of the Machlup questions? Certainly there are pointers
toards unanswered questions in the literature—for example, in the papers
for the CLR Econoinic Seminars and in Martin Cummings’ summary of the
Seminars.

Which of these questions are likely to be answerable through tools such as
the National Shelflist Count, NCIP, and the bibliographic utility databases?
After these questions are formulated, ARL should encourage researchers
among the 8,500 professionals in ARL libraries, as well as among library
school faculty and students, to seek answers. ARL'’s encouragement should
include strong support for grant proposals from researchers to agencies such
as the federal government. CLR, andprivate foundations.

Some of this research—for example, in bibliographic databases—may help characterize the
holdings of all. or nearly all. ARL members. Other research might be based on samples of
members represented in the shelflist counts or in NCIP. It is to be hoped that the research would
point 1o new ways of counting and describing research library holdings. These new ways, in turn,
might lead to recurring compilations of data on holdings: even, further into the future than we
can now see, to annual reports on the state of intellectual resources in research libraries.
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Part 1l COUNTING GOVERNMENT DOCUMENTS
by

Carol A. Turner
University of Florida Libraries

How should ARL libraries count their government documents? This is a question that
arises whenever ARL collection statistics are discussed. And, statistics and counting methodologies
are topics that document librarians have continued to view as problems with no easy or universally
acceptable solutions. There is agreement in prinuiple that documents should be counted. In 1982,
the American © .ary Association’s Government Documents Round Table adopted "Statistics
Guidelines for Government Documents Librarians,” which recommends reporting as collection
resources all documents that are processed for use and added to a library’s permanent collection.
The Guidelines further suggest that, in accordance with ANSI (now NISO) standard Z39.7 on
library statistics, documents be -eported in both physical and inteiiectual units.! Documents
librarians generally support the principle of counting, in order to anticipate requests for data from
federal, state, or local agencies or from library administration, and to secure information needed
to manage resources soundly, evaluate the efficiency and effectiveness of operations, and project
future needs. However, this support is not reflected in consistent practice. Neither the standard
nor the GODORT guidelines havc been widely adopted by libraries. In fact, there is so much
inconsistency in how data are gathered and reported on government documents that
comprehension and comparisons are difficult.

Government documents—i.e. publications prepared, published, or funded by local, state,
national, or international government agencies anywhere in the world—have traditionally been
problematic for libraries. Although they are elusive, often printed in small runs, and distributed
through obscure channels. collectively they constitute a nearly infinite bibliographic universe of
primary source material. An essential element in research library collections, they are difficult to
acquire, to catalog, to house. to preserve, and to access. Consequently, each library has devised
its own methods for handling them. It is neither surprising that these methods differ from those
used for other materials in wmdividual libraries nor unexpected that there is a great deal of
inconsistency among libraries in the handling of government documents.

A few libraries handle government documents in the same manner as other materials. That
is, they catalog them fully and house them in the main collection. In other libraries this approach
is taken for some subset of documents, e.g., scholarly monographs and serials acquired to support
<—~ecitic academic programs. Publications of foreign documents are often handled in this way,
selected and acquired by an area or sutject bibliographer rather than by a documents librarian.
It is generally not the approach taken for large numbers of documents acquired through depository
programs, such as those of the United Nations and the U.S. federal government. Depository
libraries rcceive thousands of publications annually through these programs, and have generally

' Documents to the People, vol. 9, no. 6, November 1982, p. 279-282, 284.
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bech unable to handle them like other materials. In fact, the overwhelming majority of ARL
libraries do not provide the same level of bibliographic control for their U.S. federal publications
as for other materials. The general practice is to house most of these materials in a central
collection, providing access through a shelflist and printed indexes and to catalog only a few of
them because of their subject format or shelving location, or because the librarian anticipates high
use and/or long-term or permanent research value. Because of the volume of documents, the
selection of certain titles for full cataloging often becomes, to some extent, a function of available
staff. Given the very substantial increase in the number of publications distributed through the
U.S. federal depository library program, especially since the introduction of microfiche fcrmat,
many 'ibraries that formerly cataloged most or all of their U.S. federal documents now cutalog
nothing that is in fiche format, or they have curtailed or ceased cataloging U.S. documents
regardless of format.? Because of expedient decisions, inconsistencies in treatment of government
publications have increased. Materials currently received in volume from the U.S. federal
government, the United Nations, or the home state may be represented only in a departmental
shelflist, while similar materials issued by jurisdictions collected less comprehensively or issued
twenty years ago rather than today may be fully cataloged and included in the library’s ‘union
catalog. Given such variations in treatment, it is not surprising that counting and accounting for
these pubiications have also been very difficult.

In recent years there have been substantial efforts to "mainstream” government publications.
Sharing records through bibliographic utilities has made it possi. .« and economically feasible to
catalog more government publications. The availability of the GPO Monthly Catalog tapes has
provided full AACR cataloging for U.S. federal government publications since 1976. Document
libraries have made concerted efforts to bring documents "out of the basement," to better publicize
their value to researchers, and to increase access by integrating document records into their
library’s union catalog. While progress has been slow, these efforts are finally beginning to bear
i,uit as many research libraries are currently involved in plans to include more records for
government publications in their main catalogs. This improvement in access raises additional
questions about how ARL should count government publications.

There are at least three ways that government dncumert resources can be counted:

1. a physical count of volumes (or pieces or linear feet occupied)
a bibliographic count of titles that reflects the intellectual resources held by a
librarics

3. a count of cataloged entities that reflects cataloging productivity, record quality, and

perhaps contributions to national databases.

What ARL has been doing is combining a physical count with a productivity count. Because ARL
asks libraries to report cataloged volumes, government publications are included in ARL's resource
count only if they are fully cataloged and integrated into the main collection.

Since the overwhelming majority of ARL members have been depository libraries for
publications of U.S. federal government for many years, documents constitute a significant portion

2

Turner, Carol, and Latta, Ann. Current Approaches to Improving Access to Government Documents:
An OMS Occasional Paper Produced as Pant of the Collaborative Research Writing Program.
Washington, D.C., Association of Research Libraries, 1987.
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of their collections (millions of pieces or several hundred thousand volumes). But because of the
instructions for reporting volume counts to ARL, two institutions that are depositories for U.S.
federal documents selerting the same number of documents but organizing them differently (one
fully cataloging and the other using SuDoc classification and a shelflist) will have very different
ARL resource statistics even if their volume and title counts are the same. The current method
really compares, ‘nsofar as government publications are concerned, only the number of volumes
cataloged, and not the size of coi.ections or the number of titles in them.

If an ARL library had historically counted uncataloged documents and then decided to
come into conformance vith the instructions, it might suddenly "lose" 20% of its collection.
Obviously this would create confusion for peer institutions charting comparisons, and it could have
substantial political consequences for individual libraries. Furthermore, the annual ARL Statistics
clearly indicate that individual libraries have problems followiag the instructions and rationalizing
their approach to government documents. In the 1986-87 ARL Statistics, more than one-third of
the ARL members provided a footnote to clarify how documents are counted and reported. And,
the definition that now exists i going to become increasingly problematic as more and more
document records enter the mainstream. For example, the University of Florida has a centralized
collection of U.S. documents that has not been included in the ARL Statistics because it has never
been cataloged. Staff are currently working on specifications for loading the GPO Monthly Catalog
tapes, which provide records for U.S. federal documents distributed since 1976. These are fuii
AACR standard cataloging records that will increase the local database by something like a quarter
of a million records. Should these materials now be reported io ARL as cataloged volumes? If
one is counting physical resources with bibliographic access comparable to other materials in the
collection, they should be counted. If one is counting local cataloging productivity they should not.
If they are added to the ARL volume count, does it then make sense to continue to exclude
publications issued earlier that constitute a permanent part of the research coilection but that are
not represented by machine-readable standard cataloging? A further problem heré is the quandary
of the bibliographic vs. physical count. Since many federal documents are small, pamphlet-type
publications issued in series (e.g.. Congressional reports and documents, USDA Bulletins) that are
counted as pieces in many libraries (and are bound together if bound at all), a bibliographic unit
does not necessarily equate with a physical volume. Therefore the question arises as to whether
documents should be reported as pieces rather than as volumes. Here again, if one library reports
each piece as a volume and another reports only bound or "substantial" volumes or uses an
equivalency formula (e.g., one linear foot of documents is equivalent to eleven volumes of book
material), there are great variations in reporting very similar collections.

ARL also specifies that documents be excluded from the reports of current serials and
microform holdings. It is apparent that these two areas create difficulties for reporting libraries,
since so many include footnotes to explain the statistics they have reported. ARL excludes
uncataloged, separatcly housed documents from the count of currently received seri.:s and excludes
all documents from the microforms count. While it appears that ARL is attempting to be
consistent insofar as the treatment of documents in all formats is concerned, this approach creates
other inconsistencies. Neither the current serials nor the microforms counts require that materials
be cataloged in order to be counted. Consequently, excluding all documents without excluding
other materials that are not cataloged seems to be prejudicial against documents. It also invites
inconsistent reportir.g since what is reported is probably dependent not on what a library holds but
on where this material is housed.
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A final issue related to counting documents is whether there should be consistency between
ARL's reports and what libraries must report elsewhere. The other major report of research
library resources is prepared by the U.S. Department of Education from data submitted on its
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data Systems (IPEDS) survey. This survey requests separate
reporting of government publications that are not integrated into general collections. 't asks for
the number of government document ritles, books and serials, that are not included in the general
collection count. The current serial count includes documents if they are "cataloged and shelved
with the regular collections." Microform government fitles not included in the general counts for
book titles and serial titles in microform are separately reported. All other formats (cartographic,
audio, machine-readable, etc.) are reported in titles counts with no specific separation of
govemnment publications. So here, t00, some questions arise about internal consistency.
ARL/IPEDS comparisons do raise a host of issues about bibliographic count versus physical count,
about- how to deal with formats beyond print and microform, and about the feasibility of
implcmenting standards for reporting library statistics. These issues obviously transcend the narrow
area of counting government documents. However, the treatment of government documents
should be considered when these broader concerns are addressed.

There are many specific questions relating to how ARL should deal with the ungainliness
of documents. Should ARL libraries report all documents in their resource count? Should there
be a distinction between documents that are cataloged and integrated into the general collection
of printed materials and those that are housed separately and given less complete bibliographic
control? If separately-housed collections are reported, should they be reported in volumes, pieces,
or linear feet? Should the level of bibliographic control be a factor in how documents are
counted? How should documents b ndled in the count of current serials, of microforms, of
other categories that might be added .0 ARL'’s survey?

Recommendations

1. The overriding recommendation is that government documents be mainstreamed and
not treated differently from other materials unless there is a specific reason to do
s0. Provenance is not a rationale that is used elsewkere in distinguishing among
library materials, so there is no strong case for separating documeats. Even if it were
desirable to separate materials deposited from materials owned, most libraries would
find it difficult to establish base counts in their cataloged general collections.

2. All governraent documents that are a permanent part of the research collection should
be counted and reported in the ARL resource count.

3. Documents that ar: cataloged and integrated into the general collection should be
included in that count and not otherwise distinguished.

4. Librarics should begin reporting in their resource count separately housed and
previously unreported government documents that onstitute a permanent part of their
collections.

5. The document count should include uncataloged materials and material with biblio-
graphic access provided by a batch cataloging process, such as loading the GPO tapes.
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10.

Local procedures should be developed to insure that there is no multiple counting of
document resources. For example, paper copies that will be replaced by hard copies
should not be counted; revisions or replacements should not be added unless what
they revise or replace is subtracted.

A volume count is probably not the best kind of resource count for government
documents. Most documents departments count pieces as they are processed. A
straight linear feet count might be an even better measure to provide comparable
statistics that would counteract individual differences in binding practice, volume
records, etc. Both of these counts would provide useful operational data for libraries,
the former for monitoring and analyzing workload and the latter for space planning,
It would be useful to look at both piecc counts and linear feet counts in order to
determine which is more-feasible and more useful for members to report. Having
both reports would first make it possibie to test assumptions that in large documer:
collections five pieces are roughly equivalent to a volume and 52 pieces to a linear
foot, ard to make overall resource comparisons between libraries by adding documents
to the general collection figures.

Currently received document serials should be include in the current serial count.
Document microforms should be included in the microform count.

Documents should be included in any additional format counts that might be added
to the ARL Straustics.

Q-




Part Iv: OWNERSHIP VS. ACCESS:
NEW MEASURES OF LIBRARY EFFECTIVENESS

by

Thomas W. Shaughnessy
University of Missouri

According to the i986-87 edition of the Asscciation of Research Libraries’ ARL Statistics,
median expenditures for serials increased 18.2% over the previous year, while the number of titles
received grew by only 2%. And in just one year, serials expenditures increased from 52% of the
median acquisitions budget of research libraries to 56%. These data merely corroborate trends
that have been reported by authors such as Ann Okerson and studies which have been done by
Charles Hamaker, Deana Astle and others. All seem to reach the same conclusion, namely, that
the costs of library materials (especizaily serials) are increasing at a rate far above the financial
capabilities of libraries and their parent organizations.

The widening gap beiween the ability of libraries 1o develop research collections in the face
of current fiscal rcalities is creating a crisis of major proportion for most libraries, but particularly
those whose mission is to support research. While this crisis holds mary ramifications for libraries
and their parent institutions, one of the morc interesting is that it is beginning to require a
redefinition of the role of libraries in society and a new apprcacu to their measurement and
evaluation.

The concept of a library as a warehouse of information, if it ever was cntircly valid, is
certainly losing validity today. Partly this change in perspective is due to changes in the system of
scholarly communication, the advent of new informa*‘on tcchnologies, and the simple fact that even
our largest rescarch libraries have heen, and are becoming even more, interdependent. What is
being callcd into question, therefore, is the extent to which libraries should be expected to own
most of the resources needed to support local instructional, research or other programs.

Developments in computing and telecommunications technologies have led many
rescarchers to conclude that physical proximity to data files is far less important than having
cfficient access to those files. It is intcresting to note, for example, that the neceds of most
scientists for the power provided by supercomputers can be satisfied by just four or five
supercomputers strategically placed across the United States. Campus officials have begun to
speculate as to why a similar model cannot be applicd to research libraries, particularly in an age
of linked systems, sc-called wired scholars, 3-M and higher level workstations, and interconnectivity.
They are asking, in effect, why must expensive research collections be duplicated on campus after
campus, and sometimes even among branch libraries on the same campus. Cests associated with
the storage of library materials are also bringing about new approaches to addressing this issue.
Some libraries within a state or region have established cooperative storage centers for less used,
but valuable material On-line, public access catalcgs provide bibliographic access to th : stored
collections and all participants have equal access to all of the stored material. As a result of such
developments. the question as to which library owns a given portion of the collzction becomes far
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less important than the entire collection’s being accessible to all contributors.

A similar model may be applied to library collections located within an area or region. To
the extent that the participating institutions share a common database of holdings, which are
equally accessible to all members of these institutions, why should not each participating library
¢'aim all of the titles contained in the common database as its own? In addition to the fact tha.
this would result in the same titles being counted repeatedly by each library, the question does
illustrate the ownership versus access dilemma. But there is also the question as to the extent to
which such a model really works. In theory it would seem to, but the ultimate test of its validity
would be the reciprocity and intensity of use of the consortium’s collections.

In view of these and other environmental factors, a new library paradigm needs to be
developed, one which combines the best features of both the supply-oriented or warehouse model
and the access-oriented or demand-driven model.?

The supply-oriented research library operatss on the philosophy that the user is best served
by assembling large colle~t‘ons of materials across a broad range of disciplines. Although one is
not certain that all of the materials seected will prove to be useful, library users should have the
opportunity to select relevant docnments from collections which are not only broadly based (one
of several criteria for membership in the Association of Research Libraries) but which have
sufficient schoiarly “2pth as well. According to this calculus, future use may be just as important
as actual use, and given the sometimes serendipitous nature of research, one never really knows
with certainty when a previously unconsulted title might become an important and heavily used
resource. Several studies have demonstrated, however, that past use is the best (though not
completely accurate) predictor of the futuie usefulness of a given title.

It has been argued that in many of our largest research iibraries, quality anc quantity go
hand in hand. While it is true that the larger the collection, the more often a researcher is likely
to find what he or she is seeking, it is possible that user success correlates more strongly with the
carc which went into building the collection in question, or with high-quality bibliographic
description and control, rather than with collection size. There are countless examples where
"bigger" is not necessanly "better! From a user perspective, finding documents or information
relevant to one's reseaich topic is far more important than the recall of large numbers of
documents having little or no relevance.

In contrast, the demand-driven library emphasizes access over ownership; customized,
valuc-added service o ‘er self-service; and information retrieval over document or citation retrieval.
It recognizes that it can nc longer afford to meet the standards of the previous model, or decides
to adopt a new approach to meeting the informational needs of its constituents. According to this
ohilcsophy, the library tries to acquire materials which it has reason to believe are needed fairly
immediately by spec.fic clientele groups. In fact, it seeks to involve more directly its constituents
in the selection process. Large collections of :naterials that may be potentially useful are se=n in
some cases as getting in the way of users seeking documents known to be relevan:. The ideal of
the "well-rounded collection” has no place here. Emphasis is placed upon the duplication of those
titles which are in demand, rather than on the purchase of titles unique to the collection. But
before such a model can be tested, appropriate measures of performance must be developed.

3 Miriam A. Drake. “From Print to Non-Print Matcrials: Library Information Delivery Systems,”
EDUCOM Bulletin 23) (Spring 1988), 28-30.
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Whereas the traditional warshouse model’s measures are in terms of inputs to the organization (for
example, volumes owned, volumes added, serial subscriptions, etc.), performance measures in a
demand-driven organization focus on outpuis (for example, document exposures, access to
resources, timeliness of responses, etc.). The latter are far more - omplex and ambiguous than the
former.

Although ownership of resources has been the hallmark of research libraries for reasons
which have already been presented, a definite shift towards access is occurring. It is quite likely
that measures of access (both qualitative and quantitative) wili be developed and used by libraries
with increasing {requency.

But how does one get a handle on eccess? Among the many so-called “slippery slopes”
that library administrators regularly encounter, few are as formidable as the slippery slope of
access. Within the literature of librarianship, for exampli chere have been articles written on legal
access, bibliographic access, and physical access. The concept has been further explored in terms
of potential and actual access. Potentially, patrons of OCLC member libraries have access to all
of the millions of titles in the database, whereas actual access is typically limited to a smaller subset
of the database.

Another important characteristic of access is iis timeliness. There is probably soine truth
in the paraphrase, "Access delayed is access denied,” but time-frames beyond which one’s need for
information or documents becomes stale are difficult to es.ah"sn, and may vary from discipline to
discipline. User convenience is a related factor thai shouta te considered. Document delivery

systems & ‘e said to enhance user convenience, but once again, the timeliness and the frequen. ; of
deliveries are important censiderations. Furthermore, it should be recognized that, in the majority
of cases, ownership closely coincides with access and convenience. Typically, it is an institution’s
ownership of scholarly resources which attracts scholars and reinforces its claim as a
research-oricnted «gency.

Finally and perhaps most impartantly, the costs of providing access to external resources
need to be carefully evaluated and compared with costs associated with ownership. Materials
purchased by libraries are made avuilable to muliiple rzaders. But these costs are nct passed on
to the user; there is no use fee ascessed. Many librarics do pass on the costs of access to their
users, however. These include, but are not limited to, interlibrary loan charges, telccommunications
charges, document delivery and database searching fees. For some library users, the fee imposed
by libraries may constitute a disincentive or barrier to access.

Access Measu.es for Research Libraries

In addition to the distinctions that have alrcady been offered concerning access. the
concept may be also divided as follows: (1) access that applies to resources owned by an individual
library, or to .esources to which that library has special claim (for example, collections held in a
joint storage f.cility that are equally available . all contributorsy; (2) access that is indicative of
the extent to which a research library serves as a gateway to the spectrum of information and
informational resources iocated elsewhere.
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Measures that might be indicative of the former ("internal” access) are:
- pereentage of holdings recerds in machine cadable form;
—  percentage of records histed in bibliographic utilities;

—  availabiity of an online catalog permitting access from remote lcocations,
—  number of terminals available on-site per uscr.

—  lmanoens. if any, on search strategies cr access,

—  collection accessibility (based on measures developed by Paul Kantory:
—  documer! exposures (volumes consulted on-site and borrowed),

- reterence informational questions answered.

—  astrucuonat classes oftered and number of attendees:

- aerage hours open per week.

r—

—  pereentage of hours statfed with professionals,

—  aalabihis and use of document dehivery services.,
- number of patrons senved.

—  avalabality of loval databases.

-~ eypenditures tor presenvation. number of items preserved

Amc .2 the measures indicative of the latter category ("external” access), that is. resources
+nd intormation avatable elsewhere. are.

—  the ratio of wnterhbran czading o berrowing.
- nteritbrany ioan senvic  fees. i any
~ aserage ILL turn-around tme. number ot items borrowed.

~  avadabiity of public access DCLC andror RLIN terminals. numbers ot users. iree or

fee
~Jdatabase searching senvice. free or tee.
—~  end-user searching facihities,

~ membenhip to enhance access  CRECRLG. OCLC. local consortia. ctc .

O
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- aceess to jointly stored collections:  number of volumes in storage, availability of
onhine, bibhographic access and document delivery,

- avalability and use of document delivery service.

The above listing, which is by no means complete, includes both raw data catcgories and
computed measures (such as the ratio of borrowing to lending).  The latter could be expanded
upua considerably

In view of the range of measures available. it 1s proposed that trom among these a group
ot core measures be idenufied and collected by ARL.  But before core access measures are added
to the ARL Stanstes. the following questions should be considered:

. Should we propose only those data elements that ARL libraries can easily collect in
the normal course of work?  From the 1985-86 Supplementary Statstics it is clear
that the only access data that ARL members casily supply are circulation hgures and
eterence directional guestion tigures. The ARL statistics questionnaire does impose
. oollecung end reporung burden on members. How much should we reasonably add
1o the burden?

2 T wha degrees it at all. should measures requiring sampling be part of the core?
The Kantor output measures. tor example. are all sampling measures. It is one thing
Looreqaest that a count be kept vear-round. such as crculations. It is quite a ditferent
thing to require all ARIL member. to tund sampling projects every year.

3 Should the core aceess measures consist only of raw data. or should computed
measures isuch as ratos) also be included?

Care will need to be taken so as not to vveremphasize access measures.  Access is not a
semsLtute 1o ownership. but complements a librars’s investment in the acquisiuon of resources.
I' v net the nteation of the ARL Committee on Statistics to downplay ihe importance and
conunaed relevance ot ownershp ostatisties Rather. our intention is to identify other
complementan measures that bear directly on the role of research hibraries in the process of
schatarly communication,

Finallv 11 nould be emphasized that the suceesstul development and implementation of o
core group ob aceess measures will not provide a complete answer to the question of what
Charactersties or onitenia ulumately define research bbranes.  In fact. the two access measures
orosently available —arculations and interhibrany loan transactions —fail to discniminate between
rescarch and other bibranes. Many small acadenie libraries, for example, are high net lenders.
However, the cembination of selected access and resources-based measures may provide a cledrer
Jetintion i that they will indicate more fuily the extent to which an individual Iibrary participates
in ssstems of intormation retrieval and scholarly communication. Nevertheless, it is very probable
that they will not adequately capture that quality or "rescarchness” that distinguishes true rescarch
Libraries trom the so wath other missions Tt s this quintessential characterstic that we continue to
SCUK
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Part V' Summary Recommendations

At v mecting on Januany 10, 1989, the Committee on ARL Statistics agreed that a
number of recommendations tor counting the resources of ARL member libraries should be
presented to the membership i May 1939, At the same time, the group concurred that they were
not prepared 1o cecommend speaific access measures to the memtership, though they concurred
that the topie of deeess measures should be discussed more fully - ith the membership as soon as
possible  The computtee also recogmized the need o continue investigating certain fundamental
questions. Accordingly. the commitiee makes the following recommendations:

ARL Statistics

The Commuttee on ARL Statistivs reatfirms current practices but recommends several
chanves be made o ARLS annual collection of data. These changes should be adopted on a trial
haas foF T9SS-SY L possibie and 1989290, and incorporated into the anfudl Statistics for the data
e PR
; ARL “hould conunue @ report counts of physical volumes held and added

c UL BraCioe

N Al gowernment documents that are o permanent part of the research collection should
ne ceunted and reported 1n the ARL Stansties.

¢ Documents that are cataloged and integrated into the general cohiection
Jreddd be included 1n the regular solume count. fcurrent pracice)

< Currenthy recened document sertals should be included - the curren. senals

ot ackange
Docament microtortas should be included 1in the microtorm count  (change)

< D _uments that are separately housed and predwously unreported goverrinent
Ceuments thal comstitute a permanent part of the research collection should
e counted with sufticient foeal care to insure that there is no multiple counting
ot document resources. This count should include uncataloged materials and
material witn bibliogr iphie access provided by a batch cataloging process, such
a4 loading the GPC tapes. At the outset. the count for these materials should
be reported to ARL 1n both Iinear feet and number of preces recerved. (¢ hange)

s I thoese tredinonal measurc >I. should add counts of the phvsical unis ol other
moaterials 1 ARD libranes 1o addition o government documents, these matenals
mddude microtorms. manuscnpts, cartographic. graphic, audio. fiim. and wvideo
materials  machine readable materials (now including CD-ROM). and other materials
rcbange )

ERIC “
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES

APPENDIX D

REPORT ON ASSOCIATION ACTIVITIES

September 1988 - April 1989

Summary

The Association completed 1988 with a small budget surplus. The audited
financial report shows $1.47 million expenditures and a $1,100 surplus for the
Executive Office and the Office of Man~sjement Services. The Association's
financial system and staff were reorganized and, beginning in January 1989, the
Association moved to an accrual accounting procedure. The membership approved
dies for 1989 to assure fiscal stability, and provide an expanded communications
role for the Association in higher education matters.

Highlights of ARL program activities since the September membership meeting
include:

- 1987-88 ARL Statistics and ARL Annual Salary Survey issued early as
the result of an accelerated production schedule, p. 1

- ARL Committee on Statistics issued report of access measures for
research librarijes, p. 1

- ARL Committee on Preservation commenced analysis of preservation
stztistics collected in fall 1988, p. 1

- A briefing package on «lkaline paper was developed and widely
distributed to encourage publisher and congressional attention to
the issue, p. 2

- Successful York Membership meeting attended by 75 institution
representatives, p.2

- University of Illinois, Chicago accepts membership invitation becoming
the 119th member of ARL, p. 2

- ARL Task Force on Review of the Five year Plan propcsed new mission
statement for the Association, p. 3

- ARL Financial Strategies Task Force proposed financial principles to
guide future fiscal planning. p. 3

1527 New Hampshire Avenue, N W, Washington, DC 20036
202-232-2466 FAX 202-462 7349
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es croject report :ssued calling tor an aggressive ARL

.ce of Management Services :ntrocuced a new Creativity Skills
Had 3

¢

t
m
U

- ARL led the opposit:on o OMB informat:ion pol:cies resulting :in .
s:gn:ficant recora of public criticism, and an announcement by C.A4B
zo review the policies, p. 3

There were two significant personnel deveiopments at ARL during tnis
cer:iod. In January 1989, Prue Adler came to the Execut:ve Office as
communicat:on Officer. She was formerly with the Office of Technology Assessment
and was part of the team writing the landmark report, "Informing the Nation."
In February, Max:ine Sitts, long-time leader of the ARL/CMS Systems and Procedures
Txchange Center, .eft to help the Commission on Preservation and Access build
a pudiications progran. We wish her well in her new endeavor.

The challenges f£~cing the Association in 1989 are: building £inanc:.al
stability; extending opportun.ties for member involvement in addressing issues,
strengthening Assoc:ation influence and role in larger environment of higner
oducat ion and scholarly ccmmunication, and maintaining the array of services
orovided zo members. Major issues on the agenda for ARL include follow-up to
tne serials pricing project, monitoring the development of a nat:ional rasearch
and educat:on network, influencing government .nformation policies, and promoting
publisners' use of permarent paper.

ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES
Capabilities

Analysis
& Action

l Strengthening Influencing the
E]{[C Research Library 'y, Scholarlv Information

Performance 1 iz Environment
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I. STATISTICS PROGRAM

ARL Statistics. The 1987-88 ARL Statistics had a target publication date
of January 15, 1989. In an effort to meet this date, procedures were
streaml.ned, definitions clarified, and the production schedule was well
publicized, including when ARL staff would be contacting members with data
verification questions. The last questionnaire was received on December 15, the
publication went to the printer on January 13, and was distributed to the
membership on January 31. ARL staff made about 300 calls during the prccessing
and verification period.

For the first .ime in 1988, preliminary tables of data from +~he ARL
ratistics were distributed to the ARL membership. The tables were rank order
tables covering volumes held, volumes added, current serial titles, total
operating expenditures, and total staff. The tables were distributed on December
1, 1988,

Salary Survey. A publication date for December 15 was established for
the 1988 ARL Annual Salary Survey. For the 1988 Survey, ARL university library
members were given the option of submitting their main library data on a floppy
diskette using a program written in Lotus 1-2-3. The last return was recaived

“ on October 20, but some unforeseen problems with the new method of handling data
caused the analysis process to be slower than originally anticipated. Though
only 50 libraries submitted their data on a floppy diskette, many more libraries
are interested in thic method if some accommodations can be made (e.g., different
software options): these will be investigated for 1986. The preliminary Salary
Survey tables were issued on November 17, and the 1988 Survey--which includes
a number of new tables--was published and sent to the membership on January li,
1989.

In Feopruary 1989, a brief survey was sent to Salary Survey contacts
regarding submission cf salary survey data in machine-readable form. The survey
was designed to 1dentify problems institutions had in ccmpleting the 1988 Survey
and to i1dentify 4 limited number of software options that would allow for as many
university libraries as possible to submit their data on diskettes. Results of
the survey will be compiled and sent to the membership in April.

G & £ Figures. A preliminary report on Library Expenditures as a Percent
of Univers:ty Expenditures was distributed in April.

ARL Index. The ARL membership criteria index wus sent to the membership
1n February. Two institutions requested that their index scores not be included
in the listing distributed to the public.

Preservation Statistics. The ARL Committee on Preservation has begua an
analysis of the preservation statistics collected in the fall 1988. The
publication will be issued in June.

The Committee on ARL Statistics completed a report on "Futu:-e Directions
for the ARL Statistics,” which will be distributed to the membership for
discussion at the May 1989 Meeting. The report covers, in particular, severai
issues relating to holding counts, government documents, resources in ARL
libraries, and access measures.

Q
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II. COMMUNICATION PROGRAM

Newsletter. Issues No. 142-145 of the ARL Newsletter were published in
October, December, March, and April. Work has begun on develooing a new format
for the Newsletter.

M:nutes of the Meeting. The Minutes of the October 1987 Membership Meeting
were published late in 1988. 1In addition, the program f pers from that meeting
were published as a separate volume, Meeting the Preservation Challerge. The
Minutes of the May 1988 Meeting will be distributed in April. Work 1is
progressing on the Minutes from the Sept. 1988 ARL/SCONUL meeting in York,
England, and that publication will be available during the spring of 1989.

ARL Briefing Package No. 3, Preserving Knowledge: The Case for Alkaline
Paper was prepared to encourage publisher use of alkaline paper. ARL developed
the package and collabcrated with the Comrission on Preservation and Access and
the National Humanities Alliance to distribute it widely throughout the library
and scholarly community, publishing industry, and government policy makers. The
package has proved to be particularly successful in promoting permanent paper
legislation in Congress.

III. ARL MEMBERSHIP MEETINGS

September 19%3: Seveniy-£ive ARL directors and guests attended the joint
conference held in conjunction with the Standirg Conference on National and
University Libraries in York, England. The program looked at various facets of
collection development; papers from the meeting will be published in 1989.
Those who attended the meeting found it stimulating and useful to meet and confer
with colleagues addressing similar challenges and obligations but in very
different local environments.

Of the directors completing evalua.ion forms, the large majority were in
~he seven to ten range for each qQuestion. The few ratings below five appeared
on d1fferent evaluations; no one respondent rated all items below five. Overall,
the meeting was viewed as extremely successful.

May 1989: Plans were developed for the May 1989 Membership Meeting around
the programmatic theme of Technology and the Future of Scholarly Exchange. Brown
University in Providence, Rhode Island is host fur the meating.

IV. GOVERNANCE OF THE ASSOCIATION

Membership Committees. The 1988 ad huc Membership Committee presented a
report and recommendation to the ARL membership for discussion at the September
1988 Membership Meeting in York. A summary of the discussion was prepared and
sent to the membership, along with a mail ballot. The membership approved the
committees recommendations, and the University of Illin>is at Chicago was invited
to join the Association. The committee has prepared a follow-up report on
Efocedures that will go to the Board in May.

2
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The ad hoc Membership Committee on Non-university Libraries was appointed
in February to review procedures for eveluating potential non-university library
members of ARL. The committee will present a preliminary report to the Board
in May.

The ARL ®lanning Process was advanced. A Task Force on Review of the ARL
Plan 1including James Govan, Marilyn Sharrow, Elaine Sloan, Duane Webster (ex-
officio), and Kaye Gapen, Chair, held preliminary discussions with the ARL Board.
The Board endcrsed the Task Force's proposal for a new mission statement for the
Association. The Board also endorsed a recommendation for the convening of
membership in strategy forums to identify the critical issves facing research
libraries in the near future.

The Task Force on Financial Strategies, established by the Board in May,
completed its work in the fall. Members include David Bishop, Chair, Carlton
Rochell, Peter Freeman, Elaine Sloan, Charles Miller, and Duane Webster (ex
officio). The chair reported recommendations to the Board at its meeting in
February and made recommendations for establishing a set of operating principles
to guide long term financial planning. These principles will be presented to
membership at the May meeting.

In addition to these two task forces, there are six standing committees
and fourteea liaisons supported by ARL staff. Status reports on committee
activities follow:

Commit tee on Government Poli._es:
Chair, Merrily Taylor; Staff, Jaia Barrett
1989 Agenda of issues: legal issues strategy, line of business
restrictions on telephone companies, policy on free expression of
ideas, and a ten-year review of the HEA II-C program.

Committee on the Management of Research Library Resources:
Chair, Sul Lee; Staff, Jeffrey Gardner, and Susan Jurow
1989 Agenda of issues: design of a strategy for future office
services, review of training needs of research libraries, and
consideration of library education initiatives.

Committee on ARL Statistics:
Chair, Tom Shaughnessy; Staff, Nicola Daval
1989 Agenda issues: collecting and displaying comparable data on
government documents collections, guidelines for dealing with material
in shared storage facilities, and develoring access measures.

ARL Committee on Bibliographic Control:

Chair, Dorothy Gregor; staff, Jutta Reed-Scott

1989 Agenda of issues: supportung and monitoring the efforts of the
Library of Congre3s to address issues in the area of bibliographic
control; completion of guidelines for bibliographic records for
preservation microfilm masters (monographs); consideration of
guidelines for cataloging preservation microfilm serial masters; and
monitoring the National Coordinated Cataloging Project.

Q P
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ARL Committee on Collection Development:
Chair, Susan Nutter; Staff, Jeffrey Gardner
1989 Agenda of issues; follow up on serials prices project, operation
of the NCIP, ARL role in the issue of foreign acqQuisitions, and
strategy for examination of the larger question of the future of
scholarly communication.

ARL Committee on Preservation of Research Library Materials:

Chair, Carole Moore; staff, Jutta Reed-Scott

1989 Agenda of issues: promoting publisher use of permanent paper;
supporting and advancing the development of a North American strategy
for preservation; analysis of 1987-88 preservation statistics; review
of minimum guidelines for preservation in ARL libraries; and
continuation of retrospective conversion of reports in the National
Register of Microform Master (NRMM).

An invitation to ARL members to nominate staff to participate in a visiting

program officer project prompted several inquiries. In October, the ARL
Executive Office began work with Diane Smith from Pennsylvania State University
on two projects: identifying innovative library ‘programs for delivery of

government information in electronic format, and developing an outline for an
information polic/federal relations workshop for academic librarians. Rhonda
MacInnes, of the National Library of Canada began as an intern/trainer in OMS
in November. Karen Turko from Unive.sity of Toronto is preparing an analytical,
state-of-the-art report on mass dea:idification processes. Samuel A. Streit of
Brown University has begun a review of the past ten years of the HEA II-C
program. Sandra Peterson, Ya.e University, will assist with ARL's
recommendations for change in OMB information policies and the Paperwork
Reduction Act.

V. MANAGEMENT SERVICES (OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT SERVICES (OMS))

A. Research and Development Program (Activities aimed at developing
funding proposals and new OMS services or supporting study of special issues)

NEH Project. The National Endowment for Humanities awarded a grant of
$146,000 to the Office in September 1988 for a Preservation Administrator
Training Program. fhe grant supports the participation of ten ARL member
libraries in “he Office's Preservation Planning Frogram (PPP), the training of
preservation specialists to serve as consultants on the PPP, and a formal
evaluation of the PPP by Margaret Child. The initial nine libraries selected
to participate in the PPP are: University of Arizona, University of Colorado,
Boston Public Library, Duke University, University of Georgia, University of
Kentucky, Oklahoma State University, Purdue University, and Syracuse University.
One library remains to be selected by the Project Advisory Committee this spring.
All ten participants will complete their projects between fall 1989 and fall
1991. OMS staff designed and carried out a six-day consulting skills workshop
for sixteen preservation specialists in March and the initial assignments of
the consultants to PPP participants has been made. The workshop emphasized the
analytical and interpersonal skills required to work with the library study teams
and Lask forces in working through comprehensive self-studies. The workshop also
included coverage of izsues related to serving as a preservation consultant
within the participants' home institutions.

4 j ‘ v
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Resource Management Institute. This Institute has been designed and will
be offered for the first time in December 1989. The program will follow the
budget cycle of a library to exp ore the process of monitoring, analyzing, and
manag.ng financial resources. Forecasting, presentation techniques and budget
development will also be covered. Publicity for the new Institute including
location information will appear in early July.

Study of Professional Staff Turnover In Research Libraries. This study
was conducted 1n the response to the ARL Management Committee's desire to improve
the understanding of the demographic characteristics of research library staff.
Of 106 libraries receiving the survey, 98 responded. A preliminary report was
mailed to all directors, and a final report will be published in mid-1989 as an
OMS Occasional aper. This paper will address turnover rates a3 they relate to
size of staff, gecgraphic regions, and population density, and will help
libraries assess employee retention conditions and project staff rcecruitment and
replacement requirements.

Inhouse Training Program. OMS staff have been working with the National
Library of Canada in the development of an ongoing, inhouse training capability.
The Project has built on OMS experience with its Consultant Training Program and
inc ludes several components. These include: an assessment process for selecting
library staff with skills and competencies required to be effective trainers;
a one-week training the trainers workshop for selected staff; a training
practicum experience for the selected staff, and a series of basic managemant
and supervisory skills workshops for all supervisors in the National Library,
as well as a series of one-day orientation workshops for non-supervisory staff.
The progrezm was conducted in a bilingual environment, in both English and French.
Office staff plan to develop a generalizable program for development of training
capabilities, based on their experience at the National Library of Canada. The
National Library and the OMS have developed a one-year internship in which a
Library staff member, Rhonda MacInnes’, will work with OMS as a trainer, providing
the National Library staff with a developmental opportunity and the OMS with
additional staff capabilities.

ARL/OMS Conference Showcase Booths. Plans are u.derway for the June 1989
Library Showcase at *he ALA Annual Conference in Dallas. The theme of this
year's exhibit is "Innovation Achieved by Research Libraries." Three multi-
media exhibits will be presencted. Programs to be exhibited include:

Washington State University's NEH funded Core Curriculum Project, which
links a one-of-a-kind World Civilizations Course, English Composition,
Library Research Skills, and library media;

lowa State University's celebration c¢f the 100th anniversary of
Bibliographic Instruction. The exhibit includes 15 editions of the Library
Instruction Manual, z=ample quizzes, video tapes used in instruction, and
educational objectives for the program; and,

The University of Illinois at Chicago's campus-wide electronic network.
The system will be accessed in real time through dial access and will be
available at the Showcase for hands-on use.
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The North American Collections Inventory Project (NCIP). NCIP is operating
on a cost rocovery basis. Current efforts are directed toward ensuring ongoing
project participation by libraries that have begun Conspectus evaluations as well
as providing training, resources, and project documentation to new participants.
The work of worksheet development and revisions continues and the OMS continues

its cooperative efforts with RLG in those activities. In addition, OMS is
coordinating non-RLG ARL l:braries Conspectus data entry into the Conspectus
online.

Future activities in the project include maintaining basic NCIP support
services for current and new participants, coutinuing NCIP NEWS and the NCIP
Users' Group, distributing the microcomputer-based Conspectus system being
developed at the Universi.y of North Carolina to participants, considering
possible demonstration projects wutilizing the Conspectus for cooperative
activities in the areas of collection development and preservation, and
considering the ramifications of increased use of the Conspectus internationally.

Video Rental Program. OMS has launched a video rental program in response
to expressions of interest from personnel and staff development officers in ARL
libraries. The program is a vehicle for libraries to have access to management
videos of interest to them at a cost savings. Our goal is to acqQuire at least
one copy of those videos most needed by subscribers, with an initial collection
of ten wideos.

after paying the initial start-up fee ($350 for ARL Members, $410 for non-
members) libraries pay $15/video to cover the cost of postage and handling.
Libraries also pay a $100 renewal fee ($120, non-ARL members) 2ach year. This
money will be used to either purchase new videos or additional copies of popular
titles.

Libraries will be able to begin borrowing videos May 15, 1989.

B. Academic Libra-y Program (activities related to conducting
institutional studies and consultations at ARL member libraries).

During this period, several projects were in various stages of operation:

* Preservation Planning Program Studies: University of Florida;

National Agricultural Library Special Consultation; SUNY-Euffalo;
University of Southern California.
* Public Services Studies: University of Pittsburgh

Collection Analysis Project: Wake Forest University

Leadership Development Programs: University of Cincinnati

—a
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C.

Systems and Procedures Exchanga Center

Research and Publications Completed:

QUICK-SPEC Surveys Completed. Four ARL members have requested QUICK-
SPEC surveys on the following t»pics: (1) Fee-Based Services; (2°
Audio, Video, and Film Facilities; (3) Serials Check-in; (4) Research
Library Directcrships - regarding the educational and work-experience
backgrounds of major research and ac idemic library directors. Tallies
of the surveys are sent to all libraries responding to the survey

Other interested ARL members can request copies for a minimal charge

SPEC Kits Completed. T'e following SPEC Kits have been completed
and mailed to subscribers: Serials Controls Projects; User Surveys;
Electronic Majl; Building Security and Personal Safety; Qualitat:ive
Collection fnalvysis--The Conspectus Methodology; and Brittle Books
Programs.

Other SPEC Publications Completed. Toward Telecommunlications
Strategies 1n Academic and Research Libraries -- 10 Case Stud:es,
Qualitative Evaluation Methods for Reference Services: An

Introductory Manual; The 1988 Autcmation Inventory of Research
Libraries, purlished in November 1988, feaatures an expanded analysis
that examines trends and vendor changes over the past two years. The
Resource Notebook and the Manual for the Preservation Planning Program
are popular among ARL members and other libraries, and both of these
publications have been reprinted. :

Upcoming SPEC Publications:

SPEC Kit Topics. Remote Storage; Authcrity Control, Online Searcn
Services; Visiting Scholars; Environmental Conditions; CD-RCM,
Artificial I.telligence/Expert Systems; U,er Fees/Services.

Other SPEC Publications. Alternative Strategies for Strengthening
the Library's Fundraising and Development Capability; Interlibrary
Loan in Academic and Research Libraries: Wor«load and Sraffing,
Staff Turnover; and 1989 Automation Inventory of Research Libraries

List of Liaisons Avallable. SPEC has created a list of SPEC Liaisons
located
electsonic mail numbers, and FAX numbers.

D.

at ARL libraries which includes their telephone numters, ALANET

The Traini~g and Stuff Development Program

During this period rhe following training events were conducted:

A sponsored Advanced Management Skills Institute was held at the

University of Nebraska-Lincoln, September 25-30.

- A public Advanced Management Skills Institute was held in Charleston,
SC, November 6-11.

- A sponsored Basic Management Skills Institute was held at the Univers:ity
of Arizona-Tucson, November 15-18.

1508
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Analytical Skills Institute was held in Austin, TX, November
-

. .
~reatisity to Innovation Workshop was held in Washington, DC,
- - v ey -

A spcnsored 3Basic Management Skills Institute was held at Howard

“aiversity, -anuarsy.

- A sponsored Advanced Management Skills Tnstitate was held at Emory

“nivers.ty, February 12-17.

- A sponsored Basic Management Skills Institute was held at the University

~f§ r.orida, February 27-March 2.

- A sponsored Advanced Management Skills Institute was held for the

nyiversity of Alberta, April 21-26.

1988, tne Creativity to Innovation Workshop was presented for
.-e ¢.rst time. Elghteen participants from member libraries looked at ba;riers
*~ zreativity, creative problem-soiving, and ways of fostering innovation }n our
~rgan:zat.ons The worksnop will be presented three times in 1989: twice on
sponsored bas:is and once as a public Institute in New Orleans, November.8-10.
_ements of the workshop have been adapted for several shorter presentations.

-

"n Jecember

1L -1}

A Preservation Consuitants Workshop was held in Washington, DC, March 5-
S.xteen preservations specialists attended the NEH-sponsored event, designed
+~ tevelcp a core group of preservation consultants to work with ARL's

Freservation Plann:ing Program. The workshop focused on influencing skills,
~—=w _ oI-v.em-s0lving technlques ar? working with clients.
.

The Off:ce of Management Services will be presenting an Institute for
4ss.s-art/Associate Directors in ARL Libraries September 26-2%  at a conference
e~-ar :n Safety Harber, Florida. It will look at creative prooiem-snlving,
s-ap.~g ~rganizational culture, and the effective use ol groups in our
rganizat:ons

The Resource Managemont Institute, financial skills for librarians,
s-rnedu.,ed for October has been rescheduled for December 5-8, 1989, in

L-ottsdalie, AZ

The schedule of public Institutes remaining in 1989 includes:

33s5:° Management Sk:lls Institutes: Managing the Leatrning Process
May 16-19, Minneapolis, MN August 1-4, Eugene, OR
June 12-15, Knoxville, N
October 3-6, Baltimore, MD Creativity to Innovation

Nov. 8-10, New Orleans, LA
Advanced Management Ski.ls Institute
Oct. 29-Nov. 3, Denver, CO Resource Management:
December 5-8, Scottsdale, AZ
Ana.vtical Skills Instituze:
Jine 6-9, Detroit, MI

~ERIC I
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VI. FEDZ/AL RELATIONS AND INFORMATION POLICY DEVELOPMENT

A. Sumgaly of lctivities

A variety of activities were undertaken to cowmmunicate the follcwing ARL
ands during this period:

Support for: increased federal role and funding for the NEH Office cf
Preservation; Lib-ary of Congress preservation activities (including an increase
in preservation microf:lming and quick availability of the LC developed DEZZ
process at reasonable prices); a Congressional resolution on permanent paper;
Congressional review of policies on electronic dissemination oI gcvernment
information; remote pubiic access to a Federal Maritime Commission database; ard
funding for the Library of Congress, the GPO, NEH, and KHEA.

Opposition to: CMB  information policies; Commerce policies
issemination; F3I inguiries on the use of libraries; and, the Library
mprovement Act as a subnst.tute for present library programs.

d

MAJOR INITIATIVE

Permanent Paper Policy. ARL has been an active participant in encouraging
and promoting Congressiona. adoption of a resolution encouraging publisher use
of permanent paper. ARL Briefing Package No. 3 has been effectively used in

raking visits to congress.onal offices to promo.e the legislation. ARL, ALA,

and NHA staff met with the GPC Acting Puclic Printer and the Superintendent of
Documents and, on another occasion, with staff of the Joint Committee on Printing
to ask for their support Zor strategies to get U.S. government publications
printed on permanent paper. The legisiation shows promise of successful passage
and has already served to heighten the awareness within the Government atout
creservation of printed resources and the federal role in support of this effore.

On related matters, ARL staff have served as points of contact for
Congressicnal :nterest in .dentification of research nseded to be undertaken in
order to advance preservation strategies, and on selection patterns emplicired by
libraries in preservation frograms.

OMB Information Policies. ARL has played a signifizant role in focusing
public, press, and congressional attention on the negative impact of CMB
information policies. Through active outreach to the library, scholarly, and
commercial sector, ARL achieved a short term goal: placing proposed OMB poiicies
on Lold pending a thorough review of Circular A-130. The task ahead is to
address the longer term goal of shaping this review to achieve information
policies that support and enhance piblic availability of gove}nment information.

B. Tactics
Tactics employed incluaded testimony before Congressional committees, visits
to staff of Congressional committees, use of the ARL Legislative Contact Network

5 generate member letters and calls, ARL staff letters and calls, and reliance
on Visgiting Prcgram Cfficers to assist 1in this arena.

O
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Testimony on behalf of ARL was presented by Marilyn Sharrow (on LC budget®,
Kaye Gapen (joint witness with ALA cn GPO budget), and Sidney Verba (joint
witniss with the National Humanities Alliance and CPA on the NEH budget). Kaye
Gapen and Nancy Cline joined ARL and ALA staff for Congressional office visits
on government information issues. ARL staff al<o met with OMB staff and with
representat ives of a wide variety of public interest, scholarly, and for-profit
organizat:ons. And finally, ARL orchestrated a joint lette’ by major library
associations (ARL, ALA, SLA, and AALL) on funding for the Government Pr.nting
Office.

The ARL Legislative Contact Network was activated on two matters during
this reporting period: (1) support for congressional adoption of a policy on
perme~ent paper; and (2) opposition to OMB information pclicies and a call for
congressional review of the impact of these policies on public availability of
US government information. Response to ARL requests for contacts with federal
legislators was quick, tmpressive in volume, and effective in registering the
interest and positions of ARL libraries. The network is being updated foc the
current Congress.

Three ARL Visiting Program Cfficers began projects with ARL staff on topics
in this general arena.

ARL Institute on National Information Policy. To expand the number of
people from academic and research institutions engaged in discussions of national
livrary and information policies, ARL is developing a proposal for a Washington-
tased model inst:itute. The project is the result of Penn State's Visiting
Srogram Officer Diane Smith's tenure at ARL.

HEA II-C Review. Brown University's Visiting Program Officer, Samuel A
Stre:t, has begun a study on behalf of ARL to assess the impact of 10 years of
the HEA II-C progranm.

OMB Information Policies. Yale's Visiting Program Officer Sandra Peterson
:s assisting wita development of recommendations for changes in OMB iu:formation
pCiiCy statements and the Paperwcrk Reduclion Act.

C. Government Policies Committee

The Committee has consulted with ARL staff during this period for questicns
arising about AR! policies. In February, Ellen Hoffmann was appointed to assist
in the identification of issues addressed by this committee that are relevant
to Canadian member concerns and to develop a means to expand on ARL's efforts
with regard to -hese issues in Canada.

D. Federal Grant Oppnrtunities

ARL supplies U.S. members with information about federal programs offering
grants in support of research library activities. In this period, application
and deadline information for the HEA 11-C and II-D programs, and the NEH Jffice
of Preservation programs, was provided.
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E. Other Activities

Other ARL activities in this area include monitoring legislative interest
and participating in meetings on an array of issues including software and
copyright legislation, CCC model license for universities, legislation to
establish a national research and education network, omendments to FOIA, and
reauthorization of the Paperwork Reduction Act.

VII. RELATIONS WITH SCHOLARLY COMMUNITY

Activities during this period included ARL Executive Director participation
in the National Humanities Alliance and his election to the board of directors
of NHA. The Executive Director also joined in the discussions of the CLR
Research Library Committce meeting in December. The continuing working
relationship with the Amrrican Council of Learned Societies and the American
Association of Universities was maintained.

The Librarian of Congress, James Billing:on, met with the ARL Board of
Directors in February 1989 to discuss budget and organizational plans. ARL staff
meet regularly with the librarian and his staff to monitor developments.

In addition to these efforts, ARL continues to participate in the Library
of Congress Network Advisory Committee (NAC) meetings with Bill Studer, Ohio
State Libraries, and Prue Adler, ARL Communication Officer, representing ARL
interests and concerns. ARL sponsored National Net '89 and ARL staff
participated in EDUCOM's Telecommunications Task Force (NTTF) discussions of the
design and development of a national telecommunications research network.

VIII. ACCESS TO SCHOLARLY INFORMATION
EROJECTS AND COMMITTEES

This capability is related to establishing, funding, an¢ managing selected
projects to achieve the ARL mission " enhancing access to scholarly information
resources. There are three mejor access projects underway.

National Register of Microform Masters (NRMM) Recon Project. Effective
June 1989, thae Computer Coumpany, TCC, the contractor for ARL's NRMM Recon
Project, has terminated the contract for converting the monographic reports in
the NRMM Master File. TCC's management has decided to consolidate the company's
information processing services, and to discontinue its library operations. ARL
and TCC have agreed to termination provisions that will ensure orderly close-
out of the TCC contract and will indemnify ARL for the added costs resulting from
TCC's decision. ARL and the Library of Congress began the rebidding process in
March, while TCC continues to process reco-ds. Between March 1 and April 30,
TCC plans to delivar approximately 28,000 records to the Library of Congress for

quality contrel. This will bring the number of records converted by TCC to
approximately 60,000. These records will be distributed by LC's Cataloging
Distribution Service by mid-summer. It ic anticipated that the time period

hetween ..~ termination of the TCC contract in June and the start-up of a new
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contrazr will be minimal. Despite the extension of the original scaedule, ARL
is strongly committed to completion of th.s project.

B. Serials Prices Project. After a year~iong study, ARL has received two
final reports on serials prices form Economic Consulting Services, Inc. (ECS)
and Ann Okerson. ARL commissioned these studies in the spring of 1988 in
response to what has been widely tegarded as a crisis affecting research
libraries' ability to serve the information needs of the scholarly community.

The ECS report tracks prices of over 150 serial titles against publishing
costs from 1973 through 1987. The serial titles are drawn from the output of
four commercial publishers: Pergamon Press from the United Fingdom, Springer-
Verlag from West Germany, Elsevier from The Netherlands, and Plenum Publishers
from the United States. The ECS study contributes country~based estimated
publishing cost indexes to the understanding of the issue and provides a basis
for judging the appropriateness of price increases.

The Okerson report provides a comprehensive review of the serials prices
problem and concludes with a series of specifi: recommendations within three
broad categories. The first category includes actions which ARL can consider
to assist libraries in dealing directly with the issue through local and/or

~ooperative library actions. The second category includes actions directed
toward introducing and fostering greater competition to the commercial publishers
of scientific, technical, and medical journals. The third category includes

actions directed toward intreducing and fostering greater competition to the
commercial publishers of scientific, technical, and medical journals. The thicd
category includes actions directed toward reducing the amoun: of information
published and distributed through the scientific journal by working with scholars
to influence the ways in wnich the schoiarly and academic communities operate
peer review systems.

North American Collections Inventory Preject: This project is administered
by the Office of Management Services. See p. 6 for status report.

IX. INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS

This capability covers monitoring activities, ma.ntaining selected
contacts, identifying developments on issues of importance to American research
libraries, and sharing experience of North American research libraries that may
contribute to development of research libraries internationally.

ARL met in England with SCONUL as part of a joint meeting as described
elsewhere. As the result c¢f discussions held at this meeting and subsequently
at the British Library, several joint UK/ARL projects are being considered.
First an invitation was extended by ARL to SCONUL to sponsor a joint meeting in
North America as part of the regular fall ARL meeting schedule. Second, options
for joint action over gerials prices will be considered as part of the outgrowth
of the ARL study of the problem. Third, a formal program of senior staff
exchanges is being developed and funding sources are being explored.

[
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X. GENERAL ADMINISTRATION

At midyear 1988, a balanced budget for 1989 was developed with the
assistance of the ARL Executive Committee. Subsequentiy, the ARL Board of
Direstors ind the membership approved a dues increase of 13.4% in order to
achieve this balancea budget.

At the end of the year, an audit of ARL's financial systems reported total
expenditures for the Executive Office and the Office of Management Services of
§1.4 million and a surplus of §$1,100. The fund balance at the end of 1988 was
$152,000, up slightly from 1987. Dues generated revenue was §735,000, or roughly
5 37 of total expeaditures. The Executive Office and the Office of Management
Services each attracted roughly $120,000 of external grants to support project
activities and the remaining revenue was secured through sale of services and
nublications, mainly by the OMS. The full audited financial report will be
issued as part of the Minutes from the May 1989 meeting.

At the beginning of 1989, the Association changed from a modified cash
basis accounting policy to an accrual basis.

Several staff changes were made during this period. Prudence S. Adler was
names ARL Communications Officer effective January 30, 1939. She is responsible
for the design and operation of a communication program to convey Association
positions on policy matters to members and the larger scholarly community. Ms.
Adler comes to ARL from the Congressional Office of Technology Assessment where
cne has served most recently as Assistant Project Director in the OTA
Communications and Information Technologies Program. In February, Maxine K.
Sitts, Information Services Specialist for the OCffice of Management Services,
left the OMS to accept a position a3 Program Officer with the Commission on
Preservation and Access. Efforts were startad to recruit a replacement for Ms.
Sitts.

With the new year, a series of ARL senior staff visits to ARL member
libraries was instituted. Following the pattern established by former Executive
Director, Shirley Echelman, ARL staff will accept invitations to visit member
institutions and discuss research library 1ssues and prospects with library staff
and other pertinent constituencies.

ERIC 1
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ATTENDANCE AT 114th MEMBERSHIP MEETING

Providence, Rhode Island
May 10-12, 1989

MEMBER INSTITUTIONS

University of Alabama Librarics
Charles B. Osburn

Umversity of Alberta Library
John Teskey

Umversity of Arizona Library
Sara Heitsu

Arizona State Unrversity Library
William G Potter

Boston Public Library
Arthur Curley

Boston University Library
John Laucus

Brigham Young University Library
Not Represented

Umiversity of British Columbia Library
Douglas N Mclnnes

Brown Umversity Library
Merrily E Taylor

U arversity of Caldornia, Berkeley Library
Joseph A Rosenthal

Unwersity of Califorma, Davis Library
Martvn 1 Sharrow

Uninveraty of Caldorma, Irvine Library
Calvin ' Boyer

Unnversity of Califormia, Los Angeles Library
Russell Shank

a

University of California, Riverside Library
James Thompson

University of California, San Dicgo Library
Dorothy Gregor

University of California, Santa Barbara Library

Cecily Johns

Canada Inst. for Scientific & Technical Info.
Elmer V. Smith

Case Western Reserve University Libraries
Susan J. Coté

Center for Research Libraries
Donald B Simpson

Unwversity of Chicago Library
Martin D. Runkle

Umversity of Cincinnati Libraries
Linda B. Cain

University of Colorado Library
James F. Williams II

Colorado State University Library
Joan Chambers

Columbia University Libraries
Elaine F. Sloan

Umversity of Conu.cticut Library
Norman D. Stevens

Corncll University Libraries
Not Represented

Sa &
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Dartmouth College Libraries
Margaret A. Otto

Umversity of Delaware Library
Susan Brynteson

Duke University Libraries
Jerry D. Campbell

Emory University Library
Joan 1. Gotwals

Uni.ersity of Florida Libranes
Dale Canelas

Flonda State University Library
Charles E. Miller

Georgetown Unwersity Library
Joseph E. Jeffs

University of Georgia Libraries
Bonnie J Clemens

Georgia Insutute of Technology Library
Not Represented

University of Guelph Library
Not Represented

Harvard University Library
Sidney Verba

University of Hawan Library
John R. Haak

University of Houston Libraries
Robin N. Downes

Howard Unmversity Libraries
Not Represented

Unwersity of Ilinois at Chicago Library
Beverly P Lynch

University of Tlinows at Urbana Library
David F Bishop

Indiana Universty Libranes
Carolyn A Snyder

Unwversity of lowa Libraries
Sheila D. Creth

Iowa State University Library
Warren B. Kuhn

Johns Hopkins University Library
Johanna Hershey

University of Kansas Library
James Ranz

University of Kentucky Libraries
Paul A. Willis

Kent State University Libraries
Don Tolliver

Laval University Library
Claude Bonnelly

Liorary of Congress
Ellen Hahn

Linda Hall Library
Not Represented

Louisiana State University Library
Not Represented

McGili University Library
Eric Ormsby

McMaster University Library
Graham R. Hill

Unwersit, of Manitoba Librarics
Earl C. Ferguson

University of Maryland Library
H. Joanne Harrar

University of Massachusetts Libraries
Richard J. Talbot

Massachusetts Inst. of Technclogy Librs.
Jay K. Lucker

University of Miami Library
Frank D. Rodgers

Uriversity of Michigan Library
Carle J. Stoffle

Michigan State University Library
Richard E. Chapin

i
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Ur? ercity of Minnesota Libraries
Not Represented

University of Missouri Library
Thomas W. Shaughnessy

National Agricultural Library
Joseph H. Howard

National Library of Canada
Marianne Scott

National Library of Medicine
Not Represented

University of Nebraska-Lincoln Libraries
Kent Hendrickson

Newberry Library
Charles T Cuilen

University of New Mexico Library
Robert E. Migncault

New York Public Library
Paul Fasana

New York State Library
Jerome Yavarkovsky

New York University Libraries
Carlton C. Rochell

University of North Carolina Library
Joe A, Hewtt

North Carolina State University Licrary
Susan K Nutter

Northwestern University Libraries
John P McGowan

University of Notre Dame Libraries
Robert € Miller

Ohio State University Labraries
Willhiam ] Studer

Unrveraty ot Oklahoma Library
sul H [Lee

Oklahoma State University Library
Sheia Johnson

[SPN

University of Oregon Library
George W. Shipman

University of Peansylvania Libraries
Paul H. Mosher

Pennsylvania State University Library
Nency Cline

University of Pittsburgh Libraries
H. David Brumble

Princeton University Library
Donald Keepp

Purdue University Library
Emily R. Mobley

Queen’s University Library
Margot B, McBurney

Rice University Library
Samuel Carrington

University of Rochester Libraries
James F. Wyatt

Rutgers University Library
Joanne R. Euster

University of Saskatchewan Library
Paul Wieps

Smithsonian Institution Librarics
Vija Karkiins

University of South Carolina Libraries
C. J. Cambre, Jr.

University of Southern California Library
Philip Tompkins

Southern Hlinois University Library
Kenneth G. Pcterson

Stanford University Libraries
David C. Weber

State Univ. of New York at Albany Libranes

Meredith Butler

State Univ. of New York at Buffalo Libraries

Barbara von Wahlde
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State Univ. of New York at Stony Brook Librs.
Donald C. Cook

Svracuse University Library
David H. Stam

Temple University Library
James Myers

University of Tennessee Libraries
Paula T. Kaufman

University of Texas Libraries
Harold W. Billings

Texas A & M University Library
irenec B. Hoadley

University of Toronto Libraries
Carole Moore

Tulane University Library
Philip E Leinbach

Umversity of Utah Libraries
Roger ¥ Hanson

Vanderbilt Unmiversity Library
Malcolm Getz

Virginia Polytzchnic Inst. & State Univ.
Paut M. Gherman

University of Virginia Libraries
Ray Frantz

University of Washington Library
Charles E. Chamberiin

Washington State Universities Library
Mzureen Pastine

Washington University Libraries
Suirley Baker

University of Waterloo Library
Mot Represented

Wayne State University Libraries
Peter Spyers-Duran

University of Western Ontario Library
Dale Bent

University of Wisconsin Libraries
Jennifer A. Younger

Yale University Liraries
Jack A. Siggins

York University Libraiies
Elle . Hoffmann

Py
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“*EMBERS

Baker, Shirley
Bent, Dale
Billings, Harold W
Bishop, David
Bonnelly, Claude
Boyer, Calvin J
Brumble, H. Dawid
Brynteson, Susan
Butler. Meredith

Cam, Linda B.
Cambre, C ], Ir
Campbell, Jerry D
Canclas, Dale
Carrington, Samucl

Chamberlin, Charles L

Chambcrs, Joan
Chapm., Richard E
Clemens, Bonnie J
Chne, Nancy

C ook, Donald
Cotd, Susan J
Creth, Sheila D
Cullen, Charles T
Curley. Arthur

Downes, Robin N
Fuster, Joanne R

Fasana, Paul
Ferguson, Earl (
Frantz, Ray

Gets, Malcolm
Gherman, Paul M
Gotwals, Joan 1
Gregor, Dorothy

Haak, John R
Hahn, Ellen
Hanson, Roger K
Harrar, H Joanne
Hertsu, Sara

NAME INDEX

Washington University Libraries

University of Western Ortario Libraries
University of Texas Libraries

University of Ilinois at Urbana Library

Laval University Library

University of California, Irvine Library

University of Pittsburgh Libraries

University of Declaware Library

State University of New York at Albany Libraries

University of Cincinnati Libraries
Univers.ty of South Carolina Libraries
Duke University Libraries

University of Florida Libraries

Rice University Library

University of Washington Library
Colorado State University Library
Michigan State University Library
University of Georgia Libraries
Pennsylvania State University Library

State University of New York at Stony Brook Libraries

Case Western Reserve Libraries
University of lowa Libraries
Newberry Library

Boston Public Library

University of Houston Libraries
Rutgers University Library

New York Public Library
University of Manitoba Lit.raries
University of Virginia Libraries

Vanderbilt University Library

Virginia Polytechnic Inst and State Univ Library
Emory University Library

University of California, San Diego Library

University of Hawati Library
Library of Congress

'niversity of Utah Librarics
University of Maryland Library
Unversity of Arizona Library

orma
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Hendrickson, Kent
Hershey, Johanna
Hewitt, Joc A.
Hill, Graham R
Hoadley, Irenc B
Hoffmann, Ellen
Howard, Joseph H.

Jeffs, Joseph E
Johns, Cecily
Johnson, Sheila

Karklins, Vija
Kaufman, Paula T
Koepp, Donald
Kuhn, Warren B

Laucus, John

Lee, Sul H.
Leinbach, Philip E
Lucker, Jay K
Lynch Beverly P

McBurney, Margot
McGowan, John P
Mclnnes, Douglas
Migncault. Rober L
Miller, Charles E
Miller, Robert C
Motley, Emily R
Moore, Carole
Mosher, Paul H
Myers, James

Nutter, Susan K

Ormsby, Enc
Osburn, Charles B
Otto, Margarct A

Pastine, Maurcen
Peterson, Kenneth G
Potter, Witham G

Rany, James
Rochell, Carlton €
Rodgers, Frank
Rosenthal, Joscph A
Runkle, Martin D

Scolt, Mananne
Shank, Russell
Sharrow, Marilyn J

}s-‘

O

University of Nebraska-Linceln Libraries
Johns Hopkins University Library
University of North Carolina Library
McMaster University Library

Texas A & M University Library

York University Libraries

National Agricultural Library

Georgetown University Library
University of California, Santa Barbara Library
Oklahoma State University Library

Smithsonian Institution Libraries
University of Tennessee Libraries
Princcton University Library
lowa State University Library

Boston University Libraries

University of Oklahoma Library

Tulane University Library

Massachusetts Inst. of Technology Libraries
University of Illinois at Chicago Library

Queen’s Unive sity Library
Northwestern University Libraries
University of British Columbia Library
University of New Mexico Library
Florida State University Library
University of Notre Dame Libranes
Purduc University Library

University of Toronto Libraries
University of Pennsylvania Libraries
Temple University Library

North Carohna Statc University Library

McGill University Libraries
University of Alabama Libraries
Dartmouth College Libraries

Washington State University Libraries
Southern Ilinois University Library
Arizona State University Library

Unn.ersity of Kansas Library

New York Umversity Libraries
University of Miami Library

University of California, Berkeley Library
University of Chicago Library

National Library of Canada
University of California, Los Angeles Library
University of California, Davis Lib-ary



124

Appendix E

Shaughnessy, Thomas W.
Shipman, George W.
Siggins, Jack A.
Simpson, Donald B
Sloan, Elaine F.
Smith, Elmer, V.
Snyder, Carolyn A
Spyers-Duran, Peter
Stam, David H.
Stevens, Norman D.
Stoffle, Carla J,
Studer, William J.

Talbot, Richard J
Taylor, Merrily E.
Teskey, John
Thompson, James
Tolliver, Don
Tompkins, Philip

Verba. Sidney
von Wahlde, Barbara

Weber, David C.
Wicens, Paul
Willhams, James F
Willis, Paul A
Wyatt, James F

Yavarlovsky, Jerome
Younger, Jennifer A

ARL STAFF

Webster, Duane |
Adler, Prudence
Barrett, Jaia

Daval, Nicola
Gardner, Jetfrey J
Jurow, Susan
Maclnnes Rhonda
McConnell, Margaret
Reed-Scott, Jurta

University of Missouri Library
University of Oregon Library
Yale University Libraries

Center for Research Libraries
Columbia University Libraries
Canada institute for Scientific and Technical Information
Indiana University Libraries
Wayne State University Libraries
Syracuse University Libraries
University of Connecticut Library
University of Michigan Library
Ohio State University Libraries

Unive. sity of Massachusetts Libraries
Brown University Library

University of Alberta Library

University of California, Riverside Library
Kent State University Libraries

University of Southern California Library

Harvard University Library
State University of New York at Buffalo Libranes

Stanford University Librarics
University of Sackatchewan Library
University of Colorado Library
University of Kentucky Libraries
University of Rochester Librarics

New York State Library
Umniversity of Wisconsin Libraries

Executive Director

Program Officer

Program Officer

Program Officer

Director, Office of Management Services

Program Officer, Office of Management Services
Visiting Program Officer, Office of Management Services
Administrative Assistant

Program Officer



Attendance at 114th Membersh,p Meeting

125

GUESTS

Armstrong, Scott
Avram, Henriette, D.
Battin, Patricia
Catlin, Karen

Chang, Lawrence
DecCandido, GraccAnne
DiPrete, Edward 1.
Diwan, Arif

Farr, George F.. Jr.
Fleischhauer, Carl
Fretwell, Gordon
Galvin, Thomas J
Glicksman, Maurice
lannuzzi, Patricia
Katz, Stanley N
King, Kenneth M .
Martin, Susan K.

Mathews, Anne
Merrill-Oldhani. Jan
Michalko, James
Okerson, Ann
Pritchard, Sarah
Roberts, Michaci
Situg, William J
3mith, K. Wayne
Smith, Dennis
Sparks, Peter

Streat, Samuel
Stubbs, Kendon
Summers, F Wilham
Turner, Judith A,
Vaughn, John
Watstein, Sarah
wolfe, Paul
Wolters, Peter
Zich, Robert

Zadar, Judith

National Security Archive

Library of Congress

Commission on Preservation and Access
IRIS, Brown University

National Sccurity Archives

Library Journal

Governor of Rhode Islaud

Computer Information Service, Brown Univess:ty
National Endowmznt for the Humanities
Library of Congress

University of Massachusctts

American Library Association

Brown University

CLR Intern - Umniversity of California, Berkeley
America Council of Learned Socicties
EDUCOM

National Commission on Librarics and Information
Services

U.S. Department of Education
University of Connecticut Library
Rescarch Libraries Group, Inc.

Jerry Alper, Inc.

CLR Intern - Princeton University
EDUCOM

Library of Congress

OCLZC, Inc.

University of California

Library of Congress

Brown University

University of Virginia

American Librarics Association

The Chronicle of Higher Education
Associatior of American Universitics
CLR Intern - University of Connecticut
National Sccurity Archive

National Rescarch Council of Canada
Library of Congress

National Agricultural Library
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OFFICERS, BOARD OF DIRECTORS,
COMMITTEES AND TASK FORCES

MAY 1989

ARL OFFICERS AND BOARD FOR 1988-89

¢hy ~ b Ahiler, Presdent
Martin Runkie, Vice President & Prestdent-Elect
Frar  boSloar. Past-President

o ¢ P Buhop (O 1986-Oct. 1989}
DKol Gagen 1Ot 1987-Oct 1999)
b H dmann 1 Oct 1988-Oct. 1991y
g f)hurn (Oct 1983-Oct 1991

<oor O Rkl COt T0R7-Oct 1990)
Mar s ToShytron (O 19%7-Oct 1990)
oo A Sy ohnesui Ot 198%-Oct 1991
N Vot Ot I9R6-Oct 199

STANDING COMMITTEES AND TASK FORCES

Committee on Government Policies

boror Tawealy
L R T
: R sy
P tmarn 19N
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1 Pavt o sl Char Tty
foorr 1

O ammittee on Nominations {1989)
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Committee on the Management of Research Library Resources

John Black (1988-90)

Jerry D. Campbell (1969-51)

Sheila Creth (1988-90)

Jounne Euster 91989-91)

Maureen Pastine (1987-89)

Thomas W. Shaughnessy (ex officio as Chair of Committee on ARL Statistics)
Peter Spyvers-Duran  (1987-89)

Jerome Yavarkovsky (1989-91)

sul H Lee (1987-89). Chair (1987-89)

Staff Duane Webster

Committee on ARL Statistics

Dale Canelas (1987-89)

Gordon Fretwell, University of Massachusetts (Consultant)
Joan Gorwals (1989-91)

Kent Hendrickson (19389-91)

Graham Hill {1989-91)

Russell Shank (1989-91)

Kendon Stubts. University of Virgimia (Consultant)
Thomas W Shaughnessy (1936-38), Char (1987-8%)

staff Nieols Davdl

Committee on Collection Uevelopment

Joseph Boise  (1957-39)

Linda Cain (1989-91)

John Laucus (1989-91)

Paui Mosher 11989-91)

C harles O<burn (1939-91)

Wilham Situig. Library of Congress Liaison

Mary Tane Starr, National Library of Canada Liason
James Thompson (1989-91)

Paul Wicns (1989-91)

susdn Nmiter (198%-9Gy, Charr (1959-90)

Stalt doitios Grardner

I')"

Sevnd
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Committee on Bibliographic Control

Henriette Avram, Library of Congress Liaison
Calvin Bover (1989-91)

Paul Fasana (1988-90)

Jay K. Lucker (1988-90)

Carlton C Rochell (1989-91)

Maranne Scott  (1989-91)

Barbara von Wahlde (1989-91)

Dorothy Gregor (1987-90), Chair (1989-90)

Staff- Jutta Reed-Scott

Coinmittee on Preservation of Research Library Materials

James F. Govan (1987-89)

Paula Kaufman (1989-91)

Donald Koepp (1988-90)

John P McGowan {1987-39)

Jan Mernll-Oldham  {Consultant)
George Shipman (1989-91)

Donald Simpson (1989-91)

Peter Sparks, Library of Congress Liaison
David C Weber, (1989-91)

Wilham Studer, Vice Chair (1989-91)
Carole Moore (1987-90), Chair (1989-0

Staff  Tutta Reed-Scott

Program Committee for Fall 1989 Meeting

Charles Osburn
Martin D Runkle
Mernly Tavlor

C harles Muller, Charr

Staft Duanc Webster

Task Force on Financial Strategies (1989)

 harles Muller

Carlton Rochell

Elaine Sloan

Touane Webster (ex-officio)
David Bishop, CLair

[
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Task Force on Membership of Nonuniversity Libraries (1988-89)

Arthur Curley

Louts E. Martin
Philip E. Leinbach
Elaire F Sloan, Chair

Staff:  Nicola Daval

ADVISCRY COMMITTEES

Supporting Collection Preservation P!anning in Research Libraries

Jay K. Lucker
Carolyn Morrow, Library of Congress
Margaret Ouo
John B Smith
Dawvid ¢ Weber

REPRESENTATIVES

Codliion on Government Information
Commussion On Presersation and Access Advisory (ommxllu
INSER Adwisory Group
R Management Intern Program
SUCOM
caghteenth-Century Shon r|llL (,dlaloguc
IFLA Voung Representative
L.C Cataloging-in-Pubncanion Advisory (;mup
i.C Network Adwvisory Commutice
Nattonal Humanities Alliance
Natonal Iaformation Standards Organization (\IS())
National Institute of Con<ervators
NISO Standards Voling Representative
RL( Conspectus Development Task Force
Society of American Archists
Umversal Senals ¢ Bouck Exchange

r) (\

S

Jaia Barrett

William Studer
Susan Brynteson
Duane E. Webster
Duane F. Webster
Ray Frantz

Duane E. Webster
George Gibbs, UCLA
Duane E. Webster
Duane E Websler
Joanne Hanar

Dawvid Stam

Duane E. Webster
David Farrell, [ndiana
Herbert Finch, Cornell
Joanne Harrar
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MEMBERSHIP OF THE ASSOCIATION

University of Alabama Libianes

PO. Box S

Tuscaloosa, Alabama 35487-9784
Charles B. Osburn, Director
(205) 348-7561

Umiversity of Alberta Library

Edmonton, Alberta, Canada T6G 218
John Teskey, Acuing Librarian
(403) 432-3790

University of Arizona Library
Tucson, Arizona 85721
W. Dawd Lawrd, Librarian
(602) 621-2101

Arizona State Umversity Library
Fempe, Arizona 83281
Donald Riggs, Librarian
(602) 965-3117

Boston Public Library

Copley Square

Boston, Massachusetts 02117
Arthur Curley. Labrarian
{017y 336-5400

Boston University Library

Boston, Massachusetts 02215
John Laucus, Director
(617) 3533710

Brigham Young U nmveruty Library
324 Lee Labrary
Provo, Utah 84602
Sterhing J  Albrecht, Univ Libn
1801) 378-2905

Umiversity of British Columbia Library
Vancouver, B.C., Canada V6T 1WS5
Douglas Mclnanes, Librarian
(604) 22%-2298

MAY 1989

Brown University Library

Providence, Rhode Island 02912
Merrily Taylor, Librarian
(401) 863-2162

University of California Library, Berkeley
Berkeley, Califorma 94720
Joseph Rosenthal, Univ. Librarian
(415) 642-3773

University of California Library, Davis
Davis, California 95616
Marilyn Sharrow, Univ. Librarian
(916) 752-2110

University of California, irvine

The U uversity Library

P.O. Box 19557

Irvine, California 92713
Calvin J. Boyer, University Librarian
(714) 856-5212

University of California Library, Los Angeles

Los Angeles, California 90024
Russell Shank, Librarian
(213) 825-1201

University of California Library, Riverside
P O. Box 5900
Riverside, California 92517
James Thompson, Univ. Librarian
(714) 787-3221

University of California, San Diego
The University Library
La Joula, California 92037
Dorothy Gregor, Univ. Librarian
(619) 534-3061

Unwversity of California, Santa Barbara
The University Libiary
Santa Barbara, California 93106

Joseph A. Boiss¢, Librarian

(805) 961-3256
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Canada Institute for Scientific
& Technical Information
National Research Council of Canada
Otlawa, Canada K1A OS2
Elmer V. Smith. Director
(613) 993-2341

Case Western Reserve University Libraries
Cleveland, Ohio 44106

Susan Coté. Director

(216) 363-2990

Center for Research Libraries
6050 South Kenwood Avenue
Chicago, Illinois 60637
Donald B Simpson. President
(312) 955-4545

Unwversity of Chicago Libriry
Chicago, Illnois 60637
Martin D Runkle, Director
(312) 702-8744

Universty of Cincinnati Libraries
Cincrnnatr, Ol 45221
Linda B Cain, Dean and
Umversity Librarian
(513) 475-2218

University of Colorado Library
Boulder. Colorado 80309
James F Williams {f. Direstor
(303) 492-751

Colorado State Umwversity Library

Fort Collins, Colorado 80523
Joan Chambers, Director
(303) 491-1833

Columbia Unnversity Libranes

New York, New York 10027
Elaw.. I Sloan Viee President
for Infor Sersices & Univ Libn
(212) 290-2247

Univeraty of Connecticut Library

Storrs, Connecticut (6268
Norman D Stevens, Director
(203) I86-2219

Cornell University Libraries

ithaca, New York 14850
Alain Sesnec, University Librarian
(6I7) 2553080

s,
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Dartmouth College Libraries

Hanover, New Hampshire 03755
Margaret A. Otto, Librarian
(603) 646-2235

University of Delaware Library

Newark, Delaware 19717-5267
Susan Brynteson, Director
(302) 451-2231

Duke University Libraries

Durham, North Carolina 27706
Jerry Campbell, University Librarian
(919) 684-2034

Emory University Library
Atlanta, Georgia 30322
Joan 1. Gotwals, Vice Provost &
Director of Libraries
(404) 727-6861

University of Florida Libraries

Gainesville, Florida 32603
Dale Canelas, Director
(904) 392-0342

Florida State University Library

Tallahassee, Monda 32306
Charles E Miller, Director
(904) 644-5211

Georgetown Uinversily Library

Washington, D.C 20007
Joseph E. Jeffs, Director
(202) 625-4095

University of Georgia Libraries

Athens, Georgia 30601
Bonnie J. Clemens, Acting Dircctor
(404) 542-2716

Georgia Institute of Technology
Price Gilbert Memorial Library
Atlanta, Georgia 30332

Miriam Drake, Director

(404) 894-4510

University of Guelph Library
Guelph, Onterio, Canada NIG 2WI
John Black, Chief Librarian

(519) §24-4120
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Harvard University Library University of Kansas Library

Wadsworth House Lawrence, Kansas 66044

Cambridge, Massact -etts 02138 James Ranz, Dean of Libraries
Sidney Verba, Lirector (913) 864-3601

(617) 495-3650
University of Kentucky Libraries

University of Hawaii Library Lexington, Kentucky 40506
2550 The Mall Paul A. Willis, Director
Honolulu, Hawaii 96822 (606) 257-3801
John R. Haak, Director
(808) 948-7205 Kent State University Libraries
Room 300
University of Houston Libraries Kent, Ohio 44242
Houston, Texas 77004 Don Tolliver, Director
Robin Downes, Director (216) 672-2962

(713) 749-4241
Laval University Library

Howard University Libranes Cité Universitaire
500 Harvard Place, N.W Québec, Canada G1K 7P4
Box 1059 Claude Bonnelly, Director
Washington, D.C. 20059 (418) 656-2008
Thom.s C BAttle, Acting Director
(202) 636-7234 Library of Congress
Wastangton, D.C. 20540
University of Illinois Library James H. Billirgton, Librarian
1408 West Gregory Drive (202) 287-5205
Urbana, 1llinois 61801
Dawid Bishop. University Libn Linda Hall Library
(217) $33-0790 Kansas City, Missouri 64110
Louis E. Martin, Director
Indiana University Libraries (816) 363-4600
Bloommgton, {ndiana 47405
Carolyn A Snyder, Acting Dean Louisiana State University Library
of Univeraty Libranes Baton Rouge, I.ouisiana 70803
(812) 335-3404 Sharon Hogan, Director

{504) 388-2217
University of lowa Libraries

lowa City, Iow. 52242 McGill University Library
Sheila Creth, Director 3459 McTavish Street
(319) 335-5868 Montreal, Canada H3A 1YI
Icwa State University Library Eric Ormsby, Director
Ames, Towa 350011 (514) 398-4677
Warren B Kuhn, Dean of Lib. Services
(515) 294-1442 McMaster University Library
1280 Main Street West
Johns Hopkins University Library Hamilton, Ontario, Canada L85 4L6
The Milton S. Eisenhower Library Giaham F. Hill, University Librarian
Baltimore, Maryland 21218 (416) 525-9140 Local 4359
Susan K Martin, Librarian
(301) 338-8325 Unversity of Manitoba Libraries
Winnipeg, Manitoba R3T 2N2
Canada

Earl Ferguson, Director
(204) 474-9881
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University of Maryiand Library

College Park, Maryland 20742
H. Joanne Harrar, Librarian
(301) 454-3011

University of Massachusetts Libraries
Amherst, Massachusetts 01003
Richard J. Talbot, Director
(413) 545-0284

Massachusetts Inst. of Technology Libs.

Cambridge, Massachusetts 02139
Jay K. Lucker, Director
(617) 253-5651

University ol Miami Library

P O. Box 245214

Coral Gables, Florida 33124
Frank Rodgers. Oirector
(305) 284-3331

Unversity of Michigan Library

Ann Arbor, Michigan 48109
Robert Warner, Acting Drirector
(313) 764-9356

Michigan State University Library

East Lansing, Michigan 48823
Richard E Chapin, Director
(517) 355-2341

U nnersity of Minnesota Libraries

Minneapoits, Minnesota 554355
John Howe, Intenm Director
1612) 624-4320

U nversity of Missouri Library

Elhs Library - Room 104

Columbia, Missouri 65201
Thomas W Shaughnessy, Director
(31:4) 882-4701

National Agricuttural Library

Beltsvitle, Manyland 20705
Joseph H Howard, Director
(301) 34342458

National Library of Canada

395 Wellington Street

Ottawa, Ont.. Canada KIA ON4
Mananne Scott, Natonal Libranan
(613) 996-1623

National Library of Medicine

Bethesda, Maryland 20894
Donaid A. Lindberg, Director
(301) 496-6221

University of Nebraska-Lincoln

The University Libraries

Lincoin, Nebraska 68588-0410
Kent Hendrickson, Dean of Librs.
(402) 472-2526

The Newberry Library

60 West Walton Street

Chicago, IHinois 60610
Charles Cullen, President
{(312) 943-9090

The University of New Mexico
Zimmerman Library
Albugquerque, New Mexico 87131
Robert L. Migneault, Dean of
Library Services
(505) 277-4241

New York Public Library
Fifth Avenue at 42nd Street
New York, New York 10018
Paul Fasana, Director of
the Research Librarics
(212) 930-0708

New York State Library

Cultural Education Center

Empire State Plaza

Albany, New York 12234
Jerome Yavarkovsky, Director
(518) 474-5930

New York University Librarnes

70 Washington Square South

New York, New York 10012
Carlton C. Rorhell, Dean of Libraries
(212) 998-2444

University of North Carolina Libranes

Chapel Hill, North Carolina 27515
James F Govan, University Librartan
(919) 962-1301
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North Carolina State University

D.H. Hill Library

Box 7111

Raleigh, North Carolina 27695-7111
Susan K. Nutter, Director
(919) 737-284%

Northwestern University Libraries
Evanston, Ilinois 6020.
John P. McGowan, Librarian
{(312) 491-7610

University of Notre Dame Libraries
Notre Dame, Indiana 46556
Robert € Miller, Director
(219) 239-5252

Ohio State Unncrsity Labraries

Columbus, Oho 43210
William | Studer, Director
(614) 292-4241

1 niversity of Oklahoma Libiary
Norman, Oklahoma 73069
Sul H Lee. Dean, University Librs
(405) 325-2611

Oklahoma State Umversity Library
Suliwater. Oklahoma 74078
Edward R Johnson
Dean of Tibrary Services
(H)S) 6240321

Unnusity ol Oregon Library
Fugene, Oregon 97403-1299
George W Shipman. timv Libn,
(303) 686-3050

U niversity of Pennsylvania labranies

Philudelphia. Pennsvivama 19104
Joan | Gotwals, #cting Director
(215) 895-70u1

Pennsylvania State University Library
Unnersity Park, Pennsylvama 10802

Nancy Chne. Dean of University Libranes

(314) SOS-0401

Uninersity of Pittsburgh Libraries
271 thilman Library
Pritsburgh, Pennsylvama 15260

H David Brumble. Interim Assoc
Provost for Libraries

(412) 0487710

Princeton University Library

Princeton, New Jersey 08540
Donald Koepp, University Librarian
(609) 452-3170

Purdue University Library

Lafayette, Indiana 47907
Emily R. Mobley, Acting Director
(317) 494-2900

Queen’s University

Douglas Library

Kingston, Canada K7L 5C4
Margot B. McBurney, Chicf Libn.
(613) 545-2519

Rice University Library

6100 S. Main, Box 1892

Houston, Texas 77251-1892
Samucl Carrington, Director
(713) 527-4022

University of Rochester Librarics

Rochester, New York 14627
James F. Wyatt, Director
(716) 275-4463

Rutgers University Library

Mew Brunswick, New Jersey 08901
Joanne R. Euster
University Librarian
(201) 932-7505

Unnersity of Saskatchewan Library
Saskatoon, Canada S7N OWO
Paul Wiens, University Libn.
and Director of Libraries
(306) 966-5927

Smithsonian Institution Libraries
Constitution Avenue at 10th St,, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20560
Vija Karklins, Acting Director
(202) 357-2240

Umversity of South Carolina Librancs
Columbia, South Carolina 29208
George Terry, Assoc, Vice President
for Libs & Collections
(803) 7773142
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University of Southern California Library

Los Angeles, California 90089-0182
Charles R. Ritcheson, Librarian
(213) 743-2543

Southern lllinois University Library
Carbondale, Iilinois 62901
Kenneth G. Peterson, Dean of
Librarv Affairs
(618) 453-2522

Stanford University Libraries

Green Library

Stanford, Califormia 94305
David . Weber, Director
(415) 723-2015

State University of New York at Aibany
Libraries
1400 Washington Avenue
Albany, New York 12227
Meredith Butler, Director
(518) 442-3568

State University of New York at 3ufialo
Libranes
432 Capen Hall
Buftalo, New York 14260
Barbara von Wahlde, Assoc. Vice
President for Umiversity Libraries
(716) 636-2967

State University of New York at Stony
Brook l.ibrary
Stony Brook, New Yorkh 1794
John B Smuth. Ducctor & Dean of
Iibraries
(316) 032-7100

Syracuse [ nneraty Libranes

Syracuse, New York B324-201)
David H Stam. University Libranan
1315) 423.23°74

Temple Unnverauty Library

Paley Labrary

Philadelphia, Penncylvama
James Myers, Director
(215) 787 %231

19122

University of Tennessee 1 ibraries
Knoxvitle, Tennessee  37996-1000

Paula T Kaufman, Dean of Libranes
(615) 974-4127

S a

-

University of Texas Libraries

Ausiin, Texas 78713-7330
Harold W. Billings, Director
(512) 4713511

Texas A&M University Library

Sterling C. Evans Library

College Station, Texas 77843
Irene B. Headley, Director
(409) 845-8111

Unwverzity of Toronto Libraries

Tornnto, Cot,, Canada MSS 1AS
Carolz Mocre, Chief Librarian
{416) 978-2292

Tulane University Library

New Orleans, Louisiana 70118
Philip E. Lcinback, Librarian
(504) 865-3131

University of Utah Libraries

Salt Lake City, “Jtah 84112
Roger K. Hansor, Director
‘801) 581-8558

Vanderbilt University Library
419 2lst Avenue South
Nashville, Teancssee 37203
Malcolm Gntz, Assoc. Frovost
for Infor. Scrvices
(613) 322-7100

Laversity of Virginia

Alderman Library

Charlottesville, Virgimia 22901
Ray Frantz, Jr,, Librarian
(804) 924-3026 or 7849

Virginia Polytechnic Inst. and State Univ.
Blacksburg, Virginia 24001

Pavl Gherman, Director of Liurs,

(703) $61-5593

University of Washington Library
Seattls, Washington 98194-5610
Charles Chamberlin, Acting Director
(200) 543-1760

Washington State Umwversity Library
Pullman, Washiagton 99163
Maureen Pastine, Director
of Librarics
(509) 335-4557
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Washington University Libraries
St. Louis, Missouri 63130
Bernard Reams, Acting Director
of Libraries
(314) 889-5400

Umiversity of Waterloo
Waterloo, Ontario, Canada N2L 3G1

Murray C Shepherd, Univ. Libr.

(519) 885-1211)

Wayne State University Libraries
Detroit, Michigan 48202
Peter Spyers-Duran, Director
(313) 577-4020

Unversity of Western Ontario

DB Weldon Library

London, Ontano, Canada M6A 3K7
Robert Lee, Director of Libs
(519) 661-3163

University of Wisconsin Libraries
728 State Street
Madison, Wisconsin 53706
D. Kaye Gapen, Director
(608) 262-2600

Yale University Libraries

New Haven, Connecticut 06520
Millicent D. Abell, Librarian
(203) 432-1818

York University Libraries

4700 Keele Street

Downsview, Ontario, Canada M3j 1P3
Ellen Hoffmann, Director
(416) 667-2235
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94%44

A PROF ESSIONAL CORPORATION

Board of Directors
Association of Research Libraries
Washington, D.C.

We have examined the statement of assets and liabilities arising from cash
transactions of Association of Research Libraries as of December 31, 1988 and
1987, and the .elated statement of reverme collected and expenses paid for the
years ther ended. Our examination was myde in accordance with generally
accepted auditing standards and, accordingly, inciuded such tests of the
accounting records and such other auditing procedures as we considered
necessary in the circumstances.

As described in note 1, the Association of Research Libraries' policy is to
prepare its financia' statements on the basis of cash receiptr and disburse-
ments; conseyuontly, certain reverue and the related assets are recognized when
receiv=i rather than when earned, and certain expenses are recognized when paid
rether than when the obligation is incurred. Accordingly, the accompanying
financial statements are not intended to present financial position and results
of operations in conformity with generally accepted accounting principles.

In our opinion, the financial statements referred to above present fairly the
assets and liabilities arising from the cash transactions of Association of
Research Libraries as of December 31, 1388, and the reverme collected and
expenses paid during the ye'r then ended, on the ocasis nf{ accounting described
in note 1, which has been applied In a manner consistent 1'ith that of the
preceding year.

(avito, P Mtno, Mecprs] Go.

CANTO, METRO, MEYER & COMPANY
A Professional Corporation
Certified Public Accountants

March 15, 1988

JCM/spr
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ASSOCIATION OF RESZARCH LISRARIES
STATEMENTS OF ASSETS, LIASILITIES AXD TUND BALANCE
(MODIFIZD CASH SASTS)

ASS=TS

=2 e OFFICE OF VZAR E2NDD

OPEZRATING MANAGEMENT LECEMBER 31,
o STCDI=ES 1988 1987
ass $ 56,334 S —0- $ 55,334 S 300

Imoestmerts  sncrt-Term At oSt 2
wres lox 3. 323,013 -0 328,013 528,346
roxmInts Tece.vac.2 23,812 94,263 118,781 91,3¢3
£ T Teter TIas 63,031 ‘63,032) e '
e i MTERTSeS 18,545 )~ 13,845 8,419
P4 H 2,546 -G 2,646 2,5.8
Tm Lt ore g eTLLTmenT 135,494 55, i85 191,289 374,3C6
255 AL TETLLATAC AT IATLIT '84.538) (44,345) {139.443) {213,439
“a. $ 533,381 S 42,854 $ 576,735 S 693,55C

LIABILITIES AND 71D 2ALANCES

PSS T S S T2 et S S 347,135 S 0= $ 347,.35 $ 365,196
AT ¢ Daer ar.ta. .ease - —-0- e 1,09
4= 4.1 . aTsar e i ad -0 -0 6,584
L YU ts o XAan.e 32,.95 -0 32,.95 91,089
~ Tavmt o NLtICwe 2,420 e 2,420 35,579
TotAL L .ACL. TS 381,75C -0~ 381,750 499,667
JE OB\l 152,131 42,354 194,985 193,883
TLoa. $ 576,735 $ 693,550

S 533,381

S 42,354

eow orCDATT, LY .etter ara n0Tes are an integral part of these financial staterents.

ERIC
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES
GENERAL OPERATING FUND
STATEMENT OF REVENUE COLLECTED, EXPENSES PAID AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE
FOR THE YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1988
(MODIFIED CASH BASIS)

CAPABILITIES GRANTS/SPECIAL PROGRAMS
YEAR ENDED YEAR
BUDGET DECEMBER 31, DECEMBER 31,
1988 1988 1937 1988 1987
Revere
Dues $ 728,500 S 734,825 $ 680,860 S 23,800 $§ 39,767
Interest 30,000 3,865 8,628 17,302 20,335
Publication 20,000 23,722 18,946 -0 -0
Consulting -0 0 -0~ 69,312 36,906
Miscel lanecus 1,000 —C- 5 -0 -0
Cost recovery -0 14,988 25,171 -0 —O—
779,500 777,400 733,610 110,414 97,008
Expenses
{Schedules -
pages 10 & 12)_ 779,500 768,121 797,245 117,794 75,478
] -0 $ (7,380) $§ 21,530
Excess revernues 9,279 (63,635)
or (=xpenditures) (7,380) 21,530
Fund btalance
Begimning of year 150,231 192,336
Furd balance end of year $ 152,130 $ 150,231

The accompartying letter and notes are an integral part of these financial statements.

4 o~
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT SERVICES
STATEMENT OF REVENUE COLLECTED, EXPENSES PAID AND CHANGES IN FUND BALANCE
FOR THE YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1988
(MODIFIED CASH BASIS)

CAPABILITIES GRANTS/SPECIAL PROGRAMS
YEAR BNDED YEAR FNDED
BUDGET DECEMBER 31, DECEMBER 31,
1988 1988 19817 1988 1987
Reverme
MsSI training $ 165,000 $ 131,075 S 166,667 S -0- 8 -0
Interest 10,500 -0 4,442 -0- 7,404
Publication 140,000 145,710 134,104 -0 -0
Consulting 54,000 59,215 70,770 120,386 68,200
Cost recovery 42,000 3,813 38,716 -0- -0
AR, support 121,500 121,500 121,716 -0 —0—
533,000 461,373 536,415 120,386 75,604
({Schedules -
pages 13 & 14) 533,000 462,755 534,058 119,800 79,929
S -0~ S 586 S (4,325)
Excess revermes {1,382) 2,357
or
(expenditures) _ 586 (4,325)
Fund balance
Begimning of year 43,650 45,620

Fund balance end of year $ 42,854 S 43,652

The accompanying letter and notes are an integral part of these fimancial statements.

4
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES
STATEMENTS OF CHANGES IN CASH
(MODIFIED CASH BASIS)

YEAR ENDFED
DECEMBER 31,
1988 1987
SOURCES OF CASH
Excess (deficiency) of reveme
collected over expenses paid
General operating fund 8 9,278 S$ (63,635)
Office of Management Studies (1,382) 2,357
Special programs - ARL (7,380) 21,530
- OMS 586 (4,325)
Total 1,102 (44,073)
Add item not requiring the outlay
of cash - depreciation 26,013 24,244
Cash provided by operations 27,115 (19,829)
Dues collected in advance (6,584) 6,584
Increase in deposits (130) (124)
Increase in payroll taxes withheld (33,259) 25,088
Increase in accounts payable {58,904) _ 19,018
Total {71,762) 90,797
USES OF CASH
Prepald expenses 10,226 6,242
Funding of accounts receivable 26,788 45,181
Reduction in lease obligation 1,109 3,510
Increase in unapplied grant income 18,061 50,480
Purchase of equipment 16,453 29,334
Total 12,637 134,741
Increase (decrease) in cash {144 ,399) (43,950)
Cash, begimming of year 529,245 _ 513,196

Cash, end of year $ 384,847 8 605,246

The accompanying letter and potes are an integral part of these financial
statements.

q -
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES
NOTES TO THE FINANCIAI, STATEMENTS

NOTE 1 - SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT ACCOUNTING POLICIES

Organization
The Association of Research Libraries is a non-profit education organization

comprised of 119 of the major research libraries in the United States and
Canada. The purpose of the Association is to initiate and develop plans for
strengthening research library resources and services in support of higher
education and rewearch. As part of its activities, the Association also
operates the Office of Management Studies.

The Office of Management Studies was established by the Association in 1970.
The Office conducts research into organizational problems of research
libraries, develops new management techniques, and offers information
services and tra’ning.

Basis of accounting
The Association’s policy is to prepare its financial statements on a modified
cash basis. This includes recording depreciation and amortization on
capitalized assets, accruing liabilities related to special programs and
payroll withholding taxes. Under this basis, revemues are generally
recognized when collected rather than when earned and expenditures are
recoqnized when paid rather than when incurred.

Furni ture, equipment and depreciation
Furniture and equipment are recorded at cost. Depreciation of furniture and
equipment is provided on the straight-line method over the estimated useful
lives of the assets.

Inoome tases
The Association is exempted from income taxes under Internal Reverme Code
Section 501(c)(3) and applicable District of Columbia las.

Retirement plan
The Association has a retirement plan that covers substantially all full-time
employees. Contributions to the plan are based on a percentage of salary for
enrolled staff members. Total amounts paid in by the Association were
$64,121 and $69,325 for 1988 and 1987, respectively.

Leases
The Association leases its office space under an operating lease that expires
on December 31, 1991. Total rent and storage charges for the operating lease
were $88,710 for 1988 and $85,664 for 1987.

-
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ASSOCIATION 0 RESEARCH LIBRARIES
NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
(CONTINUED)

NOTE 2 - CASH

The Board of Directors has authorized restriction of $14,000 of the
Association’s funds and designated this amount as a program reserve fud. To
date, $11,720 remains unspent.

NOTE 3 - INVESTMENTS
The Association's investments are managed by Dean Witter Reynolds, Inc.,

Fidelity Imestments and Northeast Imvestors. The investments are held as
folloms:

CosT MARKY.T
Dean Witter U.S. Goverrment
Securities Trust

- current vyield - 9.88% $ 276,578 S 245,210
Fidelity Investments

- current yield - 6.95% 1,435 1,435
Northeast Investors

- current yield 12.5% 50,000 43,939

$ 328,013 § 290,584

All accounts managed by Dean Witter Reynolds, Inc. may be liquidated on any
business day with proceeds payable within two to five business days.

ERIC e

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES
NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS
{ CONTINUED)

NOTE 4 - UNAPPLIED GRANT INCOME

The following items are classified in this account:

NRMM - NFH Funds 8 42,163
NRMM - Mellon Furds 293,252
Program Reserve Funds 11,720
$ 347,135

~8- o
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SUPPLFMENTARY INFORMATION

Oour exsminations of the financial statements included in the preceding
section of this report were directed to an expression of cur opinion on those
financial statements taken as a whole. The supplementary information included
on pages 10 through 14 is presented for purposes of additional analysis and is
not a required part of the basic fipancial statements. Such information has
been subjected to the auditing procedures applied in the examination of the
basic financial statements and, in our opinion, is fairly stated in all
material respects in relation to the basic financial statements taken as a

whole.

CANTO, METRO, MEYER & COMPANY
A Professional Corporation
Certified Public Accountants

March 15, 1989
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ASSOCIATION OF RESZARCH LIBRARIES
GENERAL OPERATING FUND

RECONCILIATION OF EXPENSES BY CAPABILITY AKD BY OBJZCT OF EXPENDITURE

FOR THE YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1988
CAPABILITY
FED. RELATIONS
& TNFORMATION RELATIONS -
MMBERSHIP MANAGEMENT POLICY SCROLARLY
ADMINISTRATION _ STATISTICS  COMMUNICATION METTINGS SOVERNANCE SERVICZES DEVELOPYENT COMMUNITY
O3T=CT OF EXPR2DITLRES
mpicyee roSt $ 120,.06 S 17,534 S 22,806 S 26,000 S 45,943 S -0- S 50,803 § 15,666
Professicnal ser lces 34,213 1,820 -0- -0- ~(- -0~ -0- -0-
Trvel 14,3717 3,361 475 $1,437 18,997 5,288 7,027 762
Camrenicatisns 27.613 741 1,058 1,374 1,340 393 1,180 7
ProgTam suoport 6,330 7,289 2,630 6,673 366 —0- 921 -0-
Off:ce sperat:on 31,196 79 1,774 238 207 ~0- 199 -0-
Yisenlaneous 1,327 ~0- ~-0- -0- -0- -0- -0~ -0-
Coroorite MPnoe ol R.n83 - -0- -0- -0- -0- 1,269 -0-
Irsuran-=e 14,893 - -0—~ -0~ —-0- -0- —-0- -0-
WS smoort R ol - -0- -0~ —0- 121,500 —0- —0-
TOAL eIDeTmen o 31,29% S 28,742 S 15,771 3 66,853 § 127,180 § 61,398 § 16,434

The acormanying et
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES
GENZPRAL OPERATING FUND (CONTINUGED)
RECOMCILIATION OF EXPENSES 5Y CAPABILITY AND BY O3JECT OF EXPENDITURE
FOR THE YEAR ENDZD DECEMBER 31, 1988

CAPABILITY
ACCESS OF
SCHOLARLY BIBLIOGRAPHIC CCLLECTION YEAR INDED
INFORMATION  PRESERVATOIN CONTROL MANAGEMENT  INTERNATIONAL DECEEER 31,

PROSECTS COMOT IS COMMITTEE COMMITTEE RELATIONS TOTAL 3UDGET 1987
O3JECT _OF XPDNDITURE
Employee costs S 10,640 S 8,560 § 5,828 S 3,250 S 5,561 S 332,686 S 382,000 S 377,898
Professional services -0~ 857 0= -0- et 36,890 20,000 37,149
Travel 5¢8 56 464 995 142 95,8178 91,000 102,984
Carmmicarion 6 1,387 332 33 -0- 36,014 24,000 23,005
Program support -0- 56 ~0- ~0- -0- 24,735 29,000 16,254
Office operaticn ~)- -0 ~0- -0 -0- 93,742 93,000 98,082
Miscellanecus ~0- -0 -0- -0- ~O= 1,827 -0- 6,910
Corporate membersnit O -0~ -0~ -0- - 9,952 6,0C0 7,561
Insurance ~= O~ -0- -0~ - 14,898 13,000 5,686
@S surpert o 0 e -0~ ~0- 121,500 121,500 121,716

Total evpenses S 11,244 S 12,3117 S 6.6€24 S 4.328 S 5,693 S 768,121 S 779,500 S 797,245

The accarmying levter and no*es are an integral par of “hess financlal silatemencs.
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ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES
GENERAL OPERATING FURD
MILHTIONOFB@DB:SBYMWSPK}MLPWMN@BYWWMW
FOR THE YEAR ENDED DECEMBER 31, 1988

GRANT / SPECIAL PROGRAMS

SERIAL ALKALINE YEAR ENDED
PRICE  MELLON PAPER DPECEMBER 31,
NRMM PROJECT __ NRMM PACKAGE  TOTAL 1987
OBRJECT OF EXPENDITURE
Brployee costs S O0- S 26,806 17,302 S 4,111 $ 48,219 § 38 193
professional services 48,142 6,863 -0~ -0~ 55,005 30, 494
Travel 3,093 1,624 -0- -0- 4,116 4,445
Cammmnications 17 1,137 —-0- 541 1,755 1,081
Program support -0- 1,575 -0~ 6,413 8,048 -0~
Office operation -0~ 51 -0~ -0- 51 165
Miscel laneous -0- ~0- —0- -0- -0 -0
Corporate membership -0~ -0- 0- - - ~O-- -0~
Insuramce -0- -0- -0- -0 -0 -0
S support D ST IR (ol it 0-

Total experrses $ 51,312 $ 38,055 § 17,302 S 11,125 $ 117,794 $ 75,478

The accompanying letter and notes are an integral part of these financial statements

-12-
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ASSIATICN OF RESEARCH LIRARIES
QOFFICT OF MAMAGEMENT STUDIES
RTOCNCTLIATION OF TXPENSSS SY CAPABILITY AND 5Y OBCECT OF EXFENDITURES
TOR THE TWELVE MONTES DNDED DECEM3ER 31, 1988

CAPASILITY

ACAZIMIC OPERATIONS YEZAR ENDED
SESEAPCH & LIBRAFY TPAINDG GRANT DE:C’:.E‘B:—;! 3
DEELLPMERTT TRPOGEAM SPIC hes) MANAGEMENT AL SUOGET .987

> - oo 3 14 536 S 49,233 S 46,322 S 44,222 S 157,886 $ 153,000 $ 241,072

. - - slE RS 4,733 12,173 586 26,615 21,000 24.071

e
s
n
M
(&}
o
-~
>
"~
)
'
n
ya
'
[9]
(¢
[
o

39,537 70,000 87,844
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O3 TECT TF ZEINDITURE

—Tmmicvee CoOStS

Professitnal services

ASSOCIATICN OF RESZARCH LIBPARIES

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT STUDIES
RECONCILIATION CF TXPENSES 3Y GRANT OR SPECIAL PROGRAM 3Y O30ZCT OF IXFINDITURE
FOR THZ TWELVE MONTHS INDI) DEC2MBEF 31, 1983

GRANT OR SPECIAL SROCGRAM

CR CANADIAN
IROSECT PRCOECT

PRESERVATION
PLANNING PRCM

X4 PRESERVATION
CONTRISUTION

JECM3ER 31, 1887

T0TAL
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w
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w
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15,728 2,546 o a

T 3 1,.29 -0~ 3,.55 4,781

583 - 2,245 = 3,488 3,215

4C —5- 2430 -~ 531 3,735

> - - -~ - -0-

—— = 2T T — - = ——— S

3 8 3 3% S 2,562 3 552 113,500 S 79,329

The acorpanying .e*“er ara —o7es are an .rregral pars ~f ‘nese filnanc.al statesen’s
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