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      PREFACE

      TO THE FOURTH EDITION

      The twenty-first century has brought into question the role and value of collection development as a professional specialty. The shift from collections-centered to services-centered libraries, patron-driven acquisitions, consortial buying, Big Deal serial bundles, aggregator e-book packages, mass digitizing projects, ubiquitous access to digital content, and the growth of open access can raise uncertainties about what a collections librarian’s responsibilities might be. Fundamentals of Collection Development and Management is based on the premise that the collections librarian’s role in this complex and evolving environment is now more important than ever.

      This book is intended as a comprehensive introduction for students, a primer for experienced librarians with new collection development and management responsibilities, and a handy reference resource for practitioners as they go about their day-to-day work. Coverage is intended to reflect the practice of collection development and management in all types of libraries with a focus on the United States. The history of libraries and collection development and management is provided to set the context for current theory and practice. When pertinent, I draw from the literature outside library and information management.

      Technology and the ubiquity of the internet continue to reshape nearly all aspects of collection development and management in all types of libraries. The powerful forces affecting the work we do and how we do it are made more challenging by sociological, educational, economic, demographic, political, regulatory, and institutional changes in our user communities and the parent organizations and agencies that fund libraries. Library users’ needs and expectations are evolving concurrently. I have sought to reflect this rapidly evolving environment with updated examples and data.

      This book begins with an introduction to and an overview of collection management and development in chapter 1, including a brief history of the evolution of collection development and management as a specialty within the profession. I believe that understanding the history of collecting and library development and the practices employed in the past are essential to managing the collections in our libraries. Chapter 2 explores the organization and assignment of collection development and management responsibilities in libraries. An important section in chapter 2 discusses ethical issues associated with building and managing collections. Chapter 3 addresses formal library planning and two important library planning tools—collection development and management policies and library budgets. Chapter 4 introduces topologies for types of materials that librarians select and explores the selection process, selection criteria, the acquisition process, and acquisition options. Chapter 5 offers an introduction to vendor relations, negotiation, and contracts, all important areas for today’s collections librarians. Chapter 6 examines the collection management responsibilities of librarians after they have developed collections. Topics include weeding for withdrawal and storage; preservation and conservation; subscription review, renewal, and cancellation; and protecting collections from deterioration, theft, mutilation, and disasters. Chapter 7 defines marketing, places it in the library context, and explores the value of and techniques for building and maintaining community relationships. Chapter 8 covers approaches to collection analysis and how to answer questions about quality and utility using quantitative, qualitative, and use- and user-based methods. Chapter 9 focuses on collaborative collection development and management, and considers the power that working together gives libraries in an environment of constrained budgets, limited space to house collections, and abundant print collections.

      I have eliminated the third edition’s in-depth chapter on scholarly communication and the impact of the open-access movement. Instead, I address these topics, as appropriate, in other chapters. Much of the content in the 2014 chapter on scholarly communication remains valid, although progress continues to be made. For those interested, chapter 9, “Scholarly Communication,” from the third edition can be accessed at alaeditions.org/​webextras.

      All chapters have new supplemental reading lists, which contain no sources published before 2014. These supplemental lists are not comprehensive bibliographies, but are intended to offer representative and useful additional resources. Reading lists from the first three editions, which contain resources published and posted prior to 2014, can be accessed at alaeditions.org/​webextras. The fictional case studies that supplement chapters 2 through 9 are new. I hope that practitioners as well as students will view them as catalysts for discussion. Case studies from the previous editions can be accessed at alaeditions.org/​webextras.

      The glossary and appendixes have been updated. These are appendix A, “Professional Resources for Collection Development and Management” and appendix B, “Selection Aids.” This edition does not include an appendix of collection development policies. The reader should consult the policies referenced in chapters, for which URLs are provided.

      One challenge in writing a book about collection development and management is that all aspects of the work are interconnected. I pondered which topics to address in each chapter and in what order to arrange them. Another challenge I faced is the extent to which I should explore each topic; many could be—and have been—the subject of entire books. Readers interested in more in-depth treatments should consult the suggested reading lists at the end of the chapters. My intent has been to provide a logical sequence of topics for the novice, and also to create chapters that can stand alone for those who want to start with a particular topic.

      Data are drawn from various sources, but many of these are not as current as desirable because of the delay involved in compiling and publishing. Readers interested in more up-to-date information are encouraged to seek the latest publications and visit updated websites. All URLs provided in this book were valid as of fall 2017. Diligent searchers will find many of the sources referenced in the notes and reading lists freely available online. Some reports and studies can be obtained by completing a form on the publisher’s website. Products, companies, projects, and initiatives referenced are provided as examples only and are not endorsements. Rapid change is a characteristic of the environment in which libraries operate. This includes commercial offerings, business models, and companies. Note that some information in this book, while accurate at the time of writing, may no longer be current.
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      CHAPTER ONE

      Introduction to Collection Development and Management

      What do librarians mean when they say collection development and management? The concise answer is all the activities involved in building and managing library collections in all formats and genres, both locally held and remotely accessed. This book distinguishes between collection development—the thoughtful process of developing or building a library collection in response to institutional priorities and community or user needs and interests, and collection management—the equally thoughtful process of deciding what to do after the collection is developed.

      This chapter will introduce concepts; offer a historical overview of libraries and their collections, with emphasis on the United States; and examine the evolution of collection development and management as an area of focus in librarianship. Understanding the history of collection work and external forces influencing collections is valuable because contemporary practice builds on that of the past. Today’s librarians work with library collections that have been created over many years in accordance with earlier practices and conventions. In addition, many challenges contemporary librarians face have remained constant over time. Topics introduced in this chapter are explored in more depth in subsequent chapters.

      COMPONENTS OF COLLECTION DEVELOPMENT AND MANAGEMENT

      The terms collection development and collection management are often used synonymously or in tandem. The professional organization within the Association for Library Collections and Technical Services that focuses on this topic is called the Collection Management Section. The Reference and User Services Association’s comparable section is called the Collection Development and Evaluation Section. The Medical Library Association has a Collection Development Section, the American Association of Law Libraries Special Interest Section has a Collection Development Committee, and the Association for Library Service to Children has a Children’s Collection Management Discussion Group.

      Regardless of the term used, librarians generally have a common understanding of the practice and purpose of collection development and management, namely:

      
        The goal of any collection development organization must be to provide the library with a collection that meets the appropriate needs of its client population within the limits of its fiscal and personnel resources. To reach this goal, each segment of the collection must be developed with an application of resources consistent with its relative importance to the mission of the library and the needs of its patrons.1

      

      Although written more than thirty years ago, before libraries experienced the profound changes in technology, society, and the economy that now characterize their environment, this description remains valid. Many have noted that libraries have shifted to a user focus and away from a collection-centered focus; however, the needs of the client population have been a concern of collection development and management from the earliest times. The materials that librarians opt to purchase and lease for their user communities, and the ways in which they make choices, remain critically important.

      Collection development and management practitioners may be called selectors, bibliographers, collections librarians, subject specialists, liaisons or subject liaisons, collection development librarians, collection managers, collection strategists, collection analysts, or collection developers. Additional titles for those who build and manage collections also are used. In corporate libraries, those with collections responsibilities have various titles, including librarian, systems librarian, knowledge center manager, and information specialist. In smaller libraries, the individual who develops and manages collections may simply have the title of librarian or, in schools, school librarian or media specialist. Some titles, such as scholarly communications librarian and electronic resources librarian, describe responsibilities that have grown out of more traditional collections positions.

      Collections responsibilities often are part of a suite of responsibilities that includes:

      
        	• selecting materials in all formats for acquisition and access

        	• reviewing and negotiating contracts to acquire or access e-resources

        	• managing the collection through informed weeding, cancellation, storage, and preservation

        	• writing and revising collection development policies

        	• promoting, marketing, and interpreting collections and resources

        	• evaluating and assessing collections and related services, collection use, and users’ experiences

        	• responding to challenges to materials

        	• carrying out community liaison and outreach activities

        	• preparing budgets, managing allocations, and demonstrating responsible stewardship of funds

        	• working with other libraries in support of resource sharing and cooperative and collaborative collection development and management

        	• soliciting supplemental funds for collection development and management through grants and monetary gifts

      

      The assignment and importance of these responsibilities vary from library to library and librarian to librarian, but they are generally found in all types of libraries. Thus this book is not organized into separate chapters for various types of libraries.

      Each of these responsibilities requires knowledge of the library’s fiscal and personnel resources, mission, values, and priorities, along with those of the library’s parent organization, and of the community that the library serves. Collection development and management cannot be successful unless integrated within all library operations; thus, a collections librarian must have a thorough understanding of his or her library’s operations and services and a close relationship with the units that provide them. Essential considerations for the collections librarian include who has access to the collection on-site and remotely, circulation and use policies, consortial arrangements, and ease of resource discovery. Collections librarians who work with contracts and licenses need to comprehend the legal requirements and policies of the library and its parent organization. A constant theme throughout this book is the importance of the internal and external environments within which collections librarians practice their craft.

      HISTORICAL OVERVIEW

      The existence of several ancient libraries, for example, those in Hattusha and Pergamon (modern Turkey), Nineveh (modern Iraq), and Alexandria (modern Egypt), has been documented, but no records of their selection criteria have been found. Many of the oldest libraries, for example, that at Hattusha (ca. fifteenth century BCE to ca. twelfth century BCE), which housed between 1,500 and 2,000 cuneiform tablets, functioned as archives that preserved legal codes, official correspondence, treaties, and contracts.2 The earliest libraries served primarily as storehouses of official documents and sacred texts or as treasuries to display wealth and power rather than as instruments for the wide dissemination of knowledge or sources for recreational reading.

      Over time, libraries began to aggressively add items, develop into centers of learning and translation, and were opened to scholars. The library at Alexandria, which flourished as a center of scholarship between the third century BCE and the first or second century CE, held more than 400,000 mixed scrolls that included multiple works and another 90,000 individual scrolls, which were reportedly acquired through theft as well as purchase.3 Evidence suggests that some scholars enjoyed patronage and visitors were not limited by doctrine or philosophy.4 The Al-Qarawiyyin library, the oldest operating library in the world, was founded by Fatima al-Fihri in 859 to support education and research at the university of the same name in Fez.5 One can assume that the scarcity of written materials and their value as unique records made comprehensiveness, completeness, and preservation guiding principles. These continued to be library goals through the growth of commerce, the Renaissance, the invention of movable type, the expansion of lay literacy, the Enlightenment, the public library movement, and the proliferation of electronic resources.

      Systematic philosophies of selection were rare until the end of the nineteenth century, although a few early librarians wrote about their guiding principles. Gabriel Naudé, hired by Cardinal Mazarin to manage his personal library in the early 1600s, addressed selection in the first modern treatise on the management of libraries. He wrote, “It may be laid down as a maxim that there is no book whatsoever, be it never so bad or disparaged, but may in time be sought for by someone.”6 Completeness as a goal has been balanced by a desire to select the best and most appropriate materials. John Dury, in his 1650 tract The Reformed Librarie-Keeper wrote:

      
        I do not think that all Books and Treaties which in this age are printed in all kindes, should bee inserted into the Catalogue, and added to the stock of the Librarie, discretion must bee used and confusion avoided, and a course taken to distinguish that which is profitable, from that which is useless.7

      

      In 1780, Jean-Baptiste Cotton des Houssays, librarian at the Sorbonne, stated that libraries should consist only of books “of genuine merit and of well-approved utility,” with new additions guided by “enlightened economy.”8 What constitutes appropriate criteria for selectivity and determining what has merit and what is “useless” has been a subject of continuing debate among librarians and library users for centuries.

      Public Libraries

      Contemporary public libraries had various precursors in the United States. Thomas Bray, an English Anglican cleric, arrived in the Colony of Maryland in 1699 with a commission to organize Church of England parishes and to supply them with books, for which he was granted funds.9 By the time he returned to England two years later, he had established seventeen parish libraries, which primarily supported clergy but also were open to the public. The largest was in Annapolis and held 1,095 volumes, then the largest public collection of books in the Colonies and “probably the first free circulating library in the United States.”10

      Social libraries, sometimes called subscription libraries or membership libraries, were limited to a specific clientele and supported by their members. One of the better-known and perhaps the first was the Philadelphia Library Company, founded by Benjamin Franklin in 1731 and supported by fifty subscribers who shared the cost of importing books and journals from England.11 Many subscription libraries became public libraries when a library society lost interest and turned the collection over to the town government, which then began to support it financially and opened it to citizens.12

      Mercantile libraries were membership libraries founded by and for merchants and clerks both to educate and to offer an alternative to immoral entertainment.13 Their goal was to teach morality, provide a wholesome environment, and offer self-education opportunities to the poor and uneducated who were drawn to cities. They often featured presentations by prominent writers and thinkers. Examples were found in New York (1820), Boston (1820), Philadelphia (1821), and Cincinnati (1835). The Mercantile Library of New York (now the Center for Fiction, http://centerforfiction.org) was the largest mercantile library and, by 1871, was the fourth largest library in the United States. Only the Library of Congress, Boston Public Library, and Astor Library (also in New York City) were bigger.

      Free African Americans formed literary society libraries in the northeast United States between 1828 and 1860. One of the earliest, the Colored Reading Society of Philadelphia (founded in 1828), directed that all income from initiation fees and monthly dues (excluding that designated for rent and light) be spent on books. The Phoenix Society of New York, established in 1833, aimed to “establish circulating libraries in each ward for the use of people of colour on very modest pay—to establish mental feasts.”14

      Another early form of free libraries was Sunday school libraries, which generally served communities without regard to class, race, and gender. For example, in 1817, the New York Female Union Society for the Promotion of Sabbath Schools was instructing 5,500 students, both African American and White.15 Many Sunday schools provided a library where students could borrow religious literature regardlessof their race or gender, thus offering access opportunities similar to today’s public libraries.

      When considered together, these early libraries, while not publically supported, were furnishing the type of collections that libraries provide today—materials that are used for information, education, and recreation.

      A library established in Franklin, Massachusetts, with funds from Benjamin Franklin to purchase 116 volumes, was opened to all inhabitants of the town in 1790. Though public, it was not supported by public funding.16 The Peterborough (New Hampshire) Town Library established in 1833 is usually identified as the first free publicly owned and maintained library in the United States. The success of this library prompted the New Hampshire State Legislature to become the first to authorize towns to raise money to establish and maintain their own libraries in 1849.17

      Boston was the first major city to establish a public library, which opened in 1854. The trustees defined the purpose of the public library as education and, though they had no plans to acquire novels, they were willing to include more popular “respectable” books. In their first report, the trustees wrote, “We consider that a large public library is of the utmost importance as the means of completing our system of public education.”18 The responsibility of libraries to educate their users and to expose them to the “better” books and journals remained a topic of debate in public libraries for many years. Similar controversies persist in public libraries about the appropriateness of some types of materials such as romance novels, graphic novels, video games, comic books, and materials on controversial subjects.

      Andrew Carnegie had a powerful influence on libraries between 1883 and 1929, when he gave more than $60 million to build 2,509 library buildings.19 Of these, 1,689 were built in the United States and 125 in Canada. While most were public libraries, a few were academic. Carnegie paid only to construct the libraries and did not fund maintenance, staff, or collections. His intent was to compel communities to tax themselves and to assume responsibility for the libraries. In some cases, communities declined his offer because they did not want to provide a collection and continuing support. Those that accepted a library building often did not have to develop a collection from scratch. Many towns had some type of small public library housed in less-than-optimal locations, such as the basement of the courthouse, a millinery shop, or an abandoned church, and the existing materials formed the nucleus of the new Carnegie library’s collection. Acquiring materials to fill the new libraries became a priority.

      Trustees, or committees appointed by trustees, selected materials in early public libraries. Some cities sought to be inclusive and representative in board appointments to represent the diversity of urban centers. In 1874, a Chicago public library trustees’ meeting erupted “into cacophony” as some board members protested ethnic and religious bias in selecting books, complaining that Jewish authors were excluded and Catholic authors favored.20 The chair regained order and the board passed a motion that any member could select from a list of possible titles, resulting in a “fair show upon the shelves.”

      By the end of the 1800s, as librarianship evolved as a profession, John Cotton Dana was advising that book selection in public libraries be left to the librarians, who were overseen by the trustees or a book committee.21 The rise of library schools and the professionalization of librarianship encouraged public library trustees and boards to transfer selection responsibilities to librarians.

      Despite being assigned selection responsibilities, librarians’ collection decisions continue to be monitored and questioned by library boards and trustees, parents, the public, and government at all levels. Often this takes the form of challenges to individual titles, but in 1996 the US federal government took on the responsibility of protecting children who were using libraries by blocking access to harmful materials on the internet. The Communications Decency Act (Title V of the Telecommunications Act of 1996) sought to regulate internet access to obscene and indecent materials but was ruled unconstitutional by the US Supreme Court because it violated the First Amendment. Eventually, the attempt to regulate obscenity was addressed in the Children’s Internet Protection Act (CIPA), which became law in December 2000.22 Public librarians protested against CIPA, which they viewed as an infringement on the right to read and a form of censorship. ALA challenged the law as unconstitutional in 2001, but the Supreme Court upheld it in 2003. CIPA requires schools and public libraries to use internet filtering software on computers with internet access to protect against access to “visual depictions that are obscene, child pornographic, or harmful to minors.” If a library receives only the federal E-Rate discount for telecommunication services, then compliance with CIPA is not required. If a library receives the E-Rate discount on even a single item under Internal Connections or Internet Access, it must comply with CIPA. A library also must comply with CIPA if it uses Library Services and Technology Act (LSTA) grant funds to purchase one or more personal computers that will access the internet or if it uses these funds to pay an internet service provider.23

      Local and state appropriations remain the primary funding sources for public libraries. When the economy is growing, libraries benefit. After World War II, economic growth resulted in increased tax revenues and thus increased funds for public libraries. Much of this money supported collections growth. Funding for public libraries began to plateau or decline in the late 1970s. Pressures to contain taxes at all levels of government reduced the flow of funds to libraries when municipalities began to make difficult choices about how to allocate limited resources. Libraries, in turn, faced choices about their priorities and where scarce funds should be directed—to hours of operation, staffing, services, facilities, or collections. Many public libraries closed branches and reduced the purchases of duplicate copies of popular titles. Book vendors began to offer rental collections that provided a rotating selection of popular titles, often with multiple copies, to help libraries manage limited collections budgets.

      LSTA was signed into law in 1996 and remains the only federal library-grant program, although other legislation may include some funding for libraries. LSTA replaced the Library Services and Construction Act, which allocated funds for library construction and focused on underserved or disadvantaged communities. LSTA made technological infrastructure its first priority while continuing its emphasis on the underserved, and assigned responsibility to the Institute of Museum and Library Services (IMLS, www.imls.gov). LSTA is funded annually by Congress in the Labor, Health and Human Services, Education, and Related Agencies Appropriations bill. Funding for LSTA was increased in fiscal year 2016 to $183 million, an increase of $2 million.24 LSTA serves all types of libraries, including public, school, academic, and special, and is usually administered by the state library in each state under the oversight of IMLS. State libraries or their equivalent award a variety of grants to libraries and museums.

      The Great Recession that began in late 2007 compounded libraries’ fiscal problems. As local and state revenues decreased, public library funding was reduced. Nearly 60 percent of public libraries reported flat or decreased operating budgets in 2010–2011.25 Public investment in libraries stabilized in 2013 and library funding began to increase in 2014, growing by 3.0 percent. After four years of declining revenue, public libraries had a 2.5 percent increase in revenue in fiscal year 2014.26

      The budget crunch hit public libraries at the same time they became eager to offer e-books, forcing them to choose where limited funds should be spent. Despite financial constraints, urban libraries saw a 60 percent growth in e-book collections between 2005 and 2008.27 E-books, primarily fiction, are now ubiquitous in public libraries. A 2015 Library Journal study found that e-books were now a normal part of 94 percent of public libraries and that the median number of e-books per library offered exceeded 14,000 titles.28 The Primary Research Group surveyed sixty-two representative public libraries and found spending on e-books continuing to increase: spending in 2015 increased 23.3 percent over that of 2014, and was projected to increase another 15.8 percent in 2016.29 Most public libraries use an e-book aggregator, such as Bibliotheca (previously 3M) Cloud Library, Overdrive, or another platform, which provides access to e-content from multiple publishers through a common interface.

      Twenty percent of public libraries carried self-published e-books in 2015.30 Libraries have been hesitant to acquire self-published books because of concerns about review sources, quality, and hosting. Self-published books still carry some of the stigma associated with vanity publishing, in which books are produced at the author’s expense, often with no or little quality control. The main reasons libraries offer self-published books are because a patron requests a title or the author is local.

      Public libraries offering e-books must address several troubling issues, and ALA has been active in pressuring publishers to be more accommodating to their needs. E-books cost more than print books, often at least three times as much. For several years, libraries had limited access to frontlist e-books because of publisher restrictions, though all of the Big Five (Penguin Random House, HarperCollins, Macmillan, Simon & Schuster, and Hachette) now make their full catalog of e-books available for library lending. The variety of licensing models can be confusing. Most e-book access is through aggregators, and libraries usually pay for access for a period of time but do not own the book. Retaining access requires additional payment. Some publishers limit the number of circulations, after which the library must buy access again. At the time of this writing, HarperCollins had a limit of twenty-six circulations and Macmillan titles were available for two years or fifty-two loans (whichever came first). Libraries usually prefer perpetual access and simultaneous access by multiple users, but this is not always possible. Some publishers have become more flexible. In 2016, Penguin Random House began offering perpetual licenses with no limits on the number of circulations, although limited to a single user.

      Contemporary public libraries offer a variety of media. In 2015, 46 percent were providing streaming video, and in 2016, 96 percent were offering downloadable audio and 44 percent offered streaming audio.31 Simultaneously, libraries continue to maintain print collections. Librarians are challenged to provide digital content with uncertain funding and a technology environment that is constantly changing while still providing the print materials that some readers prefer.

      For the most part, standards and guidelines for public libraries are issued at the state level in the United States and at the provincial and territorial level in Canada. Examples are In Service to Iowa: Public Library Standards, Colorado Public Library Standards, and Ontario Public Library Guidelines for Municipal and Country Public Libraries.32 The International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions (IFLA) issued IFLA Public Library Service Guidelines, 2nd ed., in 2010. The Young Adult Library Services Association (YALSA) developed the YALSA Teen Services Evaluation Tool, which defines essential elements in providing public library services to teens.33 Though not a standard per se, each element in this tool is accompanied by characteristics that define a collection as distinguished, proficient, basic, or below basic. For example, the essential element “Collection of materials in a variety of formats, reading levels, and languages” in a distinguished collection is characterized this way:

      
        Young adult collection represents a wide variety of formats including print and digital. The entire collection is continually evaluated & weeded. Collection reflects languages other than English that reflect the library community. YA staff is familiar with all types of materials that teens consume in all types of formats.34

      

      A 2014 Aspen Institute report identified the greatest challenge facing public libraries as the need to transform their service model to meet the demands of a knowledge society while securing sustainable funding. Although the challenges are formidable, the report observes:

      
        This is a time of great opportunity for communities, institutions, and individuals who are willing to champion new thinking and nurture new relationships. It is a time of particular opportunity for public libraries with their unique stature as trusted community hubs and repositories of knowledge and information.35

      

      Academic Libraries

      Academic libraries serve public and private community colleges, colleges, and universities. They preceded public libraries in the American colonies. Most early libraries in North America first developed as private collections and then within institutions of higher education. These early libraries were small because most materials had to be shipped from Europe and funds were limited. Few materials were published in the colonies. As late as 1850, only 600 periodicals were being published in the United States, up from 26 in 1810.36 Monographic publishing was equally sparse, with most early works being religious in nature. Between 1830 and 1842, an average of 100 was published each year and by 1853 this had only increased to 879.37

      Early academic libraries were seldom concerned with the process of selection because they rarely had continuing budget allocations. Most support for academic libraries’ collections came from gifts of books or donations to purchase them. Less than a tenth of the holdings of colonial American college libraries were added through direct purchase.38 Any institutional funds came from the occasional actions of the trustees or boards of regents rather than from recurring allocations. Student library fees were charged at several institutions, either on a per-annum or a per-use basis.39 As late as 1856, when John Langdon Sibley became librarian of Harvard, the total budget for library acquisitions and binding was only $250 per year—about $6,779 in 2016 Consumer Price Index (CPI) dollars. In comparison, Harvard spent $45,878,762 on acquisitions and access in fiscal year 2015.40 Even with funds in hand, acquiring materials was challenging. Everything had to be purchased on buying trips to book dealers in large East Coast cities and Europe.

      Collection growth was slow. By 1790, Harvard’s library had only 12,000 volumes. It had averaged 82 new volumes per year in the preceding 135 years. At the same time, the College of William and Mary’s library collection numbered only 3,000, and it was the second largest in the country. Academic libraries added, on the average, only 30 to 100 volumes per year before 1800. Because they were donations, most additions were irrelevant to the educational programs of the time.41 By 1850, only one United States academic institution had a collection larger than 50,000 volumes: Harvard College had grown to 72,000 volumes.42 At mid-century, total holdings for the approximately seven hundred colleges, professional schools, and public libraries in the United States were only 2.2 million volumes.43

      Academic libraries reflected US education’s priorities of the time: teaching rather than study, students rather than scholars, memorization rather than inquiry, and maintaining order and discipline rather than promoting learning and research. Reflective thinking and theoretical considerations were unusual in any college discipline before the American Civil War. As a consequence, academic libraries had limited significance in their institutions and functioned primarily as storehouses, with rigid regulations governing their use.

      The limitations in service hours and restrictions on borrowing materials, combined with modest collections, prompted many undergraduate literary societies to develop libraries on their own. These libraries had large collections housed in pleasant surroundings, unlike the college libraries, which have been described as “rather inhospitable and inaccessible storerooms with little or no heat.”44 Similar to the society libraries established in cities, these were funded by members and expanded the educational opportunities of their student affiliates until academic libraries changed in the late 1800s.

      American research and teaching experienced a fundamental change between 1850 and 1900, influenced by ideas and methods imported from German universities, which had become centers for advanced scholarship. The move to lectures and seminars as replacements for textbooks, memorization, and recitation, coupled with the increasing importance of research, had far-reaching consequences for libraries. The 1862 passage of the Morrill Act, which created the land grant universities, introduced the concept that universities were obligated to produce and share knowledge that would advance society. A direct result of the Morrill Act was a tremendous increase in scholarly journals and monographs to report and share research. Consequently, libraries became more important to the academic mission because they could provide a campus location that collected these materials, organized them, and made them available for use.

      Professionalized and institution-centered scholars had different needs and working habits from those of their predecessors, and their attitudes toward the academic library experienced a basic reorientation. The institutional academic library became a necessity. The mounting flood of publications issued in the United States and globally meant that even those few scholars with private means could not individually keep up with and manage all the new information available. They needed the institutional library to provide access to the growing number of materials necessary for research.

      As universities expanded to support graduate and professional programs and major research initiatives, their libraries sought to develop comprehensive collections that would support both current and future programs and research. College libraries began to diverge from university libraries as their parent institutions’ mission evolved in the second half of the 1800s. College libraries retained a focus on supporting undergraduate teaching and learning and the needs of undergraduates, a focus that continues today. They did not seek to build the comprehensive collections that came to characterize university libraries. To address the different needs of undergraduates, many research universities created a college or undergraduate library separate from their main library.

      Faculty members and academic administrators handled most selection in both university and college libraries well into the 1900s.45 When Asa Gray was hired as an instructor at the University of Michigan in 1838, he went first to Europe to acquire books for the library. The president of Ohio Wesleyan traveled to New York and Europe in 1854 to purchase library books.46 German university libraries were unique in designating selection as the direct responsibility of librarians and staff, with less faculty input. An early advocate of the role of librarians in developing library collections was Christian Gottlob Heyne, the librarian at Germany’s University of Göttingen from 1763 to 1812.47 The German model was slow to be adopted in the United States. In 1930, faculty members still were selecting as much as 80 percent of total university library acquisitions, while librarians were choosing a modest 20 percent.48

      At universities, this ratio began to shift in the 1960s and had reversed by the late 1970s, although teaching faculty continue to have an important selection role in many smaller institutions. These faculty often collaborate with librarians, who may have responsibility for some types of materials and portions of the collection, such as reference materials. The shift to librarians selecting materials can be linked to increasing professionalism among librarians, the burgeoning volume of publications, a growing number of librarians with extensive subject training, and the expanding pressure of other responsibilities, including research and publication, on faculty. As responsibility for building library collections shifted from faculty to librarians—or became a shared responsibility—emphasis changed from selecting materials to meet the needs and interests of specific faculty members to building a unified and coherent collection to meet both current and future institutional priorities.

      The period between 1945 and 1970 has been called higher education’s “golden age.” It paralleled post–World War II economic expansion.49 Unemployment was low for most of this period, and tax revenues at the local, state, and federal levels increased. Many of these dollars flowed into higher education, and libraries benefited directly. A series of federal programs, beginning with the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act—the G.I. Bill—in 1944, subsidized student tuition.50 The G.I. Bill, which allowed World War II veterans to attend college at no cost, resulted in an influx of funds that colleges and universities directed to new faculty positions and programs, and to infrastructure including libraries. The 1958 National Defense Education Act (NDEA) was a response to the Soviet Union’s launch of Sputnik and fear that the United States was falling behind in technology and the sciences. The NDEA authorized funding for higher education loans and fellowships, vocational teacher training, and programs in K–12 schools, including math, science, and foreign-language activities. In 1965, the Higher Education Act (HEA) was enacted to strengthen educational resources in colleges and universities and provide financial assistance for students. The HEA has been reauthorized at four-year intervals and, in 2008, was amended and reauthorized as the Higher Education Opportunity Act.51 Since then, Congress has extended funding on a year-by-year basis. The HEA, as it is still known, is the basis for many of today’s postsecondary education subsidies, including student loan and grant programs, direct funding for college and university libraries, and teacher-training programs. Title VI of the Act supports infrastructure building in colleges and universities for foreign-language, international, and area studies. Often significant funding is directed to building library collections to support these initiatives.

      College and university library budgets grew rapidly during the golden age of higher education. In 1944, Rider made his famous prediction that research library collections would double every sixteen years.52 In 1953, Brough wrote that the mission of Harvard’s library was the “collection and preservation of everything printed.”53 The seemingly endless possibilities for growth broadened the librarian’s collection responsibilities. Librarians began to view building comprehensive collections as an important responsibility and started to seek and acquire materials from around the world. The scope of collections expanded to include Asia, Africa, the Middle East, and Eastern Europe as well as Western Europe.54

      The emphasis during this period was on growth and how to handle it effectively. Collections theory began to focus on who should be selecting materials for the library, how selection decisions were made and what the appropriate criteria were, and alternatives to individual title selection for building collections. During the 1950s, vendors began offering services that freed librarians from ordering directly from the publisher. Many of these service agencies began supplying materials through approval and blanket plans, freeing academic librarians to concentrate on identifying and obtaining more esoteric resources.

      The majority of funding for academic libraries comes from their parent institutions, although individual budget models will vary. Some libraries also receive funding from endowments and bequests, grants, and occasionally from fee-for-service operations. Academic libraries’ budgets generally leveled off or began trending downward in the 1970s. Fiscal constraints were coupled with increasing materials costs. In the 1980s, the escalating cost of journals led academic librarians to proclaim a “serials crisis.” The Association of Research Libraries (ARL) began tracking serials and monograph unit costs, expenditures, and number of titles purchased against the CPI. Between 1986 and 2015, ARL, often a bellwether for academic libraries of all sizes, documented a 521 percent increase in ongoing resources (formerly called serials) expenditures while the CPI increased only 118 percent.55 Expenditures for one-time resources (formerly called monographs) increased only 79 percent during the same period, These large academic libraries continue to invest a major portion (71 percent, on average) of their collections budgets on ongoing resource purchases and 29 percent on monographs. Of this, 21 percent is for one-time resource purchases and 8 percent is for e-books.56

      The economic collapse that began in 2007 affected academic libraries with more than half of ARL member libraries reporting flat or declining acquisitions budgets.57 By fiscal year 2012/13, the same libraries were reporting a gradual increase in their budgets. This trend was mirrored in other academic libraries, but these increases did not match the annual increases in materials costs. Libraries face a persistent challenge in allocating collections budgets that are insufficient to meet the increase in materials prices and growing user demand for costly e-resources.

      The consolidation of publishers and vendors has changed the marketplace in which academic librarians make their collections decisions. Ten publishers (Springer, Reed-Elsevier, Wiley-Blackwell, Taylor and Francis, Sage, Wolters Kluwer, Hindawi, Cambridge University Press, Oxford University Press, and Emerald) published 45.6 percent of all science, technology, and medical journals in 2015. Springer alone published 2,987 journals.58 With mergers have come price increases—when Elsevier Reed purchased Pergamon in 1991, Pergamon’s journals prices increased 27 percent.59 One of the more recent mergers occurred in 2015, when Springer consolidated with Macmillan, owners of the Nature Publishing Group, resulting in a combined value of $5.8 billion., with even higher prices forecast.60

      The advent of electronic scholarly journals led academic librarians to hope for an alternative to costly print serials. While the number of e-journals increased rapidly, growing from 17 in 1991 to 2,459 only 6 years later, libraries experienced no respite as prices of all formats continue to escalate.61 When publishers began offering what is known as the Big Deal in the late 1990s, librarians saw a way to control inflation. In a Big Deal, commercial publishers bundle packages of e-journals for a single price with the promise that cost increases would be controlled if libraries accepted the package, often with conditions prohibiting cancellation for a specified number of years. The cost of the bundled packages was determined by a library’s historic print subscriptions plus annual inflation increments. Academic librarians quickly began to question the advantages of signing Big Deal agreements because of the limitations on cancellations and bundled packages that included titles of lesser interest.

      Regardless of costs and licensing challenges, e-journals have come to dominate academic journal collections, and e-books, particularly reference materials and scholarly monographs, have become increasingly important in academic libraries. As early as 2012, a study by Library Journal reported that 95 percent of academic libraries offered e-books.62 A 2016 survey found that the ratio of print to digital volumes was about 2-to-1 and that more than half of e-books were made available through either consortia or a state program.63 Most scholarly e-books are acquired as part of packages from publishers, vendors, and aggregators, and not selected on a title-by-title basis.

      One problem that e-books present is that their licenses generally limit the use of entire e-books for interlibrary loan, and the technology to do so has been insufficient. To address this, an e-book interlibrary loan pilot project, Occam’s Reader, was launched by Texas Tech University, the University of Hawai’i at Mānoa, and the Greater Western Library Alliance in 2014. Occam’s Reader creates a process for requesting, processing, and delivering e-books under the terms of Springer e-Book licenses, which permit interlibrary loan.64 Some consortia negotiate for consortia-wide use of e-books, thus avoiding the need for each member to purchase the same book.

      Other e-book concerns faced by academic libraries are similar to those troubling public libraries. These include irrevocable perpetual access and archival rights, unlimited simultaneous users, and freedom from onerous digital rights management (DRM), the technology that controls access to intellectual property created or reproduced in digital form for distribution online or via other digital media.

      The high cost of materials led to increased library cooperation. This was partially driven by interest in negotiating collectively for the best price for e-content and the need to share more scarce resources. Most early efforts at securing discounted subscriptions came from academic library consortia, but many consortia now represent all types of libraries and can be based on geography, type of library, subject specialization, or a combination of these.

      Librarians questioned the older idea of building comprehensive collections in large libraries “just-in-case” a particular item might be needed and suggested that a more responsible use of budgets might be supplying materials to meet users’ needs “just-in-time.” Just-in-time is a business term that describes a means of inventory control. The goal of just-in-time inventory management is to reduce the use of buffer inventories and to synchronize the movement of materials through the production process so that materials are only delivered just before they are needed. Just-in-case management is the opposite, meaning that large inventories of production materials are held on-site so they are always on hand whenever they are needed. Librarians often framed this as a debate about ownership versus access. An obvious alternative to building comprehensive local collections is heavier reliance on interlibrary lending. In 1988, Line wrote,

      
        Before World War 2, interlending was regarded as an optional extra, a grace and favour activity, to be indulged in sparingly; any research library considered it an admission of failure to have to obtain any item from elsewhere. Now every library, however large, accepts that it cannot be self-sufficient, and some of the largest obtain the most from elsewhere.65

      

      This statement is as true today as it was in 1988. Membership in consortia facilitates interlibrary loan by removing barriers between members and contracting for shared rapid-delivery services.

      Many academic libraries have turned to additional options for providing materials at the point of need. One is to provide journal articles via pay-per-view. Libraries may cancel lesser-used or peripheral journals and instead purchase articles when their users request them. Reallocating funds previously directed to subscriptions may be a reasonable way to use limited funds and still meet user need. Patron-driven acquisitions of monographs has become increasingly popular. In this model, bibliographic records for e-books are loaded in the local catalog and purchase is initiated when users view a particular title a specified number of times. By relying on users to guide selection, a library employs the just-in-time model and acquires materials it knows will be used.

      Librarians began to discuss scholarly communication as an information food chain in the 1990s. In this construct, academic libraries purchase the resources that researchers use, researchers write up their findings and give them to journal publishers, who then publish the research in journals that they sell to libraries. Librarians began to question this system, which placed libraries at the low (and expensive) end of the food chain and potentially reduced the dissemination of scholarship. In 1997, ARL started the Scholarly Publishing and Academic Resources Coalition (SPARC, sparcopen.org), now an alliance of more than 200 universities, research libraries, and professional organizations, as a constructive response to market dysfunctions in the scholarly communication system. The open-access movement, which seeks to make scholarly articles available without barriers—online, free of charge, and with few copyright and licensing restrictions—through self-archiving and open-access journals, took shape under the aegis of the Budapest Open Access Initiative (BOAI, www.soros.org/​openaccess) in 2001. Academic librarians began working to raise the consciousness of their faculties about their own roles and responsibilities in the creation and dissemination of knowledge.

      Mass digitization of print materials has affected the nature of collection development and management in academic libraries. The Google Books Library Project was launched in 2004 with the goal of scanning fifteen million volumes. By 2015, more than thirty million books had been scanned and were searchable.66 Books not protected by copyright are available in full and can be read online. Those not in the public domain are searchable, but not fully available. In September 2017, the nonprofit Internet Archive (https://archive.org) had a collection of more than eleven million fully accessible books and texts (plus moving images, music, and audio files), and Project Gutenberg (www.gutenberg.org) offered more than 54,000 free e-books. These can be read online or downloaded in HTML, as an EPUB book, or to a Kindle. Collections librarians began to consider the extent to which they could rely on these digital collections and perhaps reduce local holdings. A parallel issue that has complicated decision-making is the extent to which these digitized materials should be reflected in the local catalog.

      Deciding to rely on these mass digitization repositories to supplement or replace local holdings raised questions about permanent access. To address this, HathiTrust (www.hathitrust.org), a partnership of large research institutions and libraries, was established in 2008 to preserve and provide access to digitized materials deposited by members. As of 2017, the HathiTrust Digital Library (www.hathitrust.org/​digital_​library) held more than fifteen million volumes (both books and serials), of which approximately 38 percent were in the public domain. Digital content comes from various sources, including the Google Books Library Project, the Internet Archive, and partner institution in-house scanning. Anyone can search the HathiTrust Digital Library, but full viewing and downloading of public domain materials is limited to HathiTrust partners, all of which are academic libraries.

      Massive digitization projects, increasing local space constraints, and deteriorating collections have led libraries to consider the “collective collection”—the aggregate of materials that are held in multiple locations. Malpas observes that

      
        the emergence of a mass-digitized book corpus has the potential to transform the academic library enterprise, enabling an optimization of legacy print collections that will substantially increase the efficiency of library operations and facilitate a redirection of library resources in support of a renovated library service portfolio.67

      

      In other words, not all libraries need to retain and preserve the same materials. Rightsizing the local collection has become more important. One challenge for the profession is determining how many copies should be retained, and where.

      Dempsey has proposed the idea of a facilitated collection, which is “organized according to a network logic, where a coordinated mix of local, external, and collaborative services are assembled around user need.”68 Components of this mix include the owned collection; the borrowed collection; the external collection; licensed and just-in-time provision of content, which is demand driven; and shared or collective print and digital collections. Dempsey proposed the idea that librarians should think of collection as a service.

      During the last twenty years, the role of academic library subject specialists (often called bibliographers), whose sole responsibility was collection development and management, has evolved to include expanded responsibilities for outreach and liaison activities. Simultaneously, many reference librarians and technical services librarians who previously did not select materials or manage collections are being assigned these responsibilities. All academic librarians with collections responsibilities are facing challenges associated with e-content as it changes the nature of selection and collection management.

      Academic libraries face increasing pressures to be accountable, that is, to document their value to their parent institutions in ways that go beyond counts of volumes held, serials subscriptions, and gate counts. The 2017 Association of College and Research Libraries’ standards apply to all types of libraries in higher education; these aim to help libraries demonstrate their impact and “value in the educational mission and in institutional effectiveness.”69 Instead of suggesting appropriate collection size as in earlier ACRL standards, the 2011 and 2017 standards emphasize outcomes and suggest points of comparison with peer institutions and for internal longitudinal analysis.

      In 2016, ACRL released a statement to be used for communicating library value to stakeholders. It addresses three areas (support recruitment, retention, and matriculation; enhance student learning; and support faculty research and teaching).70 Data collection and analysis seek to document the contributions that libraries make to the teaching and research mission of higher education. Of concern to collections librarians is the extent to which investment in collections (both owned and leased) and their use (and usability) support the academic mission.

      Open educational resources (OER) are a growing area of interest for academic libraries, partially in response to the high cost of textbooks, but OER are more than an alternative to traditional textbooks; they include teaching and learning materials in any format that may be used, reused, and repurposed without charge. Collections librarians frequently work with faculty to encourage adoption of OER. Jensen and West identify roles for libraries as supporting campus policy; finding quality materials; and advising on copyright, open licensing, and integrated course design.71 The role of academic librarians in OER is primarily one of collaboration. As Kazakoff-Lane observes, this “fits with librarians’ professional support for access to information as a public good, the institutional mandate of academic libraries to support teaching and research, and the professional obligations of librarians in public libraries to support continuing education.”72

      Since the late 1990s, academic librarians have been preoccupied with pricing projections, serial cancellation projects, electronic publishing models, perceived unfair pricing practices, licensing and contract negotiation, demonstrating effective stewardship, balancing print and digital collections, and the changing nature of higher education. Ward describes the challenging future of academic libraries:

      
        Academic libraries are undergoing a public, challenging, and frequently contested transformation. The change and obsolescence of academic libraries as we know them represents an event of unprecedented magnitude in higher education. Rarely has a core institutional activity faced such formidable prospects for change. . . . The future of our libraries is our own future. Higher education is at a turning point, with libraries as one of the most visible signs of change. How we choose to re-create libraries may be a reflection of how we adapt to changing and critical social, political, economic and environmental issues throughout the world.73

      

      School Libraries

      McGinnis traces the origins of school libraries to 1578, when an ordinance passed in Shrewsbury, England, directed that schools should include “a library and gallerie . . . furnished with all manner of books, mappes, spheres, instruments of astronomye and all other things apperteyninge to learning which may be either given to the school or procured with school money.”74 School libraries were present in the early private schools of New England in the late eighteenth century. Their collections were primarily composed of reference books and supported by donations.

      Public school libraries in the United States were first proposed in legislation recommended to the New York state legislature by governor DeWitt Clinton in 1827; funds were not appropriated until 1839. By 1876, nineteen states had passed legislation to support public school libraries.75 In most states, these were classroom libraries, not centralized school libraries. A collection of fifty selected books was regarded as sufficient for an individual classroom. In the early 1940s, only 18 percent of public schools nationwide reported having a centralized library, and these were primarily in high schools. Elementary school libraries did not exist in most states until the 1958 NDEA and the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). By 2011/12, 92 percent of public schools had a centralized library.76

      Lamb traces the changing nature of school library collections, reporting that some libraries in the early twentieth century carried a variety of formats, such as lantern slides and Victrola records.77 Over time, photographs, slides, filmstrips, audiobooks, microforms, e-books, graphic novels, online reference materials, audio and video downloads, films, videos, kits, games, and realia have been part of library collections. Despite evolving formats, Lamb observes that the mission of school libraries has remained constant: “to meet the information and instructional needs of students along with helping them develop a lifelong passion for inquiry, reading, and learning.”78

      Materials in early school libraries usually were selected by school board members, superintendents, trustees, and occasionally by those directly responsible for the school libraries. The debate over appropriate materials seen in public libraries was also present in school libraries. School superintendents were complaining about the presence of novels in New York school libraries in 1843. The emphasis was on acquiring materials that would further students’ education and excluding “pernicious publications.”79

      Paralleling practice in other libraries and the growth of the library profession, selection gradually shifted from boards and administrators to school librarians. The establishment in 1896 of the School Library Section within the National Education Association began the formalization of school librarians’ roles and responsibilities.80 In 1900, Mary E. Kingsbury was appointed as librarian at Brooklyn’s Erasmus Hall High School; she has been identified as the first library school graduate appointed to a high-school library position as well as the first professionally trained librarian to be employed full time in a school. The ALA Council approved a petition from the ALA Roundtable of Normal and High School Librarians in 1914 to form the School Libraries Section, which held its first meeting at the June 1915 ALA annual conference. In 1951, this section became the American Association of School Librarians (AASL), a separate division of ALA. Despite the profession’s recognition of school librarianship as a specialty, lists prepared by state education boards governed the majority of materials added to school libraries into the 1950s. Today most school librarians are responsible for developing their library collections, often under the direction of district level guidelines and sometimes state agency requirements.

      School librarians develop collections that support learning and foster reading. They usually seek input from teachers in their schools as they select appropriate materials. The need to help students meet learning standards, such as the Common Core State Standards (www.corestandards.org), Next-Generation Science Standards (www.nextgenscience.org), and any other existing state standards, informs many selection decisions. Especially when funding for collections is scarce, the debate continues over the appropriateness and value of some formats—including comic books, graphic novels, and audio books—in fostering reading and learning.81

      The first standards for school libraries were issued by the National Education Association of the United States in 1918 and were endorsed and republished by ALA in 1920 as Standard Library Organization and Equipment for Secondary Schools of Different Sizes.82 These and subsequent revisions provided quantitative standards for print materials and ultimately all media. The 1998 revision, Information Power: Building Partnerships for Learning, was the first to drop quantitative recommendations.83 The 2009 Empowering Learners: Guidelines for School Library Media Programs, states succinctly that “the school library media program includes a well-developed collection of books, periodicals, and non-print material in a variety of formats that support curricular topics and are suited to inquiry learning and users’ needs and interests.”84 The American Association of School Librarians’ 2017 standards update and combine Standards for the 21st-Century Learner, Standards for the 21st-Century Learner in Action, and Empowering Learners, and include a section on assessment and evaluation.85

      Several states have developed standards for school libraries that supplement national standards. The 2011 California Department of Education Model School Library Standards for California Public Schools: Kindergarten through Grade Twelve devotes most of its attention to school library standards for students but does briefly address school library program standards, including minimum numbers for various resources. Some states have enacted laws governing school library programs.86 Iowa passed a law in 2006 that required each school district to have a licensed teacher-librarian. The Iowa Department of Education and the State Library of Iowa issued guidelines clarifying the implications for school libraries. The section on best practice for a collection requires that

      
        	• The collection is current and varied. Resources in multiple formats are provided. There is an appropriate balance between print and electronic resources.

        	• The collection is aligned with the school’s curriculum. The collection extends into the classrooms for both print and electronic resources.

        	• The number of items per student should be sufficient to meet needs with due consideration given to the age of library materials.87

      

      The second half of the twentieth century saw a change in the nature of school library collections. Standards for School Media Programs, a 1969 revision of school library standards, signaled a shift from the terms school library and school library program to school media center and school media program, which stressed the importance of providing a variety of formats to support instruction and learning.88 At the same time, school library media centers saw increasing emphasis on providing resources for teachers and often parents.

      ESEA Title II provided $100 million in direct federal assistance for the acquisition of school library resources and other instructional materials. As a result, school library staff were expected to provide leadership in selecting, acquiring, organizing, and using instructional materials. The ESEA had a profound effect on the establishment of school media centers. During the years 1965 to 1968, 12 percent of all public schools established a school library, and approximately 193,600 library expansion projects were funded during the same period.89

      ESEA was reauthorized at five-year intervals until 1981, when ESEA Title IV was consolidated with other educational programs in the Education Consolidation and Improvement Act (ECIA) to create one funding block program, the Chapter II Block Grant. The resulting block grants were distributed to states that allocated funds to school districts that then determined their own priorities. The result was a significant decrease in grant funds specifically targeted at school libraries. The consistent growth in library media centers’ collections seen over the previous twenty years had ended.

      The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) of 2001 was intended to address a portion of the lost funding by providing grants to local school districts in which at least 20 percent of the students were from families with incomes below the poverty line.90 In the first year of the program (fiscal year 2002), $12.5 million was available for grants and ninety-four were awarded.91 This amount seems modest compared to the $100 million made available annually in the early days of ESEA II. NCLB supported standards-based education reform and increased the federal role in holding schools accountable for student outcomes. Several states failed to meet the NCLB standards, and the Act generated significant criticism both because of the growth in standardized testing and the increased role of the federal government in education.

      The funding situation for school libraries became grimmer when the US Department of Education eliminated fiscal year 2011 funding for the Improving Literacy through School Libraries program, then the only federal program solely for US school libraries. The effects were soon felt at the state and local levels, although $28.6 million was returned to the Fund for Improvement of Education, a US Department of Education program, half of which was earmarked for libraries.

      The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), reauthorizing ESEA and replacing NCLB, was signed into law in December 2015 and was the first law in more than fifty years to specifically mention school librarians and school libraries.92 While ESSA has been hailed as a win for libraries and librarians, school librarians have raised concerns about how to define an “effective school library program” as stated in Title 1 of ESSA. The American Association of School Librarians proposed clarifications, explaining that the effective school library program:

      
        
          	1. is adequately staffed, including a state-certified school librarian who
            
              	a. is an instructional leader and teacher,

              	b. supports the development of digital learning, participatory learning, inquiry learning, technology literacies, and information literacy, and

              	c. supports, supplements, and elevates the literacy experience through guidance and motivational reading initiatives;

            

          

          	2. has up-to-date digital and print materials and technology, including curation of openly licensed educational resources; and

          	3. provides regular professional development and collaboration between classroom teachers and school librarians.93

        

      

      The bill validates the importance of libraries and librarians in education and directs agencies to spend funds on school library media programs.

      Federal funding for schools is a constant concern, but funding for K–12 education is the responsibility of the states. Most allocations come from the municipality in which the school or school district is located. In 2015/16, local governments provided 63 percent of library funding, 19 percent came from the proceeds of book fairs and book clubs, 9 percent came from state governments and the federal government, with the rest coming from other sources. Funding for school libraries comes from their parent schools and school districts. After several years of reduced funding, school library collections budgets began to improve in 2015/16, although they were still far below 2010/11 levels, the last year before the Great Recession began to reduce tax revenues.94

      Collection size is no longer considered a key measure of a school library media center’s success, yet these and other numerical data are tracked nationally. The National Center for Education Statistics reported in 2011/12 that the average holdings per 100 students in public schools (combined elementary and secondary) was 2,066 books and 97 audio and video items.95 This works out to approximately twenty-two items per student, compared to the 1975 quantitative goal of forty items per student in schools with fewer than 500 students. The average expenditure for library media material (books, audio and video materials, current serials subscriptions, and electronic subscriptions) per student was $17.26, down from $23.37 in 1999/2000.

      E-content continues to increase in school libraries and media centers. In 2015, 69 percent of school libraries offered digital content, including databases, e-books, periodicals, textbooks, videos, and games. Rosa observes that “school librarians continue to be at the forefront of digital integration in schools, supporting students, teachers, and administrators every day with new resources, training, and strategies.”96 OER are of growing interest to schools and libraries. Because they are free, many teachers are starting to replace textbooks with OERs.97

      Hadler describes five trends in school libraries of the future. He suggests they will provide more resources in a variety of formats, feature learning commons that encourage participatory learning, and collaborate more with other libraries. School librarians will be more engaged in instruction and enable students to access information from many sources. Finally, library automation will “secure the position of the library media center as the research hub of any school.”98

      Special Libraries

      Special libraries are found in hospitals, churches and synagogues, commercial firms, museums, correctional institutions, nonprofit organizations, and trade and professional associations, to name only a few. Some special libraries are maintained within larger libraries, for example, a business library within a public library. A few are independent, such as the Newberry Library (www.newberry.org) in Chicago. Special libraries in the corporate sector may be called information centers, resource centers, or something similar. Because of this diversity, providing a history of special libraries and their collecting practices presents unique challenges. What special libraries have in common is that they meet the specialized information needs of their host organizations and what is usually a narrow and focused user community. Many special libraries are characterized by a need to provide current or historical information as quickly as possible to solve pressing problems and facilitate decision-making. Ard observes that “information offers the critical competitive edge [and] time is a high value commodity.”99

      Government libraries may be considered special libraries, although they are sometimes placed in a category of their own. Government libraries support the work of elected representatives, government employees, and occasionally the public. The Pennsylvania Assembly Library was one of the first, opening in 1745, and was composed of materials ordered from England by Benjamin Franklin, clerk of Pennsylvania’s General Assembly.100 The Library of Congress, the largest government library in the United States, was established in 1800. Although founded to serve the US Congress, it also serves the public and provides many services, including cooperative cataloging programs, interlibrary loan, cataloging and classification, and administration of the US Copyright Office. Many government agencies at all levels have libraries. An example at the national level is the National Agricultural Library (established in 1862), a part of the US Department of Agriculture. Many states have a state library, legislative reference library, law library, and various departmental libraries.

      Professional groups, such as doctors and architects, were among the first to establish special libraries. One of the first special libraries in the United States was the medical library at the Pennsylvania Hospital, established in 1763.101 Common-interest groups such as scientific and historical societies were also early creators of special libraries. For example, the American Philosophical Society, founded in 1743, included a library.

      The Special Library Association was founded in 1909 to support those working in special libraries. It now has numerous divisions including biomedical, business, military, museums, legal, and transportation. Many professional associations focus more narrowly on library types, such as the American Association of Law Libraries (founded in 1906), the Medical Library Association (founded in 1896), and the Church and Synagogue Library Association (founded in 1967). Some specialties are served by divisions within larger organizations, including the Engineering Libraries Division in the American Society for Engineering Education and the Museum Library Division within the Art Libraries Society of North America.

      The earliest special libraries built their collections through donations, similar to academic libraries. Many were started by a gift of a single donor’s collection. Some, such as the Pennsylvania Hospital library, charged students a library fee. As special libraries became more central to the operations of their parent organizations, they received continuing allocations to develop their collections.

      Corporate libraries developed in the early twentieth century to meet the needs of their parent organizations. Black and Gabb suggest that two major developments provided the impetus: the establishment of a research infrastructure and the growth of a scientific approach to management, both of which depended on ready access to information.102 Lapp, an early proponent of the corporate library, wrote “In a good special library there will be few books. Instead, there will be chapters of books, pamphlets, figures, maps, type-written reports, clipping tables, cost sheets, drawings, forms, catalogs, etc. and all classified and arranged, not for display but for constant and efficient use.”103

      Staff in these libraries extracted, aggregated, and indexed information in anticipation of the needs of their employers. Corporate libraries in the United States totaled approximately one hundred in 1916 and their numbers increased rapidly.104

      Ard calls the 1970s and 1980s the golden age of corporate libraries.105 The harsh economic conditions in all sectors brought on by the Great Recession prompted corporations to question the return on investment of their libraries. Without a clear understanding of how information centers contributed to corporate success, many were eliminated as cost-saving measures. Matarazzo and Pearlstein note that “information professionals continue to struggle with the concept of aligning their services with those of their parent organization and aggressively demonstrating what they contribute to the success of that organization.”106

      Some special libraries, especially those that support commercial entities or government agencies, may be charged with maintaining historical archives that document the work of the organization. In other cases, the organization will have a separate archives unit tasked with retaining and preserving older materials. Some special libraries have been responsible for resources kept current through loose-leaf additions and technical reports. Some may be responsible for acquiring resources not physically housed within the library, such as print copies of handbooks and other ready reference tools kept in offices and laboratories.

      Standards are not as common in special libraries as in other types of libraries. Those that exist often apply to libraries associated with educational institutions, such as law and medical schools and other professional programs. The history of these standards is intimately involved with accreditation standards for the parent schools, and most have been and continue to be developed by the accrediting bodies such as the American Bar Association and the Accrediting Board for Engineering and Technology. Early standards included quantitative measures and, in some cases, lists of materials that should be provided. Most have shifted their emphasis to meeting the needs of teaching, learning, and research. The American Bar Association standards for academic law libraries are among the few that continue to specify what a core collection should include, for example, “all reported federal court decisions and reported decisions of the highest appellate court of each state and U.S. territory; all federal codes and session laws, and at least one current annotated code for each state and U.S. territory,” although they also speak to meeting the research needs of students and faculty and supporting the curriculum.107 The Medical Library Association offers standards for hospital libraries and the American Association of Law Libraries (AALL) has standards for many types of libraries, ranging from county public law libraries to appellate court libraries and state law libraries.108 Standards for special libraries generally stress that a collection meets the needs of their users, although some AALL standards are specific to the point of listing a core collection of materials that can be used as a checklist for collection evaluation.

      The growth of e-resources has profoundly affected many special libraries, especially corporate, legal, and medical libraries. Print subscriptions are being cancelled as e-resources present viable alternatives (to the extent that special libraries can afford them). As in other types of libraries, users often prefer online access to reference tools because of their ease of use and accessibility. E-books also are growing in importance. Many special librarians negotiate and contract for access to e-resources on behalf of their parent organization. Balancing print and electronic resources is as compelling an issue among special librarians as it is with other categories of librarians. The importance of documenting contributions and justifying value are equally persistent.

      Although Matarazzo and Pearlstein write about corporate libraries, their words hold true for all special libraries, when they note that information professionals are

      
        advised to find out the strategic objectives of their organization and then devise ways to demonstrably assist in meeting those objectives. This might mean taking the initiative for alternate sourcing or finding new ways to add value where their customers believe it matters. Clearly, information managers need to engage with their stakeholders and ensure that they are using the scarce resources they have to provide services where they can do the most to benefit their organization’s goals. This is the minimum they must do to lay the groundwork for success and sustainability and to address the confluence of forces pressing on their future.109

      

      THEORIES OF SELECTION

      The origins of collection management and development can be traced to theories of selection. Harvard librarian Thaddeus M. Harris prepared the first American guide to selection in 1793. In his introduction to a catalog of books suggested for a “small and cheap” library to serve common readers at a distance in the country, he wrote that “books have become so exceedingly numerous . . . that the greatest caution is necessary in selecting those of established reputation from the many that are indifferent or useless”—advice that still resonates.110

      Libraries of all types have experienced a continuing tension between demand and value, and much of the literature on selection has focused on this tension between what people want and what librarians believe is good for them. This has been particularly true in public libraries, which considered the education of citizens to be their primary goal. Part of the demand-value controversy has been the question of what to do about fiction. The public’s preference for novels was troubling to early library leaders, in part because of the lingering effects of Puritan condemnation of fiction. In 1899, Lucius Page Lane (New York State Library School, class of 1899) wrote to the Library Journal and quoted a school principal who stated that “the voracious devouring of fiction commonly indulged in by patrons of the public library, especially the young, is extremely pernicious and mentally unwholesome.”111 Many early librarians took a paternalistic and lofty, even elitist, position about selection and collection building.

      Librarians as Arbiters of Quality

      Many famous librarians of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, such as Melvil Dewey, John Cotton Dana, and Herbert Putnam, insisted that libraries’ primary role as educator meant they should provide only the highest-quality materials—with quality defined, of course, by librarians. Many librarians were proud of their role as censors, by which they meant arbiters of quality. Arthur E. Bostwick explained the positive role of public librarians as censors in his 1908 ALA presidential address when he stated they had a duty to censor anything that was not “the Good, True, and Beautifu1.”112 In contrast, other leading librarians of the time, including William F. Poole, Justin Winsor, and Charles Cutter, supported the selection and provision of more popular materials.

      Poole, the first director of the Chicago Public Library, supported the inclusion of popular reading materials in public libraries because he believed that reading less sophisticated materials led readers to more cultivated works. In 1876, he wrote,

      
        To meet, therefore, the varied wants of readers there must be on the shelves of the library books which persons of culture never read, although it is quite probable they did read such books in some stage of their mental development. Judged from a critical standpoint, such books are feeble, rudimentary, and perhaps sensational; but they are higher in the scale of literary merit than the tastes of the people who seek them; and, like primers and first-readers in the public schools, they fortunately lead to something better.113

      

      Not all librarians were confident they could select the Good, True, and Beautiful, or identify the materials that would lead readers to a higher level. As the profession of librarianship developed, librarians turned to their professional authorities and associations for guidance in selecting individual titles. Several reviewing tools appeared in the early 1900s to help select the best books, including ALA Booklist (1905), Book Review Digest (1906), Fiction Catalog (1908), and The Children’s Catalog (1909). The first edition of Guide to the Study and Use of Reference Books was published in 1902 by ALA.

      Despite the debate among library leaders over value versus community demand, the volume of fiction in American public libraries continued to increase. By 1876, most American public libraries offered some fictional materials, though it was often of the “better” kind. During World War I, opponents of fiction felt that the serious mood of the country provided a logical argument against the frivolity of popular fiction. Cornelia Marvin, state librarian of Oregon, suggested a new slogan: “No new fiction during the war.”114 However, many librarians selected materials for military camp libraries and were not hesitant about choosing fiction to entertain and distract the troops. ALA was active in providing books and magazines to camp libraries through the Committee on Mobilization and War Services Plans (later the War Service Committee). Herbert Putnam, then head of the Library of Congress and of the War Service Committee, initially opposed women leading the camp libraries operated by ALA, but by the summer of 1919 women were in charge of several camp libraries and instrumental in building popular reading collections.115

      The controversy about the role of fiction in public libraries continued after the First World War. Many wanted libraries to be as attractive as possible to returning soldiers and so provided fiction. Nevertheless, with the Great Depression resulting in a declining economy and reduced library funding, fiction continued to be a point of contention. Some library leaders felt that the 1930s were a time for libraries to focus on educational reading. Carl Roden of the Chicago Public Library asked, “Who among us would not rather supply the books and competent guidance for ten self-students than the latest novels for a thousand fiction readers?”116 Others felt that libraries had an obligation to provide fiction as part of their public mission. The debate over suitable library materials is documented in Carrier’s two volumes on fiction in US public libraries, which give a detailed picture of the arguments for and against fiction and its rise as part of collections.117

      Evolution of Selection Theory

      “Selection of Books and Periodicals” was one of the courses when Melvil Dewey founded the School of Library Economy at Columbia University, the first professional school for librarians, in 1887.118 An early textbook, The Theory of Book Selection for Public Libraries, written by Lionel McColvin and published in England in 1925, begins: “Book selection is the first task of librarianship. It precedes all other processes . . . and it is the most important.”119 The first comprehensive American works on book selection were written by Francis Drury (1930) and Helen Haines (1935).120 These early works are reflections of their times; they include statements such as Haine’s “Consider what books mean in individual development: in the formation of character, in the activation of intelligence, in the enrichment of resources, and in the deepening of sensitivity.”121 Drury’s goals for selectors are relevant today (with a few exceptions that seem amusingly dated). He stated that the purposes of a course in book selection and, by implication, the goals of selectors, were

      
        	• to analyze the nature of a community

        	• to recognize the various uses to which books of varied types are to be put

        	• to consider the character and policy of a library in adding books

        	• to cultivate the power of judging and selecting books for purchase, with their value and suitability to readers in mind

        	• to become familiar with the sources of information

        	• to renew acquaintance with books and writers from the library angle

        	• to develop the ability to review, criticize, and annotate books for library purposes

        	• to decide where in the library organization book selection fits

        	• to learn how to perform the necessary fundamental tasks of book selection

        	• to scrutinize the mental and personal fitness of the selector122

      

      Drury explained that “a qualified selector, acquainted with the demand from his community and knowing the book and money resource of his library, chooses the variety of books he believes will be used, applying his expert knowledge,” a description that holds true today.123

      The tension between demand and value was a recurring theme in the professional literature on selection that continued into the middle of the twentieth century. Leon Carnovsky, an influential figure in librarianship during much of the twentieth century, was a vigorous proponent of value and what he called “internal censorship.” Echoing Bostwick, Carnovsky stated that public libraries should provide materials that were true.124 Before World War II, he advocated censorship of local prejudice and opinion and said the library is “acting democratically when it sets up the authority of reason as the censor.”125 The political implications of World War II, combined with a loss of confidence in librarians’ knowledge and ability to choose what is true and what is not, caused Carnovsky to moderate his position in the 1950s and 1960s.

      The Public Library Inquiry of the late 1940s again raised serious questions about the place of light fiction. Funded by the Carnegie Corporation and conducted by the Social Science Research Council, the inquiry focused on describing libraries, their services, collections, and users. Bernard Berelson wrote the summary volume, in which he held to an elitist view of public libraries, recommending that the library’s purpose be “serious” and its proper role to serve the culturally alert community members rather than to try to reach all people.126

      Other librarians believed that democratic principles should operate in libraries as well as society. These librarians were increasingly conscious of the importance of the freedom to read and the right of all readers to find what they liked best. In 1939, ALA adopted the first Library Bill of Rights to provide an official statement against censorship and to oppose pressures on the freedom of citizens to read what they wished. Lester Asheim, in his 1953 paper “Not Censorship but Selection,” stressed the concept of selection as choosing good books instead of excluding bad ones.127

      Librarians in the second half of the twentieth century began promoting the goal of covering subjects evenly in collections. Balanced coverage means selecting materials that represent all viewpoints on important and controversial issues. More recently, librarians have sought to select materials that depict diversity in all areas—race, ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation, socioeconomic status, age, physical abilities, religious beliefs, and political beliefs—and to build collections that reflect the multiplicity of contemporary society.

      Collection Development and Management as a Specialization

      As selection of materials shifted from governing boards to librarians, the responsibility often fell to acquisitions librarians. These early acquisitions librarians found their professional home in the ALA Board of Acquisition of Library Materials, created in 1951. The ALA Resources and Technical Services Division (RTSD) was created in 1957, and the Board of Acquisition of Library Materials became the Acquisitions Section within RTSD.

      A preconference held before the ALA annual conference in Detroit in 1977 is often identified as the landmark event that recognized collection development as a new specialization separate from acquisitions work. A group of forward-looking librarians, including Juanita Doares, Sheila Dowd, Hendirk Edelman, Murray Martin, and Paul H. Mosher, who were instrumental in developing the preconference, created the new Collection Development Committee of the Resources Section of RTSD.

      By the late 1970s, the volume of new publications was increasing rapidly, the publishing world was becoming more complex, and acquisitions budgets were static. Part-time faculty selectors and librarians without special expertise could no longer manage selection adequately in larger academic and public libraries. The 1977 preconference planners, primarily academic librarians, saw a need to develop research collections in a more conscious, planned, and documented manner. They called this new specialization collection development to distinguish it from acquisitions. The goal of the 1977 preconference was to educate the library profession about the new subdiscipline of collection development, its nature, components, and functions. The first Guidelines for Collection Development, published by the Collection Development Committee, followed soon after the preconference.128

      The first Collection Management and Development Institute, sponsored by RTSD’s (now the Association for Library Resources and Technical Services) Collection Development Committee, was held at Stanford University in 1981. Planners were increasingly aware that the management of collections—not just their development and growth—was the primary issue for the future of this new specialization. They focused on boundary-spanning aspects, including the integration of collection management with other internal library operations and services, and on working closely with interested constituents. They sought to define collection management in ways that had meaning to librarians in all types of libraries.

      Many professional groups were focusing on collection development and management in the early 1980s. The Public Library Association sponsored a preconference in 1984.129 ARL established a Collection Development Committee and several divisions within ALA, including the Reference and Adult Services Division (now the Reference and User Services Association, or RUSA), the Public Library Association, and the Association of College and Research Libraries formed committees that concentrated on collection development and management. Whereas collection development has always been closely associated with acquisitions, these two functions began to be separated in larger libraries, with acquisitions more typically situated within technical services units and collection development and management separate, or perhaps allied with public services.

      In the late 1970s and 1980s, the profession took up collection development and management as a cause célèbre. Numerous textbooks, manuals, and journal articles were published. Specialized journals, including Collection Management (1976), Collection Building (1983), and Library Acquisitions: Practice and Theory (1977, now Library Collections, Acquisitions and Technical Services), began publication. Several textbooks on collection development, which was more broadly defined than acquisitions or selection, appeared in the 1970s. Research in the field was summarized in the important publication Collection Development in Libraries: A Treatise (1980).130 Most professional library schools offered one or more courses focusing on collection development and management. A basic collection development course of the time addressed the historical background of books and libraries, types of libraries and their communities, library materials, publishers and publishing, selection of materials, acquisition of material, and collection evaluation.131 By the mid-1980s, the position and value of collection development librarians in all types of libraries was firmly established.132

      FUTURE OF COLLECTION DEVELOPMENT AND MANAGEMENT

      A presentation at the 2013 Charleston Library Conference asked, “Is There a Future for Collection Development Librarians?”133 Do collections librarians have a role in libraries that are moving from collections-centered to services-centered organizations? This book is based on the firm belief that the answer to both these questions is “yes,” and that the expertise of collections librarians is more critical than ever before. Remote and on-site collections continue to form the heart of libraries and the decisions that develop and manage them must be made carefully and skillfully.

      Collections work has become more complex and demanding. Collections librarians are obligated to recognize rapid transformations in their user communities and their library’s parent organization. Tracking changes in user expectations, the publishing industry, telecommunication technology, copyright law, and scholarly communication is essential. Collections librarians in all types of libraries are coping with scarce financial resources. The choices they make in these stringent times will affect the extent to which a library is services-centered. Decisions about preservation, retention, withdrawal, cancellation, and storage decisions will persist into the future. Decisions about e-packages that meet users’ needs and expectations and offer good value are becoming omnipresent. Librarians will continue to face decisions about licenses, software, technical support, operating systems, interfaces, and hardware. Documenting and demonstrating value and effective stewardship will become more important. Financial austerity and the need to frequently readjust priorities will continue to challenge the profession.

      These challenges and the opportunities to address them make this an exciting time to work in libraries, especially for those charged with developing and managing collections. Users continue to value libraries and to visit them in person and online to meet their information and recreational needs. A study released by the Pew Research Center in 2016 found that 77 percent of Americans age sixteen and older said that public libraries provide the resources they need and 66 percent stated that closing their local public library would have a major impact on their community.134 A study at the University of Minnesota found that database logins, book loans or renewals, and electronic journal use were all associated with students’ GPA and retention, although the study’s authors pointed out that the correlations were not necessarily causa1.135 What was clear is that undergraduates who use libraries get better grades and remain in school. Evidence continues to show that school library media programs make a difference in student success—for example, elementary schools with larger collections tend to have a higher percentage of students scoring as proficient or advanced in reading.136 Selecting and managing collections that meet library users’ needs and expectations is and will continue to be the goal of collection development and management.
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      CHAPTER TWO

      Organizational Models, Staffing, and Responsibilities

      This chapter offers an overview of collection development and management responsibilities and explores organizational models for handling them. Subsequent chapters explore tasks, functions, and responsibilities in greater depth. Also addressed in this chapter are desired skills and competencies, learning and mastery, on-site training for collections librarians, performance evaluation, digital technology’s influence on skills and work assignment, and ethical issues associated with the practice of collection development and management.

      COLLECTION MANAGEMENT AND DEVELOPMENT RESPONSIBILITIES

      Librarians with collections responsibilities may have different titles and, depending on the library in which they work, may have various duties. A comprehensive list of possible collection development and management responsibilities follows:

      
        	Selecting and managing collections:

        	• choosing current materials in one or more formats for acquisition and access

        	• using an online book-vendor system to select materials

        	• selecting access methods for digital resources

        	• negotiating contracts for e-resources

        	• deciding upon retrospective materials for acquisition and access

        	• choosing which gift materials to accept

        	• evaluating free websites and web-based resources for possible inclusion in a library’s catalog or to be made accessible through a library’s website

        	• responding to users’ suggestions for materials to be added

        	• selecting materials to withdraw, store, preserve, replace, digitize, or cancel

        	• identifying and soliciting materials for inclusion in a digital depository

        	• designing, monitoring, and revising approval plans

        	• designing, monitoring, and revising patron-driven acquisitions plans

        	• designing, monitoring, and revising exchange agreements

        	• engaging in cooperative and collaborative collection development

        	Finance:

        	• requesting and justifying budget allocations

        	• expending and managing allocated funds

        	• working with donors and potential donors of in-kind and cash gifts

        	• writing grant proposals and managing grants

        	Analysis:

        	• evaluating and assessing collections and related services, including identifying gaps that should be addressed

        	• generating and evaluating reports using a local integrated library system, electronic resources management system, vendor tool, and/or publisher or vendor-supplied data

        	Communication:

        	• writing and revising collection development policies

        	• coordinating collection development and management activities with others in the library and with partner libraries

        	• serving on internal and external committees dealing with collections issues

        	• keeping administrators (school principals, library directors, etc.) and other stakeholders informed about library challenges, accomplishments, and activities through reports and presentations

        	• promoting, marketing, and interpreting collections and resources

        	• performing liaison and outreach activities in the user community

        	• connecting with other libraries and librarians

        	• responding to challenges to materials in the collection

        	• advising community members on intellectual property rights, open access, scholarship communication, and other issues

        	• advising readers (often called readers’ advisory service) and giving book talks

        	• creating research guides

      

      The creation of research guides has generally replaced the preparation of bibliographies, once routinely taught in library school courses.1 Dynamic library web pages that are subject- or user-based and that list or point to related resources are replacing static bibliographies. These tools, sometimes called research guides, library guides, or pathfinders, are increasingly found online and assist users researching a particular topic by pulling together various resources in a range of formats. They may be customized to support specific courses in academic and school libraries, address the specific needs of researchers in special libraries, or support public library users seeking information on a defined topic, such as genealogy research. They are often created by collections librarians and can serve as a marketing tool by highlighting library resources. One commercial tool often used by librarians to create and maintain subject guides is LibGuides (www.springshare.com/​libguides).2

      Few collections librarians have all the responsibilities listed above. Assignment of responsibilities and placement of collections activities within the organization vary with the size of the library and its budget, mission, and user community. In small libraries, one individual may handle all the collections responsibilities within that library, although seldom every one listed here. In larger libraries, responsibilities may be centralized or dispersed according to subject responsibility, user community, or physical location of staff members.

      When responsibilities are handled by different individuals or different library units, close coordination and effective communication are important. For example, a preservation unit may identify items in need of treatment and recommend alternatives, but rely on a collections librarian to decide if the item should be withdrawn, replaced, preserved, or conserved. Choosing an approval plan vendor may be the joint responsibility of the acquisitions unit and collections librarians. Withdrawing items or moving materials to storage requires involvement of the cataloging unit to handle the bibliographic records and of the facilities staff to transport materials. In-depth knowledge of activities elsewhere in the library affecting the collection is important for effective collection development and management.

      A significant change in collections work is a shift from selection at the title level. Much selection is at the macro level and takes place through aggregations, collections profiles, and demand-driven models. This does not mean that selection is less important—the choices made and the criteria applied are even more critical because of the immediate and long-term consequences of choices that affect large numbers of titles. In addition, the choices made often create continuing financial commitments.

      The importance and complexity of e-resources has resulted in the creation of a position that is charged primarily with managing the library’s e-resources. Often called an e-resources librarian, these individuals may have a background in collections, serials and continuing resources, or acquisitions. They may combine the work of an e-resources librarian with other duties or focus solely on these responsibilities. Typical assignments include:

      
        	• working with collections librarians to identify e-resources for consideration

        	• working with serials or continuing resources staff

        	• negotiating and renewing licenses and contracts, including consulting with legal counsel

        	• maintaining records of licenses and contracts

        	• applying knowledge of copyright and intellectual property principles to ensure that library users’ rights are protected

        	• monitoring vendor services and performing vendor evaluations

        	• compiling and analyzing electronic resource use statistics, and disseminating these data

        	• placing orders or working with acquisitions staff to ensure that e-resources are ordered

        	• ensuring that new resources are activated and that they are cataloged as appropriate

        	• overseeing the operation of citation linkers and knowledge bases

        	• troubleshooting and resolving e-resource access problems

        	• overseeing electronic resource management (ERM) systems

      

      In a larger library, an e-resources librarian also may supervise and manage workflow of an e-resources unit in which many of these functions are handled. NASIG offer a set of core competencies for e-resources librarians. These include knowing the life cycle of electronic resources, conceptual and practical knowledge of technology, ability to conduct research and assessment, effective communication skills, supervision and management skills, ability to monitor trends, and commitment to professional development.3

      A new collections specialist position has been created in large libraries and consortia. These individuals are responsible for managing legacy print collections and may have titles such as “collections strategist” or “print collections analyst.” Typically, these librarians have a background in collections development and management or preservation. or both. Driving issues are availability of digital surrogates and local space constraints. These individuals guide libraries in making decisions about retention, storage, and withdrawal. They work with partner libraries on shared print collection projects including managing storage facilities. An important aspect of this work is gathering and analyzing local collections data, such as use, and understanding the changing national environment of shared print collections, sometimes called the collective collection. Key questions include how many copies of a title are needed and where should they be located. Collections development and management librarians have always managed collections; the difference today is that these decisions are made within a much larger context.

      Another newer role for a collections librarian may be as an embedded librarian. The term became popular in the early twenty-first century, drawing on the idea of embedded journalists attached to a military unit. While definitions vary, the core idea is that the subject librarian is integrated into the user community served. Drewes and Hoffman write, “Embedded librarian programs often locate librarians involved in the spaces of their users and colleagues, either physically or through technology, in order to become a part of their users’ culture. A librarian’s physical and metaphorical location is often what defines them as embedded.”4 Embedded librarians move beyond the role of liaison to partnerships with the communities they serve. Although the term has become fashionable, the concept is not completely new. Academic librarians who work in discipline-based branch libraries have been imbedded in academic departments for decades. When corporate librarians began joining research teams, they became imbedded. Imbedded librarians can now be found in all types of libraries, including school and public libraries—any place where librarians seek to become integrated in the user community. Such integration informs collections work through an intimate knowledge of the resources the community needs and how they are using them.

      Another new type of collections librarian has primary responsibility for collection analytics to support data-driven decision-making. The person who holds this position is charged with gathering, managing, and analyzing data about print and digital collection holdings and use, which is drawn from various sources, including the local integrated library system, vendors, and other external systems. The individual may conduct benchmarking with vendors, peer institutions, and stakeholders. Commonly, the librarian is expected to prepare reports and present findings using data visualization applications.

      Position descriptions and postings generally include attributes that apply to all librarians. These include, but are not limited to, being creative, innovative, collegial, collaborative, flexible, and comfortable with change; having the ability to work independently and to assume leadership roles; and possessing analytical and problem-solving skills, interpersonal skills including expertise in oral and written communication, and organizational and planning skills.

      ASSIGNMENT OF RESPONSIBILITIES

      Public Libraries

      Public libraries vary in how they assign collections work. Most larger public libraries use some form of central oversight, often under the purview of a librarian with the title of collections coordinator, collection development coordinator, head of collection services, or assistant director for collections. This individual usually manages the collections budget, coordinates or directly supervises the work of subject specialists located in a central library or librarian selectors in branch libraries, monitors e-book and streaming media agreements, coordinates approval plans and patron-driven acquisitions (if they are used), and oversees consortial agreements.

      E-resources are usually handled centrally, often under the oversight of an e-resources committee, because of their cost and ongoing financial commitment. The collections coordinator also may negotiate and sign licenses for e-content, although this may be the responsibility of the head of acquisitions, an e-resources librarian, or the library director. In some situations, local government requirements may mandate that a government unit, such as the city attorney’s office or a purchasing office, negotiate and sign contracts and licenses. Decisions about the appropriate aggregator or supplier of e-book and digital audiobook packages and digital music subscriptions are usually made through a consultative process within the library or in discussion with consortial partners if the library participates in consortial e-content purchasing or leasing.

      Some libraries employ individuals who select materials for specific collections, such as audio books, CDs, and DVDs. Subject specialists and unit heads may have responsibility for monitoring review tools and selecting materials in their specialty. Another possible division of selection responsibilities is according to publishers or formats, or both. For example, one librarian may be responsible for selecting materials from major publishers and another may be responsible for small presses. Collection management (such as weeding and decisions about repair) is often handled at the service points. Many public libraries have a collections committee with rotating membership. Even in libraries with centralized selection or a selection committee, librarians who are not charged with selection or are not members of the committee usually can make suggestions for new titles.

      Centralized selection, approval plans, and ordering multiple copies can speed the delivery of new materials to branches, decrease biases in individual collections, and reduce costs by eliminating redundant work. Many library systems with several branches have daily or biweekly delivery service to the branches, which facilitates the movement of materials to the pickup location requested by patrons and reduces the need for duplicate holdings. Some library systems have floating collections, in which materials are not owned by any branch and are shelved at the location to which they are returned.5

      Popular culture and mass media, such as Oprah Winfrey’s Book Club and the New York Times best-seller lists, have a profound influence on contemporary reading habits.6 As a consequence, libraries often purchase multiple copies of titles and locate them in all library branches as well as the central library. However, centralized selection runs the risk of creating narrow and homogenous collections.7 To counteract this, large public libraries may assign responsibility for selecting some materials to branch librarians so that a collection can be developed that meets the needs of a particular user community. For example, a branch library patronized by senior citizens may have more large-print materials or more materials on health care. A branch library patronized by an immigrant population may have more materials in a language not extensively collected in the main library or other branches.

      Selection and collection management in medium-sized and smaller public libraries are typically coordinated by the head librarian, who has direct budgetary responsibility. All librarians in these libraries are likely to participate in collection development and management to distribute the work and take advantage of librarians’ formal education and interest areas. In smaller public libraries, collection development and management are normally handled by a single individual, usually the head librarian. In the past, a small acquisitions budget often meant limited access to print review sources. Now a host of online review and discovery sources can be at the librarian’s fingertips.

      School Libraries

      A 2016 School Library Journal survey found that 98 percent of school librarians had complete control over how they spend their collections budget.8 School librarians develop and manage the collection in consultation with the school’s teachers and in response to student needs and interests. For example, a librarian in a Spanish-immersion school selects resources tailored to meet the needs of this program. A librarian in a school with a significant population of English-language learners (either recent immigrants or students from homes where English is not the primary language) will seek to develop a collection that supports their learning and recreational needs.

      Most school librarians report to their school’s principal. Large school systems may have a district library services coordinator who has some degree of oversight for the activities of librarians in several schools that constitute the system. A typical process in school districts is to place orders and receipt and process items centrally at the district office, even when selection is handled at the school level. If the school librarian is not part of the system or works in a school system without a district office, then these responsibilities fall to the individual. Many school districts have a shared online catalog, which can facilitate resource sharing. District policies may specify a list of approved vendors from which items can be ordered and may require ordering materials at specified times of the year. In many school districts, responsibility for selecting e-resources (if not provided by statewide contracts) is centralized either under an office of library services (or equivalent) or, more rarely, under a technology services unit. Most states license e-content that is freely available in schools, public libraries, and college and university libraries, or to remote users who have a current public library card. Frequently, the databases available through these initiatives are selected by an advisory group of librarians representing various types of libraries, including those in K–12 schools.

      School library media centers often have a large number of stakeholders engaged in collection decisions. In addition to teachers and school administrators, other interested parties include school boards, parents, students, individuals in the community, and community organizations. Lukenbill notes that these varied stakeholders both help and hinder logical, well-considered selection decisions.9 He advises school librarians to accept this involvement and recognize the inherent complexity this brings to the selection process. Educating others about the selection process, stressing the professional nature of making good selection decisions, and using generally accepted selection tools and aids can strengthen the position of the school media center librarian.

      Some schools have a standing curriculum and media committee to advise on library selection and collections issues. In a larger school, a committee might consist of a teacher from each grade level, a student representative (more likely at the high school level), a special education teacher, an ESL teacher, and perhaps other faculty members. Smaller schools may have only one or two teachers representing the faculty. If the school media center has a selection policy, the standing committee may be responsible for reviewing it and setting goals and priorities for the media program. The committee may be involved with other media center policies, including those that address internet use, copyright, gifts, weeding, intellectual freedom, and responding to challenges to materials. In addition, the committee may preview suggested media, discuss requests for materials and equipment, make recommendations for purchases and online access, and evaluate and review challenged materials.

      Special Libraries

      Special libraries present a unique environment for collection development and management for several reasons. Special libraries have a specific mission and narrow user community. They may be staffed by only one librarian, who is responsible for all functions. In larger special libraries employing several librarians, the librarians may have clear and narrow areas of specialization within which they manage a collection and provide associated services. The reporting structures in special libraries are as varied as their missions and their parent organizations. A library in the corporate sector may report to a vice president or director for research or to the president’s chief of staff or operations manager. Special academic libraries often report to the dean of the college with which they are affiliated or may be part of the college or university’s library system.

      Often called information professionals, librarians in special libraries have moved rapidly into the digital environment to meet the need of employees to have information delivered quickly to the desktop and laboratory. The Special Library Association explains that

      
        information professionals maintain a deep knowledge of the content resources available to meet the needs of the communities they serve. Their knowledge extends to all types of sources and media. . . . They also monitor the information marketplace and negotiate effectively with information vendors and content providers.10

      

      In many organizations, information professionals have moved away from a physical library space to focus on delivering content and services electronically. They may be collaborators, working as part of project teams and in specialized departments. In this role, special librarians provide research assistance, not just reference service. Many special librarians assist with their parent organization’s content management systems, support the development of taxonomies and methods for document version control, and advise on document-retention policies. Like all collections librarians, those in special libraries select resources in appropriate formats and manage them in the context of their user communities’ needs and interests, and in light of available funds. Many special libraries are moving to cost-per-use delivery of journal articles, mirroring the “just-in-time” approach found in other types of libraries.

      Academic Libraries

      In large academic libraries, collection development and management are usually the responsibility of librarians with subject or format expertise. In addition to librarians, some libraries assign collections responsibilities to individuals with advanced degrees (usually PhDs) because of their subject expertise. For a time, the titles subject specialist and subject bibliographer were understood to describe a librarian who was assigned full time to collections activities. Although such narrowly defined positions still exist in a few libraries, most librarians with collections responsibilities have many other assignments.

      Full-time academic bibliographer positions were, from their beginning, perceived as a special class of scholar-librarians, intended both to replace faculty selectors and to appease faculty members with appropriate replacements within the library.11 The independent and solitary nature of a full-time bibliographer’s work can result in internal cultural and organizational problems, and such positions may not fit comfortably into contemporary libraries’ focus on the user and emphasis on outreach. Such positions have fallen out of favor in most academic libraries that now seek to engage actively in the work of students, scholars, and community users.

      Teaching faculty frequently play a major role in selecting materials in many smaller academic libraries, although collection management activities are generally handled by librarians. Smaller academic libraries seldom have the breadth and depth of specialized subject expertise found in larger libraries. Relying on the proficiency of faculty members in the field makes sense. Faculty may identify new materials for acquisition through their work in a discipline and review of approval plan notifications and new approval plan receipts.12 They may make recommendations, with final authority for approving orders residing with the library. The success of faculty-based selection depends on faculty members’ interest in and involvement with the library. Because of their size, small and mid-sized academic libraries often have one staff member—the director, an acquisitions librarian, or one charged with oversight of collections—responsible for authorizing purchases. This librarian typically has responsibility for developing and revising policies, designing and monitoring approval plan profiles, negotiating licenses for e-content, and setting up criteria for patron-driven acquisition. Librarians in smaller academic libraries usually have several responsibilities in addition to those related to collections.13 These might include providing reference service, teaching information literacy, or cataloging.

      The term or title liaison is often used to describe academic librarians who are charged with outreach responsibilities. The Reference and User Services Association (RUSA) “Guidelines for Liaison Work in Managing Collections and Services” makes clear that liaison work is important in all types of libraries. These guidelines define liaison work as “the process by which librarians involve the library’s clientele in the assessment of collection needs and services and the measurement of user satisfaction with the collection.” Further,

      
        
          	3.2 Liaison work includes identifying user needs, evaluating existing collections, removing extraneous materials, and locating resources that will enhance the collections.

          	3.3 Liaison work enables the library to communicate its collection policies, services, and needs to its clientele and to enhance the library’s public relations.

          	3.4 Liaison work enables the library’s clientele to communicate its library needs and preferences to the library staff and governing body.

          	3.5 Librarians functioning as liaisons have various titles and job descriptions.14

        

      

      The guidelines go on to discuss liaison work in public, academic, and special libraries. The emphasis in the RUSA guidelines is on the liaison’s responsibilities in relation to collections work. In most academic libraries, the role of a liaison is understood to include much more.

      Some academic libraries have reduced the number of librarians with collections responsibility and removed or reduced the role of liaisons in this area. Reasons for doing so include the challenge of balancing responsibilities for liaison work, reference, and other competing duties; greater use of macro-selection options such as approval plans and bundled e-content packages; and the complexities associated with acquiring e-content. For example, the University of Wyoming Libraries centralized selection (primarily for monographs) into five positions.15 Better understanding of how students learn and changes in how scholars communicate and disseminate research and creative work have prompted academic libraries to focus on active engagement in the work of students, scholars, and community users. Liaison programs have been traced to the 1960s and 1970s.16 In most academic libraries, the liaison model involves activities that enhance scholars’ productivity, empower learners, and actively engage these librarians in the research, teaching, and learning processes. A 2015 study of ARL member libraries identified the following core liaison duties and percentage of libraries reporting each:

      
        	• providing one-on-one research consultations (99 percent)

        	• managing library collections in disciplinary areas (97 percent)

        	• outreach and communication (97 percent)

        	• teaching one-shot information literacy sessions (96 percent)

        	• consulting on scholarly communication issues (82 percent)17

      

      The latter involves engaging the campus community in the policy and practical issues that surround the process of scholarly communication. Other duties included reporting news from disciplinary departments back to the library, embedding in discipline-based courses, staffing the reference desk, recruiting content for digital repositories, and providing data management support and consulting. The latter is an area of growing focus as librarians seek to help researchers comply with granting agency mandates to share, publish, and preserve digital data for long-term access and future use. Many academic libraries provide digital data repositories for affiliated researchers, advice on grant compliance, and recommendations regarding format, file size, documentation, and descriptive metadata.

      Clearly, effective academic library liaison work requires expertise in the pertinent subject disciplines. In addition, Jaguszewski and Williams identify a set of soft skills needed in liaison work, including:

      
        	• the capacity to cultivate trusted relationships with faculty and others

        	• the ability to engage and thrive in the messy and ambiguous

        	• aptitude for systems thinking

        	• the ability to connect research and learning

        	• political savvy

        	• analytical and problem-solving skills

        	• program development

        	• conflict fluency

        	• civility

        	• strong leadership18

      

      Having many responsibilities can be challenging as academic librarians try to balance competing demands on their time. Respondents to the ARL survey on liaison services identified “balance” as one of the primary challenges for liaisons as they seek to manage time constraints and a myriad of responsibilities. This may be further complicated by having different supervisors for different aspects of their work—at the reference desk, for collection development and management, for instruction, and so on.

      SKILLS AND COMPETENCIES

      ALA’s Core Competencies of Librarianship lists a set of core competences expected of all graduates from master’s programs in library and information studies.19 Section 2, Information Resources, states that graduates should know and be able to employ

      
        
          	2A. Concepts and issues related to the lifecycle of recorded knowledge and information, from creation through various stages of use to disposition.

          	2B. Concepts, issues, and methods related to the acquisition and disposition of resources, including evaluation, selection, purchasing, processing, storing, and deselection.

          	2C. Concepts, issues, and methods related to the management of various collections.

          	2D. Concepts, issues, and methods related to the maintenance of collections, including preservation and conservation.

        

      

      Many library organizations have similar lists of competencies. For example, the Special Libraries Association states that competency with information and knowledge resources means that information professionals

      
        maintain a deep knowledge of the content resources available to meet the needs of the communities they serve. Their knowledge extends to all types of sources and media. They systematically evaluate resources of potential value and prioritize the acquisition of resources based on their judgment of the value of each resource to the community. They also monitor the information marketplace and negotiate effectively with information vendors and content providers.20

      

      The Association for Library Service to Children (ALSC) lists “Knowledge of Materials” competencies for librarians serving children up to age fourteen in public libraries:

      
        
          	1. Demonstrates knowledge, management, use and appreciation of children’s literature, multimodal materials, digital media, and other materials that contribute to a diverse, current, and relevant children’s collection.

          	2. Maintains a diverse collection that is inclusive of the needs of all children and their caregivers in the community, and recognizes children’s need to see and learn about people like and unlike themselves in the materials they access.

          	3. Advocates for and purchases materials by and about underrepresented communities, addressing the need for more representation of marginalized groups.

          	4. Maintains collections in different languages, as appropriate, to remove linguistic barriers to access.

          	5. Understands and applies criteria for evaluating the content, artistic merit, and cultural authenticity of children’s materials in all genres and formats.

          	6. Keeps current by consulting a wide variety of print and digital review sources and publishers’ promotions (including those of independent presses), by attending professional meetings, by considering patron suggestions and popular demand, and by reading, viewing, and listening.

          	7. Keeps up-to-date on teen and adult digital and print reference sources that may serve the needs of children and their caregivers.

          	8. Understands and implements the library’s comprehensive collection development policy, and develops, assesses, and revises policy as necessary, works to ensure that collection policy is consistent with the library’s mission, the ALA’s Library Bill of Rights and its interpretations, and other relevant standards.

          	9. Responds to community challenges to materials according to the library’s materials-review policy, collection development policy, the ALA’s Library Bill of Rights and its interpretations, and other relevant standards.

          	10. Demonstrates knowledge of cataloging, classification, indexing procedures, and practices to support access to children’s materials.21

        

      

      Libraries expect newly hired librarians to have acquired these competencies and skills in a graduate school program. These are supplemented with on-the-job training and experience gained through the practice of collection development and management. Library and information schools provide the conceptual learning. These are the skills, principles, and concepts of librarianship that provide the building blocks or mental models for its practice. They represent the theory that lies behind the practice of collection development and are important to the master practitioner as well as the novice. For masters, they are points of reference that aid them in continually refining practice and explaining it to others. For novices, they give an understanding of the rationale that guides collection development and management.

      Soete describes underlying concepts as “assumed competencies” to be gained in graduate library school.22 They include:

      
        	• reasons for building library collections and a commitment to resource sharing

        	• importance of knowing the library’s users

        	• factors that make for effective selection and collection management decisions

        	• tenets of intellectual freedom and respect for diverse points of view

        	• importance of building and preserving collections for the future as well as the present

      

      In addition, libraries expect library school graduates to understand the publishing industry and the factors a publisher considers in making decisions about what to publish, the types of materials in which major publishers specialize and the quality of their publications, as well as their reliability, pricing practices, and general reputations. The new librarian should have studied publishing trends, production statistics, and pricing behavior, and know where to identify selection sources and the appropriate criteria for choosing among the items available. This includes familiarity with distribution and acquisitions mechanisms (vendors, agents, scholarly societies, aggregators, approval plans, firm orders, standing orders, etc.). The new librarian should have a basic grasp of intellectual property rights, copyright law, and licensing agreements and the role they play in acquisition of and access to resources. Those who plan to become academic librarians should understand the changing nature of scholarly communication and academic research.

      If a librarian is hired into a position with collections responsibilities for one or more subjects, the individual is expected to have the pertinent subject knowledge. For example, a librarian who plans to work with collections used by children and teenagers should be familiar with the history of children’s fiction and nonfiction, understand children’s interest and reading levels and the types of materials that match these, be aware of current theories about the use of literature in the curriculum, and know the names of prominent authors, illustrators, and award-winning books. A subject specialist should be familiar with specialized terminology, have learned the basic concepts and importance of the field, be aware of current controversies, recognize the names of prominent researchers and authors, as well as historical milestones and the names associated with them, and know how the field relates to other fields and disciplines. Being comfortable in a technology-driven environment is essential. Library automation and access to bibliographic networks, internet resources, and vendor sites support collections activities such as:

      
        	• selecting materials

        	• verifying individual items

        	• preparing orders

        	• claiming, evaluating, and assessing collections

        	• managing budgets

        	• fostering cooperative and collaborative collection development

        	• communicating with library staff members and others outside the library, including publishers, vendors, and other suppliers

      

      In-house automated library systems can produce useful reports and provide information on demand about fund balances, units and cost, circulation activity, use of online resources, supplier performance, and other statistical compilations that can be manipulated on personal computers. Vendors, aggregators, and agents provide various reports that can help librarians evaluate the performance and use of their products. Most such reports can be accessed online at no cost and are part of the services provided by the supplier. Awareness of these options is expected of new librarians; the specifics of the local system and the tools provided by the library’s suppliers will be learned on the job.

      The prevalence of e-resources in nearly all libraries requires new collections librarians to be familiar with the basics of licensing and to understand contract negotiation. Librarians learn the details of how these are handled in a library, the processes followed, and local requirements once they start working.

      Various authors and professional associations have identified additional competencies that new collections librarians should bring to their first jobs:23

      
        	• knowledge of general business practices, including financial analysis and budget management

        	• ability to analyze currency fluctuations around the world, economic trends, and world market forces

        	• skills in critical analysis, problem solving, and critical decision-making

        	• commitment to continuous learning and professional development

        	• negotiation skills and diplomacy

        	• managerial and supervisory skills

        	• ability to work collaboratively

        	• understanding of organizational behavior, power, and politics

        	• effective written and verbal communication skills

        	• familiarity with grant writing and administration

        	• proficiency in current and emerging information technologies

      

      Many of these competencies are not normally part of a library school curriculum. Students should consider taking courses in other professional school programs, such as business, education, or public policy, to gain the skills needed in contemporary collection development and management practice.

      LEARNING AFTER SCHOOL

      The previous section identifies a set of core or assumed competencies consisting of principles, concepts, and skills that libraries expect a newly hired collections librarian to have learned in a course of graduate study. Not all librarians will have taken classes that cover each of these topics, and certain ingredients in successful collections work cannot be taught in library school. Much is mastered while on the job. Some skills are specific to the individual’s library and are learned in the new position. These include learning the librarian’s responsibilities (which depend on the job description), the library’s collection (on-site and online), and local procedures. The latter category includes how to prepare orders, how to interact with various library units, and how the local budget and financial system operate. To this can be added learning about the local culture or organizational environment, including what is acceptable behavior and what is not, how decisions are made, and how autonomously individuals operate.

      Learning and Mastery

      Senge explores the difference between learning and mastery in his work on learning organizations, which succeed by continuously adapting and improving.24 Successful collections work can be mastered only through practice—by actually doing the work. The distinction is in the difference between theory, which can be learned, and practice. Practices are the most visible aspect of any profession in the sense that they are what define the field to those outside it. Practices are also the primary focus of individuals when they begin to follow a new career or discipline. The novice must be disciplined in exercising conscious and consistent effort because following the practices is not yet second nature.

      Senge explains that mental models are the ingrained assumptions and generalizations that influence how an individual understands the world and takes actions. New collections librarians begin with mental models of how to develop and manage a collection that they gained in library school. These models evolve with experience working in a library. Over time, the practices of collections work become more automatic. This is why it is sometimes hard for an experienced librarian to explain what goes into a selection or collection management decision and how to weigh pros and cons to select or not to select, replace, repair, withdraw, or cancel a title.

      The novice is tempted to think that understanding certain principles means one has learned all about the discipline. This confuses intellectual understanding with mastery. A student of the French language may know French grammar and vocabulary but has not mastered the language until he or she speaks French automatically and without first mentally translating every word from English to French. Senge calls this the essence of a discipline, which cannot be gained merely by focusing conscious attention and effort on learning it. The essence of a discipline is the state of being that is experienced naturally by individuals with high levels of mastery in the discipline.

      This perspective suggests that the successful collections librarian is a collection librarian instead of someone who does collections development and management. It means moving from a linear understanding (knowing the building blocks) to a nonlinear, internalized understanding of collection development and management as a whole. This is the mastery that cannot be learned in library school. New collections librarians may have learned everything they can through an educational program, but only through experience does the whole become greater than the sum of its parts.

      Bolman and Deal use the term artistry instead of mastery, but they are equally concerned about the dangers of overemphasizing the rational and technical. They state, “Artistry is neither exact nor precise; the artist interprets experience, expressing it in forms that can be felt, understood, and appreciated. Art fosters emotion, subtlety, and ambiguity.”25 Much in the practice of collection development and management is ambiguous and uncertain, and most decisions are revisited. Collection development is sometimes called both an art and a science. It combines creativity with empirical knowledge. Practice gives meaning to theory, refines performance, and builds mastery.

      Training On-Site

      Newly hired collections librarians, even those with experience in other libraries, benefit from a formal on-site training program, supported by a policies and procedures manual. A manual provides the documentation necessary for carrying out collection development and management activities in a specific library. Other in-house training materials may include library-specific collection development policies, procedures for the acquisition process, guidelines for collection analysis, instructions for using an automated library system, and goals for collection development work.

      A collections librarian should be prepared to develop his or her own training program, because not all libraries offer one. Even with a formal on-site program, a newly hired librarian can benefit from a personal self-education plan developed in consultation with his or her supervisor. It should include learning:

      
        	• how the library and its parent organization are organized and the scope and emphasis of its programs

        	• who the library’s staff members are and what they do

        	• the individuals and groups outside the library with whom the librarian will work

        	• the library’s holdings and their strengths and weaknesses

        	• how patrons use the collections

        	• how the materials budget is allocated, monitored, and spent

        	• existing agreements for bundled e-content with publishers, vendors, and aggregators

        	• reports available from the local automated system and from vendors, publishers, and aggregators, and options for generating special reports

        	• the library’s collection development policies

        	• the library’s practices regarding patron-driven acquisitions

        	• who is responsible for negotiating licenses and contracts

        	• what the librarian’s role in these negotiations is, and who has oversight

        	• the librarian’s role in developing cooperative and collaborative collection development agreements

        	• how the library chooses, uses, and evaluates vendors, suppliers, and aggregators, and who they are

        	• local procedures for selection, ordering, and processing materials

        	• expectations for continuing education, professional activities, and criteria for performance evaluations

      

      As libraries move toward assigning librarians multiple and expanded duties, many who have not handled collections responsibilities previously are being asked to assume them. This is a particular challenge for two reasons. Many librarians completed their graduate library school program some time ago and, even if they remember the content of collection management courses, that information has likely become dated. Additionally, supervisors and coworkers erroneously may assume the librarian with newly assigned collections responsibilities is already familiar with in-house collection development and management policies, procedures, and performance expectations. A carefully designed training program is as important for an existing staff member who assumes collections responsibilities as it is for a newly hired librarian.

      Effective performance of collection management and development activities requires continual learning, both in the theories and practices of the specialty and in the areas for which the librarian is responsible. Collections work changes constantly. Intellectual curiosity and commitment to self-education are essential.

      Performance Evaluation

      Effective performance evaluation is an important aspect of any position. Ideally, performance management includes goal-setting, regular performance feedback, documenting employee progress, recognizing accomplishments, and coaching to improve performance. In addition to focusing on a librarian’s performance, successful performance management ensures that the individual understands how his or her position fits within the context of the library’s mission and goals. Many libraries have annual formal performance reviews, which tend to be disliked by both supervisors and librarians. More useful are frequent informal contacts with a supervisor that address performance goals, accomplishments, and problems. This continuous dialogue ensures that the librarian has a clear understanding of expectations and the extent to which they are being met. Performance reviews, whether formal or informal, should provide constructive guidance and set clear future direction. Performance evaluation should begin with an individual’s job description, which reflects the relative importance of assigned responsibilities and the estimated percentage of time that will be devoted to each.

      Evaluating collection development librarians is complicated because of the difficulty of developing performance standards and measuring outcomes. Mack observes that “libraries need to start assessing collection development activities, and not just collections . . . Libraries should examine not only what librarians collect, but also how and why they collect what they do.”26 He recommends that assessment of liaison librarians should address:

      
        	• disciplinary content of collections

        	• information technology and new modes for acquisition and delivery of content

        	• budgeting, development, and stewardship

        	• format, space, preservation, and curation of collections in all formats

        	• integration of collection development into instruction, research assistance, and other engagement with the academic community27

      

      If more than one supervisor is involved, the librarian and supervisors must be in agreement about the priorities of multiple assignments and the amount of effort to be devoted to each. For example, a collections librarian might be supervised by the library’s collections coordinator, a department head, an instruction coordinator, and an outreach coordinator. Academic libraries may use peer reviews in place of or in addition to supervisor reviews. Librarians should work with their supervisors to develop explicit goals within each review period. A clear understanding of performance criteria and what is being measured is important.

      The newly hired collections librarian should know from the first day on the job how performance evaluation is handled. Many libraries require supporting documentation, which the librarian should be assembling on an ongoing basis. Some libraries require preparing monthly reports; the librarian should retain copies. Academic libraries may solicit comments from faculty in academic departments. Part of the annual review process may be a librarian’s self-review of his or her success or failure in meeting certain specific goals agreed upon at the beginning of the review cycle.

      Individual goals and performance expectations should be consistent with the library’s overall mission and goals. They may be general or very specific, and delineate every area of the job description, such as quantity and quality of liaison contacts with users, success in managing budget allocations, continuing education activities, quality of new acquisitions, and contributions to the library as a whole. Librarians in academic libraries and some school media centers also may have to meet performance expectations in order to be promoted and granted tenure or continuous appointment. Academic librarians often have performance expectations that are similar to those of teaching faculty, including research, publication, instruction, and contributions to the profession. Increasingly, public librarians are expected to be actively engaged in professional activity. Because most tenure and promotion decisions are based on a cumulative history of performance, the new librarian must from the point of hire work closely with supervisors and the tenure committee or its equivalent to begin building a persuasive dossier.

      Technology’s Influence on Skills and Work Assignment

      Many changes in the work of collections librarians are the result of evolving information technology and its affect on the nature of collections and on the nature of work of acquiring, licensing, accessing, and managing these collections. In the 1970s, Braverman suggested that capitalism, combined with technology, results in degradation of work by pushing the skills necessary for doing a job down in the organization or profession. He introduced the concept of deskilling and explored it in his Labor and Monopoly Capita1.28 More recently, economists, sociologists, and historians have seen technologies as having reskilling, upskilling, and enskilling effects—that is, automation changes the nature of a position by requiring more sophisticated knowledge and skills. In her landmark work In the Age of the Smart Machine: The Future of Work and Power, Zuboff reported that information technology is biased toward higher skill levels and that high levels of information technology can pave the way for more fluid, social, distributed, and less hierarchical work arrangements.29 Examples outside of librarianship would be the increasingly sophisticated responsibilities assigned to nurse practitioners and physician’s assistants, who handle many medical practices previously performed only by physicians. One result of this shift is that physicians are freed to focus on more complicated medical conditions.

      Heisig suggests that Braverman’s view of deskilling is outdated because the proportion of lower-level jobs in general is declining and many clerical jobs have become redundant because of computers and information technology. Further, management is more interested in using the “productive capabilities that result from higher qualifications and knowledge by offering participation and cooperation” than in controlling work behavior.30 Extensive automation coupled with higher general education levels and higher skill levels means that many positions have become more technical and varied, and require more independent decision-making. The effect of these changes in collections work has led to questions about what defines a professional collections librarian.

      Professions are distinguished by a central body that sets and maintains standards of education and practice; a professional code of conduct or ethics; self-governing professional associations of practitioners; careful management of knowledge in relation to the expertise that constitutes the basis of the profession’s activities; certification and credentialing; legal and social recognition; relative autonomy in performance of work; and control of numbers, selection, and training of new entrants.31 The professions of medicine and law, for example, have all of these characteristics. Library science has many of them, but not all. Nevertheless, most librarians consider librarianship a profession even though librarians and their professional associations have been unable to maintain exclusive control over the qualifications needed to perform library work and, consequently, to whom various types of work are assigned.

      This lack of rigidity in how positions are defined and work assigned has been beneficial in numerous libraries. Automation has eliminated many clerical tasks and many activities are moving downward in the library hierarchy as a result of advances in technology, reduced budgets and reduced staffing, and increasing demands on professional staff. Library paraprofessionals and support staff have taken on more diverse and higher levels of responsibilities.32 One result is that professionals are able to devote time to more complex activities that meet the changing needs of their libraries and user communities.

      The distinctions between professionals and paraprofessionals are blurring. Zhu’s 2011 study surveyed 820 academic library professionals and paraprofessionals and examined duties assigned to each employee group.33 The findings confirmed a lack of consistency in collections task assignment but also identified some collections responsibilities that remain primarily assigned to professionals: establishing collection development policies, taking the lead in or making major contributions to negotiating licensing for e-resources, and signing licenses for e-resources. In addition, professionals were much more frequently expected to be actively engaged in the profession of librarianship. Zhu found that some collections duties, though primarily assigned to professionals, were held by 11.5 to 23.1 percent of paraprofessionals surveyed. These include: selecting and deselecting materials; performing collection analysis, assessment, and evaluation; managing collections budgets (planning, allocating, tracking, balancing, setting cancellation targets); taking the lead in or making major contributions to the management of e-resources; and identifying or testing e-resources, including subscription, purchase, and open-access titles. One assumes that few paraprofessionals learned these duties through a formal undergraduate degree program and that most acquired the necessary expertise through on-the-job training and experience.

      Academic libraries may assign collection development and management and liaison responsibilities to a staff member who does not hold a graduate library degree if that individual has extensive subject knowledge gained through formal study (often at the doctoral level) in the discipline or extensive experience with the local collections and their users.34 Most academic libraries consider these employees as professionals although they do not have a master’s degree in library and information science. As is the case with paraprofessionals who have collections responsibilities, these individuals acquire the necessary library skills through on-the-job training and experience.

      The collections-related areas that remain the responsibility of professionals are distinguished by their complex and abstract nature; broad perspective, significant impact on the future of the library; and influence on how the library is perceived by its user community, stakeholders, partners, and services and materials providers. Veaner calls these programmatic responsibilities.35 Such areas include planning and articulating collection development programs; serving as departmental and community liaisons; allocating and managing budgets; preparing and revising collection development policies; developing and reviewing approval plans and patron-driven acquisitions plans; assessing and evaluating collections; setting parameters for materials to be withdrawn or moved to storage; cancelling journal subscriptions; and negotiating with suppliers, vendors, aggregators, and consortia.

      ORGANIZATIONAL MODELS

      Who performs various functions or activities, how these individuals coordinate, and how they communicate among themselves and with others define the library’s collection development and management organizational structure. Libraries with larger staffs, collections, and budgets are more likely to develop large, complex, and variant organizational structures.

      No single collection development organizational model predominates nor has a perfect model been identified. Defining the components of an optimal structure that guarantees successful accomplishment of goals has proved impossible. Variations, as with the assignment of collections responsibilities, are influenced by the size of existing collections, staffing levels, available budget, local assumptions about the goals of collection management and development, and preferences of the current library administrators.

      Libraries handle reporting lines and assignment of responsibilities in different ways, depending on their size, history, and the individuals on their staffs. Two models predominate in academic and public libraries. They can be seen as two ends of a continuum, with variations falling in between. In the functional model, staff members with collection development and management responsibilities are grouped in a single organizational unit. This unit may be called a department, division, or team. The subject specialists may then be subdivided into subunits according to subject responsibilities, user community, or physical location of their offices, collections, or libraries.

      In the geographic or client-based model, collection development librarians are part of a unit that consists of staff members with various responsibilities who are grouped according to the user community they serve or a common geographic location shared by members of the unit. This is often called the branch library model. Again, librarians may be assigned full or part time to collections work. As with the functional model, members of a geographic or client-based unit may be subdivided into smaller units. In this case, the smaller units may be functional or subject-based.

      The functional model has the advantage of improved communication and coordination among librarians with similar responsibilities, which can enhance the development of a coherent collection and make working on shared projects, such as cancellations or collection analysis, easier. The role of the collection development officer is less complicated because it implies direct authority as well as responsibility for the collections librarians. Disadvantages include the potential of isolation from other librarians and distance from the user community.

      The geographic or client-based model can be particularly effective in focusing on the needs and expectations of a specific user group. In addition, these collections librarians work more closely with staff from other units whose work is integral to effective collections work, including catalogers, circulation units, and interlibrary loan staff. Planning and problem-solving may be easier. The main difficulty with this model is in coordinating collections activities across a large library with many geographic or client-based units. Balancing needs and goals can be a challenge.

      Few libraries are organized into either of these “pure” models. Most fall somewhere between them. For example, a large public library system may have a central division of collection development librarians with system-wide responsibilities and several branch libraries with librarians who have multiple responsibilities including collection development and management. Hybrid models can have all the advantages of each of the pure models and all of their problems as well. Regardless of the organizational structure employed, the most important consideration is coordination of collection activities and their proper attention within the library’s mission and priorities.

      Many libraries have one or more standing committees to improve communication across departmental or divisional lines. Typical committees are a general collection development and management coordinating committee, a serials review committee, a discipline- or user-based committee (a committee of science librarians or of children’s librarians), and a committee that addresses electronic resources. Many of these committees include staff members from other library units because of the boundary-spanning nature of collections work. A general coordinating committee may include, for example, representatives from the library’s fiscal office, cataloging unit, or interlibrary loan operation. Committees that deal with electronic resources almost always include members from throughout the library—acquisitions and cataloging staff members, automation librarians, reference librarians, an individual charged with managing and monitoring contracts—whose expertise is essential in making responsible, informed decisions about acquisition and access. Libraries with distributed selection responsibilities may have a standing committee or working group that pulls together everyone with selection responsibilities for regular meetings to address shared concerns and pertinent topics. Ad hoc committees may be appointed to address a finite issue or project, such as choosing a new subscription agent or approval plan vendor or managing a large cancellation project. The goal of all these groups is to improve communication and decision-making by drawing together the individuals and library units with appropriate expertise and who will be affected by the decisions.

      Quinn explores the psychology of group decision-making in collection development, drawing on research in the field of psychology.36 He notes that the common perception that groups make better, more objective, and more rational decisions than individuals is not always correct. Group decision-making has its own limitations and weaknesses because of group history, interpersonal dynamics, and social status of group members. Quinn offers several suggestions to improve group decisions, including process awareness, thorough research of the titles being considered, avoiding premature consensus, and effective management of meetings and participant behavior. Being attentive to these issues can improve the outcomes of collections committees.

      Libraries in which several staff members have collections responsibilities generally have an individual who coordinates their activities. Public libraries may call these individuals collection coordinators. In academic libraries, these individuals are often called collection development officers (CDOs). In other types of libraries, this person may be known as coordinator, team leader, head, or director of collection development; assistant or associate librarian for collection development and management; assistant director for collections; media coordinator, or a variation of one of these. A separate senior position is found most commonly in large and medium-sized public, academic, and research libraries. This person generally coordinates collection development activities, manages the overall collections budget, and may or may not have direct supervisory responsibility for all staff members with collection management and development assignments.

      In large libraries of all types, the collections officer may have senior administrative responsibility for additional operations or services, such as information services, public services, technical services, reference, planning, document delivery and interlibrary loan, development of external funding sources, all aspects of electronic resources, or preservation. Not uncommon in academic libraries is a title that reflects responsibility for scholarly communication, such as Associate Dean for Scholarly Communication and Collections Services, or Associate University Librarian for Scholarly Communication and Collections. A direct linkage with acquisitions, through either placing acquisitions within the collection development and management division or combining senior administrative responsibility for technical services (of which acquisition is a subunit) and collection development and management, is seen frequently. This arrangement provides direct control over budget expenditures. These alignments reflect both the boundary-spanning nature of collection development and management and a trend toward reduction in the number of senior administrators through consolidation of responsibilities. The collections officer, regardless of title or type of library, is often a member of the library’s administrative group and participates in library-wide policy development and planning, working with other administrators and unit heads to advance mutually agreed-upon priorities.

      The collections officer’s role varies depending on the span of control and responsibilities within the library and the library’s collection development and management operation. As the administrator responsible for library-wide collection development and management, the collections officer is normally charged with preparing budget requests for staffing and collections as well as allocating and monitoring the budget (expenditure and balances in the funds assigned to various librarians with selection and collection management responsibilities). Additional responsibilities may include recruiting, training, assigning responsibilities, supervising, and evaluating librarians and support staff engaged in collections work.

      The collections officer oversees all aspects of collection building and management for all formats. Under this heading fall coordinating the creation and revision of collection development policies and ensuring those policies are upheld; coordinating collection assessment and evaluation; overseeing preservation and conservation decisions; and withdrawals, transfers, and journal cancellations. The collections officer is one of several library administrators who may be charged with negotiating contracts and licenses for acquisition of and access to electronic resources. Primary responsibility for coordinating cooperative collection development and consortial activities and fund-raising through development activities and grant writing are usually assigned to the collections officer, and possibly negotiating with individual donors and reviewing gifts and exchanges. The collections officer frequently represents the library’s collection development program to user groups, governing agencies, and external forums.

      Schad stresses the leadership role of the collections officer in academic libraries.37 He lists team-building, articulation of vision and values, continuous formal and informal training, and controlling workload as the four key challenges for a collections officer. These four responsibilities, which can apply to all types of libraries, enable librarians to know what to do and how to do it, understand why it is important, help reduce frustration, and enhance feelings of competence. The collections officer has an important role in helping set a realistic agenda that allows librarians with collections responsibilities to establish priorities, regulate work flow, and accomplish their work.

      In some libraries, the collections officer may not have direct supervisory authority for librarians with collections responsibilities. In this environment, those selecting and managing collections report to another administrator, such as a public library’s assistant director for technical or public services, a public library branch head, an associate university librarian or director, or the school district library coordinator. In these situations, the collections officer normally retains a number of the responsibilities described above, such as budgetary oversight and responsibility for collections policy. Communication and interpersonal skills are particularly important.

      ETHICAL ISSUES

      Ethics systemize, defend, and recommend appropriate behavior and aim to provide a context for determining what is right and wrong. Normative ethics are the principles of conduct or standards of behavior governing a group, organization, or profession. For example, primum non nocere (first, do no harm) is one of the principal ethical precepts in the medical profession and is taught to all medical students. A familiar principle endorsed in the practice of law is the confidentiality of information mandated in a client-lawyer relationship.

      Professional ethics, an applied form of normative ethics, seeks to apply ethical principles to decisions made every day. Professional ethics is sometimes called professional values—an explicit concept of what an individual or group regards as desirable. Gorman identifies eight professional values for the library profession: stewardship, service, intellectual freedom, rationalism, literacy and learning, equity of access to recorded knowledge and information, privacy, and democracy.38 He notes that these values are not absolutes, are often in conflict, and must be weighed against each other. The difference between ethics and morals can seem somewhat arbitrary, and not all theorists make the distinction. One view is that morals apply to a person’s character, whereas ethics stress a social system in which those morals are applied; in this construct, ethics point to standards or codes of behavior expected by the group to which the individual belongs. Thus, whereas a person’s moral code is usually unchanging, ethics and individual practices can be dependent on the group to which he or she belongs. Shachaf suggests that “morality refers to the way things are actually done in real life.”39

      Ethical behavior is the result of a personal code of morality and an external ethical context provided by institutional and professional principles or codes. A personal code may develop out of civic and religious convictions. People do what makes them feel good about themselves and avoid what makes them feel bad. They also are influenced by the frame of reference for behavior developed by the groups to which they belong. In other words, behavior can be a consequence of how one feels others perceive this behavior. People understand and react to what happens according to the particular frame of reference they are using for ethical behavior. Professional ethical considerations paired with personal moral convictions influence how librarians make decisions about their collections (what to add, withdraw, preserve, etc.) and how they interact with their user community, coworkers, materials sellers, suppliers, and service agents. Issues of bias, neutrality, confidentiality and privacy, and access to information belong to the latter category. In 2015 and 2016, the American Library Association Intellectual Freedom Committee issued several new privacy guidelines intended to assist librarians, libraries, schools, and vendors to develop best practices for online privacy and data management and security.40

      Professional ethics offer a frame of reference for behavior and the decisions a librarian makes on a daily basis. Shachaf identifies the most frequent ethical principles for librarians, which appear in more than half of all library codes worldwide. The following are listed in order of frequency:

      
        	• commitment to professional development

        	• commitment to integrity

        	• upholding confidentiality and privacy

        	• providing free and equal access to information

        	• avoiding conflicts of interest and personal gain

        	• responsibilities toward the profession

        	• responsibilities toward colleagues

        	• censorship

        	• collection development

        	• high level of service

        	• responsibilities to the user41

      

      Specific ethical concerns for collections librarians address:

      
        	• censorship (intentional and unintentional)

        	• intellectual freedom and freedom of expression

        	• intellectual property and copyright

        	• privacy of individuals

        	• integrity in relationships and business practices with vendors, publishers, and subscription agents and avoiding conflict of interest

        	• compliance with library and parent institution requirements and applicable legislation

      

      Several formal statements of ethics for librarianship have been developed. The International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions issued the “IFLA Code of Ethics for Librarians and Other Information Workers” in 2012.42 ALA first provided a “Code of Ethics” in 1938, which was most recently revised in 2008. It is supplemented by “The Freedom to Read Statement” and “The Freedom to View Statement.”43 The Association for Library Collections and Technical Services (ALCTS) has developed a set of guidelines for its members to supplement the ALA code, according to which,

      
        Within the context of the institution’s missions and programs and the needs of the user populations served by the library, an ALCTS member:

        
          	1. strives to develop a collection of materials within collection policies and priorities;

          	2. strives to provide broad and unbiased access to information;

          	3. strives to preserve and conserve the materials in the library in accordance with established priorities and programs;

          	4. develops resource sharing programs to extend and enhance the information sources available to library users;

          	5. promotes the development and application of standards and professional guidelines;

          	6. establishes a secure and safe environment for staff and users;

          	7. fosters and promotes fair, ethical, and legal trade and business practices;

          	8. maintains equitable treatment and confidentiality in competitive relations and manuscript and grant reviews;

          	9. supports and abides by any contractual agreements made by the library or its home institution in regard to the provision of or access to information resources, acquisition of services, and financial arrangements.44

        

      

      Other groups of librarians have developed standards of ethical conduct for rare book, manuscript, and special collections librarians; law librarians; medical librarians; special librarians; and the International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions (IFLA).45

      Conflicts of interest often can arise as consortia conduct negotiations with vendors, publishers, and aggregators. Consortia, by their nature, are composed of member institutions and librarians from these institutions are often on consortia’s negotiating teams. These individuals may have existing relationships with companies, such as being on an advisory board, board of trustees, or serving as a consultant. These are often called “favored relationships.” Many consortia address this issue by having explicit policies in place that require consortia board members to sign a conflict-of-interest disclosure form annually.46

      An individual’s response to situations is guided by a mix of standards or principles from various frames of reference. For example, one may operate within a mix of religious or moral principles, legal requirements at the organizational level, and professional ethical standards. When these different frames lack coherence, the individual must decide which should predominate and guide behavior. When different sources or frames of reference for ethical behavior suggest different decisions or responses, the librarian must resolve the conflict in order to act. This is an individual decision. Occasionally, one may feel compelled to take an ethical stand that conflicts with one’s employer. Situations in which the parent institution or community prescribes censorship of one form or another yet the librarian believes that intellectual freedom is being compromised are examples of personal and professional ethics in conflict with institutional or community ethics. Conversely, many libraries and librarians find personal and institutional values as well as legal requirements in conflict with tenets set forth in the Library Bill of Rights. One area of controversy is the bill’s Article V: “A person’s right to use a library should not be denied or abridged because of origin, age, background, or views.” One example is the internet filtering required by CIPA.47

      The proliferation of digital content has created new ethical challenges for librarians. Reinsfelder explores potential ethical dilemmas associated with e-books. Contractual obligations often restrict a library’s ability to serve unaffiliated users. Although a user is able to walk into a library and read print books without a library card or ID, that user may not be able to access an e-book in the library without the appropriate log-on credential. Even having the required credential in hand often requires numerous steps to access an e-resource, frustrating users who expect rapid access and librarians who have an ethical commitment to the highest level of service. Another area is which an ethical principle comes into conflict with the reality of e-content is a professional commitment to preserve information for future generations. The relative convenience of e-content can obscure the reality that libraries often do not own the content and have no guarantee that it will be available in fifty years.48

      The challenge for librarians is dealing with what Adams calls the “messy mix” of local culture, local policies and procedures, competing community values, and administrators trying to be responsive to stakeholders.49 Ethical dilemmas do not always have perfect solutions. The realities of day-to-day decisions and service policies should not be disconnected from the values and principles promoted by the library profession, but librarians should recognize that ethical principles must be applied “with a strong dose of reality.”50

      Censorship and Intellectual Freedom

      The ideal of freedom to read came to replace a quite different ideology between 1876, when ALA endorsed the librarian as moral censor, and the 1940s, with ALA’s first Library Bill of Rights. Librarians’ attitudes toward censorship have changed in line with changing concepts of the public interest, the library’s democratic function, and the role and responsibilities of librarians. Intellectual freedom and free access to ideas are embodied in the First Amendment to the US Constitution as a basic human right. The Library Bill of Rights, first issued in 1939, continues to be an important statement for librarians:

      
        The American Library Association affirms that all libraries are forums for information and ideas, and that the following basic policies should guide their services.

        
          	I. Books and other library resources should be provided for the interest, information, and enlightenment of all people of the community the library serves. Materials should not be excluded because of the origin, background, or views of those contributing to their creation.

          	II. Libraries should provide materials and information presenting all points of view on current and historical issues. Materials should not be proscribed or removed because of partisan or doctrinal disapproval.

          	III. Libraries should challenge censorship in the fulfillment of their responsibility to provide information and enlightenment.

          	IV. Libraries should cooperate with all persons and groups concerned with resisting abridgment of free expression and free access to ideas.

          	V. A person’s right to use a library should not be denied or abridged because of origin, age, background, or views.

          	VI. Libraries which make exhibit spaces and meeting rooms available to the public they serve should make such facilities available on an equitable basis, regardless of the beliefs or affiliations of individuals or groups requesting their use.51

        

      

      Ensuring intellectual freedom is a major focus of ALA, which maintains an Office for Intellectual Freedom (www.ala.org.oif) and publishes the Intellectual Freedom Manua1.52 The Freedom to Read Foundation (www.ftrf.org), a sister organization to ALA, was created to protect the freedoms of speech and press, with emphasis on First Amendment protection for libraries and library materials. The Foundation provides support and legal counsel to libraries whose collections are challenged.

      The public’s concerns about ease of accessing controversial materials via the internet compounds librarians’ role in supporting intellectual freedom.53 ALA and many of its divisions have developed statements and documents to address intellectual freedom and free access to information, particularly in relation to electronic information, including “Access to Digital Information, Services, and Networks: An Interpretation of the Library Bill of Rights,” “Intellectual Freedom Principles for Academic Libraries: An Interpretation of the Library Bill of Rights,” and “Access to Resources and Services in the School Library Media Program: An Interpretation of the Library Bill of Rights.”54

      ALA’s “Freedom to Read” statement is a further iteration of librarians’ commitment to free access to information and ideas:

      
        
          	1. It is in the public interest for publishers and librarians to make available the widest diversity of views and expressions, including those that are unorthodox, unpopular, or considered dangerous by the majority. . . .

          	2. Publishers, librarians, and booksellers do not need to endorse every idea or presentation they make available. It would conflict with the public interest for them to establish their own political, moral, or aesthetic views as a standard for determining what should be published or circulated. . . .

          	3. It is contrary to the public interest for publishers or librarians to bar access to writings on the basis of the personal history or political affiliations of the author. . . .

          	4. There is no place in our society for efforts to coerce the taste of others, to confine adults to the reading matter deemed suitable for adolescents, or to inhibit the efforts of writers to achieve artistic expression. . . .

          	5. It is not in the public interest to force a reader to accept the prejudgment of a label characterizing any expression or its author as subversive or dangerous. . . .

          	6. It is the responsibility of publishers and librarians, as guardians of the people’s freedom to read, to contest encroachments upon that freedom by individuals or groups seeking to impose their own standards or tastes upon the community at large; and by the government whenever it seeks to reduce or deny public access to public information. . . .

          	7. It is the responsibility of publishers and librarians to give full meaning to the freedom to read by providing books that enrich the quality and diversity of thought and expression. By the exercise of this affirmative responsibility, they can demonstrate that the answer to a “bad” book is a good one, the answer to a “bad” idea is a good one.55

        

      

      Librarians are charged with ensuring freedom to read and access to diverse viewpoints within collections while simultaneously preventing censorship of collections. The ALA Office of Intellectual Freedom defines diverse content as those books that include

      
        non-white main and/or secondary characters; LGBT main and/or secondary characters; disabled main and/or secondary characters; issues about race or racism; LGBT issues; issues about religion, which encompass in this situation the Holocaust and terrorism; issues about disability and/or mental illness; non-Western settings, in which the West is North America and Europe.56

      

      Hauptman defines censorship as “the active suppression of books, journals, newspapers, theater pieces, lectures, discussions, radio and televisions programs, films, art works, etc.—either partially or in the entirety—that are deemed objectionable on moral, political, military, or other grounds.”57 In the name of intellectual freedom, librarians are encouraged to select, collect, and disseminate information without regard to race, sexual orientation, and other potential discriminators. Preferably, the guidelines for selecting materials are presented in a library’s collection development policy, which can protect the library in the face of challenges. The ideal is a diverse collection, representing all points of view, including the extreme. Nevertheless, libraries often avoid some categories of materials, such as anti-Black racism. Brett and Campbell surmise this is because of the shared belief that racism is undemocratic and distasteful, although this conflicts with the goal of representing all points of view. They call this “a perfect example of the ongoing tension in American society between free expression and equal treatment.”58

      Foerstel writes that the history of book censorship has consisted of the suppression of naughty stories.59 Challenges on the grounds of immoral, obscene, or pornographic content and language are the most common, but other justifications, such as subversive political or social content, have been presented over the years. Challenges are more frequent in schools and school and public libraries, and are most often initiated by a parent. From 2000 through 2009 (the most recent compilation available), ALA recorded 5,099 attempts by groups or individuals to have books removed from library shelves and from classrooms.60 Of these, 3,450 were in schools or school libraries and 1,217 in public libraries. In 2015, ALA logged 275 challenges and estimates that up to 85 percent of books challenges made were not reported. The following list, compiled by the ALA Office of Intellectual Freedom, identifies the ten most frequently challenged books in 2016:

      
        	1. This One Summer, written by Mariko Tamaki and illustrated by Jillian Tamaki

        	2. Drama, written and illustrated by Raina Telgemeier

        	3. George, written by Alex Gino

        	4. I Am Jazz, written by Jessica Herthel and Jazz Jennings, and illustrated by Shelagh McNicholas

        	5. Two Boys Kissing, written by David Levithan

        	6. Looking for Alaska, written by John Green

        	7. Big Hard Sex Criminals, written by Matt Fraction and illustrated by Chip Zdarsky

        	8. Make Something Up: Stories You Can’t Unread, written by Chuck Palahniuk

        	9. Little Bill (series), written by Bill Cosby and illustrated by Varnette P. Honeywood

        	10. Eleanor & Park, written by Rainbow Rowell61

      

      Much of the profession’s attention has been focused on book challenges, but any format can be challenged—from audio recordings to videos to video games. Unfortunately, challenges cannot be avoided. Even the most careful librarian may offend someone either because certain materials were or were not not selected.

      Types of Censorship

      The first documented case of censorship in the American colonies resulted in a book burning in 1650. William Pynchon’s The Meritorious Price of Our Redemption, Justification, &c. was condemned as heresy by the Massachusetts General Court and ordered burned on the Boston Market Place.62 Censorship comes in three varieties: mandated by law, demanded by individuals or groups, and exercised by the librarian. Legal censorship occurs when national, state, or municipal legislation forbids access to materials deemed immoral or unacceptable (perhaps incendiary or subversive) under the law. Laws in the United States, notably the 1865 Mail Act and the 1873 Federal Anti-Obscenity Act, known as the Comstock Law, have sought to control access to “obscene,” “lewd,” “filthy,” or “lascivious” publications by controlling the mailing and receiving of such materials. The difficulty lies in defining these terms. Supreme Court cases, such as United States v. One Book Called “Ulysses” (1934), Roth v. United States (1957), Miller v. California (1973), and Pope v. Illinois (1987), have considered obscenity in relation to contemporary community standards and whether a work may be seen to have serious literary, artistic, political, or social value.63 The Supreme Court has ruled that individual states may prohibit the printing and sale of works that portray sexual conduct in an offensive manner, which shifts the emphasis to local standards. An important court case on book banning and the first heard by the Supreme Court involved books that the New York Island Tress School District Board of Education ordered removed from high school and junior high school libraries. The Court ruled in favor of the students who brought the suit, stating that the First Amendment protects the freedom of students to read and that “local school boards may not remove books from school libraries simply because they dislike the ideas contained in those books.”64 When librarians are presented with legislation requiring the removal of materials, they are seldom in a position to contest the law in court. More often, organizations such as the American Civil Liberties Union or ALA press a case.

      Parents, concerned citizens, school and library boards, religious and political organizations, and local politicians and police may challenge library materials. In the early 1970s, for example, the Minneapolis city administration demanded that the public library remove the children’s book Sylvester and the Magic Pebble (a Caldecott Medal winner) because the police were pigs, although the book showed anthropomorphic pigs in other professions. The library resisted. In 2013, a parent and the conservative Parents Action League challenged the presence of Rainbow Rowell’s Eleanor & Park in the Anoka (Minnesota) High School library. In the midst of the challenge, an invitation to Rowell from the school librarians of the Anoka-Hennepin district and librarians at the Anoka County Public Libraries to speak during Banned Books Week was rescinded. Subsequently a review committee in the high school decided to retain the book.

      Those objecting may seek to censor by banning books, severely limiting access, or labeling materials for special handling and restricted use. Martin warns against viewpoint labeling and biased rating systems, including labeling based on readability scores, which are a form of censorship.65

      Most challenges revolve around sexual propriety, political views, religious beliefs, and the rights of minority groups (gays, lesbians, persons of color, atheists, etc.). Library publications such as American Libraries, Library Journal, and Newsletter on Intellectual Freedom regularly report on challenges to libraries around the United States. Censorship frequently becomes an emotional issue and can divide a community because it develops out of personal beliefs, convictions, and value systems.

      Not all challenges to library materials are related to sexual propriety, political views, religious beliefs, and rights of minorities. Some arise when a patron calls into question the veracity of the item. Meyer writes about a patron who objected to a book denying climate change.66 Meyer explains that another patron requested the book and that the library does not monitor the factuality of books—“just like the library isn’t the Morality Police, the library also isn’t the Fact Police.”

      Censorship of material, particularly that of a pornographic or violent nature, available to children continues to have strong and articulate proponents.67 A strong case grows out of the position that children are different from adults in their abilities to analyze conflicting visions of society and the extent to which they are affected by materials such as pornography or depictions of violence. Much of the discussion revolves around society’s responsibility to protect minors and when legislation should be enacted to do so. The difficulty that attends this issue, as with all questionable materials, is reaching agreement on what constitutes pornographic and violent content and what has the potential to be harmful to minors.

      Unintentional censorship results from failure to select materials representing a pluralistic and diverse society. Librarians can protect against unintentional self-censorship by being conscious of and sensitive to diverse communities and viewpoints. Monitoring bibliographic tools, selection sources, and reviews can improve the multicultural and comprehensive nature of collection building. Quinn explores the role of bias, particularly its cognitive (thought) and affective (feeling) aspects, which may affect librarians as they engage is collection development. He suggests that librarians can overcome their biases by “avoiding superficial thinking, challenging one’s assumptions, actively seeking titles that disconfirm one’s conventional beliefs, and avoiding associations from memory that may conform to one’s biases.”68

      Intentional censorship or self-censorship by librarians is more troubling. Self-censorship can range from deciding not to buy a book to using book labeling, parental control requirements, or restricted rooms and shelves.69 In 2016, 11 percent of school librarians reported engaging in self-censorship by intentionally selecting materials to avoid challenges; this practice was more common at the elementary leve1.70 A survey conducted by the School Library Journal in the same year found that 90 percent of elementary and middle school librarians said they have not purchased a book because it includes subject matter that could be controversial; the number dropped to 75 percent in high schools.71 In addition, the practice of using content labels has increased significantly since 2008—from 18 to 33 percent at the elementary level, from 10 to 27 percent at the middle school level, and from 6 to 11 percent in high schools.

      Personal values and standards, fears about potential challenges, or user complaints can lead a librarian to decide not to purchase a title, to limit access to an item, or to remove an item from the collection. When one’s employment and source of income are at risk, pragmatism has a way of modifying one’s values. Research over the years has demonstrated that, although librarians support the concept of intellectual freedom, many do not stand by these principles in the face of censorship pressures.72 A 2015 survey of school and children’s librarians in the United Kingdom found similar behavior—librarians were likely to express support for intellectual freedom, but were more restrictive in practice.73 The challenge for librarians is distinguishing between self-censorship and careful selection of materials consistent with appropriate selection criteria.

      Censorship should not be confused with refusing to spend limited funds unwisely, select materials inappropriate to the user community, or provide illegal or socially detrimental information. One easily can insist that a librarian should never censor or refuse to disseminate information. Nevertheless, all librarians are constrained to exclude some materials by their budgets, their professional values, and legislation. What is the judicious response when a high school student wants books on building pipe bombs, a white supremacist offers a free subscription of a racist newsletter to a public library, or those who deny the Holocaust insist the academic library purchase materials proving their point of view? When making decisions about material that is sexually explicit, racist, or dangerous to society, few librarians can take a neutral stance. They can only seek to exercise informed judgment. Free expression, intellectual freedom, and access to information must be protected, yet some materials are inappropriate and detrimental to certain user groups. The tension arises in determining what falls within these categories.

      Censorship and the Internet

      Providing internet access in libraries brings new concerns about censorship and debates about the responsibility of librarians to choose what users can and cannot access. One problem with filtering software is that useful sites can be blocked along with objectionable ones. State and federal legislation has been passed and court cases have been filed on both sides of the issue. A significant judgment was made in 1997 in Reno v. American Civil Liberties Union (Reno I), when the Supreme Court unanimously declared that the federal Communications Decency Act (CDA) was unconstitutiona1.74 That law made it a crime to send or display indecent material online in a way available to minors. The Court held that the internet is not comparable to broadcasting and instead, like books and newspapers, receives the highest level of First Amendment protection. Following Reno I, Congress passed the Child Online Protection Act (COPA), which sought to avoid the constitutional issues raised in the CDA. A federal district court that heard the case American Civil Liberties Union v. Reno (Reno II) determined that COPA was flawed in similar ways to CDA.75

      The Children’s Internet Protection Act (CIPA) and the Neighborhood Children’s Internet Protection Act (NCIPA) went into effect in 2001.76 These laws require public libraries and schools to install filters on computers that access the internet to retain federal funding and discounts for computers and computer access. Because CIPA directly affected libraries and their ability to make legal information freely available to their patrons, ALA and the Freedom to Read Foundation filed a lawsuit to overturn CIPA. In 2002, the Eastern District Court of Pennsylvania held CIPA to be unconstitutional and ruled Sections 1712(a)(2) and 1721(b) of CIPA to be facially invalid under the First Amendment. The court permanently enjoined the government from enforcing those provisions. Public libraries thus are not required to install filters on their computers to receive federal funds. The court held the CIPA statute to be unconstitutional because mandated filtering on all computers results in blocked access to substantial amounts of constitutionally protected speech. The Justice Department, acting on behalf of the Federal Communications Commission and the US Institute of Museum and Library Sciences, appealed this ruling.

      In June 2003, the Supreme Court reversed the district court’s decision and rejected the plaintiffs’ facial challenge to CIPA.77 The stakes of ALA’s case were lowered when the government promised, in the course of litigation, that libraries could, and would, remove the filters if users asked them to do so. It also promised that users would not have to explain why they were making the request. Although a majority of the justices voted to uphold CIPA, there was no majority opinion for the Court, resulting in a plurality opinion. Because it did not have the support of five justices, the reasoning of the plurality opinion is not controlling. In cases where no single opinion has the support of the majority of the justices, the narrow concurring opinions typically govern future interpretations and the precedential effect of the case.78

      The dilemma is that filters can be both overly restrictive (blocking access to protected speech) and not restrictive enough (allowing access to illegal or unconstitutional speech). The latter is of particular concern when libraries are perceived as violating obscenity, child pornography, and harmful-to-minors statutes or permitting user activities that create a hostile work environment. Libraries can face liability for installing content-based filtering software or for failing to install it. When librarians specifically select and point to internet resources, they should apply the appropriate criteria for quality, authenticity, and so forth. However, “open” internet access is a much more complex issue.79 As the internet expands, this issue will continue to trouble librarians and their user communities.

      Responding to Complaints and Challenges to Materials

      A 2016 survey reported in School Library Connection found that 65.8 percent of school librarians had experienced no challenges; nevertheless, the best defense against challenges to a library collection is prior preparation.80 This begins with a written collection development policy. Many libraries post the ALA Library Bill of Rights in a public place and use additional methods to promote their commitment to intellectual freedom. ALA’s Office for Intellectual Freedom and many other organizations provide advice and assistance in case of attempted censorship. These include the National Council of Teachers of English Intellectual Freedom Center (www.ncte.org/​action/​anti-censorship), state educational and library associations, and the American Civil Liberties Union (www.aclu.org). Notifying the material’s publisher may be helpful, because the publisher may have assembled information in response to previous challenges.

      The library should have a process for handling complaints, and staff members should be familiar with it. ALA’s Intellectual Freedom Manual contains guidelines for developing a local process.81 Many libraries provide a template or form that can be used to request an item be removed from the collection. The form provides space for an individual’s name and contact information, title and bibliographic information about the item, and what the concerns are. It also may ask if the individual is representing him- or herself or an organization. Some forms ask if the individual can suggest alternative resources that provide additional information or other viewpoints. ALA’s Office for Intellectual Freedom provides information on responding to challenges, including advice on conducting a challenge hearing.82

      Dickinson makes a careful distinction between “questioned” and “challenged” materials.83 A library item is questioned when a parent, citizen, administrator, teacher, or staff person expresses concern about it. This is often an emotional interaction and requires a calm response by the librarian, who should notify the school principal or library director. Sometimes an informal complaint can be resolved by referring to the collection development policy or selection criteria, or by suggesting alternative materials. Only when the proper form (sometimes called a “Request for Reconsideration Form”) has been submitted is an item considered officially challenged. Ideally, this initiates a formal review process by a committee, which may be at the school level, the school district level, and, in the case of public libraries, the library or library-system level. Following the authorized and board-approved process for reviewing challenges is critical in order to treat all challenges fairly and to avoid legal consequences. The librarian’s role is to present the facts for the committee’s deliberation, including criteria for selecting the item, how it meets these criteria, and (when pertinent) quotations from reviews—and let the committee complete its work.

      Working with Suppliers and Vendors

      Collections librarians can face ethical issues in their relationships with suppliers and vendors. Librarians often develop a congenial relationship with supplier and vendor representatives, fostered by pleasant lunches and conference receptions. This is one reason many libraries and their parent institutions prohibit or place financial limits on the gifts and personal benefits librarians may accept. Librarians should not permit a personal desire to be nice to representatives to interfere with the ethical obligation to manage institutional resources as effectively as possible. Librarians have an obligation to be honest and fair and to act in good faith when dealing with suppliers; they have no obligation to help them succeed. Librarians should keep the financial and service interests of their libraries foremost, and seek to obtain the maximum value for each purchase, license agreement, and service contract.

      Another frame of reference may be explicitly or implicitly provided by the library and its parent institution. One university has issued a document called “Code of Ethics for Department Staff Responsible for Buying,” which makes plain the institution’s expectations and values when negotiating with an external supplier. In the terms of this agreement, the employee agrees to

      
        support and uphold the values, policies, and procedures of the University in all my purchasing activities . . . , maintain a high level of ethics: have no financial or personal beneficial interest directly or indirectly with vendors when I am in a position to influence the University decision to purchase from those vendors. Decline rebates, gifts, money, or anything of value offered by suppliers other than items of nominal (under $5) value, . . . [and] strive to obtain the maximum value for each purchase.84

      

      Implicit guidance supplements explicit guidelines and codes and is modeled through the behavior of administrators, managers, and peers. Values are conveyed through actions as well as written statements.

      A history of friendly relations between librarian and vendor or supplier is not the issue. Each service and purchase agreement must be reviewed in light of all available information. Each agreement must be continually assessed as a business decision, and the needs of the library must be placed first. A librarian must keep in mind the long-term interests of the communities these purchasing decisions affect. One must have the ethical convictions and courage to place these interests above any personal short-term preoccupations. No matter how gracious and charming a service agency’s representatives are, or how competently the agency has performed in the past, future performance and financial viability should be the deciding factors.

      Librarians’ ethical obligations are twofold: to conduct business with mutual respect and trust, and to serve their own organizations as best they can. Explicit and implicit codes aim for high standards of professional conduct and integrity; value honesty, trustworthiness, respect, and fairness in dealing with other people; and loyalty toward the ethical principles, values, policies, and procedures espoused by a librarian’s institution. Librarians have an obligation to consistently demonstrate and carefully maintain a tradition of ethical behavior.

      
        Case Study

        CARSON HAS RECENTLY TAKEN the position of associate university librarian for collections and technical services in a large academic library system. He does not have direct authority over the thirty-two subject specialists, who have a variety of responsibilities including liaison work, instruction, reference consultation, and collection development and management for their subject areas. These librarians report to geographically dispersed department heads who serve under the associate university librarian for public services. Carson directly supervises three department heads in technical services, all of whom have graduate library and information science degrees. The departments are continuing resources (for print and electronic formats), acquisitions, and description and access, which handles cataloging, metadata, and bibliographic records loads. The library has one domestic approval plan and four outside the country. The library has offered purchase-on-demand for several years.

        Carson has just learned that Katja, the subject specialist for Germanic studies, has received a grant to attend the Frankfurt book fair. The library’s primary vendor has invited the subject specialist to travel from Frankfurt to the city where the vendor has offices for three days—with all expenses paid once she arrives in Germany. The trip will provide an opportunity for the subject specialist to meet with the vendor’s bibliographers and service representatives, revise the approval plan profile, and tour the facility. The subject specialist is enthusiastic about the possible vendor site visit, but has not yet accepted the invitation.

        Carson believes that this is a “substantial gift” with the potential for creating a conflict between personal interest and professional ethics, and has discussed it with the university librarian, who agrees. However, neither the university nor the library has a policy or guidelines for relationships with vendors, suppliers, and agents.

        Activity

        Do you think the subject specialist should accept the invitation? Explain your answer. Do you think the library should have a policy clarifying ethical behavior when interacting with outside suppliers of goods and services? Explain your answer. If you think a dollar amount should be set limiting what is acceptable to receive from a supplier, what should that be? Look for professional codes that might serve as models and draft a possible policy.
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      CHAPTER THREE

      Planning, Policy, and Budgets

      Planning increases organizational efficiency and effectiveness by setting goals and priorities, guiding allocation of resources, coordinating activities and initiatives, and reducing risk. Planning would not be necessary in a static environment, but the environment in which every library exists is changing constantly. These changes may be sociological, educational, economic, demographic, political and regulatory, technological, or institutional. Collections policies and budgets are categories of planning that should be developed in the context of overall library planning. This chapter introduces planning as an organizational responsibility, discusses approaches to planning, examines the reasons for and components of collection development and management policies, and discusses library budgeting, particularly in relation to collection development and management.

      PLANNING IN LIBRARIES

      Planning means devising a method for accomplishing something. Planning occurs every day because individuals and organizations seek outcomes, make decisions to reach those outcomes, and take actions based on those decisions. Informal planning occurs constantly, tends to be ad hoc, and is seldom recorded, except for a written to-do list or shopping list. Formal planning begins with setting clear goals and has a prescribed structure within which conscious, intentional planning occurs. Formal planning is not solely the responsibility of managers and administrators. Planning should be part of all activities in the library, and all librarians have planning responsibilities.

      Drucker has written that formal planning improves the “futurity” of present decisions.1 In an environment of rapid change, formal continuous planning is essential. Libraries need to anticipate change and be prepared to handle it. Formal planning examines both the probable and the possible future. Ideally, a library identifies several possible futures or scenarios and then decides which are the most likely to occur. The future is unpredictable, and alternatives need to be ready so that plans can be modified as needed. This uncertainty is the reason planning is continuous. Planning is the process of allocating and reallocating resources in response to change in the environment within the context of the library’s evolving mission and priorities.

      Consider, for example, information in digital formats. A library should consider several possible futures. What percentage of information resources will be available electronically five, ten, or twenty years from now? How would these different conditions affect the current and projected acquisitions budgets? What percentage of the budget might be spent on e-resources five, ten, or twenty years from now, and how would this affect acquisition of other formats? What will or should the size of the physical collection on-site be? What steps are necessary to reach this objective? Given the forces at play, where would the library like to go and what does it need to do to get there? Laying out alternative scenarios allows the library to project funding needs and service implications for each possibility.

      Formal planning serves as a form of organizational learning. Planning for the future requires understanding what the library is doing now and what it would like to be doing in the future given certain probable conditions, then choosing the most reasonable path to that future. People involved in planning—and, ideally, planning is broad-based in an organization—learn a tremendous amount about their library, their parent organization, the external environment, and their user community.

      Planning is also a communication tool. Information is shared within the library as part of the planning process. Equally important, information about present services and programs and future needs, expectations, and hopes is shared with the library’s clientele and funding bodies through formal planning. It provides a mechanism to inform people about the preferred future and an opportunity for them to buy into it.

      Formal planning is seldom easy because of the steps involved and the time required to do it well. Keller identifies several caveats to consider when planning.2

      
        	• Planning is not the production of a blueprint to be followed rigorously.

        	• A formal plan is not a set of platitudes and buzzwords.

        	• It should not be the personal vision of one individual or a statement by a particularly vocal individual or group.

        	• Planning does not work if it is an attempt to avoid or outwit the future.

        	• Plans do not eliminate risks, nor are they a surrender to external forces.

        	• Planning should not be limited to a once-a-year organizational exercise. It is continuous and benefits from course corrections over time.

        	• Planning will not solve all of a library’s problems, and it cannot address all issues at once.

      

      Formal planning is a library’s guide for continuity. It provides a structured way to envision and move toward a future. Careful planning anticipates change and offers a road map to maximize its positive effects and minimize its negative ones.

      PLANNING MODELS

      No single style, method, or model of planning is best. Several types of planning often are in use simultaneously in the same library. The following discussion presents several planning approaches, but is not exhaustive.

      One of the least popular approaches is master planning, which is top-down and begins in administrative offices. In a college or university, the president’s or provost’s office defines an institutional mission and sets out goals, objectives, and time lines to which each academic unit must adhere. City government master planning through the mayor’s office or school district planning via the superintendent’s office can take the same approach. Libraries prepare plans that are consistent with the master plan. This model is simple because the initiative for planning is centralized and nothing changes unless mandated by the governing body or administrative office. Units and individuals within the organization or institution are seldom satisfied with master planning. Their knowledge and expertise do not contribute to the planning process, and plans may be crafted in isolation from the reality in which librarians work.

      Contingency planning is directed toward preparing for one possible—and usually undesirable—future. For example, libraries prepare disaster contingency plans. Such a plan begins by identifying the possible disaster (a flood), and the resulting consequences for facilities, services, and collections. Contingency plans identify appropriate steps to respond to those circumstances. Collections librarians should ensure that a disaster response plan is prepared and kept up-to-date for the library collection.

      Strategic planning is one of the most common types of planning employed by libraries. It is a systematic, formal process that determines a desired future and develops broadly designed goals, objectives, and tactics to reach this future. It is attentive to changes in the environment in which the organization operates. Dole explains that the process usually involves the following steps: developing a vision, developing a set of core values, conducting an environmental scan, developing goals and the strategies to reach them, implementing and assessing the plan, and revisiting the plan.3 Essentials elements in strategic planning are assessing outcomes resulting from the plan and revising the plan if intended outcomes are not reached. Strategic planning constantly reviews changing external and internal conditions and devises appropriate responses. The library’s strategic plan should fit within the parent organization’s mission and goals, both to demonstrate coherence and to justify financial support. Strategic planning is broadly participative and often uses small groups to generate strategies that are incorporated into a coherent plan. Strategic planning, although it may look at one- or three- or five-year increments, does not produce a final, static plan. It remains an open-ended, continuous process that seeks to keep the organization in step with its environment. Strategic planning is employed widely in all types of libraries.4

      In scenario planning, the library develops scenarios that describe alternative futures and formulates plans or strategies for the library in those various futures. Scenario planning can be used in strategic planning as well as in more focused planning. It provides an opportunity to be creative when envisioning the library’s future and to consider what is probable, possible, and preferable. Ford explores the way in which past experience and past risk can hinder future planning by limiting creativity, noting that “decision makers who only understand the present in terms of the past risk being frequently caught off guard.”5

      Entrepreneurial planning, also called opportunistic planning, is based on the idea that the people involved in the activity know best what is needed and how to achieve it. It is a laissez-faire, individualistic approach with no constraints, timetables, or formal requests for ideas. Entrepreneurial planning implies acting when an opportunity presents itself. The process of choosing remotely accessed e-resources in libraries is often entrepreneurial. If a new resource is suddenly available, the price is favorable, and the user demand is high, the library may choose to purchase access, even though that particular resource or subject focus was not identified as a priority in library planning and that funds will need to be redirected to acquire access.

      Project planning focuses on a specific project and involves defining the steps required to complete a project within a specified time frame using available resources. The project manager normally works with a project team to plan the project schedule, often using a Gantt chart (a horizontal bar chart that schedules tasks and may include dependencies and task assignment). The project outcome or deliverables is often determined by an upper-level administrator. Project planning may be one activity identified in a strategic plan. Perhaps the strategic plan includes a goal of repurposing stack space to user space. The activity necessary to reach this goal might be to reduce the collection footprint through weeding and transfer of materials to storage. A project plan is necessary to accomplish this within a precise time frame and with available staff.

      Incentive planning is more prevalent in the corporate sector than in nonprofit organizations, though it is being seen more often in higher education, where it may be called “responsibility-centered management.” The institution is viewed as an economic organization with cost centers within which revenue is attributed where it is earned. Institutional leaders develop performance benchmarks and an incentive structure that rewards particular types of activities. Each center (usually a functional unit or academic department) selects programs to be developed based on the incentive structure. For example, units may retain revenue generated through tuition and offer more popular courses to ensure high enrollments. Because a library has limited opportunity to produce income, the library is often defined for the purposes of incentive planning as a public or common good. Academic units may be “taxed” to support the library. In this setting, the academic library faces significant pressures to justify its contributions to the institution.

      ENVIRONMENTAL SCANNING

      Environmental scanning detects, monitors, and analyzes trends and issues in the environment, both internal and external, in which an organization operates. It is a key component of formal strategic planning and aims to gather information to enhance understanding of the library’s environment. Its goal is to anticipate long-term environmental shifts and analyze their potential effects.6 Abels explains that “all organizations need to monitor at some level what goes on in their environments and recognize their strengths and weaknesses in relation to it. The importance of environmental information depends on the degree to which the success of the organization itself depends on its environment.”7 Environmental scanning is a key component in planning because it positions an organization to set goals and make plans within the framework of an emerging future.

      Environmental scanning first received widespread attention in the late 1960s as businesses sought a way to avoid unexpected crises and to prepare for unanticipated and increasingly rapid change. The American automotive industry did not anticipate the consequences of smaller families, increasing fuel prices, and declining interest in new car models as status symbols. Consequently, US companies lagged behind foreign car manufacturers in entering the small car market. Ultimately, these companies realized the necessity of preparing for significant changes in their market and the forces that governed that market. This realization evolved into an awareness that tracking external forces and issues that have great impact on an organization can provide a competitive advantage. An organization that analyzes alternative futures and effectively monitors potential threats and opportunities can take advance action. It can modify present decisions and adapt quickly.

      Environmental scanning is more systematic than simple monitoring. It consists of scanning, analyzing, reporting, and crafting appropriate organizational responses. Formal environmental scanning requires the creation of a scanning team that collects and analyzes information. The environmental scanning team selects the resources to scan, chooses the criteria used to scan, and develops categories of trends to monitor. Team members have individual scanning assignments and meet regularly to review trends. After selecting key trends, they interpret these trends’ strategic importance to the organization. The team is responsible for producing reports and briefings that can inform planning and decision-making throughout the organization.

      The corporate sector continues to rely on formal environmental scanning, but it is less widely used in nonprofit organizations because its complexities can be overwhelming. Environmental scanning is not, however, an all-or-nothing proposition. A modified approach can benefit the library. Recognizing trends and analyzing their impact can position libraries to assign priorities and make decisions about budget, personnel, and facilities before crises force them into a corner. As planning for alternative futures becomes increasingly important, libraries need all the resources they can marshal to make informed decisions. Anticipating future user community needs, wants, and demands helps the library to design collections, services, and spaces to meet them.

      Many libraries already monitor their internal and external environments using techniques that can be applied more widely. When these monitoring techniques are combined with analysis and a commitment to link this analysis with planning activities, the library is engaging in strategic environmental scanning. Typical techniques are reading source materials, monitoring electronic discussion lists and blogs, tracking issues through personal contacts, and directly soliciting comments from the user community. Source materials may include newsletters and reports from peer and local libraries; pertinent articles and editorials; announcements and newsletters from the college or university, school district, or local or national government; federal and foundation grant announcements; vendor and publisher announcements; and publications from consortia, organizations, and agencies with which the library has regular contact. Fourie suggests that librarians can use alerting services as one approach to remaining current within the dynamic library and information environment.8

      Classic environmental scanning involves developing a set of categories or a mental model into which trends or issues are organized. This helps draw together dispersed information to form a more complete picture of trends. One approach to organizing information gathered in an environmental scan is known as PESTLE. It categorizes findings from environmental scanning as political, economic, social, technological, legal, and environmental. Several library groups and other nonprofit organizations look at trends in various sectors. One example is Association of College and Research Libraries environmental scan, which is released every two years.9 American Libraries issues an annual report, “The State of American’s Libraries: A Report from the American Library Association.” The New Media Consortium (www.nmc.org) publishes annual Horizon Reports that look at technology trends in higher education, K–12 education, academic and research libraries, and museums. The Pew Research Center (www.perinternet.org) publishes a number of reports exploring social and demographic trends, including an annual examination of trends in public libraries.

      Another environmental scanning approach might be to identify categories tied to local library concerns. Librarians often already use mental models as they scan the information that crosses their desks and computers. For example, children’s librarians in public libraries pay special attention to information in the local media regarding trends in homeschooling and note which books are on banned book lists or the focus of parent challenges. Tracking popular topics for local school assignments, local trends in school age population, or growth of non-English-speaking families is important in planning library collections and services that address the needs of children. School librarians monitor local, state, and national standards for student performance.

      One aspect of environmental scanning often neglected in libraries is the final step—analysis. The library must ask, “What do these trends mean for our programs, services, and collections?” SWOT analysis is a popular technique that looks at strengths and weaknesses (usually internal) and opportunities and threats (usually external). Assessing factors as positive (strengths and opportunities) or negative (weaknesses and threats) can inform planning and goal-setting. Analysis does not have to be addressed by a special team charged with the permanent responsibility of collecting and analyzing information. Individuals or small groups of staff members can prepare briefings that will guide planning and goal-setting. In addition, occasional meetings of the management team and other library committees or teams can be devoted to a review and analysis of trends that should be monitored and incorporated into planning.

      Just as the corporate sector seeks a competitive advantage through environmental scanning, libraries can use it to better position themselves to meet a changing future. Identifying the trends, events, and ideas on which the library might capitalize can guide the management of financial and personnel resources. Simultaneously, libraries can identify possible events outside their control that are threats, for which they need to plan and explore ways to mitigate. Recognizing and reacting to environmental change before it becomes a crisis is the goal of strategic environmental scanning.

      WHY UNDERTAKE FORMAL PLANNING?

      Planning does not eliminate uncertainty, but does suggest ways the organization can prepare for and respond to possibilities. Foresight, manifested in a plan, can lead to organizational actions that might prevent problems and provide positive opportunities for the organization. Refusing to prepare or postponing preparation of plans does not delay the future or minimize its impact. Such behavior hinders only the ability to respond effectively. Planning should not be limited to contingency planning for worst-case scenarios. Proactive planning gives the library a measure of control over the future. Planning offers an opportunity to influence the environment. Preparing plans is more than being prepared.

      Planning, by focusing on goals along with the objectives and activities or tactics to reaching those goals, provides desired outcomes against which to measure progress. Goals and the steps to attain them should be SMART—that is, specific, measurable, achievable (or agreed upon), realistic, and time-specific. These characteristics ensure that progress can be documented. Accountability is increasingly important in nonprofit organizations like libraries. The library must be in a position to demonstrate and document how it is using its financial resources effectively. By pointing to what it has accomplished and positive outcomes, the library can justify continued and perhaps increased funding. Library plans often have subtitles such as “The Library in the Twenty-First Century” or “My Library: The Next Generation.” These should not be seen as grandstanding. A plan with goals, objectives, and strategies is only one result of formal planning. The process of systematic planning creates additional benefit by creating a vision of the library and engaging people in that vision.

      Any planning activity in a library affects collection development and management, and so collection development and management planning must occur within the context of the library’s overall planning. A study by Saunders of 170 academic libraries found that all explicitly addressed collections in their strategic plans.10 Many of these plans addressed a deliberate shift to e-resources. Often the plans connected collection development to the mission of the university by explaining how the collections support the teaching, learning, and research priorities.

      COLLECTION DEVELOPMENT POLICY STATEMENTS

      A collection development policy is a plan that guides the library’s selection of materials, deselection, and treatment of materials once acquired or obtained through contracts and licenses. Although usually called collection development policies, they generally cover both collection development and management. A collection policy is most effective if it has aspects of democratic planning—it should be prepared by the individuals who best understand the issues and will apply the plan.

      Libraries without collection development policies are like businesses without business plans. Without a plan, the owner and employees lack a clear understanding of what the business is doing now and what it will do in the future, and potential investors have little information about the business’s prospects. Without a plan, no benchmarks exist against which to measure progress. Daily decisions are made without context. Even a library with written collections policy suffers if those statements are not consulted, reviewed, revised, and updated regularly. Disher observes that “having a collection development policy is not the same as having a useful collection policy.”11

      Collection development policies also are called selection policies, collection statements, or collection development plans—reflecting the reality that they serve as the plan for building and maintaining a collection, both locally held and accessed remotely. If the library has no recorded rationale for decisions, selection, deselection, and priority-setting for the library will occur in isolation and without coordination.

      Spohrer states that a collection development policy “is the embodiment of a kind of social contract between the library and its clienteles, both local and extramural, and like all such contracts, its currency is an essential feature of its validity.”12 Pickett and colleagues note that policies help libraries demonstrate accountability and relate their top collection development priorities to faculty, students, and administrators who express concern about how the library dollars are spent.13

      A collection development policy describes the collection (on-site and remotely accessed) as it is now, sets out a plan for how it will be developed, and defines the parameters guiding that development. It helps with strategic planning by identifying current strengths and weaknesses. A collection development policy is a systematic document that serves multiple purposes as a resource for public planning, allocation, information, administration, and training.14

      Written collection policies became more widespread, particularly in academic libraries, after World War II and the tremendous growth of academic libraries’ collections. In the decades that followed, libraries of all types began to prepare policies that documented practices and goals. By the mid-1950s, ALA recommended that every public library have a written selection and collection maintenance policy. In 1961, the American Association of School Librarians endorsed collection policies in school libraries.15

      Collections policies in special libraries, unless affiliated with academic institutions, are not as common because of the narrow focus of these libraries. When present, policies in special libraries tend to be succinct and less specific than in other types of libraries, as the following examples make clear.

      
        Policy for a government library

        The Minnesota Legislative Reference Library is committed to maintaining a print and electronic collection of current and historical materials to support effective public policy development, and to document the work of the Minnesota Legislature.16

        Policy for an association library

        The American Library Association Library

        
          	• Collects materials on the history of and issues within libraries and librarianship

          	• Serves as the repository for publications from ALA and its units

          	• Responds to reference and information requests supported by its collection scope

          	• Works closely with the ALA Archives17

        

        Policy for a law firm library

        The Library acquires publications and services that support the practice of law at Debevoise & Plimpton. Materials include books, periodicals, newsletters, treatises and subscription services in a variety of formats that include print, CD-ROM, Web sites and fee-based databases, electronic subscriptions, audio, and video.18

      

      Not all state library offices and state library agencies have libraries, but those that do usually function as a type of special library. Their missions and collections vary widely. They may serve the needs of state government, the needs of librarians within the state, as a backup for public libraries, as a repository of state government publications, as a collection of materials about the state, or a combination of any of these. Most have collection development policies, which vary in detail. The Maine State Library “Materials Selection & Collection Development Policy” is detailed and states the mandates and goals of the library are

      
        
          	1. to serve as the premier library on the history, resources and publications of Maine;

          	2. to serve as the major depository for state government publications;

          	3. to serve as a resource for state government (except legal and regulatory information, and except when an agency has its own library collection);

          	4. to supplement the library resources of the Central Maine Library District;

          	5. to serve the subject needs of Maine citizens not served by a local library; and

          	6. to provide free and open access to materials as defined in the American Library Association policies on Intellectual Freedom.19

        

      

      The Kentucky State Library collects materials for the purposes of providing information and reference services to state government agencies and of supplementing the resources of local libraries.20 Its policy follows the standard format and also includes the “Library Bill of Rights,” “Freedom to Read Statement,” and “Freedom to View Statement,” as well as procedures for reconsideration of materials. The policy of the New York State Library, which serves the government and people of New York State and operates a regional Talking Book and Braille Library, also follows the standard format.21 Because it serves a broad community, it includes detailed classifications of subject areas, each with a Conspectus collecting level.

      Consortia and shared storage facilities may have collection development policies, although these tend to focus on specific areas of responsibilities, such as cooperatively purchased or licensed e-resources, preservation, duplication, and retention. The Center for Research Libraries provides a statement on collecting areas, supplemented by a deposit policy and a preservation policy.22 The Consortium of Academic and Research Libraries in Illinois (CARLI) has a “Digital Collection Development Policy” that addresses digital collections stored on resources centrally managed by CARLI. Criteria state that the digital collections should

      
        
          	• Support the curricula of CARLI institutions.

          	• Have strong, immediate yet durable interest and research value within CARLI and beyond.

          	• Represent the depth and diversity of the historical and cultural resources of Illinois’ academic and research libraries, especially rare or unique materials.

          	• Adhere to digitization and metadata best practice standards adopted by CARLI.

          	• Contain accurate, rich metadata that promotes the discovery and use of digital collections and enhances their availability.

          	• As much as possible, fall under accessibility guidelines, such as: Web Content Accessibility Guidelines or Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.23

        

      

      The University System of Maryland & Affiliated Institutions (USMAI) provides an electronic resources collection development strategy, which covers selection criteria including technical requirements, functionality, and vendor support.24 WEST, a collaborative journal archiving program of research libraries and college and university libraries in the western United States, developed a “Collections Model,” which includes selection criteria along with several other elements supporting a shared retention and preservation program.25 The Wisconsin Public Library Consortium collection development policy mirrors the format of individual library’s policies using the following sections:

      
        
          	I. Mission & Vision

          	II. Purpose

          	III. Collection Development
            
              	a. Collection Responsibilities

              	b. Scope of Collection

              	c. Selection Criteria

              	d. Selection Tools

              	e. Gift Policy

              	f. Weeding

            

          

          	IV. Intellectual Freedom
            
              	a. Access to Collections

              	b. Reconsideration of Materials

            

          

          	V. Review of Policy.26

        

      

      During the past thirty years, some have questioned the value of collection development policies. Snow views them as unnecessary, and Hazen finds them to be “of little practical utility.”27 Vickery points out their theoretical and practical drawbacks, including a tendency to be overly idealistic, not grounded in the library’s current context, and too complex and detailed and consequently difficult to change.28 As Disher notes,

      
        Having a collection development policy is not the same as having a useful collection development policy. A policy that was written decades ago is out of date and does not take into account new materials formats, community demands, collection priorities, and collection limitations. . . . The moment something becomes irrelevant, it ceases to be of use to anyone.29

      

      Given these concerns, what makes a collection policy relevant and meaningful? A useful policy is not general, idealistic, theoretical, rigid, or vague, but it should not be so detailed and ponderous that it is impractical to use. Policy statements are not static. Preparing, reviewing, and revising policy statements should be a continuous process, because the community served, the financial resources available, and the information resources produced are always changing. The Guide for Developing and Evaluating School Library Programs states that “the school librarian needs to ensure that there is an approved selection policy for the school library program [and] that it is updated regularly.”30 Collections policies should have a clear purpose that is obvious to those who write, revise, and consult them. Moran and Morner identify four characteristics of good policies: they are consistent, they are flexible and change as new needs arise, they allow some discretion and latitude (unlike rules and procedures, which are firm), and they are written.31 No policy, however well crafted, is a substitute for good collection development and management. A policy statement defines a framework and provides parameters, but it never dictates how to select or reject a specific title or how to design an approval plan or a patron-driven acquisitions program. No matter how specific and detailed the collection development policy statement, personal judgment is still necessary.

      Purposes and Audience

      The purposes that collection policies serve can be divided into two broad categories: to inform and to protect.

      Informing

      Collection development policy statements inform by first presenting the library’s mission and then describing current collections in terms of strengths and weaknesses and setting future goals. By identifying future collecting priorities and desired levels, policies provide a benchmark against which to measure success in reaching those levels. When policies match collections to mission, they ensure that the collection being developed serves the educational, entertainment, and research mission of the parent institution or community.

      By establishing collection priorities, policy statements can provide information that guides libraries in establishing staffing needs and allocating available personnel. Typically, a collection policy outlines the employees responsible for collection development and management. In addition, collection policies can inform decisions about cataloging, space allocation, budgeting, and fund-raising priorities. They can guide those individuals responsible for managing personnel, fiscal resources, space, and other resources that support collections.

      Policy statements help with budgeting by providing information for funding requests, internal budget preparation, and budget allocation. A well-crafted policy demonstrates accountability by presenting a plan for careful management of fiscal resources and describing the expected results of funding decisions. It can improve the library’s ability to compete for resources within a complex and competitive institutional, corporate, or government environment by providing supporting information for the preparation of budget requests, grant proposals, and fund-raising and development plans. Policy statements can be used to respond to accreditation surveys and to inquiries about new service mandates and the impact of new academic and research programs.

      Policy statements serve as a vehicle for communication with the library’s stakeholders—staff, administration, and constituencies. While describing the library collection and its strengths and weaknesses, they formally document practice and provide control and consistency. They are contracts recording the library’s commitment, and they express this commitment in writing. Within the library, policy statements serve to coordinate selection when responsibility for selection is dispersed among many librarians and geographically among several physical locations. Outside the library, a policy statement can serve as a marketing tool by creating awareness of what the library is doing to align the collection to best serve the user community.32

      Policy statements can educate librarians responsible for collections. As new collections librarians, subject liaisons, and school librarians are hired or collections responsibilities reassigned, policy statements can serve as a training tool. If the policy statement is current in describing community service priorities, research interests, academic programs, school curricula, criteria for selection and deselection, collecting levels, and other pertinent areas, it provides the newly assigned collections librarian with a baseline of information from which to develop and manage the collection.

      Policy statements serve a particularly important function to the extent that they document and support cooperative collection development and management. The policy statement should explicitly identify all current cooperative programs in which the library participates: collection building, resource sharing, shared agreements to purchase or lease e-content, regional storage, commitments to retention, and so on. Demas and Miller stress the critical importance of individual libraries addressing collaborative collection management in their policies and note that this is an essential component of shaping the collective collection nationally.33 By reporting what the library does and what it plans to do, a policy can facilitate cooperative and collaborative collection development and resource-sharing programs. A policy should address criteria for retention, withdrawal, and transfer to storage—critical components of shared collection management. Using the same policy format and descriptive measures or terms within a consortium or other resource-sharing group can expedite cooperation and collaboration.

      Protecting

      Collection development policy statements protect the library against external pressures. Policy statements can serve to protect intellectual freedom and prevent censorship. Many libraries’ statements repeat or reference ALA’s Library Bill of Rights and other intellectual freedom statements. A library is best served by preparing a statement that is tailored to its own environment.

      The collection development policy may include the procedures for handling challenges to material held by a library. This does not mean that a statement about censorship is completely negative. The policy can be written to affirm the library’s commitment to intellectual freedom. The process of creating a statement on intellectual freedom provides staff with an opportunity to think through these issues and to clarify their position. The presence of a carefully prepared, board-approved policy does not decrease the likelihood of a challenge to a specific controversial title but does increase the likelihood that challenged materials will be reviewed fairly. When the library is challenged, the policy ensures that librarians are prepared to respond. They have, in effect, rehearsed their response through writing a policy. Many public libraries and school media center collections policies include a section that lays out the process for requesting reconsideration of materials and the steps followed when responding to a reconsideration request. They may include a template or form that students, parents, legal guardians, and citizens can use to challenge library resources. Having a policy and process in place protects the library from being accused of inconsistency when responding to challenges.

      At the same time that a policy resists the exclusion of certain materials, it can protect against pressure to purchase inappropriate and irrelevant materials. A policy makes clear that materials are rejected because of collection guidelines, not because of who may or may not promote their acceptance.

      Policies can protect by specifying the conditions under which the library accepts and rejects gifts. The gift policy may be part of the collection development policy or a separate document. It should address the economic, social, and political situation in which a library exists. ALA WebJunction provides a sample gift policy.34 ALA’s gift policy is extensive and covers most considerations.35 Gift policies may be written for specific collections within a larger library or library system. For example, special collections may have their own policies for gifts.36 By defining policy and procedures for accepting or declining, appraising, accessioning, acknowledging, and processing gifts, both the library and the potential donor are protected legally and practically.

      Libraries need protection when they plan weeding, deselection, collection moves to storage, and serials cancellations. Clarifying the operating principles under which these decisions are made protects the library from charges of bias and irresponsible behavior. A policy should define the process through which materials identified for withdrawal, transfer to storage, and cancellation are reviewed and evaluated, and by whom. Any processes for involving members of the user community should be described. This portion of the policy statement should include guidelines for disposal of unneeded materials.

      A policy statement can protect by addressing the library’s position on confidentiality. By specifying the types of collection-related information that are private—for example, about donors, budgets, costs and value of materials, and users of the collection—a policy protects the library and its users, the parent institution, and donors.

      Audience

      Just as collection development policy statements serve many purposes, they may serve many audiences. The primary audience is staff members. Copies should be available for all library personnel, not just those with selection responsibilities. Many libraries post their policies on the library’s website, where they can be consulted easily by staff and other stakeholders.37

      A collection policy statement often serves a wider audience as well. It can be designed to be meaningful to library users, teachers, and parents of students who use a school library media center and to external funding and governing bodies. Collections policies may be official governing board policies, especially in public libraries and schools. Though usually crafted by or in consultation with librarians, the collection management policy carries the imprimatur—and thus the authority—of the governing board. This credence can be useful in the face of challenges to materials held and accessed by the library. If well-written, the policy tells administrators and the user community what the library is doing with its allocated funds and makes clear that the library materials budget is not a black hole without definition or dimension. Other libraries also can be part of the policy’s audience. If the policy is intended to identify and develop cooperative and collaborative collection building and use initiatives, then it must be shared with actual and potential partners.

      WRITING THE COLLECTION DEVELOPMENT POLICY STATEMENT

      A policy should be considered in terms of format, content, and style. A policy usually conforms to a standard appearance and arrangement. Several print and resources on format, content, and style are available.38

      Authors of policy, whether individuals or, more likely, committees, should keep in mind their primary purpose and audience while writing the policy and tailor the document appropriately. For example, a policy that will be shared within a consortium and used for cooperative and collaborative collection development planning is more meaningful if it matches the style of others in the consortium. A policy statement intended to inform teaching faculties or the parents of K–12 students might incorporate terminology from the curriculum. Format, content, and style can be crafted to meet specific ends and speak to specific audiences. Well-researched and well-written policy statements can address multiple purposes and audiences effectively.

      Effective collection development policies have standard elements and include sections that address the

      
        	• purpose of the policy

        	• library mission, goals, and objectives

        	• background or history

        	• responsibility for collection development

        	• target audiences

        	• budgeting and funding

        	• selection criteria

        	• patron-driven acquisitions and pay-per-use (if used)

        	• formats and genres (textbooks, repair manuals, independently published materials, games) included and excluded and the rationale for these decisions

        	• government publications

        	• special collections

        	• cooperative and collaborative collection development and resource-sharing agreements

        	• selection aids and handling of user recommendations

        	• intellectual freedom

        	• process for challenges to materials in the collection

        	• gifts and exchanges

        	• collection maintenance, including weeding and storage decisions

        	• collection evaluation

        	• process for policy revision39

      

      Some policies may conclude with a definition of terms or a glossary, a bibliography of sources consulted, and appendixes.

      Though all these components might be found in a single policy, such comprehensiveness is neither common nor necessary. Developing and maintaining a policy with so many sections can be daunting and result in failure to use or revise it as needed. Most libraries focus on those areas that most clearly speak to their own priorities and issues. For example, school library media centers and public libraries would be more likely to include a section dealing with challenges to materials in the collection than would special or academic libraries. Some libraries publically post an abbreviated policy excerpted from the more detailed working version used within the library.

      Policies are often divided into an introduction that provides context, then the guidelines, followed by any supplementary materials.

      Introduction

      Policies often begin with an overview or introductory section. A common first element is a statement of the policy’s purpose, followed by the library’s (or the parent organization’s) mission statement. This is followed by a brief description or profile of the user community, including numbers and types of users served and these users’ needs. Types of users mentioned in an academic library may include undergraduates, graduate and special students, faculty, distance education students, and the general public. The policy for an academic library also might describe academic programs, degrees granted, and research centers. The policy of a public library describes the citizens and their needs. Types of users might include K–12 students, adult users, students at local higher education institutions and community colleges, ethnic communities, residents of care facilities, local businesses, the elderly, the visually impaired, and prison inmates. A school library media center collection policy might identify the user community in terms of grade levels, teachers, ESL students, special needs students, and so on.

      A description of the user community is followed by a general statement of library priorities related to primary and secondary users. The mission statement and community served provide information that sets the stage for the policies and guidelines that follow. Guidelines governing the appropriateness of materials, subjects, formats, and language must be consistent with the library’s mission.

      Limitations affecting collection development and management can be an important part of the policy’s introduction. This is the place to note any factors that may limit the library in achieving its goals. The ethnic composition of a school’s enrollment or a city’s population may be increasing rapidly or changing significantly. New academic programs may have been added without additional library funding, which results in reduced support for all collection areas. The impact of increasing need for access to e-resources, escalating monograph and serial prices, or reduced or steady-state budgets may be addressed in this section.

      Often, a brief description of the library and the scope of its collections follow. This can consist of the history of the collection, broad subject areas emphasized or deemphasized, and collection locations. The quality and character of existing collections are evaluated in general terms, as is current collecting practice. The policy introduction lists any cooperative and collaborative collection development and resource-sharing agreements. Finally, the introduction describes the library’s collection development organization. It locates responsibility for collection building and management. The specific tasks of evaluation, selection, collection maintenance, budget management, user community liaison, and so forth, can be identified and assigned.

      Guidelines

      System-wide selection guidelines follow the introduction and are the substantive part of the policy. Collection development policy statements vary greatly in what they cover, though some areas are addressed more consistently. Policies usually enumerate types of materials that are and are not selected, referencing those that apply only to certain subjects. A typical list might include statements about books, periodicals, newspapers, textbooks, juvenile materials, reprints, maps, dissertations and theses, textbooks, paperbacks, microforms, pamphlets, popular magazines, artworks, musical scores, audiovisual materials, software, games, and access to remote e-resources.

      Nearly all policies describe the criteria that guide selection. For example, the Morton Grove (Illinois) Public Library offers these basic criteria:

      
        Literary merit; enduring value; accuracy; authoritativeness; social significance; importance of subject matter to the collection; timeliness; popular demand; cost; scarcity of material on the subject and availability elsewhere; quality and suitability of the format; other considerations may be applicable in specific subject areas. Selectors should choose materials that build a well-rounded collection reflecting various viewpoints and opinions. While the library does endeavor to support school curricula, textbooks are not collected.40

      

      Other issues addressed in general policies might be guidelines for replacement, withdrawal and weeding, and purchase of multiple copies. Supplemental policies may address special collections and archives, reference materials, government documents, and gifts.

      Three topics frequently addressed in collections policies are diverse perspectives, intellectual freedom, and challenges to library materials. For example, the Morton Grove Public Library collection development policy has this to say:

      
        A singular obligation of the public library is to reflect within its collection differing points of view on controversial or debatable subjects. The Morton Grove Public Library does not promote particular beliefs or views, nor does the selection of an item express or imply an endorsement of the author’s viewpoint. Library materials will not be marked or identified to show approval or disapproval of the contents, nor will items be sequestered, except for the purpose of protecting them from damage or theft.

        Comments from members of the community about the collection or individual items in the collection frequently provide librarians with useful information about interests or needs that may not be adequately met by the collection. The Library welcomes expression of opinion by patrons, but will be governed by this Collection Development Policy in making additions to or deleting items from the collection.

      

      The policy then explains how to get a request for reconsideration form and the process that will be followed if a formal, written request is submitted.

      The Madison Metropolitan School District addresses diversity by stating that resources must

      
        
          	• Reflect the pluralistic nature of a global society: LMM [Library Media Materials] should provide a global perspective and be culturally and linguistically appropriate according to the mission and vision of the school district.

          	• Free of bias and stereotype: LMM should reflect the basic humanity of all people and be free of stereotypes, caricatures, distorted dialect, sexual bias, and other offensive characteristics. LMM concerning religious, social, and political content should inform rather than indoctrinate.

          	• Represent different viewpoints on controversial subjects: Students have the right to information on both sides of a controversial issue. LMM provide free and equitable access to all information.41

        

      

      This policy also includes a section on “Reconsideration of Library Materials” and a link to a form to request reconsideration.

      Because of the vast number of self-published books, libraries often address self-published materials in collection development policies. Burns observes that “among the many administrative decisions libraries have to make, few are so potentially altering to the scope of their collection as whether or not to include self-published works.”42 Some libraries take a succinct approach, such as the Saint Paul Public Libraries, which states simply, “Independently published materials are subject to the selection criteria outlined above. Preview copies will be treated as donations and will be handled in the same manner as all gift materials.”43 The Seattle Public Library goes further and provides a separate website with “Purchasing Guidelines for Authors and Publishers,” which includes the following:

      
        The Library routinely acquires books published by commercial publishers that fit the Library’s collection development plan and meet our selection criteria. We also may acquire self-published books when they include unique local content, fit the scope of the Library’s collection plan, and meet our selection criteria.44

      

      Libraries may include a section or develop a supplemental policy that addresses the complexities of selecting and managing e-resources. However, many libraries have moved away from separate policies and increasingly integrate e-resources into overall policy, assuming that the same guidelines, practices, and criteria apply to all resources regardless of format or delivery mechanism. Topics specific to e-resources may be added as appropriate. These might address unique selection criteria, such as ease of use and availability to multiple users, accessibility for users with disabilities, situations in which duplication in multiple formats is appropriate, vendor data privacy practices; preference for e-versions (if the library has made that policy decision), and any licensing conditions that would exclude an e-resource from consideration, such as limitations on certain types of use or the absence of perpetual access. The Boston Public Library offers these additional criteria for electronic resources:

      
        
          	• ease of use and remote access potential

          	• hardware, software, networking, and storage requirements

          	• licensing requirements

          	• comparison of content and cost with other available formats

          	• long term availability and perpetual access rights45

        

      

      Libraries should explicitly address accessibility. The University of Wisconsin—Stevens Point includes a comprehensive accessibility statement in its collection development policy:

      
        The University Library shall comply with the UWSP Online Accessibility Policy, which requires developers and selectors of online resources to strive for compliance with relevant Section 508 standards and the Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG) 2.0. The University Library is working towards the establishment of an online information infrastructure that is accessible and usable for all, including people with disabilities. Decision-making pertaining to the development or procurement of online resources will, if applicable, involve the following:

        
          	• Gaining familiarity with, and implementing, state-of-the art accessible design practices for the product in question.

          	• Taking into account the accessibility of products or services under consideration.

          	• Requiring vendors to provide documentation pertaining to their products’ accessibility (conformance to Section 508 and Web Content Accessibility Guidelines (WCAG) 2.0).

          	• Inquiring about their products’ usability for users of assistive technology (outcomes of usability testing).

          	• Consulting the literature about the accessibility of the considered resources.

          	• Discussing more accessible alternatives.

          	• Documenting the reasons for selecting an inaccessible resource in the Library’s Collection Development Committee minutes.

          	• Including accessibility as a desired resource quality in RFPs (Requests for Proposals).46

        

      

      The Public Library of Cincinnati and Hamilton County (Ohio) states much more succinctly that “additional format criteria are considered when selecting digital content, including: accessibility; ease of use; equipment, training and technology requirements; license agreement requirements and vendor support; unique content.”47

      Some libraries have developed policies addressing when electronic format is preferred. For example, the University of Minnesota Libraries’ “Policy for Migrating Journals to Electronic-Only Format,” begins

      
        The University of Minnesota-Twin Cities Libraries will acquire journals in electronic format only as the preferred strategy. Contractual guarantee to perpetual and post-cancellation access to subscribed issues will be a key consideration in cases where the Libraries acquire only the electronic format.48

      

      Policies may specifically address e-books, such as that of the Morris Library, Southern Illinois University Carbondale, which states,

      
        E-books are the preferred format for reference materials. Reasons for exceptions include licensing terms and superiority of print quality. For other titles, the following factors are considered: interface, interoperability, need for a proprietary reader, availability of an archival copy, licensing issues (including ILL), packaging vs. title by title selection, use statistics. Perpetual access to content (i.e., purchase) is preferred over leasing.49

      

      The University of Utah’s J. Willard Marriott Library explains the rational for preferring e-books:

      
        In general, for books, an electronic format (e-book) is preferred to preserve shelf space, facilitate remote access and full-text searchability, and to support multi-media content; however, print books may be preferred for some teaching, learning or research needs.50

      

      Libraries may want to consider user preference. Students in higher education institutions generally prefer print books, while favoring reference e-books.51 Schonfeld found that faculty members’ preferences depended on why they were reading.52 Print was strongly preferred when reading cover to cover in-depth and reading a section in-depth, while digital format was preferred when exploring references and searching for a particular topic.

      Some considerations in the selection of e-resources are more likely to be addressed in an internal procedures document, which might describe how the library handles contracts and licenses, including who is responsible for their review and negotiation and the role of individual librarians in the process.

      Open Access is often addressed in academic libraries’ collections policy. In Open Access, scholarly content is made available via the internet without charge and free of unnecessary copyright and licensing restrictions. Many funding agencies make Open Access a condition of grants, and many academic institutions have passed motions mandating that their faculty and researchers deposit their scholarly article in an open-access digital repository. Including a statement about Open Access in the library’s collections policy seems a logical step in support of this movement. The University of Ottawa Library does so in its policy:

      
        Importantly, it is recognized that openly available resources of all types that meet our intellectual criteria are equally valuable to licensed or purchased resources in support of the university’s research and teaching mission, and scholarship in general. These open access materials complement existing strategies and methods. . . . The Library has made a strong commitment to Open Access. Our institutional repository uO Research houses theses, articles, working papers, technical reports, conference papers, data sets in various digital formats, etc. Faculty, students, and other researchers are encouraged to submit their works for secure storage and greater visibility and impact of their works. Complementing this strategy, subject librarians assess openly available resources and documents on an ongoing basis, using their knowledge and expertise to make selection decisions. These resources are promoted and made discoverable through various channels as feasible, including the library website, the catalogue, and information literacy instruction.53

      

      Many libraries find that a concise policy that can be presented in five or six pages or less is sufficient. Policies are often posted on libraries’ public web pages. The Denver Public Library offers this brief summary of its collection development policy on its website:

      
        The Denver Public Library collects materials, in a variety of popular formats, which support its function as a major information source for the demanding needs of a metropolitan population. The collection also serves the popular and recreational needs of the general public, and reflects the racial, ethnic and cultural diversity of the community. See our purchasing guidelines for self-published materials.54

      

      This is supplemented by an expanded version (also on the website), and the entire policy is available as a PDF. Making policies easy to locate serves both to inform and protect.

      General policies may be supplemented by more detailed policies focusing on subjects, user communities, or special collections. A public library may have a general policy augmented by policies for the children’s collection, reference collection, and so on. An academic library or school media center may have supplemental policies addressing various subjects or disciplines. These supplemental collection development policies usually follow one of three formats: narrative, classed analysis, or a combination of elements of these two.

      Narrative Model

      The narrative model is text-based and is often called a subject or collection profile. The separate profiles may be defined broadly (social sciences, humanities, and sciences; or adult fiction, children’s fiction, and reference), or have a narrower focus (subdividing agriculture into animal science, agronomy, soil science, etc., or adult fiction into mysteries, romances, science fiction, etc.). Separate collections, such as reference or government documents, may have separate sub-policies. The purpose is to give a focused view of subjects or subdivisions and of collection management as practiced in the library preparing the policy. An advantage of the narrative model is its use of terms that are local and immediately familiar to describe programs and collections.

      These focused policy statements generally follow the outline and content of the overview. Each discusses the specific user community, particular limitations or emphases, types of materials collected or excluded, library unit or individual responsible for this collection, interdisciplinary relationships, additional resources, and other local factors. The Auburn University Libraries, for example, has a “Reference Collection Development Policy.”55 Of particular interest in this policy is the statement on formats of reference materials:

      
        Materials added to the reference collection are not restricted by format. Increasingly, materials published formerly in print only are being offered in electronic formats; new materials may be produced in several formats. When selecting a format, consideration is given to any equipment and staff support that may be needed to utilize the information. Care is taken to prevent duplication of information in different formats.

      

      Classed Model

      A classed model collection development policy (sometimes called an enumerative description) describes the collection and current collecting levels in numerical codes and abbreviated language, most typically according to the Library of Congress or Dewey Decimal classification schemes. It also may describe preservation levels and proposed future collecting levels. Though often extensive, this model allows one to see the entire collection displayed in tables. This format grew out of the need to develop an effective, consistent way of defining subjects and levels of collecting. The Research Libraries Group was a leader in developing the Conspectus, a classed analysis format (examined in detail in chapter 8).

      Complemented by verification studies and supplemental guidelines, the Conspectus defined concepts, standardized procedures and terminology, and offered consistent techniques for describing and managing collections.56 IFLA prepared Guidelines for Collection Development Using the Conspectus Model and makes it available in several languages.57 Though initially intended for use by research libraries, the Conspectus has been modified for use by libraries collecting at less than research intensity for state or regional resource sharing, fund allocations, space allocation and storage projects, accreditation, grant proposals, and preservation priorities. The Conspectus approach to defining both present collecting practice and future goals through the use of a standard vocabulary was in wide use in the 1980s and 1990s, but is less popular today because the highly structured enumerative descriptions can lack flexibility and be difficult to update. Nevertheless, many libraries, including the Library of Congress, continue to use the Conspectus.58

      A library using the classed analysis model should use the same classification system for its collection development policy that is used to organize its collection. This allows the library to use title counts to verify existing levels and measure changes over time as described in the policy. The library can select the appropriate level of specificity to be used. The original Conspectus uses some 3,400 subject classifications; these are generally condensed into far fewer divisions to describe collections for which less fine distinctions between subjects are more appropriate.

      In the Conspectus, subject categories are defined by classification range and subject descriptors. Each category is assigned a series of numbers for existing collection strength, current collecting intensity, and desired collecting intensity. The numbers, often called collection depth indicators, range from 0 (out of scope—nothing is collected in this subject) to 5 (comprehensive—collecting is exhaustive, inclusive, and intensive). Language codes can be assigned to each category. Scope notes can be used to describe special features of parts of the collection. Librarians should not become too preoccupied with levels, which do not imply value. Reporting a level of 4 or 5 does not mean a library is better. The most important part of using collection depth indicators is to understand how librarians are collecting and to reconcile practice with the library’s mission, goals, objectives, and available funding. The classed analysis, through the use of standardized divisions and terminology, provides a vehicle for verification, comparisons and cooperation among libraries, clear division and coordination among selecting responsibilities, and measurement of progress, and can define the context in which selection and collection management occur.

      Combined Narrative and Classed Models

      A combination of these two models takes the most useful features of each to describe the collecting plan. This can be helpful when reviewed and updated as the environment in which the library operates and the resources available change. The Library of Congress Collections Policy Statements use a combination of narrative and classification and apply Conspectus levels. See, for example, the Library of Congress policy for education.59 Of note in this policy is the section on e-resources.

      
        Current acquisitions sources include web archiving of selected U.S. government sites including the U.S. Department of Education. Future acquisitions sources may be increased to include the archiving of sites such as major educational associations, think tanks, and consortia. Blogs and wikis are also probable sources of future content. This activity should follow the guidance provided in the Supplementary Guidelines on Web Archiving.

        Whether as individual titles or large commercial databases, electronic resources are increasingly critical to conducting research. Electronic resources facilitate efficient access to current data and literature, and increasingly, to retrospective literature. The Library obtains individual electronic serial and monograph titles. The Library also acquires and provides access to a collection of the best available education databases for use by staff and patrons. The Supplementary Guidelines on Electronic Resources [www.loc.gov/​acq/​devpol/​electronicresources.pdf] provides more detailed guidance for recommending these materials.

      

      Supplemental Policies

      Other policies can be written to deal with specific issues. These may address procedures for donor relations and other considerations in accepting and declining gifts. A preservation policy clarifies principles for handling the collection’s physical condition. It covers criteria for decisions about binding, conservation, reformatting, and other treatment options. Priorities for allocating preservation resources are addressed here. A separate statement about weeding and deselection policy is useful. This defines how materials are reviewed for transfer between collections, transfer to remote storage, and withdrawal. It may include guidelines for cancelling periodical subscriptions and disposing of unneeded materials. If appropriate, this section addresses the library’s responsibilities as a library of record or resource for the district, state, or region. Note, however, that policies concerning gifts, preservation, and weeding and deselection often can be addressed effectively within the general collection policy.

      Regardless of the model employed, a collection development policy should be well-organized, consistent from section to section in use of terminology and elements addressed, detailed, and literate without being wordy. A collection development policy is a formal, official, documented policy of the library, but it should be crafted to be easy to understand and practical to use. A policy that is well-written will be used; one that is not will be put in a file and left there.

      BUDGETING AND FINANCE

      Budget Basics

      One of the most important types of planning is the allocation of financial resources within the context of institutional priorities. Preparing a budget serves this purpose. The word budget denotes two things—a spending plan and an allocation. In the planning sense, the library’s budget is its plan for the use of money available during a fiscal year. It reflects the requested allocation, expected revenues, and projected expenditures. A proposed budget is presented to funding authorities as both a request for funding and a plan for what the library will do with the money it receives.

      An allocation budget shows the dollar amounts that are distributed to various fund lines in the budget. This budget also is called a budget document. Once a budget has been approved, it becomes a binding document and the library is accountable for its use. In addition to allocations and other sources of revenue, such a budget may include fund balances and encumbrances brought forward from the previous year, if permitted by the parent agency. A fund balance consists of the dollars allocated but unexpended at the end of a fiscal year. An encumbrance represents the projected cost of an order that has been placed but for which the item has not yet been received. An encumbrance is recorded as soon as the obligation for payment is incurred, that is, when the order is placed. The main purpose of encumbrance accounting is avoiding budget overspending. When the item is received, the encumbrance is cleared and the actual cost recorded as an expenditure. To determine the balance of funds available at any point in the fiscal year, one begins with the allocated amount, adds any additional allocations, and subtracts actual expenditures and encumbrances. The result is sometimes called the free balance or cash free balance, in other words, the amount available to spend before the end of the fiscal year. Most accounting systems report these amounts in a financial statement, which can be produced on a regular schedule (perhaps monthly) or available in real time through an automated accounting system.

      If encumbrances are present at the end of the fiscal year, unexpended funds must be held in escrow until payments for outstanding orders are made. Some libraries operate within organizations that require all funds to be expended by the end of the fiscal year and do not permit carrying forward encumbrances. This places pressure on collections librarians and acquisitions staff to place orders early enough in the fiscal year to ensure that all items are received and invoices paid before the fiscal year ends.

      People also use “budget” in an informal way to refer to the money available, as when someone says that a person is living beyond his budget. A collections librarian might say, “I received a bigger budget this year” to mean that that the allocation received for the fiscal year is larger than for the previous year. Most libraries manage their budgets on a fiscal year, which may or may not parallel the calendar year. Parent institutions determine the fiscal year. Most colleges, universities, schools, public libraries, and many companies run on a July-to-July fiscal year; some follow a calendar year; and the US government’s fiscal year begins October 1 and ends September 30.

      Once a library’s goals and objectives are understood through the planning process, its budget serves both to document those decisions through allocations and to coordinate efforts to achieve those goals and objectives. Allocations are a measure of the financial commitment to support activities necessary to reach the goals outlined in a plan. A well-crafted budget becomes an internal control that can measure operating effectiveness and performance. The materials budget may be called the acquisitions budget, collections budget, or resources budget. Wiemers writes that “the materials budget is both the plan and the framework that sets the boundaries within which choice will be allowed to operate. The ‘correct’ budget will produce the optimal set of limits on choice that will reflect the library’s collection goals and priorities, and provide a mechanism to track the library’s efforts to reach those goals.”60

      The materials budget is one part of the overall library budget and usually a section of the operating budget, which covers ongoing expenses necessary to operate the library. The two major components of the operating budget for most libraries are personnel and collections, which together often constitute 80 to 90 percent of the total. In the most recent data available, public libraries report that collections account for 11.2 percent of the operating budget and staffing for 67 percent.61 Association of Research Libraries university library members report 45.39 percent of total expenditures are for library materials and 43 percent are for salaries.62 Other elements in an operating budget may be technology, utilities, and continuing maintenance. Another type of budget is the capital budget, which is devoted to proposed additions, replacements, and improvements to fixed assets (property and equipment) and the means of financing them. These budgets are long-term plans and are usually handled separately from annual budgeting activities.

      The planning process should make clear which part of the budget covers which types of expenses. The materials budget, in addition to purchasing materials and leasing access to e-resources, may cover the purchase of equipment to house collections, binding and other preservation and conservation treatments, catalog records from vendors and suppliers, shelf-ready processing; vendor services charges, shipping and handling fees, support for the technological infrastructure that provides access to electronic resources, institution memberships, shared digital repositories and storage facilities, and perhaps document delivery. In some libraries, once funds are appropriated to the library and allocated to the library’s materials budget, they cannot be moved from one budget section to another. In other words, funds allocated to collections cannot be used to hire staff and vice versa.

      A materials budget should be consistent with both the library’s long-range and short-range plans. Budgets are most effective and realistic if their preparation occurs within the context of organizational planning. Both the overall mission of the library and the goals and objectives of library departments should be considered. Few libraries demonstrate this coherence to the extent that the Massachusetts Institute of Technology Libraries did in 2016 when they moved their collections budget under the umbrella of their scholarly communications program to reflect their organizational commitment to transforming scholarly communication. Finnie explains they will be

      
        assessing potential purchases in relation to whether they transform the scholarly communication system towards openness, or make a positive impact on the scholarly communication environment in some way, whether via licensing, access, pricing, or another dimension. Of course, like shoppers in the supermarket, we’ll need to view our purchase options with more than just one lens. We have finite resources, and we must meet our community’s current and rapidly evolving needs while supporting other community values, such as diversity and inclusion. So the lens of transforming the scholarly communications system is only one of many we will look through when we decide what to buy, and from what sources.63

      

      Because budgets generally parallel the accounting period, they may focus on short-range planning at the expense of the long-range view. Long-range fiscal planning is difficult because the library’s future and that of its environment are so volatile. Libraries face problems in predicting materials costs and the effect of inflation, publication patterns, international currency fluctuations, and the funds that will be available. In addition, the parent agency may make unanticipated changes that affect the user community and user demands and expectations. Nevertheless, including long-range projections in the total budgeting process is important.

      Materials budgets, both funding requests and the allocations once funds are received, are usually prepared by the librarian with administrative responsibility for collections. In a smaller library, the head librarian may be responsible for the total budget, of which the materials budget is one portion. In school library media centers, librarians usually develop an acquisitions budget within the context of the school’s or the school district’s budget. They may have modest input into the amount of funds allocated for acquisitions but usually have responsibility for how it is allocated (amounts allocated by subjects, reading levels, discretionary and nondiscretionary purchases). In larger libraries, the individual with administrative responsibility for collection development and management usually prepares the materials budget, generally in consultation with individual collections librarians or perhaps with a coordinating committee. Individual librarians with specific collections responsibilities are usually asked to present annual requests for the level of funding they wish to receive in their fund lines in the next fiscal year. The administrator with responsibility for the entire materials budget rolls these individual requests into the total amount requested for the library.

      Budgeting Techniques

      Approaches to the budgeting process vary from library to library. The parent institution usually mandates the approach and, in some organizations, this may change from year to year. A zero-based budget requires a fresh start each year. The library is asked to begin with a blank page and determine how much to spend in each category of the budget. Each funding request is proposed and defended without reference to past practice. Few government and nonprofit organizations take this approach because of the amount of work involved. A program or performance budgeting approach looks at allocations for specific activities or programs and provides a very clear connection with planning documents and the objectives set each year. Some libraries’ allocations are determined through formula-based budgets, which use a set of weighted variables to calculate allocations to each fund line. Some libraries may use a lump sum budget. In this approach, the total amount of funds for collections resides in a single fund. This approach offers great flexibility, but hinders thoughtful selection and makes balancing priorities and accountability difficult.

      Most libraries use a historical or incremental budgeting approach, which determines the needed incremental changes in various categories. This is sometimes called line-item budgeting (not to be confused with a line-item budget), because existing fund lines are increased or decreased by a percentage. Combining incremental budgeting with program budgeting is a common practice. The library begins with the previous year’s base budget and identifies programmatic priorities that should be funded at a higher level and, ideally, areas of lower priority where the allocation can be reduced.

      A recurring theme in the budget process in today’s libraries is accountability. Librarians are expected to be able to demonstrate effective stewardship of the funds they receive and expend. Effectiveness is usually measured by the degree to which the organization’s stated goals and objectives are achieved. Though counting materials acquired and current serial subscriptions and e-resources has been a traditional measure of success, increased attention is given to demonstrated outcomes. If a library has set a goal of acquiring more large-print books to meet the increasing number of senior citizens, success would be a combination of the number of titles acquired and the number of circulations these materials have. Additional considerations reflecting responsible stewardship include encumbrances and expenditures managed evenly over the budget year and avoidance of financial misconduct.

      Funding Sources

      For most libraries, the largest part of the budget is funded through an appropriation from the parent organization. Prior to the end of the fiscal year, most libraries prepare a funding request and, just prior to or soon after the beginning of the fiscal year, receive an appropriation or budget allocation. In many organizations, the budget for library materials is treated as a protected category and may receive extra scrutiny concerning how it is allocated and spent. This underlines the need for linking the budget to a well-crafted and widely supported plan, and for being accountable for effective use of the allocated funds. Sources of funding, in addition to an appropriation, include gifts, endowment income, grants, fees and charges, and fines.

      Supplemental funds are of increasing importance in most libraries. In the broadest sense, fund-raising is the process of looking for additional moneys from sources other than the parent organization and includes seeking gifts, bequests, and grants. Collections librarians are frequently involved in fund-raising. They may be called upon to write or present proposals to donors to solicit collections, obtain funds to purchase collections, or create endowments that will generate income to maintain collections. As institutions become more dependent on these sources of funds, they have found that the librarians closest to the collection and its users often can make the most convincing cases to potential donors. Their enthusiasm and commitment can be infectious. Collections librarians have another responsibility to ensure that gifts, whether monetary or collections, are managed well. Donors often mandate how the money is to be spent and expect that their gifts will be an addition to the amount currently allocated to that specific purpose. Most donors want to know that their gifts are being used to further the goals of the institution. Librarians are asked to write letters or meet with donors to thank them, to let them know how their gifts are being used, and to encourage their continued involvement with the library.

      Grants can provide additional funding for library collections. Collections librarians may be expected to seek grants from private and government agencies. The Foundation Center (www.foundationcenter.org) is a nonprofit that gathers and analyzes data about philanthropy worldwide. It offers a data visualization tool, Foundation Maps (https://maps.foundationcenter.org), which supports searching by several categories (geography, population served, subject, type of support, etc.). Foundation Maps is a subscription service, but does offer a free trial. Grant proposals draw upon the librarian’s knowledge of the collection and its users and require special writing skills. Once a library receives a grant, tracking mechanisms and reporting procedures are specified in the grant guidelines. Many academic institutions have offices through which grants are managed, and libraries also must comply with their requirements. The reporting dates for the grant may be different from the library’s fiscal year. Projects funded through grants should be consistent with the library’s planning and reflect its goals.

      Another option for leveraging the materials budget is to seek partnerships with stakeholders. These might be called sponsorships or blended funding.64 In a high school, the librarian might approach the English department for additional money to help support a new literary criticism resource. An academic librarian might approach the business school for supplemental funds to subscribe to an expensive source that provides corporate profiles and affiliations in which faculty are interested. Librarians are encouraged to formalize the roles and responsibilities of each party when ongoing financial commitments are involved; one option is a memorandum of understanding, which documents an intended common action.

      School library media centers have additional options for supplemental funds. Parent-teacher associations frequently view library media centers as a good investment because all students in a school benefit. Another possibility is book fairs, which bring in an outside vendor that displays books for purchase, with the library media center or sponsoring organization receiving a percentage of the profits.

      Library Friends groups can assist with fund-raising in school, public, and academic libraries. They can present and sponsor events and programs that generate funds. Friends groups often manage used book sales, with the proceeds going to the library. Friends groups may be tapped to support purchase of special materials, ranging from new picture books for a public library to a rare item for special collection. In some schools, the parent-teacher association functions as a library Friends group, directing a portion of their fund-raising to library initiatives. In addition to financial support, Friends groups usually serve in an advocacy role, by supporting the library’s essential role in the community and letting funding bodies know the library needs to be fully supported financially. Two nationally recognized public library Friends groups are the Friends of the Saint Paul Public Library (https://thefriends.org) and the Friends of the San Francisco Public Library (www.friendssfpl.org).

      Material Budget Requests

      Before the fiscal year begins, the library is asked to submit a budget request. This is usually part of the overall planning process of the parent organization. The library can use this process for two purposes: to request funds and to inform. A well-crafted proposal begins by explaining a library’s financial needs in reference to internal and external forces. Ideally, an environmental scan has assembled this information and informed the library’s planning document, through which the funding body or parent institution learns about pressures, constraints, expectations, and opportunities the library faces. An initial summary of external and internal conditions sets the stage for a convincing proposal. This information must be presented clearly and succinctly but with enough detail to make a case.

      Among the external and internal conditions that can affect the library’s funding needs are changes in the population to be served. As their user communities become more diverse, public libraries are called upon to provide new resources to meet the needs of these changing populations. Special libraries may need resources for new product research and development or other new corporate foci. School library media centers may serve increasing or declining enrollments or need to support new standards for grade advancement and graduation. An academic institution may be expected to support new graduate programs, undergraduate degrees, research centers, or an expanding distance education program. A materials budget proposal often has a programmatic basis, that is, a case is made for funding based on program areas such as recreational resources, information resources, or new areas of emphasis.

      One internal influence on the budget is the collection mix (the kinds of materials in the collection). A library with a higher ratio of continuing resources to monographs can predict greater financial need because the costs of continuing resources, especially serials, increase at a higher rate than monograph costs. Libraries with a higher proportion of foreign acquisitions are more vulnerable to fluctuations in foreign currency.

      Changes in pricing trends in library materials and services, volume of materials published, impact of electronic information, the CPI, and value of the dollar on the international market can all be relevant. Serials and book prices continue to increase at greater rates than either the CPI or annual increases to most libraries’ base allocations. Added pressures come from the increase in the volume of materials to be considered for purchase and the need to respond to user demand for e-resources. Librarians seeking to support user community needs and interests should ensure that funding agencies are aware of the many pressures on materials budgets.

      Some academic libraries use the budgets of an agreed-upon set of peer libraries as benchmarks to support their own budget requests. In many cases, the parent institution may have determined a set of peers, and comparing the materials budget of the library to those of other members of the peer group can be useful.

      Regardless of the strategy used, a materials budget proposal should make clear the consequences of various funding levels. Using statistical data and meaningful information strengthens the budget proposal and provides an opportunity to inform the parent institution of the library’s short- and long-term plans. In the process, the library should take care to present consequences not as threats but as reality.

      Several reliable sources provide statistical information about pricing, publishing, and population trends. These include professional library publications, trade publications, and library service vendors:

      
        	• Library and Book Trade Almanac, published by Information Today

        	• “Library Materials Price Index,” prepared by the ALCTS Library Materials Price Editorial Board and published annually in the Library and Book Trade Almanac under the title “Prices of U.S. and Foreign Published Materials” (note that the title may vary from year to year); past articles are available online (www.ala.org/​alcts/​resources/​collect/​serials/​spi) without cost

        	• “Periodicals Price Survey,” published annually by Library Journal

        	• Publishers Weekly

        	• School Library Journal, which usually publishes average book prices in its March issue

        	• reports and projections prepared by serials agents and monograph vendors, which can be found on their websites

      

      Budget Scenarios

      Libraries generally ask for an increase in their allocations to maintain purchasing power in the face of inflating costs, and may ask for addition funds for special programs. The reality is that substantial increases are rare. Martin describes several possible scenarios that might occur when a library receives its allocation for the year. These include:

      
        	• no-increase or flat allocation, which is, in effect, a decrease in purchasing power

        	• set percentage allowed for inflation, which results in a steady-state budget

        	• targeted increase, which allows for selected growth

        	• set percentage total decrease or overall reductions

        	• targeted decreases or selected reductions65

      

      Planning for these possibilities requires time, careful attention, and collaboration within the library. Cancelling serials can increase the workload in the interlibrary loan unit. If the library decides to protect one fund line at the expense of another or to increase one fund line but not others, collections librarians need to understand the rationale for these decisions. As Martin observes, “Thinking through the consequences of each action will help to minimize later problems and ensure that the library continues to provide the best possible service consonant with the available budget.”66

      Allocation of Collections Funds

      Once appropriated to the library, the allocation of funds within the collection development budget may absorb much of a head librarian’s or collection development officer’s time. The goal of the allocation process is to reflect the goals and priorities set out in the library’s planning process and to create a mechanism to track the library’s efforts to reach those goals. The method used to make allocations should be understood clearly by both those within the library and external stakeholders.

      Most materials budgets are line-item budgets, with subdivisions or subaccounts within the larger budget. A line-item budget lists allocations and expenditures, classified by type, in a detailed line-by-line format. A line-item budget allows easy comparisons from year to year and promotes accountability. Large libraries may have one hundred or more lines in the materials budget. Libraries may allocate by one or more of the following: subject or discipline; location (main library, branch library, children’s department, remote research site); type of user (children, adult); format or genre (monographs, serials, reference materials, fiction, microforms, e-resources, newspapers); or type of publishers (trade presses, academic presses, small presses). Very large libraries may further subdivide allocations. For example, funds allocated to purchase materials for children in a large public library might be subdivided to fund lines for nonfiction, fiction, picture books, and videos. School library media center budgets might be allocated according to curriculum areas, subjects, users, curriculum mapping, or formats. In this way, allocations mirror the organizational structure of the library, the community served, and the collection development policy. A collections librarian is often responsible for one or more fund lines.

      Line-item budgets have advantages and disadvantages. On the positive side, a line-item budget with many lines offers increased ability to track expenditures and collections librarian performance at a granular level. The details represented in line-item budget divisions provide for accountability and convenience of reporting. Line-item budgets simplify the process of aligning the library’s goals with those of the parent institution, but also may heighten the political sensitivity of the process. When money is allocated into readily identifiable fund lines, citizens, teachers, researchers, or faculty members may question why the library spends more in one area than another. Adding lines to a budget for new focus areas or changing an existing line item may be difficult. A very granular line-item budget may limit flexibility, though many libraries have the option of moving funds from one collections line to another during the fiscal year as surpluses and deficits develop.

      Libraries, even those that do not use multiple fund lines, typically divide the annual budget between discretionary and nondiscretionary allocations. Discretionary purchases are individual orders for items. Nondiscretionary purchases reflect a known, ongoing financial commitment, typically subscriptions to serials, databases, and other continuing resources. Funds must be set aside at the beginning of the fiscal year to cover these expenses. Librarians have tended to think of books as discretionary expenses. This, however, is changing because many libraries purchase access to e-books on annual subscriptions and must budget for these expected expenses. If a library has purchased the e-content, it still may need to pay annual platform or hosting fees. An added wrinkle occurs when an individual e-book is added during the year. In theory, this is a discretionary purchase, but will likely need to be considered when allocated to the next year’s nondiscretionary allocation.

      Libraries that have approval plans may have a third type of allocation specifically for these materials under the appropriate subject fund line to cover these expenses. These are usually nondiscretionary in the sense that a certain amount is set aside to cover books that come through the approval plan and are not selected on a title-by-title basis. Some libraries may create a single fund line for all approval plan books, which simplifies allocating funds and managing expenditures, but reduces the ability to link titles and thus expenditures to a specific subject area.

      Another challenge when allocating funds is patron-driven acquisition. Deciding the amount to allocate, the appropriate fund lines to use, and mechanisms for monitoring and controlling expenditures can be difficult. Allocations for patron-driven acquisition are usually redirected from discretionary budget lines or approval fund lines. A subset may be created under an existing fund line, or the library may create a new fund line.

      Annual allocations for approval plans and patron-driven acquisition are usually based on the activity of the previous year. These data can be provided by the vendor or extracted from the library’s year-end expenditure reports.

      Some libraries create separate fund lines for formats (print, video and audio recordings, electronic resources, microforms) or genres (books, periodicals, musical scores, government documents), either as subsets within subject lines or as all-encompassing funds. For example, a library might have a fund line for purchase of all microforms regardless of subject. This approach may have utility in smaller libraries, but many libraries are moving to format- and genre-agnostic budgets to reflect an emphasis on viewing the collection holistically.67 In this approach, materials are selected based on collecting priorities and need regardless of format or genre, and the budget allocations are not constrained by format or genre. If the ability to report expenditures by format or genre is important, most acquisitions modules in integrated library systems allow libraries to create material type codes that are applied to orders as they are placed. These might include book (print), book (electronic), serial (print), serial (electronic), computer file, music score, realia, and many more, depending of the granularity of the data the library needs to track and report. Reports can be run that total expenditures and number of items by material type code.

      Ongoing increases in prices for continuing resources have made monitoring the balance between expenditures for discretionary and nondiscretionary materials especially critical. Inflating prices for nondiscretionary commitments can easily consume a library’s budget, leaving little to spend on discretionary purchases. When serials were the primary materials acquired with nondiscretionary allocations, libraries could look at the ratio of serials to monographs and set targets. Although the collecting goals of each library affect this ratio, a common practice in academic libraries has been to maintain a ratio of no less than 30 percent of the budget spent on monographs and no more than 70 percent on serials.68 Public and school libraries generally aimed for something closer to a 50:50 ratio. Some special libraries might set a target that accepts spending 80 to 90 percent of the budget on nondiscretionary purchases. All targets needed to be reviewed carefully in the face of continuing commitments for e-packages. Few libraries want to find themselves in a position in which they have no or very limited funds for discretionary purchase.

      Libraries use different approaches to determine materials budget allocations. These range from using an allocation formula to zero-based budgeting to incremental adjustments to historical allocations. Ideally, the process of allocating annually is efficient, transparent, and repeatable. Cumbersome approaches can be difficult to administer and just as unwieldy as complex collections policies. No perfect solution exists, but libraries continue to tweak various approaches.

      Allocation formulas are less common in school and public libraries and more frequently seen in academic libraries, although not universally. They are usually built on supply and demand factors.69 The supply factors take into account the amount of material published in the subject area, the cost of those materials, and total library collections support. Demand factors include number of students, teachers, and faculty; courses offered; circulation; registered borrowers; interlibrary activity, and library and parent organization priorities. Often, factors in the formula are weighted. For example, because of the specialized resource needs of doctoral candidates, the number of doctoral students might be weighted three times more than the number of undergraduates.

      Formula-based budgeting can be appealing because it appears impartial and objective, but its success depends on the factors used to create the formula and the data on which it is applied, both of which can be subjective and unreliable. Formulas can be exceedingly complex to employ because of the extensive data required and the intricacy of calculations. Simply calculating the average cost of a book can be challenging. Paris reports that the formula allocation model his library used “remained a perennial target of complaints and seemed impossible to revise to everyone’s satisfaction.” Cross calls budget allocation formulas inherently irrational. COLLDV-L, an online discussion list addressing issues of concern in collection management, posted a series of exchanges on allocation formulas. One respondent reported implementing a weighted formula using class enrollment, usage, and cost of books, and stated that “it has worked really well,” with the caveat that it generally needs to be adjusted mid-year. Others were less positive. Swindler and Abbott explained why their libraries do not use formulas. Swindler went so far as to say they “are not useful, tend to be counter-productive, and represent a waste of time, effort, and political capital.” Among the reasons recommended for avoiding allocation formulas are:

      
        	• They almost always apply only to books, which are a decreasing portion of academic library collection budgets.

        	• Print books are increasingly acquired via approval plans and e-books are often acquired. via collections or packages, resulting in no subject correlates.

        	• They encourage rigid budgeting, silo thinking, and professional territoriality.

        	• Campus faculty do not ask for this information in a high trust environment.

        	• They take too much time to decide upon, implement, and defend to justify the time invested.70

      

      Another formula-based method is to use percentage-based allocation, known as PBA. Genaway proposed this approach, which uses institutional statistics and no external data, in 1986. In PBA, the percentage of a college or university’s budget allocated to an academic unit is used to determine the percentage of the library’s collections budget to be allocated to the corresponding library subject area. Dole explored its application in academic libraries.71 While simple to use, this approach has drawbacks because it does not reflect variations in information needs in different academic units or the differences in the costs of materials to meet these needs.

      A more frequently employed method of materials budget allocation is incremental and based on historical—that is, prior—allocations. A senior collection development officer or the director of the library gathers information from collections librarians and the parent organization and adjusts the historical allocations based on these data. The collection development officer often takes into account the same factors used in an allocation formula but supplements it with a knowledge of the parent institution or agency, the user community, and the library’s longer-term goals in a less rigid manner. One advantage of this method is that the effects of unexpected and short-term shifts in the parent body are diminished.

      Regardless of the allocation method used, most libraries begin the process by allocating “off the top” for known annual expenditures and contractual obligations. This means that money is set aside for these nondiscretionary expenditures before the rest of the money is allocated to discretionary fund lines. These might be memberships, consortial purchases, deposit accounts, and perhaps multi-year subscriptions. If the library uses patron-driven acquisitions, this also might be funded off the top.

      Libraries vary in how they handle allocation of and responsibility for expending funds for e-resources. Some libraries have a single central fund line used for all e-resources. This can emphasize the priority of e-resources to the organization and make tracking expenditures easier, but it can also stress their separateness from other selection and management activities. At the other end of the continuum is the model in which all funds are allocated to subject lines, and individual librarians manage these fund lines as they would for more traditional library materials. Librarians may make cooperative purchases with other librarians by pooling funds, but no resources are funded centrally. A middle ground retains some money in a central fund for resources (perhaps a general periodical index and associated full-text file, an encyclopedia, or an aggregator package) of system-wide interest and allocates to the individual subject-line level for more narrowly focused titles. If e-journals and e-books are part of a package from an aggregator or a publisher, separating and tracking costs of individual titles and aligning these with subject fund lines can be difficult for collection development librarians, acquisitions units, and library accounting staff.

      Most libraries hold some money aside in a contingency fund, which may be managed by the collection development officer, the library director, or a library committee. This fund can be used to meet unexpected needs, purchase expensive items, and balance unexpected fluctuations in user demand. Holding 5 to15 percent of the total materials budget in a contingency fund is a common strategy. If the contingency fund has a balance at the end of the fiscal year, it is often used to purchase special items, such as e-journal back files or particularly costly materials.

      Allocating and managing a materials budget require compliance with the parent organization’s fiscal and accounting requirements as well as wise financial decisions. Most nonprofit organizations are required to use fund accounting, a procedure through which funds are classified for accounting and reporting purposes in accordance with the regulations, restrictions, or limitations imposed by the governing board or sources outside the library, or with activities or objectives specified by donors. The emphasis is on accountability rather than profitability. Fund accounting is usually expressed in a line-item budget. Moving funds from the personnel budget to the materials budget or using collections fund to acquire computer equipment or to support data lines for accessing remote resources may be prohibited. Though many libraries have accounting staff or rely on the resources of the larger organization for accounting activities, librarians with collections responsibilities should understand the regulations, restrictions, and limitations that apply.

      Expending the Budget

      Once the materials budget is allocated, it must be spent. Expenditures are tracked to inform the planning process and allow the library to report on its progress to the parent institution or governing body. Many libraries use this information to assess the performance of collections librarians. The goal is to place orders evenly during the course of the fiscal year and to avoid either a flurry of orders toward the end of the year, which places a burden on acquisitions units and raises questions about judicious selection, or a large unexpended fund balance (e.g, cash reserve) at the end of the year, which causes supervisors, administrators, and the parent organization to asks if the subject (and perhaps the library) has been overfunded.

      Accrual and cash basis accounting are two accounting methods and vary according to when revenue and expenses are recognized. The accrual system of accounting means that activities are recorded in the fiscal year in which they occur instead of the year in which money changes hands, and allows a library to carry over encumbered dollars, which are added to the new year’s budget. A cash accounting system records transactions when they take place, regardless of the fiscal year in which they occur. Regardless of the accounting system used, some institutions require cancelling outstanding orders at the end of the fiscal year. Figure 3.1 presents a sample budget cycle for an academic library that carries forward encumbrances.

      
        
          	
            July

          
          	
            Fiscal Year Closeout/New Year Startup

            • Open and partial orders and funds to cover them are rolled over for new fiscal year cycle.

            • Preliminary allocations are made and collections librarians are advised to begin ordering and to assume they have 60 percent of previous year’s allocation (to be adjusted in September), plus funds carried over as encumbrances from the previous year.

            • Administration notifies the library about total fund allocation for the fiscal year.

          
        

        
          	
            August

          
          	
            New Fiscal Year Allocation Planning

            • The Library Budget Advisory Group meets to determine distribution of funds, including total amount for collections.

            • Collections librarians are advised if continuing resources cancellations are required.

            • Head of Collection Unit, in consultation with Collection Development Advisory Group, determines allocations to collection fund lines.

          
        

        
          	
            September

          
          	
            • End-of-fiscal-year documentation is prepared for collections librarians, including summaries of allocations, outstanding encumbrances, and expenditures by category.

            • Funds are allocated to collections fund lines and collections librarians notified.

            • Serials and continuing resources cancellation lists are due to permit cancellations before invoices are received and paid.

          
        

        
          	
            November

          
          	
            • General monographic funds should be 66 percent committed.

          
        

        
          	
            January

          
          	
            • General monographic funds should be 75 percent committed.

          
        

        
          	
            March

          
          	
            • Allocation should be 85 percent expended or committed.

          
        

        
          	
            May

          
          	
            • May 15: Deadline for submitting monographic orders (allocation should be 100 percent expended or committed) to prepare for fiscal year closeout.

            • May 15: Uncommitted general funds are pooled for special purchases.

            • Special purchase requests are solicited, final decisions made, and orders placed.

          
        

        
          	
            June

          
          	
            • June 30: Fiscal year-end

          
        

      

      FIGURE 3.1 Budget Management Cycle

      Figure 3.2 represents the mid-year balance sheet for a public library collections budget totaling $910,000. The money has been allocated to discretionary and nondiscretionary fund lines, using varying ratios depending on the collection and user focus. This library has allocated off the top for multidisciplinary databases and packages for e-books and audio recordings. In addition, funds are allocated for reference, adult, and young adult and children’s materials, with subcategories under each. This budget is not very granular. For example, the allocation for young adult and children could be divided into separate lines for young adults and children, for fiction and nonfiction, for chapter books and picture books, and so on. The library does not have an approval plan or patron-driven acquisitions. Note that all invoices for multidisciplinary databases, e-book packages, audio packages, and electronic nondiscretionary materials under the primary budget divisions (reference, adult, and young adult and children) were paid early in the year. Nondiscretionary funds do not show encumbrances because the commitments for these resources are known and orders are not placed during the fiscal year. Approximately 67 percent of the budget is allocated for nondiscretionary expenses (continuing commitments to e-content and serials) with another 4.4 percent sitting in the contingency fund, which can be used for special purchases. A few invoices for print nondiscretionary materials (primarily serials) have not been received, so these fund lines show modest free balances. A few discretionary fund lines have free balances (initial allocation minus encumbrances and expenditures) that do not match the 50-percent spending target at the midyear point. The collections librarian responsible for adult materials appears to have focused on ordering media, leaving less than 9 percent of the allocation for the second half of the year. The adult print collection is suffering from lack of attention, with 78.8 percent of the allocation still available.

      
        
          
            	
            
            	INITIAL ALLOCATION
            	ENCUMBRANCES
            	EXPENDITURES
            	FREE BALANCE
            	PERCENTAGE REMAINING
          

          
            	Fund Line
            	7/1/2013
            	12/31/2013
            	12/31/2013
            	12/31/2013
            	12/31/2013
          

          
            	Electronic
          

        
        
          
            	
              Multi-disciplinary databases

            
            	
              125,000

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              122,000

            
            	
              3,000

            
            	
              2.4

            
          

          
            	
              E-book packages

            
            	
              100,000

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              85,000

            
            	
              15,000

            
            	
              15.0

            
          

          
            	
              Audio packages

            
            	
              50,000

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              47,000

            
            	
              3,000

            
            	
              6.0

            
          

          
            	
              Electronic Subtotal

            
            	
              275,000

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              254,000

            
            	
              21,000

            
            	
              7.6

            
          

          
            	Reference
          

          
            	
              Discretionary

            
            	
              30,000

            
            	
              2,000

            
            	
              13,000

            
            	
              15,000

            
            	
              50.0

            
          

          
            	
              Nondiscretionary

            
            	
              70,000

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              65,000

            
            	
              5,000

            
            	
              7.1

            
          

          
            	
              Reference Subtotal

            
            	
              100,000

            
            	
              2,000

            
            	
              78,000

            
            	
              20,000

            
            	
              20.0

            
          

          
            	Adult
          

          
            	
              Discretionary

            
          

          
            	
              Print

            
            	
              160,000

            
            	
              4,000

            
            	
              30,000

            
            	
              126,000

            
            	
              78.8

            
          

          
            	
              Media

            
            	
              30,000

            
            	
              400

            
            	
              27,000

            
            	
              2,600

            
            	
              8.7

            
          

          
            	
              Nondiscretionary

            
          

          
            	
              Print

            
            	
              87,500

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              82,000

            
            	
              5,500

            
            	
              6.3

            
          

          
            	
              Electronic

            
            	
              87,500

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              87,500

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              0

            
          

          
            	
              Adult Subtotal

            
            	
              365,000

            
            	
              4,400

            
            	
              226,500

            
            	
              134,100

            
            	
              36.7

            
          

          
            	Young Adult and Children
          

          
            	
              Discretionary

            
          

          
            	
              Print

            
            	
              70,000

            
            	
              5,000

            
            	
              32,000

            
            	
              33,000

            
            	
              47.1

            
          

          
            	
              Media

            
            	
              10,000

            
            	
              500

            
            	
              5,000

            
            	
              4,500

            
            	
              45.0

            
          

          
            	
              Nondiscretionary

            
          

          
            	
              Print

            
            	
              30,000

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              28,000

            
            	
              2,000

            
            	
              6.7

            
          

          
            	
              Electronic

            
            	
              20,000

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              20,000

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              0

            
          

          
            	
              Young Adult and Children Subtotal

            
            	
              130,000

            
            	
              5,500

            
            	
              85,000

            
            	
              39,500

            
            	
              30.4

            
          

          
            	
              Contingency

            
            	
              40,000

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              0

            
            	
              40,000

            
            	
              100.0

            
          

          
            	
              Total

            
            	
              910,000

            
            	
              11,900

            
            	
              643,500

            
            	
              254,600

            
            	
              28.0

            
          

        
      

      FIGURE 3.2 Sample Budget Report

      Libraries can experience a significant lag—as much as ninety days and longer for non-US materials—between the date an order is placed and the date the item is received and the invoice paid. The period between order placement and item receipt of highly specialized materials can be years. Librarians with collections responsibilities usually have encumbrance target dates that are based on the library’s experience receiving material and paying bills. Setting interim dates to check the library’s progress toward its goal of fully expending the budget is important. The amount of material published can vary widely from year to year, and libraries may need to make midyear adjustments to ensure all funds are spent by the end of the fiscal year.

      Most institutions require some separation of selection, acquisition, and payment responsibilities to guard against fraud and malfeasance. Depending on the size of the library, it may be three people or three departments. Within a large acquisitions department, separate units may order and receipt materials. In very small libraries, the same person may handle all functions. Even then, the three functions should be clearly defined and distinguished. Proper handling of these functions is necessary for a successful audit. Audits are reviews of financial records, usually conducted at regular intervals by parties external to the library. They serve to verify that financial records are accurate and orderly, that the library is in compliance with organizational and generally accepted accounting policies and procedures, and that units are operating effectively.

      Monitoring the Materials Budget

      Several individuals may have responsibilities for monitoring the materials budget. A librarian assigned one or more fund lines against which orders are placed is normally charged with monitoring these allocations and ensuring that funds are expended over the fiscal year. In libraries with a collections officer, collections coordinator, or someone else with oversight responsibility for the materials budget, this person monitors the total budget to confirm that balances are being spent down and, when necessary, to reallocate unspent funds. This person is charged with ensuring that the budget is being spent in a manner consistent with the library’s planning documents. In libraries that have a financial officer or that rely on the parent organization’s financial officer, this individual oversees procedures to ensure that encumbrances and payments are correctly recorded. If any funds are to be carried forward into the next year, either as encumbered or cash balances, the financial officer monitors this process. Usually, the financial officer prepares year-end financial statements. These show balances by fund line and list expenditures and encumbrances. The librarian with overall collections responsibility uses this report to see if goals for the year were met, prepare the next year’s budget request, and adjust allocations. Of course, in smaller libraries and those with one professional librarian, all these responsibilities rest with a single individual.

      
        Case Study

        ANGIE IS THE LICENSED librarian/media specialist at Edison Elementary School, part of the citywide school system in a large urban area. Edison has an enrollment of 420 students in grades K–5, evenly divided among the six grade levels. The mission of the school system is “Learning Today, Succeeding Tomorrow” and the mission of Edison is “We exist to ensure that all students learn.” Edison is one of twenty-seven K–5 schools in the system. Edison, like many urban schools, has students considered at risk. Only one in ten students can read at grade level. More than half the students live in homes where English is not the primary language spoken. Eighty-five percent of the students are from low-income families and are eligible for free breakfasts and lunches.

        The school library media center has been allocated $2,415 for “media materials” in the current academic year. This is slightly above the average amount allocated per student in the school system’s elementary schools. The system centrally funds numerous databases, encyclopedias, e-book packages, and online tools, and students have free access to state-wide e-resources funded by the legislature. The current media center holds 7,500 books and 300 audio and video items. Angie reviewed the collection before school started and weeded worn and rarely used materials. She determined that 50 percent of the books are more than ten years old and half the audio and video items are more than five years old.

        The school will receive part of a Title I grant through the Every Student Succeeds Act awarded to the school system. Under this program, a school must focus services on children who are failing, or at high risk of failing, to meet state academic standards. Schools in which children from families with incomes below the poverty line make up at least 20 percent of enrollment are eligible to use Title I funds for school-wide programs that serve all children in the school. One area of emphasis is programs that develop and enhance effective school library programs and provide books and up-to-date materials to high-need schools. Angie has learned that she can apply for up to $4,000.

        Activity

        Make a case that a portion of this grant be used to increase the school library media center’s materials budget. Possible elements of this proposal might include a mission statement for the media center, information on what the current budget of $2,415 will purchase (in broad strokes addressing current collection development categories); future goals for collecting (both are normally parts of a collection development policy—a complete policy is not required here); plans for how the additional funds would be used; and information on how school media centers contribute to improved student performance. Most grants require an assessment plan that demonstrates outcomes. How might the success of the grant be documented?
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      CHAPTER FOUR

      Developing Collections

      This chapter covers the activities that develop or build collections. Early textbooks and the library profession used the term “selection,” which makes sense because selecting between two or more options is part of nearly every decision collections librarians make as they seek to implement collection development and management goals; as Carrigan puts it, “The essence of collection development is choice.”1 The chapter introduces various topologies for defining types of materials, the selection process, and selection criteria, highlighting specialized criteria for certain materials; identifies sources for identifying titles; discusses the importance of assessing how materials meet the local user community’s needs and interests, including the importance of serving diverse users; and concludes with a description of the acquisition process and acquisition options.

      UNIVERSE OF PUBLISHED MATERIALS

      Selecting among the immense number of materials available can seem daunting. Books in Print contains more than 20 million global titles (in print, out of print, and forthcoming).2 The 2016 Library and Book Trade Almanac reported 191,576 books were published in the United States in 2015, a decline from 205,978 in 2014.3 However, self-published books are flourishing. Bowker, the issuer of ISBNs in the United States, reported that 727,125 were issued for self-published books in 2015; of these, 573,965 were for print books.4 Worth noting, however, is that this number does not reflect actual titles because many authors register multiple ISBNs for a single title—one for each format (print, e-book, etc.).

      The number of active periodicals also continues to grow. When consulted in 2017, Ulrichsweb.com listed more than 350,000 academic and scholarly journals (largely peer-reviewed titles, including many open-access publications), e-journals, popular magazines, newspapers, and newsletters from around the world.5

      Librarians are challenged by increasing materials costs as well as the vast number of materials published. For many years, the cost of periodicals has been increasing at a higher rate than US inflation and usually in excess of most libraries’ collection budgets. Annual inflation in the United States was 2.07 percent in 2016.6 Library and Book Trade Almanac reports that increases in US periodical prices have remained fairly constant since 2010—about 6 percent annually. Book prices have been more volatile. For example, North American book prices increased 6.3 percent in 2013 and decreased 5.6 percent in 2014. The broad category “hardcover books” shows an unpredictable pattern; it decreased by 2.57 percent in 2013, increased by 6.45 percent in 2014, and increased by only 0.44 in 2015.7

      Budgets in libraries of all types are constrained, sometimes increasing slightly, sometimes holding steady, often declining, and seldom able to keep up with rising costs. Libraries experience constant pressure to provide more digital resources and face a confusing array of e-content purchase and lease options. More materials from which to choose, rising prices, limited budgets, and user interest in e-content mean that collections librarians must be discriminating when they make choices.

      Categorizing Materials

      A frequent first step in selecting materials is separating them into categories. Larger libraries may assign selection responsibilities for these categories to different people. Several topologies, many of them overlapping, have been and continue to be used. Format is a typical topology that distinguishes, for example, between print, microforms, video and audio recordings, and e-resources. Format often guides how the material is handled in the library—whether it is represented in the library’s catalog, who catalogs it, and, if a physical object, how it is marked, shelved or stored, and circulated. Other formats are manuscripts and archives, maps, slides, pictures, globes, kits, models, games, and realia. Distinguishing between formats may seem a simple approach, but it ignores the variety of genre present in many formats. For examples, microforms may be monographs, newspapers, journals, magazines, or government documents. E-resources may be databases, e-books, e-journals, streaming media (digital video and music), data sets, and more.

      Genre is often mingled incorrectly with format when discussing types of materials. Genre categories include monographs, monographic series, monographic sets, manga and anime, graphic novels, zines, dissertations, musical scores, newspapers, application software, numeric data sets, exhibition catalogs, pamphlets, novels, plays, manuals, websites, encyclopedias, ephemera, gray (or grey) literature, indexes and abstracts, directories, journals, magazines, textbooks, and government documents. A single genre may be presented in several formats. For example, serial publications can be acquired in print, microform, and digital formats.

      Resources may be categorized by subject. These divisions may be broad (humanities, social sciences, sciences), narrower (literature, sociology, engineering), or very refined (American literature, family social science, chemical engineering). Often, the categories are described by divisions in a classification scheme, typically the Library of Congress or Dewey Decimal systems. Some genres are more frequently found within subjects and disciplines. For example, the sciences rely heavily on proceedings and research reports. Tests and other measurement tools are part of the education and psychology literature.

      Materials can be subdivided by language in which they are produced or geographic area in which they are published or which they cover. They may be considered by the age of the reader to whom they are directed—children, young adult, adult. These, too, can be subdivided (picture books, early readers). Public libraries may subdivide materials by type of publication, for example, adult hardcover, trade fiction, and mass market paperbacks. Academic and research libraries may distinguish between primary (source documents), secondary (reviews, state-of-the-art summaries, textbooks, interpretations of primary sources), and tertiary resources (repackaging of primary literature in popular treatments, annuals, handbooks, and encyclopedias).

      Topologies guide how reviews, publication lists, and introductions to the literature are organized or defined. These may reflect format, such as Bowker’s Complete Video Directory.8 They may reflect subject areas (Medical and Health Care Books and Serials in Print: An Index to Literature in Health Sciences), reader groups (A to Zoo: Subject Access to Children’s Picture Books)), or genres (Public Library Core Collection: Nonfiction).9 Appendix B suggests bibliographic tools, directories, and review resources to aid in selection.

      Libraries may merge categories when assigning and managing selection responsibilities. Public libraries may categorize by reader group or subject area or a combination. School libraries’ approach may be in terms of fiction and nonfiction, age of reader, and subject area. Academic libraries might use a combination of subject or discipline specialists, geographic area studies librarians, and government documents librarians, each with associated collection responsibilities. Rigidly following topological distinctions when executing collections responsibilities can result in important resources being ignored because they are in a format or genre outside a librarian’s normal scope of collecting or are not covered in a familiar catalog or selection tool. According to IFLA’s Guidelines for Audiovisual and Multimedia Materials in Libraries and Other Institutions, “an ever-increasing amount of information—covering educational and recreational interests as well as information needs—is being produced in a wide range of audiovisual and electronic formats. Access to these materials should be as open and as free as access to print-based materials.”10 Abram calls on librarians to be “container and format agnostic” to ensure that collections seamlessly offer users all relevant resources regardless of format and genre.11 Being aware of the variety of formats and genres available and the various tools to review them can enhance development of the collection as a coherent whole. Failing to encompass all formats in collections ignores a tremendous wealth of information and artistic expression.

      THE SELECTION PROCESS

      Selection is both an art and a science. It relies on a combination of knowledge, experience, intuition, emotion, and mood. Experienced collections librarians may be hard-pressed to explain exactly how they decide what to add and what to exclude. Rutledge and Swindler propose a mental model that assigns a weighted value to each criterion considered.12 They suggest that a collections librarian works through this mental model and reaches one of three conclusions: the title must be added, should be added, or could be added. Williams explores how the mind works in the decision process, citing the role of recognition, “an automatic or deliberative decision-making process whereby a cue is subjected to some kind of familiarity test and an affirmative or negative response is given.”13 Recognition guides the librarian to determining if the item is appropriate and helps answer questions about whether the content is relevant and if the author, editor, publisher, or title is familiar. Quinn, however, makes the case that collections decisions cannot be regarded as “strictly logical, analytical, and rational” because of the high level of uncertainty inherent in making collections decisions.14 He explains that that emotion, mood, and affect play an important role in judgment and decision-making and concludes:

      
        The psychological evidence regarding the various ways that affect can influence cognition in decision making argues for a more self-aware, introspective approach to selection—one in which a selector’s mood states and emotions are potentially of great importance and should be afforded greater weight in the overall process of selection.15

      

      Despite the central roles that experience, intuition, emotion, mood, and affect play in collection building, familiarity with selection tools and an understanding of their techniques, processes, and potential problems are essential building blocks for success. The librarian should know the appropriate resources for locating suitable materials and have the skills needed to choose between various materials and formats, evaluate materials’ quality, assess appropriateness for the collection, and balance costs with funds available.

      All selection decisions begin with consideration of the user community and the long-term mission, goals, and priorities of the library and its parent body. Long ago Drury stated, “The high purpose of book selection is to provide the right book for the right reader at the right time.”16 About the same time, Ranganathan proposed his five laws of library science, which include “every reader his or her book” and “every book its reader.”17 In an ideal situation, a collections librarian will have a written collection development policy that describes the library’s mission and user community and provides guidance for developing and managing a collection and the subsection or category for which he or she is responsible. In the absence of a local policy, the librarian aims to understand the informal guidelines for collection building through a review of the collection and consultation with other librarians. Familiarity with the community and the collection guidelines or policy statement is one of the building blocks of good selection. To this is added knowledge of the literature for which the librarian is responsible. The librarian with a firm grasp of these elements is equipped to begin selection.

      Selection can be thought of as a four-step process: (a) identification of the relevant; (b) evaluation (is the item worthy of selection?) and assessment (is the item appropriate for the collection?); (c) decision to purchase; and (d) order preparation and sometimes placement.

      Identifying the Relevant: Selection Tools and Resources

      Many tools and resources exist to help librarians find the basic, factual information about authors, titles, publishers, and topics required to identify possible items for selection. Bibliographies and lists may be issued by libraries, library publishers, school systems, professional societies, and commercial publishers. Lists of recommendations are prepared by library associations and other professional associations. Several sources list books that have received awards, such as the Pura Belpré Awards and the Newbery and Caldecott Medal Books.18

      Bibliographies published by commercial publishers are usually available as an online resource (which is constantly updated), a print subscription (which may be updated annually or perhaps quarterly), or a monograph issued in revised editions. Bibliographies and lists provide guidance for filling gaps in existing collections. For example, a young adult librarian seeking to increase a collection of audiobooks could consult the “Amazing Audiobooks” lists issued annually by the Young Adult Library Services Association (www.ala.org/​yalsa/​amazing-audiobooks). Indexing and abstracting resources provide a list of the titles indexed, which can be checked against library holdings. Some resources identify specific types of publications, such as graphic novels.19 Numerous books, often published in revised editions because the universe of titles changes constantly, offer guidance in selecting books for specific user communities. Some sources focus on specific age groups.20

      Bibliographies and lists are not, however, inclusive, available in every field, nor always annotated. Even well-respected and long-standing selection guides, such as the Public Library Core Collection: Nonfiction, may lack a balanced perspective, because they are developed and maintained by individuals (each of whom have their own points of view and expertise) working together.21

      Librarians can use directories to identify a discipline’s professional associations. Yearbook of International Organizations is one example.22 Directory entries usually list the association’s periodical publications, contact information (including websites), and other information on current imprints.

      Reviews appear in the library-oriented press, popular media, and discipline-based journals. Public librarians should keep up with popular media because they have a significant influence on reader interests. Titles reviewed in the New York Times Book Review and appearing in its best-seller lists are always in high demand. Booklist Online (www.booklistonline.com) is a free website containing reviews from ALA’s Booklist from 1992 forward. Booklist subscribers can access full reviews; abbreviated reviews are accessible without a subscription. Many discipline-specific journals provide scholarly and critical reviews of high quality, but these often lag behind publication by several months or years. Several sources review internet sites. Examples are The Scout Report (http://​scout.wisc.edu/​scout-report), which offers thousands of critical annotations for internet sites and mailing lists, and Great Websites for Kids (http://gws.ala.org), which is sponsored by the Association for Library Service to Children.

      The traditional reviewing media has tended to ignore self-published books, although this is changing. The scarcity of legitimate reviews has led to some disturbing practices. A 2012 New York Times article reported on a successful (and now defunct) business that created bogus reviews of self-published books for a fee—an author could get fifty positive reviews for $999.23 However, legitimate reviews of self-published books do exist. One review source is the fee-based BlueInk Review (www.blueinkreview.com), which states that its reviews are honest, credible, and written by professionals. Kirkus Reviews (www.kirkusreviews.com), founded in 1933, also offers a fee-based review service for self-published books. Both BlueInk Review and Kirkus Reviews send the review to the author, who can decide whether or not to have it published. Foreword Reviews (www.forewordreviews.com) publishes reviews of independently published books; if Foreword Reviews opts not to review the book, the author can purchase a review that will appear in Clarion Review (www.clarionreview.org).

      Publisher announcements (brochures, advertisements, catalogs, websites) provide detailed content descriptions, tables of contents, and author information. Sample chapters may be found on publishers’ web pages. Evaluative statements in publishers’ announcements should be viewed cautiously because most of these are solicited by the publisher as part of the promotion process. Announcements are timely—often appearing before or simultaneously with the publication—and are widely used by all types of libraries.

      Review copies and e-resource demonstrations and trials are ideal selection aids. Publishers often provide review copies at library conference exhibits and sometimes sell them at the same time. Journal publishers frequently provide a sample issue upon request. Many video suppliers provide a preview copy that must be returned if the item is not selected for acquisition. Many electronic resources offer demonstrations and trial periods during which librarians and users can try the product.

      Book fairs and bookstores provide an opportunity to examine materials before purchase. Book fairs bring together many publishers, which display and promote their publications. Book fairs may be local, regional, national, or international in scope. Among the best known are the books fairs in Frankfurt, Zimbabwe, Guadalajara, and Madrid. Many professional association conferences include publisher exhibitors. Though not book fairs in the true sense, they serve the same purpose by introducing new publications, and often authors, to attendees. Bookstores are particularly useful for finding alternative literature and materials from outside the predominant culture, which are less frequently reviewed in traditional sources.

      Web-based tools provide several approaches to locating new and relevant older titles. Librarians can find reviews, out-of-print dealers who offer lists of available titles and will search for specific requests, vendor and publisher information, and online stores and catalogs covering all formats. Amazon.com is one of the more familiar online dealers and useful for subject-based searching, reviews, and speedy delivery of items. Alibris.com and AbeBooks.com offer similar services. Librarians can perform subject searches in national bibliographic utilities and in other libraries’ catalogs. Crowd-sourced review sites, such as LibraryThing (www.librarything.com), and GoodReads (www.goodreads.com) can be useful. Some have recommendation algorithms similar to Amazon.com’s.

      In-house information, such as interlibrary loan requests, can aid selection. Repeated requests from users for articles from a particular journal suggest that the journal should be added to the collection. The same is true for repeated requests for a specific book title. Frequent recalls or a long waiting list for a book provide evidence that the title should be considered for duplication. Many libraries have added a service that purchases books requested through interlibrary loan for users and adds them to the libraries’ permanent collection after the user’s loan period. This practice may be called purchase-on-demand. Purchase-on-demand may be mediated by collections librarians or initiated by interlibrary loan staff, according to criteria (cost, currency, language, format, etc.) established by librarians. Most libraries accept users’ suggestions for purchases, either in person or via an online form.

      Identifying Government Documents

      Government documents (the official publications of agencies at the international, national, regional, state, and local level) are often important components in a collection and essential tools for providing service. Forte observes that “government information provides a window and a mirror to current society and its history, documenting and informing the communities and citizens it governs.”24 The aim in selecting documents is the same as that for all types of materials. As Ennis writes, “The goal is to develop the best [documents] collection possible, concentrating on the most appropriate content in the most appropriate formats for your user base.”25

      The US federal government and most state, regional, and local government agencies moved rapidly to make their publications openly accessible on the web. Nearly all current federal documents are born digital and available online through agency websites. The 1993 Government Printing Office Electronic Information Access Enhancement Act required the Government Printing Office (GPO) to create and maintain an online directory and digital storage facility for federal information.26 GPO’s current system of online access is the Federal Digital System (FDSys)—a content management system, preservation repository, search engine, and free public-access website. Some federal agencies bypass the GPO and publish documents directly on the web. Another source for identifying federal documents is the freely available Government Printing Office (GPO) online Catalog of US Government Publications (http://catalog.gpo.gov), which has a “new title” search feature that offers one way to identify new federal government documents.

      Some libraries are legally designated as US federal depository libraries through the Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP, www.gpo.gov/​libraries), in existence since 1813. These libraries are charged with ensuring that all citizens have free and open access to US government publications. Regional depositories have been obligated to acquire and retain all FDLP federal government publications. Some depository materials have been available in multiple formats (print, CD-ROM, and online). Selective depository libraries build their collections by creating profiles and making selections for series and groups of publications, but do not acquire all publications.

      Many questions about the future of the FDLP are unanswered. What are FDLP libraries’ collection preservation responsibilities, beyond including records in the catalog, in a digital environment where many publications are accessed and not acquired? What are the implications for a library and its users of selecting a freely available web-based resource? As digitization of older print documents increases, what does the current obligation to retain print in perpetuity mean for depository libraries? These questions and others are pushing the GPO and the depository library community to redefine what being a depository library means. In 2016, the GPO issued a report addressing access to US government information.27 Two changes proposed are that regional depositories can discard selected titles and that shared regional depositories crossing state boundaries will be possible.

      Many users bypass the local catalog and use a search engine such as Google or go directly to the appropriate government website. Consequently, librarians in libraries that are not part of the FDLP are encouraged to be selective in choosing digital resources they wish to catalog locally.

      Libraries often have difficulties identifying and obtaining state and local government publications. This is compounded by the transition of state and local governments to digital publishing paralleling that of the federal government. Some states, such as California and Colorado, have state government depository programs through which designated partner libraries receive publications produced or distributed by state agencies. The Colorado State Publications Library publishes a monthly list of new state documents including links to the URLs for e-documents (www.cde.state.co.us/​stateinfo/​slstpnewt.htm). One of the most effective methods for identifying and acquiring nonfederal documents in the United States is through direct contact with the issuing agency, which may provide websites listing publications and links to online resources.

      International government information may be produced by national and local governments of countries and international government organizations (IGOs), such as the United Nations or European Union. These entities produce documents pertaining to their operation and documents compiling information intended for the general public. Foreign documents are often listed in government and agency catalogs and available on their websites. Some agencies offer depository systems for libraries; one example is the United Nations depository libraries program (https://​library.un.org/​content/​united-nations-depository-library-programme), although its future seems uncertain.28 An increasing number of foreign and intergovernmental publications are available free via the internet.

      Many publications released by state, regional, and local government agencies; foreign governments; and IGOs can be considered gray literature. Schöpfel explains that gray literature

      
        stands for manifold document types produced on all levels of government, academics, business and industry in print and electronic formats that are protected by intellectual property rights, of sufficient quality to be collected and preserved by library holdings or institutional repositories, but not controlled by commercial publishers i.e., where publishing is not the primary activity of the producing body.29

      

      Gray literature is often not available through regular market channels and poorly represented in indexing and abstracting tools. Laster and Quinn observe, “When it comes to identifying and accessing government information sources, publications from local government offices and departments can be one of the toughest areas out there.”30 Such materials present persistent problems for librarians trying to identify those that are appropriate to add to their collections. A librarian who decides to develop a collection of these materials must be diligent in seeking them.

      Evaluating and Assessing Potential Selections

      Evaluation and assessment assist the collections librarian in deciding if the title should be added. Evaluation looks at item-intrinsic qualities, and items are considered on their own merits. Assessment considers the ability of items to meet local needs. In practice, evaluation and assessment generally occur simultaneously. A collections librarian should not devote time to evaluating an item if it is not appropriate for the user community being served.

      Evaluation

      Evaluation criteria vary from item to item and between categories of materials but generally include several of the following considerations:

      
        	• content or subject

        	• language

        	• currency

        	• veracity (truthfulness, accuracy)

        	• writing style (well written, easy to read, aesthetic aspects)

        	• completeness and scope of treatment

        	• reputation, credentials, or authoritativeness of author, publisher, editor, reviewers

        	• instructional design, if intended to meet certain instructional objectives

        	• geographic coverage

        	• quality of scholarship

        	• frequency the title is referenced in bibliographies or citations

        	• reading or user level to which content is directed

        	• frequency of updates or revisions

        	• access points (indexes, level of detail in the table of contents)

        	• ease of use

        	• external resources that index the publication

        	• physical quality (illustrations, paper and binding, format, typography, durability, visual and audio characteristics)

        	• uniqueness of content, capabilities, or features

        	• availability of equipment required for hearing or viewing audiovisual material

        	• cost in relation to quality of the item and its projected use

      

      Some categories of materials have additional and unique evaluation criteria that guide selection. For example, a librarian selecting pictures books should give special consideration to the nature and quality of the illustrations. Van Orden and Strong recommend that a librarian ask if the artwork extends or clarifies the text (or in a wordless book, if the story is clear through the pictures) and consider the artistic elements of color, line, shape, composition, and design.31

      School librarians may focus on materials that support academic standards. Several resources offer guidance in this area.32 Mardis presents detailed criteria by format to assist school librarians in selection decisions.33 Great Websites for Kids lists the following criteria for selecting websites for children:

      
        
          	A. Authorship/sponsorship: Who put up the site?

          	B. Purpose: Every site has a reason for being there.

          	C. Design and Stability: A great site has personality and strength of character.

          	D. Content: A great site shares meaningful and useful content that educates, informs, or entertains.34

        

      

      Evaluating E-Resources

      The nature of e-resources suggests additional criteria for consideration:

      
        	• provider business model (special pricing considerations, including discounts for retaining or cancelling paper subscriptions, restrictions on cancellations, discounts for consortial purchase, access to content if subscription cancelled)

        	• licensing and contractual terms, limitations, and obligations

        	• ease of authentication

        	• completeness (If an e-version of a print resource, is the same content provided?)

        	• currency (Is e-content added in a timely manner? Is the e-book issued simultaneously with the print version?)

        	• ability to select and deselect individual titles or other content subsets, if offering is a package deal from an aggregator or publisher

        	• local service implications and local physical and logistical requirements

        	• compatibility with bibliographic and citation management software and course management software

        	• compatibility with mobile devices and e-readers

        	• accessibility for people with disabilities

        	• OpenURL compliance

        	• functionality of the delivery platform (i.e., end-user interface)

        	• output options

        	• availability of data to measure use and effectiveness

        	• response time

        	• vendor support and responsiveness

        	• availability of back files for formats such as e-journals and databases

        	• persistency of content and access to archival files

        	• availability of descriptive metadata for local use

        	• duplication or replacement of existing library resources

        	• available bandwidth in the case of streaming media, especially video

      

      Pricing models for e-resources vary significantly. Price may be based on library size, size of the user community, and number of library sites and their geographic location. Library size may refer to the library’s budget, either for serials or books, or for the total collection. The term academic user community may refer to total students, total FTE, and may or may not include faculty and staff. Price for a hospital library may be based on the number of beds in the facility. It may be discounted for a consortium or a state-wide agreement. Price can depend on the number of simultaneous users, with price increasing for higher numbers of concurrent users. They are often negotiable.

      Access to e-content for people with disabilities is a significant issue that often does not receive adequate attention in libraries. As the Association for Research Libraries notes, “accessibility is not only an ethical imperative; it is a legal requirement. . . . While publishers, database vendors, and device manufacturers are not subject to federal and provincial accessibility laws in their role as providers, libraries are subject to these laws and should demand the necessary design elements to serve the print disabled and all patrons equitably.”35

      The “Information and Communication Technology (ICT) Standards and Guidelines,” a revision and update of section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and Section 255 of the Communications Act of 1934, is “intended to ensure that information and communication technology covered by the respective statues is accessible to and usable by individuals with disabilities.”36 Schmetzke notes that neither the Rehabilitation Act nor the Americans with Disabilities Act include technical specifications.37 Until these are amended, guidance comes from the US Department of Education, Office for Civil Rights, and the US Justice Department. In response to numerous complaints against higher education institutions, these agencies have made clear that electronic books, electronic book reading systems, search engines, and databases must be accessible.

      ALA strongly recommends

      
        
          	1. That all libraries purchasing, procuring, and contracting for electronic resources and services require vendors to certify that they comply with Section 508 regulations, Web Content Accessibility Guidelines 2.0, or other criteria that become widely accepted as standards of accessibility evolve;

          	2. That all libraries purchasing, procuring, and contracting for electronic resources and services ensure, through their own testing protocols or by requiring vendor certification, that electronic products and services have been fully tested and found to be in compliance with those accessibility regulations, guidelines, and criteria; and

          	3. That funding authorities, including private institutions, the federal government and state and local governments, provide adequate funding to allow all libraries purchasing, procuring, and contracting for electronic resources and services the ability to comply with accepted standards and laws of accessibility for people with disabilities.38

        

      

      Clearly, accessibility should be an essential requirement when selecting e-resources.

      Comparing the same e-content delivered in several ways can be a challenge. A product may be available in print, online from several suppliers, and with different pricing models. For example, PsychINFO can be acquired directly from the American Psychological Association and through EBSCO, Ovid, ProQuest, and other vendors. When possible, a library should arrange demonstrations and free trials and involve users and staff in public services and the library’s information technology unit in reviewing the e-resource. One approach to evaluating similar products is to create a decision matrix in which comparative information is recorded for each product. The criteria listed earlier are a good starting point; the library should, at minimum, compare those criteria it has decided are critical. This facilitates weighing similarities, differences, advantages, and disadvantages of the options being considered.

      The process of selecting serials and other resources with ongoing commitments (regardless of format) parallels that of other types of publications. The differences are the need to consider the continuing financial commitment implicit in initiating a subscription or licensing access and the possible need to negotiate a contract for electronic resources. (Contracts, vendor relations, and negotiation are addressed in chapter 5.)

      A serial is “a publication in any medium issued in successive parts bearing numerical or chronological designations and intended to be continued indefinitely.”39 Many librarians interchange the terms serial and periodical. Serials include general magazines, which provide recreational reading and popular sources of information on current social and political issues; scholarly and scientific journals, which are often specialized and directed to a narrow audience; annual reports and house organs of businesses; trade and technology-focused magazines; and “little magazines,” which concentrate on literature, politics, or both and often fall within what is known as alternative literature.

      The term e-journal is often used to describe any serial that is available electronically. Continuing resource is an umbrella term for serials (issued successively over time) and all types of integrating resources that continue over time (indexing and abstracting tools with and without associated full-text articles, online encyclopedias, directories, dictionaries, statistical compendia). The term continuing resource indicates the continuing financial obligation implicit in selecting it. The financial commitment incurred with a serial subscription or other continuing resource is significant. The library pays, usually on an annual cycle, for serials before they are published and for access to e-resources for a period of time into the future. When selecting a new title, a librarian needs to consider if the library budget’s can accommodate annual increases for these materials that are often in excess of normal collections budget growth. He or she must be prepared to cancel continuing resources to operate within available funds and as part of the selection process for new resources.

      When selecting a serial, the collections librarian pays particular attention to the purpose of the publication and to where it is indexed. Magazines, trade journals, scholarly periodicals, and so on each have an intended audience. The evaluation criteria set out in this chapter are generally applicable to all. A public library might consider whether a popular magazine is indexed in Readers Guide to Periodical Literature.40 Part of evaluating a scholarly journal is considering the credentials of the editors and reviewers to determine the rigor with which submissions are analyzed.

      Although e-serials are gaining dominance in many libraries (especially research and academic libraries), print may be preferred for the following reasons:

      
        	• user preference (print is needed for particular research practices, especially high-profile titles or those that are heavily used in print format)

        	• content (content of print differs from that of the electronic version, print has significant artifactual or aesthetic value, print journal functions better as a browsing journal or current awareness source, images and graphics are unavailable or of poorer quality in the electronic journal)

        	• current availability (the provider of the electronic journal is technically unreliable or does not provide prompt technical support, the electronic issue is not made available promptly)

        	• cooperative resource sharing (i.e., the contract does not permit interlibrary lending the e-format)

        	• consortial commitment (i.e., the library has agreed to retain the print format as part of a larger collaborative preservation effort)

      

      An area of concern to academic librarians is the proliferation of what are called predatory journals publishers, who publish what Beall calls “counterfeit journals [that] exploit the open access-model in which the author pays.”41 These inferior publishers frequently invite an author’s paper and then charge a high article-processing fee. Authors may sign away their copyrights before they understand that a fee will be charged and then are unable to submit their papers elsewhere. Many of these journals have titles very similar to well-respected journals, which can confuse librarians selecting titles for their libraries as well as authors seeking a journal in which to publish. In 2016, the US Federal Trade Commission filed a civil complaint against OMICS Group Inc., one of the largest publishers of this type.42

      One licensing area usually considered when selecting a continuing resource in electronic format is perpetual access to a title after it is canceled, has ceased, or has been transferred to a different publisher. This is of special interest in academic and research libraries and larger public libraries where user communities expect access to back files. Unlike print serials where issues received on subscription become the library’s property, e-access to serial back files depends on perpetual access clauses in licenses or, in some cases, participation in Portico or another trusted third party that has permanent archival responsibility for the resource if it ceases the publication or the publisher goes out of business. Portico (www.portico.org) is a community-supported digital preservation service provided by Ithaka, offering reliable, secure access to archived content under specifically defined circumstances.

      Because of the continuing financial commitment, many libraries use selection committees to evaluate possible new serial titles and continuing resources. The committee can consider several titles at the same time, prioritizing them and seeking balanced coverage. School libraries may have a committee composed of teachers and the school librarian. Committees are not without problems; individual preferences, personality characteristics, and the social status of members can influence group decisions.43 Academic libraries, school library media centers, and special libraries may solicit evaluations from stakeholders.

      Two alternatives for obtaining articles at point of need are possible when a library decides not to subscribe to a serial. One is interlibrary loan; the other is pay-per-view. According to Section 108 (“Limitations on Exclusive Rights: reproduction by Libraries and Archives”) of the US Copyright law, libraries may request one article per issue of a journal per patron without requesting copyright permission. The library must request copyright permission and pay any applicable royalty fees for additional articles from the same issue. The Commission on New Technological Uses of Copyrighted Works (known as CONTU) guidelines state that a borrowing library may receive copies of up to five articles from a single periodical title per calendar year. After that, the library must obtain copyright permission and pay royalty fees. Responsibility rests with the library to monitor interlibrary loan requests to ensure compliance and to determine if a subscription is more cost effective.44

      Pay-for-view is an alternative to both interlibrary loan and subscription in which patrons request an individual article (or book chapter) if the library does not own or have access to the serial or book. In most cases, the library pays for the service either through a deposit account or article-by-article. Many libraries, especially special libraries, find this option to be less costly than purchasing the book or subscribing to the serial.

      Although monographic by definition, most commercial e-books involve a continuing financial commitment either through a subscription or for an annual hosting fee. An e-book is a digital object containing an electronic representation of a book, most commonly thought of as the electronic analog of a printed book. The term e-book now most often refers to digital objects designed to be accessible online and read on either a handheld device or a personal computer. E-books may be purchased, usually with perpetual access, or the library may contract for access for a period of time. Three methods are currently available for purchasing e-books: firm orders for individual titles, e-book packages of many titles, and patron-driven acquisition. E-book packages may be provided by publishers or by aggregators. Publishers typically offer subject-based collections or may offer their complete list of titles. Aggregators also offer subject-based collections. One concern with aggregator collections is what Georgas calls “the disappearing e-book.”45 She found that ebrary deleted 3,462 (3 percent) of book titles in its Academic Complete collection in 2013. Titles are often removed from an e-book package because a publisher has renegotiated its contract with the aggregator or simply decided to delete a title. Although aggregator e-book collections are convenient for libraries, their content is not stable.

      An alternative to purchasing e-books is short-term loan (sometimes called rental), through which a single user accesses the book for a set period of time for a fee typically paid by the library. This is appropriate if the library is not interested in owning the e-book in perpetuity and does not expect it to be used heavily. In this model, a library usually creates a deposit account with the supplier or purchases “tokens” that are traded for uses. Some agreements allow the library to use the fees paid as credit if the book is purchased; this may be called rent-to-own. “Access-to-Own,” offered by ProQuest is one example. Zeoli observes that the use of short-term loan has declined in libraries because less content became available and at a higher cost.46

      Libraries often use a combination of approaches. A 2016 Library Journal study found that 79 percent of responding academic libraries used collection subscriptions, 75 percent used title-by-title purchasing, 49 percent use patron-driven acquisition, and 18 percent use a demand-driven short-term loan model, with many using all four approaches.47

      A 2015 study found that most public libraries subscribe to aggregator e-book packages, with OverDrive being the predominant vendor, although many libraries use several vendors.48 The leading model is subscribing for a period of time with the option to renew if demand warrants it. Nevertheless, public librarians would rather be able to purchase with perpetual access and multiple simultaneous users. Perpetual access has been a point of contention, but publishers are starting to offer more options. In 2016, Penguin Random House began licensing e-books with perpetual access and no limits on the number of circulations or time period. Hachette Books offers its e-books under similar terms.49

      E-books constitute a rapidly evolving area for libraries. Initially several of the Big Five publishers (Random House, Harper Collins, Macmillan, Simon & Schuster, and Hachette) did not sell e-books to libraries, although this has changed. E-books are a contentious topic for librarians for several reasons.50 These include:

      
        	• limitations imposed by digital rights management (DRM)

        	• variations in licensing

        	• lack of clarity in copyright law in the digital arena

        	• contractual limitations on interlibrary loan

        	• inapplicability of the “first sale doctrine,” which states that copyright owners have no right to control the distribution of a copy of a work after they sell that copy

        	• premium prices charged to libraries compared to that for the same titles sold to individuals

        	• higher cost for e-books than for print51

        	• lag between appearance of print books and their e-counterpart

        	• caps on e-book lending (HarperCollins limits an e-book to twenty-six circulations)

        	• concerns about reader privacy and equity of access

        	• absence of standardized access models and platforms

        	• lack of perpetual access

        	• multiplicity of e-book file formats and portability between reading devices

        	• failure to comply with Americans with Disabilities Act

      

      The criteria for evaluating e-books are consistent with those for all materials. When the same titles are available from multiple sources, special attention should be given to interface usability, type of DRM employed, supplier business model, and pricing.52 DRM consists of the technologies, tools, and process that protect intellectual property by enabling secure distribution or disabling illegal distribution. It can limit the devices on which content can be loaded and prevent sharing of content between users even if they have the same type of device. The limitations on use of digital content and devices inherent in DRM are called “hard restrictions” because they strictly prevent specific uses. DRM often supplements the restrictions mandated in licenses. Various platforms have their own DRM that may not be consistent with others. Library users find DRM frustrating and confusing because the limitations are often not obvious. Individual publisher sites tend to be less restrictive because they are hosting only their own content. Librarians should understand the DRM employed when evaluating possible e-content suppliers.

      Streaming media deserve special mention because of its increasing importance in education, its popularity as entertainment, the complexity of the marketplace, issues associated with copyright compliance, and the rapidly changing environment. Streaming delivers content via an internet connection. Streamed content plays almost immediately after the end user pushes the “play” button; some content must buffer before streaming begins. No copy of the file is stored on the end-user’s computer. Playing of streamed content requires the installation of appropriate player software on the end user’s devise. Windows Media, RealPlayer, QuickTime, and Flash are frequently used. The large size of streaming video files usually employs file compression and requires a high-speed internet connection.

      Streaming media are increasingly popular as a library service. A 2016 survey of 1,500 educators from higher education and K–12 education found that 86 percent of teachers actively used video in the classroom and 72 percent used video for student assignments.53 In 2016, farrelly and Hutchinson reported that 84.5 percent of 258 responding academic libraries were providing access to streaming video.54 Several sources offer guidance for classroom use.55 The Association of College and Research Libraries provides guidelines for media in academic libraries.56

      A variety of purchase and lease options are available. Libraries can select packages or individual films. Once selected, a package or film can be leased for a specific amount of time or purchased for permanent access with an annual hosting free. Patron-driven acquisition and demand-driven acquisition are additional options. Some libraries purchase outright and load media on local servers, but this requires local infrastructure and technology support. Leasing costs less and is more flexible, but purchasing, when an option, offers permanent access. Most libraries opt for term licenses, but often use a combination of term licenses and purchasing with perpetual access.

      Feature films present their own complications. Some feature films are not available from institutional vendors. Swank Motion Pictures and Criterion Pictures are examples of suppliers that offer newly released feature films and have the authority to grant public performance licenses. Some suppliers charge no platform or subscription fees, but charge per circulation. Feature films are usually more expensive and are prone to be removed from a platform when licenses with producers or distributors expire.

      The market has numerous providers, such as Alexander Street Press, Naxos Music, Ambrose Digital, Films on Demand, Kanopy, OverDrive, Drama Online, DRAM (streaming music), Hoopla, and Recorded Books, which, despite its name, offers audiobooks, e-books, magazines, videos, video games, and movies, each offering a variety of licensing models. Collections librarians must not only select the content and the vendor or vendors, but the business models most appropriate for their library.

      Assessment

      In an assessment, one considers the item in relation to user needs, the existing collection, the mission of the library, and consortial obligations. Does the item support the curriculum, community interests, faculty or teacher specialties, or areas of current research? Does it fall within the parameters of subjects or areas identified in the collection policy? Do the library’s users prefer print or digital format for specific purposes? Librarians need to consider if a title is being acquired to satisfy short-term needs and how it might relate to any long-term collection goals. Does the library need an additional work on this subject? Would the item fill a gap in the collection? Is a duplicate copy justified? Is it readily available from another library? If the item entails a contract, are the licensing terms consistent with local policies and practices? Does the library have the ability to handle the title? Would it get prompt cataloging? Does the library have appropriate housing (shelf space, microform or map cabinets, server capacity), equipment (microform readers, computers, printers, scanners), and electrical and telecommunication infrastructure? Are staff members who work with the public prepared to support the title’s use and service needs? Does the library have a consortial obligation to purchase the item?

      School librarians assess materials’ ability to match curricular trends. They often find themselves playing catch-up as the curriculum and its emphasis and philosophy shift. In addition to supporting the curriculum, school librarians provide materials for recreation, professional tools for teachers, and, in some cases, resources for parents. Achieving these aims requires understanding the intended user community. The current national emphasis on core competencies and the requirement that students meet basic standards to be promoted to the next grade and to graduate are influencing selection activities. School librarians often seek to find a balance between building collections that support curricular goals and building a core collection that meets more broad-based objectives. Learner-center collection development, a concept and practice explored by Hughes-Hassell and Mancall, aims to accommodate the changing curricular needs and recreational interests of students through broad engagement with teachers and other stakeholders.57 These authors developed a decision-making matrix for school librarians that asks whether a resource addresses the information needs of the learning community, matches learner characteristics, fits the teaching-learning context, is consistent with current knowledge bases, and falls within budget parameters (or is available from partners). If the answer to any of these questions is no, the resource does not meet the requirements of the learning community and should not be selected.

      Patron-Driven Acquisition

      One approach to assessing and meeting local needs is to implement patron-driven acquisition, which is also known as user-driven collection development, patron-initiated purchasing, purchase-on-demand, and books-on-demand. Demand-driven acquisition is a variation of patron-driven acquisition in which the library acquires the e-book when it is actually used. Purchase occurs when the item is used a certain number of times, as specified in the contract.

      Evidence-based acquisition is gaining in popularity. In this model, a library negotiates with a vendor or publisher to provide access to a pool of e-books in exchange for an agreement to purchase books valued at a set amount at the end of the program (typically after one year). The library or consortia negotiates the length of the program, the years of coverage, and the amount it will spend. Records are loaded into the catalog. When the time is up, librarians make purchasing decisions based on evidence of use. Libraries normally pay an upfront fee that is less than the cost of the full collection of titles. Advantages of evidence-based acquisition are the library retains control over title selection, purchases books with demonstrated use, and has a predicable expenditure.

      As the name patron-driven acquisition implies, selection decisions are driven by library patrons’ actions. Although related both to purchasing items when requested via interlibrary loan and using approval plans to streamline selection through macro-selection, patron-driven acquisition has been called a game changer for publishers, aggregators, vendors, libraries, and library users.58 Depending on the model chosen, patrons can choose print or e-books, although patron-driven acquisition of e-books is more common. MARC records for books, often matching a profile determined by the library but sometimes an entire publisher’s title list, are loaded into the library’s catalog. This set of titles is called the consideration pool (all the books available for potential purchase within a library patron-driven acquisition program). Libraries can work with publisher, aggregator, or vendor to build a patron-driven plan profile specifying the criteria for records to be loaded in the catalog. One frequent preference is for deduplication—titles in the consideration pool should not duplicate print or electronic titles already held in the library.

      The National Information Standards Organization identifies several advantages of patron-driven acquisition, noting that it allows libraries to:

      
        
          	• provide users with immediate access to a wide range of titles to be purchased at the point of need;

          	• present many more titles to their users for potential use and purchase than would be feasible under the traditional purchase model; and

          	• make it possible, if implemented correctly, to purchase only what is needed, allowing libraries to save money or to spend the same amount as they spend on books now, but with a higher rate of use.59

        

      

      Once a specific e-book has been discovered and viewed a predetermined number of times or for a specified length of time, downloaded, or printed, it is purchased for the collection. Users seldom realize that their action initiates a purchase or short-term loan, assuming they are merely accessing a title already in the library’s collection. The action initiated by the user is called a trigger. Contracts specify what type of use constitutes a trigger. Patron-driven acquisition is used in all types of libraries, although less common in K–12 school media centers.60

      All forms of patron-driven acquisition are based on a pool of titles that corresponds to a set of parameters or criteria chosen by the library. They are, in one sense, a hybrid approach that combines macro- and micro-selection methods. In the case of patron-driven acquisition and demand-driven acquisition, the user triggers a purchase of a specific title without knowing it. For evidence-based selection, the library makes the selection. Patron-driven acquisition is offered by book vendors, aggregators, and publishers. The business models and licensing options vary from supplier to supplier.

      Librarians can exercise control over patron-driven acquisition by setting parameters for the titles that are loaded into the catalog and are thus eligible for patron selection, and by identifying the users who are eligible to initiate such acquisition. Librarians can stipulate reader level, maximum price above which librarian review is needed, imprint data, language, and exclusions (textbooks, popular fiction, repair manuals, publishers) in the profile. Some libraries simply load records for items that would have been shipped on a book approval plan or identified in an online notification system. Another choice libraries make is setting the triggers needed to generate a purchase. Common triggers are number of continuous minutes of viewing, number of unique page views by a single user, number of “loans,” pages printed, or a combination of these. Tables of contents and index pages are often not counted. Many libraries use pilot programs for six months or a year to determine appropriate parameters for the consideration pool to be loaded and dollar limits on individual titles that can be purchased without librarian mediation.

      Patron-driven acquisition is extremely popular in academic libraries and increasingly so in public and special libraries, although the latter is more likely to use pay-per-view. A limited 2015 survey of public libraries (N = 64) found that 59 percent of responding libraries offered a patron-driven program and that half of respondents without a program would consider a plan in the future.61 Some public libraries let users see a supplier’s entire list via the supplier platform (rather than a subset in the local catalog). Users can select titles that they would like the library to purchase. Librarians then review these lists and decide what to purchase.

      Proponents see patron-driven acquisition as an extension of a common practice in libraries to purchase books requested via interlibrary loan and a way to identify materials missed in the usual selection processes. Patron-driven acquisition is valued because it quickly meets users’ needs and is consistent with an increasing emphasis on acquiring materials just-in-time of need instead of just-in-case of some future need. Each title selected through patron-driven acquisition is guaranteed at least one use, unlike many titles selected by librarians. Sinder suggests that patron-driven acquisition “can be a way to save money or purchases, but the goal for collection should remain as it always has been for libraries—to satisfy the needs of current users while ensuring that future users will have the materials they need.”62

      Problems can, however, arise, even when parameters are set by librarians. Some users, particularly undergraduates, can be voracious and often undiscriminating acquirers. One way to reduce indiscriminate selection is to limit the categories of users authorized to initiate orders—perhaps limiting authorized users to graduate students, faculty, and researchers in an academic library or to teachers in a school library. Another option might be to allow all users to initiate orders, but to have librarians review and approve (or not) requests by certain categories of users. Shen and colleagues recommend carefully crafting patron-driven programs to set caps on the price of titles and exclude older materials, journals, duplicates, and titles from publishers that offer better bundled packages.63

      Patron-driven acquisition is not universally endorsed in the profession. Walters warns that it may not support the broader educational mission of academic libraries because users select materials based on immediate desires without regard to long-term educational needs.64 Hodges, Preston, and Hamilton raise similar concerns that patrons, in buying for immediate need, will change the nature of academic collections over time.65 They foresee patron-driven acquisition generating excessive purchases in one area to the detriment of building a balanced collection, possibly polarizing collection levels between introductory works and narrowly focused research materials with less variation in between. Fry makes the case that much of the professional literature promoting patron-driven acquisition in academic libraries as a better way to build collections is based on assumptions and faulty data. She concludes that, while patron-driven acquisitions and e-books provide advantages, librarians should take care not to “inadvertently decimate practices and collections of materials that have been historically successful and may still provide the best service to users.”66

      With proper management, patron-driven acquisition can offer value to libraries by letting users assess their own need. To be effective, it should be understood as part of routine collection building and not viewed as a special initiative. Additional funding is not required because patron-driven acquisition is simply another way of developing a collection within the existing budget. It should be managed and monitored by librarians. It should be seen as part of the library’s overall collection plan and be consistent with policies and practices that seek to build collections that match users’ needs now and in the future.

      Diverse Communities and Alternative Literatures

      A key element to assessing the coherence between materials under consideration and local needs is understanding the community being served. The United States is a diverse and multicultural society, reflecting variations in race, religion, geographic origin, economic status, political affiliation, and personal preference. Professional associations stress the need to reflect diverse communities in library collections. For example:

      
        The American Library Association (ALA) promotes equal access to information for all persons and recognizes the ongoing need to increase awareness of and responsiveness to the diversity of the communities we serve. ALA recognizes the critical need for access to library and information resources, services, and technologies by all people, especially those who may experience language or literacy-related barriers; economic distress; cultural or social isolation; physical or attitudinal barriers; racism; discrimination on the basis of appearance, ethnicity, immigrant status, religious background, sexual orientation, gender identity, gender expression; or barriers to equal education, employment, and housing.67

      

      ARL affirms that “librarians and library staff shall develop collections and provide programs and services that are inclusive of the needs of all persons in the community the library serves.”68 The Young Adult Library Services Association maintains a wiki “Serving Diverse Teens @ Your Library,” which offers information about serving various diverse teen communities.69

      Demographic data clearly illustrate the pluralistic and diverse nature of the United States. By 2020, the US Census Bureau projects that 50.2 percent of children will be non-Hispanic White.70 The aggregate minority population is projected to become the majority in 2044.71 By 2050, 18.8 percent of the population will be foreign born; 44 percent of the total population will be non-Hispanic White, 29 percent will be Hispanic, 14 percent will be Black, 9.3 percent will be Asian, 1 percent will be American Indian and Alaska Native, and less than 1 percent will be Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander.72 Recent data from the Minneapolis Public Schools make clear what this means for many parts of the country.73 In the 2016/17 academic year, 23 percent of K–12 students were considered “English learners,” meaning they lived in households in which English was not spoken at home. More than ninety languages were spoken by students receiving English as a Second Language services.

      Diversity encompasses more than age, race, ethnicity, and language. Mehra and Davis identify additional categories of characteristics that create a diverse user community: abilities or (dis)abilities; age; educational differences; gender concerns; people from different national origins; GLBTQ; local and regional variations; and religion.74 Gates estimates that between 2 and 4 percent of Americans self-identify as lesbian, gay, or bisexual and 0.3 percent are transgender, and that between 2 and 3.7 million US children may have a lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender parent.75 Twenty-six percent of children live with only one parent.76 An estimated 7.1 million children live with their grandparents. Less than half of US households consist of married straight couples with families. US Census Bureau data from 2015 indicated that 12.6 percent of the noninstitutionalized population had a disability.77

      The librarian’s professional obligation is to develop balanced collections that reflect and meet the educational and recreational needs of these diverse user communities and are not biased by the librarian’s own cultural identity and personal experiences. ALA provides guidance in “Diversity in Collection Development: An Interpretation of the Library Bill of Rights.”78 Agosto writes that school library collections representing a range of cultures “can serve as a form of advocacy on behalf of students from minority backgrounds by making them feel included in classroom and school environments.”79 In addition to meeting the needs and reflecting the perspectives and experiences of various populations, multicultural materials and materials representing different lifestyles present all library users opportunities to understand other people and cultures.

      Finding materials that represent diverse communities and perspectives and are age-appropriate can, however, present difficulties even for a collections librarian who wishes to do so. One example is the lack of diversity in children’s books. A 2016 infographic reported the following data on how books published in 2015 depicted characters from diverse backgrounds:

      
        	• 0.9 percent American Indians/First Nations

        	• 2.4 percent Latinx

        	• 3.3 percent Asian Pacifics/Asian Pacific Americans

        	• 7.6 percent African/African Americans

        	• 12.5 percent animals, trucks, etc.

        	• 73.3 percent White80

      

      Kaiser describes the difficult and time-consuming nature of locating books for children with disabilities and their families.81 Selecting appropriate books that address GLBTQ issues can be equally challenging. Logan and colleagues propose a set of criteria guiding selection of young adult queer literature for the use of educators. Most of these criteria apply to selection for library collections. The book should be relevant to the curriculum; have literary merit; offer new insights and perspective; focus on experiences that are akin to those of students; promote social justice and equity values; avoid stereotypes; reflect the achievements, self-awareness, and tenacity of the character or characters in the book; focus on relevant, current, and authentic sexual expression; and offset heterosexism and homophobia.82

      Publications that are not part of the dominant culture and do not share the perspective and beliefs of that culture are often considered alternative literature. These materials are frequently published by small presses, independent publishers, the radical right and left, and other dissenting groups. Topics include critiques of public life and the mass media, environmental activism, peace and anti-militarism, human rights (including right to life and free choice), freedom of speech and censorship, creationism, anarchism, situationist literature, critical education and free schools, sexual politics, paranormal and Fortean phenomena, and literature of extremist groups. Alternative literature includes works of nonfiction, fiction, poetry, art, and music.

      Librarians are generally comfortable selecting works that represent diverse cultural and ethnic groups, because this is perceived as the sensitive and politically correct stance. They are less at ease when making selection decisions that are inconsistent with their own social, moral, and political interests. As Benton and Grimm observe, “It is very easy for librarians to avoid materials that seem different to them.”83 Being aware of the community served can help librarians assess materials being considered for the collection.

      Decision to Purchase

      After a librarian has answered all relevant evaluation and assessment questions, he or she is ready to add or reject the item. The decision to add an item is generally considered a purchase decision, whether the library may be paying to own an item or for the right to access an item or collection of materials. Atkinson refers to the universe of materials not selected locally as the “anti-collection.” He holds that selection is “to a great extent, a continuous series of decisions about which items in the anti-collection should be moved into the collection” and suggests that the selection decision is relatively simple because the librarian has only two options: add or do not add.84 Given the volume of materials being published and the finite nature of library budgets, librarians will always face choices about what not to add as they choose what to add.

      Order Preparation and Acquisition Options

      Processes and systems for ordering and obtaining library materials after they are selected are called acquisition. The acquisition of materials is closely related to collection development, though in most medium-sized and large libraries selection and acquisition are handled by different individuals who may be located in different departments or units. Acquisitions responsibilities typically include placing orders (i.e., initiating purchase orders), claiming, cancelling, receipting, invoice processing, and preparing requests for proposals (RFPs) from monographic vendors and subscription agents, and may include payment processing. Typical accounting guidelines require that the responsibility for approval for payment and payment processing be assigned to different individuals. Selection and acquisitions may be handled separately in smaller libraries if the number of staff members makes this reasonable; however, combining the functions of selection and acquisition is common. The ease with which librarians can work directly with suppliers’ online databases is blurring the traditional division of work. Librarians may place orders directly online as part of the item identification process.

      When submitting orders to acquisition staff, the selecting librarian is usually expected to verify title, author or editor, publisher, publication date, and cost. Ideally, he or she also identifies series, ISBN or ISSN, and perhaps information about the source from which the publication is available. Specifying the source is essential if the item is an e-resource, because many e-resources are available from multiple suppliers. In addition, e-resources usually require a contract, although an existing contract may apply if one has been negotiated with the supplier earlier. Many libraries request librarians to provide bibliographic information using forms that may be preprinted, retrieved and printed from an online template, or completed online. These forms usually require the librarian to assign a fund or budget line, identify the collection or location to which the item will be added, request any special handling, and confirm, if appropriate, that a duplicate copy is desired. If the title being ordered is a serial, the librarian identifies the volume with which the subscription should begin and any back files that are to be ordered.

      The selection and acquisition of e-resources add complexity to the interaction of collections librarians and acquisitions staff for many reasons. Many e-resources are expensive and may require special approval processes. Ordering e-resources commonly requires more direct interaction with the supplier. In addition to the information listed above, the selector likely will be asked to provide

      
        
          	• URL, if available

          	• if the order is for a package of titles, whether all titles in the package or only selected titles meeting certain criteria are desired

          	• contact information if the selector has been working with a sales representative

          	• type of resource (book, index, journal, reference source, streaming media)

          	• if an existing print subscription is active, whether the subscription to print should be continued or cancelled

          	• if the request is for a trial (with a start and end date), one-time or back file purchase, subscription, or standing order

          	• any special information about cost and pricing, including such information as “free with print” or special discounts

          	• if a license with the content provider is already in place85

        

      

      Supplemental information might include whether MARC records are available with an e-book package, if additional software and hardware are needed, and the number of simultaneous users permitted if the license does not allow unlimited access.

      Many libraries of all types participate in consortia programs to acquire or purchase access to e-resources. A collections librarian needs to be aware of the programs in which his or her library participates to avoid duplication of titles as well as the work involved in selection and contract negotiation. Cooperative acquisition of e-resources through consortia is explored in depth in chapter 9.

      After a library signs a contract for an e-resource, the specified contractual terms and conditions must be managed and monitored. Electronic resources management (ERM) systems are automated systems used to track selection, acquisition, licensing, maintenance, use statistics, and deselection of e-resources, including those obtained through consortial arrangements. These systems may be developed in-house or purchased from a library system vendor, subscription agent, or third party. Initially developed to handle e-journal subscriptions and their licenses, ERM systems now also manage e-books, streaming media, databases, and more. Commercially available ERM systems link and manage a library’s subscriptions through Open URL link resolvers and often A–Z listing services. They usually record information about selection, trials, status of contract negotiation, vendor, dates actions are taken, term of contract and renewal dates, cost and fund line billed, and contractual obligations and limitations. Because much of the information recorded in an ERM system duplicates that tracked in an automated acquisitions system, interoperability between the ERM system and the local automated system is desirable. The ERM system should be easily searchable by collections, acquisitions, and interlibrary loan staff.

      Selecting the Appropriate Supplier

      Libraries can place orders with vendors and agents, purchase from a retailer, order directly from publishers, or use aggregators. Selecting the appropriate supplier involves several considerations and careful weighing of the advantages and disadvantages.

      Vendors and Subscription Agents

      Libraries acquire materials through a third party because of its ability to consolidate orders, receive consolidated invoices, and rely on the third party to handle claims. Vendors (sometimes called wholesalers, dealers, or book vendors) may supply print books, e-books, music, audio, and video. When a library submits an order, a vendor tries to locate and obtain the item, then bills and ships it to the library or activates remote access. Vendors normally offer discounts and consolidate print shipments. They offer many services, including title lists, new title notification, approval plans, and standing order programs. Most vendors maintain bibliographic databases and online systems that support searching, ordering, and other functions. Vendors usually offer cataloging and provide bibliographic records that are loaded into the local catalog. They also provide physical processing of the print books libraries acquire, delivering what are called shelf-ready books. Follett, Baker & Taylor (a subsidiary of Follett); Brodart; Ingram; YBP (a Baker & Taylor company); and Scholastic are familiar vendors in the United States. Numerous international vendors offer similar services. For example, Harassowitz handles materials from much of Europe; Casalini Libri specializes in publications from Italy, France, Spain, Portugal, and Greece; and AMALIVRE provides French-language materials from Europe, Canada, and other francophone regions. ALCTS maintains a “Foreign Book Dealers Directory” (www.ala.org/​CFApps/​bookdealers) listing dealers in Eastern Europe, Africa, Central Eurasia, Asia, the Middle East, and the Pacific region.

      The distinction between book vendors and subscription agents is blurring. Subscription agents now sell e-books and book vendors sell e-book collections. Bosch and colleagues identify the following support that libraries expect from vendors and agents:

      
        
          	• increased customer service and communication tailored to the specific library’s needs

          	• a customer-friendly interface to a web-accessible catalog of the publications available, with the ability for the library to effect transactions in the vendor’s database (plus training in the use of the database)

          	• bibliographic services (order confirmation records and catalog records)

          	• reporting capabilities to support collection development decision-making, whether purchasing data or usage statistics

          	• ability to work with consortia (licensing, business processes, resource sharing, training, management of trials and introduction of new products)86

        

      

      Vendors and agents handle imprints from a variety of publishers. They may specialize in disciplines or subject areas (music, medicine, legal publications), publishers, materials for types of libraries (public, school, academic), and types of materials (audio and video media).

      Some types of materials, such as publications from small and alternative presses, may be available only by ordering directly from the publisher.87 Items that are ordered title-by-title are called discretionary purchases or firm orders. A firm order is an order for a specific title placed with a dealer or publisher that specifies a time limit for delivery and a price that must not be exceeded without the library’s approval. Selecting individual titles is considered micro-selection.

      The alternative to micro-selection is macro-selection, which adds large numbers of materials to the library en masse. Macro-selection is managed through mass buying plans—approval plans, blanket orders, and standing orders (sometimes called nonperiodical continuations), subscription to large packages of content, or the acquisition of large retrospective collections, either through purchase or as a gift. Macro-selection is found in academic and public libraries of all sizes and some school libraries. Macro-selection does involve true selection because librarians must decide the criteria that will guide which titles the vendor supplies. Librarians specify criteria for approval plans in a library-developed profile, which should be monitored over time.

      Approval plans are business arrangements in which a vendor assumes responsibility for supplying, usually subject to return privileges, all new publications that match a library’s collecting profile. Richard Abel is credited with the invention, in the early 1960s, of the approval plan as it is employed now.88 An approval plan profile is defined by the library’s collections librarians and specifies the subjects, levels of specialization and difficulty, formats, series, genres, prices, languages, publishers included and excluded, and so on that are to be provided. These parallel the criteria librarians use in micro-selection. Some libraries are implementing an additional condition to their approval plans—e-preferred. This means that the library prefers an e-book version of a title if it is available and meets certain conditions, for example, the e-book release must not lag more than six weeks behind its print counterpart.

      The approval plan vendor regularly sends materials (or activates access to e-books) that fit the library’s profile. Librarians may review the print items received and decide which to buy and which to return. Most vendors and libraries aim for a 2 percent or less return rate. Some libraries do not review print approval plan materials or only do so occasionally to ensure the profile is working as intended. Most vendors do not accept return of shelf-ready materials. When librarians review new receipts title-by-title, they delay their availability for users. Because of their nature, approval plan e-books are seldom reviewed by collections librarians. Nearly all approval plan vendors offer online notification of titles that match the library’s profile as an alternative to the publications themselves. An approval plan may provide a combination of online notification and books, with books automatically provided in some subjects and online notification provided for others. Librarians refine and revise the profile as the library’s goals, priorities, and budget change.

      Blanket order plans are arrangements with an individual publisher or scholarly society, which will provide all its publications (or all publications below a specified price) each year, or with a vendor, which agrees to provide a copy of every book published in a particular country (within certain parameters). A blanket order plan does not, in most cases, include return privileges.

      The variety of services and enhancements provided by both approval plan vendors and firm order suppliers has grown to include electronic data interchange (EDI) through which digital order records and invoices are loaded into a local library automated system, interactive access to the vendor or supplier online database, online order placement, cataloging records (which may be Library of Congress copy cataloging, Cataloging in Publication records, or original brief or full cataloging created by the vendor), and fully shelf-ready books. Shelf-ready books come to the library cataloged and processed with spine labels, book plates, and anti-theft strips attached. Shelf-ready books cannot be returned, so the library needs to have confidence in the profile it has developed. In these ways, vendors are supplementing or replacing functions traditionally performed within libraries. Approval plans can provide discounted prices, faster delivery of newly published books, reliable coverage, and reports that enable selectors to monitor plans. They can free librarians to look for more esoteric materials and to do other types of work. Libraries usually select approval plan vendors through an RFP process.

      Approval plans have been criticized because they can create homogeneous collections and generally do not provide extensive coverage of materials from small and alternative presses. Fenner points out the risk of duplication and Brantley notes that approval plans often miss materials that cross disciplinary boundaries and can be overlooked in classification-based profiles.89

      A 2016 study conducted by ProQuest looked at academic library book purchasing around the world; 73 percent of respondents were from North America.90 ProQuest found that many libraries have moved away from traditional approval plans as they have shifted to patron-driven acquisitions. One approach (used by 25 percent of the respondents in the ProQuest survey) is to turn an approval plan for print books into one for e-books, and then load the records for these books into the local catalog as a consideration list for patron-driven acquisition. The advantages of working with a library’s existing approval plan vendor are “integration with and de-duplication against a broader book approval plan or any other type of book purchasing such as firm ordering, the ability to profile a more nuanced level than is possible with aggregator plans, and the ability to manage plans and de-duplicate across multiple aggregators.”91

      Subscription agents provide centralized subscription services to relieve libraries of the time-consuming task of dealing with journal publishers individually. EBSCO is one of the best-known subscription agents; many book vendors also serve as subscription agents. Libraries pay a service charge, usually 5 to 10 percent of total annual subscription cost. The greater the expenditure with a subscription agent, the lower the percentage used to determine the service fee. Many subscription agents also provide access to bibliographic and full-text databases. When possible, most libraries acquire as many subscriptions as possible through one or a limited number of subscription agents because of efficiencies gained. Instead of dozens or even thousands of individual invoices coming from multiple publishers, the agent provides a single invoice for all the titles it handles. Often, EDI is used to load the invoice directly into the library’s automated system. Subscription agents typically offer centralized online ordering, claiming, renewal, cancellation, and reports. Libraries usually issue RFPs for a subscription agent at periodic intervals (perhaps every five years), soliciting proposals from their current agent and competitors. The transition to e-journals is changing the role of subscription agents, who are compensating for business lost to publishers’ journal packages by offering additional services, such as contract negotiation, management of contract access rights and license terms, and reports tailored to the digital environment. For example, subscription agents often can collect, consolidate, and report usage data for e-content.

      Retailers

      Retailer bookstores’ primary goal is to sell directly to consumers. Libraries occasionally purchase from retailers if they need an item quickly and the retailer can guarantee speedy delivery or if a library staff member can go to a local store. One frequently used retailer is Amazon.com. A complication for public institutions when dealing with retailers is ensuring that no tax is charged. Retailers generally do not offer discounts to libraries, but paying list price (plus shipping, if delivered) may be justified if the need is urgent.

      Publishers

      For many years, most book publishers did not consider libraries their primary market. The prevalent business model was to work through vendors. Although libraries also could buy directly from publishers, they did not receive the discount provided by vendors. The advantages for publishers working through vendors paralleled those for libraries: avoiding the need to prepare individual item invoices and ship small packages. Book publishers offered deep discounts to vendors, a portion of which was passed on to libraries. The shift to e-content motivated publishers to sell to libraries because of the ease in selling packages or bundles of content.

      Serial publishers were the first publishers to aggressively sell directly to libraries by offering packages of e-journals. In the late 1990s, publishers began offering a comprehensive package of their own e-journal titles, referred to as a “Big Deal.” A Big Deal was appealing to academic libraries because the purchase agreement included a clause that locked in the total price for the bundle or capped the annual rate of price increase for a specified number of years. It also limited the dollar value of titles the library could cancel in a year. The total price was determined by a library’s existing print subscriptions and often called the “historic spend.”

      Although the Big Deal approach was attractive because it promised to rein in annual price increases and provided additional titles (usually the publisher’s entire list) to which the library did not subscribe, it had disadvantages and has been viewed critically by some in the profession. The original Big Deals were costly and relatively inflexible. Librarians could lose the ability to select and deselect individual titles. Libraries might be forced to keep titles that are no longer relevant or good value. When locked into a Big Deal and faced with a budget reduction, libraries might cancel titles from smaller publishers not bound by multi-year subscriptions. In addition to consuming most of the serials budget, Big Deals can consume funds allocated for monographs.

      Despite the controversy, Big Deal arrangements can offer a cost-effective approach to acquiring numerous titles. Schaffer, Kirgus, and Bissels found that the cost per use of Big Deal titles is in an acceptable range.92 Comparing average cost of articles in Big Deal packages, in individual subscriptions, and obtained via interlibrary loan, Lemley and Li found that articles in Big Deal packages were cheaper, but noted Big Deals consume a large portion of a library’s budget and limit a library’s flexibility to purchase other resources.93 Other advantages may include a single search interface to multiple titles, a single order and license agreement for multiple titles, and consistent presentation of usage statistics.

      The Big Deal model has evolved over time. Most academic libraries use consortia to negotiate large publisher contracts, an option not originally available. Because of publisher mergers and new journal titles, the historical spend is less meaningful and publishers have become more flexible in their handling of these large contracts, permitting more selective title lists and offering differential pricing. Research in 2014 indicated that large research libraries generally retained their Big Deals although they often negotiated to reduce the titles to a subset of the original Big Deal title list.94 A survey of thirty-one North American libraries and library systems conducted by Rick Anderson in 2017 found that twenty-four had cancelled Big Deal packages.95 He concludes by saying “The Big Deal is no longer scared.” Publishers also sell packages of e-books. By their nature, they consist of a single publisher’s list, but they may be available as smaller subject-based collections. An advantage of working directly with the publisher may be more flexibility in negotiating an agreement that better meets the individual library’s needs. Vendors are seldom in a position to handle these negotiations on behalf of multiple publishers with multiple libraries. DRM on publisher sites may be less restrictive. Many large publishers make book and serial digital content available on the same platform. Although e-book packages are usually more cost-effective than title-by-title selection because the price per title is lower, they have the same disadvantage as Big Deals—the inability to add and remove individual titles. Many publishers sell directly to libraries and also through vendors, but some e-book publishers do not sell individual titles to libraries.

      Aggregators

      Aggregators are third parties that offer access to the full text of periodicals, articles, books, or media originally published by multiple publishers and provide online access to the content through a common interface or platform. Aggregators such as Ebook Library (EBL) and ebrary (both owned by ProQuest), EBSCO eBooks (formerly NetLibrary), OverDrive, and Cloud Library (formerly part of 3M and now at bibliotheca) host the content of several publishers for online access. Specialized aggregators offer a variety of content, including audiobooks, video games, popular magazines, movies, television shows, and streaming music.

      Producers of many indexing and abstracting databases also offer aggregated article collections and build hypertext links between the full-text electronic documents and the index records, combining index searching with full-text access. For example, as of December 2016, Academic Search Premier (from EBSCOhost) was indexing more than 16,700 journals and providing full text to more than 4,700 of them. MasterFILE Complete, aimed at public libraries, indexed 2690 journals and magazines, 1,649 of which were in full text. An advantage of acquiring e-content through an aggregator is that it requires only a single contract or licensing agreement.

      One concern when dealing with aggregators is the instability of their content. Aggregators’ agreements with publishers have been volatile, with publishers signing on with an aggregator and then withdrawing from the agreement. The description of Academic Search Premier makes this clear in its disclaimer: “Publications included on this database are subject to change without notice due to contractual agreements with publishers.”96 Aggregators offering e-journals sometimes provide selected articles and may not include book reviews, editorials, and advertisements. High-quality illustrations may be missing. Embargoes on current journal content ranging from a few months to a few years also are common. Journal publishers that contribute to multiple aggregator collections may offer their e-journal subscriptions directly to libraries, who may discover they are acquiring the same content from multiple sources. Libraries should be attentive to avoid paying twice or more for the same content. Aggregator journal collections can be a convenient and cost-effective approach to providing access to a sizable set of e-content, but many do not offer a long-term guarantee of access to the titles in the package.

      Aggregators offer various pricing models for e-books. The most popular are selecting title-by-title and purchasing a bundled subject collection. Either may be available for single-user or multiple-user access. Subscription or perpetual-ownership models are available as well. Prices for individual titles are generally at or above the print list price. The cost of titles supplied in packages varies depending on the aggregator and number of users but is usually less than the cost of purchasing the titles separately. One drawback of e-book packages, as with journal packages, is the inclusion of titles of little value or interest to the library. Some publishers delay making new titles available through aggregators. Benefits of using an aggregator include a single contract, federated search compatibility, 24/7 access to full text, free MARC records, usage statistics, and often the ability to customize the interface or offer it in multiple languages. Many aggregators collaborate with vendors and agents.

      E-book collections from aggregators are unstable. Aggregators offer collections from various publishers having multiple authors; titles initially available may be withdrawn from the collection. Georgas found that 3,462 titles (3 percent of the total package) in the Academic Complete collection were deleted in one year.97 Libraries that acquire multiple e-books from the same publisher may prefer to work with the publisher directly instead of with aggregators.

      Project MUSE, BioOne, and JSTOR are three aggregators that focus on scholarly content, although their customers include public libraries, museums, secondary schools, and higher education and research institutions. Project MUSE (http://muse.jhu.edu) is a nonprofit that provides access to peer-reviewed academic journals and e-books collections in the humanities and social sciences. If a publisher ceases contributing to Project MUSE, all issues currently online remain available to subscribing libraries. E-books are available full text, in PDF, and retrievable at the chapter level. Because the e-books have no DRM attached, users at libraries that have purchased them can print, copy, download, and save content.

      BioOne (www.bioone.org) is another nonprofit initiative, which offers a package of biological, ecological, and environmental science research journals. Most of BioOne’s titles are published by small societies and other not-for-profit organizational publishers and, like Project MUSE, BioOne provides the latest issues and full journal content for titles in its collection.

      JSTOR (www.jstor.org) is a nonprofit organization that also provides journals and e-books, some of which are open access. Content represents many disciplines and is offered as packages of journal titles or as individual subscriptions to journals. In some cases, current issues are not available, because JSTOR employs a “moving wall” approach, meaning that the most recently published journal issues are embargoed for one to five years. The JSTOR e-books model is DRM-free and permits unlimited users.

      Selecting appropriate aggregators requires extensive research and comparison of options. Each library needs to evaluate and assess alternatives by examining content, business model, and licenses and DRM to find the best match for local needs that is affordable and sustainable.

      Exchange Agreements

      Exchange agreements are a type of en masse selection.98 Wilkinson, Lewis, and Lubas call them “a form of barter among libraries.”99 Exchanges are most frequently with foreign partners and can provide materials not available in other ways, or more economically than direct purchase. The library supplies local publications to a foreign partner library or institution, which sends publications from its own country to the library. Partners may be other libraries, scholarly societies and associations, university academic departments, or research academies and institutes. Exchanges may be a viable means to acquire foreign documents, although US trade embargoes against certain nations can restrict the importation and exportation of informational materials. They should be established and monitored within the library’s collections priorities. In addition to locating and sometimes purchasing materials to provide on exchange, the library must consider the cost of postage and labor needed to ship materials. Many libraries are reducing or eliminating their exchange programs because the materials they once provided on exchange are now available digitally without charge. Some libraries continue exchange agreements because they can be a cost-effective mechanism for obtaining publications, a cross-cultural activity, and a way of helping other libraries.

      Gifts and Other Free Materials

      A gift to the library may be an individual item or a collection of items. A gift is transferred voluntarily without compensation. Any gift that is not cash is called a gift-in-kind and can be goods, services, and property. More valuable gifts may be conveyed to the library through a deed of gift, a legal document that transfers title from the donor to the library without requiring payment; a deed of gift may contain conditions with which the library must comply.100 Generous donors expect careful stewardship of their gifts. Although they are free, gifts have associated costs. Costs are incurred when a gift is reviewed by the librarian, cataloged and processed, shelved and reshelved, and repaired and preserved. Even when the library ultimately rejects a gift, review by staff and appropriate disposal entail costs. Most selection decisions about gifts can be reduced to a trade-off between its value to the library and the total cost of adding it.

      Gift materials are desirable because they can strengthen a library’s holdings, fill gaps, supply replacements, and provide materials that the library cannot afford or that are not available for purchase. A collection of many items from a single donor often focuses on an area or discipline. It may contain out-of-print items, print serial runs in excellent condition, first editions, and other items of intrinsic value. Besides filling gaps, a gift collection can add both depth and breadth to a library’s collection. Gift materials can come to the library unsolicited, through direct negotiations with potential donors, or through requests to publishers and distributors. Special collections librarians or library development staff members may target individuals with known collections and solicit a gift. A library may ask to receive all publications issued by a corporation, a research center, or an academic institution—in effect, a gift standing order.

      Many librarians are questioning the value of gifts-in-kind because of the costs associated with reviewing, storing, and processing gifts when the value of materials added to the collection is low.101 Some libraries feel that accepting gifts-in-kind increases the likelihood that donors will donate money in the future; Canevari de Paredes found this did not occur.102 As libraries begin to focus on just-in-time acquisitions, adding gift materials just in case they will be needed at some future time becomes less defensible.

      When libraries curtail or eliminate gifts to the library, they often continue to accept gifts to archives and special collections. Some libraries accept gifts with the understanding they may be sold in book sales, with any revenue directed toward the collections budget. Managing gift inventory and sales is also an expensive undertaking. Book sales may generate community goodwill, but the revenue frequently does not cover their associated costs. For this reason, some libraries rely on Friends associations to manage gift sales.

      The same criteria that guide selection of items for purchase should be considered when reviewing gifts. The first decision the librarian must make is whether the material fits the scope of the library’s collecting policy or guidelines. The library may have policies about rejecting particular types of materials such as textbooks, laboratory manuals, duplicates, self-published items, realia, reprints and preprints of individual articles, collections of reprinted journal articles, trade paperbacks, popular pamphlets, and commercial publications of a promotional nature. The New York Public Library has a detailed “Policy on Gift Materials.” Other libraries are more succinct. The Denver Public Library states simply, “The Denver Public Library accepts donations of books and other materials. The Library retains the authority to accept or reject gifts. Library staff and/or representatives of the Friends Foundation make all decisions as to the use, housing and final disposition of donations. The Library does not evaluate or appraise gift materials for tax purposes.” The University of Minnesota Libraries advises, “The Libraries are no longer able to accept most donations of books and other material. This change in policy is due to serious space constraints and the high cost of sorting, reviewing and processing donated material.”103

      Some gifts are not worth adding to the library precisely because of special conditions insisted upon by the potential donor. Donors may offer gifts with conditions about use, housing, and special treatment. Even a library that does not have specific guidelines for the selection of gift materials may have guidelines that address acceptable and unacceptable donor restrictions. The librarian should weigh the value of the gift (and possible future gifts) to the library against any donor restrictions.

      The library receiving gifts usually supplies the donor with a letter of acknowledgment. Under the US Revenue Reconciliation Bill in 1993, which modified the 1984 Tax Reform Act slightly, donors are required to provide a written acknowledgment from the library for any noncash donation for which they are claiming a deduction of $250 or more.104 Libraries should not give appraisals or estimates of value to the donor. The letter of acknowledgment provides the donor with a record that may be used to claim a tax deduction (supplemented by an independent appraisal, if appropriate), creates a permanent record of gifts received for the library, and graciously acknowledges the donor’s gift to the library. This letter eliminates any ambiguity regarding the library’s right to use, retain, or dispose of materials received from donors.

      If the donor’s total deduction for all noncash contributions for the year is more than $500, the donor must file IRS Form 8283 (Noncash Charitable Contributions) and attach the receiving organization’s acknowledgment letter of receipt. The donor is responsible for determining the fair market value of the gift; librarians should avoid estimating value. If the property being contributed is worth $5,000 or more, the donor must retain a qualified appraiser to determine the gift’s fair market value. US tax law requires a recipient institution to retain any gift valued at $500 or above for two years. If the library disposes of the gift or portions of it and thereby reduces the value of the original gift, it must file an IRS Form 8282 (Donee Information Return), which will affect the donor’s original deduction.

      Librarians may select resources that are accessible without charge on the internet. After locating an appropriate resource, the librarian can choose to link to the resource on the web (either through the local catalog or another finding tool), download it to a local server, or print it. Such “free” online resources entail costs to the library. Librarians spend time evaluating and assessing them. The same librarians or others spend time cataloging them. If a link is created to a website, the persistence of the resources should be monitored. Open access monographs and journals, although they entail costs to publish, are freely available online. Various business models fund open access journals and monographs, including author pays publication charges, library publishing, and institutional support. The Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ, https://doaj.org) lists open access, peer-reviews journals. DOAJ included 9,916 journals in September 2017. A survey by Lara for the Publishers Communication Group in 2014 found that 72 percent of libraries cataloged open access journals.105 The Directory of Open Access Books (DOAB, www.doabooks.org) lists academic, peer-reviewed books that are open access; it included 8,847 titles from 225 publishers in September 2017. A 2015 survey found that 57 percent of responding libraries listed open access books in the library’s catalog.106 Both surveys found that most respondents applied selection criteria (including relevance to the curriculum and where the resources is indexed) when deciding what to add.

      Selection and deselection of free items are an extension of a librarian’s normal collections activities. Because micro-selection and management of free e-resources can be extremely time-consuming, each library should decide the extent to which the benefits gained justify the staff investment when these resources are easily discoverable through a general search (Google). A number of libraries have developed policies and guidelines that address the cataloging of remote access e-resources.107

      Several websites offer free online access to extensive collections of resources. Project Gutenberg (http://​gutenberg.org) claims to be the first and largest single collection of free e-books. Bartleby.com offers transcriptions of literature, reference, and verse in the public domain. The Internet Archive (http://archive.org) provides free access to moving images (movies, films, and videos), books and texts, and audio files and also archives web pages. The International Music Score Library Project (IMSLP, http://imslp.org), also called the Petrucci Music Library, offers public domain scores, works by contemporary composers willing to share their music, and MP3 files. The State University Libraries of Florida’s Literature for Children (http://susdl.fcla.edu/​juv) collection offers digitized public domain titles published predominantly in the United States and Great Britain from the seventeenth through twentieth centuries. The Digital Public Library of America (DPLA, http://dp.la) aims to bring “together the riches of America’s libraries, archives, and museums, and make[s] them freely available to the world. It strives to contain the full breadth of human expression, from the written word, to works of art and culture, to records of America’s heritage, to the efforts and data of science.” The DPLA provides a single portal to access digitized photographs, manuscripts, books, sound, and moving images held in numerous collections in the United States. Europeana (http://europeana.eu) serves a similar purpose for materials held in more than three thousand libraries, museums, archives, and other collections in Europe.

      Any discussion of free access to e-content must include the Google Books project (http://books.google.com), which scans millions of books held by libraries and partners with publishers and authors to provide limited access to their books. Google Book Search searches the full text of books that Google stores. Google Book Search lets the user view pages (if permitted by the publisher) or snippets from the book, offers links to the publisher’s website and booksellers, and displays information about libraries that hold the book. If the book is under copyright, Google limits the number of viewable pages. If the book is out of copyright or the publisher has given permission, the user can see a preview of the book and, in some cases, the complete text. If the book is in the public domain, the user can download a PDF copy.

      Many libraries selectively catalog items found in these collections; others do not because they are readily discoverable through the hosting site. Some free e-books suffer from lack of quality control. Deciding if a library should select and direct users to these resources and, if so, which ones to link and how to do so depends on the library’s own missions, policies, and user community.

      Retrospective Selection

      Retrospective selection is the process of selecting materials that are old, rare, antiquarian, used, and out of print. It includes seeking replacements for missing or damaged materials and older materials not previously acquired. Many librarians develop desiderata files of titles to be purchased when funding is available or the item is located. These materials may be needed to fill gaps in the collection or to support new academic programs or community interests. Retrospective selection is more common in larger research libraries. The usual sources for materials are out-of-print (OP) dealers’ catalogs, auctions, and personal negotiations with a private owner.

      OP titles are those that can no longer be obtained from the original publishers. This can happen rapidly as a result of the limited number of copies published in some fields. Many used book dealers and OP booksellers produce catalogs. These catalogs, either in print or online, usually list only single copies; therefore, the librarian must act quickly to ensure acquisition. Many OP dealers accept lists of titles the library is seeking. Dealers can be located through the American Book Trade Directory.108 Additional suppliers can be found through the Antiquarian Booksellers Association of America (http://abaa.org) and the International League of Antiquarian Booksellers (www.ilab-lila.com). Many university press books no longer go out of print because of print-on-demand, a technology employed by publishers in which new copies of a book are not printed until an order has been received. This method is also used by smaller presses and academic publishers to maintain an active backlist of short-run titles.

      A once common form of retrospective selection was filling gaps in serial runs and replacing missing issues. Few libraries see the need to do so because of the ease with which articles are supplied through interlibrary loan, the option of purchasing digital back files, and concern about the shelving space that extensive back runs require. One source for print issues is the Duplicates Exchange Union (www.ala.org/​alcts/​mgrps/​ecoms/​deu), sponsored by ALCTS. Microforms, reprints, and digital collections are viable alternatives in retrospective selection. If the item is too costly to replace in print, the OP title or issues cannot be located, or the item will not see heavy use, microform is a reasonable solution. Some titles are available in reprint editions, which are usually photo reproductions of the original and satisfy most users’ needs. Librarians can purchase extensive microform sets of retrospective titles on specific topics, and several publishers and vendors provide online access to important retrospective collections. One example of an online retrospective collection is Early English Books Online (http://​eebo.chadwyck.com/​home), which covers publications from approximately 1473 to 1700. Titles are added to the collection each year, which is also available in microfilm.

      
        Case Study

        AMELIA IS DIRECTOR OF Butterman Library, a large branch library that is part of a university library system. The library provides collections and services in support of several academic programs, including agriculture, nutrition, biological sciences, child development, and family social science. Eleven professional librarians serve as liaisons to the academic programs, support teaching and research, are responsible for collection development and management in their assigned subject areas, and offer in-depth research assistance. All technical services operations for the university library system are handled centrally in the main library. The library system includes a central archives, rare books, and special collections unit. The university archives house the historical documents, collections, data, photographs, and publications of the university. Butterman Library does not have a special collection, rare books, or archives collection.

        Maria Peiper has offered to donate her personal collection to the Butterman Library. Professor Peiper is retiring from the Department of Child Development and Family Social Science, where she has taught for forty years. Her focus has been on youth and adolescent services. She was an international expert and consultant in her field and a prolific writer, publishing more than 300 scholarly articles and eleven books. Although written in English, many of her books were translated into other languages. The collection being offered consists of her personal papers, drafts of articles, mimeographs and photocopies of materials used in her research, individual issues of journals in which her articles were published, and multiple copies of her books, including translations. Professor Peiper’s collection is packed in more than seventy boxes and is estimated to be approximately 100 linear feet. Professor Peiper is very emotional about the future of her life’s work and, as a condition to her donation, wants the entire collection to be noncirculating, and retained in Butterman Library in a separate area identified as the “Dr. Maria Peiper Collection.” She is confident it will be a valuable resource for students and faculty in her former department.

        Activity

        Consider the dilemma Professor Peiper’s potential donation presents for Butterman Library. Are there advantages to accepting Professor Peiper’s collection? Disadvantages? Should Amelia accept the collection with the conditions that Professor Peiper requests? Explain the reasons for your answer and the risks and opportunities in play. Prepare notes for a conversation with Professor Peiper explaining your decision.
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      CHAPTER FIVE

      Vendor Relations, Negotiation, and Contracts

      With the pervasiveness of e-resources in libraries of all types, a basic comprehension of contracts and licenses is essential. Equally important are expertise in working with content and service providers, and an understanding of the role that negotiation plays in these dealings. Although this chapter suggests best practices, it is not intended to be legal advice. In cases of confusion, doubt, or a negotiation impasse, librarians always should consult with appropriate legal counsel. The discussion begins with vendor relations, then moves to negotiation and finally to contracts. However, an understanding of the scope of contracts is a necessary background to the other two areas.

      OVERVIEW

      Before the advent of e-content, the acquisition of library materials was a relatively simple process. The librarian determined if the book or journal, audio or visual media, or other materials under consideration met the library’s selection criteria and if the library could afford to pay for it; if the answer to both was “yes,” the appropriate supplier was chosen and an order was placed. The item purchased became the property of the library, which could lend it to members of the local user community, lend it through interlibrary loan to other libraries, sell it at a library sale, create a reproduction for preservation, and more under the first sale doctrine and fair use provisions of US copyright law.1 The price was fixed. Even if the library received a library discount, the price was known at the time of the decision to purchase.

      Digital materials have significantly altered the landscape of collection development and management, as well as many of the familiar policies and practices in libraries. Contract law now governs the acquisition of nearly all e-content, which is often leased rather than owned outright. Many library services and traditional collection usage may be curtailed or disallowed in an e-resources contract, which spells out terms and conditions governing the resource. The e-content provider is free to ask whatever price and set whatever conditions on use the library will accept. However, the library is equally free to negotiate the price and conditions because everything within a contract can, in theory, be changed if the parties involved agree. The library’s goal is a contract that allows the library and its user community to pursue usual activities; renders a fair exchange of money for product and service; and balances the rights, responsibilities, and legal liabilities of all parties. The provider’s goal is to make a profit and protect its rights. As Okerson observes, “we are living in an information Wild West, which can put libraries and publishers face to face on Main Street at high noon, often without the third-party subscription agents or book jobbers we used to depend on.”2

      VENDOR RELATIONS

      In this chapter, vendor is used as an umbrella term for a company that offers something for sale to libraries. The “something” may be content, a service, or both. Using this understanding, a vendor can be a publisher, an aggregator, a company providing access to one or more bibliographic databases, a service provider, or other content (print, nonprint, etc.) provider. Some companies offer a variety of content and services. EBSCO Information Services, for example, began as a subscription agency and now offers databases (some of which are licensed from content vendors and some of which are compiled by EBSCO), e-books and audio books, e-journal packages, and subscription management.

      Librarians interact with various employees as they conduct business with vendors. These interactions include initial agreements and contracts to buy or lease products or services; ongoing communication between the parties concerning purchases or leases, charges, payments, and technical problems; and provision of information about changes in products, services, costs, and contracts likely to affect future dealings. Effective vendor relations are extremely important in libraries because many of these relationships involve negotiation. Many professional groups have committees and interest groups that address vendor relations; these offer forums and informal discussions of issues of interest to publishers, vendors, and librarians, and often suggest best practices. Representative examples include:

      
        	• American Association of Law Libraries: Committee on Relations with Information Vendors (www.aallnet.org/​mm/​Leadership-Governance/​committee/​criv.html)

        	• Reference and User Services Association: Sharing and Transforming Access to Resources Section Vendor Relations Committee (www.ala.org/​rusa/​contact/​rosters/​stars/​rus-stavendor)

        	• Association of College and Research Libraries: Science and Technology Section Publisher/Vendor Relations Discussion Group (www.ala.org/​acrl/​sts/​acr-stsdgpv); Western European Studies Section Vendor Relations Committee (www.ala.org/​acrl/​wess/​acr-wesfund)

        	• Association for Library Collections and Technical Services: Publisher-Vendor-Library Relations Interest Group (PVLR) (www.ala.org/​alcts/​mgrps/​ig/​ats-pvlr)

      

      Depending on the size of the vendor, a single representative or several people may meet and communicate with a library’s staff. The two most common vendor contacts represent sales and customer service. A sales representative is an individual charged by a vendor with selling or leasing products and services and with resolving general questions or concerns about products or services already purchased. These representatives may call on libraries to share the latest news about products and services and respond to customer complaints. Frequently, representatives of smaller companies meet with potential customers at library conferences and “vendor days” sponsored by consortia and state and regional library associations. A customer service representative is a vendor employee responsible for solving problems and meeting needs on a day-to-day basis. Sometimes these individuals may be called field services representatives. They often also communicate with the library via e-mail.

      Other company representatives may deal with specific functions, for example, technical support or account management. Librarians should be aware of the roles played and responsibilities held by the various vendor representatives and keep this information up to date. They should know a representative’s preferred method of communication. Contacting the correct person in the appropriate manner with relevant information saves time for both the library and the vendor.

      Not all sales representatives can close the deal when a contract is involved. A sales representative may need to go to his or her supervisor, who may have to go to the company’s legal counsel or another person in the company before agreeing to what the librarian is proposing. This can lengthen the process of reaching an agreement. Librarians have had a proposal accepted by a sales representative, but rejected elsewhere in the company. Conducting negotiations with the vendor’s decision-maker from the onset is preferred.

      Equally important is bringing the appropriate library representatives to the negotiation table. Most libraries limit responsibility for negotiating on behalf of the library to one individual. This may be someone in the library (collection development officer, librarian working in acquisitions, library director, electronic resources librarian, digital library manager, etc.) or someone from the purchasing unit of the library’s parent organization or the office of legal counsel. In negotiations for consortial purchases or leases, the negotiations are often in the hands of someone empowered to act on behalf of the consortium and thus the consortium members. The individual designated to negotiate a license should be authorized to reject offers and terminate the negotiation if a mutually acceptable agreement cannot be reached. The person negotiating on behalf of the library or consortium may not be the same person who is authorized to sign the license. The individual who signs must have the authority to approve or execute a contract on behalf of the library or consortium.

      If an attorney is not initially involved in the negotiations, the library may be required by its parent organization to refer the final version of the license to the Office of General Counsel or another lawyer in the library’s parent organization for final approval. A caveat worth remembering is that not all attorneys are familiar with issues that are of critical importance to libraries, such as fair use provisions in US copyright law. Librarians should ensure that the attorneys with whom they work have a basic understanding of the library’s requirements and expectations. Attorneys may be helpful to iterate nonnegotiable terms when the vendor pushes back on terms that are unacceptable for policy or legal reasons.

      Librarians should understand the importance of engaging in fair business dealings and acting ethically. Personal integrity is critical. Although professional ethics is discussed in chapter 2, a few points bear repeating here.

      
        	• Avoid conflicts of interest, both as a professional matter and as a legal issue. Conflict of interest occurs when an individual’s actions or decisions are influenced by personal gain, which can include financial inducements or more modest offerings such as gifts and meals.

        	• Deal fairly with vendors. Be truthful when reporting information about the size of the library, enrollment or size of the user community, volume of business, and other details that inform a contract.

        	• Be honest about the library’s ability to fulfill its obligations as stated in the contract and not promise anything that cannot be fulfilled. Know the terms of the licenses the library accepted and respect them.

        	• Do not share confidential information about one vendor with another or spread unsubstantiated rumors among vendors or others in the library profession.

        	• Try to resolve complaints privately.

        	• Respond promptly to all communications from vendors.3

      

      This book is aimed at librarians, but much of this advice applies to vendors as well. Vendors will be successful to the extent they are honest, direct, and fair in their dealings with librarians. Relationship building requires attention from both librarians and vendors.

      When a librarian begins working with a new vendor or is in the position of reviewing and revising an existing contract or service agreement, due diligence (researching the vendor’s current financial stability and future outlook) is important. Most RFPs include a requirement that the responder document financial stability, but this is usually not required when working with a sole source provider or for goods and services below a predetermined financial cap. In these situations, the librarian must assume the responsibility for researching the vendor’s financial situation.

      Libraries became acutely aware of the financial risks associated with making large prepayments for serials after the demise of Faxon, a subscription agent that ceased operation as a result of the bankruptcy of Divine, Inc. and its subsidiary Rowecom in 2003. Called “the Enron of the library world,” libraries and publishers lost nearly $100 million in subscription fees.4 Many librarians forgot the lessons learned about the importance of due diligence, but were reminded twelve years later when Swets Information Services, another serials agent, also went bankrupt.5 At the time of its collapse, Swets’s Information Services division served more than 8,000 customers worldwide, representing more than 800,000 subscriptions. The Swets failure was not as financially devastating because few libraries had prepaid subscriptions when the bankruptcy was announced. Libraries and publishers had to work together to ensure that access to titles continued while libraries moved to a different serials agent.

      Powell suggests five ways to research the financial stability of vendors.

      
        	• Obtain copies of the audited financial statements of the vendor, including those of its ultimate parent company. These should include the independent external auditor’s letter or opinion.

        	• Focus on key financial ratios (such as current assets versus current liabilities) for the vendor and the vendor’s ultimate parent company.

        	• Get professional assistance to interpret financial data.

        	• Consult commercial credit resources like Dun & Bradstreet.

        	• Schedule a periodic review with the vendor.6

      

      Key points to consider are sufficient net worth, adequate working capital, and separation of customer prepayments from operating funds.

      NEGOTIATION

      Negotiation is the process of submitting, considering, and reviewing offers between two or more parties that occurs until the licensee and licensor agree on terms and conditions and codify the agreement, or until the parties mutually agree to end the process without agreement. The “or” is important—not all negotiations resolve into an agreement. The goals of most librarians engaged in license negotiation are a fair price for the product or service, or more desirable license terms—or both. The goals of vendors are sales and increased market share or market penetration. These goals are not mutually exclusive. Both parties want to close the deal and should understand that getting to that point will require that negotiations be conducted in good faith. The responses from both parties in the negotiation can include follow-up questions, requests for additional modifications, full acceptance, or rejection. The review and modification can be time-consuming and can delay access to the content. Librarians who negotiate with vendors must be prepared for both.

      Licenses described as nonnegotiable are in fact often negotiable. Even if the content owner says that the license cannot be negotiated, the librarian should still try. Nothing is lost by asking and often changes are possible because content owners and service providers want to make the sale.

      The literature suggests that vendors spend significant time and money training their employees to be effective negotiators.7 This makes sense because their livelihood and the success of their companies depend on it. Strangely, many libraries make modest or no efforts to train their employees who negotiate licenses for online information and other resources. A 2016 Primary Research Group survey on contract-negotiating skills revealed that 39 percent of respondents in the United States and 42 percent of those in Canada fall into this category.8 Dunie found in 2013 that 91 percent of library respondents did not have a documented negotiation process for the acquisitions of products and services.9 This lack of training and preparation is startling, given the amount of money libraries spend with vendors every year.

      Preparation

      Being well prepared can go a long way toward compensating for lack of formal negotiation training. The librarian responsible for negotiation must know the library’s stance on license terms—those that are required; those that preferred; those that are acceptable; those that are undesirable, but possible; and those that are nonnegotiable and impossible. The latter are terms prohibited by institutional policy or state laws, such as indemnifying a licensor or holding them harmless to other parties, or terms the library has deemed unacceptable, such as prohibiting unaffiliated walk-in users. A list of terms that fall into each of these four categories should be readily available. Implicit in the development and use of a checklist of preferred, acceptable, undesirable, and impossible terms is the provision of a written license against which the checklist is compared. Libraries should insist on a written license and review it attentively.

      Other information useful to have at hand is that which most licensors require as part of a license. This includes the definition of the library site, definition and size of user community, IP address or range of addresses, and library contact information. Some libraries and consortia simply keep this information assembled and ready for negotiations. Others post this information on public websites that lay out expectations in terms of licensing and mandatory terms, access, privacy, cookies, and institutional or state regulations. Columbia University Libraries’ thorough information sheet for vendors includes information on

      
        	• name and type of site

        	• size of site

        	• scope of licensed access

        	• IP network and domain information

        	• hardware environment

        	• software and access environment

        	• authorization, linking protocols, authentication, and privacy

        	• vendor service and communication

        	• library contact information10

      

      The California Digital Library provides a license agreement checklist for vendors that lists the terms and conditions that are to be included in license agreement. It covers content and access, licensing, business model and other business considerations, and content management expectations.11 The National and State Libraries Australasia e-Resources Consortium offers information for vendors that describes its review and selection process and provides information about license principles, pricing models, rights for access and use, and statistics.12 Any of these sources can provide a model for a library or consortium wishing to develop either an internal worksheet or a public facing document for vendors.

      Ostergaard and Rossmann found that most vendors preparing for library visits look for additional information on libraries’ public websites.13 Vendors want to find local library data, library goals, collection development strategies, organization of the library including names of administrators and division heads, and library systems used. If the library has a specific website to provide information to vendors, vendors also would like to see the library’s communication preferences and primary library contacts.

      Preparation involves gathering appropriate information. Before beginning negotiations for a new product or service or a renewal, the librarian should research the financial stability of the vendor, as explained above. If a new product or service is under consideration, the negotiating librarian and other interested parties should thoroughly research the product and services to ensure these meet the library’s needs. If a renewal is under consideration, the library should evaluate the vendor’s performance, particularly what was specified in the existing contract. Information on performance can be obtained through consultation with staff in public services, technical services, and perhaps the library’s information technology unit. Of particular importance when considering a renewal are changes in the content, amount of time the resource was unavailable, responsiveness of the vendor when resolving problems, and use of the resource during the previous year.

      The importance of carefully reading renewal contracts before accepting them was illustrated in a 2011 dispute between the State Library of Kansas and OverDrive.14 Jo Budler, director of the State Library of Kansas, opted not to renew a contract with OverDrive that provided access to e-books for 330 public libraries across the state. The revised contract not only significantly increased administrative fees for the platform, but also removed a clause that recognized the State Library’s ownership of materials and its right to transfer content to another service provider. Under the terms of the original contract, the State Library owned the content and was able to legally transfer the existing content to another e-book lending service.

      Determining who will be present at meetings is also part of preparation. Although one person usually represents the library or consortium in the negotiation, additional library staff members often attend the meetings. The vendor should notify the negotiating librarian about who will attend from its side. If this is not made clear, the librarian should ask for this information, including the titles of the individuals. Researching the vendor’s representatives is always useful—visit the company website and representatives’ LinkedIn profiles, and talk to colleagues who have worked with them. The librarian should give the vendor the names and titles of those who will be at the library’s or consortium’s side of the table. If the product or service under consideration is substantial in content and cost, several people may attend the meeting, including upper-level administrators representing both the vendor and the library or consortium. The library’s representatives may include the electronic resources librarian, a serials/continuing resources librarian, and, if required by institutional policy, a representative of the purchasing office. If a consortium is negotiating on behalf of its members, the consortium will be represented by its primary negotiator and perhaps representatives of one or more of the consortium members. At times, the consortium director may be present.

      Not all interested parties to the negotiation need to attend the meetings. Nevertheless, consulting with other library staff before the initial meeting can be useful. Doing so can provide insight about concerns with existing products and services. If the product was suggested by a subject specialist, knowing that librarian’s reasons for selecting the particular product can inform negotiation.

      Anderson, White, and Burke make the point that the hosting librarian should plan to take charge of the meeting.15 This includes such courtesies as telling the vendor where to park, where the meeting is located, and any special instructions needed to find the meeting site. Although the vendor may provide an agenda for meeting, the hosting librarian should feel free to modify it. Again, courtesy mandates that the hosting librarian share the revised agenda with the vendor before the meeting so there is sufficient time to prepare any necessary supplemental materials. Anderson, White, and Burke note that the hosting librarian has an important role in managing the meeting and ensuring that participants stay focused on the pertinent topics and not get bogged down in extraneous issues.

      Before the initial meeting, the negotiating librarian should have a clear idea of what the library is hoping to pay (ideal), what it is willing to pay (acceptable), and what it will not pay (unacceptable). Negotiating price is often possible. Vendors selling subscription-based products are often willing to reduce the price because they know that once a library begins a subscription, it is likely to renew it. The vendor knows that any initial discount will be recovered during subsequent years of the subscription cycle.

      Although vendors seldom propose a price before an initial meeting, they usually will provide their proposed license. If not forthcoming, the librarian should request it in editable format before the first meeting. The librarian should read it carefully and compare all clauses to the list of the library’s requirements. Once the librarian knows the terms that he or she wants to change, these should be incorporated in a working draft using redlining. Redlining is the process of marking text in a document to show what has been added, changed, deleted, approved, or rejected. The work does not have to be in red, but all changes should be clear to both parties. Each iteration of the edited document should be clearly labeled by date or version, and include the name or initials of the person making the changes.

      Gruenberg reported on a 2014 survey that found 72 percent of responding librarians did not have a documented set of objectives for each major negotiation. He notes that “every vendor has a defined set of objectives when entering a serious negotiation with a library. Furthermore, those objectives change as the process becomes more defined and closer to resolution.”16 Gruenberg explains that vendors examine, strategize, and role-play every aspect of the negotiation as they prepare. Clearly, librarians should do the same. Part of the librarian’s preparation for negotiation is to develop a list of objectives and a strategic plan for attaining them. The negotiating librarian should be clear on what he or she wants from the negotiation. The obvious answer is a product or service that meets the needs of the library and its users, at a fair price and with acceptable terms. Objectives should be more specific. What is the most the library is willing to pay? What terms are acceptable? What other conditions are pertinent? A plan for attaining these objectives might identify the order in which they will be addressed and the areas in which the library is willing to compromise. It might address when to bring others, such as upper administrators or counsel, to the negotiation table.

      An additional aspect of preparation is informing and educating the appropriate people. A librarian embarking on negotiations for products and services should be sure that his or her supervisors know that the process is beginning and, depending on the dollar amounts and length of the commitment, also inform people in upper management and in the purchasing office. Subject specialists who have proposed a new e-resource should be kept informed. Some libraries maintain a spreadsheet in an intranet that lists products and services under consideration and the status of the negotiations, including dates of meetings. Educating internal stakeholders is part of ongoing preparation. Although a limited number of library representatives are directly engaged in negotiation on behalf of the library, all stakeholders in the library should understand the process involved and what the library’s critical requirements are. This information goes a long way when explaining why a negotiation process did not result in an acceptable contract.

      Negotiation Skills

      Librarians without formal training in negotiation are often intimidated by the prospect of engaging in the process, but effective license negotiation skills can be learned, although they will take time and practice to master. A comforting reminder is that many people already negotiate, for example, when they dicker over price at a garage sale or a flea market, and they enjoy the process. The takeaway from this is that people at garage sales and flea markets are not emotionally invested in the outcome and can walk away without taking the interaction personally—which is sound advice when negotiating for libraries.

      When librarians undertake the process of negotiating a contract, they focus on two primary areas: contract terms and pricing. Numerous books, book chapters, and articles offer advice and techniques for librarians who negotiate on behalf of their libraries for products and services.17 Additional resources on negotiation can be found in the business and management literature.

      Opresnik begins his book on negotiation by identifying the five biggest mistakes that lead to negotiation failure.18 First is exerting pressure from a position of power (real or perceived), which leads to escalating counterpressure. Second is lacking flexibility, which makes adapting to new information and options difficult. Third is being aggressive, which can produce hasty reactions and create a hostile environment unfavorable to compromise. The fourth mistake is being compliant. Opresnik observes, “Fearing conflict, negotiating partners are often defensive and submissive, and thus make concessions without getting anything in return.”19 The last mistake is inadequate preparation (explored in detail above).

      Numerous best practices improve a librarian’s chances of negotiating a desired outcome. At the top of the list is ensuring effective communication. Successful communication is the transmission of an idea or feeling so that the sender and receiver share the same understanding. Features of effective communication are active listening; eye contact; posture and other nonverbals indicating attention; and successful questioning, which serves to clarify the points under consideration. Active listening requires patience and effort—it is the process of recognizing and accurately interpreting communicated messages and responding to spoken and nonverbal messages. Mehrabian’s research stressed the importance of paying attention to the ways in which people communicate feelings and attitudes, an important component of negotiation.20 Mehrabian and colleagues found that words account for 7 percent of the message, tone of voice accounts for 38 percent, and body language accounts for 55 percent when people are communicating feelings and attitudes. Even when not communicating feelings and attitudes, body language conveys more than words and tone of voice if the three modes of communication are not congruent.

      Part of effective communication is avoiding assumptions. The librarian should ask questions and listen carefully to the answers. Paraphrasing the response and asking for corrections can confirm understanding. Resolving misunderstandings quickly will prevent problems as negotiations move forward.

      Experts advise being assertive in negotiations.21 Assertive negotiators state their position directly while remaining respectful. They do not seek to dominate the meeting, do not attack the positions of others, and respect boundaries. Being assertive is not the same as being aggressive, dogmatic, and inflexible. Self-assurance is part of being assertive. It results when the librarian grasps all the issues under consideration in the negotiation and is fully informed and prepared to discuss them confidently. An assertive person is willing to compromise and looks for the middle ground.

      Negotiation often begins with face-to-face meetings. Subsequent negotiation may be in person or via phone or e-mail. E-mail can take longer because of the time lag between messages. This is not necessarily a drawback, because it allows time to consult with others and to consider the offers that are extended. E-mail has the added advantage of documenting the communication. E-mail messages should be sorted and saved in a folder that identifies the product or service being negotiated.

      Fisher and Ury, authors of Getting to YES: Negotiating Agreement Without Giving In (one of the most respected books on negotiation), present the case for principled negotiation.22 This is sometimes called interest-based or integrative negotiation. Principled negotiation is an alternative to positional bargaining. Positional bargaining is less likely to produce good results because it neglects the other party’s interests, can provoke feelings of self-importance, and encourages stubbornness. Principled negotiation emphasizes conflict management and conflict resolution and aims to achieve mutual gains. Fisher and Ury identify four concepts that contribute to successful negotiation: separate the people from the problem; focus on interests, not positions; invent options for mutual gain; and insist on using objective criteria.

      The first concept, separating the people from the problem, builds on a premise that the human aspect of all negotiations is unavoidable. Feelings are important and cannot be ignored. The problem is that negotiators often focus on the parties involved and allow emotions such as distrust, anger, and anxiety to divert them from the issues at hand. Clear communication can help separate emotions from the problem.

      Second, negotiators should focus on the interests behind the position that each person holds because several possible solutions may be possible. What people really want and need may not be the same as what they say they want or need. Fisher and Ury suggest that asking why people are taking a position can reveal the underlying reasons for it. This opens up the option to identify compatible positions that are not mutually exclusive. Fisher and Ury tell a story to demonstrate this concept. Two patrons are quarreling in a library because one wants the window open and the other wants it closed. A librarian intervenes and asks each why he wants the window open or closed. One says he wants fresh air and the other says he wants to avoid a draft. The librarian thinks a bit, and then opens a window in the next room, allowing fresh air to circulate without creating a draft.23 Few conflict resolutions are this simple, but the story illustrates how moving from positions to interests can often open up options.

      By focusing on interests, disputing parties can more easily fulfill the third principle—invent options for mutual gain. This means negotiators should look for alternative solutions to the problem—creative answers that focus on what people want or need. They should not assume one side must lose for the other side to win. Consider a negotiation over the cost of an e-resource. The librarian has determined the highest amount that the library will pay for an annual subscription, but the vendor states the library must pay an amount that is higher. An option might be a multi-year subscription with a cap on future price increases over the next two, three, or five years. This, of course, requires the library to contract for the product for a specified number of years, but will likely reduce increases below the market price in subsequent years of the subscription. This solution has the potential for mutual gain—the vendor has a guaranteed customer for several years and the library saves money over the duration of the contract.

      The fourth concept requires objective criteria for decisions. Criteria should be legitimate and practical, and can be data, professional standards and principles, tradition, legal precedent, or historical precedent (agreements reached by other libraries). This is one reason the library profession recommends refusing to accept nondisclosure clauses in contracts. Objective criteria can help the library negotiator resist pressure or threats.

      Fisher and Ury introduced the acronym “BATNA,” which stands for “best alternative to a negotiated agreement” and is the standard against which any proposed agreement should be measured. Fisher and Ury explain that it “is the only standard that can protect you both from accepting terms that are too unfavorable and from rejecting terms it would be in your interest to accept.”24 Thinking beyond the product or service being negotiated is part of having a BATNA. If an e-journal package is too expensive, will the library consider negotiating for selected titles in the package or relying instead on interlibrary loan or paid document delivery for individual articles? Does another e-book provider offer an alternative that is almost as acceptable as the one under consideration but has contractual terms that are more in line with what the library wants? Having a BATNA gives the negotiating librarian options to consider and can prevent him or her feeling trapped with no alternatives.

      The most obvious BATNA is to walk away from the negotiations, realizing that doing so will mean loss of access to a resource (if a renewal is under discussion) or no access to a new resource in which the library has been interested. Standing firm with the option of walking away can be frightening for those negotiating on behalf of libraries, but is a valuable tool. In December 2015, the Association of Universities in the Netherlands reached agreement with Elsevier for more favorable terms after a protracted negotiation that had been deadlocked.25 The Association aimed to have 60 percent of Dutch research articles open access by 2019 and 100 percent by 2024. The final deal with Elsevier agreed to make 30 percent of Dutch researchers’ publication open access by 2018.

      In late 2016, more than sixty large German research institutions took dramatic action and cancelled subscriptions with Elsevier because of the cost of renewing the journal package and unfavorable terms regarding open access.26 The Alliance of Science Organisations in Germany, which represents these institutions, was seeking more favorable terms and pricing through its Project DEAL (www.projekt-deal.de/​about-deal), a nationwide licensing of products offered by major science publishers, but rejected the initial offer for a nationwide license because it did not comply with the principles of open access and fair pricing.27 However Elsevier restored access in February 2017 to the German universities, technical schools, research institutes, and libraries while discussions with Project DEAL for a nationwide contract continued.28 In July 2017, Project Deal rejected the latest Elsevier offer and (at the time of this writing) negotiations were continuing.29

      The takeway is that patience is essential in effective negotiation. This means not getting angry or annoyed and staying focused on what the library negotiator wants. Know when to take a break and do not accept the first offer or even the second or third one. Negotiation is an iterative process.

      Not everyone agrees with Fisher and Ury. McCarthy notes that they do not adequately address the dynamics of power as a force in negotiation. White suggests they simplify many of the troublesome problems inherent in negotiation. Others observe that principled negotiation is less likely to work in some situations, for example, in mediation and collective bargaining.30 Regardless, most experts agree that separating people from the problem and remaining as objective as possible are good strategies.

      When librarians think about negotiations with vendors, they tend to focus on price and thus are tempted to start discussing price early. Dunie recommends delaying talk about price until later in the negotiation. He observes that:

      
        The first time you ask for price, you start negotiating on prices. Salespeople are trained to recognize this as a “buying signal.” Price is based on several factors; simply asking “What is the price?” is not the best way to get the value the product will bring to your organization, nor is it a good way to start a negotiation. A better way to phrase the question is: “How do you defend the price?”31

      

      Dunie makes the point that posing the question in this manner explores the cost structure or pricing model, not the price itself, but it should be dealt with after the rest of the elements in the license have been addressed. Once price becomes part of the negotiation, it is likely to become the focus of discussion.

      Price, like almost all elements in a contract, is negotiable. Librarians should not be afraid to request a lower price. A 2016–2017 survey of academic library database licensing practices reported that the majority of respondents had the most success in negotiating pricing and some success in negotiating terms related to permitted uses of database.32 Verminski and Blanchat recommend justifying a request with facts and figures.33 Use data can demonstrate if a resource is being used often or not enough, which can support a request for a lower renewal price. The reality is that some vendors cannot or will not alter the price, but the librarian will not know unless he or she asks.

      Renewals often require nearly as much negotiation as a new contract. For this reason, starting the review and negotiation process before the end of the existing contract is important. The negotiating librarian should carefully read the renewal contract and note any changes, which should be carefully scrutinized. In some cases, the body of the contract is unchanged, but changes are found in the fee schedules and other addenda. These are open for negotiation and require authorized signatures to make them binding.

      Changes to a contract do not necessarily require the creation of a new, clean copy. Modest changes can be made on the printed contract and will modify the contract legally if the changes are initialed and dated by the parties to the agreement.

      An essential part of negotiation is documentation. The negotiating librarian should take careful notes at meetings and during phone calls. These notes should be dated and report who attended the meeting. Doing so clearly benefits the library negotiator by creating a record of topics discussed and decisions made. If follow-up actions are needed, the notes should indicate what these are, who will implement them, and when they will be completed. Sharing edited versions of these notes with the vendor is also useful, especially when documenting actions to be taken. Reviewing notes is critical when evaluating each revision of the license, especially when the final written agreement is presented for approval. This is essential to ensure all points that have been raised and resolved have been addressed in the final contract.

      Verminski and Blanchat offer an important piece of advice—“watch out for making any unintended agreements.”34 They note that e-mail acceptance of terms can be considered legally binding. A letter of intent (LOI) can be equally risky. The LOI outlines the agreements reached before the final contract is signed. The advantage of an LOI is that it may allow early access to the e-content. However, an LOI may not be permitted by the library’s policies or those of its parent organization, and may prematurely bind the library financially before final agreement is reached.

      After a Contract Is Signed or Rejected

      The first action after negotiation reaches a successful conclusion and a contract is signed or the parties agree to break off negotiation because no agreement can be reached is notifying stakeholders within the libraries or consortium. This will include the negotiating librarian’s supervisor. If the negotiating librarian is working on behalf of a single library and the product or service is sizeable (in terms of cost, number of titles, duration, etc.), the librarian should notify upper library management and possibly a purchasing office and relevant attorneys. If the product or service is being negotiated for a consortium, member library directors and collections officers should be informed. If, as suggested above, an internal spreadsheet is used to track contracts, the date that agreement is reached or negotiation ceases is recorded here.

      Notifying the subject specialist who proposed the product about the outcome of negotiation is important, especially if no agreement is reached and the e-content product will not be available. This should not be difficult if the library’s collections librarians already understand the terms and conditions that must be met in all acceptable licenses. The disputed license should be reviewed with the collections librarians within the context of these requirements.

      Retaining and managing licenses after signature is essential to track terms and conditions, product costs, and renewal dates. Maintaining paper files quickly becomes onerous. Libraries may develop an in-house electronic resource management system (ERMS) database to track their licenses or may purchase a commercial ERMS product (often linked to an integrated library system). ERMS facilitate managing the life cycle of license agreements. Data entered and tracked usually include the licensor, name of the product, effective date of the license, the expiration date, and the terms of use rights and restrictions in the license. Terms addressing perpetual access and interlibrary loan are usually recorded in an ERMS. Some ERMS will automatically harvest usage statistics if the vendor offers the SUSHI protocol. Having these data associated with the product facilitates renewal or cancellation decisions. Some libraries use ERMS to hyperlink to a scanned image of the license that is stored digitally on a server. Some libraries create separate online files that track, by product, rights to use (or not use) content for ILL, course reserves, and distance education.

      CONTRACTS

      Contracts for e-resources are often “complex, lengthy documents filled with unfamiliar terms.”35 Because contracts are part of the legal system and subject to contract law, they use legal terminology. Understanding and negotiating these contracts requires a basic knowledge of legal terms and concepts. Numerous resources address contracts for e-resources in detai1.36 The following section is intended solely as an introduction to a complex subject.

      A contract is a voluntary, formal, legally binding agreement between two or more parties. It can be verbal, but is most often written. Verbal contracts can have legal standing, but a written contract often has a stronger position in courts of law. A contract details the rights and duties of the parties to the agreement and is a promise or set of promises enforceable in a court of law. A contract usually addresses the provision of a service or good and the obligations of the provider and the recipient or recipients of the good or service.

      A license or licensing agreement is a type of contract that explicitly defines the rights to use or access a product or service that the licensor is granting to the licensee, the length of time this use or access endures, and the price the licensee will pay. It usually also makes clear the rights that are not granted.

      A contract for e-content can be either a lease or a purchase agreement. A lease is a contractual arrangement calling for the lessee (user) to pay the lessor (owner) for use of an asset. In a sale, money is exchanged for a good and the good belongs to the purchaser. In other words, a sale results in transfer of ownership. Even when the library is purchasing the e-content outright, it remains governed by the contract signed when the purchase was made.

      The parties to a license agreement are normally referred to as the licensor and licensee. The licensor is the party providing the content and the licensee is the library, consortia, or institution acquiring the content. The licensee may be more than one library or institution.

      A legally binding contract requires

      
        	• an offer

        	• acceptance of that offer

        	• consideration to be exchanged for the promise made

        	• mutuality of obligation (mutual intent to be bound, or a “meeting of the minds”)

        	• competency and capacity37

      

      An agreement that lacks one of more of these elements is not a valid contract.

      An offer is a formal promise to act or refrain from acting, made in exchange for the other party’s promise to do the same. Courts distinguish preliminary negotiations from formal legal offers. The rejection of an offer terminates the recipient’s power of acceptance and ends the provider’s liability for the offer. Rejection might come in the form of an express refusal to accept the offer or, by implication, when the recipient makes a counteroffer. Most jurisdictions also recognize a provider’s right to withdraw or revoke an offer as a legitimate means of terminating the offer. Offers that are not rejected, withdrawn, or revoked generally continue until the expiration of the time period specified by the offer, or, if no time limit is specified, until a reasonable time has elapsed.

      Acceptance of an offer is formally agreeing to its terms. An acceptance is only valid, however, if the provider knows about the offer, the recipient makes clear an intention to accept, and the acceptance is expressed as an unequivocal and unconditional agreement to the terms of the offer.

      Each party to a contract must provide something of value that induces the other to enter the agreement. This exchange of values is called consideration. The values exchanged need not consist of money.

      Closely related to the concept of consideration is the mutuality of obligation. Under this concept, both parties are bound to perform their obligations or the law will treat the agreement as if neither party is bound to perform.

      Parties to the contract must have legal competency and capacity—that is, be of sound mind, legal age, and authorized to accept the offer. Failure to comply with these requirements can void a contract. Libraries must be clear which staff members are, in fact, authorized to sign contracts on behalf of the library.

      Definitions of Contract Terms and Implications for Libraries

      If any parties to a contract do not fulfill their obligations or prevent the other parties from fulfilling theirs, a breach of contract occurs. Breach of contract is an unjustifiable failure to perform all or some part of a contractual duty. Breaches can be material, which destroys the contract’s value, or minor. A minor breach violates a contract term or condition, but does not destroy the contract. Minor breaches can be cured (corrected) if the breaching party does so within a reasonable period. Material breach of contract can result in a remedy, which may be monetary damages, immediate termination, a lawsuit, restitution, rescission (revocation or cancellation of the agreement), reformation (correction or change of an existing document), or specific performance (a court order that requires a party to perform a specific act as stated in the contract), or a combination of any of these. A separate clause may address limitations on damages, for example, limit the amount and types of damages that can be awarded in a contract dispute.

      A governing law clause (sometimes called a jurisdiction clause) specifies that the laws of a mutually agreed-upon jurisdiction will govern the interpretation and enforcement of the terms of the contract. In the United States and Canada, contract law is the responsibility of states and provinces, respectively. In addition, the laws governing contracts vary from country to country and according to the nature of the contract. Although contracts in the United States involving the sale or purchase of goods are governed by the Uniform Commercial Code (a document intended to harmonize the statutes in all the states), license agreements for information may not qualify as “goods” under the Code.

      Controlling the governing law is an important objective for parties to a contract because differences in local laws may control the outcome of a dispute. Parties usually want disputes to be adjudicated (tried in a court of law) within their own state or country, both for convenience and because their lawyers are most familiar with the applicable laws. A contractual clause specifies in which venue the legal dispute will be heard and thus which governing law will be applied. Licensors nearly always begin with a contract stating that the agreement will be governed by the laws of the state or country in which the licensor is located. Some publically funded institutions, such as state universities, may prefer or even require that disputes be settled according to the laws of the state in which the institution is located. A compromise might be to adjudicate any disputes in the state or country of the party initiating the claim of breach.

      Several other topics are normally addressed in a contract using what are called boilerplate clauses, that is, language taken from another agreement or form. Although commonly used, many boilerplate clauses are open to negotiation.

      Force majeure excuses a party from liability if an unforeseen event beyond the control of the party prevents it from performing its contractual obligations. This might be a fire, natural disaster, accident, act of government, war, or other events beyond the control of the party. It applies only if that party did not exercise due care to avoid the disaster. An example clause follows.

      
        Force Majeure. Neither party shall be liable in damages or have the right to terminate this Agreement for any delay or default in performing hereunder if such delay or default is caused by conditions beyond its control, including Acts of God, Government restrictions (including the denial or cancellation of any export or other necessary license), wars, insurrections, labor strikes, and/or any other cause beyond the reasonable control of the party whose performance is affected.38

      

      In contract law, warranties are promises or assurances given by each party to the contract. A warranty is usually a guarantee of the integrity of the product and that it is as represented. A common warranty that a library should expect is that the e-content licensor promises it has the necessary rights and permissions to license the e-content. For example:

      
        Warranties. The Licensor warrants it has all necessary legal and equitable rights, permissions, and clearances to license the Licensed Materials to the Licensee for the purposes outlined in this Agreement, and that use of the Licensed Materials by Authorized Users in accordance with the terms of this Agreement shall not infringe the copyright or other rights of any third party.

      

      The licensor should accept full responsibility for a liability to the actual holder of the rights to that content if not held by the licensor. A licensor also might warrant that the product is free from defects.

      A disclaimer denies responsibility. A licensor may disclaim the accuracy or completeness of any information in the content provided under the contract. Some disclaimers limit the licensor’s liability to no more than the amount of the license fee paid. Disclaimers should be reviewed carefully. Some may not be acceptable, depending on policies of the library, its parent organization, or state laws for public institutions.

      A warranty is a guarantee. Indemnity provides for financial compensation should the warranty prove false. An indemnity clause establishes the party or parties that will insure, shield, or otherwise defend other identified parties to the contract against third-party claims resulting from performance under the agreement. In other words, to indemnify is to protect one party against a loss that another party might suffer. Sometimes called “allocation of the risk of loss,” it should impose equal burdens on both parties. If, for example, the licensor does not hold rights and permissions for the e-content, only the licensor should be responsible for the cost of the dispute and monetary damages. Libraries should seek license agreements that require the licensor to indemnify and hold the licensee (the library) harmless from any action based on a claim that use of the resource in accordance with the license infringes any patent, copyright, trademark, or trade secret of any third party. A desirable clause would state:

      
        Indemnities. Licensor shall indemnify and hold harmless the Licensee for any losses, claims, damages, awards, penalties, or injuries (including reasonable attorneys’ fees) that arise from any alleged breach of the Licensor’s representations and warranties made under this Agreement. This indemnity shall survive the termination of this Agreement.

      

      Many public institutions in the United States are prohibited from indemnifying a licensor or holding them harmless to other parties because doing so would create a debt for the state or municipality in which the library operates. A library may agree elsewhere in the license to take all reasonable and appropriate measures to protect the licensed product from misuse, but should avoid promising that its users will never abuse their rights. A license should require that the licensor give the library notice of suspected or alleged license violations that come to the licensor’s attention and allow a reasonable time for the library to investigate and take corrective action if needed.

      A waiver is the intentional or voluntary surrender of a known right or privilege granted under an agreement, or the failure to take advantage of some failure of performance or other wrong. If a licensee fails to complain about a series of interruptions in connecting to a licensor’s database, the licensor may later claim that the licensee has waived a claim that the service interruptions constitute a breach of the license agreement. Libraries often seek to include the following clause:

      
        Waiver of Contractual Right. Waiver of any provision herein shall not be deemed a waiver of any other provision herein, nor shall waiver of any breach of this Agreement be construed as a continuing waiver of other breaches of the same or other provisions of this Agreement.

      

      Most computer security systems are based on a two-step process: authentication, followed by authorization. Authentication is the process by which a computer system verifies the identity of a user before access is granted. Some common methods of authentication are combinations of user IDs and passwords, internet protocol (IP) addresses, public keys, digital certificates, and federated authentication protocols such as Shibboleth. If a library uses a proxy server to authenticate remote users, the proxy server’s IP addresses will be within the range provided to the licensor. ESPReSSO: Establishing Suggested Practices Regarding Single Sign-On, issued by the National Information Standards Organization, recommends solutions for improving the use of single sign-on technologies to ensure a seamless experience for users.39 The method or methods of authentication may be addressed in the contract or an attachment.

      Authorization is the process of verifying an individual’s access to a resource. The individual is assigned privileges based on some attribute of his or her identity, which often is matched against a directory with various profiles granting different types of access. Authorized users are those individuals that have access rights to an online resource; they should be defined in the contract. A contract for a public library may limit authorized users to those who are physically present in the library or may expand the definition of authorized users to include individuals who have valid, current library cards and can authenticate with a library card number or bar code. School library media centers will want on-site access for students and staff and may want to provide remote access for one or both groups. Some schools also provide access to parents. Authorized users under an academic library contract may include current students and employees, unaffiliated walk-in users, and perhaps alumni. A model contract for a special library might include the following definition:

      
        Authorized Users. Current members of the staff (whether on a permanent, temporary or contract basis) and contractors of the Licensee who are permitted to access the Secure Network from within the Licensee’s Premises [or from such other places where Authorized Users undertake their work for the Licensee (including but not limited to Authorized Users’ offices and homes)] and who have been issued by the Licensee with a password or other authentication.40

      

      Authorized use describes what authorized users (libraries and individuals) can do with the information after they access it. Typical rights granted are users’ rights to search, browse, retrieve, view, display, download, and print results, and to store or save them. Authorized use may include the right to send the results to oneself electronically. Authorized uses may include using the e-content for interlibrary loan, course reserves, course management software, and course packs—or any of these may be prohibited. A clause permitting interlibrary loan might state:

      
        Interlibrary Loan. Licensee may fulfill requests from other libraries, a practice commonly called Interlibrary Loan. Licensee agrees to fulfill such requests in accordance with Sections 107 and 108 of the U.S. Copyright Act. Requests may be fulfilled using electronic, paper, or intermediated means.

      

      By contract law, any rights not expressly granted in the license are reserved to the licensor. Even when interlibrary loan is permitted, the agreement may not allow loaning to libraries in another country. Some academic libraries are seeking to include the ability of authorized users to perform text or data mining for academic research and other educational purposes.

      When libraries purchase or contract for audiovisual media, they should pay close attention to the permitted uses identified in the agreement and if the intent is to override copyright law. US copyright law makes clear that the following educational uses are not infringements of copyright:

      
        performance or display of a work by instructors or pupils in the course of face-to-face teaching activities of a nonprofit educational institution, in a classroom or similar place devoted to instruction, unless, in the case of a motion picture or other audiovisual work, the performance, or the display of individual images, is given by means of a copy that was not lawfully made under this title.41

      

      Media distributors often state on their websites or include in their licenses a prohibition against using their media in classroom instruction unless the library pays a higher price for what are sometimes called public performance screening rights. The library should not accept contractual clauses that prohibit educational classroom use and not agree to pay more for public performance rights unless the library plans to use movies, TV shows, and other audiovisual media outside the classroom or for purely entertainment purposes in classrooms. Under the law, libraries also have the right to digitize and stream library DVDs to course management systems for educational purposes; this has been judged fair use by the court.42

      The lending of e-books has been a contentious topic, with many vendors permitting only the loan of individual chapters. The International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions recommends that libraries seek authorization for uses that apply specifically to e-books, noting:

      
        E-book licensing/purchase options must respect copyright limitations and exceptions available to libraries and their users in national law, such as the right to:

        
          	a. Copy a portion of the work

          	b. Re-format the work for preservation purposes if it is licensed and/or purchased for permanent access

          	c. Provide a temporary copy of the work to another library in response to a user request

          	d. Reformat a work to enable access for people with print disabilities

          	e. By-pass a technological protection measure for the purpose of exercising any non-infringing purpose.43

        

      

      These are ambitious terms. The rights outlined above are unlikely to be granted in full to libraries, although libraries can request them and some may be approved. The Virtual Library of Virginia announced in November 2016 that it negotiated contracts with Brill, Oxford University Press, Taylor & Francis, and Wiley that include the lending right for whole e-books. Under these contracts, libraries can either send whole e-books or create merged pdfs from individual chapter pdfs and lend them to other libraries.44 Some academic libraries have released statements that address lending e-books. For example, The DeWitt Wallace Library, Macalester College (St. Paul, Minnesota) states, “Libraries must be able to lend the entire contents of e-books to other libraries in a manner that is not cumbersome to our operations and patrons.”45 The DeWitt Wallace Library Statement has been incorporated in a statement from the Oberlin Group (a consortium of eighty liberal arts college libraries).46

      In addition to describing authorized use, contracts often specify what is prohibited. This may appear in a clause listing restrictions on use and access. Most contracts explicitly prohibit systematic downloading or printing substantial portions of a database, a single book, or entire issues of a journal, or using licensed materials for commercial purposes. Libraries should not promise to prevent all misuse (as defined in the license), but can agree to take “reasonable and appropriate measures” to prevent it and to act promptly to block access of the offending party when a violation occurs. Licensee and authorized users are usually prohibited from removing, obscuring, or altering in any way copyright and trademark notices. Modifying search software or content or disabling the DRM system is usually forbidden.

      The authorized site, if present in a license, is the location or locations where authorized users can access the licensed content. If a physical location, licenses usually require either that the authorized site exist in one location or that a group of noncontiguous sites be under a central administration. An authorized site does not have to be geographically based and should allow for access by authorized users who have right of entry to the licensee’s network, regardless of their geographic location. A site license grants permission to the licensee to use the licensed e-resource, under specified conditions, on all the computers located at a specific location, a specific IP (internet protocol) address, or a range of IP addresses.

      Authorized signature is the signature of a person with authority and power to represent and legally bind a party to a written agreement. Authorized signers to the contract are acting on behalf of the licensor and licensee, but they are not the parties to the agreement. A frequent contract clause specifies that the individuals who sign the contract have the authority to bind their respective parties to the agreement. Many libraries are bound by institutional requirements that specify who can sign a contract. Various options are employed, depending on the library. One or more individuals within the library may have authority to sign contracts up to a certain price cap. Some libraries may require all contracts be signed by the library director or, if a contract exceeds a set price cap, by someone in the purchasing office or from the office of general counsel. In schools, the authorized signer may be a member of the procurement staff or of the district administrative office. Signatures and the signing dates are usually the last element in the main body of a license.

      Term has two meanings in contracts. A contract clause is called a term, as in “terms of the agreement state that . . . .” The term of the contract (sometimes called the duration of grant rights) is the period of time during which it is in effect. It may be a specific end date or the length of time following the date the agreement is effective. Some contracts specify automatic renewal unless either party provides written notice of termination. This is not desirable from the library’s perspective because it requires the library to track renewal dates. Ideally, the licensor should be required to give notice of impending renewal. Often the licensor will track an approaching termination date because it provides the opportunity to renegotiate the license, including the pricing and terms.

      Both parties should have the right to early termination described in a clause that specifies the conditions under which the contract can be terminated. These might be in the case of a material breach, failure to fulfill obligations, or deception in the warranties. Libraries usually ask for a cure period (often thirty days) in which to remedy or correct any breach instead of being subject to immediate termination of access. Libraries should not assume they have an opportunity to cure a breach unless expressly provided. Libraries may negotiate adding a clause that permits early termination in the case of financial exigency, such as:

      
        Early Termination for Financial Hardship. The Licensee may terminate this Agreement without penalty if sufficient content acquisitions funds are not allocated to enable the Licensee, in the exercise of its reasonable administrative discretion, to continue this Agreement. In the event of such financial circumstances, Licensee agrees to notify Licensor of the intent to terminate the Agreement as soon as is reasonably possible, but in any case, no less than [enter a mutually agreeable number of days] prior to next payment date.

      

      Obligations

      Many licenses contain sections dealing with the licensor’s and the licensee’s performance obligations, which may be called responsibilities. The essential obligation of the licensor is to provide access to digital materials under the terms of the license. Other typical licensor performance obligations are acceptable quality of service, completeness of content, technical support, user documentation, training, a hosted website customized to the library, and the provision of records to facilitate discovery. If any of these entail additional costs, they should appear in the fee schedule.

      The licensor’s obligation to provide records that satisfy the library’s needs in terms of quality, accuracy, format, and currency is increasingly being addressed in licenses. Poor-quality data affects library users’ ability to discover and access e-content both through the library’s catalog and its knowledge base. An OpenURL link resolver depends on the completeness and quality of data in the knowledge base to determine if an item is available electronically and what the appropriate copy for a user is. The white paper Success Strategies for Electronic Content and Discovery and Access identifies three key problems and offers a set of recommendations for publishers, vendors, aggregators, and service providers.47 The problems are:

      
        	• incomplete or inaccurate (for print instead of the e-version) bibliographic metadata (needed for discovery) and holdings data (needed for access)

        	• bibliographic metadata and holdings data not distributed simultaneously, creating problems in maintaining knowledge bases

        	• distribution of data in multiple formats, which require libraries to reformat and complete that data

      

      The white paper’s recommendations address each of these problems.

      Of particular importance is using generally accepted standards, usually Knowledge Bases and Related Tools (KBART) and MARC, to exchange data.48 Model clauses address these obligations thusly:

      
        MARC Records. When applicable to the Licensed Materials, Licensor shall provide full OCLC-quality batched sets of MARC records at no additional cost by the date of the execution of this License Agreement. Updates to existing records and new title records, matching the schedule of release and delivery of new publications, will be provided on a mutually agreed-upon schedule and in a format that renders them useful to the Licensee and Members.

        Title Lists. Licensor shall provide to the Licensee before December 31 of each year within the subscription period, in KBART-compliant format as appropriate, an itemized title list that specifies the Licensed Materials accessible to the Members for the upcoming calendar year. In the event that there are optional portions contained within the Licensed Materials to which all Members do not subscribe, the Licensor shall provide separate lists for each option. Licensor shall provide such title lists to third-party vendors of Knowledge Bases on an ongoing and timely basis.

        Discovery Services. Licensor shall provide third-party vendors of Discovery Services, on an ongoing and timely basis, with as comprehensive content for indexing as possible, including citation metadata (including subject headings and keywords), abstracts, and full-text, to facilitate optimal discovery of the Licensed Materials for the benefit of Authorized Users.49

      

      Additional licensor obligations that merit the library’s special attention are accessibility, user privacy, usage statistics, metadata for use in discovery systems, and perpetual access. Libraries have both an ethical and a legal obligation to ensure the accessibility of the e-content they license. To this end, licensors in the United States should be obligated to provide supporting assistive software or devices designed to comply with the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) in a manner consistent with the “Web Content Accessibility Guidelines” published by the World Wide Web Consortium.50 At the time of this writing, Canada in moving forward with federal accessibility legislation, but the Canadian Research Knowledge Network addresses this accessibility in the following clauses:

      
        Accessible Formats. Content in a format that is perceivable and operable by persons with visual, perceptual, physical, or other print disabilities, and is usable with assistive devices.

        Accessibility. Members may alter or modify the Licensed Materials as necessary to provide an equivalent level of access to Authorized Users with disabilities if the Licensed Materials are not already provided in Accessible Formats.51

      

      A model clause for use in the United States follows:

      
        Disabilities Compliance. Licensor shall comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), by supporting assistive software or devices such as large print interfaces, text-to-speech output, voice-activated input, refreshable braille displays, and alternate keyboard or pointer interfaces, in a manner consistent with the Web Accessibility Initiative Web Content Accessibility Guidelines. Licensor shall provide to Licensee a current completed Voluntary Product Accessibility Template (VPAT) to demonstrate compliance with the federal Section 508 standards. If the product does not comply, the Licensee has the right to adapt the Licensed Materials in order to comply with federal and state law.52

      

      Protecting user privacy is an important value in the library profession and often mandated by privacy and data protection laws at the state, provincial (in Canada), and national level, and library privacy policies. The American Library Association states that “privacy is essential to the exercise of free speech, free thought, and free association” and “in a library (physical or virtual), the right to privacy is the right to open inquiry without having the subject of one’s interest examined or scrutinized by others.”53

      The electronic environment makes collecting information about individuals and their information-seeking behavior much easier than in a solely print environment. Data can be captured as part of each online transaction. E-content providers have found this especially appealing because of the potential to redesign products in response to users, target messages to individual users based on behavior, and resell personally identifiable information to other parties. Libraries are increasingly concerned about the use data collected by vendors. In July 2002, the ICOLC endorsed and released “Privacy Guidelines for Electronic Resources Vendors,” which includes this statement: “Publisher respects the privacy of the users of its products. Accordingly, Publisher will not disclose information about any individual user of its products . . . to a third party without the permission of that individual user, except as required by law.”54 The American Library Association issued “Library Privacy Guidelines for E-Book Lending and Digital Content Vendors” in June 2015.55

      The National Information Standards Organization offers twelve principles for protecting users’ digital privacy.56 The first of these states:

      
        Publishers and software-providers, which operate through and for the library and its users, share in the ongoing ethical responsibility of protecting patron privacy. Anyone with access to library data and activity should accept responsibility for safeguarding user privacy and data security and should have training in related standards and best practices.

      

      Additional principles address transparency and facilitating privacy awareness, security, data collection and use, anonymization, options and informed consent, sharing data with others, and other related topics.

      Library vendors do not always share librarians’ ethical commitment to preserving user privacy. Magi and Lambert, Parker, and Bashir found that vendors generally fulfill the United States Federal Trade Commission “Fair Information Practice Principles,” but are less likely to meet library-specific guidelines.57 Most e-content providers post their privacy policies, although these are not always easy to find, so it is unlikely that many library users take the time to locate and read them.

      ALA has issued “Library Privacy Guidelines for E-Book Lending and Digital Content Vendors,” which aim to “provide vendors with information about appropriate data management and security practices in respect to library patrons’ personally identifiable information and data about their use of digital content.”58 These are, however, only guidelines. Ideally, libraries should require contract terms that obligate the vendor to protect the confidentiality of users’ data. The California Digital Library “Standard License Agreement” includes the following:

      
        Confidentiality of Personally Identifiable Information. The Licensor agrees that no personally identifiable information, including but not limited to log-ins recorded in system logs, IP addresses of patrons accessing the system, saved searches, usernames and passwords, will be shared with third parties, except in response to a subpoena, court order, or other legal requirement. If Licensor is compelled by law or court order to disclose personally identifiable information of Authorized Users of patterns of use, Licensor shall provide the Licensee with adequate prior written notice as soon as is practicable, so that Licensee or Authorized Users may seek protective orders or other remedies. Licensor will notify Licensee and Authorized Users as soon as is practicable if the Licensor’s systems are breached and the confidentiality of personally identifiable information is compromised.59

      

      In the fall of 2011, libraries learned that their users who loaded OverDrive e-books onto Kindles were being tracked by Amazon. Users were surprised to receive messages from Amazon when the loan period for an e-book they had download to a Kindle was nearly over—Amazon asked if they wanted to buy the e-book. While OverDrive does not track or provide user information, Amazon required users to log in with their Kindle accounts to access the borrowed book, which Amazon then used for marketing. OverDrive’s terms and conditions reference the OverDrive privacy policy, which states:

      
        OverDrive may also use and share non-personally identifiable information, such as general demographic or location information, or information about the computer or device from which you access the Services. Additionally, we may anonymize personal Information and share it in an aggregated form with third parties, advertisers and/or business partners in order to analyze service usage, improve the OverDrive service and your experience, or for other similar purposes. The use and disclosure of such information is not subject to any restrictions under this privacy policy.60

      

      The OverDrive privacy policy does not, however, cover Amazon behavior. The OverDrive website provides this additional comment about the Kindle privacy policy: “Amazon.com takes customer privacy very seriously. When a Kindle Book is checked out from the library, the customer information associated with the Amazon account used is subject to Amazon’s privacy policy.”61 Caldwell-Stone observes, “libraries, anxious to provide users with a popular, in-demand service, did so without carefully evaluating the service’s impact on user privacy.”62 Careful reading of licenses and a thorough understanding of the technologies and platforms that deliver content is critical. Libraries also may wish to make clear to their user community when they are accessing e-content that is not covered by the privacy policies of the local library.

      A contract should obligate the licensor to provide usage statistics. Although content providers are not required to follow COUNTER guidelines, the library should ask for a clause addressing usage statistics.63 Ideally, COUNTER reports should be available. If not, the usage statistics clause should outline the types of alternate reports that will be provided. A model clause follows:

      
        Usage Statistics. Licensor shall provide to Licensee [frequency to be specified] usage statistics for the Licensed Materials. Statistics shall meet or exceed the most recent project Counting Online Usage of NeTworked Electronic Resources (COUNTER) Code of Practice Release, including but not limited to its provisions on customer confidentiality. When a release of a new COUNTER Codes of Practice is issued, Licensor shall comply with the implementation time frame specified by COUNTER to provide use statistics in the new standard format.

      

      This clause usually includes a requirement that the data be compiled in a manner that protects the anonymity of individual users and the confidentiality of their searches.

      Libraries are increasingly relying on discovery services to provide their users a single point of entry to their digital content. Because these services use an aggregated central index to enable searching, libraries should require licensors to provide appropriate metadata to maximize discovery. The National Information Standards Organization has issued Open Discovery Initiative: Promoting Transparency in Discovery: A Recommended Practice, which addresses technical recommendations for data format and data transfer and other areas of interest to libraries, e-content providers, and discovery services.64 It includes a suggested clause addressing the licensor obligation:

      
        Discovery of Licensed Materials. Licensor shall make the Licensed Materials available through Licensee’s Discovery Service System(s) for indexing and discovery purposes. Licensor shall provide to Licensee’s discovery service vendors on an ongoing basis the citation and complete descriptive metadata (including all subject headings, abstracts, and keywords), and full-text content necessary to facilitate optimal discovery and accessibility of the content for the benefit of Licensee and Authorized Users. Discovery Service Systems are defined as user interface and search systems for discovering and displaying content from local, database and web-based sources.

      

      Perpetual access is the right to use licensed resources in perpetuity past the termination or expiration of a license agreement, cessation of the publication or transfer to another publisher, or after the publisher goes out of business. Although perpetual access can be listed in a contract as a licensor’s obligation, it is such a significant issue for libraries that it is often addressed in a separate clause. Unlike subscriptions to print publications, a library does not automatically get to keep the e-content to which it had access during the term of the license. A perpetual license clause grants the library and its patrons the right to continue to use digital materials under the same terms and conditions that applied during the life of the licensing agreement. Libraries should seek a guarantee of affordable, perpetual access to the licensed content by some appropriate and feasible means. One option is for the licensor to grant the library the right to make and save a copy of the content during the duration of the contract or permission to create backup copies for preservation purposes, but this places the burden on the library to have storage and access mechanisms in place on-site or through a service provider. A more desirable approach is for the agreement to identify who has permanent archival responsibility for the resource and under what conditions the licensee may access or refer users to the archival copy. The license should make clear whether perpetual access will be made available directly on the publisher’s platform, through a third-party provider, or in a form equivalent to the access provided during the active agreement. Some publishers provide perpetual access through archiving programs such as LOCKSS, CLOCKSS, or Portico to ensure the content remains available. A model clause follows:

      
        Perpetual License. Notwithstanding anything else in the Agreement, Licensor grants to Licensee a nonexclusive, royalty-free, perpetual license to use any Licensed Materials that were [accessible or subscribed to] during the term of this Agreement. Such use shall be in accordance with the provisions of this Agreement, which provisions shall survive any termination of this Agreement. The means by which Licensee shall have access to such Licensed Materials shall be in a manner and form substantially equivalent to the means by which access is provided under this Agreement. If the Licensor’s means of access is not available, the Licensee may provide substantially equivalent access to the Licensed Materials in accordance with Sections 8.2 [deals with provision of an archival copy] and 8.3 [deals with access via a third-party trusted archive].

      

      Libraries securing perpetual access in contract negotiations must track this entitlement. Various options are available, including electronic resource management systems, integrated library systems, spreadsheets, and link resolver knowledge bases.65

      If the e-resource’s publisher changes, the library needs to have a contractual obligation in place that ensures uninterrupted access. This is called a transfer of obligation. The Transfer Code of Practice provides voluntary guidelines for publishers to follow when transferring journal titles between parties.66 This model clause addresses transfer of obligation:

      
        Transfer or Acquisition of Titles. If any portion of the Licensed Materials is transferred to or acquired from another party, Licensor shall use best efforts to ensure that Licensee does not lose access to content subject to this Agreement as a result of the transfer or acquisition. Any archival and perpetual access rights that have been granted shall be honored, whether the Licensor is acting as the transferring or acquiring party. If Licensor is transferring any portion of the Licensed Materials to another party, Licensor will use best efforts to assign all rights and obligations to the assignee. If Licensor is acquiring works that become subject to this Agreement, Licensor will use best efforts to acquire the rights to perform under this Agreement, including but not limited to perpetual access rights. Licensor agrees to communicate with the party from which it is acquiring works to exchange such relevant payment and rights information. For journal titles, Licensor will comply with the Transfer Code of Practice.

      

      Licensees’ obligations often require the library to provide authorized users with information about the contract terms and conditions that deal with access. This is the point where the licensee can promise to make reasonable efforts to restrict access to the e-content to authorized users and to limit unauthorized use. A sample clause follows:

      
        Notifying Users of Authorized Uses. Licensee shall use reasonable efforts to provide Authorized Users with appropriate notice of the terms and conditions under which access to the Licensed Materials is granted under this Agreement including, in particular, any limitations on access or use of the Licensed Materials as set forth in this Agreement.67

      

      Licensees’ obligations might include a statement requiring that license terms, fees, and information about how the price is determined be kept confidential. This also may be addressed in a separate nondisclosure or confidentiality clause. Parties who accept this clause agree to refrain from disclosing or making public certain information outside a mutually agreeable scope. Such mandated confidentiality hampers effective negotiations if libraries do not know what other libraries are paying or are unaware of the details involved in determining cost. The International Coalition of Library Consortia issued a statement on preferred practices that states “non-disclosure language should not be required for any licensing agreement, particularly language that would preclude library consortia from sharing pricing and other significant terms and conditions with other consortia.”68 The ARL Board of Directors approved a resolution that strongly encourages its member libraries to refrain from signing agreements with publishers or vendors, either individually or through consortia, that include nondisclosure or confidentiality clauses.69 IFLA says bluntly, “requirements for nondisclosure of license terms are generally inappropriate.”70 Nondisclosure clauses are not considered a deal breaker by all libraries, but some libraries are mandated by law or policy to make this information public upon request and cannot accept a nondisclosure condition.

      Some contracts also include mutual performance obligations. Modification to terms might be addressed here. Many libraries will not accept a license in which the licensor reserves the right to modify the terms at any time and to “notify” the library by posting the change on the company website. An acceptable term addressing mutual obligations in this area might state simply “Any changes to the Agreement must be made in writing and must be signed by authorized representatives of both parties.”71

      Another mutual obligation might deal with notification of unauthorized use and the responsibility of both licensor and licensee to notify the other if unauthorized use is detected. The following is an example clause:

      
        Notification of Unauthorized Use. In the event the Licensee has notice of an unauthorized use of the Licensed Materials and cannot promptly remedy it, the Licensee shall immediately notify the Licensor. In the event the Licensor has notice of unauthorized use of the Licensed Materials, the Licensor will immediately notify Licensee, and Licensee will cooperate with the Licensor to address the unauthorized use and avoid a recurrence. Any unauthorized use that is considered a breach of obligations under this Agreement shall be subject to Section 6.4 [which deals with termination for breach], below, including the cure period.

      

      Contracts of Adhesion

      Contracts of adhesion are presented on a “take it or leave it” basis with one party having no ability to negotiate. They are also called standard form contracts. Libraries and end-users most often encounter contracts of adhesion as shrink-wrap or click-through licenses. Removing the protective wrapping from a boxed software product means the user accepts the terms enclosed in the package. Click-through agreements (also called web-wrap or browse-wrap agreements) require the end user to click an “okay” or “agree” button, thereby accepting the terms, before being able to open or install the software. Contracts of adhesion require passive acceptance and are most often found with products aimed at the end user. Many libraries, especially those that are part of state and government institutions, are prohibited from accepting contracts of adhesion. A library faced with a contract of adhesion is advised to request an editable version that can be reviewed and revised if necessary, and that requires signatures from the licensor and licensee.

      Elements of a License

      Licenses for e-content are similar in format and the topics addressed. Figure 5.1 below lists the typical elements and the order in which they generally appear, although this may vary slightly. Not all licenses have all these elements.

      Most licenses have attachments, usually called schedules. Schedules are legally part of the license and are binding. They serve to lay out terms that do not fit neatly in the main body of the contract. Schedules should be referenced at the appropriate place in the contract, for example, “‘Licensed Materials’ means the electronic material described in detail in Schedule 1 to this License.” In addition to providing clarification, schedules can be revised and updated (if appropriately signed and dated) separately from the main contract.

      A commonly found schedule deals with fees and payment. The amount of fees to be paid may be listed within the license, but more likely are simply referenced in the body of the license, with this information appearing in a separate schedule at the end of the agreement. This schedule usually sets out the cost, pricing model, and payment schedule. The pricing or business model varies from license to license and may include one or more of the following conditions: one book/one user, fixed number of simultaneous users, unlimited simultaneous use, annual or multi-year subscription, patron-driven acquisitions, or pay-per-view charged either to the library or, more rarely, the user. It may depend on the number of users, size of the institution, or number of transactions (which may be log-ins, searches, downloads, etc.). Fees may include system, access, and hosting fees, or a fee to provide a customized, hosted website through which users access the content. The license may include paying an annual hosting fee for post-termination access. Some suppliers calculate annual fees based on existing collection use data. Librarians should review the fee schedule carefully, checking each line for errors and to ensure that the fees are those that were negotiated.

      
        
          Typical Elements in a License

          
            	• Parties to the agreement

            	• Definitions

            	• Description of licensed materials

            	• Delivery and access, including authentication

            	• Authorized users

            	• Authorized site or sites

            	• Authorized or permitted uses and any prohibited uses

            	• Licensor obligations

            	• Licensee obligation

            	• Mutual obligations

            	• Term of the agreement, including process for renewal and termination

            	• Warranties, indemnities, and limitations on warranties

            	• Governing law and dispute resolution

            	• Nondisclosure

            	• Fees and payment (may appear in an attached schedule)

            	• Archiving and perpetual access

            	• Miscellaneous provisions, such as force majeure

            	• Signatures

            	• Schedules, such as fees and payment, detailed list or description of the content that is licensed, specific information about access and authentication (e.g., IP addresses), list of participating institutions if more than one

            	• Addenda

          

        
        FIGURE 5.1 Typical Elements in a License

      
      The fee schedule may address the complex topic of open access, specifically an alternative to authors’ article processing fees, which journals charge an author to support making articles immediately open access. Open access provides free and immediate online availability of scholarly articles. Although a number of universities have established open access funds (“a pool of money set aside by an institution to support publication models that enable free, immediate, online distribution of, and access to, scholarly research”), other universities and organizations, especially those in Europe, are seeking the elimination of author-side fees through contract revision.72 These may be called offsetting agreements, open access big deals, or total cost of ownership agreements; they leverage a library’s or consortium’s spending to enable authors to publish without paying article processing fees.73 Such new agreements typically set a limit on the number of journal articles that can be published open access in the publisher’s journals without additional costs. Such an agreement was reached between Elsevier and Dutch universities in 2015. The pertinent section of the fee schedule states:

      
        Pilot Gold Open Access: The Authorized Users of the Institutions shall have the right during the term of this Agreement to submit a total of 3,600 journal articles under the Pilot Gold Open Access for publication to Elsevier and, if accepted after peer review, to be published at no additional costs under the Pilot Gold Open Access after which the journal article shall be published under a CC-BY or CC-BYNC-ND license as determined by the submitting Authorized User. Submitting Authorized Users under the Pilot Gold Open Access shall not be required to transfer any copyright in their work to Elsevier, instead submitting Authorized Users grant exclusive rights to Elsevier in the journal article publishing process. The submitting Authorized Users shall have the same rights to reuse the published journal article as those allowed to third party users of the journal article under the selected CC license.74

      

      Another typical schedule, which may be titled “Licensed Materials,” lists titles included if the license is for a package. This schedule also might include access method. Other schedules may address usage data and reporting requirement, members of the participating institutions (if a group or consortial purchase), and authorized IP addresses and authorized sites. Sometimes a schedule provides licensor and licensee contact information along with each contact’s role (the persons responsible for invoicing, technical issues, and notices regarding the license itself).

      Licenses also may have addenda, which are updates or changes to an active license agreement. They also may be called amendments. An addendum is a formal revision to the terms of an agreement. It can be an addition, a deletion, or a correction. It should be signed and dated by all parties to the original contract.

      Simplifying Licensing

      The National Information Standards Organization’s SERU: A Shared Electronic Resources Understanding offers an alternative to negotiating individual contracts for e-resources.75 As a recommended practice, SERU is not designed to replace all license agreements, but is an option for small publishers and libraries that are comfortable working within a shared framework of understanding and good faith. SERU references existing law (copyright law), and describes some common practices in working with electronic resources. If both the library and publisher agree, a simple reference to SERU can be made in the purchase order and the library gains access when payment is made. No license agreement is signed, so no negotiation is needed. Libraries and publishers can register with NISO to indicate their willingness to consider using SERU for e-resource acquisitions.76 SERU may not apply to or be appropriate for all products in all situations. Joining the SERU Registry carries no obligation to commit to SERU. As of May 2017, more than 165 publishers and content providers were listed in the SERU Registry, along with more than 300 libraries and 11 consortia worldwide.

      National site licensing is another approach to simplifying licensing. National site licensing involves many libraries within a country. It is not confined by geographic proximity, but may be limited to a particular sector, such as higher education. Zhu suggests that national site licenses require a centralized education policy-making and funding system, supportive political trends, and a tradition of cooperation.77

      
        Case Study

        MEGAN IS THE COLLECTIONS officer at Albemarle Library, located at a large research university library in the eastern United States. She has been in this position for four months. Previously, she served for fifteen years as the subject specialist and departmental liaison for African American studies, African studies, and cultural studies and comparative literature, and was responsible for collection management and development, instruction, and in-depth references services for students and faculty in these areas. She developed congenial connections with several publishers, meeting with them at conferences and when they visited the library to promote new products and services. In her new position, Megan will be the lead negotiator for e-content licenses. In preparation for this responsibility, the director of Albemarle Library sent Megan to a contract-negotiation workshop. Megan also has been reading books and articles on library contract negotiation. Although well prepared in theory, she is anxious about actually engaging in negotiation. She is concerned about her ability to be firm when presenting the library’s stance on various contractual terms. She feels she will be in an uncomfortable position meeting with vendor representatives with whom she has had friendly, even collegial, relationships. Albemarle Library’s collection council has recommended adding a new e-book package from one of the publishers with which Megan has worked in the past. Megan has contacted the sales representative and scheduled a meeting on campus at which this package will be discussed. The meeting will be in four weeks.

        Albemarle Library has an internal list of unacceptable and acceptable contract terms developed in consultation with the university’s Office of General Counsel, but the list of considerations has not been updated in a few years. Albemarle Library does not have a website specifically directed to vendors. Megan knows that the ability to provide e-books through interlibrary loan and to use them in course reserves has become an important concern, but this is not reflected in the internal list of acceptable and unacceptable terms.

        Activity

        Develop a plan that Megan can use to prepare for the initial meeting with the e-book package vendor. Explain why her existing relationship with the vendor may be an advantage or a draw-back. Assume that you are Megan’s director and want to reassure her. What advice do you have that will make her more comfortable in her first negotiation with a vendor?
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      CHAPTER SIX

      Managing Collections

      Managing or maintaining collections is equally as important as developing them. Digital content is having as significant an impact on collection management as it has on collection development. This chapter explores making decisions that constitute collection management—weeding for withdrawal and transfer to storage and other locations, preservation and conservation, and subscription review and cancellation—and concludes with a section on protecting collections from deterioration, theft, mutilation, and disasters.

      Collection management includes all the decisions made after an item is part of the collection. Typical questions include: What can be withdrawn, with certainty that the content will be available to current and future users? What materials need to be retained on-site? What materials need to be repaired or preserved? Which materials, if any, should be moved to off-site storage? Does the library have a retention role in the state, region, or in a consortium? These questions often become critical because of resource condition, currency or accuracy, budget or space limitations, or shifts in the library’s user community, parent organization priorities, and user community perceptions.

      WEEDING

      Weeding is the process of removing materials from an active collection for withdrawal or transfer. Withdrawal is the process of permanently getting rid of materials and removing the descriptive records from the catalog. Items withdrawn from the active collection may be discarded, offered for sale, or given to other organizations. Transferred items may be moved to another location within the library or library system, or into storage.

      Weeding is also called deselection, pruning, thinning, culling, deaccession, relegation, deacquisition, retirement, reverse selection, negative selection, collection drawdown, and book stock control. More recently, the term rightsizing has been introduced to reflect the need to intentionally determine the appropriate collection size and mix of content and format for the library’s community, and the ongoing activities to manage it effectively.1 All these euphemisms suggest the degree to which librarians are uncomfortable removing materials from collections even if the decision is not to dispose of them but to transfer them to storage. As Manley observes, “Next to emptying the outdoor bookdrop on cold and snowy days, weeding is the most undesirable job in the library. It is also one of the most important.”2

      Weeding is a frequent topic in popular media and in library literature. Gross wrote “Weeding the Worst Library Books” for The New Yorker in 2016 and Baker attracted national attention with his 1996 exposé of massive withdrawal and discard projects at the San Francisco Public Library.3 Numerous article and books offer advice for librarians. Librarians Kelly and Hibner bring humor to the topic in their blog, Awful Library Books, which lists library holdings they “find amusing and/or questionable for libraries trying to maintain a current and relevant collection.”4 It can be a touchy subject with user communities. The Chattanooga Public Library was the focus of criticism in 2014 when former employees and volunteers complained that the library collection had been reduced by nearly half in the previous two years.5 The library director responded that the collection was tired and had not been maintained very well and that she followed library best practices in weeding. Also in 2014, a weeding project in the Racine (Wisconsin) Unified School District ignited controversy when thousands of books were withdrawn from schools over the summer.6 A withdrawal project at the Berkeley Public Library in 2015 resulted in community protest rallies and was called “Librarygate” because of lack of transparency. The library director ultimately resigned because of the controversy and other issues.7 These are only a few examples of the discontent that weeding can generate if not handled well.

      Until the late 1800s, library materials were so scarce and valuable that the emphasis was on building collections, not culling them. As the number of books in libraries increased and space grew more limited, withdrawing and discarding items in public and school libraries became more common. One early report from the Lynn Public Library in Massachusetts noted that 295 books were withdrawn in 1887 because they were worn out or duplicates.8 A weeding plan proposed to address the overflowing Quincy Public Library (also in Massachusetts) caused a major flap at the ALA 1893 annual meeting.9 William Frederick Poole, a leading figure in librarianship of the time, railed against weeding and said the solution was to build bigger libraries. Large academic and research libraries, which valued comprehensiveness and quantity, were less likely to discard materials, looking instead to transfer volumes to remote storage. In 1893, in one of the earliest documented examples, Harvard librarian Justin Winsor oversaw moving 15,000 volumes to storage because of space constraints.10

      Reasons for Weeding

      ALA explains that “the continuous review of library materials is necessary as a means of maintaining an active library collection of current interest to users. In the process, materials may be added and physically deteriorated or obsolete materials may be replaced or removed in accordance with the collection maintenance policy of a given library and the needs of the community it serves.”11 Kelly and Hibner get to the crux of weeding when they state,

      
        Weeding is an essential component of library collection management. Most libraries simply do not have unlimited space, and we must continually make room for new materials. Weeding is necessary to remain relevant to our users and true to our missions. Remember—unless your library exists to archive and preserve materials for the ages, we are not in the business of collecting physical things. We collect information and provide access to information.12

      

      In larger academic and research libraries, which often have a mission to archive and preserve, weeding is still necessary, but the result of culling the active collection frequently moves lesser used materials to storage.

      Reasons for weeding usually are related to improving services and collections. Libraries dispose of materials that are no longer being used, current, or appropriate; duplicate titles or content; or are in poor condition. A library should have established criteria, documented in a written policy (often as part of the library’s collections policy), that guides weeding and withdrawal decisions. The library then has a measure of protection in pointing to a systematic plan for not only building but also managing its collection. Criteria vary from library to library, depending on mission, priorities, users, physical facilities, staffing, consortial obligations, availability of electronic equivalent, and age and type of collection. The “Book Withdrawal Policy” of the Albemarle Regional Library in North Carolina succinctly states:

      
        Book withdrawal is an important aspect of collection development. When library books lose the value for which they were originally selected, they should be withdrawn so that the collection remains vital and useful. The withdrawal of books is based on the following guidelines:

        
          	1. To remove physically worn out or damaged volumes from the library.

          	2. To eliminate books containing obsolete information.

          	3. To remove duplicate copies of titles that have waned in popularity, eliminating those most physically damaged or worn.

          	4. To consider for withdrawal, books which have not been checked out for several years. The library’s rule of thumb on most materials is that if it has not been checked out in five years it may be discarded. Points to consider include the current popularity of the author and the historical and literary significance of the material in question.13

        

      

      Weeding can alleviate collection space problems, provide options for repurposing existing spaces, and make collections more attractive and easier to maintain. Weeding can improve the quality of the collection by making it easier to find up-to-date materials; removing sexist, racist, out-of-date, and possibly inaccurate materials; improving the general appearance of the library by removing worn materials; and enhancing ability to browse.

      As in all library guidelines, caveats about withdrawing materials exist. Some worn materials may be rare and should be preserved. Some little-used materials may have local importance, fulfill a consortial obligation, or appear on recommended lists. For example, War and Peace or the seven volumes of Remembrance of Things Past may not have circulated recently, but most public libraries opt to retain at least one copy.

      Successful Weeding

      Weeding is time-consuming, involves many library units, and can be “the most politically charged responsibility any librarian will assume.”14 The important elements of successful weeding are a clear purpose (improving the collection, making materials more accessible, freeing space, etc.) and criteria, sound planning, sufficient time to do it well, careful consideration, and appropriate communication with administrators, constituents, and other stakeholders. The process should be conscientious, consistent with policy and institutional goals, attentive to consortial commitments, and sensitive to users.

      Ideally, libraries review materials in the collection with the same regularity that they add them. One technique is the use of periodic collection inventories or audits. An example of this approach is CREW, which was developed by Segal and most recently revised and updated by Larson.15 CREW stands for continuous review, evaluation, and weeding. The CREW manual recommends establishing guidelines for weeding each part of the collection according to the classification into which it falls, building weeding into the year’s work calendar, and combining inventory review with careful consideration of each item in the collection for discarding, repair or rebinding, or replacement.

      Libraries tend to ignore regular review and weeding in the press of other responsibilities. More frequently, weeding is a discrete project, which is forced upon the library by circumstances and that must be accomplished within a short time. The impetus may be a critical demand for more space, the need to review a portion of the collection prior to compacting or shifting it, an inventory or collection-analysis project, a project to reclassify materials, or a physical disaster. Such a crash project can put pressure on several library units—circulation, cataloging, stack maintenance, and library automation—as well as the collections librarians reviewing items. Planning a weeding project should include comparing the costs of the effort with the costs of doing nothing. Costs associated with weeding include staff time to review materials, revise associated records, move materials, shift remaining materials within the space, educate users, retrieve materials if moved to storage, or obtain them from elsewhere if later requested. Costs resulting from doing nothing include ongoing collection maintenance (reshelving, shifting collections, maintaining catalog records, etc.), unavailable shelf space, unattractive and unappealing collections, and provision of dated and possibly inaccurate information.

      Weeding Criteria

      Most weeding processes combine mechanical, objective approaches (such as analysis of circulation data, publication date, and citation frequency) with more judgmental, subjective considerations (such as local program needs and knowledge of the subject literature). Reviewing en masse depends more on objective data because each item is not considered individually.

      Many of the criteria for weeding are similar to those used in selecting items, although all libraries are different and criteria are more or less relevant depending on the subject area, format, and user community. The three most frequently asked questions are: Has it been used? Is it worn, soiled, or damaged? Is it outdated or inaccurate? Although these are valid concerns, the following questions also should be considered.

      
        	• Is it in a language that current and future users will be able to read?

        	• Is it duplicated in the collection—perhaps additional copies, a comparable item on the same topic, or available digitally?

        	• Is it available and easily accessible elsewhere?

        	• Is it rare, valuable, or both?

        	• Has it been superseded by a newer edition?

        	• Was it selected originally in error?

        	• Does it appear in standard abstracting or indexing tools?

        	• Is it highly cited in the pertinent literature?

        	• Is it listed in a standard bibliography of important works?

        	• Does it have local relevance?

        	• Does it fill a consortial commitment or regional need?

        	• If available in electronic format and the library is considering withdrawing the print version, is perpetual access to the e-version ensured?

      

      Specific types of materials have additional considerations when evaluated for weeding. For example, Smith notes that collections of music scores may need multiple versions and copies of a score (performance editions, miniature and study scores, and multiple copies if the work is for more than one performer).16 Hightower and Gantt address the need for currency in health science collections, where outdated resources can have critical consequences.17 Matlak suggests that obsolescence is a questionable criterion for withdrawing materials in the social sciences, where current research often uses outdated and discounted research.18 Libraries that are part of the Federal Depository Library Program must abide by this program’s policies regarding government document retention and disposal.

      School library media centers often develop detailed guidelines to keep a collection fresh and current. Guiding principles are based on the length of time the content remains up-to-date and the frequency with which materials should be replaced. When materials become damaged or worn, they should be withdrawn and replaced as appropriate. Figure 6.1 offers possible weeding and replacement guidelines for a school media center, recognizing that exceptions exist. For example, art and literature books generally do not become dated, so condition is of primary concern.

      Slote recommends an objective, scientific approach to collection weeding in which the amount and time of use are the principal criteria for deciding what items to remove.19 He proposes a macro-methodology in which library materials are divided into two groups: a core collection that will serve 90 to 95 percent of current use, and a “weedable” collection consisting of a larger group of materials that provides the remaining 5 to 10 percent of use. Much of the literature on collection review has considered use as a primary criterion. Trueswell’s study, conducted in the 1960s, determined that 20 percent of a collection accounts for 80 percent of the circulation and that one-half of the collection meets 99 percent of its users’ needs. He suggests that “the last circulation date may be an ideal statistic to define and measure circulation requirements and patterns.”20 A famous study by Kent and colleagues at the University of Pittsburgh indicated that 40 percent of materials purchased never circulated.21 More recently, a 2010 study at the Cornell University Libraries found that 55 percent of print monographs published in the previous 10 years had never circulated, and a 2016 index compiled from 179 US academic libraries determined that, on average, 41 percent of the collection was never used.22

      
        
          
            	TYPE OF MATERIAL
            	REPLACE AFTER
          

        
        
          
            	
              Almanacs, yearbooks, statistical compilations

            
            	
              One year or when new edition is received

            
          

          
            	
              Print journals

            
            	
              One to two years

            
          

          
            	
              Computer science

            
            	
              Three years

            
          

          
            	
              Career

            
            	
              Three to five years

            
          

          
            	
              Pure science (except botany and natural history)

            
            	
              Three to five years

            
          

          
            	
              Technology and applied science

            
            	
              Three to five years

            
          

          
            	
              General encyclopedias

            
            	
              Three to five years

            
          

          
            	
              Atlases

            
            	
              Three to five years

            
          

          
            	
              Geography and history

            
            	
              Five to seven years

            
          

          
            	
              Philosophy, psychology, and religion

            
            	
              Five to seven years

            
          

          
            	
              Dictionaries

            
            	
              Five to seven years

            
          

          
            	
              Language

            
            	
              Five to ten years

            
          

          
            	
              Arts and recreation

            
            	
              Five to ten years

            
          

          
            	
              Literature

            
            	
              Five to ten years, except for classics, but check condition

            
          

        
      

      FIGURE 6.1 Guidelines for Weeding and Replacing Materials in a School Media Center

      Relying on past use data as a predictor of future use has its problems. Programs, interests, and priorities change. Disciplines have different needs that can affect which print materials are retained.23 Most circulation data do not reflect in-house use. Librarians have not been able to predict accurately the use of materials before purchase and cannot be confident that they will do much better after the item is in the collection.

      Approaches to Weeding

      CREW is one of most popular methods for continuous weeding. The CREW method applies objective and subjective criteria in the evaluation of materials. The two main objective factors are the age of the materials and circulation or use. The CREW method uses another acronym, MUSTIE, to describe the subjective criteria: Misleading (factually inaccurate), Ugly (worn beyond mending or rebinding), Superseded (by a new edition or by a better book on the same subject), Trivial (of no discernible literary or scientific merit), Irrelevant (unrelated to the needs and interests of the library’s community), and Elsewhere (it is easily obtainable from another library or available as an electronic resource). A variation is MUSTY, in which Y stands for “Your collection has no use for this book.” Another easy-to-remember acronym for weeding is WORST—Worn out, Out of date, Rarely used, System (in-library equipment) cannot support (or Supplied elsewhere), and Trivial (faddish).

      Shelf scanning is a frequently applied technique for weeding that involves direct examination of volumes. Title-by-title review provides information about the condition, scope, depth, and currency of materials. It can, however, become a slow and tedious process if the librarian seeks to answer all possible questions. Although success depends on the experience and knowledge of the librarians doing the work, they must balance available time against the desired outcomes. Sometimes, the person weeding works in consultation with other librarians, teachers, or faculty members to make a preliminary identification of items to weed, which teachers or faculty members then review. Title-by-title review requires knowledge of the collection and subject area, circulation activity, user community, curricular and research needs—and the library’s collection development policy.

      Shelf scanning moves through the physical collection and places materials on a book truck, separating them into categories such as to be withdrawn (sold, donated, disposed), repaired, transferred, and so on. Shelf scanning often is accompanied by inserting decision forms in the items. Decision forms can be fairly brief, providing just a few options (withdraw, repair, replace, or transfer to storage). This type of form is used to record the decision made at the point of review. A more detailed form can be designed to record answers to questions that are answered later, such as when and how often the item circulates and whether the item is a duplicate copy. Answering an extensive list of review questions usually involves subsequent checking away from the stacks. Detailed forms may record all the information used in reaching the decision or serve to track the item through the review and treatment process. They can include sections for a second person to approve the decisions and for dates that track routing the item through the library units that will process it. The level of detail collected on a treatment decision form varies according to the purpose of the project, level of staff involved, and time available. If a form is used, it should be adapted to the needs of the library using it. For tracking purposes, librarians may record these data on a spreadsheet or in a free text field in the holdings record attached to the bibliographic record.

      An alternative to shelf scanning is to begin with reports generated by the library’s integrated library system. Typical data extracted for each title are classification, date of publication, date of last check-in, number of circulations within a set period (perhaps the last five years), and number of copies held. These data can be configured and sorted by the various components. For example, a library might focus on a specific call number range and extract only data for titles in this range published earlier than ten years prior to running the report and that have not circulated in the previous five years. These reports can be used to generate a pick list of likely candidates for weeding, and the actual pulling from the shelves can be done by other staff, student workers, or volunteers. If materials are being transferred to the general collection or a storage facility, additional review by the librarian may not be needed. If the materials are to be withdrawn, good practice suggests that the librarian review the pick list to confirm initial decisions. A critical step in weeding is to ensure that the bibliographic records are updated to reflect the disposition of the item.

      Sustainable Collection Services (www.oclc.org/​sustainable-collections.en.html) is an OCLC product that offers deselection decision support tools for academic libraries for a fee. Reports combine local circulation and item data with WorldCat holdings, HathiTrust Digital Library holdings, authoritative title lists, and peer libraries’ holdings, which can be used by a library to develop lists of titles that should be retained or can be withdrawn or placed in storage.

      Some libraries do massive weeding projects every few years, some weed as worn or damaged materials cross the circulation desk or are reshelved, and some weed by collection segments. For example, a public library might weed picture books in the spring and young adult fiction in the fall. A school librarian might review one or two Dewey Decimal classification ranges each month. Another technique might be to develop a multi-year schedule in which portions of the collection are reviewed cyclically.

      Much of the literature on withdrawals has focused on print items, but all formats deserve consideration. Media should be reviewed using the same criteria applied to print materials. Special attention should be given to visual and sound quality, physical condition, and availability of equipment to view or listen to the media. School librarians consult with teachers to ensure that media continue to satisfy instructional needs.

      E-books should be weeded with the same rigor given to other materials. They are easy to ignore because they do not take up physical space and their use does not appear in standard circulation activity reports. Nevertheless, e-books become outdated, inaccurate, and superseded. Records for these types of materials clutter the catalog and search results, making finding the most current items difficult. Another potential problem is that the URLs in older e-content may link to pages that are not longer available.24 Librarians can review lists generated from the local library system or COUNTER data, and look at publication date, number of circulations or downloads, and classification to identify e-titles for withdrawal. Many e-book providers do not make removing e-books from packages easy or even possible.25 If records for e-books have been loaded into the local catalog, one option is to remove the bibliographic records from the catalog (and WorldCat holdings if the library reports these) and thus prevent their discovery. The same criteria should be applied (currency, scope of coverage, usage), and these materials should be reviewed along with the rest of the collection.

      The potential political and legal consequences of disposing of materials mandate that libraries have a disposition policy that states the options and processes for disposing of materials and is consistent with the policies of the parent agency and legal considerations regarding public property. Even withdrawn materials may be considered property of the library’s governing body. A Pennsylvania high school librarian lost his job in 2013 because he sold withdrawn National Geographic magazines on eBay and used the money to buy computers for the school. He was charged with “library theft and misapplication of entrusted property”; charges were dropped when he resigned.26 The Albemarle Regional Libraries (North Carolina) addresses disposal in their policy by stating, “The Library Director in agreement with the Regional Library Board of Trustees will make the final decisions regarding the disposition of materials withdrawn from the collection. Recommended disposition of discarded materials: Book sale; schools, daycares, community non-profit organizations; recycle; landfill as last resort.”27

      Best practices should guide the disposition of materials. Items that are outdated, inaccurate, offensive, or in very poor condition should not be sold, donated, or traded. Most libraries stamp the item “Discard” or “Withdrawn” and deface or remove ownership marks, including barcodes. If a card has been used to circulate the item, it should be removed and shredded to protect user privacy. Do not pass materials on to teachers if they have been withdrawn from the school library media center because they are no longer appropriate. Do not store withdrawn materials to avoid disposing of them properly. Be careful about piling large amounts of discarded materials in dumpsters, where they are easily seen and questioned. Consider locked bins for materials that are being recycled or sent to a trash site. Before donating materials to other libraries and institutions, librarians should check the gift criteria of the potential recipient.

      Some libraries sell withdrawn materials through on-site book sales or used book dealers. Library-run local sales are usually expensive because of the staff time involved and often do not generate enough revenue to offset their cost. Sometimes Friends organizations manage the sales, which can reduce the overhead. In 2015/16, the San Francisco Public Library Friends group raised $365,000 for the library in two book and media sales of both donated materials and withdrawn items, but the sales required more than 3,552 volunteer hours.28 If items are sold locally, collecting sales tax may be necessary, adding another complication to the process. Libraries can sell withdrawn materials directly through online out-of-print dealer sites, but this, too, can be a labor-intensive process. Various companies, such as Better World Books (www.betterworldbooks.com) and Thriftbooks (www.thriftbooks.com) partner with libraries to sell their withdrawn books, but usually with stringent requirements regarding both acceptability of materials and number of items that must be supplied.29 Some of these companies have programs that donate their unsold materials to nonprofit organizations for redistribution. Several charitable organizations accept donated materials directly, such as the International Book Project (www.intlbookproject.org), Books through Bars (http://booksthroughbars.org), and Books for Africa (www.booksforafrica.org). These options, while compassionate, place a burden on the library to box materials and pay for shipping.

      Lynd calls weeding a public relations quagmire and one of the most challenging tasks a librarian may face.30 Controversies most often arise as the result of large projects, but even small projects that are not handled effectively can cause upheaval. Without a context, many people are affronted that libraries do not keep everything forever and outraged that materials for which “good money” has been spent are being withdrawn. The librarian provides the context—new materials replacing outdated materials, unacceptable condition (damaged, moldy), the need for space, availability of materials electronically, and so on. If weeding is a large, special project, effective and timely communication with stakeholders (users, governing authorities, and library staff) is critical. Information about the reasons for weeding and the benefits to be gained must be prepared as part of planning the project. A first step is to gain buy-in from staff, some of whom may be emotionally invested in collections they helped develop and many of whom will be involved updating records and transporting or disposing of materials. Having talking points that librarians can use with their constituents is useful. Metz and Gray recommend that a single librarian (the collections coordinator or perhaps the director) be designated as the contact to whom unresolved concerns be directed.31 Senior library administrators in all types of libraries should always inform their supervisors when they engage in large weeding projects. Transparency is the best approach, and a willingness to reverse some decisions is desirable.

      Many libraries provide opportunities for consultation. Librarians at Seton Hill University, a small university in Pennsylvania, hosted afternoon wine and cheese events and morning coffee, tea, and cookies events at which faculty members reviewed and weeded portions of the collection in their areas of interest.32 The Pollak Library at California State University, Fullerton asked faculty to use a web-based tool listing titles slated for deselection. Faculty were asked to identify, titles that should be retained and explain why.33 Crosetto observes that “the most important way for librarians to build and strengthen the lines of collaboration is to involve all interested individuals in the evaluation process and potential withdrawing of titles.”34 Often the opportunity for consultation can diffuse anxiety while resulting in only a few titles retained on-site.

      Weeding Variations by Library Type and Collection

      School and public libraries are more likely than large research libraries to withdraw and dispose of items. Baumbach and Miller offer a succinct description of weeding and its importance in school library media centers:

      
        Simply put, weeding is selection in reverse. It is deselection. Weeding is the act of reevaluating items in the collection and removing any that are inaccurate, out of date, misleading, inappropriate, unused, in poor condition, or otherwise harmful to students. It is something all librarians and library media specialists must do regularly if they want to maintain the best possible collections for their school communities. It is a professional responsibility that cannot be taken lightly.35

      

      School and public libraries need current nonfiction and fiction and attractive new items and often have severe space limitations. Out-of-date information penalizes students and citizens who should have the most recent and relevant information. Much of the recreational reading material and popular reference material (travel books) in public libraries becomes dated within a few years. Multiple copies of once-popular novels seldom need to be retained as user demand for these titles declines. Small and branch public libraries usually concentrate on high-demand materials and can rely on a central library or state or regional interlibrary loan system to supply items for which there is little demand. Small public libraries should routinely review popular fiction, children’s and young adult books, and reference collections.

      College libraries may be weeded regularly and carefully because of limited stack and storage space. Focusing on a working collection for undergraduates reduces the need to maintain a constantly growing collection of all materials. Increased online access to retrospective journal files and reference sources along with bibliographic access to and delivery from collections elsewhere reduces the pressures on small academic libraries to retain everything.

      The traditional advice is to weed reference collections in all types of libraries more regularly than other portions of collections to ensure the most up-to-date resources, but today’s online environment and the ease of ready online reference suggest that large print reference collections are no longer relevant in many libraries. Terrell cites studies that have found only ten percent of a print reference collection is used.36 Many libraries have significantly reduced the size of their reference collections. Johnson, Finely, and Sproles report on a project that retained only 14 percent of the reference collection at the University of Louisville Ekstrom Library without negative effect.37 Heintzelman, Moore, and Ward observe that a print “reference collection should evolve into a smaller and more efficient tool that continually adapts to the new era, merging into a symbiotic relationship with electronic resources.”38

      This is not to suggest that libraries should abolish all print reference materials. If a library has insufficient public computers to meet patron needs, enough print materials to satisfy reference service requirements should be retained. Typical on-site print resources include current directories; up-to-date dictionaries, almanacs, and yearbooks; resources not readily available online; and at least one current multi-volume print encyclopedia. In addition to monitoring on-site use, librarians should be attentive to user preferences. Many materials formerly retained in the reference collection can be transferred to the general collection. Some types of libraries continue to rely on print reference materials because they are not yet available digitally.39

      Weeding and withdrawal in special libraries must pay attention to the particular user community being served. The Duke University Medical Center Library and Archives, which serves a large clinical, research, and education community as well as the Duke University Health System, determined that its on-site journal collection could be eliminated. Materials were either withdrawn, if perpetual digital access was assured, or moved to off-site storage.40 Many special libraries are expected to provide up-to-date technical information and to withdraw obsolete materials. Their emphasis tends to be on an efficient core collection, providing additional materials at the point of need. Weeding is regular and constant.

      Weeding with the intent to withdraw materials was not common in large academic and research libraries until the availability of trusted digital surrogates. Weeding in these libraries has mainly focused on transferring materials from the general collection to storage or to a special collection. The ACRL Rare Books and Manuscripts Section maintains and frequently updates guidelines to inform the transfer of materials to special collections.41 A few circumstances, such as unneeded duplicates or materials in very poor condition, prompt removal. Worn materials might be replaced or reformatted. Academic and research libraries usually place outdated or less relevant materials in storage instead of removing them from the collection. Libraries withdraw back runs of journals if they are confident that reliable access to this content is available through the library’s e-journal back files. This access might be through the purchase of back files from publishers that guarantee perpetual access via their own sites or a service such as Portico, or through the library’s participation in JSTOR, which preserves and makes accessible back files of more than 1,500 journals. Relying on continuing access through aggregators is risky because of the volatility of their content. An aggregator as a third party usually does not hold permanent access to its constituent publisher’s titles, and titles come and go with little or no notice.

      Developing coordinated, persistent, distributed archives is necessary to protect and preserve print resources. Without coordination, libraries face the risk of withdrawing the last copy held or failing to retain the number of copies needed to protect the historical record. Creating a network of trusted regional archives allows libraries to withdraw both serials and monographs with the confidence that sufficient copies are retained nationally. (Shared storage is addressed in depth in chapter 9).

      STORAGE

      Moving library materials to storage has been called “a necessary evil for which there are no obvious alternatives.”42 Storage may be remote or on-site and use standard, high-density, or compact shelving; it is generally not open for public browsing or direct patron retrieva1.43 Materials in a storage facility are usually paged upon request for users and delivered to a library site or perhaps campus office. Some facilities provide an on-site reading room to which materials are brought upon user request. Storage splits collections, limits browsing, and inconveniences users. Even the speediest delivery can annoy users, who want an item in hand immediately.

      Library storage facilities have been traced to the ancient library of Alexandria, which is reported to have placed duplicate scrolls in a separate location.44 When libraries run out of room for collections or want to repurpose space, librarians face the choice of withdrawal or storage. Larger American research libraries were coping with this problem by the end of the nineteenth century. Charles W. Eliot, president of Harvard in 1891, wrote, “What then can keep the shelves from encumbrance? Only constant elimination, convenient storage, frequent rearrangement. The books less wanted must be stacked away . . . and the books most valued must be brought forward.”45

      Despite a common misperception that collections have stopped growing because “everything is electronic,” libraries continue to build physical collections. The number of printed books increases annually and publications are available only in print-on-paper formats in many parts of the world. Large academic and research libraries hold significant collections of rare and unique materials that are retained even if digital surrogates are available. Despite the opportunities that digitized content provide for drawing down print collections and efforts to develop a coordinated preservation plan, libraries continue to seek space to store collections.

      Off-Site Storage

      By the middle of the twentieth century, several academic and research libraries were coping with limited space by building off-site storage facilities as an economical alternative to expanding existing libraries or building new ones.46 Courant and Nielsen determined that the average cost of keeping a volume in open stacks was $4.26 annually compared to $0.86 annually for high-density storage (both figures in 2009 US dollars).47 Their calculations combine six major cost elements—construction, maintenance, cleaning, electricity, staffing, and circulation.

      Several institutions, including Cornell University, Pennsylvania State University, Harvard University, and the New York Public Library, have their own storage facilities. Many facilities are shared by several institutions to gain further economies. The New England Depository opened in 1942 as a cooperative storage facility for seven academic and four nonacademic libraries. The Midwest Inter-Library Center (now the Center for Research Libraries, CRL) opened in 1951 to provide storage for member academic libraries as part of several cooperative programs. In the early 1980s, the University of California system opened the Northern and Southern Regional Library Facilities. The Washington Research Library Consortium, established in 1978, is a partnership of nine libraries in the Washington, DC, metropolitan area that operates a shared-collections high-density facility. The Minnesota Library Access Center, opened in 2000, provides a high-density, below-ground storage facility shared by academic, public, and government libraries in Minnesota. Shared storage facilities continue to be built. In 2013, the Texas A&M University System and the University of Texas System opened a joint library facility that can house more than a million volumes on Texas A&M University’s Riverside campus. The State University System of Florida is managing the Florida Academic Repository (FLARE), a statewide shared collection of low-use print materials from Florida academic libraries. Until state funding is secured for a new facility, the University of Florida Libraries is housing and managing the shared collection.

      Most storage facilities built since 1986 use high-density shelving, in what is called the “Harvard Model,” following the design of the Harvard Depository.48 Items are arranged by size and stored in trays or bins to maximize capacity. Item bar codes are linked to tray bar codes, and the trays are linked to shelf and stack range numbers. Many storage facilities, such as the Joe and Rika Mansueto Library at the University of Chicago and the Methewson-IGT Knowledge Center at the University of Nevada–Las Vegas, use an automated storage and retrieval system (known as SRS technology), which supports higher-density storage and reduces labor costs by using robotic cranes for retrieval.

      Storage facilities with optimum environmental conditions can serve as a viable preservation strategy. The University Library at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign guidelines for its Oak Street high-density storage facility state that it “provides a secure environment in a closed stack facility equipped with temperature & RH controls that significantly extend the life expectancy (LE) of library materials. When measured against other Library facilities, Oak Street provides an exemplary environment for reducing the deterioration of library materials.”49 Other storage facilities, such as the Ruth Lilly Auxiliary Library Facility at Indiana University (https://​libraries.indiana.edu/​libalf); Cornell University Library Annex (https://annex.library.cornell.edu); and ReCap (https://recap.princeton.edu), shared by Columbia University, Princeton University, and the New York Public Library, explicitly accept rare, fragile, and at-risk materials. These materials benefit not only from favorable environmental controls but also from reduced handling and enhanced security.

      Placing materials in storage can be as controversial as withdrawing them. In 2013/14, the library at Colby College in Maine moved 40 percent of the print collection to an off-site storage facility to create space for a large renovation of the existing library, generating campus ire and prompting national discussion about the purpose of academic libraries and the value of browsing.50 When the New York Public Library announced plans in 2011 to move most of the volumes from its Fifth Avenue research center to off-site storage as part of a major redesign, the public outcry (and an $8 million gift) motivated the library to change its plans, expanding and updating existing below-grade on-site storage.51

      The type of storage used depends on funds the library and its parent organization have to invest, the costs of moving materials back and forth, the difficulty of changing library records to show location of materials, and the opportunity cost for users inconvenienced by requesting remote materials. Criteria for storing materials may be influenced by the provision of a reading room at the storage facility and the speed with which items are delivered to users at the main library. Placing materials in storage can serve as a preservation treatment if the storage facility has optimum temperature and humidity conditions. The reduction in handling that is a consequence of storage can benefit collections. An additional benefit of placing materials in storage is often an increased ability to locate materials because the likelihood of misshelved materials is much lower in a building with controlled access.52

      Selecting and processing materials for storage are labor intensive. Staff members throughout the library are involved. Collection management librarians define the criteria and review materials. Even with the most logical and defensible criteria, informed judgment is necessary. A librarian or communications officer from the library needs to prepare and disseminate communication to stakeholders. Technical services staff change the location on bibliographic records and mark items for storage. Materials are pulled from stacks and transported to the new location. Physical control at the storage site requires a finding-and-retrieval system. This may involve creating a parallel catalog and putting additional markings on the items.

      Either a section in the library’s general collection management policy or a separate policy should address criteria and rationale for storing items. It should define the process through which materials are reviewed and evaluated, by whom, and how. Making clear the operating principles under which these decisions are made protects the library from charges of bias and irresponsible behavior. For example, The University of California San Diego Library states,

      
        One of the key strategic commitments of the UC San Diego Library is to provide space for a variety of study, research, and cultural opportunities. More than ever, Library space is at a premium. Given that the print collection grows by approximately 50,000 volumes every year, ensuring the optimal use of Library space entails identifying and carefully monitoring which of the print volumes and other collections are best housed on campus.

        Our first priority is to provide immediate access to those materials that are needed to support current academic programs. The factors considered in deciding which materials to retain on campus include use, circulation, and whether the item is available online. The Library has acquired a substantial number of resources in online formats that duplicate holdings in the print collections. By transferring duplicate and low-use print materials off site, we are best able to accommodate the diverse needs of our users.53

      

      By identifying the library’s participation in cooperative and collaborative collection building, resource sharing, and regional storage programs, a policy can explain the manner in which the library and its partners support each other. The UC San Diego Library policy goes on to explain the purposes of its off-site storage facilities, one of which is a regional storage facility shared by the University of California system.

      Many storage facilities began by accepting materials without prohibiting the deposit of duplicates in print and before many libraries began to purchase e-books and access to digital back files of journals. Some of these storage facilities are themselves running out of space. Consequently, some facilities have undertaken weeding projects. The Tri-University Group of Libraries in Canada opened a shared print repository in 1996, which reached 94 percent capacity in 2011.54 In response, the three libraries developed a preservation of last print copy agreement; removed duplicated monographs; withdrew science, technology, and medicine journals that had perpetual access to e-versions; and withdrew all but one copy of JSTOR journals. The Washington Research Library Consortium implemented a policy of retaining only one copy of a serial in its Shared Collections Facility in 2008 and retains only two copies of any edition of a monograph. In addition, the Washington Research Library Consortium, Association of Southeast Research Libraries, and Florida Academic Repository, representing a total of thirty-eight libraries, agreed to jointly identify and retain print journal titles in a distributed archive called Scholars Trust (www.scholarstrust.org) until at least 2035.55 Member libraries manage their retention commitments in the HRNL software hosted by the University of Florida and in the PAPR Registry. This agreement is one concrete step toward creating a planned collective collection.

      Criteria for Storage

      For many years, the primary criterion for moving materials to storage was little or no use. The simplest approach may be moving to storage all materials that have not circulated after a specified date or that have circulated fewer than a certain number of times within a specified period. This ignores in-library use and variations between disciplines’ use of their literatures. Projected use is a variation of historical use criteria and is, obviously, more subjective. This approach presupposes a clear understanding of institutional priorities and detailed knowledge of the collection. Because it is based on perceptions of future utility and cannot be documented, justification is difficult.

      One approach is to apply the criterion of date of publication to all formats. An advantage is that the pain of remote storage is spread across subjects. On the other hand, variations in literature use among disciplines are ignored. Date-of-publication criteria also can serve a preservation function. All older materials are moved to a facility where they are handled significantly less and usually benefit from environmental controls. Identifying blocks of materials for storage simplifies the review process and makes possible global changes to bibliographic records. This approach assumes knowledge of how the block of material is used—or not used. It also runs the risk of antagonizing an entire segment of users.

      Additional criteria are added as required by users and as time and staffing permit. These might address superseded reference volumes, duplicates, print materials duplicated online and in microform, condition, and value. Criteria can be modified within subjects or disciplines. For example, date of publication may be considered inappropriate in the humanities but appropriate in the sciences. Older materials in botany are heavily used resources, for example. Each exception requires a staff member to intervene and apply judgment. Review for transfer to storage typically follows procedures similar to those used for other collection review decisions, such as use of decision forms, consultation with other units in the library, and communication with the user community.

      Meeting the needs of a collection’s users is a critical aspect of effective storage programs. Careful selection and good bibliographic control are meaningless without speedy and effective delivery of materials to users. A willingness to reverse storage decisions, sometimes called derelegation, can be desirable. Moving such items back to the main collection can reduce user dissatisfaction. Communicating with library users is a critical part of any storage initiative. Well-informed and well-prepared librarians can help defuse user anxieties and misconceptions.

      PRESERVATION AND CONSERVATION

      Preservation encompasses activities intended to prevent, retard, or stop deterioration of materials; retain the intellectual content of materials no longer physically intact; or transfer content to a more appropriate format for use. Gorman describes preservation as part of librarians’ stewardship responsibilities—“the preservation of the human record to ensure that future generations know what we know.”56 ALA identifies preservation as a core value of librarianship and has a policy affirming this.57

      Technology developments are profoundly affecting preservation. Digital technologies have the potential to create digital surrogates, which can protect original materials by limiting their use. Digital storage media, however, have a shorter life span than most traditional physical objects, and the systems required to store and access them change frequently. Traditional preservation activities, such as selecting replacement copies, moving items to a protected area, and reformatting materials apply equally to digital content. Harvey and Mahard suggest that the terms curation and stewardship may be used today in place of preservation because they are free from the association with physical objects.58 Collections librarians and the professional literature continue to favor preservation, because its meaning is generally understood by librarians.

      Some preservation activities, such as binding, rebinding, recasing, repairing, using protective enclosures, controlling use, monitoring environmental conditions, and conserving, are intended to prolong the useful life of materials. An alternative to preservation is planned deterioration. The item is retained until it has deteriorated beyond use and then withdrawn or replaced.

      Maintaining collections in usable condition challenges all types of libraries, especially those whose mission includes permanent retention of materials. Federal funding, through the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH) and, more recently, IMLS, has provided millions of dollars for preservation activities across the country. Grants have funded conservation projects, reformatting projects, preservation planning, research, and education.

      Heavy use may result in wear on even the newest materials, but many libraries face the added burden of an aging collection. The greatest source of deterioration in large academic and research collections is the acidic paper manufactured after 1840 and the binding, glues, and other components of printed objects. Before 1840, most paper was made from linen and cotton rags and is much more stable than the paper made from wood pulp that replaced it. Chemicals used during the papermaking process result in chemical processes that also increase acidity and contribute to embrittlement. Brittle paper breaks when page corners are folded one or two times. Deterioration is compounded by poor housing conditions in which temperature, excess light, and humidity extremes accelerate deterioration. Research conducted by several large research libraries have found between 35 and 50 percent of their holdings published between the 1840s and 1980s are embrittled.59

      Librarians and publishers became increasingly aware of the brittle books problem in the 1970s and 1980s and began calling it the “slow fires” eating away at library collections.60 Most scholarly publishers, government agencies, professional associations, and trade publishers now use alkaline papers and comply with the national standard for permanent paper, first issued in 1985 and subsequently revised. Standards are concerned with both performance (paper’s shelf life) and durability (ability to withstand use).61

      Libraries may undertake deacidification because an item has enduring value. Various methods of deacidification have been developed, including processes that treat large numbers of items (called mass deacidification) and techniques that can be applied individually.62 During deacidification an alkaline agent is deposited in the paper to neutralize the acid, but this does not restore paper strength. Several commercial deacidification techniques are available. Most treatments are done in special plants, requiring that libraries send books off-site. BookKeeper, the only mass-deacidification process widely used in the United States, is available through Preservation Technologies, L.P. The CSC BookSaver is available through Conservación de Sustratos Celulósicos S.L. (Barcelona, Spain). Papersave was developed by Battelle Ingenieurtechnik GmbH and is, therefore, often called the Battelle process. Papersave can be installed at libraries for on-site use. The Wei T’o process, developed by Richard Smith, is usually used for single items and less commonly for mass deacidification. BookKeeper, CSC BookSaver, Papersave, and Wei T’o also are available as handheld sprays; all require special care when used because of health and environmental concerns.

      Before 1900, most techniques used to repair materials drew on traditional bookbinding practices and materials. As collections began to age and become worn, numerous detrimental treatments became common. Using adhesive tape, household glues and pastes, and flimsy, acidic pamphlet binders accelerates deterioration. Benign neglect has been more effective in preserving library materials, but many simple activities can extend the useful life of materials.63 Most important is good housekeeping—keeping materials dusted and the library free of anything that attracts pests and vermin. Controlling temperature, humidity, pollution, and exposure to light protects collections. Educating staff members and users in proper handling of materials is important. Shelves should be the proper height for the items placed on them and should not be packed too tightly. Storage containers and protective enclosures should be archivally sound. Book drops should be padded and emptied frequently.

      Some materials may be appropriate for repair or rebinding, such as reference titles or other heavily used materials. In some instances, existing covers can be repaired. Rebinding can be cost-effective and may be appropriate if the original cover is very worn and the original binding is not of value as an artifact. Libraries may have some soft-cover items bound on receipt if they expect heavy use. Most research libraries bind the periodical titles they retain. Libraries rely on commercial library binderies. Binding should follow the library binding standard, developed by NISO and the Library Binding Institute.64

      Commercial suppliers now offer a variety of archivally sound and reversible materials for cleaning, repairing, and storing materials. Materials, procedures, and techniques should meet the latest standards and be acid-free, nondamaging, and safe for workers. Cleaning supplies can remove ballpoint-pen ink and crayon marks from book pages, residue from compact disks, and mold and mildew. Even removing surface dirt should be done carefully.65 Many of these supplies are appropriate for extending the life of the item but are not true conservation techniques. Government and private organizations provide information, advice, and services.66

      If an item is worn beyond repair or the cost of repair is too high, a library may replace it. Options are a commercial paper reprint or microform copy, a used copy through an out-of-print dealer, or a digital equivalent. Commercial publishers and distributors sell reprint paper facsimiles, microforms, and digital surrogates of titles and packages of specialized titles. The librarian should select a company that follows accepted guidelines and standards for permanence, durability, and fidelity.

      If the library plans to retain an item in perpetuity, specialized cleaning and repair should be done by a trained conservator. If the physical entity or artifact is of value, the library may choose conservation—the use of minimally invasive physical or chemical methods to ensure the survival of manuscripts, books, and other materials. The goal is to preserve items in their original condition and thus their historical integrity. Important aspects of conservation are initial examination of the item, determining the most appropriate treatment, and documenting the actions taken. Effective conservation treatment is costly, requiring specialized training and expensive supplies and equipment. In such cases, relying on professional conservators and regional conservation centers is preferred.

      Nonprint collections also need preservation. Libraries holding unique or rare nonprint materials (audio recordings, photographs, etc.) may face special challenges. Several sources offer guidelines and best practices for preserving these items.67 Libraries with commercially produced media often replace the item, if it is still available.

      Born-digital resources and digitized files present different problems because of various formats and the speed with which standards, software, and hardware change.68 Libraries with digital collections plan for refreshing and migrating the data or emulating obsolete software and hardware if they wish to retain the content beyond the life of the medium. Lewis recommends that libraries preserving digital content have a durable technical infrastructure, means to discover the item, mechanisms to assure the content’s authenticity, a long-term institutional commitment, a sustainable economic model, and a rights structure.69

      The mutability of the internet has led some scholars and librarians to ponder how to preserve a medium that is constantly changing in content, location, and organization. The Internet Archive (www.archive.org) offers free and permanent access to publicly accessible historical, digital content. Founded in 1996 by Brewster Kahle and John Gage, the Internet Archive collects and stores web pages, texts, audio, moving images, and software in order to prevent internet content and other born-digital materials from disappearing. Part of this initiative is the Internet Wayback Machine, which allows people to surf twenty-three petabytes (growing at a rate of twenty terabytes per week) of data collected from websites from 1996 to the present. However, the Wayback Machine is not complete and relies on web crawling to compile data, which does not capture all sites every day.70

      Preservation and conservation involve evaluating materials and selecting the appropriate action. The availability of digital surrogates, increasing consideration of materials held elsewhere, and awareness of value and scarcity influence the appropriate action. The collections librarian reselects materials by selecting them for treatment. The questions to be answered are: Is treatment desirable? Suitable? Available? Affordable?

      Preservation Reformatting and Copyright Law

      Preservation reformatting of paper-based materials may involve photocopying an item, creating a microform copy, or creating a digital surrogate. If an item cannot be replaced from an external source or is of enduring value and needs reduced handling, the library may decide to reformat it. Reformatting on an item-by-item basis can be expensive. The collections librarian must decide if the intellectual content of an item has sufficient value to justify reformatting and if the format selected will capture the content and support current and future use. A librarian who opts to reproduce an item should ensure that appropriate quality and permanence standards are met.

      Preservation microfilming, which increased in popularity as a reformatting approach in the 1980s, has a long history. In the 1930s, the New York Public Library, Harvard University, and Columbia University began microfilming newspapers and other fragile materials. As the library world became aware of the pervasive problem of embrittled paper and disintegrating collections, reformatting on a large scale became an attractive option. Many materials fell apart when handled and reliable surrogates became desirable. In 1992, Patricia Battin, president of the Commission on Preservation and Access, wrote

      
        We faced very painful and wrenching choices—we had to accept the fact that we couldn’t save it all, that we had to accept the inevitability of triage, that we had to change our focus from single-item salvation to a mass production process, and we had to create a comprehensive cooperative strategy. We had to move from the cottage industries in our individual library back rooms to a coordinated nationwide mass-production effort.71

      

      Several developments fostered cooperative preservation microfilming projects, which were seen as the best option for dealing with a critical situation. National standards for microfilm durability and permanence were developed, and 35-mm silver halide film was accepted as a reliable medium. National bibliographic utilities provided access to holdings and helped libraries avoid duplication of effort, and the federal government began funding preservation microfilming projects. The Commission on Preservation and Access was created in 1986 to instigate and coordinate collaborative efforts, publicize the problem of brittle books, and provide national leadership; in 1997 the Commission merged with the Council on Library Resources to form the Council on Library and Information Resources. Cooperative microfilming projects through consortia and the NEH United States Newspaper Program [USNP] (1980–2007) coordinated national efforts to identify, describe, and preserve fragile resources. In 2007, the USNP was supplemented by the National Digital Newspaper Program, jointly sponsored by NEH and the Library of Congress. This project is developing a database of digitized US newspapers published from 1690 to the present. The Library of Congress maintains the digitized files, which can be searched in Chronicling America: Historic American Newspapers (http://chroniclingamerica.loc.gov).

      Baker focused the nation’s attention on preservation microfilming at the beginning of the twenty-first century in Double Fold: Libraries and the Assault on Paper.72 He lamented the disposal of items that were microfilmed, noting the destruction of thousands of nineteenth- and twentieth-century newspapers during the U.S. Newspaper Program. Baker’s book has been called a “journalistic jeremiad” because of his relentless attack on libraries, librarians, and preservation microfilming. His critics maintained that the practices he described were in place for a limited period and that he misrepresented much of the history of library preservation.73 Concern about preservation of and access to original print resources and their value as exemplars of cultural heritage continues.74

      Digitizing has outpaced microfilming as a reformatting option. The ALCTS Preservation and Reformatting Section explains that digital preservation “combines policies, strategies and actions to ensure the most accurate rendering possible of authenticated content over time, regardless of the challenges of file corruption, media failure, and technological change.”75 Digitizing is a viable preservation treatment for many libraries, which are more likely than in the past to retain the original item or to ensure that it is preserved. A digitized surrogate can add value through enhanced description and searching capability. Digitization has the advantage of reducing handling of the original artifact and making it accessible to more people. The Digital Library Federation developed a “Benchmark for Faithful Digital Reproductions of Monographs and Serials,” which provides standards for optimally formatted digital content that address quality, persistence, and interoperability.76 The Digital Library Federation offers an online tool, the Digitization Cost Calculator (http://dashboard.diglib.org), which provides estimates of time and cost to those planning digitization projects. Digitization often is combined with conservation of the original. Libraries that undertake local digitization as a preservation medium must have a robust hardware and software infrastructure and the resources to carry out the project and provide continuing access. Libraries should strive not to duplicate work done at other libraries. Most libraries that digitize works record this information in OCLC WorldCat using a MARC authentication action code. As of January 2017, more than six million records are so identified.77

      Librarians who wish to make copies of a work for preservation purposes should understand copyright law, which has been described as “complicated, arcane, and counterintuitive.”78 The intended purpose of copyright is to balance the rights of the public for access to information and creative expression with the rights of its creator and to provide incentives for the advancement of knowledge and creativity. Copyright law gives authors and the owners of copyrighted materials several broad rights and also subjects these rights to expectations, such as “first sale doctrine” (copyright owners have no right to control the distribution of a copy of a work after they sell that copy), “fair use” (the legal privilege to make unauthorized use of a copyrighted work in certain circumstances, such as research, scholarship, and teaching), and the right to make copies for archival and preservation purposes, for patrons, and for interlibrary loan.

      United States copyright law appears in chapters 1 through 8 and 10 through 12 of Title 17 of the United States Code. The basic framework for current copyright law is contained in the Copyright Act of 1976, subsequently amended several times.79 Works published in the United States before 1923 are in the public domain. Works are protected by copyright in the United States if created after 1922 and registered before 1978, or if created after 1978.80 Section 108 (“Limitations on Exclusive Rights: reproduction by Libraries and Archives”) of the US copyright law grants libraries and archives the right to create reproductions of their own holdings during the final twenty years of any term of copyright for purposes of preservation or replacement of deteriorated materials if the item cannot be obtained at a reasonable price. In addition, a library can make copies of manuscripts, pictures, art, and other works for preservation purposes under Section 108 if the copies are solely for replacement of an item that is damaged, deteriorating, lost, or stolen or if the format of the work has become obsolete, if the library conducts a reasonable investigation to conclude that an unused replacement cannot be obtained at fair price.

      The Digital Millennium Copyright Act of 1998 amended Section 108 to clarify libraries’ rights to create digital copies for replacement and preservation. However, the law states that digital formats must be used within the library. The 1998 legislation also criminalizes production and dissemination of technology intended to circumvent measures taken to protect copyright, not merely infringement of copyright itself, and increases the penalties for copyright infringement on the internet. It amended Title 17 of the US Code to extend the reach of copyright while limiting the liability of online providers from copyright infringement by their users.81

      The Copyright Term Extension Act of 1998 (CTEA)—also known as the Sonny Bono Copyright Term Extension Act or as the Mickey Mouse Protection Act—extended copyright terms in the United States by twenty years. Before the CTEA, copyright lasted for the life of the author plus fifty years, or seventy-five years for a work of corporate authorship. CTEA extends these terms to life of the author plus seventy years and ninety-five years, respectively. The act also affected copyright terms for copyrighted works published prior to January 1, 1978, increasing their term of protection by twenty years.82

      The library community expressed concerns that such protection of copyright holders disenfranchised libraries and their ability to digitize materials retrospectively for preservation and access. If a work is protected within its term of copyright, but its author, creator, or copyright holder cannot be identified or located by someone (a library, another author, etc.) who wishes to use the work and is seeking permission to do so, that work is called an orphan work.83 Wilkin estimates that 50 percent of volumes still in copyright are orphan works.84 Under current law, anyone who uses an orphan work without permission runs the risk that the copyright owner may bring an infringement lawsuit unless a specific exception or limitation to copyright applies. A 2015 report prepared for the US Office of Copyright recommended legislation to address orphan works, proposing a modification of one of the many bills introduced to solve the problems and new legislation establishing an extended collective licensing option for mass digitization.85 The Library Copyright Alliance and others continue to oppose the proposed revisions.86 ALA and other librarian groups monitor legislation regarding copyright, and all librarians should do likewise. Several useful books address copyright for librarians.87

      Digital Repositories

      Several initiatives are seeking to address the preservation of digital content on a larger scale in digital repositories. The Research Libraries Group and OCLC explored the concept of trusted digital repositories to “provide reliable, long-term access to managed digital resources to its designated community, now and in the future” in a 2002 report that defines digital preservation as “the managed activities necessary for ensuring both the long-term maintenance of a bitstream and continued accessibility of content.”88 The notion of a trusted digital repository implies an ethical obligation as well as the technical and organizational infrastructure to sustain it. In 2007, OCLC and CRL issued Trustworthy Repositories Audit and Certification: Criteria and Checklist (TRAC), a document that guides repository audit, assessment, and certification.89 Since its release, several repositories, including Portico and HathiTrust, have been certified as trustworthy. In 2012, the International Standards Organization approved Information and Documentation: Trusted Third Party Repository for Digital Records, which specifies the authorized custody services of a trusted third-party repository to ensure integrity and authenticity of the clients’ digital records.90

      Digital repositories also may be called digital archives or institutional repositories. Institutional repositories were defined in a SPARC position paper as “digital collections capturing and preserving the intellectual output of a single or multi-university community.”91 In this model, faculty and researchers at universities deposit digital copies of their articles, conference papers, research datasets, working papers, and course materials into a centrally managed electronic archive. Some institutional repositories include student works, such as dissertations, master’s papers, and honors theses. Some include institutional digital resources that would have gone to an institutional archive, such as annual and committee reports, bulletins, and other publications. Collections librarians may be involved in defining the scope of institutional repositories and in soliciting deposit by faculty. Some institutional repositories limit access to affiliated users; others provide open access to all to promote the free exchange of scholarship. One of the first institutional repositories was the Massachusetts Institute of Technology D-Space (http://dspace.mit.edu). Lynch questions the future of institutional repositories as green open access archives, observing “that the idea of relatively comprehensive ‘green’ (local institutional repository [IR] based) OA to the scholarly journal literature through author self-archiving is now pretty much unrealistic at most institutions.” He believes that funder and funder-blessed journal-article repositories will assume this role, along with publisher-based initiatives.92

      The curation of research data sets is a growing academic library responsibility because of funding mandates to make research data publically available.93 Many libraries are already positioned to manage outreach, data deposit, metadata creation, and preservation as a result of their work acquiring and managing content in their digital responsibilities. Collections librarians often work with researchers to communicate the importance of preserving and making accessible research data and to assist them in depositing data sets. Lynch notes a great deal of research data, particularly in biomedical and social sciences, cannot be made public because of privacy constraints; libraries have a role to solve the challenges of sharing research data effectively and frictionlessly and ensure it is preserved.94

      Some digital repositories are discipline-based, such as arXiv (http://​arxiv.org), which was established by physicist Paul Ginsparg in 1991 and is an online preprint archive and distribution server for research papers in the field of physics, mathematics, computer science, quantitative finance, and statistics. More recently SocArXiv (https://scopen.rog), an open archive of the social sciences, was launched in 2016. Other repositories may serve a geographic region, such as the Florida Digital Archive (FDA, https://libraries.flvc.org/​florida-digital-archive), a digital repository available to the libraries in the Florida state university system and their partners. The success of digital repositories depends on individuals depositing content, tools that harvest content, and effective dissemination and preservation of content. The Open Archives Initiative (www.openarchives.org) develops and promotes protocols and standards for interoperability to facilitate the efficient dissemination of content. Of particular interest is the Open Archives Initiative Protocol for Metadata Harvesting (OIA-PMH).95 When digital repositories conform to OAI-PMH, search engines can treat the separate archives as one and harvest data across a wide range of digital repositories.

      Mass Digitization

      Mass digitization is the scanning of print texts or images to digital format on a very large scale using user-operated equipment capable of scanning hundreds of pages per hour. Mass commercial digitization projects have created controversy since the arrival of the Google Libraries project in 2004, in which Google announced partnerships with libraries at the University of Michigan, Harvard, Stanford, the Bodleian Library at Oxford, and the New York Public Library to digitize all or large portions of their print collections. The number of project partners continues to grow, although Google has scaled back the volume of material being scanned. In most agreements, Google digitally scans and makes searchable both public domain and copyrighted materials. For books protected by copyright, a search yields basic information (book title, author name, etc.) and a few lines of text related to the search along with information about purchasing or borrowing the volume from a library. Public domain materials can be viewed, searched, or downloaded in their entirety from the Google site. Google provides partner libraries with a digital copy of their materials scanned in the project.

      Much of the controversy about mass scanning has focused on three topics: intellectual property and copyright, technical aspects, and the social impact of these projects. The copyright issues are made more complex by the variety of agreements Google has reached with partnering research and university libraries. In some cases, Google scans only volumes that are out of copyright and in the public domain. In others, the library’s complete holdings are scanned regardless of copyright status, although Google does not make these titles available online in their entirety.

      Contention among publishers, authors, and Google led to legal challenges. The Association of American Publishers, Authors Guild of American, and Society of Media Photographers criticized the project’s inclusion of snippets of copyrighted works as willful infringement of copyright. McGraw-Hill, Pearson Education and Penguin, John Wiley & Sons, and Simon & Schuster filed a copyright infringement suit against Google in 2005, but the plaintiffs and Google reached a confidential out-of-court settlement in late 2012.96 In November 2013, the federal district court for the Southern District of New York dismissed the class action suit, Authors Guild et al. v. Google, which questioned the legality of Google’s book database and claimed copyright infringement. In his summary judgment, Judge Denny Chin stated,

      
        In my view, Google Books provides significant public benefits. It advances the progress of the arts and sciences, while maintaining respectful consideration for the rights of authors and other creative individuals, and without adversely impacting the rights of copyright holders. It has become an invaluable research tool that permits students, teachers, librarians, and others to more efficiently identify and locate books.97

      

      An appeals court sided with Google and the US Supreme Court declined to hear the Authors Guild appeal, letting the lower court’s ruling stand. One remaining class action suit, Society of Media Photographers et al. v. Google, has not been resolved.

      The Google project has evoked both criticism and praise. Criticisms of the Google project have addressed problems with quality control (pictures of scanners’ fingers, lost text from books held incorrectly, etc.), insufficient description (flawed metadata), handling of orphan works, and the commercial nature of the project that is digitizing millions of books. Duguid raises many of these concerns in “Inheritance and Loss: A Brief Survey of Google Books,” and Hoffmann suggests that “surrendering books to Google threatens to undermine the development of self-respect in an informational context” because of its massive scope and size.98

      Others have seen more opportunities than problems. Dempsey suggests that the Google initiative is part of the “changing dynamic of discovery and delivery in a network environment.”99 Sutherland opines that the Google Books project is “the beginning of the greatest act of recovered memory in the history of our species.”100 As Judge Chin ruled, over time the Google corpus “has become an invaluable research tool that permits students, teachers, librarians, and others to more efficiently identify and locate books.”101

      Concerns have surfaced in the library community about Google’s commitment to long-term preservation. Because libraries that partner with Google receive image files of their digitized volumes, they have the option of dealing with these locally (a daunting proposition, given the number and size of files) or seeking a cooperative solution. HathiTrust (www.hathitrust.org), a partnership of more than 120 members established in 2008, aims to ensure long-term curation of scanned content. The HathiTrust Digital Library stores and makes accessible digital files acquired by libraries through their partnerships with Google and other sources, including the Internet Archive, Microsoft, and in-house initiatives. HathiTrust encourages libraries to secure permission agreements, when possible, to open access to publications such as those from state agricultural experiment stations and extension services.102 Anyone can search the HathiTrust Digital Library, but full viewing and downloading of public domain materials (approximately 37 percent of its corpus in September 2017) is limited to HathiTrust partners.103 In addition, HathiTrust provides services for users with disabilities. Eligible patrons at HathiTrust partner institutions can receive special access to its in-copyright materials. The materials must be held currently, or have been held previously, by the institution’s library.

      In 2011, the Authors Guild and other parties filed suit against HathiTrust, the Regents of the University of Michigan, the Regents of the University of California, the Board of Regents of the University of Wisconsin System, the Trustee of Indiana University, and Cornell University claiming copyright infringement in the loading of digitized books into the HathiTrust Digital Library. In October 2012, Judge Harold Baer rejected the case, ruling that the program was clear fair use under the law.104

      Preservation Plans

      Libraries with collections at risk usually prepare a systematic preservation plan.105 Plans vary in scale and complexity depending on the size and nature of the library. A comprehensive preservation plan prepares the library to deal with complex preservation challenges on an ongoing basis. It increases knowledge among library staff members of existing condition and use issues, possible approaches, existing capabilities, and the financial and technical resources currently available. A preservation plan is also a political instrument. It can serve to raise awareness in the library and the parent organization about preservation problems and help develop a consensus on how to address them.

      A collection condition survey is usually the first element of a preservation plan. This involves determining the extent to which all parts of the collection are at risk from acidic paper; embrittlement; loose or incomplete text blocks; deterioration of the text, image, or medium; damaged bindings; or lack of protective enclosures. A second component of a plan is gathering data on environmental conditions (temperature, relative humidity, cleanliness, potential exposure to pollution and particulate matter in the air, excessive light, and pests and vermin), disaster preparedness, and current practices for collection handling, storage, and use, as well as information about fire prevention, detection, and suppression systems and security measures. Identifying the protective measures already in place allows the library to assess the degree to which collections are exposed to future deterioration and sudden damage.

      Once librarians have an understanding of collection and environmental conditions, they can begin establishing preservation priorities. Priorities balance the importance of materials with treatment capacities within the context of available and potential funds, staffing, and equipment. Possible strategies for selecting materials for preservation might be to treat those materials at greatest risk, those that can be treated quickly and inexpensively, those that need a particular type of treatment, or those most important to the library.

      REVIEW AND CANCELLATION OF CONTINUING RESOURCES

      Libraries should regularly review the continuing resources they receive through subscriptions and contracts. Content and pricing change constantly, as do both quality and appropriateness. In addition, most libraries face continuing budget pressure and must strive to make the most effective use of limited funds. This often requires cancelling continuing resources to operate within available funding or to free money for new titles.

      Cancellation decisions are guided by a combination of objective and subjective criteria. Objective criteria consider relevance to current users and curriculum (in school and academic libraries), usage, overlap, duplication, impact factor (for scholarly materials), and cost per use. Subjective criteria consider perceived quality, user preference, consistency with library priorities, and librarian rankings.

      Libraries often begin a cancellation project with a target dollar amount that must be reached. Other reasons lead libraries to cancel continuing resources. A library may aim for a constant ratio between expenditures for continuing resources and for monographs. Libraries may cancel titles because they seek to maintain expenditure ratios between disciplines or between user groups. Changes in curriculum or the user community may make some titles less relevant. A compelling reason to cancel a journal is declining quality or content that is no longer appropriate for the collection. Some libraries decide to cancel individual subscriptions if the titles also are provided in aggregator packages, but this can be risky if continuing access is important, because aggregators frequently drop titles and rarely guarantee continued access.

      Libraries also should consider the effect of changes in the information provider, delivery platform, business model, access provisions, pricing, access to back files, license, and package and content. Libraries that acquire titles as part of a Big Deal package need to determine the extent to which individual titles can be cancelled in a single year and the possible savings gained if the Big Deal is not renewed and selected titles are renewed individually. Iowa State University Library considered cost-per-use data for titles in two Big Deals compared to interlibrary loan costs, and determined that the savings justified breaking up the Big Deals. The library directed savings gained to selectively adding new subscriptions formerly part of the Big Deals.106

      The process of cancelling continuing resources begins with a review that parallels that for other collection maintenance functions. Ideally, active subscriptions are reviewed regularly as part of ensuring that the collection continues to meet user needs and library goals and objectives. In reality, identifying subscriptions to cancel has become an annual activity in many—perhaps most—libraries because of constant and rapid price increases that excede budget growth. Although academic and research libraries have been hit harder because of their heavy concentration of expensive scholarly journals, all libraries have experienced subscription cost increases that outpace their budgets.

      Librarians use many techniques to make the cancellation process as logical and defensible as possible. Every library needs guidelines for cancellations and procedures to keep user communities informed and involved to the extent that is reasonable and practical. Guidelines spell out the applicable criteria. Use, as a proxy for value, is often a leading criterion. Data may be available from circulation and e-resource use statistics (such as COUNTER reports), interlibrary loan requests, user surveys, or records of in-house use. Extensive evaluation of all titles in a journal package might examine cost-per-title, use, and cost-per-use. See chapter 8 for more information on approaches to collecting and using e-resource use data. Jurczyk and Jacobs point to potential difficulties with use as a criterion, noting that “a poorly used journal may have significant value for key researchers, while a well-used journal may offer little in the way of substantive research data.”107

      Cost is usually an important criterion when a library faces a budget-driven cancellation project, because cancelling high-cost resources generates the greatest savings with the lowest reduction in titles. Use data often are combined with cost of the title to determine a cost-per-use figure. Very expensive titles that get little use may not provide the benefits to the library and its users that cheaper titles with heavy use do. Journals in some disciplines, typically in the humanities and social sciences, may be more cost-effective. They are low enough in price that subscribing to them may be cheaper than requesting them through interlibrary loan or document delivery. Cost-per-use or any other criterion is usually combined with other data to correct for biases or skewed data.

      Availability of serial titles within a consortium and through interlibrary loan can influence decisions, as does the affordability of pay-per-view options. Libraries need to honor commitments made to partner libraries to retain titles and protect specific disciplines. Libraries first may cancel low-use titles to which convenient access is available regionally or through an established delivery service. In many cases, commercial document delivery services, such as the Copyright Clearance Center’s Get It Now service (www.copyright.com/​academia/​get-it-now) and full-text online pay-per-view services are viable and cost-effective alternatives to local subscriptions in libraries.108 In pay-per-view, a library creates an account with a content provider and authenticated users can purchase articles at the library’s expense.

      Academic librarians usually work closely with faculty when cancelling serials. Cancelling journals, like placing materials in storage and withdrawing items, has significant political implications. Many journal users in academic libraries remain oblivious to the extreme price increases that have challenged libraries for years. Librarians need to bring this problem before their user communities repeatedly. Consultation can prevent serious cancellation mistakes, though it can open heated debates in academic libraries as faculty members defend the importance of titles in their particular specialties. Nevertheless, surveying constituents is important because it both solicits their input and informs them of the continuing need for cancellations to operate within available budgets.109

      North Carolina State University (NCSU) Libraries developed a thorough and transparent process to inform and consult with faculty, staff, and students about a journal and database cancellation project in 2014.110 The Libraries clearly explained the reasons (budget reduction and annual inflation) for the cancellation, process, and consequences on a website and via notices. Data points in creating the initial list of journals proposed for cancellation were: title, call number, publisher, format, full text article downloads, unit price, subject, impact factor, citations by NCSU authors, publications by NCSU authors, and a “Local Journal Utilization Report” that lists how often NCSU researchers published in journals indexed in Web of Science and the frequency with which they cite journals and other works in their publication. The proposed cancellation list was distributed widely and approximately one month was provided for feedback and title ranking. A revised list incorporating feedback was distributed for review. After four weeks, the final list was prepared and posted.

      Hardy, Zimmerman, and Hanscom provide useful advice when undertaking a cancellation project in an academic or research library.

      
        	• Keep it simple and do not use library jargon. Make providing input easy.

        	• Have a good communication plan, both internally and externally, which explains why cancellation is necessary and how decisions will be made.

        	• Use visual aids to help people understand why cuts are necessary.

        	• Get feedback from departments as well as individuals.

        	• Involve liaison librarians.111

      

      Academic libraries have generally cancelled print subscriptions because of preference for e-versions. Many libraries state that the deciding factor in choosing an e-journal is a contractual guarantee to access subscribed issues if the e-journal subscription is cancelled, if the journal ceases, or if the publisher goes out of existence. The reality is that few libraries make perpetual access a deciding factor.112 Access via a journal aggregator service alone would not satisfy the requirement for perpetual access, because as a third party the aggregator usually does not hold permanent access to its constituent publisher’s titles.

      Several options exist for perpetual access. A publisher may guarantee access on its own website, though libraries have been reluctant to place their confidence in publishers, which do not have the same commitment to long-term preservation as libraries and are subject to shifts in the changing marketplace. Some publishers have reached agreements with national libraries to preserve content. For example, Elsevier and Oxford University Press are partnering with the Koninklijke Bibliotheek (the national library of the Netherlands), through which the latter is the official digital archive for Elsevier ScienceDirect content and Oxford journals. If either ceases to make these journals available on a commercial basis, the Koninklijke Bibliotheek will provide remote access to the entire archive.

      Project MUSE provides subscribers with access to current and retrospective issues of scholarly journals and to books in the humanities and social sciences. At the conclusion of each year during which a library subscribes to Project MUSE, the library may request an archival digital file copy containing all of the articles published online during the previous subscription year. Libraries, therefore, own the material from the electronic files to which they subscribe, but they must decide what to do with the content if they receive a digital file of it. Many participate in LOCKSS to archive and restore journal content. Project MUSE has committed to providing permanent maintenance and preservation of all the digital files in the MUSE database. All MUSE partner publishers are contractually bound to allow journal content published in MUSE to remain permanently in the database, even if they should discontinue their relationship with MUSE. Thus, libraries that continue their subscription to Project MUSE are assured access.

      Some e-book and e-journal publishers have placed their content in Portico (www.portico.org) to ensure future access.113 The mission of Portico, a nonprofit service with library and publisher partners, is to preserve scholarly literature published in electronic form and to ensure that these materials remain accessible to future scholars, researchers, and students. Many publishers participating in Portico have chosen to make their content available to subscribing libraries after cancellation. In keeping with this mission, Portico has an agreement with the Koninklijke Bibliotheek through which the latter places a copy of the Portico archive in a secure-access and climate-controlled facility, in essence a dark archive, meaning that content is available only in the event of a trigger event (the publisher stops operations, ceases to publish a title, or no longer offers back issues, or the publisher’s delivery platform suffers catastrophic and sustained failure). Library partners pay Portico an annual archive support payment. Publisher partners provide Portico with the original source files of electronic journals, and Portico normalizes the original source files to an archival format and assumes responsibility for future content migrations. When a title is no longer available from the publisher or any other source through a trigger event, Portico makes the content available to member libraries.

      Tracking responsibility for long-term archiving of e-journals is another way to ensure their preservation and ongoing accessibility. The Keepers Registry (http://thekeepers.org) aims to support long-term access to journal content and monitors archiving arrangements for electronic journals worldwide. Participating agencies archive e-journals and make metadata for the journals in their archives available to the Keepers Registry. Participants include the British Library, Library of Congress, LOCKSS, CLOCKSS, HathiTrust, Portico, and others. Searching the Keepers Registry is free.

      A library, either individually or as part of a consortium. may negotiate keeping and mounting licensed content locally, but it faces the challenge of migrating and refreshing the data over time. A few cooperative options have been developed to address this challenge. The LOCKSS (Lots of Copies Keep Stuff Safe, www.lockss.org) program, based at Stanford University, offers an open-source software appliance that allows libraries to collect, store, preserve, and provide access to their own local copies of purchased content. Libraries manage their LOCKSS boxes and capture content from participating publishers. LOCKSS is a light archive, meaning that content is currently accessible, under the terms of applicable publisher agreements. CLOCKSS (Controlled LOCKSS, www.clockss.org) is a nonprofit joint venture between the world’s leading academic publishers and research libraries that holds digital assets on behalf of the larger community. CLOCKSS is a dark archive that ensures that the digital assets of the community will survive intact. In the event of a trigger event, content is available to all for free.

      Once the decision is made to cancel a continuing resource, the supplier is notified. Print journal and index subscriptions are usually based on the calendar year and are cancelled in the early fall, effective with the new year. This is often true for e-resources, but renewal or cancellation date also might be based on when the initial contract was signed. Technically, a subscription can be cancelled at any time, but suppliers rarely give refunds for cancellations made before the end of the cycle. If a contract is involved, the library must abide with the cancellation terms set out in the license. Some contracts, such as Big Deals, may apply to multiple years and limit cancellation to specific conditions, such as provider performance failure or a library’s fiscal exigency. The library should take care that the cancellation does not affect the terms of any contracts for other resources. Occasionally notifying an e-resources provider that the library plans to cancel will reopen negotiations, with the provider offering adjustments in access and price to retain the account. If a title is cancelled, catalog records need to be adjusted to show current issues are not being received as of the termination date or removed if back file access is not retained. All access points are removed from public records, including the A–Z list and knowledge base.

      The decision to cancel a continuing resource involves many complex factors and thus is seldom a simple process. As Williamson, Fernandez, and Dixon observe, “As much as technology has changed the context of journal cancellations, the process still boils down to librarians making decisions in the midst of many challenges.”114

      COLLECTION PROTECTION AND SECURITY

      Collection protection is another collection management responsibility. It encompasses proper handling of items by staff members and users, appropriate environmental conditions, security against theft and mutilation, protection of electronic resources, and planning for and responding to disasters. Some libraries hold regular training for staff members covering appropriate handling of materials, such as how to remove volumes from shelves, the importance of not shelving volumes too tightly, and the need to use approved supplies for simple mending. Libraries often run publicity campaigns to educate users about the care of library materials and risks of having food and drink near library materials and computers.

      An appropriate library environment protects collections. This encompasses sound shelving and storage containers, moderate temperature and humidity with minimal fluctuations in each, cleanliness including pest control, and the avoidance of excessive light and ultraviolet radiation. Ideal temperatures are 65 to 70°F for general collections and 35 to 65°F for special collections and archives.115 Libraries generally make accommodations for personal comfort and increase temperatures slightly for areas in which users and collections share the same space. Optimum relative humidity (RH) is 30 to 50 percent. High RH encourages mold and pests. Low RH results in desiccation, shrinking, and cracking. Fluctuations cause materials to expand and contract and can result in warping. Rapid changes exacerbate these problems. Regardless of the targets set for temperature and humidity, controlling fluctuations is critical. Temperature should vary no more than two or three degrees, and RH should fluctuate no more than 2 to 3 percent, 24 hours a day, 365 days a year. Libraries frequently use data loggers to measure and record temperature and RH in collections where consistent conditions are required.

      Mold outbreaks terrorize libraries because of the damage they do to collections and the potential harm to human health. In 2013, the University of Missouri Libraries discovered some 600,000 moldy books in an off-campus storage facility.116 Because of space and financial constraints, library materials had been moved to a low-cost facility with inadequate environmental controls. The University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign Rare Book Library was closed for ten weeks in 2008 to address a mold outbreak due to spores entering the vault through the HVAC system.117 The problem for libraries is that mold spores are ubiquitous, but mold growth depends on only two factors: relative humidity and temperature. Controlling both goes a long way toward preventing mold bloom.

      One of the most important preventative measures is ensuring that no materials evidencing active mold growth are added to the collection. Gift materials are the most likely culprit, but mold has been found in purchased items as well. Staff handling materials that exhibit dry spores and mycelium should wear HEPA (high-efficiency particulate air) masks, goggles, and protective gloves. Mold outbreaks in collections can occur when RH increases to about 65 percent. Flooding naturally increases RH and wet volumes are clearly at risk, but even moisture in floor coverings and walls migrates to collections that are not initially wet. Handheld humidity meters can be used to quickly check humidity in collections that have been exposed to water. Large-scale mold problems, especially active outbreaks, should be addressed by professionals, but inactive dry mold on a limited number of items can be addressed by trained staff using proper procedures, supplies, and equipment.118

      Protection against theft is the issue that comes most frequently to mind when considering collection security. One of the most famous book thieves is Stephen Carrie Blumberg, who, when apprehended in 1990, had amassed a private collection of nearly 25,000 volumes valued at more than $5.3 million stolen from 327 libraries across the United States.119 People steal for different reasons—to build their own collections, to sell the items, because they are angry, to remove materials they find offensive. Both library patrons and staff members can be thieves. A former employee of Lambeth Palace Library, the library of the Archbishops of Canterbury, stole more than 1,000 rare volumes, which were discovered in an attic after his death.120

      Theft and mutilation are criminal acts. Libraries should work with their governing body and local law enforcement agencies when theft is suspected. Notifying other libraries, local book sellers, manuscript dealers, rare and out-of-print book dealers, and missing-book blogs and electronic lists of thefts is useful and has led to the identification and capture of repeat offenders.

      Several steps help protect libraries from theft. A library should have a written security policy and an individual charged with overseeing security, even if this is not a full-time position. All holdings should be documented through a catalog or other means, and carry ownership markings unless inappropriate to the items. The library should conduct regular inventories. The library should have limited entrances and exits ideally with some sort of monitoring. Book theft detection systems are common and a useful deterrent. Some libraries employ closed-circuit surveillance camera systems. Others hire security monitors. Some libraries and most archives and special collections require users to show identification and register when entering, and search bags and backpacks when patrons leave. Protecting against theft needs to be balanced with users’ access to the collection and privacy rights. The Library Leadership and Management Association has developed useful safety and security guidelines.121

      Librarians should review collections regularly to determine which materials should be transferred to special collections or to other more secure areas either because of value or vulnerability to mutilation. Rare book and special collections usually have more stringent security measures, such as excluding users from the stacks and prohibiting briefcases and bags in the reading room. The ACRL Rare Books and Manuscripts Section has developed guidelines for the security of special collections.122 The ALA Map and Geography Round Table offers Map Collection Security Guidelines.123

      Mutilation is frequently not discovered until someone uses a damaged item. Mutilation can result when patrons remove pages because they do not want a photocopy, or wish to censor the collection or make another type of personal statement. Protecting collections from mutilation involves many of the same procedures as protecting them against theft. Libraries have found that having good, convenient, inexpensive photocopy machines and digital scanners reduces collection damage. School library media centers and academic libraries may want to reach agreements with instructors regarding illustrative matter in submitted reports and papers. Ideally, homework should not encourage students to cut material from original books and journals. Only photocopies, digitally generated images, or illustrations created by the student should be accepted by their teachers.

      Natural disasters—earthquakes, fires, floods, burst pipes and building leaks, hurricanes, tornados, volcanoes, vermin infestations, wind damage, chemical spills, and extended power failures—can be very costly. Hurricane Irene devastated public and academic libraries in seven states and the District of Columbia in 2011, and Hurricane Sandy damaged libraries in New York, New Jersey, and Delaware in 2012.124 A burst pipe damaged more than 1,500 books beyond repair in the Schlow Centre Region Library (Pennsylvania) in 2015.125 Flooding in June 2016 devastated the contents of several West Virginia public libraries.126 Fire destroys library materials and the water used to fight fire can be equally destructive.

      Natural disasters cannot be prevented, but libraries are well served if they know what to do when one strikes. The best resource is a disaster preparedness plan, a form of contingency planning. All libraries should have a plan that is up-to-date and comprehensive. This document, also called a disaster response plan, provides policy and procedures for responding to emergencies and specifies priorities and techniques for salvaging different types of material if damaged. Plans usually include a priority recovery list. Primary concern is for unique, hard-to-replace, and valuable items. A typical list might rank historical collections as highest priority, followed by medium priority (the reference collection and core journal collection), and low priority might be books in the general collection and non-core journal titles. The plan lists who should be notified, defines the chain of command, who is responsible for which steps, where equipment and supplies (buckets, plastic sheeting, gloves, dust masks) are kept, and safety considerations. It provides contact information for services needed to respond to different conditions, which may include collection transport, rapid freezing, and mold abatement. Several sources advise on planning for disasters and developing salvage plans.127 A simple template for developing an emergency response plan is available through the Northeast Document Conservation Center.128

      Too many libraries lack a plan and must respond to a disaster as it unfolds. In such an event, resources are available, for example, “What to Do If Collections Get Wet” from the Library of Congress and several online leaflets from the Northeast Document Conservation Center addressing emergency salvage of wet materials.129

      Ensuring security for electronic files and systems adds another dimension to collection protection. Issues of concern are protecting against unauthorized access, theft of resources, damage by hackers, viruses, unintentional damage, confidentiality of patron information, and natural disasters. LITA offers advice on creating a library technology disaster response and recovery plan.130

      Several activities can help librarians protect their collections. A staff training program can address proper handling of library materials, monitoring security issues, and responding to emergencies. A security audit and risk assessment detects problem areas where the library and its collections are vulnerable. The library should have a clear reporting procedure and designated leader for each situation. An individualized disaster-preparedness plan provides specific procedures for dealing with different crises. Although librarians can do much to minimize risk to collections, knowing how to react when problems develop is equally important.

      
        Case Study

        JOSEPH IS THE NEW director of Sherman Public Library, a medium-sized public library. The library is part of a regional public library system with a shared integrated library system, union catalog, reciprocal borrowing privileges, and twice-weekly delivery of materials from member libraries. Through a state-funded initiative, the library and the citizenry have access to several hundred databases, full-text journals, and online reference tools that serve all ages. In addition to Joseph, the library employs 3.5 FTE professional librarians and 5.25 additional employees (clerks and library assistants). Sherman Public Library has a collection of 75,200 print volumes, access to 15,680 e-books, 44 print journal subscriptions, plus 4,280 audio items on-site, 3,800 videos on-site, and access to 8,200 downloadable audio items. Joseph reviewed the library’s annual reports and determined that the library has been adding an average of 4,500 print volumes each year. The library occupies a new facility, which opened in 1996. As far as Joseph can determine, the library has not withdrawn a print item since that time, with the exception of a few items that were falling apart and could not be repaired. Rumor suggests that the new library looked “bare” when it opened, and the previous director was very concerned about filling it. The shelves are so full and tightly packed that materials can barely be removed. Materials to be reshelved often sit on book trucks because there is no place to put them in the stacks. All back issues of journals are retained unbound and often mended with adhesive tape. The library has a collection development plan, but it says nothing about weeding and withdrawal. Joseph can extract and manipulate various data from the automated system, including circulation activity and date of imprint. Joseph knows that a massive weeding project is necessary. Storage is not an option. Good practice says that open stack bookshelves should be no more than 85 percent full. Joseph has determined that the library needs to withdraw between 10,000 and 12,000 volumes.

        Activity

        Develop a plan for weeding the print collection. The plan should have several components: (a) rationale for the project—why is it needed? (b) criteria to apply when deciding what items should be withdrawn and retained; (c) data needed to identify items that meet the withdrawal criteria; (d) a work plan that identifies tasks, assigns responsibilities, and lays out a reasonable time line; (e) a plan for disposing of withdrawn materials; and (f) a communication plan, including a list of the individuals with whom information should be shared. Do not go into the details of how the processing is handled once decisions are made, but do note the steps involved in general terms.
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      CHAPTER SEVEN

      Marketing, Liaison Activities, and Outreach

      Libraries seek to provide collections and develop services that meet the expectations of their user communities within the constraints of financial and personal resources and in a manner consistent with their respective missions. To do so, collections librarians need to learn about and keep current with users’ changing needs, wants, and demands; develop the appropriate collections and services in response; and communicate their availability to users. Effective marketing, which is much more than promotion and advertising, is an essential tool for addressing these challenges. The goal of this chapter is to define marketing; introduce the concepts of market research, market segmentation, and marketing mix; and explain how to develop, implement, and assess a marketing plan in the context of collections. Because successful marketing—and successful collection development and management—depend on building and maintaining relationships, this chapter also explores approaches to liaison and outreach activities, including use of social media.

      UNDERSTANDING MARKETING

      Marketing is a coherent process that determines user communities’ wants and needs, develops the products and services in response, and encourages users and potential users to take advantage of the products and services. Drucker says that “marketing is not only much broader than selling, it is not a specialized activity at all. It encompasses the entire business. It is the whole business seen . . . from the customer’s point of view.”1 Kendrick explains that successful marketing “will identify what drives users and build products and services around their needs; enable a highly differentiated service, not ‘one size fits all’; create value and inspiration to use the library; and do all this with as little cost as possible. It will . . . attract non-users and develop loyalty behaviours in existing users, and will clearly influence attitudes towards the library.”2 Kotler and Fox make this clear when they write, “In the public sector, marketing’s mantra is citizen value and satisfaction.”3

      Regular communication with users and nonusers is essential for gathering the information needed both to develop and manage collections and to plan for the future. Regular communication, formal and informal, is also essential for sharing information about the library’s new and existing collections, programs, and services; successes; and constraints. Baker and Wallace write, “In essence, marketing library collections involves using strategic planning techniques to both anticipate and respond to the short- and long-term collection-related needs and desires of the individuals and groups whom the library serves.”4 Equally important is building relationships—connecting the user to the library and developing a sense of loyalty. Falciani-White and Tomcik make this explicit when they explain that increasing gate counts or article downloads is only a short-term objective. The long-term goal should be “that people view the library favorably and consider it as a viable option when they have a need that the library . . . can fill.”5 Regardless of library type, understanding and consulting with the library’s community, governing and funding bodies, community leaders, and administrators are essential responsibilities of librarians.

      Liaison, outreach, and public engagement often are used to denote aspects of the same activity—communication with the library’s community to gain and share information. Communication is a two-way activity. Librarians need to listen to and learn about their constituents’ concerns and ideas as well as dispense information about the library. Academic libraries often use the term liaison to refer to librarians’ intermediary role between their constituents and the library, although most libraries also use outreach to describe the act of reaching out or extending services beyond current or usual limits. Public engagement (also called civic or community engagement) “brings people together to address issues of common importance, to solve shared problems, and to bring about positive change.”6 Other terms are often associated with outreach. Advocacy is understood to be public support for the library and is often a goal of public engagement. Public relations is one-way communication explaining what the library is, what it does, when and where, and for whom.7 In this book, outreach is used in the broader sense of libraries and librarians reaching out to and engaging with their user (and nonuser) communities.

      Professional library associations recognize the importance of marketing and outreach. The Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) has a Library Marketing and Outreach Interest Group (www.ala.org/​acrl/​aboutacrl/​directoryofleadership/​interestgroups/​acr-iglmo), which provides a forum for discussion of effective digital and print methods for disseminating information about the value of members’ respective academic and research libraries and the services and events they offer. ACRL offer tools for “marketing the academic library”; however, the emphasis is on increasing awareness of libraries rather than on the two-way communication that characterizes true marketing. The Library Leadership and Management Association has a section devoted to “Public Relations and Marketing,” which provides a

      
        framework and impetus for studying public relations within marketing theory and practice; for improving the practice of public relations and marketing of libraries and library services in public, school, college, university, and special libraries; . . . and for identifying those aspects of public relations and marketing about which the profession needs to be informed and educated so as to conduct appropriate programs and institutes. (www.ala.org/​llama/​sections/​prms)

      

      The Public Library Association has a website (www.ala.org/​pla/​tools/​public-relations-marketing) devoted to public relations and marketing, which includes information of advocacy, marketing strategies, performance measurement, and public relations resources. Librarians meet at an annual Library Marketing and Communications Conference (www.librarymarketingconference.org/​about), which is aimed at all library employees involved in marketing, communication, public relations, social media, and outreach in academic, public, and special libraries.

      Marketing is of significant importance in libraries of all types. It is essential because libraries often are serving a declining percentage of their total potential user communities. Libraries face strong competition in meeting the recreational and information needs and wants of their communities. They need to understand user expectations. They need to build loyalty and foster support. A marketing orientation, which focuses on the user and employs market research to identify competitors and user needs, is necessary to address these challenges.8 As early as 1969, Kotler and Levy stated that “the choice facing those who manage nonbusiness organizations is not whether to market or not to market. . . . The choice is whether to do it well or poorly.”9

      Library marketing focuses on how to reach users and potential users effectively and how to make clear what the library has to offer, that is, its value. Levine-Clark observes that “because libraries no longer have a monopoly on the provision of access to information, the value that they add to that content is now just as important as the content itself.”10 Helping user communities, stakeholders, and funders to understand that libraries are both a common good (shared and beneficial for members of a community) and a public good (one not diminished by use) is of increasing importance. Doing this well depends on understanding the community and determining the products and services to develop and then promote. Much of the outreach and liaison work librarians do includes the tasks traditionally associated with marketing, and all librarians can benefit from knowing basic marketing concepts.

      In a library context, the aim of marketing is both to understand and satisfy the library user and to develop and achieve a set of articulated goals, which may be increased use, community support, more patrons, a larger budget, or increased donations. For the collection development librarian, marketing means analyzing the library’s community of users and then developing and promoting a product (the collection) and related services that serve that community. The success of the product and promotional activities is then evaluated to ensure that performance is responsive to the community and gains support. Library marketing should always occur within the context of the library’s mission, goals, and objectives, and is often part of a library’s strategic planning. Saunders found that 71.4 percent of the academic libraries she surveyed in 2015 included marketing, public relations, or some form of outreach in their strategic plans. Further, “these plans indicated a need to raise the profile of the library, increase awareness and use of library services and information resources, and to communicate the value of the library to the community.”11

      Marketing as part of collection development in libraries is not a new idea. In 1969, Lopez wrote that marketing is one of the seven responsibilities constituting collection development.12 The other responsibilities Lopez identified are fiscal management, planning, evaluation, review, quality control, and resource sharing. The 1996 Guide for Training Collection Development Librarians contained a section on “Marketing, Outreach, and Communications with Constituencies,” documenting the increasingly widespread acceptance of marketing as a core competency for collection development librarians.13 Promotion in libraries has an even longer history. Drury’s “Publicity for College Libraries” (1920) and Briscoe’s Library Advertising (1921) suggested outreach activities such as library newsletters aimed at different groups and promoting books that related to popular movies.14

      Professional library associations recognize the importance of marketing through several annual awards. The IFLA Management and Marketing Section presents an international marketing award.15 The Library Leadership and Management Association Public Relations and Marketing Section recognizes the year’s best public relations materials with its PR Xchange Awards (www.prxchangeawards.org). The American Association of Law Libraries honors outstanding achievement with its Excellence in Marketing Award (www.aallnet.org/​main-menu/​Member-Resources/​AALLawards/​award-eim.html). The prestigious ALA John Cotton Dana Library Public Relations Award (www.ala.org/​awardsgrants/​john-cotton-dana-library-public-relations-award-0) honors outstanding public relations in all types of libraries.

      Many of these association awards focus on initiatives that increase public awareness and foster advocacy. Advocacy is public support for an issue, cause, or policy. Often advocacy for libraries involves supporting continuing or increased financial support. ALA’s “Libraries Transform” is a multi-year public campaign that aims to increase public awareness of the value, impact, and services provided by libraries and library professionals and to foster advocacy through the creation of a unique brand for libraries. A brand identifies a good or service through the use of a name, tag line or phrase, design, or symbol. “Libraries Transform,” as a phrase, seeks to create what Neumeier calls a “gut feeling”—an immediate emotional perception about libraries that distinguishes them from competitors.16 ALA makes materials available to libraries so they can customize “Libraries Transform” to local use. Other resources are ALA’s “Advocacy University,” a comprehensive clearinghouse of advocacy tools and resources for all types of libraries, and the American Association of School Librarians’ Toolkit for Promoting School Library Programs.17

      The ALA campaign, most of the professional association awards, and many of the suggested readings at the end of this chapter address promoting libraries, their collections, and their services to increase use and generate support. Even when “marketing” appears in the name of an award or the title of an article or book, marketing as multifaceted undertaking is not the focus. Marketing involves market research, planning, implementation, and control. Specifically, marketing in libraries aims to understand the library’s present and future users through market research; plans a marketing strategy, which determines the products and services to be offered, chooses the methods used to convey this to the user community, and sets goals and measures for performance; implements the plan; and monitors success or failure in reaching the plan’s goals. Marketing is increasingly important in the nonprofit sector. Social agencies, educational institutions, charities, and museums all employ marketing to learn the needs and wants of their target markets and to deliver the desired satisfaction more effectively and efficiently than their competitors.

      Marketing can challenge libraries because, without the profit-and-loss figures found in the commercial sector, measuring the success of marketing efforts is often difficult. Yet performance measurement is essential in today’s libraries and an important component of effective collection development and management. Various methods for evaluation and assessment have been developed over time (see chapter 8). Some of these techniques can help measure the success of a marketing initiative by looking at increased use of resources and changes in users’ level of satisfaction.

      The library’s community—consisting of users, potential users, and its funding and governing bodies—is its market. Marketing is implicit in Osburn’s analysis of the relationship between libraries and their communities: “Since . . . libraries depend upon their communities for support, the future of libraries does hinge very definitely on the priority and importance assigned to them by their respective communities. . . . For this reason alone, each library will be better off for defining its community, trying to understand it, and demonstrating to it the value that can be expected of the library.”18

      MARKETING CONCEPTS

      In Strategic Marketing for Nonprofit Organizations, Andreasen and Kotler define marketing as the effective management by an organization of its exchange relations with various markets and publics.19 In Principles of Marketing, Kotler and Armstrong stress that marketing should be understood as the new sense of satisfying customer needs, not in the old sense of “telling and selling.”20 Marketing begins with market research—understanding who the market is and what that market needs, wants, and demands. For example, I need information. I want the library to help me find this information, by either giving it to me or directing me to a resource that provides it. I demand, in the marketing sense of this word, to use an online resource because I have been influenced by marketing, either by the library or the commercial sector, to prefer online information resources instead of print. Most people who enter the library or access its resources online seek information or entertainment. The individual may want a suspense novel and might demand the newest Stephen King novel or want a mystery and demand the newest book by John Grisham.

      Collections librarians should be cautious about seeking to meet all their users’ perceived needs and wants, which is usually too narrow an objective. Most libraries have long-range goals and objectives, articulated in a mission statement and mandated by a parent authority or agency. The librarian’s task is developing and managing collections to enhance the users’ level of satisfaction and to increase user support while preserving the library’s well-being and acting within the library’ goals and interests.

      Products and services are anything that can be offered to satisfy a need or want. Libraries provide products in the form of information, books, journals, multimedia, online resources, customized bibliographies, handouts, library web pages, and so on. Library services include reference, interlibrary loan, reader advisory, training, story hours, and class visits—any activity where a staff person comes in contact with a patron. Collection development librarians can view the collections they build and manage as the product. Every contact they make with their constituents is a service.

      In addition to gathering information to understand needs better, the collections librarian works with users to identify and solve problems they have experienced with the library. This is an essential element of building relationships with the user community. User problems include both inadequacies in the collection and problems with library services. Often, librarians discover that a user’s assessment of the collection is based on incomplete or inaccurate knowledge of resources held locally and of the means available to access online resources or to request materials through interlibrary loan. D’Couto and Rosenhan found that the majority of resources offered by libraries are unused by students and that, although scholars are deeply familiar with a few resources, they lack awareness of all the library resources that might be useful in their work.21 Connaway and Faniel observe that

      
        lack of knowledge of what the library has to offer is one of the largest barriers to library use. Marketing research has shown that frequency (how often a message is seen) and how recently a message has been seen are keys to effective advertising. . . . Advertising not only will help promote every book within users’ workflows but will also enhance the library’s brand as an information source.22

      

      Gathering information from the user community helps develop outreach activities that more clearly and completely convey to users what the library has and does.

      When user dissatisfaction is based on real problems, not lack of information or misunderstanding, librarians take on the role of advocate in trying to solve these problems within the context of available library and institutional resources. They solicit advice from constituents regarding specific collection issues. This focused consultation is more common in school library media centers and academic libraries, where teachers and faculty members make recommendations about purchasing or contracting for expensive items, adding and cancelling journal titles, placing materials in storage, and acquiring multiple copies of individual titles. Public and special libraries usually encourage requests for individual titles, often through the library’s website or via e-mail.

      Value and satisfaction define how consumers choose between the products and services that might satisfy a given need. Value is a complicated concept with a long history in economic thought. Karl Marx thought that the value of an object depended on how much labor went into its production. Contemporary thought defines value as subjective and dependent on its capacity to satisfy wants. I value the library and its services to the extent my wants are met. Do I get the information I need? Does the library have the book I want? Did the librarian order the book I recommended? How long do I have to wait? Even if I am satisfied this time, I may not value the library.

      Satisfaction, when used in discussions of marketing, measures how goods or services meet or surpass a customer’s expectation. Reichheld, Markey, and Hopton observe that satisfaction is “an inherently unstable and temporary mental state and measuring genuine satisfaction is a tricky business.”23 Customer loyalty refers to the likelihood a customer will return and not defect to the competition. The relationship between satisfaction and loyalty is tenuous. Research indicates that satisfaction does not necessarily translate into customer loyalty and that many factors can affect the satisfaction-loyalty relationship.24 Citizens may value the library, be satisfied with its collections and service, but prefer the convenience of buying a book through Amazon.com or be unwilling to approve a tax increase to support it. Parents and school boards may value their school library media centers but be willing to reduce the number of media specialists before they will cut back on coaching staff. Academic libraries, frequently glibly called the heart of the university, are seldom funded to the financial level this “value” might suggest. Faculty members may laud the library as essential for teaching and research but fail to protect its budget allocation.

      The phrase exchange and transactions denotes the act of obtaining a desired product or service by offering something in return. The concept of exchange is central to marketing because it implies that—by agreeing to the exchange—the participating parties see themselves as better off after the exchange. Transactions consist of a trade of values between two parties. The commodity exchanged for the product or service may not be financial, though it often is. Time and effort may be equally valuable commodities. The teacher or faculty member, valuing students who use the library and their work demonstrating this use, may give classroom time to the librarian to provide an orientation to library resources and services. Many public libraries are finding that citizens are willing to pay for specialized reference service and document delivery if it is speedier and easier than doing the research and retrieval themselves. Academic libraries may offer document delivery services to affiliated users on a cost-recovery basis, gaining in goodwill while the user feels the time savings is worth the fee charged.

      The market consists of all the potential customers sharing a particular need or want who might be willing and able to engage in exchange, which may be money, time, effort, or all three, to satisfy that need or want. Libraries typically deal with a complex market over which they have no authority and only indirect influence yet to which they must respond effectively in an anticipatory mode. Even when they do not seek direct cost recovery, libraries seek support and loyalty in exchange for user satisfaction. A marketer is one who engages in marketing—who analyzes and understand the market, develops a valued product or service for that market, communicates the offering, and monitors satisfaction. Effective collections librarians have an important role as marketers. Research documents that marketing-related duties are increasingly included in library job postings in all types of libraries and positions.25

      Marketing Mix

      Borden introduced the phrase marketing mix in the late 1940s to describe the creative combination of elements that inform marketing.26 McCarthy first proposed the four Ps (product, price, promotion, and place) in 1960 as a way for corporations to approach the marketing mix.27 Kotler popularized the idea of the four Ps of marketing in his seminal work Marketing Management in 1967.28 Since then, others have proposed expanding the four Ps in various ways, such as adding process, people, and physical evidence.29 In 1990, Lauterborn introduced the four Cs (consumer wants and needs, cost to satisfy, convenience to buy, and communication) as a replacement for the four Ps because they take the customer’s perspective instead of taking the seller’s view.30 Kotler continues to believe that the four Ps model of marketing “is still king” despite the evolution of marketing since the 1960s and the emergence of digital media as a marketing channe1.31 The four Ps remain a useful construct for understanding marketing in libraries. Librarians can benefit from thinking about the four Cs while they develop the four Ps in their marketing mix.

      In the library context, product refers to both library collections (on-site and online) and services. Consumers make choices about products based on perceived functionality, utility, and reliability. The library examines the needs, demands, and wants of all segments of the communities it serves, then designs a product—library services and resources—to meet those needs. Does the public library’s community want more electronic resources, more copies of popular novels, more large-print materials, or fewer books and more journals? What types of contact do faculty members want with academic librarians? Can the library or the librarian modify current practices and collecting to satisfy its community better? Libraries face challenges building collections that balance formats, monographs and serials, and immediate needs and long-term mission. Librarians constantly develop and modify the collections and services the library provides. Although they are, in essence, continually adjusting the market mix, librarians seldom think of these as marketing activities. Outreach and liaison activities, as services, are part of the product libraries offer. The librarian should develop, monitor, and modify these activities so that they become valued services for which the user community member is willing to exchange time, effort, and support.

      Price is what it costs the library user to acquire and access the library’s products and services. Price can be measured in financial cost or by the time or effort needed to obtain the product—that is, its convenience. Price is determined by a variety of factors, including competition, input costs, product identity, and the customer’s perceived value of the product or services. The librarian’s goal is to set the price of using the collection and services as low as is feasible, given the constraints placed on the library by its budget and staffing. Generally, traditional or routine services have no direct financial cost for primary constituents. Fees are seldom charged to borrow books and audio recordings, read journals, consult reference materials and staff members, and use the library’s electronic resources. Some libraries charge users fees for receiving interlibrary loans, borrowing videos and best-sellers, requesting recalls, being placed on a waiting list, or using reference services beyond a certain length of time. Most libraries charge for photocopy and scanning services, printing, and retrieval and delivery to a home or office, though special libraries may be budgeted to absorb or subsidize these costs.

      Collection development librarians have more influence on the time and effort cost to users than they do on fees charged. Librarians aim to lower users’ perception of cost by saving their time and effort, thus increasing user satisfaction. The user’s perception of the ideal library is one in which everything a user seeks is not just owned by the library but also easy to locate and ready to use. Waiting to use a computer workstation, waiting to access an online electronic resource because the resource limits the number of simultaneous users, waiting for an item requested through interlibrary loan to arrive, and waiting on a list for a popular title all can decrease user satisfaction. Collection librarians are always trying to satisfy users within the library’s mission, priorities, and budget. Being unable to locate and access a resource results in user frustration and perceived cost of using the library.

      Place is the point at which the exchange of value for product and service occurs and may be called the distribution channel. It can be in the library, media center, bookmobile, via a website or social networking, in the user’s office or home, or in a classroom. The librarian’s goal is to design a place, point of contact, or distribution system that allows patrons to find and access or get what they want—which may be information, an item, or the collections librarian’s attention—as quickly and conveniently as possible. The public librarian may visit schools in the spring to give book talks and promote a summer reading program. The academic library may offer free or minimal-cost delivery of locally owned materials to on-campus offices. The special librarian may deliver items directly to the executive or researcher who requested them. The librarian, regardless of library type, may provide users with mechanisms to recommend materials for purchase. Academic and special librarians may schedule office hours within departments and divisions to facilitate contact with users. The goal is to make it as convenient as possible for librarians to provide services to their constituents and constituents to connect with the library, its resources, services, and librarians. Selecting between print and electronic resources when making collection decisions has obvious implications about place. Users value the time saved when they can access electronic resources from home or office.

      Modifying product, price, or place modifies the product and influences demand. Librarians should understand these components and can adjust them, when appropriate, to increase the likelihood a patron will use and be satisfied with the library’s collections and services.

      Promotion encompasses all the means used to raise awareness of a product, service, or even a brand. All liaison and outreach activities—all of the library’s and librarians’ communication activities and formats—can be considered promotion. Many users have very little idea of what librarians do or what they and the libraries in which they work offer. Promotional activities are the librarian’s chance to inform and educate. Librarians should take every opportunity to publicize the library’s collections and services along with their own availability. Information about the library should not focus only on collections and information resources. Librarians keep constituents aware of all relevant library services, programs, and policies, regardless of the librarian or library unit offering them. Keeping constituents informed about all aspects of the library is an important part of liaison and outreach activities.

      Promotional activities are both formal and informal. Formal activities are structured and planned interactions, such as scheduled presentations and meetings, preparation of print materials, and creation and maintenance of online websites and social media. Informal promotion can occur every time a librarian comes in contact with a member of the library’s community. Advances in telecommunication and the growth of social media are expanding opportunities for library outreach and liaison activities.

      Customer relationship management (CRM) emphasizes using the information collected in market research effectively to increase customer loyalty. CRM can be used for both the software for analysis of data and as a “strategic concept, which incorporates the strategic outcomes of satisfaction, loyalty, customer retention, and profitability while relying on technology to harness market-relevant data and guide decision making.”32 Within libraries, CRM can be seen as a coordinated and integrated strategy to use the information gathered through market research to attract users and nonusers, and keep them—to build confidence, trust, and loyalty.

      Kotler and Lee explain that this customer-centered focus assumes that the target audience is constantly asking the question “What’s in it for me?”33 This “WIFM” phenomenon, they argue, motivates marketers to understand the wants and needs of target customers better than competitors do. CRM is pertinent in libraries because it looks out to the user community, rather than inward at what librarians think about libraries and library offerings, to develop what Kendrick calls a “mutually beneficial relationship” that can be sustained over time and leads to advocacy and support as well as user satisfaction.34 In other words, marketing is more effective if it begins with what the community sees and thinks about libraries. Understanding the community’s perspective provides a better foundation for library marketing.

      One important aspect of marketing is knowing the competition. Identifying the library’s competition can come through market research—learning where users and potential users seek the products and services to satisfy their needs, wants, and desires, and why. Competition can be direct or indirect. Direct competition is when products or services that perform the same function compete against each other. For example, airlines are direct competitors. Indirect competition is when products or services are close substitutes for each other. Buses and trains are indirect competitors with airlines. Companies use several approaches to come out ahead of the competition. These include adjusting the marketing mix (lowering prices, improving the product or services, or increasing promotion), differentiating the product or service from that offered by competitors, fostering customer loyalty through brand recognition, and maintaining a customer-centered focus. As libraries better understand their competition, they can take similar steps.

      Even without intentional market research, libraries are aware that they face competition from online and brick-and-mortar bookstores and from direct online information sources and search engines, particularly Google, Google Scholar, and Google Books. More in-depth research seeks to determine why competitors are perceived as more appealing, attractive, efficient, and convenient. Librarians have determined that coffee shops and comfortable seating can make bookstores more appealing and, in response, have been adding both to libraries. In response to user perceptions that search engines like Google make finding information easier, libraries have implemented new and larger-scale discovery services, many of which provide a single search box. These approaches seek to improve the library’s competitive edge and to improve its position in the information discovery and delivery market. Many librarian activities have been directed to positioning the library, its collections, and services in the user community’s awareness more effectively. Librarians do not want users to think only of books when they think about libraries; they seek to promote the benefits the library offers through its collections and services and to differentiate libraries from their competitors.

      Another approach to improving the library’s position in the information and entertainment marketplace is what Dempsey calls getting “in the flow.” He suggests that the library needs to co-evolve with users’ behaviors—which can be monitored through market research. As information and entertainment resources are increasingly integrated (Google, Netflix online delivery of rented movies, courseware management systems), librarians need to think more about getting into that flow of the user environment and less about getting users into the library either physically or virtually. The challenge is to do so authentically. Dempsey concludes his blog posting by stating that “integration of library resources should not be seen as an end in itself but as a means to better integration with the user environment.”35 Intentional positioning is essential.

      MANAGING THE MARKETING CYCLE

      Managing a marketing effort involves four related components: conducting market research, developing a marketing plan, implementing that plan, and exercising control (figure 7.1). Successful marketing is a cycle, with each component interacting with and driving the others. The librarian identifies and researches user and nonuser groups to track their needs, wants, and demands, using direct examination of the community and information from secondary sources—demographic data, research foci, curricula standards, emerging programs, and so forth. A marketing plan is developed on the basis of the determined marketing mix of product, price, place, and promotion. The product (library collections and associated services) is configured to meet needs, wants, and demands within the terms and limits of the library’s mission and financial resources. The librarian implements the plan, which involves promoting the product to the library’s user community. Control is monitoring users’ perceptions of and response to the marketing mix—and adjusting the mix and promotional activities to improve user response. This may involve additional market research, a revised marketing plan, and so on through the cycle.

      
        [image: ]

        FIGURE 7.1 Managing the Marketing Cycle

      
      Market Research

      Marketing begins with market research. The American Marketing Association defines marketing research as

      
        the function that links the consumer, customer, and public to the marketer through information—information used to identify and define marketing opportunities and problems; generate, refine, and evaluate marketing actions; monitor marketing performance; and improve understanding of marketing as a process. Marketing research specifies the information required to address these issues, designs the method for collecting information, manages and implements the data collection process, analyzes the results, and communicates the findings and their implications.36

      

      A librarian undertakes market research to define and understand the library’s users, nonusers, and stakeholders—its market. Market research establishes the overall size and structure of the community, identifies characteristics, assesses needs, and interprets trends. The terms community analysis, needs assessment, and needs analysis may be more familiar to librarians.37 All represent research through which librarians seek as much information as possible about their constituencies—users, potential users, supporters, and funding bodies.

      Market Segmentation

      A common strategy in market research is market segmentation—dividing the market into categories in order to understand each one better. The library’s user community can be understood in terms of its components, or segments. Detailed understanding of smaller groups that have something in common, such as families that homeschool their children, or freshmen composition students, positions a library to develop collections and services to meet the different needs of each segment and to market to the specific group. The community can be segmented in many ways. Common topologies consider demographic characteristics (age, gender, income level, ethnic background, occupation, educational level), geographic characteristics (ability to travel to a library, the distance that must be traveled, residential or nonresidential status), past and present behavioral characteristics (extent and type of a patron’s use—or nonuse—of the library in general or of specific collections and services), and sociological characteristics (socioeconomic class, lifestyle, personality, interests, opinions). All types of libraries can segment their user community for market research. Sin and Vakkari confirm the importance of understanding different demographic groups because of the significant difference in how various groups perceive the benefits of public libraries.38 Librarians already frequently market collections and services by market segment. For example, public libraries prepare finding aids for genealogists and academic libraries develop library guides or web pages of resources that target specific disciplines.

      Fisher and Pride suggest the following demographic characteristics are useful in developing marketing strategies for public libraries:

      
        
          	• population density (rural, urban, suburban)

          	• population location (North, South, East, West)

          	• population size

          	• population growth pattern (e.g., stable, negative, positive)

          	• gender

          	• age, by ZIP code if possible

          	• family size

          	• family life cycle (e.g., bachelorhood, newly married, full nest, empty nest)

          	• income, by ZIP code if possible

          	• education

          	• race and nationality (ethnic groups), as defined by the US census categories

          	• occupation

          	• number of public and private schools

          	• number of homeschooling families

          	• leading employers (industry types and number of employees)

          	• media outlets (local, regional, national)39

        

      

      Another way to categorize public library users is suggested in the RUSA “Guidelines for Liaison Work in Managing Collections and Services” (the following list is not intended to be comprehensive): “recreational readers, civic groups, government agencies, businesspersons, senior citizens, persons with disabilities, students, teachers, institutionalized populations, non-English readers, and persons involved in literacy programs.”40

      Libraries need to respond to their changing environments and consider additional categories as appropriate. For example, during the Great Recession that began in late 2007, many public libraries identified the unemployed as an important segment of their market, and developed resources and services along with marketing plans to reach this group.

      Chmelik stresses the importance of detailed information about the various market segments and their characteristics when one is developing and promoting collections and services in special libraries.41 A corporate library might segment its users into researchers, marketers, salespeople, legal staff, and management, with the aim of satisfying the information needs of each. Chmelik, a corporate librarian, determined that her most active user group consisted of individuals in middle to upper management, who needed timely, concise responses to questions and had greater information needs at the beginning and end of each quarter. With this information in hand, she could look for the best matches with available resources and identify possible additions—and develop a marketing plan that would reach her target audience most effectively.

      The academic library’s community is often analyzed along the categories of faculty members, students, staff members, administrators, and external users. The first four groups usually are considered primary or affiliated users. External users, who might be segmented into categories such as alumni, citizens, and corporate researchers, are often called secondary or unaffiliated users. In many academic libraries, the same categories are employed when developing outreach and liaison activities. Responsibilities for faculty liaison usually are divided between various librarians along subject or discipline lines. Outreach to students may be aligned according to subject foci or directed to undergraduate, graduate, and professional school student groups; on-campus and distance-education students; part-time and full-time students; honors program students; foreign students; and so on. How the market is segmented can determine how responsibilities are assigned. In addition, librarians may have liaison responsibilities with student government bodies and student organizations (ethnic, social, service, etc.). Jenkins suggests partnering with campus organizations and services (offices for first-generation college students, for accessibility or disability services, for returning students, and for multicultural academic success; advising; and residency services) to reach a larger number of students.42 Information about each targeted group can aid the librarian in developing collections and services to meet that group’s needs and interests.

      School librarians usually think of their user community in terms of students, teachers, and—in some libraries—students’ families. Students can be further segmented into, for example, age or grade groups, native English speakers and students for whom English is not their first language, or those with special needs or special abilities. Teachers can be categorized along similar lines depending on their teaching responsibilities. School librarians might consider parent advisory groups and site councils, parent-teacher associations, school boards, and school administrators as part of the community for which their libraries are responsible and to whom they are accountable.

      Another approach to market segmentation that looks beyond demographic data considers attributes or qualities that distinguish various groups. This might be by behavior—how people use the library or how they view it, or perhaps those that do not visit or use the library. Groups can be segmented by lifestyle or shared interests such as iPod owners or science fiction readers. A Pew Research study identified and studied groups based on their connection to libraries rather than on gender, age, or socio-economic attributes.43 By analyzing the views of each of the nine groups, which ranged from high engagement with the library to no engagement, the study offers insight that is pertinent to libraries developing marketing plans and also to the people who make funding decisions. Carrigan suggests that a public library might segment its market on the basis of “perceived ability to assist the library for funding and other support,” in other words, resource consumers and resource providers.44 Haycock and Stenström explain that the relationship between those seeking to influence decision-makers and decision-makers is critica1.45 The library should determine what resource providers and decision-makers value and develop a marketing plan to reach them.

      Libraries are using computers to conduct advanced market segmentation analysis that combines demographic data with lifestyle, attitude, and preferences. Sometime called cluster analysis, the goal is to create better segmentation by more fully understanding the characteristics of each group.46 This, in turn, can position the library to develop a marketing plan that develops products and services targeting behaviors within and across demographic groups.

      Data Gathering

      The next step after defining the segments of the library’s community is gathering and analyzing data. Market research is conducted through locating and analyzing secondary (existing) data and gathering and analyzing primary data. Many public sources provide useful secondary data. Census data can be a valuable resource. For example, the US Census Bureau Census Explorer website (https://​www.census.gov/​censusexplorer) offers interactive maps, which can be limited by county. Here, one can learn that 19.6 percent of the population age 18 to 34 living in Ramsey County, Minnesota, in 2009/13 were foreign-born and 26 percent of this age group spoke a language other than English at home, or that 14.4 percent of the population in Miami-Dade County, Florida, is aged 65 years and over. The Census Bureau also offers “QuickFacts” (www.census.gov/​quickfacts/​table/​PST045216/​00), which provide statistical information for all states and counties and for cities and towns with populations of 5,000 or more. Many states have governmental demographic centers with a variety of data available. Some commercial products, such as CommunityConnect (http://​civictechnologies.com/​communityconnect) and Analytics on Demand (http://​solutions.cengage.com/​Analytics), use geographic information systems to integrate local library data with market segmentation, demographic, and other data to help a library better understand its community, predict people’s interests, and deliver relevant services.

      Mardis suggests the following secondary data as useful for school librarians:

      
        
          	• Enrollment

          	• Grade levels

          	• Ethnic makeup of the student body

          	• Number of students whose second language is English

          	• Socioeconomic status of the students

          	• Number of students on free or reduced lunches

          	• Dropout rate

          	• Number of students enrolled in advanced courses

          	• Percentage of students going to college

          	• Special education population

          	• Standardized test scores

          	• Courses or units of study emphasized in the curriculum

          	• Extracurricular activities available

          	• Number of teachers

          	• Background of teachers (Do they live in local neighborhoods? Do they have advanced degrees? Do they have diverse backgrounds?)47

        

      

      Many states have department of education websites that allow drilling down to specific schools and provide data about test scores, reading levels, percentage of student participating in free and reduced lunch cost programs, and more. Such data are often available in the school itself or from the central office of school systems. The school librarian should seek current information on special-needs students, including nonnative English speakers, attending the school.

      Numerous local secondary sources are available to help one understand the academic library community. Academic institutions normally provide data on number of students by program and level, international students and scholars, faculty and researchers (by discipline, department, college), and staff. Many departments, research centers, and individual faculty members have web pages which, along with course catalogs, can be a resource for secondary information. Other sources are departmental promotional materials, newsletters, and reports, which may list new hires, faculty publications, and research grants.

      Many organizations conduct research projects, which are a rich source of secondary data. OCLC (www.oclc.org) and OCLC Research (www.oclc.org/​research.html) issue informative reports about all types of libraries; many of these are cited in this book. Another organization that provides useful information is the Pew Research Center (www.pewinternet.org), which examines behavior and trends related to the internet and technology. Two instructive reports are Libraries 2016 and Book Reading 2016.48

      A useful source of data for academic librarians is the work done by Ithaka S+R (www.sr.ithaka.org). This organization regularly surveys US faculty members on various topics, including faculty perceptions of the roles and value of their institutional library and the roles the library plays in supporting their activities. The most recent research analyzed responses from more than 9,000 faculty members.49 A similar research initiative is administered by members of the Canadian Association of Research Libraries and surveys faculty at eleven Canadian institutions; the most recent reports data collected from 4,039 respondents.50 Findings address the manner in which scholars use different types of materials in research and teaching, changes in the way in which they discover and access information, and their perceptions of library collections and service-oriented functions of the library. Ithaka S+R also surveys US academic library deans and directors annually to learn about their visions for the future and the opportunities and challenges they face.51

      A 2016 report, Core Customer Intelligence: Public Library Research, Relevance, and Resilience, released by CIVICTechnologies, provides insight into characteristics of public library users and their behavior across the United States.52 The report focused on the top 20 percent of the most active library cardholders and analyzed a data set of more than 67.4 million patron transactions and 4 million users in 10 library systems.

      Ethnographic and anthropological methods aim to learn more about user behavior and needs outside of the library to better support what they do. The goal is to look at the library in the life of the user, not the user in the life of the library.53 Further, these studies aim to look at particular populations so that the library can design collections and services that meet the needs of those particular users.

      The University of Rochester River Campus Libraries conducted one of the first studies to use anthropological methods to understand the work practices of undergraduates, graduate students, and faculty.54 The goal was both to realign existing services and to develop new services to meet these behaviors. Interest in ethnographic research and other methods to learn more about user behaviors and needs prompted OCLC Research to sponsor the 2015 meeting “The Library in the Life of the User.”55 Other academic libraries and public libraries have conducted similar studies of their user and nonuser populations.56 Connaway and colleagues studied how, why, and under what circumstances individuals seek information and use technology over an extended period of time.57 These studies use a variety of approaches to learn about users, including mining demographic data, conducting surveys and interviews, and observing users.

      Primary data specific to the library’s existing and potential user community must be collected by the library. This information is obtained through observational research, qualitative research (individual interviews and focus groups), quantitative research (surveys), and extracting data from the local automated system (circulation transactions) and external content providers, usually in the form of COUNTER statistics. Any librarian who wishes to research the behavior of users should ensure that all appropriate steps are taken to protect the privacy, rights, and welfare of human subjects. Most higher education institutions have an institutional review board (IRB) or an ethical review board that must approve the use of surveys, interviews, focus groups, and observational research. While most library research is exempt from IRB oversight, this decision must be made by the IRB. Some libraries collect data through their websites via one- or two-sentence surveys that simply ask “How are we doing?” and provide a text box for comments. Surveys range from the very simple to the extremely complex. Creating surveys takes special skills to create questions that are not leading and that produce useful information.

      Other options for gathering primary data are one-on-one conversations, focus groups, and community forums. A focus group is a sort of group conversation or interview in which a small number of people are asked about their perceptions, opinions, beliefs, and attitudes, and participants are free to talk with other group members. Focus groups are effective in creating an opportunity to collect data from small numbers of people in an informal and relaxed setting. Focus groups are led by a moderator and range in size from six to twelve participants. A focus group session is usually around two hours and may be shorter, depending on the age of participants, the area of interest, and the time participants have available. Focus groups are a form of qualitative research and are appropriate for all types of libraries. They often provide more information than surveys when working with children and young people.58

      Community forums engage larger groups of interested individuals who are invited to attend an open public meeting on a particular topic. A community forum usually includes a panel of experts who discuss the topic, followed by questions and open discussion. Community forums can serve to engage interest in the topic, gather comments to inform library collecting and service offerings, and foster advocacy. They can raise awareness in the community, get stakeholders involved, and attract media attention.

      When collections librarians gather and analyze their own primary data, they seek specific answers that help guide collection development and pertinent services. Questions may address why an individual does or does not use a library resource, if a resource is easy to use or not, what the individual needed or wanted and was unable to obtain, how long the individual is willing to wait for the resource, and preferences for formats. Information gathered on these topics, in addition to guiding collection development, is useful in collection assessment. Information collected must be analyzed cautiously, however, because both user and researcher biases can skew results, especially with small samples and less skilled researchers. User perceptions, memories, and understanding of collections and services may not always reflect reality. Researchers may have framed the questions in such a way that ambiguous responses result.

      Academic librarians obtain information about their faculty members’ needs and interests through conversations with individual faculty members and by attending departmental meetings. The lucky librarian has an established vehicle for communication—perhaps a departmental library committee or departmental faculty mailing list—through which information and requests for advice on general issues can be funneled. Less formal meetings, such as getting together with one or two faculty members over coffee or lunch, foster communication as well. The following list identifies information helpful for understanding faculty members and researchers:

      
        	• employment status (i.e., tenured or tenure track, on contract, or adjunct)

        	• research interests and areas of concentration

        	• language abilities

        	• grants and research centers

        	• number of faculty members and their ranks

        	• number of students and research assistants

        	• courses being taught and being planned

        	• special collection and resource needs

        	• requests for particular library services

        	• areas of crossover with other disciplines

        	• plans for future programs and degrees

        	• national standing of the department or program

        	• department’s or program’s priority in the institution

      

      Academic librarians can begin by creating a list of faculty members in the subject areas for which they have collection development and management responsibilities. This list can be enhanced through the creation of faculty profiles. Many librarians regularly query their constituents to learn their interest, needs, problems, favorite library resources, and perceptions about library collections and services. Although survey instruments and questionnaires may seem an efficient way to gather information, they seldom serve to cultivate relationships between librarians and faculty members. Gathering data from secondary sources and then building a faculty member profile through informal conversations is usually more effective. Regular conversations serve to keep the information current. A librarian should keep notes about each faculty member in whatever manner he or she prefers.

      Creating some form of user profile of important or primary users is beneficial in all types of libraries. In special libraries, profiles can help identify the needs and interests of specific library and information center users by tracking individuals’ research and development activities and other areas of responsibility. School librarians may maintain profiles for each teacher and his or her curriculum support needs. Additional data points assembled for each teacher usually include grades and subjects taught, size of classes, and requests for specific materials and services. Turner and Riedling propose creating what they call “instructional consultation assessment charts” to track interaction with teachers; Linning recommends avoiding the word “assessment” because it suggests the librarian is judging teacher performance.59 The school librarian records the teacher’s involvement in several areas, including discussion of instructional objectives and materials selection. Curriculum mapping also can provide data to inform the development of teacher profiles. Another approach, suggested by Langhorne, is to enter data into a spreadsheet that tracks monthly media center use by teachers, their classes, activities, level of instructional support, and dates. Not only does this help to develop a teacher profile, it can be correlated with the curriculum map and local educational standards.60

      Liaison and outreach activities encompass all contacts between librarians and individuals and groups. Successful relationships provide a context in which to apply all other collection development and management skills. Collections librarians promote the library’s collections and services, provide improved visibility for the library, and increase advocacy. A librarian’s success in making and maintaining good relationships depends on both enthusiasm and initiative. Only through constant attention can a librarian gain and supply the information needed to make liaison and outreach work meaningful. The approaches librarians use to learn about their constituents and their needs and interests vary with the situation. Even the most dedicated librarian may run into a brick wall with some teachers, faculty members, market segments, and stakeholders, who fail to respond to any library initiative. In these situations, the librarian should continue promotional activities, even if the communication remains one-directional. The library itself can provide data on the ability of the existing collection to meet current needs. Such information can be found in interlibrary loan requests, circulation activity, e-resource use statistics, reference questions (answered and unanswered), wait lists for popular titles, and purchase suggestions from users. Library automation has the potential to produce a wealth of constituent use data that can guide collection development; however, not all systems live up to this promise, nor do librarians always make use of the available information. If the automated system is able to correlate use by various user categories (activity by adult and juvenile users in a public library or by student, staff, faculty, or unaffiliated users in an academic library), the librarian obtains hard data on market needs and wants that can help develop a responsive collection. Nackerud and colleagues at the University of Minnesota Libraries used individual student identifiers called affinity strings to investigate how students use the library, while protecting their privacy.61 Several others have done similar research into the behaviors of academic library users.62 Use statistics should be weighed against categories of materials for which such data are not collected, such as noncirculating materials and those used on-site.

      Developing and Implementing a Marketing Plan

      After conducting market research, the next steps are planning the products (collections and services) that will meet the needs and expectations of the user community and then implementing these decisions. A successful marketing plan, like a successful strategic plan, is an open-ended, continuous process that keeps the library in step with its environment. Kendrick defines an effective marketing plan as a process that

      
        will identify what drives users and build products and services around their needs; enable a highly differentiated service, not ‘one size fits all’; create value and inspiration to use the library; and do all this with as little cost as possible. It will provide a process to ensure maximum use of the public libraries by the public, attract non-users and develop loyalty behaviours in existing users, and will clearly influence attitudes towards the library—our ‘offer’ as the best, the winning offer (in terms of use of time) in the scramble for their attention.63

      

      This description applies to all types of libraries as they seek to understand and serve their communities.

      A marketing plan is sometimes called a marketing strategy. Marketing plans are developed to introduce something new or address an existing issue. In formulating a marketing plan, the library develops its market mix, sets goals, and determines how to measure success in reaching them. Developing a marketing plan requires work—time, energy, and resources—but can have a significant impact. As Allen says, “without a marketing plan, you are simply promoting a thing: this product, that program, a news service. With a marketing plan, you have focused goals, and all the things you do work well together . . . to build an awareness of the library in a way that no single approach can.”64

      A collections librarian cannot determine the marketing mix in isolation from the library’s mission and goals but may have responsibility for developing portions of the mix and marketing strategy that relate to collections and associated services and also for part of the promotional plan. A collections librarian considering a marketing initiative should understand any marketing that is already under way. Much of the market research may have already been done. Though libraries are more frequently developing library-wide marketing plans, collections librarians need to think about marketing in the context of their own responsibilities and goals. An individual librarian would not undertake something as large as a two-year campaign to introduce a new library brand and change the perceptions of the entire user community, but can develop a marketing plan to increase awareness of an existing collection, resource, or service, or to introduce new ones. Care should be taken to determine if marketing rules or guidelines are in place, particularly in relations to promotional materials. The library may require that all press releases be issued by the director, the school principal, another administrator, or perhaps a communications office. Guidelines may apply to writing style, media relations, social media, branding, and use of logos and font. Templates may be available for signage, web pages, and printed materials.

      A marketing plan contains several elements that culminate in a strategy for action and methods for measuring effectiveness. For example, a marketing plan addressing the availability of streaming audio books might consist of the following:

      
        	• Executive summary

        	• Purpose, including a brief description of the product (streaming audio books) to be introduced

        	• SWOT analysis (examination of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats the library faces in the context of this product)

        	• Customer analysis, market segmentation, and target groups for the streaming audio books

        	• Competitor analysis. The library may have its own internal competition, such as DVDs that can be borrowed or audio books that can be downloaded through the library’s website. What differentiates the library’s streaming audio books from external and internal competitors?

        	• Goal or goals of the marketing initiative. The goal might be increased use, increased ease of use, increased patron satisfaction, or two or more of these.

        	• Marketing strategies (in the context of the marketing mix) with emphasis on the central marketing message and how the streaming audio books will be promoted, including distribution channels and intended audiences (market segment) and objectives

        	• Implementation plan detailing a time line for the marketing campaign, the library staff who will be involved, and budget for the campaign

        	• Means to measure success in achieving the marketing initiative’s goals

        	• Assignment of responsibility for assessing the success and date at which this will be done65

      

      Assembling a marketing plan can sound overwhelming. Solomon writes that the usual two first steps in developing a marketing strategy are panic, followed by a deep breath, as the librarian realizes he or she can do it and needs to get the message out.66 As Dempsey writes, “The key to not panicking is to realize that, while you do need to go through every step in this cycle, you can make the process as big or as small as you want to by choosing which target market to work on.”67 The school librarian might decide that special education teachers are the right market for a particular initiative. The academic librarian might target undergraduate science majors, freshman composition students, or newly hired faculty. Marketing also can be made more manageable by limiting the product to be marketed. In the marketing plan outlined above, the product is a new offering of streaming audio books. This could be further narrowed by target market (commuters). Even if the librarian is not presenting the plan for wide review within the library, its success depends on including all the necessary elements.

      Once a marketing plan is developed, it is implemented. This is the process through which the librarian turns plans into actions that will accomplish the marketing goals. If the plan has been carefully developed and strategies are well conceived, implementation should be straightforward.

      Control

      Control is performance measurement and the fourth element in the marketing cycle. Effective control assumes that the library has set out one or more clear goals in the marketing plan. As with a strategic plan, these goals should be SMART (specific, measurable, achievable [or agreed upon], realistic, and time-specific). In the control or evaluation phase, the librarian monitors and analyzes the results of a marketing plan to ensure that marketing objectives are being met and takes corrective actions where they are not. Developing a marketing program is pointless if the resulting performance is not measured. The range of techniques available for measuring the extent to which a library’s collection satisfies its user community is extensive. (See chapter 8 for a fuller review of options.)

      Whereas control in the for-profit sector usually focuses on sales, profit, and market share, the control phase in libraries focuses on users and their activities and perceptions. Use statistics (downloads, circulation transaction, visits) are obvious measures. Farrell and Mastel note that numbers do not always indicate a successful marketing initiative. For example, high attendance at an event may merely indicate excellent giveaways and food.68 Control is assessment that ties back to the marketing goal or goals and the institutional mission. If the goal was to develop better relationships with teachers, the school librarian might count personal contacts before and after implementing a marketing plan. If the goal is to increase use of a particular product (streaming audio books), the collections librarian should be able to compare use before and after implementing the marketing plan. If the goal is to increase the user community’s favorable view of the library in terms of satisfaction and loyalty, surveys and focus groups may be used before and after the plan is implemented. Performance measurement should occur as an integral part of working with the library’s user community.

      LIAISON AND OUTREACH ACTIVITIES

      Building relationships that connect users to the library, enhance their satisfaction, and develop loyalty, and advocacy is an important responsibility of librarians. As early as 1876, Green wrote,

      
        The more freely a librarian mingles with readers, and the greater the amount of assistance he renders them, the more intense does the conviction of citizens, also, become, that the library is a useful institution, and the more willing do they grow to grant money in larger and larger sums to be used in buying books and employing additional assistants.69

      

      Liaison activities and community outreach are not only essential to successful collection development and management and fostering advocacy, they are both fulfilling and fun. This part of collection development work places the librarian at the heart of the community. As Gall observes, “Savvy librarians have long known the advantages of building relationships with library users, ensuring their satisfaction and encouraging not only return business but also their support with funding agencies.”70 The librarian has the chance to satisfy needs, respond to requests, answer questions, and solve problems. Helping a library’s users, potential users, funding agencies, and governing bodies understand the library, its collections, services, and the constraints in which it operates benefits both the community and the library and is one of the most gratifying activities in which librarians can engage. All liaison and outreach activities are promotional in the sense that they aim to increase awareness of the library, its collections and services, and the individual librarian.

      Promoting one’s self is an important aspect of outreach and liaison activities because it helps build trust and rapport. Being personally acquainted with members of one’s user community and being known by them are important for success.71 Gall writes about using your personal brand to promote like a rock star.72 Ruddock explains,

      
        It is not just your organization and services that need promoting: you also need to promote yourself and for many of the same reasons. This isn’t about boasting about how great you are, but about making people aware of your unique skills and expertise, so they can call on them as necessary.

        Just as your users won’t know how your service can help them unless you specifically tell them, people won’t know what you personally have to offer unless you make it obvious. In the workplace, you as a person can inspire trust and reliance in a way that your library or archive as a service can never d0.73

      

      Increasing Visibility

      The library literature is rich in promotional and outreach ideas. Previous editions of this book considered libraries by type and suggested techniques appropriate to each, but many techniques can be used by all librarians, regardless of where they work. Therefore, a list of possible options for promotion and outreach appears in Figure 7.2; the listing is not intended to be complete. Collections librarians are encouraged to select ideas suitable for their library and the products and services being marketed. Farrell and Mastel identify several kinds of outreach that are specifically linked to a library’s collection.74 These include library-led book clubs, author talks, scavenger hunts (where patrons look for specific items within the library), summer reading programs, community reading programs in which people read the same book at the same time, exhibits, and pop-up libraries. Other activities, such as theme events and focused programming, often include a component that relates to the collection. Some promotional activities are considered mass marketing and are appropriate in various situations. However, mass, undifferentiated marketing has fallen from favor, with emphasis shifting to targeted marketing campaigns and personal contact, which raises the visibility of the librarian, fosters relationships, and builds rapport and trust.

      The next paragraphs describe a few initiatives in detail and give examples of innovative approaches to promotion and outreach. Librarians are familiar with exhibits and displays that can feature new acquisitions or materials on a particular theme, such as travel books, banned books, or award-winning picture books. Displays may be in the library or elsewhere. Barr describes the creation of library exhibits in Harvard University’s Molecular and Cellular Biology Department, which serve to make the library more visible to patrons who seldom visit it. She enlisted students and faculty to help plan and design the exhibits and observes that “creating exhibits in partnership with faculty and students can offer a way to strengthen relationships with patrons and raise the library’s profile across the larger institutions.”75 Boudewyns and Klug describe exhibits that combine items in the University of Minnesota Architecture and Landscape Architecture Library collection with student projects. One example begins with a display of examples from the library’s rare sketchbook collection to support a class exploring how architects use the sketch process to gather and record ideas. As the semester progresses, students’ sketchbooks are added to the exhibit.76 Camacho, Spackman, and Cluff documented an increase in circulation resulting from displaying business and economics books at the Brigham Young University Harold B. Lee Library.77

      
        
          
            	PRINT MATERIALS
            	LIBRARY EVENTS AND ACTIVITIES
          

        
        
          
            	
              • Book marks

              • Leaflets/handouts

              • Postcards

              • Posters

              • Billboards

              • Yard signs

              • Banners

              • Door hangers

              • Signage

              • Table tents

              • Bulletin boards

              • Coasters

              • Placemats in restaurants

            
            	
              • Guest speakers

              • Game days or evenings (e.g., science quiz bowl, Scrabble, crossword puzzles, chess, zombies versus humans)

              • Stress busting study breaks

              • Book fairs

              • Poetry slams

              • Mock book awards

              • Books clubs

              • Celebrate library-related national events (e.g., Banned Book Week, National Open Access Week, Freedom of Information Day, School Library Month, etc.)

              • Brown-bag discussions and coffee hours on focused topics

              • Host vendor fairs where companies demonstrate new technologies or products

              • Host library “open houses”

              • Host traveling exhibits with tie-ins to local collections

              • Create reading motivation programs for students

              • Exhibits and displays

              • Give-away items (buttons, pens, flash drives, tote bags, etc.)

            
          

          
            	SOCIAL MEDIA
            	PRINT AND/OR ONLINE
          

          
            	
              • Blog posts

              • Facebook page/s

              • Twitter feed

              • Pinterest

              • Tumblr

              • Instagram

              • YouTube

            
            	
              • Newsletters

              • Library guides/pathfinders

              • Book and journal request forms

            
          

          
            	MASS MEDIA
            	PERSONAL OUTREACH
          

          
            	
              • Media releases

              • Newspaper, television, radio, magazine ads

              • Feature articles/stories

              • Public service announcements

            
            	
              • Targeted e-mail

              • Personal web page within library’s website

              • Book talks in classes and meetings of external groups

              • Chat over coffee or a meal

              • Serve on committees, task forces, and work groups in library, user community, and external community

              • Attend and participate in constituent and citizens’ interest group meetings (League of Women Voters, Chamber of Commerce, etc.)

              • Participate in orientation programs for newly hired employees, students, teachers and faculty, research assistants, teaching assistants, international and graduate students

              • Send notes of recognition to teachers, faculty, stakeholders when they receive grants and awards

              • Partner with other units and offices in the community, school, college and university, or business

            
          

        
      

      FIGURE 7.2 Promotional, Outreach, and Liaison Activities

      The Saint Paul (Minnesota) Public Library encourages teens ages twelve to eighteen to read through “Teens Know Best” (TKB, www.sppl.org/​tkb), an inventive book club in which teens read young adult books (often as galleys or advance reader copies) that have not yet been released on the market. Prior to each monthly meeting, teens check out TKB books, which they then discuss and review. Publishers read the reviews and use them to guide future publishing. One result of the program is introducing teens to the works of authors with whom they may not be familiar. TKB is a collaborative program of the Saint Paul Public Library and Metropolitan State University that has a presence on Instagram and Facebook and a blog. Pizza is served at the ninety-minute-long TKB meetings, which are held at the Metropolitan State University Library/Dayton’s Bluff Library, a facility shared by a St. Paul Public Library branch and the university. TKB facilitators work for the St. Paul Public Library or Metropolitan State.

      An option suitable for all types of libraries is a road show or pop-up library offered outside the library. Lai described the use of road shows at Hong Kong Baptist University, which were hosted by the Music Department.78 These were short pop-up electronic resources promotional events inspired by flash mobs. Following the events, the library documented increased viewing of video streams and databases offered by the library. The library at the University of Birmingham has used pop-up libraries for several years, with the goal of engaging students and raising their awareness of the ways in which the library can enhance learning.79 The library has created an attractive booth and relevant promotional materials, which are deployed in various locations on campus. Information content providers were asked to donate promotional materials for the staff and many complied, providing such items as leaflets, pens, pencils, notebooks, Post-it notes, and USB sticks. The library asked students visiting the booth to complete a survey assessing their awareness of library content and services before their visit and to gather input on what else the library could do to support learning and research. The data collected suggested future directions for the library. Although a follow-up impact survey garnered only fifteen responses, these indicated that they had learned something new and done something they had not done previously (used a new resource). Public libraries can consider taking the library on the road by setting up stalls or tables at community events such as art fairs, neighborhood festivals, state and county fairs, and business expos and shows. One option might be a pop-up library featuring “do-it-yourself” books and online resources at a home and garden show, paired with issuing library cards and information on accessing resources remotely. Some pop-up libraries make materials available for checkout and may be paired with a theme or event such a Black History Month.

      Open houses can help all types of libraries introduce their collections and services to their community. The Engineering Library of the Pennsylvania State University’s University Park campus hosts open houses several times a year as a personalized approach catering to the special needs of College of Engineering students and faculty.80 Each open house has a different theme, with a “recently published” book display, a featured database, and a research guide on that theme. The library provides a cake and a prize drawing. Outcomes include students feeling more comfortable interacting with librarians, increased interest in print books in addition to those on display, and information useful for collection development. In response to the latter, librarians have increased the number of resources that prepare students looking for jobs and more materials related to diversity issues. Different types of libraries can host similar open houses, for example, school librarians can open the library media center during parent-teacher conferences, school open houses, and book fairs. Special libraries can host coffee hours to introduce new resources and services or welcome newly hired staff.

      Library-created videos are not new, but they are being developed and used in new ways.81 Videos are used for instruction, often in the form of tutorials; to deliver general information about the library and individual librarians; for entertainment; and to introduce resources and illustrate how to use them effectively. Videos may be linked from library web pages, shown in classes, and posted on YouTube. An advantage of posting videos on social networking sites is that they are easily shared. Rush and Stott describe a project in which librarians at Old Dominion University created sixteen one-minute videos aimed at students.82 The videos combine popular culture, music, sound effects, and screencasting. Video topics of particular interest to collections librarians compare Google to databases; introduce subject guides, e-books, and popular books and films; and compare scholarly and popular sources. The Old Dominion initiative is noteworthy because it involves clear goals (desired learning outcomes) and assessment measures. In addition to counting views on videos posted online and surveying students after they viewed the videos in classroom setting, the librarians used YouTube analytics to determine demographics of views, sources of traffic, devices used for viewing, and audience retention. Rider University (Lawrenceville, NJ) used a different approach to create promotional library videos: while librarians were responsible for project planning, management, defining the content, and determining the message, students served as video hosts, actors, directors, and scriptwriters.83 The University of Minnesota Libraries has produced a series of video podcasts, which feature an interview with a librarian who introduces a few books around a theme. They are intended to engage the viewer’s interest, present new books, and suggest books appropriate for gifts. Recent topics have addressed Bob Dylan; puppies and critical thinking; and Sherlock Holmes.84 Anyone searching these popular topics using an internet browser or within YouTube will find the podcasts. While not specifically intended to introduce library resources, they may pique interest in the University of Minnesota Libraries and perhaps create brand recognition. They also connect the viewer with individual librarians in an informal manner, fostering personal recognition.

      Several of these initiatives involve real people and their stories, which are more engaging than a list of facts, a list of resources, or a collection of descriptive statements. As Mansfield writes,

      
        We should always remember it’s the people who make the story. Marketing in libraries is about building community, and thinking in stories helps us identify and cultivate these relationships. We can communicate strategically about the value and impact of our libraries by using compelling stories that can be shared and re-shared, and this, in turn will help us commit to what we value most. Having a strategic library marketing and communications plan with stories at its core will help us create cohesion among the many creative and innovative things we are doing, which will help us prioritize where we put our energies and efforts.85

      

      Benefits and Hazards of Liaison and Outreach Activities

      A significant benefit that comes through liaison and outreach work is the information necessary to develop a collection that meets the needs of constituents. Other benefits accrue over time. An academic librarian armed with detailed knowledge about a department’s programs, the research interests of faculty members, and the directions in which they are moving can make a case for appropriate support when library materials budgets are allocated. Developing public library collections and services that respond to and satisfy users builds community advocacy. Knowing the particular foci of special library users positions the librarian to respond appropriately and plan for the future. School librarians can position themselves to partner with teachers in class projects and contribute to improved student performance. The librarian has information at hand to explain needs and justify the resources required to meet them.

      Effective liaison work saves time. Knowledge about individuals’ interests prepares the librarian to contact the appropriate person for advice on particular topics. Knowing who specializes in decorative arts in the art department means that neither the librarian’s nor other faculty members’ time is wasted getting opinions on the value of a possible acquisition. Knowing the specific information needs of special library users means the librarian can anticipate and be proactive in providing resources. Developing teacher profiles and tracking student demographics help the school librarian develop responsive collections.

      Ongoing liaison and outreach work gives librarians opportunities to establish credibility and trust. They can demonstrate their subject knowledge, familiarity with the literature, and expertise in library activities through consistent, frequent contact. Individuals come to value the librarians’ judgment and opinions. Good relationships with individual users and user groups are indispensable when subscriptions are cancelled or funds redirected to other collection areas. If the librarian has kept the library’s community informed about pricing trends and library budgets, the need to cancel subscriptions will not come as a surprise. If the user community is aware of trends in the e-book marketplace and growing user interest in their availability through the library, increased expenditures for their access will be understood. A productive relationship means that the librarian is not seen simply as the bearer of bad news but as someone who understands user needs and will continue to work, despite constraints, to meet them.

      Over time, librarians may come to personify the library to their constituents. Effectively handled, the relationship between librarian and users can enhance the library’s image and reputation. Public librarians become a felt presence in their communities because they attend community meetings, sponsor exhibits and programs, provide reading lists, and serve on the boards of community and government organizations. Library professionals are seen as peers and colleagues by faculty members throughout the academic institution. Departments call on them to represent the library on departmental committees, contribute to accreditation studies, and sometimes participate in developing new courses, programs, and grant proposals. Teachers ask their school librarians to speak to their classes and help them with reference and curriculum needs. Schools and community groups invite public librarians to give book talks. Users may begin to contact the librarian for help in solving any problems they perceive with the library, its collections, and services.

      Strong personal relationships between librarians and constituents also can lead to a troubling pitfall—being perceived as someone’s personal librarian. Academic liaisons must be cautious not to become connected more closely to academic departments than to the library and placed in a position where departmental concerns take precedence over library priorities. Librarians should treat all members of the user community equally. A too-personal relationship between the school librarian and one or two teachers can be off-putting for other teachers. Perceptions of preferential treatment have negative consequences in fostering broad-based communication and outreach.

      A parallel hazard occurs when users make unreasonable or inappropriate requests for services or information the librarian cannot or should not provide. Some individuals and constituent groups can become extremely demanding, pressuring the librarian for personal services, special treatment, and purchase of out-of-scope materials. A fine line exists between supporting user needs and demands and allegiance to the library.

      Finally, one should realize that the number of highly engaged constituents represents a small portion of the larger group. The librarian should take care not to assume that these vocal individuals represent a majority opinion. Their demands may be at odds with the library’s overall mission.

      At the heart of successful liaison and outreach activities are excellent interpersonal and communication skills. Librarians should strive to build good working relationships with all members of their community. They must be skilled in dealing with demanding and unreasonable constituents as well as those who understand the librarian’s responsibilities to the library.

      SOCIAL MEDIA

      Social media is online communication dedicated to interaction, content sharing, community input, and collaboration via virtual communities. Familiar examples are Facebook, Twitter, Wikipedia, LinkedIn, and Pinterest. Kaplan and Haenlein classify social media into six categories: collaborative projects (Wikipedia, LibraryThing), blogs, content communities (YouTube, Flickr), social networking sites (Facebook, LinkedIn), virtual game worlds (World of Warcraft, Destiny), and virtual social worlds (Second Life).86 Use of social media is pervasive in the United States. The Pew Research Center reported in November 2016 that of Americans active online, nearly eight in ten (79 percent) used Facebook.87 In comparison, 24 percent used Twitter, 31 percent used Pinterest, 32 percent used Instagram, and 29 percent used LinkedIn. Looking at the total US population, 68 percent of all adults were Facebook users. Most people access social media on mobile devices—in January 2017, Pew reported that 77 percent of American adults owned a smart phone and 51 percent owned a tablet.88

      Libraries are keenly aware of the popularity of social media and its use in libraries has become ubiquitous. Library literature has numerous books and articles that give best practices and describe initiatives. Despite a growing body of information, library use of social media often lacks a clear purpose other than to be present “in the flow” of the user community.89 Bodnar and Doshi observe that some libraries engage in social media simply because they believe it “makes the library dynamic, modern, relevant, and vibrant.”90

      If one begins with the assumption that a library is using social media as a marketing channel, then it can be positioned within the context of a marketing plan. Who is the intended audience? What is the purpose? Is it to publicize events, build relationships with users and stakeholders, foster advocacy, promote the library, cultivate a brand and loyalty, introduce resources and services and increase their use, solicit input, or something else? How will success be measured? The number of Facebook friends is not a particularly meaningful metric. Some libraries with Facebook pages have found most of their friends are library employees.

      One aspect of social media that has not received much attention is determining community preferences for receiving library communication. Academic libraries have learned that an e-mail blast to the entire campus community is not particularly effective. Social media as channels to which individuals intentionally subscribe are more likely to engage individuals. The question is which channel will be more successful. Some libraries have a presence in several channels, but this requires significant time, energy, and creativity. Winn, Groenendyk, and Rivosecchi surveyed students at the University of British Columbia and determined that students enrolled in the Bachelor of Education program preferred Facebook over blogs and Twitter as the channel for receiving library information.91 Connell reported on a similar study of freshmen social media preferences at Valparaiso University.92 The findings of these studies are interesting, but the techniques used are of greater importance. Determining user preferences is challenging because preferred channels vary from target audience to target audience and social media changes constantly, both in terms of options and their popularity. Librarians need to monitor the social media they use to ensure they are reaching the communities they intend and that they are doing so in a manner that is effective.

      Determining the success of a library’s social media use is not simple, even with clear goals. Rossmann and Young explore social media optimization as a strategy for using social media to build and engage community through content sharing.93 Social media optimization is a strategy for drawing new visitors to a website and can be done two ways: by adding social media links to content such as RSS feeds and sharing buttons, or by promoting activity through social media via status updates, tweets, or blog posts. The goal is to create content compelling enough that users will share it with their social networks.

      If a library’s goals are to build community and foster content sharing, analytics tools are available to track these data. These include Google Analytics, Facebook Insights, and Twitter Analytics. Analytics tools track such metrics as amount of traffic, sources of traffic, network referrals, number of sessions, number of page views, average session duration, number of pages viewed per session, percentage of new versus returning visitors, demographics information, likes, reposts, shares, re-tweets, and more.

      One measure of social media engagement is the extent to which content is shared, reported, and re-tweeted. These activities increase the library’s reach. Thomas observes, “Social sharing, whether online through social media or peer-to-peer communication, assures recipients that the information is worth their time—since it comes from a trusted source, friend, or colleague. . . . As the information is shared among peer groups, the number of recipients increases exponentially.”94 Rossmann and Young note that metrics produced by analytics tools should be combined with qualitative information gained through direct user feedback (surveys, focus groups, open-ended questionnaires, comments, etc.).

      Numerous sources give advice that will make a library’s use of social media more successful, regardless of the platform and the type of library.

      
        	• Be interesting, genuine, kind, and respectful.

        	• Be accurate.

        	• Have fun.

        	• Know your audience.

        	• Use a team to share the work of managing the social media channels.

        	• Have a social media team leader to provide leadership, coordination, and address problems.

        	• Have a steady stream of content and post at least twice daily.

        	• Keep posts short.

        	• Create content that gets reported and forwarded—make sharing easy.

        	• Take time to engage and interact with followers.

        	• Ask questions and invite commentary, then respond—reward engagement.

        	• Respond to negative feedback.

        	• Use pictures and animated GIFs (Graphic Interchange Format).

        	• Do not post confidential or private information.

        	• Create a unified voice across all social media and the library’s website.

        	• Create social media that is accessible from various technologies (desktop computers, mobile devices, etc.).

        	• Be aware of liability issues (copyright infringement, proprietary content).

        	• Have a process in place for dealing with user posts that are derogatory, defamatory, libelous, or obscene.95

      

      Perhaps the most important advice is to be creative. As Bizzle and Flora state, “Successful promotion of anything, whether it’s hamburgers or library services, is based on the quality of the creative content, needed in order to capture the attention of the target audience, and the appropriate distribution of that content so it is seen by the target audience.”96 Solomon is more blunt—she recommends “writing so people might give a damn.”97 Users of social media can be fickle. If they are not amused, entertained, or informed, they do not come back. Research has shown that 88 percent of online visitors are less likely to return to a site after a bad experience.98

      Libraries are increasingly developing social media policies. These may be internally or externally directed. Internal social media policies often combine goals, principles, guidelines, and best practices. They may serve as a legal reference when decisions need to be made about deleting posts or blocking individuals from posting. Most school library media centers are covered by the social media policy of their school or school district.

      Many public libraries have policies directed to the user community. The Cleveland Public Library’s “Policy on the Use of CPL’s Social Media Sites” begins by explaining the purpose of the library’s social media sites:

      
        The Cleveland Public Library (“Library”) has established social media sites primarily in order to inform Library users about Library programs, events (including those co-sponsored with other organizations), and materials, and to encourage dialogue and the exchange of information and knowledge between users and Library staff about these programs, events and materials. The Library’s social media sites may also be used to notify the general public of Library employment opportunities. The Library’s social media sites are not intended to be traditional public forums for the general exchange of ideas and viewpoints, but a limited forum for discussing library programs, events and materials. Courts have recognized that Libraries are limited purpose public forums, and as such, are only obligated to permit the public to exercise rights that are consistent with the nature of the Library and consistent with the government’s intent in designating the Library as a traditional public forum. All postings related to this mission statement (as so determined by the Library in its sole discretion) are permitted except as otherwise stated in this policy.99

      

      The policy then explains that those who post on the library’s social media sites should have no expectation of privacy, gives examples of postings that are not permitted, and states that the library may remove unpermitted postings without prior notice. It concludes with general guidelines for employee postings and refers employees to an internal employee social media policy and guidelines.

      Many of the social media policies developed by academic libraries are aimed at library employees. The Washington State University Libraries’ “Social Media Policy” is one example.100 It begins:

      
        Social media are powerful communications tools that have a significant impact on organizational and professional reputations. Because they blur the lines between personal voice and institutional voice, the WSU Libraries has crafted the following policy to help clarify how best to enhance and protect institutional, professional, and personal reputations when participating in social media. . . . Both in professional and institutional roles, employees need to follow the same behavioral standards online as they would in real life. The same laws, professional expectations, and guidelines for interacting with students, parents, alumni, donors, media, and other university constituents apply online as in person. Employees are liable for anything they post to social media sites.

      

      This is followed by general guidelines (do not post confidential information, consider copyright and fair use laws when posting, etc.), policies for posting on behalf of the library, best practices, and posting on an individual’s personal social media sites.

      The lines between public and private, personal and professional are blurred in the digital world. Libraries may try to control what employees post on social media through policy, but such limitations may violate the National Labor Relations Act.101 Perhaps the best advice is to encourage employees to be respectful and remind them that no posts by library employees, regardless of the venue, are truly private and may ultimately reflect on the library.

      This chapter has concluded with several paragraphs about social media. Although library and librarian use of social media is, in one sense, just another means of outreach, it presents both unique opportunities and unique challenges. Collections librarians should not assume that creating a static Facebook page listing their credentials, areas of expertise, and contact information is sufficient to engage their community. A tweet once a month will not attract followers. Promoting collections and services via social media requires considerable time and creativity. Done well and within the context of marketing as described here, social media can engage users and be truly relevant to the interests and needs of the community targeted.

      
        Case Study

        GINNY IS A LIBRARIAN in a state historical society library. The library has several distinct collections, including art, census records, manuscripts, maps, newspapers, oral history, and photographs. The general collection contains family histories, official state publications, city directories, county and town histories, city directories, cemetery records, and monographs on the history of the state and the lives of its citizens. Ginny has primary responsibility for the monograph collections, works at the reference desk two hours a day, teaches classes and workshops, and shares responsibilities with the rest of the staff for outreach and fostering advocacy. The library is located in the main building of the state historical society and collaborates with it when events are held and exhibits mounted. The state historical society is funded at the state level and also depends on membership fees, grants, and donations. The library operates within the state historical society structure and is funded within the society’s operating budget. The historical society has a Facebook page (3,709 followers), Twitter feed (1,157 followers), Pinterest site (469 followers), Flickr site (26 followers), and YouTube site (6 subscribers). The library has an extensive website that is part of the society website, but has no social media presence. The executive director of the historical society has asked for this to be addressed and will provide initial funds to start the initiative. Elliot, the library director, asked Ginny to create a social media presence for the library and sent her to a three-day workshop on social media in libraries. The workshop addressed social media and marketing, social media graphics and video, best practices, setting goals, and evaluating success. Elliot is releasing Ginny from reference desk duty for at least two months and also assured her that all librarians will be actively involved in the library’s social media channels once they are established. Ginny has returned from the workshop both enthusiastic and intimidated.

        Activity

        Develop a plan for the historical society library to create a social media presence. The plan should include the purpose of this initiative, clear goals, and how success in achieving these goals will be measured. Decide if market research is appropriate and how and when it might be conducted. Select the appropriate social media channel or channels with which to begin, and explain your rationale. Develop guidelines or a best practices document for the library’s social media activities. Assuming that Ginny will be the continuing leader for this project, discuss who else should be involved and what their responsibilities might be. What additional resources might Ginny request to enhance the initiatives chances for success?
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      CHAPTER EIGHT

      Collection Analysis, Accountability, and Demonstrating Value

      Collection analysis positions a library to gather data about its collection as it exists, its use, and its impact. Analysis provides information on various aspects of the collection, among them the number of pieces and titles in a particular subject; formats represented; age and condition of materials; breadth and depth of coverage; language in which the resources are available; patron use and nonuse of the collection; patron satisfaction; and resource sharing (what was loaned from the local collection and what was borrowed from elsewhere). Although librarians may think of collection analysis as measuring the collection’s quality (an amorphous concept, at best), the real objective is to measure the collection’s utility—how effective the collection is in satisfying the purpose for which it is intended and, by extension, how effective the library is in expending funds to develop and maintain that collection. The library profession is focusing increasing attention on identifying measurements that effectively monitor the library’s performance in achieving its goals and also demonstrating its value. Meaningful metrics can inform collection development and management decisions and document accountability and value. The challenging aspect of measuring and demonstrating value is selecting techniques that are not overly onerous in their execution. This chapter explores the purposes of collection analysis, reviews the difference between quantitative and qualitative and use- and user-based techniques, describes various methods of assessment and evaluation, and concludes with advice for conducting collection analysis and preparing a collection analysis report.

      COLLECTION ANALYSIS AS A MANAGEMENT TOOL

      Collection analysis produces data that inform many aspects of library planning and management. At its most basic level, understanding the collection and how it is used informs collection development and management. Stephens and Franklin make the point that librarians need to know the characteristics of their collections before they start adding to them.1

      Several terms may be used in discussions of collection analysis. These include collection mapping, collection review, collection assessment, and collection evaluation. Although often used interchangeably, assessment and evaluation are distinguished in this book according to the intent of the analysis.

      The aim of assessment is to determine how well the collection supports the goals, needs, and mission of the library or parent organization. The collection (both locally held and remotely accessed materials) is assessed in the local context. The library’s goals and purpose, therefore, must be stated clearly before any meaningful assessment of a library’s collection can take place. Once collection goals (ideally, in a collection development policy statement) have been assigned to subject areas or user communities, the library can assess whether it has been collecting at the desired level. The one caveat, as Kelly observes, is that using these goals as a starting point assumes that they are appropriate and well-formed.2

      Evaluation seeks to examine or describe collections either in their own terms or in relation to other collections and checking mechanisms (lists). In this construct, evaluation is more abstract and theoretical, and may seem a less onerous undertaking because it does not consider data about the collection’s use and users. However, evaluative findings are meaningless unless considered in the local context. For example, the extent to which a library has titles on a core list is meaningful only if the library has a goal to provide these materials and is meeting a local need.

      Through evaluation and assessment, librarians gain information that informs decision-making. They learn if a collection is meeting its objectives, how well it is serving users, in which ways or areas it is deficient, and what remains to be done to develop it. As librarians learn more about the collection and its utility, they are able to manage the collection—its growth, preservation and conservation, storage, withdrawal, and cancellation of serials and other continuing resources—in relation to users’ needs and the library’s and parent institution’s mission.

      A common misconception is that collection assessment and evaluation determine how “good” a collection is. Earlier chapters in this book explore the debate over what defines a good book or other library resource. Contemporary theory advances the idea that a collection is considered good and appropriate to the extent that it matches the goals of the library and its parent institution. The collection developed to serve an elementary school is not an appropriate or good collection for a high school, a collection serving a two-year technical college is not a good collection for a university with many graduate programs and professional schools, and a collection developed to meet the needs of an electrical engineering firm is not a good collection for a teaching hospital. Even when evaluation techniques examine the collection in relation to an external measure, that measure must relate to the goals of the collection being considered. Deciding what not to collect is as important as deciding what to collect. Although analyses do identify collection areas that should be developed, intentional nonstrengths are equally valid.

      A potential problem with conducting collection analysis is not beginning with a clear purpose. Many studies produce quantitative data—the number of titles a library has on-site or to which it provides access, the number of times items circulate, the dollars expended on the collection, the number of times a journal’s articles are downloaded, and so on. Even when compared year to year or with another library, these are simply numbers without context or meaning. Lancaster was an early proponent of distinguishing between broad-based input and output data and more focused analysis and interpretation of the findings.3 To be meaningful, the librarian and the library need to understand why they are collecting data and what they intend to do with the results. Simply counting things is not enough. Baker and Lancaster identify other barriers to evaluation: a belief that objective measurement is impossible, lack of experience with or knowledge about collecting and analyzing empirical data, fear of the results because weaknesses will be revealed, and uncertainty about what to do with the findings.4

      Purposes of Collection Analysis

      Collection analysis can serve several specific purposes. It can assist in writing or revising a collection development policy and indicate an existing policy’s effectiveness. As a detailed subject profile, it can inform a new librarian about the nature of the collection. Conducting a collection analysis project is an excellent way for a new librarian to learn about the portion of the collection being analyzed.

      A well-crafted collection analysis report can inform users and stakeholders about the collection. As such, it can be part of the recruitment package when seeking to hire new faculty and researchers or attract new graduate students. Information may be gathered through collection analysis that can be used in marketing strategies, both those that increase interest through highlighting unique strengths of a library and those that encourage support by documenting need. Data can be used in press releases, library reports, and newsletters, and can demonstrate value.

      Information on gaps in the collection and age of materials can identify areas that need strengthening and updating. Information on collection age, condition, and use can inform decisions about withdrawal, transfer, replacement, and preservation. Journal usage data combined with information about journal cost can guide renewal and cancellation decisions. Information on collection size by location combined with use data can help with space planning. Collection analysis can help evaluate purchase models, such as Big Deals, patron-driven acquisitions, and approval plans. It may provide data that can be used in negotiating with vendors and publishers.

      Data collected through collection analysis can be used in the library’s strategic planning process, including justifying budget requests and funding referendums. It can guide and inform budget and staffing allocations throughout the library. When combined with outcomes, collections data on how funds are allocated and expended can demonstrate fiscal responsibility.

      When combined with data collected from other libraries, collection analysis reports can be used for collaborative collection development by comparing overlap, identifying unique strengths, and highlighting local collection gaps. Reports from collection analysis projects can be used in accreditation reports and for other external purposes. Some academic libraries are involved in institutional planning for new degree programs. A specific and detailed collection analysis can demonstrate the degree to which a library can or cannot support a new program or major. Information collected can be used in grant proposals. The results of collection analyses can help corporate libraries document their ability to support new research and development programs—or financial needs that must be met to do so.

      Collection analysis can be used to demonstrate accountability by tracking progress toward performance goals and showing how investments are being used effectively. Being accountable to funding and governing bodies requires evidence that libraries are delivering the collections and services expected on investments. Collection assessment has received increasing attention in libraries since the late 1990s as part of the growing emphasis on demonstrating accountability through positive outcomes, quality (from the user’s perspective), cost efficiencies and effectiveness, and responsible stewardship of resources. Creating a culture of assessment has been promoted as an important component in engaging everyone in a library in this critical activity. This means encouraging data-driven decision-making at all levels of the library. Lakos and Phipps define a culture of assessment as “an organizational environment in which decisions are based on facts, research, and analysis, and where services are planned and delivered in ways that maximize positive outcomes and impacts for customers and stakeholders.”5 One can broaden this definition to state that effective assessment results in services and collections that create positive outcomes for library users and stakeholders. Bushing describes collection review as “the ability to understand the specific strengths and weaknesses of information resources with statistical data as well as impressionistic judgments based on experience and knowledge of the discipline area under consideration.”6 Collection analysis also can serve as an internal control mechanism to measure individual performance. Decisions about other areas such as cooperative agreements, space limitations and needs, and ownership and access are informed through collection analysis.

      Inputs, Outputs, and Outcomes

      Historically, collection analysis has focused on inputs and outputs. Inputs are the resources available in a library, including staffing, allocations, and expenditures, and collection size and growth. Inputs such the number of titles held in a specific subject area are common measures. Outputs are those activities the library provides, based on inputs. These include hours of service, availability and use of collections, reference transactions, and instructional sessions. A typical output measure might be usage statistics such as number of print titles circulated or e-journal articles downloaded. Use has been a popular way of defining value (the more books circulate, the better the collection; the more articles are downloaded from an e-journal, the better that journal), but use should not be considered in isolation. The problem with these traditional statistics is, as Hernon, Altman, and Dugan observe, “they do not indicate either how well libraries serve customers or how libraries might change or improve their service.”7

      In response, identifying and measuring outcomes has become increasingly important. Outcomes are the benefits to the user or user community that result from a library’s inputs and outputs. The question for collections librarians becomes how collection content and use can be connected to outcomes such as student learning, business success, faculty productivity, or even quality of life. Hernon and Dugan write that outcomes assessment seeks to answer the question “How are users of our library changed as a direct result of their contact with our collections and services?”8 In other words, outcomes assessment seeks to measure user achievements; changes in skill, knowledge, or understanding; attitude; behavior; condition; life status; enjoyment; and creativity. Matthews notes that “the challenge for any library or group of libraries attempting to identify and measure the impact of library services, programs, and resources in the lives of the user is that the library is not, and never will be, the lead agency responsible for delivering specific outcomes, e.g., early childhood literacy, employment skills improvement, and so forth.”9 Establishing a cause-and-effect relationship between inputs and outputs, and outcomes is difficult.

      Developing meaningful outcome measures associated with collections is more challenging than developing input and output measures. Collections librarians first must develop clear and meaningful definitions of desired outcomes so that the correct questions can be asked and the appropriate data collected and analyzed. Second, they need to combine outcome assessments with other collections data to gain a complete understanding of the collection, its use, and its users. For example, the relationship between desirable outcomes in higher education (faculty research productivity, student retention and graduation rates, student learning and success) and academic library investment in and use of collections might be studied.10 Similar research in K–12 schools might consider the relationships between student academic performance and school library media center investment and materials use.11

      HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF COLLECTION ANALYSIS

      Until the end of the nineteenth century, collection analysis focused on description rather than assessment and evaluation. This was, in large part, a function of the manner in which collections were developed—through donations and what was available for acquisition, rather than intentional collection building to meet specific needs and goals. The first evaluation of American public libraries was conducted by Charles Coffin Jewett, then Librarian of the Smithsonian Institution.12 Notices of Public Libraries in the United States of America reported the number of printed book, pamphlets, manuscripts, maps and charts, loose engravings, sheets of music and bound books of music, coins, medals, and pictures held in individual libraries across the United States as of January 1, 1851. Jewett also reported the number of books loaned and number of items used in the library, and often included a description of the library.

      Around 1900, librarians began using selected bibliographies or lists against which individual library holdings were checked. These lists were prepared by ALA and its divisions, authoritative librarians, and subject specialists. Another form of list checking involved collecting favorable reviews and then determining if the library held the titles. An early list-checking project at the University of Chicago in 1933 compared the library’s holdings to 400 lists of recommended works.13 Around the same time, academic libraries began using citation analysis (checking references and bibliographies in scholarly works against library holdings) to identity the most heavily used sources. Kohn reports that Gross and Gross published the first citation analysis in 1927.14 They used citations from the Journal of the American Chemical Society to develop a list of journals that were considered essential for an academic library’s chemistry collection. In the 1960s, librarians began to promote more diverse and scientific methods of collection analysis. These included studying collection overlap and uniqueness, comparative statistics, and classification and curriculum relationships; developing formulas for collection size and acquisitions budgets; and employing sociological tools in the design and application of use and user studies. Much of the emphasis in this period was on the impartiality of analytical results. College and university librarians, especially sought quantitative measures that were both easy to apply and objective. Many studies focused on collecting and comparing collection size and expenditure statistics, both seen as measures of excellence.

      Since the 1970s, both quantitative and qualitative collection analysis methods have been developed and promoted. Much of the impetus has been a desire to facilitate cooperative collection development in consortia and large library systems. Academic and research libraries initiated several cooperative projects. The ARL Collection Analysis Project was begun in the 1970s to analyze collections within institutional contexts with the goal of increasing cooperative collection development among large research libraries.15 The Ohio Library and Information Network (OhioLINK), a consortium of more than one hundred Ohio college and university libraries and the State Library of Ohio, conducted a project using circulation data to better understand how OhioLINK resources were being used.16 The goals were to reduce duplication, allocate resources more effectively, and increase diversity in collections. A similar project was conducted by the Five Colleges libraries (University of Massachusetts Amherst, Amherst College, Mount Holyoke, Smith College, and Hampshire College).17

      Librarians have developed collection-size formulas that use local variables to calculate the number of volumes required to meet local needs. The use of formulas is based on the notion that a minimum size for collections or budgets exists relative to the size of a library’s user community or level of parent institution’s programs. The Clapp-Jordan formula, proposed in 1965, begins with an acceptable core collection (50,750 volumes for a basic undergraduate library) and then adds a prescribed number of volumes per student, per faculty member, per undergraduates in honors or independent study programs, and per fields of undergraduate, master’s, and doctoral majors.18 Other formulas have been proposed over the years. Existing collections are compared to the ideal specified by the formula. Some library standards provide formulas for deciding optimum collection size. Formulas have become less popular as libraries have moved away from relying solely on numbers (collection counts, dollars expended) as a measure of quality and begun to consider impacts and outcomes.

      Collection analysis based on studying collection use produced a controversial statistical study, which was conducted by Kent and colleagues at the University of Pittsburgh in the 1970s.19 This study found that 26.8 percent of the monographs held in the University of Pittsburgh Library’s collection accounted for 82.2 percent of the use and that only 60.1 percent of the collection circulated at all, leading researchers to suggest implications for past and future collection management practices. This finding confirmed earlier research on circulation of materials in public, special, and university libraries conducted by Trueswell, who suggested that the “80/20 Rule” (previously applied to business inventories in which 80 percent of business transactions involve only 20 percent of stocked items) also applies to libraries’ holdings.20 The 80/20 ratio is a reference to the phenomena that 20 percent of a library collection accounts for 80 percent of circulation. The OhioLINK-OCLC collection and circulation analysis project of 2011 found that 80 percent of the circulation was driven by just 7.2 percent of the collection.21 A 2010 Cornell University Library study examined print acquisitions since 1990 and found that 55 percent of print monographs acquired since 1990 had never circulated.22

      These studies were conducted when print collections dominated libraries and selection was primarily the responsibility of librarians, either through title-by-title selection or librarian-designed approval plans. More recently, numerous studies have examined use of materials acquired through patron-driven acquisitions.23 Patron-driven acquisition, by its nature, assures at least one use. A study at the University of Iowa found that 60 percent of patron-selected books experienced between two and five usage sessions in the year in which they were acquired and 80 percent saw between two and ten uses.24

      Questions remain about whether frequency of book and journal use is an appropriate measure of library effectiveness. The traditional assumption is that heavy use indicates that the library is meeting user needs and that selectors (whether librarians or users) are expending funds appropriately. Use is not always a robust proxy for value. Lack of past use does not preclude future use. Lesser-used journals may be of great importance to some researchers. In addition, use studies alone do not indicate the outcomes of this use. Do students write better papers and get better grades? Are citizens satisfied with the materials they use? Do these materials help repair a car or dishwasher, or secure a job? Despite the absence of impact or outcome data, circulation studies can provide guidance about which parts of the collection can be put in storage or withdrawn as well as which areas need to be developed.25

      The library profession focuses attention on assessment and evaluation through professional organizations and conferences. For example, the Association for Library Collections and Technical Services is home to the Collection Evaluation and Assessment Interest Group (www.ala.org/​alcts/​mgrps/​cms/​grps/​ats-cmdigcea), which is “dedicated to quantitative measures based on commonly defined data; managing information resources and developing institutional benchmarking; exploring, developing, and promoting the use of both descriptive data and outcomes/impacts data.” The Library Leadership and Management Association’s Assessment Community (www.ala.org/​llama/​sections/​maes), formerly the Measurement, Assessment, and Evaluation Section, focuses on library assessment, evaluation, and measurement regardless of type of library or activity, and emphasizes the role of assessment in demonstrating the impacts of libraries. The Association of College and Research Libraries hosts the Assessment Discussion Group (www.ala.org/​acrl/​aboutacrl/​directoryofleadership/​discussiongroups/​acr-dgassess) and released “ACRL Proficiencies for Assessment Librarians and Coordinators” in 2017.26

      Professional organizations are undertaking initiatives to address outcome measures for libraries. For example, the Public Library Association established Project Outcome (www.projectoutcome.org) to develop, test, and refine a series of outcome measures. The project’s toolkit provides surveys that can measure changes in library users’ knowledge, skills, attitude, behavior, and status. The International Standards Organization released Information and Documentation: Methods and Procedures for Assessing the Impact of Libraries, which suggests several methods that libraries can use to assess the impacts and outcomes of library collections, services, and space.27

      Several conferences address assessment. The Library Assessment Conference (http://​libraryassessment.org), held every two years by the Association of Research Libraries and the University of Washington Libraries, aims to build and further a library assessment community of practitioners and researchers in all types of libraries. The Northumbria International Conference on Performance Measurement in Libraries and Information Services (www.york.ac.uk/​about/​departments/​support-and-admin/​information-services/​performance/​northumbria-conference) brings together practitioners, researchers, educators, and students interested in all aspects of performance and measurement in library and information services from around the world.

      APPROACHES TO COLLECTION ANALYSIS

      Knowing the collection is a librarian’s responsibility. Effective collection analysis leads to this knowledge. Collection analysis, therefore, is not a one-time project but an ongoing process defined by both individual analysis projects and constant attention to collection quality and its responsiveness to the user community. Assessment and evaluation aim to provide, through specific analytical methods and continuous monitoring, data about the current collection and about progress toward collection goals, but care must be given to ensure that the findings are meaningful. As McClure notes, collection analysis “is an art, not a science, and the numbers that it generates are a means not an end.”28

      Methods and techniques of collection analysis range from impressionistic, descriptive assessments to complex statistical analyses, and can be labor-intensive and time-consuming. All seek to provide organized, pertinent, specific, and accurate information about the collection. Two topologies are used in discussing the various approaches to analysis: techniques are either collection-based or use- and user-based and either quantitative or qualitative. Figure 8.1 represents these topologies as a matrix within which different techniques are organized; the commercial products listed are representative and not intended to be exhaustive.

      Collection-based techniques examine the size, growth, depth, breadth, variety, balance, and coverage of library materials—often in comparison with an external standard or the holdings of one or more libraries known to be comprehensive in the relevant subject area. Collection-based techniques provide information that can guide decisions about preservation and conservation treatments, withdrawals, serials cancellations, duplication, and storage.

      Use- and user-based approaches look at who is using the materials, how often, and what their expectations and perceptions are. Emphasis may be on the use or on the user. A use study focuses on the materials and examines individual titles or groups of titles or subject areas to determine user success in identifying and locating what is needed and in using these items. User studies focus on the individuals or groups using the collection and how they use its various components. Use- and user-based studies include research into users’ failure to locate and obtain materials locally and how alternatives such as interlibrary loan are used. Use and user studies also collect information about user expectations, how users approach the collections, and the materials that users select from those available.

      
        
          
            	
            
            	USE- AND USER-BASED
            	COLLECTION-BASED
          

        
        
          
            	
              Quantitative

            
            	
              • Interlibrary loan statistics

              • Circulation statistics

              • In-house use statistics

              • Document delivery statistics

              • ILL transactions

              • E-resources use statistics

              • Cost per use

            
            	
              • Collection size and growth

              • Materials budget size and growth

              • Collection size standards and formulas

              • Comparisons with other libraries or between different sections in a library

              • Citation analysis and studies

              • Comparison ratios (e.g., monographs expenditures to serials expenditures; expenditures compared to citizens)

              • Content overlap studies

            
          

          
            	
              Qualitative

            
            	
              • User opinion surveys (e.g., LibQual+, Web-based, e-mail, etc.)

              • User observation

              • Focus groups

            
            	
              • List checking (e.g., catalogs, bibliographies)

              • Verification studies

              • Citation analysis

              • Direct collection checking

              • Collection mapping (assigning conspectus levels)

              • Brief tests of collection strength

              • Commercial products (e.g., OCLC’s WorldCat Collection Evaluation, Bowker’s Book Analysis System, Ulrich’s Serials Analysis System, Follett Library Resources TitleWise, Sagebrush BenchMARC, OCLC’s Sustainable Collection Services, ProQuest Intota Assessment)

            
          

        
      

      FIGURE 8.1 Methods of Collection Analysis

      Quantitative analysis counts things. It measures titles, circulation transactions, interlibrary loan requests, e-resources usage, and dollars spent. Some quantitative analyses compare measurements over time within a library and with other libraries. They consider ratios such as expenditures for serials in relation to expenditures for monographs and expenditures for print resources in relation to those for e-resources. A public library might consider annual expenditures or circulation transactions per user group or branch library. An academic library might analyze total collection expenditures in relation to number of students, faculty members, and degree programs, or total circulation per enrolled students. Quantitative methods demonstrate the growth and use of collections by looking at collection and circulation statistics, electronic resource use, interlibrary loan requests, and budget information. Once a baseline is established, the size, growth, and use of a collection over time can be measured.

      Automated systems have made compiling and analyzing collections data much easier. Librarians can extract data directly from a local system by using the reports it provides or by writing customized report generators. These data can be used in many ways. Ke, Gao, and Bronicki used circulation data to compare use of monographs selected title-by-title with monographs supplied through approval plans, and determined that titles selected individually circulated more frequently.29 A superficial consideration of this finding might suggest that micro-selection is more effective, but the authors observe that the approval plans were not being reviewed and revised annually, and thus not kept current with campus changes. Another consideration that might merit attention is a comparison of time devoted to title-by-title selection to efficiencies gained by employing an up-to-date approval plan.

      Some commercial services, such as Follett Library Resources TitleWise, Sagebrush BenchMARC, and Mackin, generate library-specific reports using bibliographic data extracted from the library’s automated system. Many of these services are free to current customers. OCLC’s WorldCat Collection Analysis, a tool that libraries may purchase, relies on library holdings recorded in the WorldCat database. Reports can analyze a collection from a single school or a school district, branch library or library system, individual academic libraries, and, in some cases, a group of libraries. Reports can provide counts and percentages of titles held by classification range, average date of publication for classification ranges, growth by classification range, and so on. Several services compare the local collection to peer libraries or trustworthy titles lists, such as Choice Magazine’s Outstanding Academic Titles or grade-appropriate recommended school library collections. Reports generated by Sustainable Collection Services compare local holdings to WorldCat, HathiTrust Digital Library, and authoritative title lists to inform withdrawal and storage decisions. With information provided by one of these approaches, a librarian can make informed decisions about where weeding or further development may be needed.

      One must be careful when conducting quantitative research. The sample studied may be too small and not representative. Correlation may be mistaken for causation. Bias may be present in the selection, resulting in a non-random sample. For example, online surveys reach only people with internet access. The baseline against which numbers are compared may be meaningless. Numerical findings can be presented in a manner that skews their significance.

      Quantitative use studies can examine a collection by a collection profile, in-library use, shelf availability, number of times each volume (or title) is used, document delivery, page views and downloads, or interlibrary lending and borrowing statistics. Budget-based quantitative studies—which, for example, measure growth of the materials budget, track changes in the ratio of expenditures for serials to those for monographs, or compare allocations between subject areas—are additional techniques for considering the relation of a library’s operations to its goals and long-term mission. Benchmarking is a quantitative approach that compares a library’s performance metrics (collection size, collection expenditures, collection use, etc.) against a standard, a peer or group of peers, the library’s past performance, or a predetermined target. When making comparisons both internally and externally, ensuring that the data or metrics used are reliable, collected in a consistent manner, and adhere to the same definitions is essential.

      Quantitative measures must be approached with some caution. For example, all uses are counted equally, with no indications of benefit from the use. Use data reflect success in locating an item but ignore failure in doing so. They measure what was used, not what should have been used. Use data do not include nonusers. Circulation data extracted from an automated system do not reflect use of e-content or in-library use of print materials. Expenditure data report what is being spent, but do not indicate if funds are being spent wisely. Comparing serial to monograph ratios between subject areas can fail to account for variations in the literature. Serials are more important in the sciences and less so in the humanities; thus, a higher ratio of serials to monographs in the sciences is anticipated. Not all e-content use statistics are comparable. Should, for example, page views have the same weight as downloads? Numbers, although implying objectivity, can be skewed to emphasize a particular point or perspective.

      Qualitative analysis seeks to evaluate the intrinsic worth of the collection and is, by nature, more subjective than quantitative analysis because it depends on perception, opinion, and the context in which the data are gathered. The goal of qualitative analysis of a collection is to determine the collection’s strengths, weaknesses, and nonstrengths, which reflect conscious decisions not to collect, and the degree to which the collection meets the needs and expectations of users. It depends on the opinion of local librarians and external experts and the perceptions of users. Even when collections are checked against external lists, these lists are themselves the result of informed opinion about what constitutes a good collection, what characterizes a collection designated as a specific collecting level, or what an appropriate collection is for a specific user group.

      ELECTRONIC RESOURCES AND COLLECTION ANALYSIS

      Assessment and evaluation of e-resources present their own challenges. The cost of these materials and the increasing percentage of library budgets going toward their acquisition and access mandate careful consideration of their value to users and their role within a library collection. Although e-resources always should be considered when the collection is being analyzed, many of the analytical methods described in this chapter cannot be applied easily to these formats. Many e-resources do not circulate through the library’s automated system, nor are they consistently available to lend or borrow through interlibrary loan. E-books may circulate in the sense that the library licensed a book with limitations to the numbers of users who may simultaneously view it, but the circulation of these materials is not reflected in the library’s circulation system; use data must be collected via the e-book supplier’s reports. Not all e-resources are classified and represented in a shelf list. Direct collection checking and document delivery studies do not apply to most e-resources. The lists developed for checking local holdings may not include e-resources.

      In response to these problems, the library profession is developing new approaches to assessing and evaluating e-resources, their use, and the perspective of users. The International Coalition of Library Consortia (ICOLC, www.icolc.net) has been a leader in identifying both the use statistics that are desirable and the obligations of remote resource providers to supply these statistics. ICOLC’s “Revised Guidelines for Statistical Measure of Usage of Web-Based Information Resources” defines and creates a common set of basic use information requirements that all electronic products should provide.30 These metrics permit libraries to analyze use within the individual library and to compare with others. The data elements to be provided are

      
        	• number of sessions (logins)

        	• number of queries (searches)

        	• number of menu selections

        	• number of full-content units examined, downloaded, or otherwise supplied to user

        	• number of turn-aways, peak simultaneous users, and any other indicator relevant to the pricing model applied to the library or consortium

      

      Project COUNTER (Counting Online Usage of NeTworked Electronic Resources, www.projectcounter.org) is an international initiative of librarians, vendors, publishers, and their professional organizations established to develop and maintain international codes to govern the recording and exchange of online usage data. Most e-journal, e-book, and database vendors follow the COUNTER standards. Release 4 of the “COUNTER Code of Practice for e-Resources” was issued in April 2012.31 A draft of Release 5 was made available in January 2017 and will become effective January 2019. This release aims to address changing needs and reduce the complexity of Release 4. Release 5 will generate fewer reports but offer more flexibility.32 Mellins-Cohen prepared a guide to Release 5 for content providers.33

      An important complement to the COUNTER code is NISO’s Standardized Usage Statistics Harvesting Initiative (SUSHI) protocol. SUSHI is a standard “that defines an automated request and response model for the harvesting of electronic resources usage data utilizing a Web services framework.”34 SUSHI replaces the need for libraries to download data by provider and manipulate them locally or contract with a third party, making it possible for electronic resources management systems (ERMS) to automatically harvest usage statistics from vendors that offer the SUSHI protocol. To be COUNTER-compliant, vendors are required to demonstrate that they have implemented SUSHI and that customers can download usage reports using SUSHI. Most commercial ERMS have a built-in SUSHI client and many libraries require their e-resource providers to be COUNTER-compliant.

      The PIRUS Code of Practice is a COUNTER-compliant standard for recording, consolidating, and reporting usage at the individual article level of journal articles hosted by publishers, aggregators, institutional repositories, and subject repositories.35 In addition to the metadata provided for COUNTER, additional metadata requirements for PIRUS-compliance are the article DOI, which allows usage to be recorded, reported, and consolidated unambiguously for each journal article, and the ORCID identifier, which allows articles to be unambiguously allocated to a particular author.

      Tracing usage patterns across large and active populations of users is of critical importance as more funds are devoted to e-resources. Feeding data directly into reports designed to compare user behavior by discipline, status, time of day and year, preferred path to resources, turn-aways, failed searches, and other indicators of preference and satisfaction can be useful metrics for collection analysis. However, as Bucknell notes, “usage statistics, if used judiciously, can identify the very well used journals that should certainly be renewed, and the very poorly used journals that should probably be cancelled. In between there will be a continuum of usage and value.”36

      One approach to assessing e-resources considers their cost-effectiveness, usually by calculating cost-per-use.37 Local cost-benefit analyses consider the utility of individual titles and packages. Cost-effectiveness means that the cost of providing resources is justified by the value they provide to the user. The more often digital content is used, the lower the unit cost. Comparing the cost of providing full-text articles online to obtaining the articles via interlibrary loan or a commercial document delivery service is one means of assessing the cost-effectiveness of e-resources.38 A variation on cost-per-use is to determine cost-per-cited-reference. Martin and colleagues looked at references cited in the output of scholars in the Triangle Research Libraries Network and combined these data with journal cost data to calculate cost-per-cited-reference with the goal of making better informed cancellation decisions.39 Calculating cost-per-use and cost-per-cited-reference is not without problems. Both are affected by how much a journal publishes; more issues and more articles in a year likely will result in more use. Title changes also skew data.

      E-resources can be assessed to demonstrate how well they are satisfying the library’s objectives and meeting the demands placed on them. One tool that explores user satisfaction is MINES for Libraries (www.arl.org/​focus-areas/​statistics-assessment/​mines-for-libraries#.WMMfq1NpGUk). MINES is an acronym for Measuring the Impact of Networked Electronic Services, which is a brief, point-of-use, web-based survey that collects data on e-resource users and their purpose of use, information not documented in vendor and publisher use statistics. It can help a library explore its success in meeting user needs and is usually combined with other usage metrics.40

      METHODS OF COLLECTION-BASED ANALYSIS

      Some collection-based analyses are quantitative, some are qualitative, and some have aspects of both approaches.

      Conspectus

      A conspectus is a brief survey or summary of a subject. The Conspectus used by libraries is a comprehensive collection analysis tool intended to provide a summary of collecting intensities arranged by subjects, classification scheme, or a combination of both. The Conspectus is a subject hierarchy, arranged into divisions that are divided into categories, which are, in turn, divided into subjects. Subjects provided the greatest detail.

      Qualitative studies on collections were initially hampered by lack of standard terminology. The goal of the Conspectus, initially developed by the Research Libraries Group (RLG) in 1980, was to provide a standardized procedure and terminology for sharing detailed descriptions of collections. In the Conspectus, librarians apply numeric codes to identify five levels of existing collection strengths; 0 is used for areas in which no collection exists. Each level builds on the previous level.

      The WLN Conspectus enhanced the RLG Conspectus to meet the needs of smaller and medium-sized libraries and added subdivisions for levels 1, 2, and 3, as follows:

      
        
          	0 Out of Scope (library intentionally does not collect materials in any format in this area)

          	1 Minimal (library collects resources that support minimal inquiries about this subject and includes a very limited collection of general resources)
            
              	1a Uneven

              	1b Focused

            

          

          	2 Basic Information (library collects resources that introduce and define a subject and can support the needs of general library users through the first two years of college instruction)
            
              	2a Introductory

              	2b Advanced

            

          

          	3 Study or Instructional Support (library collects resources that provide knowledge about a subject in a systematic way, but at a level of less than research intensity, and supports the needs of general library users through college and beginning graduate instruction)
            
              	3a Basic study

              	3b Intermediate

              	3c Advanced

            

          

          	4 Research (library collects the major published source materials required for doctoral study and independent research and is very extensive)

          	5 Comprehensive (library strives to collect as exhaustively as is reasonably possible in all pertinent formats, in all applicable languages, in both published materials and manuscripts).41

        

      

      Conspectus level definitions were revised in the mid-1990s to reflect the emerging role of e-resources. E-resources, both locally held and remotely accessed,

      
        are considered equivalent to print materials at any level as long as the policies and procedures for their use permit at least an equivalent information-gathering experience. Electronic journals, whether remotely or locally stored, are equivalent to print journals if

        
          	1. access to the electronic resources is at least equal to the print product;

          	2. there is access to a sufficient number of terminals; and

          	3. the information comes at no additional cost to the patron.

        

        Similarly, a full-text electronic archive of monographs, periodicals, images, etc., whether loaded locally or accessed over the internet, is also equal to the original format if patron access and cost are equal or superior.42

      

      Libraries also may apply language coverage indicators:

      
        	P Primary language predominates

        	S Selected other-language materials

        	W Wide selection of languages represented

        	X Material is mainly in one language other than primary national language

        	D Dual languages or two primary languages

      

      In addition to recording current collection depth, libraries have the option of indicating current collecting activity and collection aspirations:

      
        	CL current collection level

        	AC acquisition commitment

        	CG collection goal

        	PC preservation commitment

      

      Though no longer maintained by it originators, the Conspectus has become a frequently used qualitative method and is employed worldwide in all types of libraries. For example, the Library of Congress Collection Development Office began updating the Library’s collection policy statements, most of which incorporated use of the Conspectus, in 2015. After reviewing use of the Conspectus among several academic libraries in the United States and the collection development policies of national libraries in numerous foreign countries, the Library of Congress Collection Development Office decided to retain use of the Conspectus collecting levels.43 OCLC’s WorldShare Collection Evaluation (a proprietary collection-analysis tool) continues to use the Conspectus for comparison purposes and offers a “subject” filter, “which includes up to three levels of the OCLC Conspectus to assist with in-depth analysis of your collection by subject.”44 The University of North Texas Libraries used the Conspectus hierarchy to create a collection map, which serves as a flexible assessment system.45 The library populates the collection map database with data about items, access, purchasing, and use, which facilitates evaluation of a granular level and across disciplines.

      Others around the world have adapted the Conspectus for their own use, both for individual library collection analysis and to provide a synopsis of a consortium’s or network’s coordinated collection development. Versions of the Conspectus permit use of the Library of Congress classification, the Dewey Decimal classification, and the National Library of Medicine classification systems, and can be adapted for use in all types of libraries. The software developed by WLN and RLG are no longer supported, but many of the functions of these packages can be duplicated using standard spreadsheet software.46 The Conspectus approach to collection analysis has become accepted as a tool that can be adapted to local needs and is widely applicable. Its greatest strength is a shared vocabulary to describe collection levels.

      The Conspectus has been criticized mainly for two reasons: it is too subjective because it depends on the subject expertise and personal perceptions of the librarians using it, and it is too cumbersome and onerous to apply because of its level of detail. Osburn addresses the subjectivity concern by stating that a collection can be evaluated “only as it relates in subjective, cognitive ways to the community” it is intended to serve.47 White sought an empirical technique to verify the subjective Conspectus levels assigned by librarians and developed “brief tests of collection strength.”48 Conducting a brief test of collection strength requires access to WorldCat. The method consists of five steps:

      
        	1. Choose a subject or area of the collection to evaluate.

        	2. Without reference to the collection being evaluated, create a list of ten or more titles that a library should have if it were collecting at the minimal level and additional lists for the basic, instructional, and research levels. All lists should be of equal length. (Of course, creating these lists is also subjective; additionally, a librarian can use a current list of recommended titles, if one is available.)

        	3. Search each title in WorldCat and list the number of holdings.

        	4. Arrange the master list of all titles according to the WorldCat holdings from minimal level (the most holding libraries) to research level (the fewest holding libraries). Divide the list into four equal parts, which correspond to the Conspectus levels. Thus, the group of titles (one-fourth of the total list) with the most holdings indicates a minimal level collection, and so on.

        	5. Search the titles in the local collection to determine which titles are held.

      

      A collection is evaluated at the level in which half or more of the titles are held locally. For example, a library might hold all ten titles on the minimal list, nine of the ten titles on the basic list, eight of the ten titles on the instructional list, and three of the titles on the research list. This brief test would indicate that the library has an instructional level collection (in Conspectus terms) because it holds more than half the titles on the list.

      In 2008, White proposed “coverage power tests” as an improvement on his brief tests of collection strength.49 He sought to address problems (instability, inconsistencies due to relative counts, and the difficulty of defining “ease of reading” on a meaningful scale) in the brief tests approach, but some may find it more challenging to employ than White’s brief tests. Comparing a library’s holdings with the entire OCLC databases and with peer institutions is at the heart of OCLC’s WorldShare Collection Evaluation approach.

      The Conspectus also has been criticized because of its complexity and magnitude. It offers between twenty-four and thirty-two divisions (broad disciplines), approximately five hundred categories (topics within disciplines), and as many as seven thousand subjects (the most detailed identification with a category). Applying all possible indicator levels to all possible subjects would be an impossible task. The reality is that most librarians choose a subset and select only the divisions, categories, and subjects that are relevant to the individual library and collection that are being analyzed, and use only the indicator levels that are meaningful locally.

      A valid criticism of the Conspectus approach is that it does not effectively address interdisciplinary fields, for example, African American studies, women’s studies, and medical ethics, because the Conspectus is based on classification schemes.

      Collection Mapping

      Collection mapping is a qualitative approach to collection analysis more often employed in school library media centers in place of the Conspectus, though the latter also is used.50 Collection mapping also may present quantitative data, such as expenditure per student and materials available per grade and student. One advantage of collection mapping is its graphical representation of the collection. It begins with a curriculum map—a chart in which the school librarian lists key subjects and grade levels. Empowering Learners: Guidelines for School Library Media Programs states that the school library media specialist “maps the collection to ensure that it meets the needs of the school curriculum.”51 Five to eight topics are selected for each subject and grade level. The curriculum map should reflect the school and district curriculum (and state curriculum, where appropriate). The school librarian should review the curriculum map with teachers to ensure that it reports what is actually being taught in the classroom. The library’s collection is then mapped against the curriculum map to show areas of concentration and gaps visually, often in terms of core collections, general emphasis areas, and specific emphasis areas. The collection map is shared with teachers to help set collection goals that match the curriculum and encourage them to be participants in collection development plans.

      Collection Profiling

      When used in collection analysis, collection profiling is the process of assembling a numerical picture of the collection at one point in time—a statistical description. A collection profile may be as modest as a count of titles held within a specified set of classification ranges, or by broad categories such as picture books, young adult books, and adult books. A collection profile can report the distribution of titles by imprint years, perhaps arranged by decade—and this can be combined with title counts. A typical profile might present information about the distribution of imprints according to age, language of publication, percentage of duplication, and distribution of serial and monographic formats in each subject section of the collection.

      Creating a collection profile became much easier with automated library systems, which can be mined for desired data. The data can be manipulated in various ways to answer different questions and serve different purposes. Collection profiles can provide baseline data for future collection analysis, provide information for cooperative and collaborative collection development and management, present a statistical description of the collection to stakeholders and funders, and identify areas that need improvement and, perhaps, warrant additional funding.

      List Checking

      In list checking, the librarian compares lists of titles appropriate to the subject area being analyzed against the library’s holdings. The list may be another library’s catalog, general list, specialized list or bibliography, publisher’s or dealer’s catalog, annual subject compilation, list prepared by a professional association or government authority, course syllabi or required or recommended reading list, list of frequently cited journals, list of journals covered by an abstracting and indexing service, recent acquisitions list from a specialized library, or a list prepared for a specific library, type of library, user group, or specific objective. Two examples of the latter are Recommended Reference Books for Small and Medium-Sized Libraries and Media Centers, published annual by Libraries Unlimited, and “Essential Nursing Resources,” published biennially by the Interagency Council on Information Resources in Nursing (www.icirm.org) and available online. Some accreditation agencies, such as the American Chemical Society and the American Bar Association, specify specific titles that the library must provide.

      The brief tests of collection strength described earlier in this chapter are a form of list checking. Any list selected for checking should match the library’s programs and goals and be appropriate to the subjects collected. Vendors offer lists against which holdings can be checked. For example. Mackin Education Resources (wwwmackin.com), a supplier of materials for grades PK–12, offers lists of graphic novels, bilingual materials, national and state award winners, and more, and also will provide on-demand custom lists. Commercial collection analysis tools are a form of list checking; they compare a library’s holdings to the universe of titles and the holdings of peer libraries. A collection is studied by finding the percentage of the titles on the list that are owned by the library. Librarians at the George T. Harrell Health Sciences Library, Penn State Hershey, used list checking as one of their collection evaluation techniques. They created a list of the top twenty journals in specific subject areas, using Journal Citation Report’s Journal Impact Factor, and compared local holdings to each list. One benefit of this approach was that it was “easier and more consistent to communicate to liaison departments that the library held x% of the top 20 journals in their subject areas rather than a series of widely variable numbers.”52 The University of Northern British Columbia used list checking to identify gaps in the monographic collection.53 List checking is often used because it is easy to apply and lists are available that meet many different libraries’ needs. If an appropriate list can be found, list checking is useful for evaluating collections that support interdisciplinary fields. Librarians look for a list that has credibility because of the authority and competence of those who compiled it. All or parts of the list can be checked. Many published lists are updated frequently and can be used to check the collection at regular intervals. List checking increases knowledge of the collection being analyzed and the librarian’s knowledge of the subject’s literature.

      List checking is both qualitative and quantitative. The selection by the librarian of the list to be checked is a subjective decision, as was the development of the list, but the result is a statistical report of the number of titles on the list that the library owns. When analyzing the report, the librarian usually converts this percentage to a quality judgment about the collection. List checking also can identify gaps—titles not held and areas with low coverage.

      List checking has disadvantages as well as advantages. The library may have used the list as a selection tool in the past. Any list prepared by an individual or group reflects the biases and opinions of the compiler. Its validity rests on the assumption that those titles on the list are worthy and that the library needs them to satisfy patrons and support programs. A librarian may have difficulty finding a list that matches the focus of the collection being analyzed and the mission of the library. Finding an up-to-date list also may present problems. Some items on a list may be out of print. List checking does not help with decisions about withdrawal and storage. The librarian should recognize that a supplemental tool may be necessary to analyze the collection for materials published since the list was compiled.

      Direct Collection Analysis

      Direct collection analysis, sometimes called shelf scanning, was more popular before the increase in e-content because it involves someone physically examining the collection. That person then draws conclusions about the size, scope, depth, or type of materials (textbooks, documents, paperbacks, beginning level, advanced level, professional level), and significance of the collection; the range and distribution of publication dates; and the physical condition of the materials. The need for preservation, conservation, restoration, or replacement of materials also may be evaluated in this process. Direct collection analysis is most practical when the collection is small or the subject treated is narrowly defined. If an external evaluator is used, that person’s reputation must be sufficient to give credibility to the evaluation results. Physical analysis depends on labor, time, and personal judgment.

      One advantage of this approach is that it is appropriate for any discipline or library collection. Assuming that the collection being reviewed is of a manageable size, its strengths, weaknesses, and condition can be evaluated rapidly. Direct collection analysis is appropriate for a large collection only if time is not a major consideration. It is particularly useful as a learning tool for new librarians, who can gain an intimate knowledge of the collection.

      Some problems with direct collection checking stem from its dependency on individuals’ personal perspective. Local librarians may be less than objective as they review the collections they have built. Finding external evaluators who know the subject and its literature, have time to devote to the project, and are affordable may be difficult. External evaluators lack the local context and, even if provided with the library’s collection development policy, may be less effective than someone who knows the user community. The subjective and impressionistic nature of this method does not provide comparable information. Only careful recording of findings can provide a quantitative report, and even then its accuracy may be suspect.

      Another disadvantage is the reliance on hands-on examination. Because this approach examines only materials on the shelves, items not on the shelf (circulating items and e-resources) cannot be examined; this weakness can be addressed if the evaluator also consults a shelf list, subject headings in the local catalog, and circulation records.

      Comparative Statistics

      For many years, libraries have used comparative statistics on collection size and materials expenditures to determine relative strengths, often under the assumption that bigger is better. Although depth and breadth of a collection are partly a function of collection size, numerical counts do not measure quality. The Association of Research Libraries’ (ARL) member libraries submit comparative statistics in many areas, including several collection measures; these are maintained on the ARL statistics website (www.arl.org/​stats) along with several graphs of statistical trends. ARL annually releases a library investment index for its university library members. Although member libraries frequently reference their annual ranking in this index, these data do not measure quality of collections or success in meeting the needs of users.

      Nevertheless, numerical data for inputs and outputs remain important points of comparison for libraries of all types, and several sources are available. The time needed to collect and compile data often means that reports lag one or more years behind the period they cover. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) releases Characteristics of Public Elementary and Secondary School Library Media Center in the United States.54 The Institute of Museum and Library Services provides statistics on the status of approximately nine thousand public libraries in the United States.55 Annual Statistics of Medical School Libraries in the United States and Canada provides comparative data, including characteristics of collections, for this type of library.56 The American Association of School Librarians collects data and releases School Libraries Count! A National Survey of School Library Programs.57 The Public Library Association annually compiles data through the Public Library Data Services (PLDS) from more than 1,100 North American libraries, which can be accessed through the subscription-based, online data portal PLAmetrics.58 Many states also have programs that collect and report data about school libraries, which allow librarians to compare their own library program to other similar libraries in the state.59

      When libraries collect and compare a specific group of statistics, they must agree on the definition of each statistical component and implement identical measurement methods. Comparisons are meaningless without consistency. Libraries typically measure size of collections in number of volumes and titles and by format, rate of net growth, and expenditures for library materials by format and by total budget. Additional collection comparisons may include number of volumes bound and expenditures on preservation and conservation treatments. Another comparison frequently used is the degree of collection overlap and extent of unique holdings. This requires a mechanism, such as the OCLC Collection Evaluation tool, to compare local holdings with that of one or more other libraries.

      Statistics to be used for comparison can be gathered in different ways. Libraries’ automated systems may generate counts based on cumulative transactions or through specially prepared programs run periodically. These reports count totals as well as activity (titles added and withdrawn, dollars expended, etc.) within a specified period. If the various measures are clearly defined, the statistics can be compared to have meaning to a wide audience. If the statistics are accurate, they can provide objective, quantifiable data. Nevertheless, statistical compilations are not without problems. If portions of a library’s collection are not cataloged and not reflected in either online records or paper files, the statistics will not be accurate. Manual collection of statistics can be very labor intensive and data may not be recorded accurately. If definitions of categories are not consistently understood or applied, results many not be comparable. Finally, statistics cannot measure collection quality or, on their own, verify collection levels.

      Application of Standards

      Collection and resources standards, which have been developed by professional associations, accrediting agencies, funding agencies, and library boards, may be used by those types of libraries for which standards have been developed. These standards have moved away from prescriptive volume counts, budget sizes, and the application of formulas, and now emphasize adequacy, access, and availability. ALA, its divisions, and other professional library associations have been leaders in developing standards and output measures for various types of libraries. Standards are discussed in detail in chapter 1.

      Standards developed by ALA, other professional associations, and government agencies usually are considered authoritative and widely accepted. Their credibility often means that they can be effective in securing library support. Standards provide a framework for comparing libraries of similar types. Still, the application of externally developed standards can present problems. Some standards are very general and difficult to apply to specific collections. As with any externally developed measure, standards are the product of opinion, and not everyone will agree with them. In addition, individuals may not agree with or accept the results reported. If a standard sets a minimum level of volumes, expenditures, or collection level, the tendency is to view this minimum as the goal.

      METHODS OF USE- AND USER-CENTERED ANALYSIS

      Use- and user-center analysis may be quantitative, qualitative, or a combination of the two. A cardinal principle of librarianship is protecting the privacy of library users with respect to their information seeking. Collecting and analyzing use and user data must be done in a manner that protects users’ privacy. Most academic institutions have specific policies that must be followed when data are gathered from human subjects, ensuring that the privacy as well as the well-being of individuals are not at risk. Many states have statutes that protect the privacy of citizens.

      Citation Studies

      Citation studies are a type of bibliometrics—the statistical methods that study bibliographic data, particularly that of scholarly literature. Citation studies as a collection analysis technique are used primarily in academic and research libraries. Citation studies are based on the premise that more frequently cited publications are more valuable, will continue to be used heavily, and, consequently, are more important to have in the library collections. Data from citation studies can guide subscription, cancellation, and retention decisions. Citation analysis is closely related to list checking and consists of counting or ranking (or both) the number of times sources are cited (in footnote and endnote references and bibliographies) and comparing those figures to the collection.

      One type of citation study examines citations in publications by scholars worldwide. The impact factor is a measure of the frequency with which the average article in a journal has been cited in a particular year. It is used to measure the importance or rank of a journal by calculating the times its articles are cited. Garfield first proposed the impact factor in 1955 as a way to measure the significance of an individual work and its impact on the literature and scholarship of the period.60 Since the 1950s, impact factor has been used to measure a journal’s value and to assess an author’s achievements. The Journal Impact Factor (a proprietary metric) is determined by Clarivate Analytics (previously the Intellectual Property and Science business of Thomson Reuters) and available through Clarivate Analytics’ Journal Citation Reports (now integrated with Web of Science). Journal Citation Reports evaluates journals and, through frequency of citation, their impact factor and influence in the research community. Journal Impact Factor looks at journals in Journal Citation Reports and measures the number of citations received by articles in a particular journal within the previous two years divided by the total number of articles published in that journal during those two years. The validity of the Journal Impact Factor as a measure of journal quality has been questioned by many.61 Criticisms include: citations do not necessarily reflect usage (many articles are shared across a broader community), some fields routinely cite older works, some fields cite more than others do, impact factors can vary wildly from year to year, and editors can manipulate the system. The fundamental issue is that journals do not have an impact—articles do.

      Another approach to rating the importance of scientific journals uses Eigenfactor metrics (http://eigenfactor.org), developed by researchers at the University of Washington.62 Some believe the Eigenfactor approach is more meaningful than impact factors because it considers the significance or influence of citations, not just their number, by using an iterative ranking scheme to weight top journals more heavily. The Eigenfactor looks at the broader citation network, not just direct citations, over a period of five years.

      The SCIMago Journal Rank is available through SJR (www.scimagojr.com), a publicly accessible portal that includes journal indicators developed from the information contained in Elsevier’s Scopus database (a bibliographic database of abstracts and citations for academic journal articles). Journals can be searched individually or grouped by subject area, subject category, or country. Its calculation method is similar to Google PageRank’s algorithm. This indicator weighs the importance of a citation depending on the discipline, quality, and reputation of the journal from which a citation is taken. Thus, citations are not treated as equivalents. The SJR also takes into account the varied approaches to research in disciplines and can be used to compare journals in different fields of knowledge. In contrast to the Journal Impact Factor, SJR uses a three-year period of citations.

      A journal’s Impact Per Publication (IPP) is the total number of citations per year to articles published in the three previous years, divided by the total number of articles published in those three years. The IPP is similar to the Journal Impact Factor but uses Scopus rather than Web of Science to gather its data. It is limited to scholarly articles, conference papers, and review articles.

      In December 2016, Elsevier released a new metric, CiteScore, which also uses Scopus and the same formula as IPP, and is also free.63 CiteScore, however, covers trade publications and book series and includes all types of published documents in the calculation (articles, reviews, letters, notes, and editorials). In addition, it covers more than 22,000 academic journals.

      Academic librarians have focused on techniques for evaluating journals, but assessment of the impact of individual articles is of importance to scholars and academic departments and frequently a factor in tenure and promotion decisions. Librarians are increasingly asked to assist with these assessments. A metric measuring article use, the COUNTER Code of Practice for Articles, was released in 2014.64 This code provides the specifications and tools that will allow COUNTER-compliant publishers, repositories, and other organizations to consistently record and report usage statistics at the individual article level that are intended to be credible, and compatible. These usage data are intended to balance overreliance on impact factors.

      Altmetrics are often viewed as an alternative to more traditional citation impact metrics. Altmetrics look broadly at all expressions of scholarship and can be applied to journals, journal articles, data sets, presentations, web pages, experimental designs, blogging, videos, and more. Altmetrics look at semantic data and references in social media (Twitter, Facebook, etc.), references in online reference managers (Zotero and Mendeley), bookmarks, links, data and slide-sharing sites, and so on. Although altmetrics are primarily used to analyze the impact of journal articles and the work of scholars, Holmberg suggests they have a role in demonstrating value and impact of institutional repositories and, consequently, illustrating to local scholars that depositing their work in the repository will increase its impact.65 Haustein proposes that some altmetrics, such as CiteUlike’s (www.citeulike.org) social bookmarks and Mendeley’s (www.mendeley.com) readership metrics, can be used when evaluating journals.66 Altmetrics have their own problems, including distinguishing authors, the immense volume of data to be parsed, and the absence of standards. The latter is being addressed by the National Information Standards Organization, which released a “recommended practice” document in 2016.67

      A second type of citation study is local and examines the literature cited by the library’s own user community and tracks sources cited in their research papers, theses, and dissertations. The emphasis is on determining relative importance of a journal to the local user community by counting and comparing the frequency with which a journal is cited. Kohn and Gordon describe a project that looked at citations in undergraduate senior theses.68 Datig combined citation analysis of senior Capstone projects with focus groups to better understand use of library resources.69 School librarians can use students’ bibliographies to check citations and learn about the information needs of the local user. However, if the student uses only the collection being evaluated, the value of such citation studies is limited. The librarian can learn what is being used from what is locally accessible, but not what the student would have used if he or she had access to more resources. In addition, student bibliographies are limited to the subjects on which students write papers, the number of students who write papers, and the number of teachers who require bibliographies.

      Citation studies are particularly useful in collections where journals are important. They are most frequently used to determine the extent to which the collection responds to users’ research needs, to develop core lists of primary journals, and to identify candidates for cancellation or storage. Data collected in citation studies can be arranged easily into categories for analysis. Citation studies also can identify trends in the literature and local users’ information-use behavior. Online databases can make assembling a citation list efficient and rapid, and several published citation indexes exist. However, externally prepared citation lists may not match the bibliographic formats of a library, and developing a list of source items that reflect the subject studied or user needs can be challenging. Citation studies are not appropriate for all disciplines, but such approaches are often viable in interdisciplinary fields (bioethics, women’s studies), which can present unique problems because they cross the traditional discipline divisions reflected in library classification schemes and subject headings.70 Another problem with citation studies is the inherent time lag in citations, which masks changes of emphasis in disciplines and the emergence of new journals. In addition, local citation analysis is time-consuming and labor-intensive.

      Use Studies

      Use studies analyze local use. Traditional circulation studies look at the print collection and collection information for all or part of the circulating collection by user group, location, date of publication, subject classification, or type of transaction, such as loans, recalls and holds, reserves, and renewals. Use studies of e-content often collect similar information. Use studies can identify those portions of the collections that are little used and perhaps appropriate for withdrawal or cancellation. Use studies of print materials can inform decisions about transfer to another active collection or to storage. Information indicating less-used subject areas may suggest curtailing future acquisitions in these areas. The librarian may decide to duplicate titles that are heavily used or to select additional materials in the same subject area. Public libraries often set a limit on the number of holds that can be placed on a title; attempted holds in excess of that number often will prompt the library to order additional copies. Circulation statistics can be used to compare use patterns of selected subject areas or by types of materials against their representation in the total collection. This information may be used to modify collection development practices or fund allocations. Journal use statistics can be used to calculate cost per use.

      Circulation data can be arranged into categories for analysis, and these categories can be correlated in various ways. For example, a public library system can compare circulation of different categories of fiction in each of several branch libraries, leading to decisions about where to locate larger mystery, romance, and science fiction collections. A school library media center might use its automated system to provide statistics about the age of the collection broken down by classification number and include circulation data. If the system cannot provide this information, the library media specialist can pick random parts of the collection and average the publication dates of the books. Circulation data can determine how many items are checked out each month, what areas are most heavily used, and what areas get little or no use. For example, consider these findings from a school library using the Dewey Decimal classification system. If 23 percent of the titles circulated are from the 500s and only 10 percent of the budget is designated for titles in the 500s, the librarian might want to readjust that spending—remembering to consider areas emphasized by the curriculum when making these comparisons. Circulation data usually can be collected easily and are objective. Automated circulation systems make data collection extremely efficient.

      The prevalence of e-books is changing the nature of circulation studies. E-book circulation is reported by vendors and publishers, not through a library’s automated system. To have a complete picture of collection use, libraries must combine multiple sources of data. In many academic libraries, the print collection is not growing as fast as the e-book collection. Care must be taken when comparing usage of e-books with that of print books because e-books are, for the most part, the newer titles and represent the dynamic and growing portion of the collection. In addition, the method of acquiring e-books (patron-driven, demand-driven, owned, subscription) can influence use. Kohn points out the problems comparing cost per use for e-books available via subscriptions to those that were purchased with perpetual access.71 Savova and Dickerson report on an extensive project at Claremont University to understand what print and e-book usage statistics mean for future collection development.72 Libraries have compared usage of e-books and print books to determine user preferences and assess benefits of individual title selection versus e-book packages.73 Evaluating use of titles in multiple e-book packages can provide data that inform selection of the most appropriate package.74

      A major problem with print circulation data extracted from a library’s automated system is that these data exclude in-house use (unless a mechanism is in place to capture in-house use). Circulation statistics for print materials that are heavily used do not reflect the true demand for these items unless the library has a means to include queued requests for materials in use. E-book circulation data can have similar problems reflecting demand if the number of simultaneous users is limited. Also, circulation studies reflect only user successes in identifying, locating, and accessing or borrowing items. They provide no information on user failure to find materials or the collection’s failure to provide them.

      In-House Use Studies

      Several techniques are available for recording the use of materials consulted by users in the library and reshelved by library staff. In-house use studies can focus on either the materials used or the users of materials. They can look at the entire collection or a part of it, or investigate all users or a sample of users. In-house use studies are most often used to measure usage in noncirculating collections (a reference collection). Combining an in-house use study with a circulation study gives more accurate information than either alone. A study conducted by Rose-Wiles and Irwin looked at in-house use and circulation transactions and recommended that both be used to get an accurate picture of total circulation and library value.75

      Use studies of noncirculating materials depend on users’ willingness to refrain from reshelving materials after use. Materials must be set aside so their use can be tracked either manually or by scanning bar codes directly into an automated system. Because in-house use studies rely on users’ cooperation, they may be less accurate. Most libraries use direct observation to correct for uncooperative users. If the study is conducted over a limited time, care must be taken to time the study so data do not reflect use only during peak or slow periods. Studies of in-house use report only users’ success in locating materials; thus, user failures are not reported.

      User Surveys

      User surveys seek to determine how well the library’s collections meet users’ needs and expectations and to identify those that are unmet. Surveys may be administered in various ways: verbally (in person or over the phone); by e-mail, through pop-up screens on the library’s catalog or web page; via web-based instruments; or as written questionnaires handed to users in the library as they enter or exit, or that are mailed to them at offices and homes. An acceptable survey response rate is higher than 50 percent.76 Information from user surveys can be used to assess quantitatively and qualitatively the effectiveness of the collections in meeting users’ needs, help solve specific problems, define the makeup of the actual community of library users, identify user groups that need to be better served, and provide feedback on successes as well as on deficiencies. User surveys can improve the library’s relationships with its community and help educate users and nonusers. They solicit direct responses from users and can collect opinions not normally shared with the library. A survey can range from short and simple to lengthy and complex.

      LibQUAL+ (www.libqual.org), offered by ARL since 2000, is an online survey instrument within a suite of services that all types of libraries can use to solicit, track, interpret, and act upon users’ perceptions of library service quality. As of 2017, more than 1,300 libraries around the world have used LibQUAL+.77 The LibQUAL+ survey instrument is a derivation of the SERVQUAL tool created to measure service quality in the private sector.78 LibQUAL+ calculates gap scores between minimum service level, desired services level, and perceived service performance. Sections of the LibQUAL+ survey measure perceived quality in providing and accessing collections. ARL analyzes the data and provides a notebook of results with graphs and charts that illustrate the findings. Libraries can identify areas that users say are below their minimum expectations (access to e-resources) and begin to address both problems of library quality and user perception. A library that uses the LibQUAL+ instrument can collect longitudinal data and compare local findings with peer libraries. However, LibQUAL+, which has twenty-two core questions, has been criticized for being too lengthy. LibQUAL+ Lite (www.libqual.org/​about/​about_​lq/​LQ_​lite) was created as an attempt to improve response by asking all users to respond to a few selected survey questions and randomly selecting a subsample of the users to answer the rest of the questions.79

      Measuring the Impact of Networked Electronic Services (MINES for Libraries, www.minesforlibraries.org,) is an online, transaction-based survey that collects data on the purpose of use of electronic resources and on the demographics of users. It has been administered at more than fifty North American libraries. A short survey of three to five questions is delivered randomly over the course of a year at the point of use of an e-journal, database article, or digital collection or service. MINES is managed by ARL, which provides advice on the local setup and local questions, validates and analyzes the data, and prepares a final report.80

      Porat observes that gathering user feedback “is a lengthy, labor-intensive, and often expensive process which should be closely tied to the library’s strategic objectives.”81 Designing even the shortest survey instrument can be difficult. Crafting questions that yield the desired results often requires the help of an experienced questionnaire designer. Designing surveys for young children can be challenging. Analyzing and interpreting data from an opinion survey can be difficult. Users are often passive about collections and so must be surveyed individually, which increases survey costs. Even with individual attention, some users may not respond to all parts of a survey, resulting in skewed results. Many users are uninformed about or unaware of what the library owns and the resources to which it provides access. Users may have difficulty defining and judging what is adequate or appropriate. User surveys may record perceptions, intentions, and recollections that do not document actual experiences or patterns of user behavior. Perceptions and opinions are not always quantifiable. By definition, surveys of users do not reach nonusers, who may have valuable observations.

      Focus Groups

      Focus groups are a research tool in which a representative group of people selected from the user community engages in a guided discussion in an informal setting.82 Focus groups are small (usually no more than twelve people). Questions are open-ended to encourage discussion. A facilitator leads the session, guiding the discussion to obtain opinions about, or reactions to, specific resources or services. For further reference, the session is usually recorded or notes are taken by a person designated as recorder. Focus groups can provide in-depth information through facilitated conversation that explores topics and issues that cannot be covered in surveys. One advantage of focus groups is the opportunity for participants to tell their own stories, which give insight into their perceptions of the library’s value and its contributions to their successes and other possible outcomes. Focus groups often are used in concert with other evaluation techniques. Goertzen and Bakkalbasi used focus groups and interviews to complement and extend findings from a previous research project on e-book use, and Datig used both citation analysis and focus groups to study the sources used by students.83 One difficulty with focus groups is measuring the results objectively. Nevertheless, focus groups can provide detailed comments and identify issues, suggestions, and concerns. Other challenges with focus groups include selecting participants and getting them to participate, deciding how many focus groups are sufficient, facilitating a session effectively, avoiding interviewer bias that can skew discussion, taking good notes, and analyzing and presenting findings.

      User Observation

      User observation employs ethnographic techniques to collect data on user behavior. It is often employed to gather information on how library users actually use the library, rather than relying on their survey or focus group feedback. One common application is to investigate use of library space. User observation also can be used to study how users locate and use collection materials. Lopatovska and Mariana Regalado report on a study that began by observing students in a reading room and recording their behavior. The researchers then approached a few students for follow-up questions about “specific projects and academic tasks those students were working on in the library, the type of information resources and technology they used to access content required for their academic projects, levels of satisfaction with these resources and technology, as well as specific services available through their academic library.”84 Foote and Rupp-Serrano observed students and faculty using e-books, then interviewed them about their impressions of the e-books with the goal of understanding user experiences with different e-book platforms experiences, which could inform selection.85

      Usability testing is a type of systematic and structured user observation that aims to determine how well people can use a product and their level of satisfaction with it. It involves watching people while they perform a task and taking notes on what they do. Usability testing is often employed to test library-related websites and resource discovery tools. It is appropriate when gathering input about users’ perceptions of the ease of using various e-content platforms and products. Usability testing is more structured than user observation because the test subjects are often given a set of tasks to accomplish. The researcher observes the subjects, takes notes, and usually concludes with an interview. Both user observation and usability testing can inform selection decisions and are techniques for better understanding how users interact with the library’s collections.

      Interlibrary Loan Analysis

      Interlibrary loan analysis can identify areas in which the collection does not satisfy patron needs and may serve to identify books and journals that are appropriate to add. Statistical results often are readily available and can be analyzed by title, classification, date of imprint, or language. Analyses of subject classifications are best interpreted in conjunction with corresponding acquisitions and circulation data.86 Findings should be interpreted in relation to the collection development policy and existing resource-sharing agreements that rely on interlibrary loan. An increase in requests can indicate changes in the user community, new program needs, or a long-standing deficiency, and can inform budget allocation and reallocation decisions. One approach is to look at interlibrary loan activity within a subject area and compare this to the level of collecting specified in the library’s collection development policy. One problem with the use of interlibrary loan statistics is that their significance may be difficult to interpret. One library user might be skewing the data by requesting many items in one area of interest. Also, this type of study does not reflect users who go elsewhere to obtain resources instead of requesting them through interlibrary loan.

      Document Delivery Tests

      A document delivery test checks the library’s ability to provide users with items at the time they are needed. Document delivery tests, sometimes called retrievability tests, first determine if the library owns a certain item and then if the item can be located and how long it takes to do so. Issues that can affect the ability to retrieve an item include proper location on the shelf, accurate check-out and check-in procedures, loss through theft and damage to materials, and accurate records in the library catalog. The most frequent approach is to compile a list of citations that reflect the library’s users’ information needs. Externally developed lists also can be used. The test determines both the number of items owned by the library and the time required to locate a specific item. Document delivery testing can provide objective measurements of a collection’s capacity to satisfy user needs. A variation of document deliverability tests are electronic resource availability tests.87 These studies seek to measure user success in locating and retrieving e-content. Several issues can cause failure: the library does not provide access to the desired content, link resolver performance, missing content from a subscribed resource, incorrect metadata, knowledge base collections that do not support article-level linking, proxy errors, and user error.

      Document delivery tests and electronic resource availability tests can identify service problems and technical problems that then can be corrected. Viewing data on turn-aways can identify items in high demand. Initial data are gathered as a benchmark, and changes can be measured through subsequent testing. Compiling a list of representative citations can, however, be challenging. Because the testing usually is done by experienced library staff members, it can underestimate the problems encountered by users. This can be addressed by using untrained individuals to locate materials. To be meaningful, results require repeated tests.

      COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS, SOCIAL RETURN ON INVESTMENT, AND BALANCED SCORECARDS

      One approach that combines data collected through multiple techniques is cost-benefit analysis, which compares costs of something with the benefits that it returns, and often compares this to other options. Both tangible and intangible factors should be addressed and measured to the extent possible. Cost-benefit analysis requires consistent measurements. Traditional forms of these analyses calculate both present and future costs and present and future benefits (i.e., value) in monetary terms, then measure the benefits per dollar spent. Such an analysis helps a library determine which decisions are fiscally responsible. An often-cited cost-benefit analysis of interest to collections librarians compared the costs associated with housing a volume in open stacks, high-density storage, and hybrid approaches.88 Cost elements include construction, maintenance, cleaning, electricity for heating and cooling, base staffing, and circulation. Placing an item in high-density storage costs approximately one-fifth that of housing it in open stacks.

      Research in the 1990s looked at resource sharing and commercial document delivery services as alternatives to owning books and subscribing to print journals in academic libraries. In 1991 and 1992, the Columbia University Libraries compared costs of ownership with costs of borrowing the item from another library or using commercial document delivery.89 The study found that the costs of owning a monograph used only once far exceeded the costs for accessing it through interlibrary loan, but the authors struggled with measuring and assigning values to intangibles such as the value researchers assign to the ability to browse collections and materials.

      In collections analysis, cost-benefit analysis may look at the cost of an item in relation to its use and compare this to other options. This information may help a library decide if it should

      
        	• subscribe to a title or rely on a single article supplied on demand through interlibrary loan or commercial document delivery for certain journals

        	• discard print issues or rely on them as backup for archival purposes

        	• negotiate site licenses

        	• deal directly with publishers or rely on intermediary services such as consortia, aggregators, or gateways, and, if so, at what price

        	• depend on information freely accessible on the web as a substitute for costly electronic resources

        	• purchases e-books and e-journals in packages or individually

        	• select monograph titles individually, use an approval plan, or use patron-driven acquisitions

      

      Determining the direct cost (what the library pays) of these options in dollars is reasonably easy, but other aspects of the cost-benefit analysis are more challenging. A complete cost-benefit analysis calculates all costs in dollars on the library’s side, including staffing costs associated with each task (selection, order placement, license negotiation and tracking, receipting physical items, invoice processing, cataloging, shelving, issue check-in, binding, reshelving, interlibrary loan processing, etc.) and benefits (money saved through reducing or eliminating tasks and not purchasing materials). Additional cost components, such as equipment, depreciation, and telecommunication charges, might be part of an analysis. Few libraries have the capacity to do such a detailed and comprehensive cost-benefit analysis.

      Calculating costs and benefits from the user’s perspective is even less straightforward. How does one measure and assign a dollar value to user satisfaction, user effort, or a user’s time to locate and obtain an item? If the item is held locally in print format, the user must locate it, note the call number or shelving location, look for it in the library, then check it out or make a photocopy. If it is held electronically, the user still needs to find it but does not always need to visit the library. Regardless of remote or on-site access, the user may incur printing costs. If not available in the library or online through a library license, the library user may employ an unmediated interlibrary loan option or complete a form—and then wait for delivery.

      Patron satisfaction or utility cost is equally difficult to assess. Economists use utility as a measure or expression of an individual’s expected or anticipated satisfaction. Ideally, one would contrast the utility of on-site or online patron access to subscribed resources and interlibrary loan (or commercial document delivery, if the library offers this) in which at least some of the work is transferred to staff, access takes longer, and fees may be charged. One could add the option many publishers offer through which a customer orders an article directly and pays the publisher. Determining the opportunity cost (the true cost of choosing one alternative over another) from the user’s perspective is difficult.

      Library valuation research continues to gain attention as a means to demonstrate accountability.90 Researchers have adopted valuation methods from the field of economics that allow libraries to assign a dollar value to their programs and services. Much of this work has focused on demonstrating through cost-benefit analysis the value that tax dollars spent on libraries bring to a community. One approach uses stated-preference techniques to estimate how much consumers would pay for a good or service if it were available for purchase. This technique is explicitly designed to provide value equivalents in situations where no market price can exist. The intent is not to determine what people will pay, but to gather data that can be used in combination with cost data to calculate a cost-benefit ratio. One stated-preference technique is contingent valuation, in which users and nonusers are surveyed about their value perceptions and asked to respond to hypothetical scenarios. In contingent valuation surveys, individuals are asked how much they would be willing to pay for a good or service, or how much money they would accept in order to forgo the good or service—even though that good or service does not have a market price.91 For example, library users and potential users could be asked to determine if they would assign a higher dollar value to having access to more materials with some delay in delivery (i.e., resource sharing and interlibrary loan) or to fewer materials that are readily available on-site.

      Not many librarians or libraries are in a position to conduct a formal cost-benefit analysis when deciding to purchase a resource, rely on resource sharing, or purchase through a cooperative venture. Nevertheless, careful consideration is necessary and information can be gathered to make an informed decision. At its simplest, a cost-benefit analysis compares the pros and cons of alternatives. A librarian can supply direct costs where they are known and list staff tasks in general terms (without determining dollar costs) to compare costs and benefits on the library’s side. Librarians can use existing library data where they are available, including circulation activity, e-resource use, interlibrary loan borrowing, and collection analyses about existing strengths and weaknesses. On the user side, the librarian can list any known fees or costs the user is expected to pay and then list benefits and costs from the user’s perspective in general terms without trying to assign dollar value. For example, one could confidently state that users assign proximity to physical collections a high value and 24-hour remote access to online resources a higher value. King and colleagues suggest using comparative terms (lower cost, low cost, moderate cost, high cost, higher cost) and descriptive terms (saves users time, less effort needed).92 A fairly simple pro/con chart that lists costs and benefits from the library’s perspective and from the user’s perspective can effectively inform decision-making.

      The outcomes-based tool social return on investment (SROI) expands on cost-benefit analysis to include cultural and social impact. It aims to use metrics to manage and measure impacts that are not included in traditional profit-loss accounts and to focus on outcomes instead of outputs. In the library context, SROI focuses on the user community, aims to understand value (i.e., benefits) from the users’ perspective, and, where possible, uses monetary values for these indicators. The challenges are identifying and interpreting outcomes and assigning a financial value to these outcomes.93

      One tool used in reporting SROI is the balanced scorecard, another performance metric and strategic planning tool borrowed from the for-profit sector that was developed by Kaplan and Norton.94 It is intended to provide a context for the key measures chosen and permits expressing value in social as well as economic terms in four areas: finance, learning and growth, customers, and internal processes. It balances successes across different types of financial and nonfinancial measures and recognizes their interaction, and aims to ensure that future success in one measure does not result in a decline in another. Balanced scorecards usually use what are called spotlight indicators (red = below target and requires urgent attention; yellow = under target, but within tolerance intervals; green = on or over target) that provide an at-a-glance overview of a measure’s performance. An important aspect of the balanced scorecard is that it ties performance measures to overall organizational strategy and objectives.95

      Using a balanced scorecard begins by identifying ten to fifteen key strategic objectives under each of the four areas, mapping causal links between them, and picking suitable measures for each objective. Unlike cost-benefit analysis, a formal comparison between cost dollars and benefit dollars (or value) is not the intended result. The goal is to find an equilibrium in which outcomes are equally positive without significant gains (or losses) in one area to the detriment of others. The balanced scorecard is revisited as new data are gathered at periodic intervals to track changes in each key measure. The purpose is to have quantitative and qualitative measures in place to help the library determine if outcomes are positive—or if not, where it is failing.

      Bosch, Lyons, and Munroe reported on work to develop a modified balanced scorecard that could measure the success of cooperative collection development activities.96 They developed four groups of performance measures: resources or input data (numerical measures like staff numbers and hours of work, items purchased, items in collections, etc.), financial data (library/group expenditures, unit costs, etc.), use data (use of electronic, print, or near print, documents delivered, etc.), and user satisfaction data.

      CONDUCTING THE ANALYSIS AND PREPARING A COLLECTION ANALYSIS REPORT

      Although collection analysis should be an ongoing activity, it tends to be defined by discrete analysis projects. Ideally, the projects can be repeated and are part of a long-range analysis plan. An analysis can be all-inclusive or focus on specific areas, depending on the library’s needs and available resources. Each project should be planned carefully to ensure efficiency and effectiveness. An analysis plan can be developed by the individual librarian or by a working group. The first step is to define the purposes of the study. What are the objectives of this project, why is the information being collected, and how will it be used? A plan identifies specific questions that will be answered.

      The next step is to determine the data that will be gathered and the methods used to collect and analyze the data. Each method described in this chapter has advantages and unique benefits for analyzing collections. Each also has disadvantages. No single method of gathering data provides a complete understanding of a collection—effective collection analysis requires a combination of techniques to gain a complete view of a collection and its users. All collection analysis, whether qualitative or quantitative, should employ sound research practices. These require knowledge of what is being measured, how to measure it, and how to interpret the results. Collection analysis begins with an unambiguous question to be answered. The choice of data should be subjected to the same rigorous standards used in defining purposes because each data element adds to the expense and complexity of the study. Kohn stresses the trade-offs that come with a collection analysis project and observes that “any project involves a three-way balance of depth, time, and cost. . . . Focusing heavily on any one of these factors will mean sacrifices in the other two, and the balance you strike will depend on your circumstances.”97 A well-executed research project produces information that is both reliable (likely to yield the same results repeated) and valid (measures what it sets out to measure). In other words, the findings are reproducible and the conclusions are true. Several sources provide guidance for conducting research in libraries.98 In addition to understanding and practicing sound research, librarians who plan to use survey instruments should consult with experts during their development and application to avoid bias in preparing questions. All steps in an analysis project should be documented so that it can be repeated easily. Data should be centrally archived and freely shared across library departments.

      Most projects employ multiple analysis techniques to obtain a complete understanding of the collection and its use. Care should be taken when comparing usage patterns across user groups and disciplines, because they may have differing behaviors. The librarian should consider whether comparability of results with those of other libraries is desirable and what commonly used classification divisions, statistical categories, terminology, output measures, or survey questions might facilitate comparisons. Before undertaking an analysis project, the librarian should estimate the resources in staff time and funding needed to conduct the analysis. Many methods are time-consuming or require external experts or contracters to assist with a commercial analysis product. The librarian should consult existing collection information, which may include a collection development policy, library mission or goal statement, and previously conducted analysis projects.

      After the data are collected and analyzed, the report is prepared and disseminated. An effective report both shares and interprets the data. It draws relevant conclusions and suggests a plan to improve the collection in areas of undesirable weakness and, when appropriate, address user problems or concerns. The report should follow generally accepted practices. It should explain the purposes of the study, methods used, and problems encountered. It should begin with an executive summary that can stand alone, because that is often all that people read. Collection analysis generally involves a great deal of data, which can overwhelm the reader. One suggestion is to place the tables of numbers in appendixes and to extract and display the key points visually in the body of the report. These data should address the key point or points concisely and clearly, making comparisons and trends easy to grasp. Infographics (graphs, charts, and other visualizations) can simplify the information, minimize unnecessary detail, and display connections, but require careful labeling and effort to avoid skewing the data being represented. When appropriate to the audience, effective and engaging data visualization can stand alone and make the intended points in a compelling manner.99 Microsoft Excel has features that facilitate the creation of visual data displays. Another option is Tableau (www.tableau.com), which is available in free and for-fee versions and is a useful tool for exploring, analyzing, and presenting data in a visual, interactive format that can be used in presentations.100

      Dando recommends the following points as important for an effective report:

      
        
          	1. a clearly defined objective paired with an understanding of target audiences

          	2. compelling data at the heart of the message

          	3. simple and arresting presentation of that data

          	4. positive, persuasive communication techniques101

        

      

      An analysis project may generate information that will be used for more than one audience or purpose. The intended audience may be library directors, school principals, chief collection development officers, teachers or faculty, trustees or other governing boards, legislators, accrediting agencies, consortia, granting agencies, provost or equivalent administrators, or chief financial officers—or a combination of these. Albert advises appealing to the self-interest of the intended audience (explaining why they should care) and personalizing the message with anecdotal data.102 Often an extensive report can be repurposed and crafted for a specific audience.

      
        Case Study

        NICOLE HAS BEEN A school librarian for fifteen years. She recently started her dream job at Emerson Academy, a private school in a large urban area serving approximately 900 commuter students in seventh through twelfth grades. The school started as a school for boys in 1900 and has been coed since 1969. It is accredited by the Independent Schools Association of the Central States. The library, located on the Emerson campus, is a bright, open space with areas for research, collaboration, and individual study. The library is well-funded and offers more than 43,000 books, videos, DVDs, audiobooks, e-books, and numerous e-journals, e-reference tools, and databases. Much of the e-content is provided through a state-funded program, supplemented by local subscriptions. Nicole has a full-time library assistant. The library uses a vendor-supplied automated system, which supports a single discovery interface, circulation, cataloging, inventory, and report capabilities. Katherine, the school’s principal, has asked Nicole to prepare a report about the library collection and its use. Katherine wants to gather data for the next reaccreditation cycle to use in the mandated self-study and during the evaluation visit. She also believes that portions of the information can be shared at the spring meeting of the school’s parent association and perhaps in promotional materials. Key points (as set out in the accreditation standards) to address include the following:

        
          	• Is each academic area and school grade adequately represented in the library collection?

          	• Are the quantity, quality, and diversity of the collection adequate to meet school needs?

          	• When possible, can library resources and use be aligned with outcomes, rather than input and output factors?

        

        Activity

        Nicole has six months to prepare the report. Fortunately, Emerson Library’s automated system can generate on-demand reports that give summary and detail data by Dewey Decimal classification ranges, and show number of titles by year of publication, associated circulation activity, and average age of publications for each range. One possible report compares local information with that of a peer group. Considering the key points given above, suggest assessment and evaluation methods that Nicole should use. Explain why each is appropriate, what information will be collected, how the information will be used, and how the approaches proposed complement each other. Consider whether Nicole should collect local information to document outcomes such as connections between collection content and use and student learning and advancement, or rely on data presented in the professional literature. Suggest the most appropriate information that might be shared at the parent association meeting and what might be useful to the principal in school promotional materials.
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      CHAPTER NINE

      Collaborative Collection Development and Management

      This chapter was called “Cooperative Collection Development and Management” in previous editions of this book. The change from “cooperative” to “collaborative” as the operative word is intentional, although perhaps more aspirational than truly descriptive of the current environment. The practice of libraries working together for mutual benefit is pervasive, takes different forms, and is a part of many collection development and management activities. Some form of working together, whether cooperative, coordinated, or collaborative, is essential in today’s environment of constrained budgets and limited space to house collections. The ability to leverage funds through consortial purchasing, to offer library users access to resources beyond the local collection, and to preserve our cultural resources are powerful forces impelling libraries to work together. This chapter explores cooperative, coordinated, and collaborative collection development and management, describes various options and approaches, and suggests conditions that contribute to their success or work against them.

      OVERVIEW

      In one of the more elegant descriptions of libraries working together, Stam writes that “all libraries are linked in a great chain of access and what each has and does will have importance for the whole universe of libraries and their users.”1 He builds on the ancient concept of creation known as the Great Chain of Being—a theme that permeated science, literature, and philosophy in the time of Plato and was refined in the eighteenth century by Gottfried Wilhelm von Leibnitz. This idea held that all of existence is defined by plenitude, continuity, and gradation. These three elements can, as Stam implies, apply to libraries when plenitude is understood to mean abundance of the whole, continuity to mean uninterrupted connection, and gradation to mean variations between similar and related components.

      Library cooperation is not a new idea. In 1886, Melvil Dewey listed one of the major needs of the modern library movement as “a practical means of bringing the enormous benefits of cooperation, which has been the watch word of the whole movement, into full play in the interests of the libraries.”2 Effective library cooperation has challenged libraries for more than a century, but most librarians believe, with Gorman, that “cooperation is as essential to a library as is water to a fish or air to a mammal.”3 For Atkinson, “cooperation is, somewhat paradoxically, one of the few competitive advantages libraries have. Such cooperation does indeed entail significant risks for those libraries bold enough to engage in it—but those risks are in fact, negligible, in comparison with the dangers libraries will surely encounter by continuing to insist that they should each face the future alone.”4

      Branin’s 1991 definition of cooperative collection development and management as “the sharing of responsibilities among two or more libraries for the process of acquiring materials, developing collections, and managing the growth and maintenance of collections in a user-beneficial and cost-beneficial way” remains valid today and is generally what most librarians mean when they discuss cooperative collection development and management.5 Sociologists and educators, however, are more precise in distinguishing between cooperation, coordination, and collaboration.6 Cooperation is understood to be characterized as short-term, informal, lacking a clearly defined mission and structure, involving no planning and no risk, low intensity, and with authority retained by each organization. Coordination has more formal relationships, is longer-term, focuses on a specific effort or program, requires some planning, retains authority with the individual organizations, and has slightly more risk. Collaboration connotes a more durable and pervasive relationship. It is long-term, entails commitment to a common mission and a high degree of trust in partners, and involves comprehensive planning. Authority is determined by the collaborative structure. Resources are shared or jointly secured and the risk is higher.

      These distinctions are not used consistently in the library profession, although they would be useful to distinguish between the various initiatives now lumped under the encompassing phrase “cooperative collection and development.” The reality is that most library initiatives fall somewhere on a continuum ranging from cooperation to coordination to collaboration.7 This chapter employs the vocabulary currently in use (ambiguous as it may be), aiming to draw distinctions when appropriate.

      The Research Libraries Group (RLG), one of the earliest and most ambitious efforts to create a national cooperative library initiative in the United States, was formed in 1973 by Harvard University, Yale University, Columbia University, and the New York Public Library. RLG’s goal was to provide physical access through a good delivery system and reciprocal borrowing privileges (the SHARES program), bibliographic access through a shared online catalog (RLIN, the Research Librarians Information Network) to facilitate coordinated acquisitions and resource sharing, and a program of coordinated collection development and management. RLG was described as “a partnership to achieve planned, coordinated interdependence in response to the threat posed by a climate of increasing economic restraint and financial uncertainty.”8 Although Harvard withdrew from the partnership, RLG membership expanded to include many major academic and research libraries in the United States and abroad. In June 2006, RLG merged with OCLC. Its online catalog became part of OCLC’s WorldCat and its programs joined with OCLC Research to become OCLC Programs and Research. SHARES, an RLG initiative to enhance interlibrary loan and give members on-site access to collections and services at other SHARES institutions, became an OCLC program. OCLC SHARES (www.oclc.org/​research/​activities/​shares.html) has expanded to serve OCLC Research Library Partnership members, worldwide.

      Several RLG programs and projects had significant success and lasting impact. The Preservation Committee oversaw several cooperative microfilming projects. Coordinated collection development was the focus of RLG’s Collection Management and Development Committee, which began with the realization that knowing the strengths, depth, and breadth of each library’s collection was a first step toward coordination. To this end, the Collection Management and Development Committee developed the Conspectus, a systematic analysis and assessment tool using the Library of Congress classification scheme and a common language to describe collections.9 The Conspectus (explored more fully in chapter 8) as an analysis tool has been modified by other groups and applied internationally to all types of libraries. It did not, as its developers hoped, lead to widespread coordinated, distributed collection building.10

      RLG was unique because of its intentional focus on the three key components that must intersect for successful collaborative collection development and management (figure 9.1). The union of resource sharing (fulfillment), bibliographic access (discovery), and coordinated (or collaborative) collection building and managing are essential for collaborative collection development and management.

      RESOURCE SHARING

      Resource sharing is a library program for making requests and delivering resources, chiefly through the formal interlibrary loan process. Interlibrary loan, the reciprocal lending and borrowing of materials between libraries, has a long history. One of the earliest references to it dates from 200 BC, when the library in Alexandria is known to have lent materials to the Pergamum library.11 Interlibrary lending did not become common in the United States until the last quarter of the nineteenth century. Ernest C. Richardson, librarian at Princeton University, promoted interlibrary loan and called for a national lending library in 1899. His rationale resonates in today’s libraries:

      
        It is a matter of common observation that with the present limited facilities for our American libraries, students, whether dependent on college libraries or on general reference libraries, are constantly in lack of the books which they want for their work. . . . We are duplicating, every year, a great many sets of periodicals, as we would not need to do under some system where all were free to borrow.12

      

      
        [image: ]

        FIGURE 9.1 Collaborative Collection Development and Management

      
      The United States did not develop a national lending library, but a formal process for managing lending and borrowing between libraries was in place early in the twentieth century. The first “Code of Practice for Interlibrary Loans” was approved by ALA in 1917.13 Now known as the “Interlibrary Loan Code for the United States,” it has been revised numerous times, most recently in 2016 under the aegis of the Reference and User Services Association’s Sharing and Transforming Access to Resources Section (STARS, www.ala.org/​rusa/​sections/​stars).14 The Code sets the principles that guide interlibrary loans processes in the United States, and is further explained in the “Interlibrary Loan Code for the United States Explanatory Supplement.”15 The Rare Books and Manuscripts Section of the Association of College and Research Libraries has supplemented the Code by issuing special guidelines for interlibrary and exhibition loan of special collections materials.16 Interlibrary loan transactions outside the United States are guided by the International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions’ International Resource Sharing and Document Delivery: Principles and Guidelines for Procedure and supplemented by Guidelines for Best Practice in Interlibrary Loan and Document Delivery.17 The National Information Standards Organization’s Physical Delivery of Library Resources covers the physical movement, automation, and management of delivery.18

      Various groups in the United States address interlibrary loan and resource sharing. STARS focuses on issues relating to interlibrary loan, document delivery, access services, cooperative collection development, remote storage, and related library services. STARS has numerous committees, one of which, Rethinking Resource Sharing Policies, has developed the “STAR Checklist,” which is intended to help libraries review, and perhaps revise, their resource sharing policies and processes.19 The complexities of interlibrary loan in an increasingly digital environment led to the formation of the Rethinking Resource Sharing Initiative (https://rethinkingresourcesharing.org), an ad hoc group of librarians, product vendors, and library technology specialists working to rethink the ways libraries share resources. This group investigates new approaches and models of resource sharing, user and delivery needs, systems nteroperability, and resource sharing policies.

      Weltin observes that “one of the guiding principles of ILL services is the idea that by working collectively and sharing library collections, librarians can provide access to far more information than if every library had to pay to purchase, maintain, and preserve all the same resources.”20 Mak explains what she calls the trinity of resources sharing as:

      
        
          	• No library can afford to own or license everything its users will need.

          	• Every library has some unique or scarcely held materials.

          	• Resource sharing expands the universe of content available to all.21

        

      

      Interlibrary loan occurs between libraries, which manage the process for their users. It handles both returnables (items that must be returned to the lender) and nonreturnables (photocopies or digital transmissions).22 Most US libraries submit requests electronically through OCLC or other interlibrary loan systems, although using an interlibrary loan form is an option.23 The International Organization for Standardization maintains the protocol for interlibrary loan application service elements, which specifies the rules of behavior for each of the entities participating in an interlibrary loan transaction.24

      Interlibrary loan of print materials in the United States is governed by copyright law. The “first sale” doctrine allows libraries to circulate books locally and lend them through interlibrary loan. The copyright law also allows libraries to make one copy of an article or chapter when requested for a user by another library, “provided that the copy becomes the property of that user and is accompanied by copyright notice stating that it is for educational, personal use.”25 Contract law takes precedence over copyright law when e-content is involved. Libraries are permitted only to use the e-content as authorized in the contracts they sign.

      For much of its existence, interlibrary loan was mediated—that is, a user submitted a request for an item to local interlibrary loan staff, who then contacted a potential lending library, which sent the item to the borrower’s library, which then loaned it to the user. If a library could not provide the requested item, the request would be referred to another library, delaying delivery. Improvements in telecommunications have had a significant impact on the transmission of requests, including unmediated borrowing. Unmediated borrowing (sometimes called direct borrowing) is the process in which a user directly places a request to the lending library from within a shared online catalog. This process typically improves the accuracy of requests, decreases costs, and increases fulfillment speed.

      Consortia frequently facilitate resource sharing between members to increase efficiency, effectiveness, and rapid delivery. Proximity of libraries and contracts for courier services can expedite delivery. Consortia are often successful in harmonizing loan periods across the membership, replacing traditional two-week loans with four to six weeks or even the duration of an academic term. Consortia also may charge members discounted lending fees, permit on-site use of collections by affiliated users of member libraries, and offer reciprocal borrowing (the ability of a user affiliated with one library to borrow materials when visiting another member library).

      Interlibrary loan is the most pervasive form of library cooperation and links most libraries across the United States and Canada and internationally. OCLC reported that member libraries worldwide used OCLC Resource Sharing services to submit 8,858,368 interlibrary loan requests in fiscal year 2016.26 This reflects a 13.8 percent reduction since fiscal year 2009.27 This decline likely reflects a concurrent increase in interlibrary loan activity between consortial partners. Although ARL data show that interlibrary loan borrowing (data about nonreturnables and returnables is not available separately) has increased more rapidly than other services in member libraries, it began to decline in 2009 and has leveled off since 2012.28 The Association of College and Research Libraries collects data from academic libraries of all sizes and reports a similar trend.29 In 2010, 1,514 libraries reported loaning 9,047,072 items and borrowing 8,037,691 items. By 2015, these numbers had declined to 7,606,666 items loaned and 6,705,839 items borrowed.30 Most academic and research libraries are experiencing a decline in requests for nonreturnables because libraries are acquiring more journal titles through big publisher packages and retrospective journal files, and more articles are available as open access.

      Public library data reveal the significant value that resource sharing offers to citizens. In fiscal year 2015 (the last year data are available), 9,068 libraries reporting data to the Institute of Museum and Library Services loaned 69,997,000 items and borrowed 70,295,000. This is a noteworthy increase compared to 2004 for 9,207 libraries: 30,158,000 items loaned and 30,471,000 borrowed (breakdown by returnables and nonreturnables not provided).31

      The data regarding interlibrary loan activity nationally is fragmented, widely scattered, and covers different time periods; more study of the various market segments is needed before firm conclusions can be drawn about trends in demand by format. Nevertheless, one can say with confidence that new models of sharing, such as consortial borrowing, and advances in technology, such as direct borrowing, are allowing libraries to provide a usually seamless process for the patron, speedy delivery, and high success rate. In addition, libraries often are relaxing previously restrictive policies on the number of items that can be requested at the same time and the length of loan periods. Many libraries will permit a patron to use interlibrary loan to borrow an item that a library already owns but that is not available. All these come together to make interlibrary loan an attractive option for many.

      Some school districts are members of multitype consortia or other networks through which they can share resources. Some school libraries partner with nearby public libraries or academic libraries.32 School Library Journal reported that 21 percent of school libraries in 2015 were part of a consortium and some school libraries were involved with cooperative ventures with local public libraries.33 Within a district that shares an online catalog, school librarians usually can submit interlibrary loan requests to other school library media centers in the district. Intermediate school districts (government agencies usually organized at the county or multi-county level that assist local school districts in providing programs and services) may support regional catalogs and act as interlibrary loan coordinators within the region. Mardis suggests that school librarians can use informal methods of interlibrary loan by contacting librarians at local schools to see if an item can be borrowed, and notes that this can be useful when multiple copies of an item are needed.34 The problem faced by school librarians, even within a school district with a rapid delivery, is that their students are seldom willing to wait for resources.

      Many special libraries participate in resource-sharing networks serving their specialized clientele. For example, the US National Network of Libraries of Medicine (http://​nnlm.org), coordinated by the National Library of Medicine (NLM), aims to provide all US health professionals with equal access to biomedical information. It consists of eight health science libraries functioning as Regional Medical Libraries that coordinate the operations of a network of libraries and other organizations. Medical libraries that are part of the National Network of Libraries of Medicine primarily use DOCLINE (www.nlm.nih.gov/​docline), NLM’s automated interlibrary loan request routing and referral system. Law libraries participate in numerous regional and state consortia. One example is NELLCO (www.nellco.org), a consortium of law libraries that supports resource sharing among member academic, private nonprofit, and government law libraries in the United States, Canada, Australia, and the United Kingdom.

      Several consortia may unite to facilitate resource sharing. One example is the Canadian University Reciprocal Borrowing Agreement (CURBA, www.curba.ca) comprising the Council of Prairie and Pacific University Libraries (www.coppul.ca; thirty-seven libraries in Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta, and British Columbia), the Ontario Council of University Libraries (www.ocul.on.ca; twenty-one university libraries in Ontario), the Council of Atlantic University Libraries (www.caul-cbua.ca; nineteen libraries in Atlantic Canada), and the Conference of Rectors and Principals of Quebec Universities (www.crepuq.qc.ca; all universities in Quebec). CURBA supports reciprocal interlibrary loan and document delivery between the member libraries in each of these consortia.

      Another type of consortium exists solely to facility resource sharing. Twelve large academic research libraries have created a resource sharing partnership called BorrowDirect (www.borrowdirect.org), which supports unmediated borrowing among the partners. Library users can search and request research materials from a federated union catalog.35 Real-time shelf status and a load-leveling algorithm distribute requests evenly across the partner libraries, resulting in a 95 percent fill rate. An expedited delivery service provides materials in three to five days. More than 250,000 items were borrowed in fiscal year 2016.

      RapidILL (http://rapidill.org), a journal article delivery system, was developed by the interlibrary loan staff at Colorado State University Libraries after a massive flood in 1997 destroyed much of the journal collection. Now used by numerous academic and research libraries in the United States and globally, the RapidILL software provides automatic processing, routing, and load leveling. RapidILL works with the major interlibrary loan management software, including ILLiad and Relais. Participants agree to provide twenty-four-hour turnaround; the fill rate is 94 percent or better. RapidILL handled 1,301,264 requests in 2016.36

      OCLC WorldShare Interlibrary Loan (www.oclc.org/​en/​worldshare-ill.html) has been called the world’s largest interlibrary loan network.37 More than 10,000 libraries worldwide use this service, which is integrated with OCLC’s WorldCat. Libraries are able to create a string of preferred lenders and requests are routed to the next lender if the previous one cannot supply the item. A feature of WorldShare Interlibrary Loan is Article Exchange, which provides a secure online location where staff can upload a requested article for retrieval by the patron.

      Many libraries use OCLC ILLiad, resource-sharing management client-server software that automates routine interlibrary loan functions through a single, Windows-based interface and supports an automated interlibrary loan subsystem that transmit requests to OCLC members and others. ILLiad is owned and developed by Atlas Systems; OCLC is the exclusive distributor. A library can configure its ILLiad software installation so that users who have personal ILLiad accounts through the individual library can directly request items from within OCLC’s WorldCat or an OCLC FirstSearch database at any time. Clio (www.cliosoftware.com), Relais (www.relais-intl.com; acquired by OCLC in 2017), and Auto-Graphics’ SHAREit (www4.auto-graphics.com/​products-shareit-inter-library-loan-ill.asp) are additional examples of resource-sharing management systems that offer 24/7 access for unmediated borrowing. Relais has a consortial borrowing component (Relais D2D) that allows a group of libraries to create a virtual merged catalog through which patrons can request a book from any other library in the group.

      OCLC is currently developing and rolling out Tipasa (www.oclc.org/​en/​tipasa.html), a cloud-based interlibrary loan-management system that allows libraries to manage a high volume of interlibrary loan requests, automate routine borrowing and lending functions, and provide an enhanced patron experience. It is built on the OCLC WorldShare technology platform and eliminates the need for local technology support, server management, or extensive configuration and training.

      Implementing unmediated borrowing among groups of libraries that have separate library systems adds complexity because an additional layer of technical infrastructure is necessary, but several libraries have overcome the difficulties. One example is Ohio Libraries Share: MORE (OLS: MORE, http://​library.ohio.gov/​IT/​MORE), a state-funded program serving 2.5 million patrons at nearly one hundred public libraries in Ohio. This system uses the NISO Circulation Interchange Protocol (NCIP), also known as Z39.83.38 A patron from any participating library can search OLS: MORE, locate and request an item from another participating library, and pick it up at his or her home library. Another example is MNLINK (mnlink.org), a statewide virtual library that uses OCLC’s WorldCat Discovery to link Minnesota libraries and is managed by Minitex (www.minitex.umn.edu). MNLINK searches the collections of more than twenty-two Minnesota library systems representing more than 500 libraries (public libraries and their branches; community, college, and university libraries; and government libraries). Unmediated interlibrary loan requests made within MNLINK are automatically routed using VDX (a software product owned by OCLC that manages interlibrary loan and document requests) to potential lending libraries. Minitex, a regional network, acts as a central hub and delivers materials daily to member libraries.

      Many consortia and statewide systems use dedicated couriers to facilitate rapid delivery of returnables. Library Initiatives (www.btaa.org/​projects/​library/​home), a program of the Big Ten Academic Alliance, formerly the Committee on Institutional Cooperation, is one example. Library Initiatives acts as a consortium of the libraries at the fourteen Big Ten Academic Alliance institutions and the University of Chicago. Library Initiatives members and the Center for Research Libraries participate in UBorrow, a service that supports interlibrary lending of returnables, which typically arrive on campus within a week and can be checked out for twelve weeks, with an option for a four-week renewal. This longer loan period is highly valued by the members. The relative proximity of Big Ten Academic Alliance partners, as well as the commitments made by each institution, allows books to be delivered through UBorrow (www.btaa.org/​projects/​library/​reciprocal-borrowing/​uborrow) far more rapidly than through traditional interlibrary loan programs. Relais D2D (Discovery-to-Delivery) supports UBorrow by passing the information for requests to each library’s local ILLiad implementation.

      The increasing availability of e-journal articles through individual library subscriptions, consortial purchase agreements, and state and regional programs is reducing interlibrary loan requests for nonreturnables. Some consortia have been able to negotiate licenses that permit access beyond the consortium. For example, the Colorado Alliance of Research Libraries licensed Oxford Scholarship Online for nine academic libraries in an agreement that also allows free access to patrons at any public library or community college in Colorado.39

      The ease of local access has increased the importance of speedy delivery of articles and book chapters that must be supplied from elsewhere. Delivery of nonreturnables, both articles and books chapters, is facilitated by several options. OCLC’s Article Exchange (www.oclc.org/​en/​worldshare-ill/​features/​article-exchange.html) is a secure document-sharing site. Atlas’s Odyssey (https://​prometheus.atlas-sys.com/​display/​Odyssey/​Odyssey+Home+Page) is an electronic document delivery software that allows libraries to send and receive electronic documents to and from other Odyssey sites, ILLiad sites, and other vendor software that supports the Odyssey protocol. Documents are transmitted as PDF files via the internet, using either FTP (file transfer protocol) or e-mail. The scanned document can be delivered as an e-mail attachment or posted to a secure website, where it can be downloaded by the patron using appropriate credentials.

      Copyright law, intellectual property laws, and license terms can limit library e-content resource sharing. Atkinson observed in 2004 that “from the standpoint of [library] cooperation . . . the single most important development in the new era is the adoption of licenses that prohibit cooperation and define sharing as theft.”40 Most publishers and vendors have changed their initial prohibition against interlibrary lending of e-journal articles and now permit doing so. However, libraries often must negotiate this permission in their licenses. An example clause covering interlibrary loan appears in the Liblicense Model License Agreement:

      
        Interlibrary Loan. Licensee may fulfill requests from other libraries, a practice commonly called Interlibrary Loan. Licensee agrees to fulfill such requests in accordance with Sections 107 and 108 of the US Copyright Act. Requests may be fulfilled using electronic, paper, or intermediated means.41

      

      The challenge for interlibrary lending staff is tracking and knowing what rights have been granted for each e-resource. Though various products and services manage, display, and communicate license information, they are not universally employed.

      Lending e-books remains a problematic area because of licensing restrictions and because satisfactory models for e-book interlibrary loan have yet to evolve. With the exception of Occam’s Reader (http://occamsreader.org), an e-book interlibrary loan pilot project launched in 2014, no consensus or standard technology enables the sharing of e-books. Whereas the historical lending unit of a print book is the entire book, licenses frequently limit interlibrary lending to chapters, which is unsatisfactory for many users. Zhu and Shen surveyed 162 academic libraries in 2013 about their interlibrary lending of e-books.42 They found that 94 percent did not lend e-books: licensing limitations were the primary reason, followed by technical issues. However, 51 percent loaned e-book chapters. A few aggregators now offer whole e-book lending, including Project MUSE. JSTOR, however, limits interlibrary lending to book chapters. E-book aggregators commonly used by public libraries, such as OverDrive, rarely allow e-book interlibrary loan.

      E-book publishers and aggregators are encouraging libraries to use what is known as short-term lending to provide complete e-books. In this model, a title is leased for a short time, with the leasing library paying a percentage of the publisher’s e-book list price. For example, the aggregator ebrary observes, “Technically, the library may use portions of its ebrary ebooks in its customary ILL program under Section 108(g) of the Copyright Act,” but it recommends that libraries use ebrary’s short-term loans as an alternative.43 This approach is a viable option when interlibrary loan of the entire e-book is prohibited and can provide a cost-effective alternative to purchasing the e-book locally.

      BIBLIOGRAPHIC ACCESS

      The second component in collaborative collection development and management is bibliographic access—discovering what is available from other libraries by searching online catalogs, bibliographic utilities, or, more rarely, printed or microform catalogs. For many years, libraries depended on printed holdings information—records in the Library of Congress National Union Catalog, individual libraries’ printed book catalogs, and union serials holdings lists. Checking such sources was tedious and time-consuming. The first regional union catalog was developed at the California State Library in 1901, and the Library of Congress began its union catalog project on printed cards in 1902, then moving to cumulating these cards into printed volumes in the early 1940s. The development of bibliographic utilities such as OCLC; multi-institutional, state, and regional online shared catalogs; and web-based access to online catalogs offered a tremendous step forward in bibliographic access for both library patrons and library staff.

      Several states have statewide catalogs that allow users to search holdings and often to enter unmediated interlibrary loan requests, regardless of the holding library’s location. Examples are WISCAT (www.wiscat.net), a union catalog with an interlibrary loan management system for the state of Wisconsin, and the Montana Shared Catalog (http://mymontanalibrary.org), a cooperative project in which 177 public, school, academic, medical, and special libraries share a single integrated library system. Libraries seeking to participate in the Montana Shared Catalog are required to have a current collection management policy (approved by a library board, school board, principal, or administrator) in place and on file at the Montana State Library. The Montana State Library manages the Montana Courier Alliance, a courier service serving fifty-four libraries.44

      Library patrons that use a shared or virtual catalog to discover resources rely on accurate, up-to-date bibliographic records and holdings information. This is true at the regional, state, and international levels. Because bibliographic access is so essential, OCLC has developed “WorldCat Principles of Cooperation,” which states that members make a commitment to “support prompt contribution of bibliographic records and related data to promote shared use of records and library resources.”45

      COORDINATED OR COLLABORATIVE COLLECTION BUILDING AND MANAGEMENT

      The third component in collaborative collection development and management is coordinated or collaborative collection building and managing. Ideally, local collection building and management follow from an intentionally harmonized scheme of purchasing, leasing, and maintaining collections that aims to create and sustain complementary collections on which the cooperating libraries can draw.

      None of the three components in collaborative collection development and management (resource sharing, bibliographic access, and collaborative or coordinated collection building and managing) works without success in the other two areas. Neither speedy delivery nor bibliographic access has meaning unless the resource the user wants can be located in an identifiable library. If libraries have established partnerships to ensure coverage but collection gaps still exist, cooperation is not succeeding. A gap in one collection can be accommodated only if the same gap does not exist at a partner library. The ideal situation is equitable distribution of little-used titles. Collection overlaps (titles held by more than one library) in some areas are justified because each library expects heavy use of these materials locally.

      Coordinated or collaborative collection building leverages available funds by increasing access to a wider collection of information resources. It enlarges the universe of titles available to library users and, when properly supported, speeds the delivery of materials through interlibrary lending and borrowing systems. It also can be viewed as cost containment through purchase avoidance.

      Despite a few isolated successes, libraries have not had great success in altering traditional local collection building behaviors.46 Libraries have not, in general, developed policies and practices that acknowledge or take advantage of being linked in a great chain of being. Libraries are, however, beginning to demonstrate success in coordinated and collaborative collection management (withdrawal, storage, retention, and preservation) because dealing with retrospective collections is easier than altering current collection development practices.

      Coordinated and Collaborative Collection Building

      Several methods of working together to build collections have been tried, with varying degrees of success. These include the status quo approach and the coordinated or collaborative approach, which may involve shared approval plans, shared patron-driven acquisitions agreements, and shared acquisition.

      Status Quo Approach

      For many years, libraries have practiced what Mosher and Pankake call the status quo approach, which presumes that libraries’ total collecting activities will build, on a national scale, reasonable depth in every area of interest.47 In other words, every title that anyone might want now and in the future will be held somewhere simply as a result of serendipitous collection development and management. This organic, opportunistic approach assumes that libraries will select a certain number of titles that no other library is adding, yet research has shown that US research libraries are acquiring fewer unique monographic titles and collections are becoming more homogenous.48 Much of this homogeneity can be traced to the use of approval plans and the purchase of publisher packages of e-books. The pressure to keep up with the increasing cost of serials has resulted in reductions in expenditures for monographs in many libraries. The Association of Research Libraries tracked the number of monographs purchase by its academic members between 1986 and 2011 and found that the number increased by only 10 percent, even though monographic expenditures increased by 71 percent during the same period.49 The status quo approach is optimistic and increasingly unrealistic, given the financial constraints most libraries are experiencing.

      One modest initiative that takes advantage of the status quo approach was implemented at John Carroll University’s Grasselli Library in Ohio, where the acquisitions unit will not place an order for any title that has eight or more circulating copies recorded in the OhioLINK union catalog, unless the library selector requests an exception.50 Although Connell wondered in 2008 if eight might be too many, the number has not changed.51

      The Virtual Library of Virginia (VIVA, www.vivalib.org) implemented a voluntary program in 2014 through which member libraries agree to limit purchase of duplicate print monographs.52 VIVA is a consortium of sixty-three nonprofit academic libraries and the Library of Virginia. Libraries that opt to participate in the program use YBP’s GobiTween (a service that allows consortia members to see the acquisition activity in Gobi, YBP’s online ordering database) to review other member libraries’ holdings and acquisition activity. Although somewhat similar to the program described above, VIVA sets a limit of four copies.

      Coordinated or Collaborative Approach

      When different libraries work together to take intentional responsibilities for collecting different materials, it is called (depending on the formality and degree of commitment) either coordinated or collaborative collection development. Atkinson calls this the synergistic approach because two or more libraries interact to produce a combined effect greater than the sum of their separate effects.53 This requires intentional, distributed responsibility for collection building. This approach to formal coordinated or collaborative collection building programs is normally guided by agreements outlining the commitments and responsibilities of the participants. While collaborative collection building is the ideal, coordinated collection building is much more common because of the local imperative.

      The synergistic approach calls for dividing the information universe into core and peripheral materials and then dividing the periphery between the libraries that have agreed to cooperate. Librarians use the term core to mean two kinds of collections: a collection representing the intellectual nucleus of a discipline (consisting of the classic, synoptic, and most influential texts), and a nucleus of materials that is determined by heaviest use or meets certain criteria.54 H. W. Wilson Company uses the latter sense of “core collection” in the titles of its selection tools, such as the Public Library Core Collection: Nonfiction, which is a list of “highly recommended nonfiction titles for public and undergraduate libraries.”55 Defined this way, core collections are often considered the highest quality, most important, and representative works on major subjects.56 A library engaged in coordinated or collaborative collection development develops its own core collection (materials that will receive the heaviest use and meet the library’s collecting criteria) and collections of peripheral materials that respond to local needs and priorities but also serve consortial needs. The local collection, in turn, is backed up by the collections of consortial partners built through distributed responsibility for peripheral materials in complementary fields.

      Defining what core and peripheral mean in terms of collecting behavior has been a stumbling block to successful coordinated or collaborative collection building initiatives in research libraries. Generally, materials in the periphery are considered to be research materials that will not be in heavy demand and will fall into Conspectus levels 4 (research collections) and 5 (comprehensive collections). One problem is that any research library’s understanding of the core tends to shrink and expand in response to the funds available to that library during each budget cycle. Predicting what will constitute core materials is also a challenge. In 1989, Atkinson wrote, “Our effort to . . . distinguish core from non-core materials has been so far singularly unsuccessful, except through such retrospective methods as citation analysis or the use of circulation records. For purposes of planning, budgeting, or coordination, the concept of the core, for all its use, is practically useless.”57 Distinguishing core from noncore materials continues to test libraries that seek to coordinate collection building.

      The only application of coordinated or collaborative collection building that is both logical and practical is one in which a library accepts responsibility for collecting in areas that also meet local needs and reflect local strengths. The history of cooperative initiatives has shown that libraries should not commit to developing and maintaining collections (or even subscribing to a particular journal title) for which local need and usage are not present. The key to success is building on local priorities.

      Two early examples of coordinated collection building are the agreement between the Research Triangle University Libraries in North Carolina and the Farmington Plan. The earliest and one of the most successful agreements is that of the Research Triangle (www.trln.org), consisting of Duke University, the University of North Carolina–Chapel Hill, North Carolina State University, and North Carolina Central University, which joined the group in 1995.58 In 1933, the University of North Carolina–Chapel Hill and Duke University formed the Joint Committee on Intellectual Cooperation in an effort to leverage limited financial resources during the Great Depression. Library cooperation began in 1934 with a plan for systematic division of responsibility for publications in major disciplines. North Carolina State University began participating in coordinated collection development programs in the 1950s. “The hallmark of cooperation among the four universities has been a highly successful cooperative collection development program that has resulted in little duplication across institutions and a high degree of uniqueness in the respective collections.”59 A study in 2006 found that 71 percent of the 56,158,309 unique titles were held on only one campus, and only 2 percent were held by all four universities. Much of the success of the Research Triangle can be attributed to upper-level institutional support; geographic proximity, which has meant easy and speedy access; and bibliographic access to titles held in each of the member libraries.60

      The Farmington Plan launched in 1948 was far less successfu1.61 Called the Farmington Plan because it was proposed at a meeting in Farmington, Connecticut, it was a voluntary agreement on the part of some sixty academic, special, and research libraries intended to ensure access to research materials regardless of world events. The goal of the Farmington Plan was to increase the nation’s total holdings of foreign publications. The participating libraries agreed to collect, for specified countries and subjects, one copy of each new foreign publication in which a US researcher could be presumed to be interested. The plan was managed by a central office at the Harvard College Library. Libraries were expected to accept all materials within the scope of their commitments.

      The Farmington Plan encountered several problems including differences in currency and internationals laws. A major issue was the expectation that each library would provide the budgetary support needed to accomplish the comprehensive plan goals. It ceased in 1972 primarily because it lacked the first condition of every successful cooperative plan—libraries always give priority to local needs. Ideally, each participating library should be able to combine self-interest with the overarching aims of the agreement. Each participant must be confident that it will receive benefits that outweigh its sacrifices. The tension between local needs and the needs of the group underlies all efforts to build collections in concert.

      Institutions in geographic proximity have more success with coordinated collection development. One example is found in the collections policy of the Tri-College Consortium (Haverford, Bryn Mawr, and Swarthmore Colleges) located in the Philadelphia area, which states that the libraries “will minimize unnecessary duplication of monographs and other easily-shared resources, in order to release funds to purchase materials that would not otherwise be bought. The Libraries retain unique titles even if they are unused or out of scope for the current curriculum.”62 Coordination is facilitated by a shared catalog, shared approval plan, and 24–48-hour delivery service.

      Coordinated collection development can benefit school library media centers, though coordinating selection may be more of a challenge for these libraries. School library media centers in the same region are less likely to have diverse collections than in the past. They tend to develop very similar collections because all are aiming to collect resources that support similar curricula and advancement and graduation standards. Variations in collections will be found in schools that have a special focus or specialized programs. For example, the library media center in a Spanish immersion school will have many more resources in Spanish, and a magnet school that offers special classes in science and math will have more resources in these areas; both can share their unique materials with other schools.

      Kachel suggests several steps to prepare school library media centers to engage in coordinated collection development. These include individual collection assessment, individual collection development policies, and regional resource mapping—a cooperative collection assessment to identify strengths and weaknesses across collections. She writes, “The view of a library operating self sufficiently in isolation, with students and teachers having access only to what resides within the wall of the library, is outdated,” and recommends that school librarians start by developing coordinated collection activities with other librarians in their own school district. Success at this level can be a building block to expanded coordinated collection development.63

      Additional Options for Coordinated or Collaborative Collection Building

      One intentional approach is the use of a shared approval plan. Such plans present challenges because of the political and administrative costs of designing and maintaining them and the need to balance expectations of the larger group against the requirements of the individual partnering libraries. Shared approval plans must be designed to complement any existing approval plans and work best when the partner libraries are already using the same approval plan vendor. Collections librarians at each library work together with the vendor to develop the shared profile. One benefit may be a deeper discount from the vendor because of the income from the increased volume of books. These plans usually require each partner library to make a financial commitment at the beginning of the fiscal year to expend a set dollar amount. Speedy delivery is essential for success. The Tri-College Consortium has participated in a shared approval plan for several years and considers it successful because it reduces duplication, provides the appropriate number of copies, and determines where best to locate them.64

      Patron-driven acquisitions of e-books in a consortial environment is another collaborative approach to collection building. The National Information Standards Organization (NISO) uses the phrase demand-driven acquisitions (DDA) and explains that “many consortia see DDA as a way to present much more content to their members while meeting the goals of shared ownership and/or greater access.”65 NISO identifies three primary consortial patron-driven models for acquiring e-books: the multiplier model, the limited-use model, and the buying club model. All three involve loading MARC e-book records into each participating library catalog or a union catalog, and generating short-term loans and/or purchases of the e-books based on the number of uses (i.e., use trigger). In the multiplier model, the most common, a library group or consortium pays the the list price for each e-book after a predetermined number of uses. This model aims to compensate the publisher for any perceived loss of sales, provides shared access, and supports shared costs. The multiplier model may include short-term loans, again with the costs shared across the group. The limited-use model allows purchases at list price but with restriction on usage. Only one copy is purchased and the number of additional loans per year is restricted before a second copy is automatically purchased. In the buying club model, group purchases receive discounts, but each institution purchases and accesses e-books separately.

      The Orbis Cascade Alliance created the first consortial patron-driven acquisitions model in 2011; it transitioned to an ongoing program in 2013.66 Member libraries contribute to a central fund on a proportional basis, and all members in the Alliance own the purchased titles. Users have a five-minute free browsing period. Longer use, downloading, or printing generates a short-term loan. Once the number of short-term loans reaches the trigger number, the title is purchased. After an e-book is purchased, the agreement allows unlimited simultaneous user access and, within the Alliance, up to 1,625 unique 24-hour accesses per year.

      The Ontario Council of University Libraries (OCUL) tested a patron-driven pilot for e-books in 2010.67 The project was complicated by the absence of a union catalog; the twenty-one participating libraries had to load the bibliographic file for possible purchase into their own catalogs. Within a week, funds for the pilot were expended. Records for potential purchases then had to be removed from catalogs and replaced with records for the 467 titles purchased. The pilot project agreement provided four copies of each title to share among the participating libraries. One significant problem was the degree of duplication with print and e-versions of titles already held within OCUL libraries.

      A patron-driven print book acquisitions project at the Consortium of Academic and Research Libraries in Illinois (CARLI) was more successful in the short term, in part because bibliographic records for potential purchases were loaded into CARLI’s I-Share union catalog. Patrons at any participating library could initiate purchases, which were housed at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign’s University Library. The success of the 2010 pilot led to a larger centrally funded patron-driven acquisition project, which lasted until 2014. Key elements for the success of patron-driven acquisition in a consortium are a shared catalog and working with a single vendor. When the project was discontinued because of funding cuts, an e-book solution was tried, but was not renewed due to content and DRM issues (as well as lack of funds).68

      These examples demonstrate that consortial acquisition of e-books is a complex undertaking. Swindler observes that doing so “is a moving target that is difficult and time-consuming to master. Fundamentally, this endeavor involves creating new approaches predicted upon deep relationships and a willingness to accept bounded risks related to both content and cost.”69

      Cooperative acquisition is another coordinated approach to collection building. It relies on a pool of shared monies used to acquire expensive items, less-used materials of general interest to the consortium membership, or e-content that is accessible by all members. Materials may be print, microform, or digital, and are jointly owned by the membership. Purchased physical items are placed either in a central site or in the library with the highest anticipated local use.

      The Center for Research Libraries (CRL, www.crl.edu), established in 1949 by university libraries in the Midwest, is considered the nation’s oldest cooperative research library and an early implementer of cooperative acquisition. By 2017, CRL had 215 members, primarily in the United States and Canada, but also internationally. Membership fees are apportioned according to the size and means of each institution. The CRL facility in Chicago houses more than five million newspapers, journals, dissertations, archives, government publications, microform sets, and other traditional and digital resources for research and teaching, which are loaned to members for six months with unlimited renewals.

      CRL members pay annual fees to support CRL and provide pooled funds to acquire, store, and preserve materials that would otherwise be too costly for a single institution. CRL operates three programs under the umbrella of cooperative collection building. The Demand Purchase Program acquires doctoral dissertations from countries other than the United States and Canada, selected newspapers, and archival materials from national governments and other organizations upon request by a CRL member’s interlibrary loan office. The Purchase Proposal Program purchases major microform sets and collections that are too expensive for individual institutions and not easily available through interlibrary loan. Nominations are compiled annually and CRL voting members rank their preferences. CRL buys down the ranked list to the extent funds are available. The CRL Shared Purchase Program supports the cooperative acquisition of costly major microform or printed sets that were nominated and considered for the Purchase Proposal Program, but were not of sufficiently broad interest to warrant purchase under the funds earmarked for that program. The original nominating library and CRL contribute seed funds toward the joint shared purchase. Interested members voluntarily contribute to the purchase price. The first two programs use part of each library’s annual CRL membership fee to purchase materials that the membership agrees are important.

      As of this writing, New York State Education Law 283 requires the development of cooperative collection development plans by school library systems. The goals are “to assist participating libraries in serving the resource sharing needs of the system [and] to identify subject specializations for resources sharing.” The scope is explained thusly:

      
        
          	• The School Library System (SLS) Cooperative Collection Development Plan is developed as part of the resource sharing component of the plan of service.

          	• The plan is an integral approach to maximizing resources for all participating libraries.

          	• A CCD Plan allows for leveraging funding, staffing, and space in order to expand accessibility to specialized resources for all participating school libraries.

          	• The CCD Plan is developed for materials that fall outside of the core curriculum collection maintained by each school library.70

        

      

      Libraries use cooperative funding to acquire access to e-content that can be downloaded for patrons’ use on personal computers, e-book readers, and media players. A representative example is the Oregon Digital Library Consortium, a group of public libraries and public library federations, which offers its patrons Library2Go (library2go.lib.overdrive.com), a shared collection of e-books, audiobooks, and videos. The formula for financial participation is based on service area population.71

      Commonwealth eBook Collections (http://​guides.masslibsystem.org/​cec/​home) is a program offered by the Massachusetts Library System in partnership with the Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners and more than 600 participating school, public, and academic libraries. All Massachusetts residents can access the content for free. It is governed by a steering committee, composed of members from participating libraries. A selection committee representative of library types and sizes handles annual leasing/purchasing decisions, monthly purchasing decisions, and annual profiling for e-books. Currently, the program is funded by the Massachusetts Library System with state funds, the Massachusetts Board of Library Commissioners with Library Services and Technology Act funds, and by participating libraries, which pay according to a funding formula.72

      Cooperating in the acquisition of electronic resources has expanded rapidly among all types of libraries. Sometimes called consortial cost sharing or buying clubs, this is one of the most popular and successful areas of cooperation. As early as 2010, all but one of seventy-three respondents to an ARL survey reported that they belonged to consortia for the primary purpose of acquiring commercially available e-resources.73 E-content acquired through consortia may be e-journals, e-books, online databases and indexes, audiobooks, or other media.

      Libraries that have not previously engaged in formal cooperative agreements are joining multiple organizations to gain savings and greater power in contract negotiations with suppliers or electronic information resources. Publishers and vendors often can reduce their operating costs because they can negotiate the license with the consortium rather than with individual libraries and because billing is often handled through a single statement sent to the consortium office.

      Potential advantages for libraries are discounted pricing due to a higher volume of purchases, the ability to leverage acquisitions budgets and acquire access to more resources, reduced costs and time on the library side devoted to license negotiation because the consortium handles this, and increased likelihood that the collective clout of the consortium can negotiate more favorable licensing terms. Another possible benefit is a multi-year contract that does not need to be negotiated as frequently and which often guarantees caps on annual price increases.

      When a library pays a lower price for e-content through the consortium than it would pay if it were negotiating independently, it is considered cost avoidance because the library spends more than if it acquired nothing but less than if it paid the full price charged to individual libraries. The Big Ten Academic Alliance Library Initiatives reported $7.2 million in cost avoidance within the membership in fiscal year 2016.74

      The method for allocating costs for e-content acquired through consortia-negotiated licenses varies from consortium to consortium. When member libraries are of similar size, the consortium may divide the total cost of the licensed product equally among those libraries that opt to acquire access. Another typical approach is differential pricing—that is, dividing charges proportionally among participants according to projected use or the size of the institution, based either on enrollment (or enrolled students, plus staff and faculty/teachers) or on citizens served by the library.

      Selection of e-resources is handled differently in each consortium and varies with the e-content being considered. Sometimes a vendor approaches the consortium and presents a proposal. Sometimes collections librarians in the consortium suggest a publisher or vendor whose package of e-resources is considered attractive. In most cases, the proposal (regardless of its origin) is reviewed by collections librarians from the participating libraries, often through a committee of collection development officers that may include electronic resource librarians. If a library already has access to the content, the library’s collections librarian reviews the existing terms and pricing to see if the consortial proposal is more attractive. Most vendors require a certain number of consortial participants to move forward with the offer. In general, member libraries—though they can opt in or opt out—do not have the ability to customize their selection. They are offered the entire package and cannot select components according to their local, institutional preferences.

      A typical example of a group licensing policy is that of the Florida Virtual Campus (www.flvc.org), which provides licensing to libraries within the Florida State University System, the Florida College System, and—in a limited manner—the Independent College and University of Florida for a cost recovery fee.75 In this case, at least five libraries are necessary for group licensing to move forward.

      In some cases, consortia acquire access to e-resources that are shared across the membership. These might be statewide licenses in which all citizens have access to the content or consortium-wide licenses in which all members have access. One example of consortial buying is OhioLINK, which purchases access to e-journals, e-books, databases, and digital music files that its academic library members access through the OhioLink website. Another is the Wisconsin Public Library Consortium (www.wplc.info), which purchases e-books, audiobooks, and streaming video. Wisconsin residents with a public library card, regardless of location, can access the content through the Wisconsin Digital Library. The seventeen public library systems in Wisconsin contribute to a buying pool, which purchases access to e-content. The buying pool was set at $1,000,000 for 2016. A formula using population figures and previous year’s circulation data determines the amount each library contributes to the buying pool. In addition, members provide funding for the consortium itself; each library system’s contribution to the operating budget is determined by population.76

      Consortia are working together through the International Coalition of Library Consortia (ICOLC, http://icolc.net), organized in 1996, to discuss pricing practices, contractual issues, and new offerings.77 ICOLC is an informal group of approximately two hundred library consortia serving all types and sizes of libraries in several countries. Most of the participating consortia in the United States are organized at the state or regional level, or by a specialized type of library. Many participating consortia outside the United States represent entire countries (Denmark’s’ Electronic Research Libraries) and are affiliated with their governments. Most ICOLC members are consortia of academic libraries, although multi-type library consortia (Minitex) are represented. Allen and Hirshon call ICOLC “a reverse cartel because these independent consortia come together not to limit competition or fix prices, but to leverage their collective power to open up the market.”78

      ICOLC is currently addressing concerns about the collection of consortial usage statistics. ICOLC contributed to the development of standards such as SUSHI and Project COUNTER, which support gathering and analysis of usage data for online content at the local library level. Consortia, however, have difficulty gathering usage data for each member in a consortium in a way that allows analysis of the group’s data in an easy and useful manner. At the time of this writing, the Pennsylvania Academic Library Consortium (PALCI) and other ICOLC members are collaborating on an IMLS planning grant to create a proof of concept tool called Consortia Collaborating on Platform for Library Usage Statistics (CC-PLUS), which is addressing the collection, display, and analysis of consortial library usage data.79

      Coordinated or Collaborative Management

      Coordinated or collaborative collection management has been more successful than initiatives addressing collection building. Libraries find that agreeing on the management of materials they already own is easier than agreeing on how to share responsibility for the collections they are developing. Areas with a history of success are coordinated preservation and, increasingly, coordinated and collaborative weeding, retention, and storage.

      Preservation

      Preservation microfilming projects have been some of the more successful approaches to coordinated preservation over the years. Primarily funded through NEH grants, these projects have sought to develop a national collection of preserved documents, while meeting agreed-upon archival standards for quality and storage and avoiding duplication. The Big Ten Academic Alliance Libraries Initiative coordinated several cooperative projects in the 1980s and 1990s that filmed thousands of volumes. The nonprofit Law Library Microform Consortium (www.llmc.com) was founded in 1976 by law libraries to preserve historical legal texts on microfiche. Now known as LLMC Digital, the focus has shifted to digitizing print materials; the entire microfiche collection is being digitized. In addition, the Consortium preserves the original scanned volumes in a dark archive. It is supported by subscription revenue. The United States Agricultural Information Network and the National Agricultural Library coordinated a project that began in the early 1990s and, supported by a series of NEH grants, microfilmed important agricultural publications on a state-by-state basis.80 The United States Newspaper Program (www.neh.gov/​us-newspaper-program), a cooperative national partnership among NEH, the Library of Congress, and state projects, was conducted from 1982 to 2011. Its goal was to locate, catalog, preserve on microfilm, and make available newspapers published in the United States from the eighteenth century to the present. This project has been supplanted by the National Digital Newspaper Program (www.loc.gov/​ndnp), which awards grants to state libraries, historical societies, and universities representing states in the national program to select, digitize, and deliver newspaper pages to the Library of Congress. The digitized newspapers are available through Chronicling America (http://chroniclingamerica.loc.gov).

      Cooperative digitization projects may involve museums, archives, and historical societies as well as libraries. The Association of Southeastern Research Libraries (ASERL) is engaged in a cooperative project, “Civil War in the American South,” to digitize some 5,000 items published between 1850 and 1865.81 Scanned materials reside on the servers of the owning libraries and can be searched via a centralized portal.

      The commercial mass digitization projects of recent years—the Google Books Library Project and Microsoft’s Live Search Books (which ceased in 2008)—are partnership projects primarily aimed to increase access to resources and enhance the providers’ content, yet they have preservation implications, as well. Although it has made no commitment to long-term preservation, Google allows libraries whose collections have been scanned to contribute their files of scanned print materials to HathiTrust (www.hathitrust.org), a partnership of major research institutions and libraries committed to preserving the cultural record in the HathiTrust Digital Library. The HathiTrust Digital Library is a collaborative digital repository providing long-term preservation and access services for public domain and in copyright content from a variety of sources, including Google, the Internet Archive, Microsoft, and in-house partner institution initiatives. HathiTrust provides bibliographic data for the journals in its digital repository to the Keepers Registry (http://thekeepers.org), a global registry of archived e-journals.

      The Alliance Digital Repository (www.coalliance.org/​software/​digital-repository), a consortial digital repository offered by the Colorado Alliance of Research Libraries, focuses on preserving digital content created at its member institutions and affiliates. The repository’s stated purpose is “to help member institutions preserve and provide access to digital assets of enduring value that are critical to their work in research, education, and cultural heritage” by preserving and making accessible pre- and postprints, electronic theses and dissertations, datasets, publications, and learning objects; special collections and archival materials such as digitized documents, images, and audio/video files; and records and documents including policies, minutes, and contracts.

      Print Storage Facilities

      The rapid growth in research libraries’ collections, beginning in the second half of the nineteenth century, was accompanied by the need for more space to house these collections. Charles William Eliot, president of Harvard University 1869–1909, proposed a “mode of storing disused books, so that they may be kept safe and accessible, and yet at a low cost for shelter and annual care” in 1902.82 Eliot also was prescient in proposing regional storage facilities that would serve the entire United States.

      Forty years passed before the first regional storage facility was built. The New England Depository Library, founded in 1942 and used by libraries in the Northeast, is the oldest shared storage facility in the United States. CRL identified the provision of a permanent storage depository as one of its major goals in 1949. In addition to housing cooperative purchases, member libraries place lesser-used materials from their collections in CRL’s central storage building.

      Most shared print storage facilities that have opened since 1986 (when the Harvard Depository began operation) are high-density. The Research Collections and Preservation Consortium (ReCAP, https://​recap.princeton.edu), established in 2000, is a high-density preservation repository and resource sharing service jointly owned and operated by Columbia University, the New York Public Library, and Princeton University. It houses more than thirteen million items and fills approximately 250,000 requests for materials annually. The Five College Library Repository Collection (www.fivecolleges.edu/​libraries/​depository), which opened in 2002, is another high-density storage facility housing lesser-used materials from the libraries at Amherst College, Hampshire College, Mount Holyoke College, Smith College, and the University of Massachusetts Amherst. Other libraries can join as affiliates. All materials transferred to the repository from Amherst, Hampshire, Mount Holyoke, and Smith are jointly owned by Five College, Inc., and are considered persistent deposits; only the University of Massachusetts retains ownership of its deposits.83 The Washington Research Libraries Consortium (www.wrlc.org), which opened in 1994, operates a shared collections high-density storage facility for its nine members. In April 2017, the facility housed 2,729,025 volumes and 66,172 archival boxes. Materials are delivered within twenty-four hours. Only one copy of a serial is retained and only two copies of any edition of a monograph.

      Shared print storage participants have been primarily academic libraries (both publicly and privately funded and of various sizes), but now also may be public libraries, special libraries, and nondegree granting research libraries. One example of a shared facility used by various types of libraries is the Minnesota Library Access Center (MLAC, www.minitex.umn.edu/​Storage) operated by Minitex. MLAC is a below-grade, high-density cooperative storage facility used by academic, public, and special libraries throughout Minnesota.

      Most shared print facilities have agreements or policies that address costs, criteria for placing materials in storage, duplicates and minimum number of copies retained, access models and retrieval procedures, whether on-site use is permitted, requirements for condition of items and associated bibliographic records, retention commitments, collection management, business model and costs, and ownership of the materials after deposit. The question of ownership of materials deposited into a shared storage facility is not trivial as long as libraries continue to be assessed by the number of volumes they own and accreditation bodies consider collection size to be a meaningful measure. Some funding agencies prohibit the disposition of materials purchased with public funds. Shared print facilities handle the question of ownership in various ways. In some, the depositing library retains ownership and can recall a deposited item and reinstate it in the local collection. Crist and Stambaugh found that the library contributing shared content retains ownership in more than half of the shared print programs they surveyed.84 In others, ownership is transferred to the shared facility, the consortium, or the library that houses it, but libraries—through a joint ownership agreement—may continue to count the volumes as part of their local collections. Another option is counting the copy retained in the facility as locally owned, even if the locally owned copy has been withdrawn.

      The University of California Regional Library Facilities’ policy of not accepting duplicates initially meant that some libraries were reluctant to withdraw local duplicates in fear that a library would recall a deposited item for return to its local collection. In response, the University of California developed a policy to mitigate risk and ensure that last copies in the Regional Library Facilities (RLF) would be retained.85 This policy states, “Any item deposited in an RLF by a campus library, with the exclusion of Special Collections, shall be declared ‘persistent.’ The ‘persistent’ designation is itself persistent and remains with the item thereafter regardless of its location within the UC library system.” Items may be recalled but must be returned to the facility.

      An example of a collaborative shared print facility is the Big Ten Academic Alliance’s Shared Print Repository (www.btaa.org/​projects/​library/​shared-print-repository), which was launched in 2011. The project’s first host site was Indiana University’s Auxiliary Library Facility, with participating libraries paying to support the initial shared collection of journal back files. The second phase, which opened in 2017, will house 250,000 volumes at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. Materials have a unique WorldCat institution symbol indicating their status in a print archive. In 2017, BTAA reported that participating libraries had deposited enough volumes to fill 500,000 linear shelf feet, potentially creating $890,000 in savings per library in open-shelf storage costs.86 The project’s goals are similar to those articulated by most shared print projects:

      
        	• to aggregate, secure, and preserve the rich print resources developed by member libraries

        	• to ensure that scholars and students have timely access to these archived resources

        	• to realize the economies of scale made possible through collective action that will allow member libraries to apply best practices for storing, preserving, servicing, and reflecting print holdings well into the future

        	• to help member libraries reclaim local resources, including space, funds, and staff time by relieving them of the obligation to store lesser-used redundant materials

        	• to integrate member libraries into an emerging national network of collectively managed research library resources

      

      Shared print storage began as a way to move lesser-used materials out of active collections so libraries could gain room for collection growth or repurpose the space. The focus of many libraries engaged in shared print storage has expanded to include preservation and retention commitments for both journals and monographs. Part of the challenge in advancing this goal is that many shared print facilities opened with no limitations on depositing duplicates and no policies regarding permanent or even long-term retention. Over time, many of these facilities have developed new policies, including memoranda of agreement (MOA) or memoranda of understanding (MOU), to address these issues, and have begun removing duplicate serials runs and monographs. Removing duplicate serials runs is efficient in high density facilities, because large sections of contiguous storage are recovered. Removing duplicated monographs, which are stored by size, is more problematic because materials must be shifted constantly to recover significant space.

      Librarians tend to use both MOA and MOU, but each has different legal implications. An MOA is a formal, written agreement that sets out the ground rules of a cooperative effort for parties wishing to work together on a project or to achieve an agreed-upon objective. MOAs are usually used by public bodies and government agencies and are less formal than a contract but still bind the parties in case of legal dispute. An MOU is also a formal agreement among two or more parties, but is not legally binding. MOUs do not normally involve transfer of funds. Regardless of what the memoranda is called, it usually covers duration of the retention period, terms for release from the agreement, duration of the agreement and when it will be reviewed and perhaps revised, use conditions, and validation levels.

      O’Conner, Wells, and Collier distinguish between cooperative storage, which is “essentially the sharing of a space within a facility, while collaborative storage implies a shared approach to the collection in terms of growth, shape, management, and access.”87 Collaborative storage programs are intentional, entail commitment to a common mission, involve comprehensive planning, and involve a high level of trust and substantial risk because the partners are ceding responsibility to the group to ensure access to scarce resources.

      Print Retention Programs

      Crist and Stambaugh describe shared print programs as the “concerted effort among a group of libraries to collaboratively collect or retain print collections and provide access to them.”88 They also note that

      
        Every shared print collection program is different, representing a variety of stakeholders and coordination methods. In particular, each program has a different perspective on what it means to move materials elsewhere, to cede some level of collection management responsibility to a collective, and to be accountable to the collective for retained holdings as they become scarcer.89

      

      Kieft and Payne identify five broad categories of shared print programs, distinguished by type of selection that guides the deposit of materials. A shared print program may focus on materials already in shared storage that are redefined with retention commitment; library-nominated journal titles; journals selected by publisher; titles selected by domain or format; or materials selected through customized collection analysis.90

      While many shared print retention programs utilize a shared storage facility, others rely on distributed retention, with materials held in the partner libraries. The Association of Southeast Research Libraries (ASERL, www.aswerl.org) has a distributed Collaborative Journal Retention program (www.aserl.org/​programs/​j-retain) for its forty-member libraries in eleven states and a Cooperative Federal Depository Library program for government documents (www.aserl.org/​programs/​gov-doc). The latter aims to create comprehensive collections of federal agency publications in Centers of Excellence throughout the region. In 2013, ASERL signed an agreement with the Washington Research Libraries Consortium to identify and retain print journal titles jointly until at least 2035. The resulting distributed retention initiative, Scholars Trust, is one of the largest print journal repositories in the United States.

      Several similar projects are spread across North America. The Western Regional Storage Trust (WEST, www.cdlib.org/​services/​west) is a distributed retrospective print journal repository program serving research libraries, college and university libraries, and library consortia in the Western United States. Participating libraries consolidate and validate print journal back files at major library storage facilities and at selected campus locations. Another example is the Council of Prairie and Pacific Libraries’ Shared Print Archive Network (SPAN, www.coppul.ca/​projects/​SPAN.html), a retrospective print repository program serving university libraries in Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta, and British Columbia.91 SPAN’s goals are to provide access to shared print archives, create opportunities for the reallocation of library space, and preserve the print record for its members in a cost-effective way. SPAN emphasizes the role of archived print as part of an optimal copy network that includes other print archiving initiatives. Member libraries are consolidating and validating print journal back files and monographs at major library storage facilities and campus locations. Initial phases focus on journal back files, with an optional process for retention and preservation of scarcely held monographs. Libraries select titles by using a risk management framework in which journals are categorized as low, moderate, or higher risk based on their availability electronically, rarity, and relevance to western Canada.

      Another example of a distributed approach to retention that is domain-driven is the Print Steward program (www.fdlp.gov/​about-the-fdlp/​partnerships) established by the U.S. Government Publishing Office (GPO) to support continued public access to historic US government documents. Preservation Stewards, which are federal depository libraries, sign an agreement with GPO to permanently preserve specific print document collections. At the time of this writing, the University of Hawai’i at Mānoa, Norlin Library at the University of Colorado at Boulder, the University of Kentucky Libraries, the State Library of Ohio, and the University of Iowa Libraries had committed to preserving particular federal government collections in perpetuity.

      Some level of validation is critical for building trust among shared print retention partners. Validation can range from basic inventory confirmation to condition review to bibliographic review. The aim is to ensure that a title and all its volumes are present, its condition is sufficient to support use, and the cataloging metadata accurately describe the item and all holdings. Complete validation is often impossible because of the size of the collection under consideration. Some shared print initiatives, such as the Eastern Academic Scholars’ Trust (EAST, https://eastlibraries.org), a distributed, shared print initiative across forty-eight partner libraries in the Eastern United States, have addressed validation by sampling studies.92

      Most coordinated print retention programs began by focusing on journals, in large part because many titles are widely held, removing local copies of long runs generates significant space, and many have been digitized and are in trusted repositories. As Kieft notes, monographs present the greatest challenges to shared print programs for several reasons, including “their sheer number and the trivial amount of shelf-space gained per disposition decision . . . [and] uncertainty about how many copies are needed to serve foreseeable demand.”93 A related issue is the extent to which digital surrogates are available in shared trusted repositories. Stambaugh discusses the importance of trust and broad distribution of commitments among partners in shared print initiatives.94 Shared retention of print books, although more complex, follows models similar to those for print journals, resulting in a network of regionally consolidated print book collections.95

      Several initiatives are addressing distributed print book retention. One example is the Maine Shared Collections Cooperative (www.maineinfonet.net/​mscs), initially a demonstration project funded by IMLS that partnered five academic libraries, two public libraries, the Maine State Library, and Maine Infonet, the state-funded collaborative that supports resource sharing and other initiatives. It had grown to thirty-six member libraries by 2017. The Cooperative uses a proprietary collection analysis tool to identify unique and scarcely held monographs. Focus is on securing commitments to retain monographs that have fewer than ten holdings in OCLC and have scholarly value and/or are Maine-related. EAST is a shared print initiative of academic and research libraries in New England, New York, Pennsylvania, and Maryland. EAST members commit to retain unique, scarcely held scholarly monographs and serials for a minimum of fifteen years.96 The Statewide California Electronic Library Consortium (SELC, http://scelc.org) was established to facilitate resource sharing and licensing of e-resources for the libraries of private academic institutions in southern California. SELC is moving forward with a distributed, retrospective shared monograph collection, beginning with fourteen members who have participated in a collection analysis project.

      HathiTrust also has established a shared print program (www.hathitrust.org/​shared_​print_​program), a distributed print archive of monographic holdings corresponding to volumes represented within the HathiTrust Digital Library. It is intended “to ensure preservation of print and digital collections by linking the two, to reduce overall costs of collection management for HathiTrust members, and to catalyze national/continental collective management of collections.”97 The program’s aims include:

      
        	• securing retention commitments for print holdings that mirror book titles in the HathiTrust digital collection

        	• maintaining a lendable print collection distributed among HathiTrust member collections98

      

      Even when libraries commit to retention, they are often reluctant to agree to retain materials in perpetuity and frequently use the phrase “persistent retention” instead of “perpetual retention.” Governing groups have recognized this unease and thus set retention at between ten and twenty-five years, with the commitment to be reviewed for extension when the expiration date approaches.

      VIVA’s agreement to retain rare and unique monographs addresses persistent retention. Implemented in 2014, the agreement establishes a distributed print repository and each holding library commits to retain a copy of specific printed monographs. Two pertinent clauses state that the holding library agrees to:

      
        
          	• Retain the copy from the date of this agreement until June 30, 2023 or as long as is practicable. . . .

          	• Identify Repository Copies in their library system and in WorldCat. This identification serves to prevent accidental withdrawal of the copies and to facilitate the creation of a Union List of Repository Copies. The note should read “VIVA Repository Copy 2014.”99

        

      

      A large question concerns the number of print copies that should be retained and where they should be located. Research suggests that 75 percent or more of the print books in North American regions are held by five or fewer libraries in that region.100 Even when titles are digitized, print use copies may be needed. Digitization does not resolve the issues of how many copies of the print should be retained and where they should be housed. Options range from a dark archive (where materials are inaccessible to users and held as means of preservation) to a dim archive (partially accessible), to a light archive (an open storage facility, from which materials are paged as needed).

      What to Withdraw? Print Collections Management in the Wake of Digitization, by Schonfeld and Housewright, identifies five reasons for retaining some copies of print journals when a digital version is available: the need to fix scanning errors, insufficient reliability of the digital provider, inadequate preservation of the digitized versions, the presence of significant quantities of important nontextual material that may be poorly represented in digital form, and local political considerations.101 The authors suggest that online versions can satisfy most access needs, leaving print versions to serve a preservation role.102

      Coordinating Retention on a National Scale

      When librarians began thinking about retention and preservation, they started to discuss the extent to which retention and withdrawal might be coordinated regionally, nationally, and internationally. Britton and Renaud observed that “striking the right balance of continued ownership, access, and preservation of print materials is one of the many challenges twenty-first century research libraries face.”103 To address this, librarians in North America began in the late 1990s to talk about creating a formal, large-scale cooperative program for shared print management, including coordinating the use of shared off-site storage facilities as “last copy” repositories. The North American Storage Trust (www.oclc.org/​research/​activities/​nast.html) grew out of these discussions. This initiative aspired to provide a central registry for libraries to report which volumes they would retain and preserve in either storage facilities or libraries, along with formal agreements that participating libraries could rely on access to the preserved copies if they withdrew their own. In 2007, the North American Storage Trust transitioned to an ongoing OCLC Shared Print Management program (www.oclc.org/​en/​services/​shared-print-management.html), with the goal of collaborating with regional shared storage efforts. An early focus of this initiative was a project in 2010–2012 to develop guidelines for shared print metadata.104 These descriptive data are necessary to support preservation risk assessment, collection management, and resource sharing. The project developed three key recommendations: create separate OCLC institution symbols to identify print archived titles in facilities and full-service libraries, enter holdings-level print archives data in MARC holdings records, and use MARC field 583 (Preservation Action Note) to describe specific characteristics of the print archive actions for each set of holdings.

      CRL built on the OCLC recommendations when developing the Print Archives Preservation Registry (PAPR, www.crl.edu/​archiving-preservation/​print-preservation/​papr-database), an international consortium of university, college, and independent research libraries intended to support “archiving and management of serial collections by providing comprehensive information about titles, holdings, and archiving terms and conditions of major print archiving programs.”105 The Registry provides information about commitments to retain, gaps and condition, and institutions and programs (CLOCKSS and PORTICO) holding the titles. CRL also hosts the Print Archiving Network Forum (PAN, www.crl.edu/​programs/​print-archive-network-forum-pan), which began in 2009 and shares information, expertise, and best practices on the management of print holdings. PAN manages an online discussion list, posts member reports, and meets at the ALA midwinter meetings and annual conferences.

      In the fall of 2015, four shared print journal programs (Big Ten Academic Alliance, Florida Academic Repository, Scholars Trust, and the Western Regional Storage Trust) began tackling the challenge of a national approach to shared print journal collections in the United States. Named the Rosemont Shared Print Alliance because the initial meetings were held in Rosemont, Illinois, the group aims to develop a common mission to “collaboratively develop, manage and coordinate the identification, retention, registration, discovery of and access to a shared, distributed collection of print journals in the United States.”106 To this end, the group has developed a set of strategic directions for 2017–2021.

      An important development in the management of local print book collections in the context of the collective collection was the 2011 founding of Sustainable Collection Services (since acquired by OCLC). Sustainable Collection Services (www.oclc.org/​sustainable-collections), is a contract service that cleans and normalizes a library’s catalog data and matches its catalog records against WorldCat, HathiTrust Digital Library, authoritative title lists, and other library data sets (if a group comparison is undertaken). Using the resulting comparisons, the library can produce withdrawal and retention candidate lists.

      GreenGlass (www.oclc.org/​en/​sustainable-collections/​features.html) is a web application that allows customers to view their collection data and explore alternative scenarios before creating retention and withdrawal lists. VIVA used a 2013/14 Sustainable Collection Services GreenGlass for Groups analysis of member collections to divide title level holdings into two categories: safe to weed and not safe to weed. VIVA is addressing the question of how many copies to retain within its members’ collections in an agreement that states that a minimum of two copies of a recently circulated title shall be retained and only one holding retained for titles that have not circulated.107 The Michigan Shared Print Initiative (composed of eleven public university libraries in Michigan) also used GreenGlass for Groups to analyze circulating print monographs across the partner libraries. The result will be distributed retention with a commitment to retain two copies among the partners.108

      INFRASTRUCTURES FOR COOPERATIVE AND COLLABORATIVE COLLECTION DEVELOPMENT AND MANAGEMENT

      The infrastructures through which libraries manage cooperative activities may be called cooperatives, networks, consortia, collaboratives, councils, federations, or alliances. These terms generally describe the same type of entity—a group of two or more libraries that have agreed to cooperate, coordinate, consolidate, or collaborate on some functions. NISO offers this definition:

      
        A library cooperative (network, system, and consortium) is an organization that has a formal arrangement whereby library and information services are supported for the mutual benefit of participating libraries. It must meet all of the following criteria:

        
          	1. Participants/members are primarily libraries.

          	2. The organization is a U.S. not-for-profit entity which has its own budget and its own paid staff.

          	3. The organization serves multiple institutions (libraries, school districts) that are not under the organization’s administrative control.

          	4. The scope of the organization’s activities includes support of library and information services by performing such functions as resource sharing, training, planning, and advocacy.109

        

      

      The U.S. Code of Federal Regulations in Title 47, which deals with telecommunications, is less prescriptive. For the purpose of eligibility for Universal Service for schools and libraries, it defines a library consortium as “any local, regional, or national cooperative association of libraries that provides for the systematic and effective coordination of the resources of school, public, academic, and special libraries and information centers, for improving services to the clientele of such libraries.”110

      Consortia can be international (OCLC), national (LYRASIS), regional (AMIGOS), statewide (OhioLINK), or serve a specific type of libraries or a smaller region (Private Academic Library Network of Indiana [PALNI]). Some are very large, such as OCLC, and some serve only two or three members.

      The earliest regional library networks in the United States, which were developed to facilitate resource sharing, depended on the creation of union catalogs to facilitate resource discovery. Two early examples are the Bibliographical Center for Research (serving libraries in the Pacific Northwest), which was started in 1935, and PALINET (initially serving libraries in Pennsylvania), started in 1933. Each received grants to create union card catalogs. The number of library cooperatives grew rapidly with the spread of library automation and the resulting development of shared bibliographic databases. Ninety-six academic library consortia were established between 1966 and 1970 alone.111 OCLC began as the Ohio College Library Center in 1967 with the purpose of creating a shared automated catalog network for Ohio libraries; it has grown into what Kopp calls a megaconsortium, with more than 16,131 member libraries, archives, and museums in 120 countries (as of 2017).112 At the heart of OCLC is WorldCat, the world’s largest bibliographic database, which is used by member libraries as a source for catalog records, a discovery tool, and a starting point for resource sharing.

      The financial constraints resulting from the Great Recession, which began in 2007, forced many consortia to close or merge. Breeding, as well as Horton and Pronevitz, report a trend toward larger consortia, often through mergers.113 The Illinois Heartland Library System (www.illinoisheartland.org) and Orbis Cascade (www.orbis.cascade.org) are examples of the consolidation of previously separate consortia. The Illinois Heartland Library System “operates with the primary mission of support for resource sharing” and serves 525 academic, public, school, and special libraries in southern and central Illinois; its shared automated library system, SHARE, used by 333 libraries, provides a union catalog and manages resource sharing.114 Orbis Cascade Alliance, a library consortium serving 39 academic libraries in Oregon, Washington, and Idaho, was formed by a merger of two consortia. Member libraries use Ex Libris products and participate in a consortial borrowing system called Summit. PALINET (serving the mid-Atlantic region and beyond), SOLINET (serving library and other information organizations in the Southeast and the Caribbean), and NELINET (serving libraries and cultural organizations of all types in New England) united to form LYRASIS (www.lyrasis.org) in 2009. In 2011, the Bibliographic Center for Research (which served eleven states in the Midwest and Northwest) joined LYRASIS, which is one of the largest cooperatives in North America with more than 1,200 members representing all types and sizes of libraries, archives, and museums.

      The United States and Canada are spanned by a complex arrangement of library networks, cooperatives, consortia, and the like. The United States has more than one hundred library consortia and more than half of them have more than forty members.115 Canada has four regional academic consortia, a national consortium serving the seventy-five universities, numerous regional consortia serving all types of libraries, and some domain-specific networks. Consortia must address several functional issues. These include membership (Who is eligible?), policies (What services will be offered? What are the obligations of members?), business model (What costs will be incurred? How will costs be shared?), governance and administration (What are the organizational and administrative structures?), and what types of MOU or MOA will be employed.116

      Bolt identifies the advantages of participating in a consortial relationship, which assist libraries in:

      
        	• responding to pressure from funders to use resources more efficiently

        	• coping with reduced resources

        	• making more services more accessible

        	• addressing a problem too big for one institution

        	• helping communities solve problems and move forward to improve their quality of life

        	• serving their users better

        	• energizing staff

        	• bringing attention to the role and contribution of libraries to a community and thus gaining future support117

      

      These organizations may offer

      
        	• cooperative purchasing leading to reduced costs for e-resources for participating libraries

        	• license negotiation

        	• system-wide access to e-content

        	• consulting

        	• contract cataloging

        	• reference service

        	• preservation support and disaster assistance

        	• discounted prices for library supplies through agreements with vendors

        	• preferential interlibrary loan and document delivery

        	• shared storage

        	• shared integrated library systems

        	• digitization programs and institutional repositories

        	• training and continuing education

      

      Factors that affect organizational patterns include characteristics of individual members, administration of the program, kinds of cooperative activity, and sources of funding. Cooperating libraries, regardless of what they call their organizations, may have a centralized or decentralized administrative structure. A common feature of these organizations is the use of formal agreements that provide operating principles and usually define the goals of the organization.

      Formal cooperative relationships with other libraries may be local, statewide, regional, national, or international. The cooperative may be focused on a particular type of library (academic, public) or may serve multiple types. Many libraries belong to more than one consortium or network. Research conducted in December 2011 found that 89 percent of 730 responding libraries of all types (excluding schools) belonged to at least one consortium or library network, and 53 percent belonged to three or more.118

      Organizational structures and funding models for cooperatives vary from simple to complex. Horton suggests that most consortia fit into one of five categories:

      
        	• 501(c)(3) nonprofit organizations

        	• divisions of a university system(s)

        	• government organizations (regional or other types of systems supported by state dollars)

        	• associations

        	• organizations with no legal status119

      

      Some have membership fees, which may be charged at a flat rate or prorated according to a library’s operating budget or population served. Some receive all or a portion of their budget from state funding. Some charge fees for services. Some receive grants, often through the Library Services and Technology Act. Consortia that exist primarily as buying clubs may have no central office and only modest budgets. Some cooperatives have central staffs of varying size; others rely on volunteers from the member libraries.

      Many states have effective cooperative programs that provide various services, including interlibrary loan, courier delivery, and access to electronic resources. The programs are funded at the state level and may not require participating libraries to pay membership fees, although members may pay for supplemental services. A representative sampling of state programs is described here.

      The Colorado Library Consortium (CLiC, www.clicweb.org), which serves all types of libraries and provides a variety of services, was created in 2004 when the state’s regional library systems ceased operation. CLiC supports AspenCat, a union catalog used by 106 libraries in Colorado, and offers discounted pricing for e-resources. The Consortium offers cost-saving delivery services: Colorado Courier serves libraries of all types across Colorado; Blue Sky Express delivers between Colorado, Kansas, and the University of Wyoming; COKAMO connects regional couriers in Colorado, Kansas, and Missouri; and ProMO is a delivery services between Colorado, the University of Wyoming, and members of the MOBIUS consortium in Missouri.120 In addition, CLiC offers training, continuing education, and cooperative purchasing to save libraries money on supplies, library materials, and technology.

      OhioLINK (www.ohiolink.edu) is a statewide, state-funded network of 121 Ohio college, technical school, and university libraries and the State Library of Ohio.121 O’Neill and Gammon observe that OhioLINK “may be the only library consortium created because of a space problem.”122 When the Ohio Board of Regents was faced by numerous requests for new or expanded academic library buildings in the 1980s, the Ohio General Assembly directed the Board of Regents to identify an alternative to library construction. The result was a recommendation to create a statewide online catalog with a delivery component, resulting in OhioLINK. As of early 2017, OhioLINK provided access to more than 100 online research databases; more than 10,000 e-journals; nearly 85,000 images, videos, and sounds; more than 100,000 e-books; and more than 58,000 theses and dissertations from participating colleges and universities. Patrons use a single online catalog that supports the submission of unmediated patron borrowing requests. A parallel initiative is INFOhio (www.infohio.org), a virtual K–12 library, which, like OhioLINK, is funded by the State of Ohio.123 It provides free access to a core collection of online, age-specific, curriculum-related resources for K–12 students, students’ families, and educators.

      The Minitex Library Information Network is a publicly supported network of academic, public, state government, and special libraries. Minitex is funded by the Minnesota legislature through the Minnesota Office of Higher Education; programs for Minnesota public libraries are funded through a contract with Minnesota State Library Services and School Technology, a unit of the Minnesota Department of Education. Libraries in North Dakota and South Dakota participate in Minitex programs through contracts between the Minnesota Office of Higher Education and the North and South Dakota state libraries. Minitex began as a document delivery service and continues to deliver materials in the tri-state region. In addition to many typical services associated with cooperatives (training, contract cataloging, discounted prices for library supplies and e-resources), Minitex provides statewide free access to the Electronic Library for Minnesota (ELM), a suite of e-resources made available through state legislative funding. Minitex also manages MNLINK and operates the Minnesota Library Access Center (MLAC, www.minitex.umn.edu/​Storage), a high-density storage facility for important but lesser-used items deposited by libraries throughout Minnesota.

      ATTRIBUTES OF SUCCESSFUL CONSORTIA

      Effective library partnerships have several qualities that contribute to their success. Self-knowledge—the capacity of a library to understand its own motives, abilities, and behaviors—is a key attribute of successful collaboration. Mark writes:

      
        Each library must have a clear idea of the community which it serves—its composition, its characteristics and its expectations. It should also know, of course, how it expects to meet these expectations in terms of collections, staffing and services. The needs of the home community are paramount. To neglect them is to do so at one’s professional peril. If each library has its own clear vision as to its mission, guiding principles, goals and objectives then perhaps there will be less danger that the urgent questions will obscure the important ones.124

      

      Once a library understands its mission, it must find an acceptable balance between local priorities and the priorities of the larger group to which the library belongs. This tension has defined the history of library cooperation in building collections. The library’s obligation to provide materials to meet present and local needs is a more powerful force than any external agreement to acquire materials to meet the needs of unknown, remote users. One source of this tension is the reality that every library serves a local community, which may be a higher education institution, local citizens, a governing body, school students, partners in a legal firm, or hospital staff members. Because entities are accountable to their local communities and parent agencies and institutions, libraries must have a clear understanding of their institutional missions and be able to explain how resources are being used to meet the community’s needs and desires along with the benefits gained through collaboration. Simultaneously, partners must understand and endorse the mission, vision, and goals of the group. The challenge of balancing local priorities and group commitments plagues every collaborative initiative, but managing these counterpoints effectively is an attribute of successful initiatives.

      Effective consortium governance—a clear governing structure, organization mission and goals, and sufficient authority to make decisions—is essential. Members should agree and be committed to the mutual benefits of interdependence. The consortium leader or administrator needs to be proficient and firm. The consortium should have a written consortium policy, MOA, or MOU that spells out commitments, responsibilities, goals, and objectives; it should be endorsed by signature of the appropriate administrators. However, all formal agreements and commitments must be flexible and permit modification. Clarity and adequate understanding among partners of the shared goals and intentions of the consortium are important.

      The consortium must have reliable and effective communication, essential to ensuring a common vision and for sharing decisions and changes quickly. E-mail, group phone calls, in-person meetings, electronic discussion lists, and consortium websites may be viable options depending on the topic and desired outcomes. Both the consortium staff and the library representatives should fulfill their obligations (responding to queries, evaluating resources, returning purchase agreements) in a timely manner. Of critical importance are accountability and identifying measures of success that have meaning to the consortium members and their governing and funding bodies, then assessing success against these measures. Finally, sufficient financial and human resources must be available.125

      Enlightened self-interest of each institution in the consortium is important for success. Inculcating collaboration as a core value within the library can foster a willingness to make sacrifices and a belief that benefits will accrue. Success depends on respect for and recognition of the value of increased collaboration. One goal is to reach the stage at which the collections of cooperating libraries are no longer viewed as individual collections but as a single shared collection distributed in various locations and linked by shared discovery and delivery mechanisms. For collaboration to succeed, it must be considered a routine part of all work in the library.

      Transparency and a high level of trust within the consortium are important. Transparency involves being open, accountable, and honest—sharing both information and how decisions are made, and being honest about the problems that will undoubtedly arise. Millard observes that “consortia tend to be cumbersome beasts . . . [and] there are various points where delays, misunderstandings, and blame-shifting can and do occur.”126 Consortial partners and their librarians must be confident that commitments will be honored and that the benefits of participation counterbalance the risks.

      CHALLENGES TO COLLABORATIVE COLLECTION DEVELOPMENT AND MANAGEMENT

      Collaborative collection development is difficult, with many forces pushing against it. Joycelyn Elders, former US Surgeon General, states, “Collaboration has been defined as an unnatural act between non-consenting adults. We all say we want to collaborate, but what we really mean is that we want to continue doing things as we have always done them while others change to fit what we are doing.”127 Unwillingness to change even when the reasons to do so are compelling is a persistent problem in collaborative collection development and management.

      The desire for independence and local autonomy are powerful forces pushing against collaboration. Librarians have long seen meeting current and future community needs as their goal. As a result, they have developed tremendous pride in being able to do so in a self-sufficient manner and a long and deep-rooted tradition of local autonomy. Librarians and their libraries have had difficulty overcoming parochialism and thinking more broadly—at the consortial, network, state, regional, or national level. Although cooperation and collaboration are considered good in the abstract, individual libraries’ desire to be self-sufficient creates resistance to what is perceived as losing control. Consortia often stumble over the organizational and administrative aspects of establishing themselves. For Branin, “cooperative collection development is at its most basic level a political, not a technical issue.”128

      Professional pride and a persistent belief that the role of every librarian is to build the most complete collection possible also work against cooperation. This form of turf pride led subject specialists in research libraries to see themselves as developing competing collections rather than cooperating to build a shared resource. As Collins observes, “No single library wants to be the first to appear to be ceding their collecting duties to outside entities, even (or perhaps especially) peer institutions.”129 Among all types of librarians, pride has a tendency to focus on the quality of the local collection rather than the quality of the consortial or regional collection. A spirit of interdependence and trust among collections librarians is a key element in successful collaborative collection development and management.

      Academic institution faculty attitudes are equally constrained by the belief that large local collections equal academic status and prestige. Faculty fear that reductions in the local collection and reliance on remotely held resources, regardless of the wealth of materials available through resource sharing, will reduce their own program’s reputation and negatively affect decisions about accreditation, hiring and faculty retention, promotion, and tenure. Local ownership of extremely expensive, esoteric items is a point of pride and prestige—even when such items are infrequently used. Changing faculty perceptions and expectations about the benefits of cooperative collection development remains a challenge as long as extensive local collections continue to hold such symbolic status. Nevertheless, library users who appreciate and have confidence in the mutual benefits that can result from cooperation are crucial for success.

      Librarians often are unable to transcend internal library divisions and communication barriers within their own libraries. If collection activities are too decentralized, they occur in isolation and efforts at cooperative policymaking cannot succeed. If coordinating collection development and management activities within a library is difficult, coordinating with external partners will be more so. Those involved in technical services, reference services, preservation activities, and interlibrary loan operations must be aware of and support collaborative commitments and endeavors. If the library does not have a supportive internal organizational structure and clear authority for collection development and management, cooperation with other libraries is nearly impossible.

      Lack of administrative support, commitment, and leadership both within and external to the library can be a significant problem. Strong leadership and constant support throughout the organization are important. The Big Ten Academic Alliance is an example of a consortium that benefits from strong institutional support. The members of the governing committee are the chief academic officers from each of the member universities. Programs and activities extend to all aspects of university activity except intercollegiate athletics. The Big Ten Academic Alliance Library Initiatives is one of several cooperating ventures, all of which are strongly supported by university administrators.

      Dissatisfaction with the results of cooperation among library staff members creates difficulties. The absence of significant, observable accomplishments leads to self-defeating behaviors. Without some successes, momentum for progress is lacking. Thus, participants in cooperative collection development and management programs need a process for quantifying the cost benefits of cooperation and of regularly comparing the benefits of cooperation with those of independence. Everyone must understand the consequences of ignoring consortial commitments. Documented evidence of the benefits of cooperation and the results of failing to cooperate are powerful incentives.

      Perceived lack of parity in partners’ financial and time commitments can undermine effective participation in cooperative ventures. If library administrators or library staff members feel that the local library is carrying a disproportionate load (either financially or in hours contributed to group initiatives), they are less motivated to fulfill other commitments. One solution might be a sliding scale of membership fees based on size of user community served. The cost of participating in consortial projects (shared storage or cooperative microfilming projects) could be prorated according to the individual libraries’ degree of participation. If a flat rate is charged, the library director should be able to explain the rationale for doing so.

      Failures in bibliographic access and physical access undermine cooperative collection development and management. Success depends on an infrastructure that accurately reports the resources that are at hand and where additional resources are located. This, in turn, requires libraries to maintain accurate and current bibliographic and holdings records in their local catalogs and in any union catalogs, including WorldCat, to which they contribute records. Failure to do so thwarts discovery and defeats cooperation.

      Difficulties or delays in getting remote materials to users are barriers that can thwart cooperative collection development and management. Users want speedy request fulfillment. To succeed, a consortium needs dependable mechanisms for affordable, timely, efficient, and effective delivery of resources. These depend on effective use of suitable technology, sufficient library staff to handle the volume of interlibrary loan requests (both borrowing and lending), a rapid method to deliver both returnables and nonreturnables, and, ideally, the availability of systems to support unmediated user requests.

      EVALUATING COLLABORATIVE AND COOPERATIVE COLLECTION DEVELOPMENT AND MANAGEMENT

      Librarians assume that some form of cooperation with other libraries is good, even essential. The issue, however, is developing measures to demonstrate how the user community and the library benefit (or not) when a library engages in cooperation with other libraries. Such areas as cost avoidance, cost savings, and user satisfaction can be challenging to quantify in meaningful ways, yet libraries need these data to monitor their performance, make course corrections, and report to stakeholders. Machovec recommends calculating the return on investment as one approach to documenting the value of consortia to local libraries.130 He looks at typical consortia activities, such as e-resource licensing, resource sharing, shared print programs, and courier services, noting that some benefits, such as greater influence on the marketplace, training, and innovation, cannot be quantified.

      
        Case Study

        ERIC IS THE DIRECTOR of Boyd Library at Evans College, a small midwestern college serving 2,000 students and 240 faculty members. The collection includes more than 563,000 print books, 930 print journal subscriptions, more than 39,000 e-journals, more than 70,000 e-books (both scholarly and popular), more than 200 indexes and full-text databases, and several sources of streaming video and audio. Evans College is a member of the Oberlin Group, an organization of eighty liberal arts college. This group supports cooperative interlibrary loan agreements and consortial contracts for e-content, and provides a forum for college librarians to discuss current topics, trends, and concerns. The Oberlin Group is funded by fees assessed to each college. Boyd Library is a member of a multi-type regional library system, which consists of ten academic libraries and two public library systems. This system has a courier service for next-day interlibrary loan delivery, offers continuing education and training (for a fee), and negotiates contracts for e-content. The regional system is funded by state legislature appropriations. Through the regional library system, Boyd Library is a member of a statewide consortium, also funded by the legislature. This consortium offers continuing education and training (for a fee), and a courier service for two-day interlibrary loan delivery, and negotiates contracts for e-content. In addition, it offers a program through which libraries can purchase library products and supplies at a discount. Boyd Library deposits lesser-used print materials in a state-funded regional shared storage facility. There is no cost to depositing libraries except the cost of shipping items to the facility.

        When considering renewing or initiating a contract for e-content, Eric’s practice has been to review the offerings of all three consortia, compare prices and contractual terms, and select the most cost-effective option with the best terms. The library does not negotiate any license directly with the publisher or vendor.

        The Evans College president has asked Eric to explain why Boyd Library is active in three consortial groups and to document what the benefits are.

        Activity

        Prepare a report for the college president that responds to his request. Although documenting actual dollar savings and cost-avoidance figures will not be possible, list the categories of services, products, and resources that are of benefit to Boyd Library and its user community. Explain the nature of savings and cost-avoidance for each. Is it worthwhile to belong to three groups? Consider the benefits and disadvantages to the campus community in terms of satisfaction and utility costs and how these might be documented or demonstrated.
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        An electronic publication with a focus on digital library research and development, including new technologies, applications, and contextual social and economic issues. The primary goal of the magazine is timely and efficient information exchange for the digital library community.

        Horn Book Magazine. Boston, MA: Horn Book. ISSN: 0018-5078.

        Features articles on children’s and young adult literature and book reviews. Covers fiction, nonfiction, poetry, and picture books.

        Insights: The UKSG Journal. Newbury, United Kingdom: UKSG. ISSN: 2048-7754.

        An online journal published by UKSG (formerly United Kingdom Serials Group) that supports UKSG’s mission to connect the information community and encourage the exchange of ideas on scholarly communication, specifically to provide a forum for the communication and exchange of ideas; disseminate news, information and publications; and raise awareness of services that support the scholarly information sector.

        Journal of Copyright in Education and Librarianship. Colorado Springs, CO: JCEL. ISSN 2473-8336.

        A peer-reviewed, open-access journal that publishes original articles, reviews. and case studies that analyze or describe the strategies, partnerships, and impact of copyright law on public, school, academic, and digital libraries, archives, museums, and research institutions and their educational initiatives.

        Journal of Electronic Publishing. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press. ISSN 1080-2711.

        An open-access journal covering all facets of publishing material in an electronic environment and the impact of those practices upon users; publishes both invited contributions from experts and practitioners and longer articles (some peer-reviewed) from scholars, publishers, and others writing about electronic publishing.

        Journal of Electronic Resources Librarianship. Philadelphia, PA: Routledge. ISSN: 1941-126X (print), 1941-1278 (online).

        A peer-reviewed journal covering the presentation and discussion of current research, evolving work-related processes and procedures, and the latest news on topics related to electronic resources and the digital environment.

        Journal of Interlibrary Loan, Document Delivery, and Electronic Reserve. Philadelphia, PA: Routledge. ISSN: 1072-303X (print), 1540-3572 (online).

        A peer-reviewed journal covering interlibrary loan, document delivery, and electronic reserve, including articles on cooperative collection development, shared virtual library services and digitization projects, library consortia, networks, cooperatives, and other multilibrary collaborative efforts.

        Journal of Scholarly Publishing. Toronto: University of Toronto Press. ISSN: 1198-9742 (print), 1710-1166 (online).

        A peer-reviewed journal for authors, editors, librarians, marketers, and publishers covering publishing and the new challenges resulting from changes in technology and funding, including articles on the future of scholarly publishing, scholarship on the web, digitization, copyright, editorial policies, computer applications, marketing, and pricing models.

        Library Collections, Acquisitions, and Technical Services. Abingdon-on-Thames, United Kingdom: Taylor & Francis. ISSN: 1464-9055 (print), 1873-1821 (online).

        A peer-reviewed journal covering acquisition of books and serials in academic, public, school, and special libraries, cataloging and authority control, outsourcing of technical services operations, electronic publications, gifts and exchanges, microforms and other nonprint media, document delivery, networking, resource sharing and access, and pertinent library automation projects.

        Library Resources and Technical Services. Chicago: Association for Library Collections and Technical Services. ISSN: 2159-9610 (online).

        The official journal of the Association for Library Collections and Technical Services; a peer-reviewed journal covering bibliographic access and control, preservation, conservation and reproduction of library materials, serials, and collection development and management.

        New Review of Children’s Literature and Librarianship. Philadelphia, PA: Routledge. ISSN: 1361-4541 (print), 1740-7885 (online).

        A peer-reviewed journal covering the management of library services to children and adolescents, collection development and management, critical assessments of children’s and adolescent literature, book and media selection, education issues affecting library services, user education and the promotion of services, staff education and training, and research in literature and library services for children and adolescents.

        Publishers Weekly: The International News Magazine of Book Publishing. New York: PWxyz. ISSN: 0000-0019 (print), 2150-4008 (online).

        A trade news magazine of interest to publishers, booksellers, literary agents, and librarians covering publishing trends, mergers and acquisitions, other trade news, and book reviews.

        Restaurator: International Journal for the Preservation of Library and Archival Material. Munich: De Gruyter Saur. ISSN: 0034-5806.

        A peer-reviewed journal focusing on the conservation of library and archives materials including technology, practical experience, and organization. Many articles deal with the development of new preservation techniques and the improvement and better understanding of established methods.

        Serials Librarian. Philadelphia, PA: Routledge. ISSN: 0361-526X (print), 1541-1095 (online).

        A peer-reviewed journal covering serials selection and acquisition, bibliographic control, cataloging, staffing and department management, serials control systems, subscription agencies, publishers, and computerization problems.

        Serials Review. Abingdon-on-Thames, United Kingdom: Taylor & Francis. ISSN: 0098-7913 (print), 1879-095X (online).

        A peer-reviewed journal covering the practical aspects of collecting, managing, and publishing serials, and emerging and theoretical issues of importance to librarians, publishers, and others in the serials community.

        Technical Services Quarterly. Philadelphia, PA: Routledge. ISSN: 0731-7131 (print), 1555-3337 (online).

        A peer-reviewed journal covering new developments and future trends concerning the technical operation of libraries and information centers. Articles address technical services, automation, networking, document delivery, information technology, library instruction and information literacy, reference and bibliography, case studies, cost analysis, staffing, space, organizational behavior and leadership, and collection development and management.

      

      ELECTRONIC DISCUSSION GROUPS AND BLOGS

      
        ACQNET. http://​lists.ala.org/​sympa/​info/​acqnet.

        A moderated, archived list run by the Association for Library Collections and Technical Services Acquisition Section but not limited to ALCTS members; addresses acquisitions issues.

        COLLDV-L: Library Collection Development List. http://​lists.ala.org/​sympa/​info/​colldv.

        A moderated, archived list, run by the Association for Library Collections and Technical Services Collection Management Section but not limited to ALCTS members, directed to collection development librarians and others (including publishers and vendors) interested in library collection development and management.

        CoOL: Conservation DistList. http://​cool.conservation-us.org/​byform/​mailing-lists/​cdl.

        An interdisciplinary, moderated, archived list open to conservators, conservation scientists, curators, librarians, archivists, administrators, and others whose work life touches on the preservation of cultural property.

        LIBLICENSE-L. http://​liblicense.crl.edu/​discussion-forum/.

        A moderated, archived list for the discussion of issues related to the licensing of digital information and other topics central to the creation, publication, distribution, and economics of scholarly electronic information.

        LM_NET. www.lm-net.info.

        A moderated, archived list for school library media specialists worldwide and others involved with the school library media field.

        No Shelf Required. www.noshelfrequired.com.

        A blog managed by Mirela Roncevis that aims to educate, enlighten, and inspire librarians, publishers, distributors, aggregators, and others involved with e-books and digital content.

        PADG-L: The Preservation Administration Interest Group. http://​lists.ala.org/​sympa/​info/​padg.

        A moderated, archived discussion list sponsored by the Association for Library Collections and Technical Services Preservation and Reformatting Section, concerned with preservation issues.

        PUBYAC. www.pubyac.org.

        A moderated, archived discussion list concerned with the practical aspects of children and young adult services in public libraries, focusing on programming ideas, outreach and literacy programs for children and caregivers, censorship and policy issues, collection development, administrative considerations, and other pertinent services and issues.

        SERIALST: Serials in Libraries Discussion Forum. www.nasig.org/​site_​page.cfm?pk_​association_​webpage_​menu=308&pk_​association_​webpage=4955.

        A moderated, archived list managed by the NASIG Communications & Marketing Committee and intended to serve as a forum for most aspects of serials in libraries; topics addressed include collection management and development, serials budgets, and pricing.

        VIDEOLIB. www.lib.berkeley.edu/​MRC/​vrtlists.html.

        A moderated, archived list sponsored by the American Library Association Video Round Table and devoted to copyright and intellectual property issues, evaluation of materials, collection development policy issues, selection methods, acquisition concerns (locating hard-to-find materials, library/vendor relations, etc.), and issues related to evolving video technologies and libraries.

      

      PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS

      American Library Association (ALA): Divisions, Sections, Committees, and Interest Groups within Those Divisions

      
        American Association of School Librarians (AASL). www.ala.org/​aasl.

        AASL is focused on school librarians and the school library community. AASL publishes Knowledge Quest, ISSN 1094-9046 (print), 2163-5234 (online).

        Association for Library Collections and Technical Services (ALCTS), Collection Management Section (CMS). www.ala.org/​alcts/​mgrps/​cms.

        CMS supports library professionals who perform collection management and development while selecting and evaluating all types of library materials in all types of institutions.

        Association for Library Collections and Technical Services (ALCTS), Preservation and Reformatting Section (PARS). www.ala.org/​alcts/​mgrps/​pars.

        PARS focuses on preservation and reformatting of library materials in all types of institutions and the application of new technologies to assure continued access to library collections.

        ALCTS has several interest groups that focus on different elements of collection development and management:

      

      
        
          
            	• Chief Collection Development Officers of Large Research Libraries Interest Group. www.ala.org/​alcts/​mgrps/​cms/​grps/​ats-cmdchi.

            	• Collection Development Issues for the Practitioner Interest Group. www.ala.org/​alcts/​mgrps/​cms/​grps/​ats-cmdcolldevp.

            	• Collection Development Librarians of Academic Libraries Interest Group. www.ala.org/​alcts/​mgrps/​cms/​grps/​ats-cmdcolldev.

            	• Collection Evaluation and Assessment Interest Group. www.ala.org/​alcts/​mgrps/​cms/​grps/​ats-cmdigcea.

            	• Collection Management and Development in Public Libraries Interest Group. www.ala.org/​alcts/​mgrps/​cms/​grps/​ats-cmddgcodes.

            	• Collection Management and Electronic Resources Interest Group. www.ala.org/​alcts/​mgrps/​cms/​grps/​ats-cmdigcmer.

          

        

      

      
        Association for Library Services to Children (ALSC). www.ala.org/​alsc.

        ALSC is dedicated to the support and enhancement of service to children in all types of libraries. ALSC publishes Children and Libraries, ISSN 1542-9806.

        Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL). www.ala.org/​acrl.

        ACRL develops products and services to help academic and research librarians learn, innovate, and lead within the academic community. ACRL has several sections (Asian, African, and Middle Eastern Section; Science and Technology Section) focusing on various disciplines and geographic areas, which are of interest to subject specialists. ACRL publishes College and Research Libraries, ISSN 0010-0870 (print), 2150-6701 (online).

        NASIG. www.nasig.org.

        NASIG (formerly North American Serials Interest Group) is an independent organization that works to advance and transform the management of information resources, with the ultimate goal to facilitate and improve the distribution, acquisition, and long-term accessibility of information resources in all formats and business models.

        Public Library Association (PLA). www.ala.org/​pla.

        PLA is dedicated to supporting the unique and evolving needs of public library professionals. PLA publishes Public Libraries, ISSN 0163-5506 and Public Libraries Online.

        Reference and User Services Association (RUSA), Collection Development and Evaluation Section (CODES). www.ala.org/​rusa/​sections/​codes.

        CODES provides a venue for reference and user services librarians and staff from all types of libraries to discuss the rapidly changing landscape of collection development, readers’ advisory, and publishing.

        Reference and User Services Association, Cooperative Collection Development Committee (a joint committee of the Collection Development and Evaluation Section and the Sharing and Transforming Access to Resources Section). www.ala.org/​rusa/​sections/​stars/​section/​cooperativecollectiondevelopmentcommittee/​ccd.

        This committee is charged to study, promote, and support cooperative collection development and related user services.

        Reference and User Services Association, Sharing and Transforming Access to Resources Section (STARS). www.ala.org/​rusa/​sections/​stars.

        STARS addresses the interests of librarians and library staff involved with interlibrary loan, document delivery, remote circulation, access services, cooperative reference, cooperative collection development, remote storage, and other shared library services as well as providers of products and services that support resource sharing.

        Young Adult Library Services Association (YALSA). www.ala.org/​yalsa.

        The mission of YALSA is to support library staff in alleviating the challenges teens face, and in putting all teens—especially those with the greatest needs—on the path to successful and fulfilling lives. YALSA publishes Young Adult Library Services, ISSN 1541-4302, and the Journal of Research on Libraries and Young Adults, ISSN 2157-3980.

      

      International Organizations

      
        International Association of School Librarianship (IASL). www.iasl-online.org.

        The IASL mission is to provide an international forum for those people interested in promoting effective school library media programs as viable instruments in the educational process. IASL has a Children’s and Young Adult Literature Special Interest Group, whose several objectives include the exchange of information about current developments in the field including collection development, author awareness, and publisher access and issues. IASL publishes School Libraries Worldwide, ISSN 1023-9391.

        International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions (IFLA), Division of Collections and Services. www.ifla.org/​VII/​d5/​dcs.htm.

        This division of IFLA focuses on acquiring information for the improvement of collection building of specific types of materials such as rare books, serials, newspapers, and government publications.

        International Reading Association (IRA). www.reading.org.

        IRA is in a nonprofit, global network of individuals and institutions committed to worldwide literacy. Its members are involved in teaching reading to learners of all ages and dedicated to promoting high levels of literacy for all by improving the quality of reading instruction, disseminating research and information about reading, and encouraging lifetime reading.

      

    
  
    
      APPENDIX B

      Selection Aids

      Many of these tools are updated through new editions, annual cummulations, and supplements. Many are available in electronic format by subscription, either from the publisher or a vendor. Many of the websites are free of charge. No monographs published before 2014 are listed. Annual awards are not listed, but can be located by going to the awarding organization’s website. All information was verified in Ulrichsweb, WorldCat, and pertinent websites in 2017.
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        Internet Scout. “The Scout Report.” (annotated descriptions of internet resources). http://​scout.cs.wisc.edu/​report/​sr/​current.
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        Horn Book Magazine: About Books for Children and Young Adults. Boston, MA: Horn Book. ISSN 0018-5078 (bimonthly).

        Jeunesse: Young People, Texts, Cultures. Winnipeg, Canada: University of Winnipeg Centre for Research in Young People’s Texts and Culture. ISSN 1920-2601 (semiannual).

        Kirkus Reviews. (adult, young adult, and children’s book reviews). Austin, TX: Kirkus Media. ISSN 1948-7428 (biweekly).

        Knowledge Quest. Chicago: American Library Association. ISSN 1094-9046 (five times a year).

        Lambda Book Report. Washington, DC: Lambda Literary Foundation. ISSN 1048-9487 (quarterly).

        Lamba Literary Review. Washington, DC: Lambda Literary Foundation. ISSN 1931-132X (quarterly).

        Library Journal. New York: Library Journals. ISSN 0363-0277 (twenty times a year).

        Literature/Film Quarterly. Salisbury, MD: Salisbury State College. ISSN 0090-4260 (quarterly).

        Magazines for Libraries: For the General Reader and School, Junior College, University and Public Libraries. Ann Arbor, MI: ProQuest. ISSN 0000-0914 (annual).

        “Movie Review Query Engine: MRQE.” www.mrqe.com.

        “Mystery Ink.” www.mysteryinkonline.com.

        New York Review of Books. New York: New York Review. ISSN 0028-7504 (twenty times a year).

        New York Times Book Review. New York: New York Times. ISSN 0028-7806 (weekly).

        Notes. Canton, MA: Music Library Association. ISSN 0027-4380 (quarterly).

        Preservation, Digital Technology, and Culture. Munich: De Gruyter Saur. ISSN 2195-2957 (quarterly).

        Publishers Weekly: The International News Magazine of Book Publishing. New York: PWxyz. ISSN 0000-0019 (weekly).

        Quarterly Review of Film and Video. Philadelphia, PA: Routledge. ISSN 1050-9208 (8 times a year).

        Resources Links: Connecting Classrooms, Librarians and Canadian Learning Resources. Pouch Cove, NL, Canada: Resources Links. ISSN 1201-7647 (five times a year).

        Rolling Stone. New York: Rolling Stone. ISSN 0035-791X (26 times a year).

        SB & F: Your Guide to Science Resources for All Ages. Washington, DC: American Association for the Advancement of Science. ISSN 1533-5046 (bimonthly).

        Scholastic Instructor. New York: Scholastic. ISSN 1532-0200 (eight times a year).

        School Library Journal. New York: Media Source. ISSN 0362-8930 (monthly).

        Serials Review. London: Taylor & Francis. ISSN 0098-7913 (quarterly).

        “SF Site: The Home Page for Science Fiction and Fantasy.” www.sfsite.com.

        Sing Out! Bethlehem, PA: Sing Out Corp. ISSN 0037-5624 (quarterly).

        Small Press Review (online). Paradise, CA: Dustbooks. ISSN 1949-2731 (bimonthly).

        Teacher Librarian: The Journal for School Library Professionals. Lanham, MD: Scarecrow. ISSN 1481-1782 (five times a year).

        Technology and Learning: The Leading Magazine of Electronic Education. San Bruno, CA: Newbay Media. ISSN 1053-6728 (monthly).

        TLS: The Times Literary Supplement. London: Times Newspapers. ISSN 0307-661X (weekly).

        “University Press Books for Public and Secondary School Libraries.” (annual) www.aaupnet.org/​librarybooks.

        Video Choice. Peterborough, NH: Connell Communications. ISSN 0896-2871 (monthly).

        Video Librarian: The Video Review Magazine for Libraries. Seabeck, WA: Video Librarian. ISSN 0087-6851 (bimonthly).

        YOYA: Voice of Youth Advocates: The Library Magazine Serving Those Who Serve Young Adults. Bowie, MD: E. L. Kurdyla. ISSN 160-4201 (bimonthly).

      

    
  
    
      GLOSSARY

      
        A–Z list. A listing of a library’s electronic serials, databases, or e-book collections, usually available via the library’s website and providing direct links from the entry to the item.

        Access. The ability or right to gain entry to and use an electronic product or service.

        Accrual accounting method. An accounting method that reports revenues and expenses in the fiscal year in which they are incurred, regardless of when cash is exchanged. See also CASH ACCOUNTING SYSTEM.

        Acidfree. Materials with a pH value of 7.0 (neutral) or greater (alkaline).

        Acquisition. (1) The process of obtaining and receiving physical library materials or access to online resources. (2) The organizational unit within a library that handles the acquisitions function. (3) The item acquired by a library.

        Addendum. Any update or change to an active license agreement; also called an amendment.

        Advocacy. Public support for a cause, issue, or policy. Library advocacy is action taken in support of libraries, often aimed at securing funding.

        Agent. An individual or company that acts as an intermediary between a library and a publisher in the purchase of materials, e.g., a subscription service that manages periodical subscriptions. See also VENDOR.

        Aggregator. A third party that provides access to the full text of periodicals, articles, books, or media originally published by multiple publishers and provides online access through a common interface or search engine. More broadly, an organization, individual, or application that gathers content from multiple sources for presentation elsewhere.

        Agreement. A legally binding understanding between two parties, often documented in a written contract. In the licensing context, this term may be capitalized (i.e., “Agreement”), in which case it refers to the contract (along with any appendixes, amendments, or exhibits) that codifies the parties’ understanding about access to and use of the digital information resources.

        Allocation. (1) The dollar amount distributed to fund lines in the budget. (2) The process of distributing financial resources.

        Alternative literature. Publications not part of the dominant culture and not sharing the perspectives and beliefs of that culture.

        Alternative press. A small, independent publisher. Alternative presses often address social issues and the interests of minority and diverse populations and publish innovative and experimental works.

        Altmetrics. An alternative metric to measure the impact of scholarship by using semantic data and tracking references in social media, online reference managers, bookmarks, links, data and slide sharing sites, etc.

        Amendment. See ADDENDUM.

        Appropriation. Funds granted through formal action by a controlling or funding authority.

        Approval plan. Method of acquiring library materials, usually books. The vendor supplies books automatically, according to a profile from the library, which may keep or return the books to the vendor. Some plans provide advance print or online notifications instead of sending the physical item. See also BLANKET ORDER.

        Approval profile. See PROFILE.

        Archivally sound. A nontechnical term describing a material or product that is permanent, durable, free of contaminants, and chemically stable. No formal standards exist that describe how long “archivally sound” material will last.

        Archive. A repository of information. See also DARK ARCHIVE, DIM ARCHIVE, LIGHT ARCHIVE.

        Article processing fee. Fee charged by some journals when accepting an article for publication to support making articles immediately available via open access. Fees may be waived because of financial hardship, but are usually paid by the author’s institution or employer, or through the grant funding the research. The fee may be waived for researchers at the licensee’s institution as part of the terms of a contract. Also known as an author-side fee.

        Assessment. See COLLECTION ASSESSMENT.

        Audiobook. A book read aloud and recorded for distribution on cassettes, CDs, or digitally.

        Audit. The systematic evaluation of procedures, operations, and cash records to establish whether they conform to established financial criteria.

        Authentication. A process by which a computer system verifies the identity of a user accessing the system or source of communication. Some common methods of authentication are passwords and user IDs, internet protocol (IP) addresses, and public keys and digital certificates. In security systems, authentication is distinct from authorization. Authentication confirms that the individual is who he or she claims to be but does not address authorization.

        Authorization. A process that gives or denies an individual access rights to an online resource based on his or her identity, which often is matched against a directory with various profiles granting various types of access. Most computer security systems are based on a two-step process: authentication, followed by authorization.

        Authorized signature. The signature of a person with authority and power to represent and legally bind a party to a written agreement.

        Authorized use. (1) The specific product use rights and capabilities authorized under the terms of the license; may also be referred to as “Permitted use.” (2) Use of copyrighted material in a way permitted by work’s rights holder.

        Authorized user. A person or entity authorized by the licensor to access and use an electronic product or service under the terms of the license. See also UNAUTHORIZED USER.

        Back file or back run. Issues of a periodical that precede the current issue.

        Backlist. A publisher’s list of older but still available books.

        Balanced scorecard. A performance metric used in strategic planning and management to monitor and improve various internal functions and their resulting external outcomes. The balanced scorecard attempts to measure and provide feedback to organizations to assist implementation of strategies and objectives; it is also used to report progress to stakeholders.

        Banned book. A book that has been prohibited or suppressed by a governing or religious authority because its content is considered objectionable or dangerous (or both), usually for moral, political, or cultural reasons. See also CENSORSHIP, INTELLECTUAL FREEDOM.

        Benchmarking. Comparing performances metrics to an external standard, a peer or group of peers, a library’s past performance, or a predetermined target.

        Bibliographer. (1) A subject specialist in a large library, whose primary or sole responsibility is selecting and managing a collection. (2) One who conducts research about books.

        Bibliographic utility. An online service that provides a shared database of cataloging records created by member libraries. The database may be used for copy cataloging, interlibrary loan, selection, and bibliographic verification.

        Bibliometrics. The statistical methods that study bibliographic data, particularly that of scholarly literature. See also CITATION ANALYSIS.

        Big Deal. A publisher’s license agreement, often multi-year, that provides access to all or a substantial portion of titles from a single publisher at a cost less than the sum of the titles purchased individually. Usually, libraries have limited ability to select titles, and cancelling titles before the end of the contract period results in financial penalties.

        Blanket order. An order placed with a publisher, vendor, or distributor to supply automatically all publications that match a profile. Blanket orders can be for a single publisher’s series, all publications of an individual publisher, or all materials of a particular type or subject. Most blanket orders do not allow returns.

        Book distributor. See VENDOR.

        Bookseller. A person or company in the business of selling new or used books and related materials to the retail trade. See also DEALER, VENDOR.

        Born digital. Materials that originate in digital form.

        Brand. (1) The cumulative perceptions about an organization, company, or product. (2) A name, term, sign, symbol, or design used to identify a company, product, or service.

        Breach. Failure to perform an obligation set forth in a contract.

        Brittleness. Fragility of paper due to acid-caused deterioration. The standard test for brittleness in paper is whether a corner can withstand folding in each direction twice.

        Budget. (1) A plan for the use of money available during a fiscal year, reflecting allocations, expected revenues, and projected expenditures. (2) A document reporting the total amount of funds available to meet an organization’s projected expenditures over a fixed period of time. This budget document shows the amounts allocated to fund lines as well as fund balances and encumbrances brought forward from the previous year. See also MATERIALS BUDGET.

        Cancellation. The termination of a subscription, standing order, or firm order.

        Capital budget. A plan to finance long-term outlays, for example, fixed assets like facilities and equipment.

        Cash accounting system. A method of bookkeeping that records transactions when a cash exchange has taken place, that is, when an account is paid, not when an expense is incurred.

        Censorship. Suppression or prohibition of the production, distribution, circulation, or display of a work on grounds that it contains objectionable or dangerous material. Censored materials may be deemed objectionable on moral, political, military, or other grounds. See also BANNED BOOK.

        Challenge. A request made by an individual or group that a book or other library material should be removed from the library.

        Circulation analysis. Examination of statistics compiled on the circulation of library materials, usually broken down by classification, material type, category of borrower, time of year, and so on, to determine patterns of usage.

        Citation analysis. A bibliometric technique that examines the works cited in publications to determine frequency and patterns of use. Two methods are counting the number of times a journal title appears in footnotes and bibliographies, and counting the number of times a title is cited by local faculty.

        Clapp-Jordan formula. A method developed by Verner W. Clapp and Robert T. Jordan to calculate the total number of volumes required for minimum-level collection adequacy in an academic library.

        Classed analysis. A format for collection analysis that describes the collection and, perhaps, current collecting levels and desired future collecting levels in abbreviated language and numerical codes, according to a classification scheme.

        Client-centered. See USER-CENTERED.

        Closed stack. A shelving area in a library to which only library staff members have access. Also called closed shelves and closed access.

        COLLABORATIVE COLLECTION DEVELOPMENT. Long-term commitment among libraries sharing a common mission to develop and manage collections together; more durable and pervasive than cooperative collection development.

        Collection. A group of materials assembled by a library or individual. A library collection consists of both physical items held by the library and digital resources (local and online) selected and organized by the library and accessed by library users and staff members.

        Collection assessment. Systematic quantitative and qualitative measurement of the degree to which a library’s collections meet the library’s goals and objectives and the needs of its users. See also COLLECTION EVALUATION.

        Collection-centered analysis. An analysis method that focuses on the collection itself, not on its users.

        Collection condition survey. A detailed survey of the physical nature and condition of a collection.

        Collection development. Originally denoted activities involved in developing a library collection in response to institutional priorities and user needs and interests—that is, the selection of materials to build a collection. Collection development was understood to cover several activities related to the development of library collections, including selection, determination and coordination of policies, needs assessment, collection use studies, collection analysis, budget management, community and user outreach and liaison, and planning for resource sharing. Now often used interchangeably with or in combination with collection management.

        Collection development officer (CDO). The individual within a library charged with managing or overseeing collections-related activities. This person may also have an organizational title such as assistant university librarian for collection development, assistant librarian for collections, or collections coordinator.

        Collection development policy, collection development and management policy, or collection policy. A formal written statement of the principles guiding a library’s selection of books and other materials, including the criteria used in selection, deselection, and acceptance of gifts. It also may address intellectual freedom, future goals, and special areas of attention.

        Collection evaluation. Systematic consideration of a collection to determine its intrinsic merit. Evaluation seeks to examine or describe collections either in their own terms or in relation to other collections and checking mechanisms (lists, standards, etc.). See also COLLECTION ASSESSMENT.

        Collection management. Proposed in the 1980s as a term under which collection development was to be subsumed. In this construct, collection management includes collection development and an expanded suite of decisions about withdrawal, transfer, cancelling subscriptions, storage, and preservation. Collection development and collection management tend to be used synonymously or in tandem.

        Collection mapping. A technique for graphically representing the strengths and weaknesses of a library collection used primarily in school library media centers. The categories of the collection map usually are based on the curricular needs of the school.

        Collection profile. A statistical picture of a collection at one point in time.

        Collective collection. The aggregate collection of distinct materials held across the collections of a group of institutions, which may be within a consortium, within a region, or at the national level.

        Common good. A specific good that is shared and beneficial for all (or most) members of a given community. See also PUBLIC GOOD.

        Compact shelving, also compact storage. A storage area for lesser-used materials employing stacks that either are designed with narrower aisles and higher-than-normal shelves or are mobile and can be compacted by moving together. Compact storage accommodates more materials than conventional stack arrangements. See also HIGH-DENSITY SHELVING.

        Conservation. Noninvasive physical or chemical methods employed to ensure the survival of manuscripts, books, and other documents. See also PRESERVATION, RESTORATION.

        Conservator. A specialist with advanced training in the arts and sciences related to the theoretical and practical aspects of conservation who is able to prescribe and undertake various physical and chemical procedures and techniques to ensure the preservation of materials.

        Consideration pool. All the books available for potential purchase within a library’s patron-driven acquisition program.

        Consortium. Two or more libraries that have formally agreed to coordinate, consolidate, or cooperate in certain functions. Consortia may be formed on the basis of geography, function, type, or subject.

        Conspectus. A comprehensive collection survey instrument, first developed by the Research Libraries Group, to record existing collection strengths, current collecting intensities, and intended future intensities. It is arranged by subject, classification, or a combination of these two and contains standardized codes for languages of materials collected and for collection or collecting levels.

        Content provider. A supplier—generally a publisher, aggregator, or full-text host—that offers content for sale or lease to libraries.

        Contingency fund. An amount set aside (usually at the beginning of the allocation process) in a budget to cover unexpected or unplanned expenditures and emergencies.

        Contingency planning. The process of preparing a plan of action to be put into effect when prior arrangements becomes impossible or certain predetermined conditions arise.

        Continuation order. See STANDING ORDER.

        Contract. A voluntary, formal, legally binding agreement between two or more parties; the writing (including any appendixes, amendments, or exhibits) that details the terms and conditions of a formal, legally binding agreement between two or more parties. See also AGREEMENT, LICENSE.

        Cooperative collection development. Sharing responsibilities among two or more libraries for the processes of acquiring materials, developing collections, and managing the growth and maintenance of collections in a user- and cost-beneficial way.

        Copyright. A legal regime that grants for a limited time exclusive rights to authors of original, creative works that are fixed in a tangible medium of expression and provides exceptions to those exclusive rights under certain circumstances. Copyright gives the author, the author’s employer, or anyone to whom the author transfers his or her rights the legal ability to control who may copy, adapt, distribute, publicly perform, or publicly display his or her work, subject to certain legal exceptions. In the United States, the current federal law is the Copyright Act of 1976, which is codified at Title 17 of the United States Code (17 U.S.C. §101, et seq.). See also FAIR USE.

        Core collection. (1) A collection intended to meet the basic information needs of a library’s primary user group. (2) A collection that represents the intellectual nucleus of a discipline.

        Course pack. Copies of materials that an instructor assembles for student use.

        Cure period. The time which a party to a contract has to fix a contractual breach.

        Curriculum mapping. The process of documenting by teacher, grade, and class what is taught over an academic year; the structured overview usually contains a time line, content, units or broad activities, and perhaps applicable standards and benchmarks.

        Customer service representative. The employee of a publisher, vendor, subscription agent, aggregator, or other supplier of content and services who is responsible for solving problems and meeting needs on a day-to-day basis. See also SALES REPRESENTATIVE.

        Dark archive. A repository that protects digital content as a fail safe measure and that is to be used only if the content is not available elsewhere. See also DIM ARCHIVE, LIGHT ARCHIVE.

        Database. (1) A large store of digitized information, consisting of records of uniform format organized for ease and speed of search and retrieval and managed by a database management system. (2) In libraries, usually used to refer to a set of records that provide bibliographic information from indexes and abstracts, which may or may not include full-text articles associated with the bibliographic information.

        Data logger. An electronic device that measures environmental factors, such as temperature and humidity, in a format that can be downloaded to a computer.

        Data mining. The process of using database applications to identify previously undetected patterns and relationships within an existing set of data. See also TEXT MINING.

        Deaccession. See WITHDRAWAL.

        Deacidification. Processes that chemically reduce the acid content of paper to a pH of 7.0 (neutral) or higher. Deacidification also may deposit an alkaline buffer intended to neutralize any acids that develop in the future.

        Deacquisition. See WITHDRAWAL.

        Dealer. An individual or commercial company in the business of buying and selling new, used, and rare books for resale to libraries, collectors, and other booksellers. See also BOOKSELLER, VENDOR.

        Deed of gift. A signed document stating the terms of agreement under which legal title to property, such as a gift to a library or archives, is transferred, voluntarily and without remuneration, by the donor to the recipient institution, with or without conditions.

        Demand-driven acquisition. See PATRON-DRIVEN ACQUISITIONS.

        Democratic planning. A cyclic planning process in which all units are requested to formulate their plans for program development on a regular schedule. The source of ideas rests with individuals and individual units; these ideas are assembled into a coherent plan for the larger organization.

        Deposit account. A fund managed by a content provider into which the library deposits money and against which the library draws during the year rather than pay individual invoices as they are issued.

        Depository library. (1) A US library legally designated to receive, without charge, all or a portion of the government documents provided by the US Government Printing Office and other federal agencies to the Superintendent of Documents for distribution under the Federal Depository Library Program. (2) A library legally designated to receive without charge all or a selected portion of publications from an international governmental organization, foreign government agency, or US state.

        Deselection. Usually applied to the process of identifying materials for withdrawal or subscriptions for cancellation. See also WITHDRAWAL.

        Desiderata file. A list of materials needed and wanted by a library, to be purchased when money is available or when the item is located.

        Differential pricing. (1) The practice of charging different rates based on the geographic location of the customer library and the number of users, or both. (2) The practice of charging different rates to institutions and individuals.

        Digital object. A data structure whose principal components are digital material, plus a unique identifier for this material.

        Digital repository. A library or archive where digital content is stored and made accessible to a user community. Digital repositories may be open to all or require authentication. See also DISCIPLINARY REPOSITORY, INSTITUTIONAL REPOSITORY.

        Digital rights management (DRM). Access control technologies used by hardware manufacturers, publishers, copyright holders, and individuals designed to distribute and control the rights to intellectual property created or reproduced in digital form for distribution online or via other digital media, in conjunction with corresponding law, policy, and business models. DRM systems typically use data encryption, digital watermarks, user plug-ins, and other methods to prevent content from being redistributed. DRM is intended to control access to, track, and limit use of digital works.

        Digitization. The process of converting analog materials to digital format.

        Dim archive. (1) A repository that is inaccessible to the public, but easily accessible if requested. (2) A repository that has both accessible materials and materials to which access is restricted. See also DARK ARCHIVE, LIGHT ARCHIVE.

        Direct order. An order placed with a publisher instead of with a vendor or other supplier.

        Disaster preparedness plan or disaster response plan. Procedures prepared in advance by a library to deal with an unexpected occurrence (flood, fire, earthquake, building failure, etc.) that has the potential to cause injury to personnel or damage to equipment, collections, and facilities. See also CONTINGENCY PLANNING.

        Disciplinary repository. A digital repository hosting the research output of a field or discipline. See also INSTITUTIONAL REPOSITORY.

        Disclaimer. A statement denying responsibility for a particular action.

        Discovery records. MARC records for titles available for patron-driven acquisition; sometimes called discovery pool or consideration pool.

        Discretionary purchase. An individual order for an item or items placed by a library that is outside of any existing approval plan, blanket order plan, serial subscription, or other nondiscretionary purchase. See also FIRM ORDER.

        Document delivery. The provision of published or unpublished documents in hard copy, microform, or digital format. In most libraries, document delivery service is provided by the interlibrary loan office on a cost-recovery basis. The patron may be required to pick up printed material at the library, but more commonly, electronic full-text is forwarded by the library to the patron via e-mail. Commercial document delivery services charge a fee to provide libraries or individuals with the requested item. The commercial service usually manages payments to publishers for copying rights.

        E-book (electronic book). A digital object specifically designed to be accessible online and read on either a handheld device or personal computer.

        E-book platform. The interface used by publishers and aggregators through which users read and manipulate e-books.

        E-book reader, also e-book device, e-reader. A handheld electronic device designed primarily for the purpose of downloading and reading e-books and e-periodicals.

        EDI. See ELECTRONIC DATA INTERCHANGE.

        Eigenfactor. A technique for assessing the significance or influence of an article by using an iterative ranking scheme to weight top journals more heavily.

        E-journal. An electronic journal; periodical literature that is made available as an individual title via an electronic medium.

        Electronic data interchange (EDI). A standards-based computer-to-computer exchange of business information (purchase orders, invoices, claims, etc.) without human intervention; often used in the library environment to facilitate ordering and invoicing using the internet and a library’s integrated library system.

        Electronic resources management (ERM) system. An automated system that tracks a library’s e-content and manages details involved with its acquisition, including subscription and licensing, usage, cost, access tracking, and data gathering.

        Embargo. A limitation on access to a resource, placed by the publisher on distributors of the publisher’s data, usually to prevent the cancellation of individual subscriptions. For example, a publisher’s own website provides current issues of their e-publications, but an aggregator’s website provides only issues older than one year. The length of the embargo varies by publisher and is called a moving wall.

        Emergency plan. See CONTINGENCY PLANNING, DISASTER PREPAREDNESS PLAN.

        Encumbrance. A recorded commitment of monies for an anticipated purchase. At the end of a fiscal year an encumbrance is carried forward into the next fiscal year as an outstanding commitment.

        End user. An authorized individual or organization that accesses digital information for their own use.

        Endowment. A permanent fund consisting of gifts and bequests invested to earn interest. The interest can be spent, sometimes for purposes specified by the donors, leaving the principal intact to generate further income.

        En mass or en bloc. Collected at one time or through a single purchase decision.

        Entrepreneurial planning. A laissez-faire, individual approach to planning that relies on individuals coming forward whenever they have an idea for altering or expanding programs. Sometimes called opportunistic planning.

        Environmental scanning. A method used to gather information and enhance understanding of an organization’s environment and constituents. Its purpose is to detect, monitor, and analyze trends and issues in the environment, both internal and external, in which the organization operates.

        Ephemera. Materials of everyday life not normally retained because they are perceived to have little or no permanent value. Pamphlets, leaflets, fliers, performance programs, and comic books often are considered ephemera. Sometimes called fugitive material. See also GRAY LITERATURE.

        Ethics. Principles of conduct or standards of behavior governing an individual or profession. These standards may be legal, moral, personal, or institutional.

        Evaluation. See COLLECTION EVALUATION.

        Evidence-based acquisition (EBA). A patron-driven acquisition model in which libraries negotiate with a vendor or publisher to provide access to a pool of e-books in exchange for an agreement to purchase books valued at a set amount at the end of the program (typically after one year). When that time is up, librarians make purchasing decisions based on evidence of use. Libraries normally pay an upfront fee that is less than the cost of the full collection of titles.

        Exchange program. An arrangement in which a library sends its own publications or those of its parent organization to another library and receives in return publications from the other library, or sends duplicate copies to another library and receives another library’s duplicate materials in return.

        Expenditure. A payment made during the current fiscal period.

        Fair use. A legal doctrine, codified in Section 107 of the 1987 US Copyright Act, that permits unauthorized use of copyrighted work for education, scholarship, teaching, news reporting, commentary, and research purposes. See also INFRINGEMENT.

        Farmington Plan. A federally funded program (1948–1972) intended to ensure that at least one copy of every book important for research, regardless of place of publication, is available in at least one US library.

        Federal Depository Library Program (FDLP). A program established by the US Congress to coordinate federal depository libraries and to provide US government publications to these libraries.

        Firm order. A purchase order for an item submitted to a publisher or vendor. Money is encumbered for these orders, and the materials cannot normally be returned unless defective or damaged. Firm orders normally are placed for materials requested by the individual selectors. See also DISCRETIONARY PURCHASE.

        First sale doctrine. An exception to copyright that generally allows any person or entity who purchases an authorized, legal copy of a protected item to resell, lend, or give away that item. The first sale doctrine, which the Copyright Act of 1976 codifies in Section 109(a) (17 U.S.C. §109(a)), is a recognized exception to the copyright owner’s exclusive right to distribute protected works under Section 106(3) (17 U.S.C. §106(3)).

        Fiscal year. A budget or accounting twelve-month cycle.

        Fixed asset. Item with a determined and continuing value owned by the organization.

        Focus group. A technique for gathering opinions and perspective on a specific topic. A small group of people with common interests or characteristics is led by a moderator who asks questions and facilitates group interaction on the topic being investigated.

        Force majeure. A contract clause that excuses a party from liability if an unforeseen event beyond the control of the party prevents it from performing its contractual obligations.

        Free balance. Money available for purchasing. The free balance is the allocation minus payments made and any encumbrances.

        Fugitive material. See EPHEMERA.

        Fund accounting. A process of dividing an organization’s budget into categories, usually according to proscribed regulations, restrictions, and limitations, used primarily by nonprofit or government organizations. In fund accounting, a fund is a self-balancing set of accounts, segregated for specific purposes.

        Fund balance. The amount remaining in a fund that is the difference between assets (allocations or revenue or both) and liabilities (expenses and encumbrances). For most funds, a fund balance is available for additional allocation or spending.

        Fund or fund line. A self-balancing account in a budget with monies set aside for a specific purpose.

        Gift-in-kind. Charitable donation consisting of gifts, services, or property, but not cash or stocks.

        Graphic novel. A book-length illustrated publication; a graphic novel can be fiction or nonfiction.

        Gray literature. Works such as reports, internal documents, dissertations and theses, and conference proceedings not usually available through regular market channels because they were never commercially published, listed, or priced. See also EPHEMERA.

        Grey literature. See GRAY LITERATURE.

        High-density shelving. Warehouse-style shelving in which materials are shelved by size to maximize storage efficiency. See also COMPACT SHELVING.

        Historical budgeting. See INCREMENTAL BUDGETING.

        Holdings. The entire collection of materials owned by a library or library system, usually listed in a catalog.

        Impact factor. A quantitative tool for determining the importance of a journal in a subject field. Impact factor measures the number of citations received by articles in a particular journal within a given time period divided by the total number of articles published in that journal during that time period. Impact factor is often used as a proxy for journal quality.

        Incentive planning. A planning model that views the organization in economic terms and has an incentive structure that rewards particular types of activities. Incentives are frequently financial—increased budget allocations or the opportunity to retain funds generated through various activities or operations. Also called responsibility-centered management.

        Incremental budgeting. A process by which historical allocations are added to or subtracted from a standard amount or percentage.

        Indemnity. One party’s agreement to insure, shield, or otherwise defend another party against any claims by third parties resulting from performance under the agreement or breach of the agreement. It can, for example, provide for financial compensation should the warranties made in the contract prove false.

        Infringement. A violation of law, contract, or right; unauthorized use of materials protected by copyright, patent, or trademark law, or contract.

        Input. Resource (money, staff, collections) that provides a service or program.

        Institutional repository. A library housing the digital objects created at a specific institution, intended for the purposes of collection, access, and preservation. See also DISCIPLINARY REPOSITORY.

        Integrated library system (ILS). A group of automated library subsystems working together and communicating within the same set or system of software to control such activities as circulation, cataloging, acquisitions, and serial control.

        Integrating resource. A resource that is added to or changed by means of updates that do not remain discrete but are integrated into the whole.

        Intellectual freedom. The right granted in the First Amendment to the US Constitution that permits a person to read or express views that may be unpopular or offensive to some people, within certain limitations. See also BANNED BOOK, CENSORSHIP.

        Intellectual property. Products of the human mind, creativity, and intelligence that are entitled to the legal status of personal property, especially works protected by copyright, patent, and registered trademarks.

        Interface. The point or process that serves as an intermediary between two components of a data processing system, for example, the screen display that functions as intermediary between a software program and its human users.

        Interlibrary loan, also interlibrary lending (ILL). Transaction in which one library requests and another library lends an item from its collections (a returnable) or furnishes a copy, either paper or digital, of the item (a nonreturnable) to another library.

        Interoperability. The condition achieved when two or more technical systems can exchange information directly.

        Inventory profiling. See CONSPECTUS.

        IP address. IP, or Internet Protocol, represents the physical address of a computer attached to a network governed by the TCP/IP protocol. Publishers require libraries’ IP addresses to set up access to online content via IP authentication.

        Jobber. See DEALER.

        Journal. A serial that disseminates original research and commentary on current developments within a specific subject area, discipline, or field of study. Librarians distinguish between journals and magazines, but publishers and users often use the terms interchangeably; for example, Ladies Home Journal is considered a magazine by librarians. See also PERIODICAL.

        Knowledge base. A centralized repository for information; in library information technology, a machine-readable resource for the dissemination of information about content a library owns or has the rights to access. An OpenURL link resolver depends on the completeness and quality of data in the knowledge base to determine if an item (article, book, etc.) is available electronically to the library’s users.

        Lease. A contract by which one party grants access to or the use of real estate, equipment, or a resource for a specified term and for a specified amount to another party.

        Liability. Legal responsibility for an act or failure to act. A limit of liability contractual clause sets out how much and what kind of damages will be paid for remedies. Many libraries have policies that forbid them from indemnifying licensors or holding them harmless to other parties.

        Liaison. (1) Communication for establishing and maintaining mutual understanding and cooperation. (2) Librarians charged with liaison responsibilities. See also OUTREACH.

        LibQUAL+. An online survey instrument within a suite of services that all types of libraries can use to solicit, track, understand, and act upon users’ perceptions of library service quality.

        Library binding. An especially strong and durable binding, usually conforming to the American National Standards Institute standard for library binding.

        Library network. A mechanism that links libraries through shared bibliographic utilities or other formal arrangements.

        Library survey. A written or oral question-and-answer instrument designed to elicit feedback from library users.

        License. A contract or portion of a contract that explicitly defines the rights to use a product or service that the licensor is granting to the licensee. A license to use digital information gives a licensee permission to access and use the information under the terms and conditions described in the agreement between the licensor and the licensee, usually in exchange for compensation. Also called a licensing agreement.

        Licensee. The party to a contract receiving permission or the rights to access or use an electronic resource.

        Licensor. The party to a contract granting permission or the rights to use or access an electronic resource. If a licensor is representing the interests of copyright owners in a license agreement, it must have the financial means and legal authority to provide the services to which the parties agreed under the license agreement.

        Light archive. A data storage site that can be accessed by authorized users. See also DARK ARCHIVE, DIM ARCHIVE.

        Line-item budget. A detailed financial plan or method of tracking allocation and expenditures by categories.

        Link resolver. Application software that uses the OpenURL standard to provide context-sensitive linking between a citation in a bibliographic database and the electronic full text of the resource cited (article, essay, conference paper, book, etc.) in an aggregator database or online from the publisher, taking into account which materials the user is authorized by subscription or licensing agreement to access.

        Machine-Readable Cataloging (MARC). An international standard digital format for the description of bibliographic items developed by the Library of Congress to facilitate dissemination of catalog records.

        Macro-selection. Adding large quantities of materials to the library or access to numerous resources through a single decision. See also MICRO-SELECTION.

        Magazine. A popular-interest serial usually containing articles on a variety of topics, written by various authors in a nonscholarly style. See also JOURNAL, PERIODICAL.

        Marketing. An umbrella term describing several activities: understanding an entity’s market (in the case of a library, its present and future users), planning how best to serve that market, implementing the plan, and assessing its effectiveness.

        Market segmentation. Dividing a market into distinct groups of buyers on the basis of needs, characteristics, or behaviors that might require separate products or marketing mixes.

        Mass digitization. The scanning of print texts or images to digital format on a very large scale with user-operated equipment capable of scanning hundreds of pages per hour.

        Master planning. Top-down planning that begins in the administrative offices of an organization.

        Materials budget. The portion of a library’s budget allocated for the purchase of books, media, serials, and other information resources. Some libraries include electronic resources, postage and service charges associated with acquiring materials, and conservation and preservation in the materials budget; others make separate allocations for these categories. Also may be called the acquisition budget, access budget, or collections budget.

        Memorandum of Agreement (MOA). A formal, written agreement that sets out the ground rules of a cooperative effort for parties wishing to work together on a project or to achieve an agreed-upon objective. MOAs are usually used by public bodies and government agencies and are less formal that a contract but still bind the parties in case of legal dispute. Also called a cooperative agreement.

        Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). A formal agreement among two or more parties that outlines the responsibilities of each party. MOUs are not legally binding, but are more formal than a verbal agreement. MOUs do not normally involve transfer of funds.

        Mending. Minor restoration of a book’s condition that does not require replacement of material or removal of the bound sections from the cover. See also REBINDING, REPAIRING.

        Metadata. Literally, data about data. Structured data that describe the attributes of a resource, characterize its relationships, and support its discovery, management, and effective use in an electronic environment. MARC records are metadata.

        Micro-selection. Selecting titles to acquire or to which a library will provide access individually, one title at a time. See also MACRO-SELECTION.

        Migration. Transferring digital resources from one hardware or software configuration to another or from one generation of computer technology to another.

        Monograph. Any nonserial publication, either complete in one volume or intended to be completed in a finite number of successive parts issued at regular or irregular intervals, consisting of a single work or collection of works.

        Monographic series. A group of individual monographs that have a collective title applying to the group as a whole. Monographic series may be numbered or unnumbered; publication is expected to continue indefinitely.

        Monographic set. A multipart title with a predetermined last volume; the date of the last volume may or may not be specified. Examples include encyclopedias and collected letters of historical or literary figures.

        Multimedia. A combination of two or more digital media (text, graphics, audio, animation, video, etc.) used in a computer application or data file.

        Multiple-user model. An e-book license that allows more than one person to have access to an e-book at the same time.

        Multiplier. In consortial patron-driven acquisition programs, the number applied to the purchase price of a book to determine how much the consortium will pay for shared access once use triggers purchase.

        Narrative collection policy. A prose-based collection policy.

        Needs analysis, also needs assessment. A systematic process that gathers information about a user community and then analyzes that data for planning.

        Negotiation. The process of submissions, considerations, and reviews of offers between two or more parties that occurs until the licensee and licensor agree on terms and conditions (thereby codifying the agreement in a contract), or until the parties mutually agree to end this process without agreement.

        Nondisclosure agreement. A contract or contract provision that contains a party’s promise to treat certain information as confidential.

        Nondiscretionary purchase. Any purchase that happens automatically. Examples are serial subscriptions, approval plans, and blanket orders. Nondiscretionary purchases imply a continuing annual commitment against the acquisitions budget.

        Obscenity. Speech, writing, or artistic expression that appeals to prurient interests with no artistic, literary, or scientific purpose. The courts have had difficulty developing a legal definition of obscenity because of differences in what people find offensive. See also PORNOGRAPHY.

        Open access (OA). (1) Condition in which scholarly content is made available to users via the internet without charge and free of needless copyright and licensing restrictions. (2) The social-technical movement to promote this condition.

        Open Archives Initiative Protocol for Metadata Harvesting (OAI-PMH). A protocol defined by the Open Archives Initiative that provides a method for content providers to make records of their items available for harvesting by service providers.

        Open education resources (OER). Openly licensed teaching and learning materials in any medium that may be used without charge. OER materials may be full courses, lesson plans, modules, lectures, course materials, textbooks, software, streaming video, etc.

        OpenURL. A framework and format for communicating bibliographic information between applications over the internet. The information provider assigns an OpenURL to an internet resource instead of a traditional URL. When the user clicks on a link to the resource, the OpenURL is sent to a link resolver that resolves the OpenURL to an electronic copy of the resource appropriate for the user (and potentially to a set of services associated with the resource).

        Operating budget. A budget allocated to meet the ongoing expenses incurred in running a library or library system.

        Opportunity cost. In economics, the value of the best alternative forgone, in a situation in which a choice needs to be made between several mutually exclusive alternatives given limited resources. Assuming the best choice is made, it is the cost incurred by not enjoying the benefit that would be had by taking the second-best choice available.

        Order record. A record that includes information such as price, vendor, and invoice concerning the acquisition of an item.

        Orphan work. An original work still protected by its term of copyright for which the rights holder cannot be found by someone who wants to use the work and is seeking permission to do so.

        Outcome. Benefit to the user or user community as a result of a library’s inputs and outputs, that is, the ways in which library users are changed as a result of contact with a library’s resources and programs.

        Out of print (OP). No longer obtainable from the publisher, which has no more copies in stock and does not plan another printing.

        Output. Result from the library’s inputs that can be measured quantitatively (numbers of books circulated).

        Outreach. (1) A program that encourages the community to use library collections and services. (2) The act of reaching out or extending services beyond current or usual limits. See also LIAISON.

        Outsourcing. The contracting of library services formerly performed in-house to an external party. Examples of outsourcing are conservation and preservation (particularly binding and reformatting), purchasing catalog records in machine-readable form, purchasing cataloging for foreign-language materials, and acquisitions plans (approval plans, blanket orders, subscription agents, etc.).

        Patron-driven acquisitions. A book-purchasing model in which selection decisions are based on input from library patrons. MARC records for books, often matching a profile determined by the library, are loaded into the library’s catalog. Once a specific book has been discovered and viewed by a predetermined number of patrons, it is automatically purchased for the collection. Also called demand-driven acquisitions, patron-initiated purchasing, and books-on-demand.

        Pay-per-view. A per-transaction method of purchasing access to material at the point of use. This is the common means by which readers obtain an individual article or chapter of a book if they or their organization do not have a subscription to the resource or own the book containing the desired content. This service is provided to individuals and libraries by publishers and full-text hosts.

        Peer review. (1) The process in which experts critically evaluate the work of an author prior to publication. (2) The process in which the job performance and professional contributions of a librarian or other library staff member are reviewed and evaluated by the individual’s colleagues, who make recommendations about contract renewal, promotion, and tenure decisions.

        Periodical. A serial publication with its own distinctive title, which contains articles, editorials, reviews, columns, short stories, poems, or other short works written by more than one contributor, sequentially numbered, and issued more than once, generally at regular intervals of less than a year. Content is controlled by an editor or editorial board. Includes magazines, journals, and newsletters.

        Perpetual access rights. Contractual rights granted to the licensee to access an e-resource after the termination or expiration of a license.

        PESTLE. A technique for categorizing information gathered in an environmental scan as political, economic, social, technological, legal, or environmental in nature to inform planning.

        Pittsburgh Study. A major study of the usage of library materials, conducted at the University of Pittsburgh by Allen Kent during the 1970s. It reported that approximately 40 percent of the materials purchased never circulated.

        Platform. The operating system or interface through which users access e-content.

        Pornography. Works of no artistic value in which sexuality is depicted with the conscious intention to arouse sexual desire. See also OBSCENITY.

        Postprint. Any version of an article approved by peer review, regardless of whether it has been published.

        Preprint. Any version of an article prior to peer review.

        Preservation. A broad range of activities intended to prevent, retard, or stop deterioration of materials or to retain the intellectual content of materials no longer physically intact. See also CONSERVATION.

        Preservation needs assessment. Analysis of the condition of a library collection and the environmental conditions in which it is housed to determine what preservation treatments are needed.

        Price index. A method of calculating and describing the inflation rate. It shows the effects of price change on a fixed group of items over a period of time.

        Privacy. In a library, the right of an individual (or group) to protect information about personal and professional life from disclosure and to remain free from surveillance except as authorized under law.

        Profile. (1) A set of criteria prepared by a library for a publisher, supplier, or agent that supplies materials to the library on an approval plan or via notifications of new publications; through a blanket order, or provide a consideration pool for patron-driven acquisition. The profile usually describes subject areas, levels of specialization and/or difficulty, languages, series, formats, price ranges, and so on. (2) A demographic study of the community served by a library or library system that measures economic, social, and educational variables.

        Programmatic or program budgeting. A budget in which categories of funding relate to organizational goals or programs.

        Provider. Individual or entity that provides access to information and delivery of services; includes traditional print and electronic scholarly publishers, trade publishers, information aggregators, vendors, and other electronic-only information disseminators.

        Proxy server. An application program or a computer system that operates between a client and server on a computer network, usually installed as a firewall to provide security, for example, by checking authentication or validating user requests.

        Public domain. In copyright law, the total absence of copyright protection for a creative work (an article, book, painting, photograph, movie, poem, musical composition, or computer program). Works enter the public domain through either deliberate surrendering of the copyright by the creator of the work or the expiration of the copyright at the end of some legally stipulated period of time.

        Public good. In economics, a good that is nonrivalrous and nonexcludable, that is, consumption of the good by one individual does not reduce the amount of the good available for consumption by others, and no one can be effectively excluded from using that good. See also COMMON GOOD.

        Purchase-on-demand. A book purchase resulting from a patron’s interlibrary loan request.

        Purchase order (PO). An order placed by a library, authorizing a publisher, dealer, or vendor to deliver materials or services at a fixed price. A PO becomes a contract once it is accepted by the seller.

        Qualitative methods. Analytical techniques that measure perceived success or goodness.

        Quantitative methods. Analytical techniques that count things (volumes, circulation transactions, etc.).

        Rebinding. The complete rehabilitation of a book too worn for mending or repairing. Rebinding usually entails removing the case or cover, resewing the sections or regluing the text block, and applying a new cover.

        Recasing. The process of regluing a book that has come loose from its cover.

        Refresh. Copy digital information to a new storage medium without changing the data’s content or structure.

        Remedy. The resolutions or corrections available to a party that has been harmed by a breach of contract.

        Remote access. The access and use of digital content from a location other than where it is physically located or the primary site identified in a contract.

        Repairing. The partial rehabilitation of a worn book or other item, including restoration of the cover and reinforcement of the hinges or joints. More extensive than mending but less extensive than recasing or rebinding.

        Repository. A central place where data are stored and maintained; often used in place of digital repository.

        Reprint. A new printing of an existing edition, with no changes in the text except, in some cases, the correction of typographical errors.

        Request for proposal (RFP). A document listing the requirements for services along with the steps to be followed when submitting proposals to handle a library’s account(s). Typically, RFPs are issued for services provided by, for example, monographic vendors, subscription agents, binders, and integrated library systems. Most public agencies use an RFP process in awarding service contracts.

        Resource sharing. Sharing of resources among a group of libraries. Resource sharing traditionally has referred to the sharing of materials through interlibrary loan.

        Restoration. Returning a book, document, or other archival material to a condition as close as possible to original. Restoration can include mending, repairing, rebinding, and deacidification. See also CONSERVATION, PRESERVATION.

        Retrospective selection. The process of selecting materials to fill gaps in the collection or to replace missing or damaged items.

        Return on investment (ROI). A method to quantify and demonstrate the benefits (the “return”) to the institution that a library contributes, compared to the monetary investment the institution makes in the library.

        Rights. Powers or privileges granted by a contract or law.

        Sales representative. An individual charged by a vendor, publisher, aggregator, or other content or service provider with selling products and services and with resolving general questions or concerns about the products or services already purchased. See also CUSTOMER SERVICE REPRESENTATIVE.

        Scenario planning. The process of developing scenarios that describe alternative futures and formulating plans or strategies for the library in those various futures.

        Schedule. An attachment to a contract, usually related to pricing, descriptive, and time information.

        Scholarly communication. The means by which individuals engaged in academic research and creative endeavors inform their peers, formally or informally, of the work they have accomplished. See also PEER REVIEW.

        Search engine. Software that searches a file, database, or network for a specific character string as input by the user.

        Selection. The process of deciding which materials should be added to a library collection.

        Selection criteria. The set of guidelines used by librarians in deciding whether an item should be added to the collection. See also COLLECTION DEVELOPMENT POLICY.

        Selector. One who selects materials for a library and, usually, makes decisions about collection management (what will be withdrawn, preserved, stored, transferred). See also BIBLIOGRAPHER, LIAISON, SUBJECT OR AREA SPECIALIST.

        Self-archiving. The practice of an author (or a publisher as part of the agreement with an author) depositing his or her work in free, open electronic archives or repositories, usually either disciplinary repositories or institutional repositories.

        Serial. A publication issued over a period of time, usually on a regular basis with some sort of numbering used to identify issues, without a foreseeable ending date. Serials may be popular magazines, scholarly journals, electronic journals, or annual reports. The term serial is often used interchangeably with the term periodical to reflect the periodic nature of its publication.

        Serials agent. See SUBSCRIPTION AGENT.

        Server. A computer that provides some service for other computers connected to it via a network. A file server provides storage and retrieval capabilities; a print server provides printing services via a remote printer; a communications server provides access to remote networks and databases.

        Service charge. A fee added by a vendor, agent, or dealer to orders for materials sold by the publisher at minimal or no discount or for special services provided in filling the order. Also refers to a fee charged by a subscription agent for filling orders for periodical subscriptions, usually 5 to 10 percent of the total annual amount paid by the library for subscriptions.

        Shared E-Resource Understanding (SERU). A recommended practice of the National Information Standards Organization that allows libraries and publishers to forego a license agreement and rely on a mutual understanding of widely accepted practices.

        Shelf-ready. An item supplied by a vendor and received ready to go to the stacks, usually in reference to books and similar materials. Shelf-ready items usually come already cataloged and processed (with spine labels, book plates, antitheft strips, etc.).

        Shibboleth. An open-source project that provides single sign-on capabilities and allows sites to make informed authorization decisions for individual access of protected online resources in a privacy-preserving manner.

        Short-term lease. A business model that allows the library to provide access to a title for a short time period.

        Signing authority, also signature authority. The authority to bind a party to, approve, or execute a contract on that party’s behalf. If someone signs a contract beyond his or her authority, that individual may be held personally liable for enforcing the contract or paying damages on the contract.

        Simultaneous use. The limit of access to or use of an electronic product based on the number of simultaneous users.

        Simultaneous users. The number of users who may access simultaneously a digital information resource.

        Single-user model. Access model in which only one user may use a digital title at a time, with the user’s access to that title expiring after a specified length of time.

        Site. As used in a license, a physical location affiliated with the licensee where the licensee may permit access to digital information to authorized users.

        Site license. A license granting official permission from the producer or vendor of an e-resource to use it, under specified conditions, on all the computers located at a specific location, a specific IP (internet protocol) address, or a range of IP addresses.

        Small press. A small independent publisher.

        Social media. Mobile and web-based technologies used to create interactive platforms through which individuals and communities share, co-create, discuss, and modify user-generated content.

        Social networking. A process through which people with shared interests link to each other via websites and other online tools.

        Sole source justification. A document that affirms that only one source exists or that only a single supplier can fulfill a requirement, and that allows entering into a purchase agreement without a competitive process.

        Standardized Usage Harvesting Initiative (SUSHI). A National Information Standards Organization standard that defines an automated request-and-response model for the harvest of e-resource usage data utilizing a web services framework.

        Standing order. An order placed by a library with an agent or publisher to supply automatically, until further notice, each succeeding issue, volume, or part of a serial or series as published. Standing orders are billed as each volume is shipped and usually do not permit returns. Sometimes used synonymously with continuation order. See also APPROVAL PLAN.

        Storage. The transfer of less-used materials or rare, valuable, and fragile materials to areas with restricted access within a library building or to a remote facility. See also COMPACT SHELVING.

        Strategic planning. The systematic, broadly participative process by which an organization formulates policy objectives for future growth and development over a period of years. A strategic plan has an external focus and usually involves an environmental scan.

        Streaming video. Video content delivered to computer desktops via an internet connection.

        Subject or area specialist. A librarian responsible for selecting materials, managing a collection, and providing bibliographic instruction, reference services, and outreach to users in a specific academic discipline or field of study. See also BIBLIOGRAPHER, LIAISON, SELECTOR.

        Subscriber. The party to the agreement that is purchasing, leasing, or licensing a product or service; used in the context of an agreement, the subscriber may include all authorized users.

        Subscription. An agreement or arrangement through which a library (or individual) receives a periodical or the rights to access a remote e-resource for a designated period of time or number of issues upon paying a fee to the publisher, subscription agent, or vendor.

        Subscription agent. A company in the business of providing centralized subscription services to relieve libraries of the time-consuming task of dealing with publishers individually. Customers are required to pay a service charge, usually 5 to 10 percent of total annual subscription costs. Some subscription agents also provide access to bibliographic and full-text databases.

        Surrogate. A substitute for an original item. In preservation, a surrogate is usually made in another medium that is more durable.

        SWOT analysis. A technique for analyzing environmental factors in terms of strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats to inform planning.

        Term. (1) A period of time during which a contract is in effect. (2) A clause or agreement in a contract.

        Termination. The cancellation or ending of an agreement.

        Text mining. The process of deriving high-quality information from text. Information is typically derived by analyzing patterns and trends through means such as statistical pattern learning. See also DATA MINING.

        Transfer. Physically move library materials from one location in a library to another.

        Trial. A limited period during which a library may test a new electronic product or resource without paying a fee.

        Trigger. An action by a user that initiates a short-term loan charge or purchase. Contracts specify what constitutes a trigger, usually when a certain number of pages are viewed, printed, or downloaded.

        Trigger event. An occurrence that opens access to a digital archive of commercial content. Typical trigger events are when a publisher ceases operations and titles are no longer available from any other source, when a publisher ceases to publish and offer a title and it is not offered by another publisher or entity, when back issues are removed from a publisher’s offering and are not available elsewhere, and upon catastrophic failure of a publisher’s delivery platform for a sustained period of time.

        Trueswell’s 80/20 Rule. A circulation pattern, first reported by Richard W. Trueswell in the 1960s, in which 20 percent of a library’s collection accounts for 80 percent of its circulation.

        UNAUTHORIZED USER. Any person or entity that does not have permission to access or otherwise use the digital information that is the subject matter of an agreement. Also, any user that the license does not explicitly define as an authorized user.

        Unlimited user model. An e-book license that allows an unlimited number of simultaneous users.

        Unmediated borrowing. A process in which patrons directly place interlibrary loan requests for materials without staff mediation of intervention.

        Usability. The effectiveness, efficiency, and satisfaction with which users can achieve tasks using a particular electronic product.

        Use. A licensee’s right to operate the licensor’s program, software, website, or other electronic environment in order to access the digital information the licensee is leasing under an agreement. See also AUTHORIZED USE.

        User. (1) A person who uses library materials or services. (2) Any person or entity who interacts with licensed digital resources or puts these resources into service. In a contract, the term user, whether singular or plural, typically is synonymous with authorized user. See also AUTHORIZED USER, END USER, SIMULTANEOUS USERS, UNAUTHORIZED USER.

        User-centered. Type of assessment focused on how a collection is being used and how well it meets user needs.

        Utility. In economics, utility is a measure or expression of an individual’s expected or anticipated satisfaction.

        Vendor. A wholesale distributor through which the library obtains books, serials, other materials, or services, usually at a discount, instead of dealing directly with a publisher. Some vendors offer customized services such as continuation orders, approval plans, cataloging, and technical processing. Vendor is more common today and replaces the term jobber, which was more prevalent in the twentieth century. See also AGENT.

        Verification List. An extensive subject-based list of important monographs and serials against which a library’s holdings are checked to evaluate the quality of a collection.

        Waiver. The intentional or voluntary surrender of a known right or privilege.

        Weeding. The process of selecting items in a library collection for withdrawal or relocation to storage.

        Withdrawal. Removing an item from a library’s active collection and deleting the bibliographic record from the library’s catalog.

        Zero-based budgeting. A budgeting process in which all allocations start at zero and funding needs and requirements are estimated as if no previous allocation had been made.

        zine. A small-circulation, narrowly focused, often irregular, noncommercial magazine, newsletter, or newspaper, self-published by one person or a small group and usually not available by subscription.
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