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ABSTRACT 

Cooperative Library Resource Sharing Among Universities 
Supporting Graduate Study in Alabama 

A study of academic libraries in the State of Alabama by the Council 
of Librarians, an advisory Council to the Alabama Co11111ission on 
Higher Education, was completed in April 1982. The impetus for the 
study came from the Council of Graduate Deans, also an advisory 
Council to the Alabama Co11111ission on Higher Education, and was 
presented to that body at their Spring meeting, April 21 to 23, 1982. 

Cooperative Library Resource Sharing Among Universities Supporting 
Graduate Study in Alabama is a qualitative statement about one 
component of our postsecondary institutional resources and is based 
on the assumption that academic libraries represent a valid 
barometer of institutional excellence in progra11111atic development 
and research. 

This statewide study consists of five independent reports developed 
over a period of twelve months which collectively represent a 
comprehensive assessment of the academic libraries of sixteen 
postsecondary institutions, both public and private. In addition, 
the reports establish the foundation for continuing and expanding 
cooperative network activities. Included in the study are detailed 
analyses of collection development as well as staff and space 
adequacy according to commonly accepted standards and criteria; 
current status and trends in bibliographic and physical access; and 
a profile of Alabama's academic library computerization activities 
against the state-of-the-art in library computerization nationally. 
The reports also provide comparative analyses of the libraries 
against regional and national measures of excellence. 

The reco11111endations which emerge from the study culminate in a 
systematic plan for cooperative resource sharing among academic 
libraries supporting graduate education, a plan which, if only 
partially implemented, would serve to enrich substantially not only 
the existing system but other statewide multi-type library networks 
as well. The completion of the study is testimony to the climate 
and level of cooperative activity which currently exists among the 
State's academic librarians and reinforces the status of the council 
of Librarians as a mechanism of proven capability for future efforts. 
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PREFACE AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The findings and conclusions of the five reports contained 

in this study will not be too surprising to anyone with 

knowledge about the availability of state, federal, and private 

resources to fund properly the academic programs in the state 

of Alabama. However, the purpose of this study has been 

neither to profile the academic libraries supporting graduate 

education in the State as the most poorly supported component 

of the larger educational enterprise nor to attempt to gain 

attention by making invidious comparisons between allocations 

for libraries as oppos-ed to laboratories, capital improvements 

and expansion, and development of other academic programs. 

Rather the intent is to assist the State and the individual 

institutions in becoming aware of the larger choices which 

must be made for effective planning in higher education in 

the State, planning which must include a meaningful approach 

to quality. 

The central assumption of this study is that libraries 

are a significant barometer of the quality of graduate 

educational programs and research. Planning for quality 

education in the decade ahead must take into serious 

consideration the impact that the new federalism will have 

on support for libraries, the State funding priorities for 

education at all levels, and institutional programmatic 

development. It is foolish to believe that there will 
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be sufficient funding to erase immediately the current 

deficiencies of all libraries, even as it is equally absurd to 

believe that in light of the information explosion any library 

will be able to supply adequately all the resources needed for 

graduate education and research at the parent institution. It 

is imperative to point out that the citizens of the State, the 

students attending our institutions, and the administrators 

and faculties of the institutions who deliver graduate 

education can no longer be permitted the grand illusion of 

assuming that quality education can be offered within the 

walls of academe in Alabama with a paucity of supporting 

library resources. 

Data and analyses within this study clearly indicate that 

the institutions have already over-extended themselves in 

relation to available library resources. While institutional 

collections may not be inadequate in an absolute sense 

because some subject components may satisfactorily support 

specific graduate programs, they are clearly inadequate in 

terms of the total graduate programs which they are attempting 

to support. In short, the conclusions of this study indicate a 

need for libraries to tailor their efforts by strengthening the 

weakest parts of their collections. 

The study has attempted to develop recommendations 

for planning whereby the collective resources of the libraries 

may be utilized to enhance graduate education in the State. 



Nonetheless, the Council of Librarians cannot in good 

conscience advocate a system of networking which would do 

little more than share bibliographic poverty. 

At the very in i n i mum , th i s study i s a status report of 

current library adequacy and establishes the foun~ation for 

continued cooperative efforts. At the optimum, all recommen­

dations contained herein would receive ~ull funding, bringing 

the academic libraries to minimum levels of adequacy in areas 

discussed in this report. Alabana would become the first state 

to ha v e an on 1 i n e u n i on 1 i st of a 11 a ca de 1,1 i c 1 i b r a r y ho 1 d i n g s 

readily accessible by terminal at each institution, and there 

would be an ongoing commitment by the State and the 

institutions to provide support for approved academic programs 

and research. 

Reasonable, near-term expectations would include the 

establishment of a network of academic libraries in the State 

with the responsibility of developing a computerized network; 

tne development of meaningful criteria for the assessment of 

libraries and their capabilities of supporting new and existing 

program reviews; the establishment of a union list of serials; 

the organization and establishment of guidelines for 

conversion of existing card catalogs to machine-readable 

forms; the active involvement of the Council of Librarians 

in the review or development of statewide library funding 

formulas; and, given the importance of computerization 

3 
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in library functions, the involvement of librarians in the 

local planning and development of automated systems. 



l. 

2. 

3. 

Optimum Exeectations 

All recommendations fully 
funded - libraries would be 
brought to minimum levels of 
adequacy in all areas. 

First state to have all 
holdings on data base. 

Ongoing commitment by 
State and institutions to 
provide adequate resources 
to support programs and 
resedrch. 

DIAGRAM OF STUDY EXPECTATIONS 

Reasonable ExRectations Minimum Exeectations 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Alabama academic library 1. 
network established to share 
resources in the initial 
activities of library 
computerization. 

Impact on program 2. 
review/role and scope. 

Union list of serials. 

Card catalog/monograph 
conversion project. 

5. Librarians involved in 
statewide formula 
development and institu­
tional computerization. 

Study is merely 
a status report 
of current 
1 ibrary adequacy. 

Establish founda­
tion for continued 
cooperative 
efforts. 

<.J1 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

The recommendations stated below and which appear in 

the reports to fol 1 ow wi 11 require a response from a 

number of administrative components of higher education in 

the State. To impler,1ent even a portion of them will necessitate 

the active support and cooperation of the Alabama Commission 

on Higher Education (ACHE) and the Commission's Advisory 

Councils of Librarians, Graduate Deans, Chief Academic 

Officers, and Presidents. Moreover, this report can be 

successful only to the extent that the administrations of the 

individual institutions and ACHE work together to see that 

its provisions are clearly understood by the executive and 

legislative branches of state government. 

A. ALABAMA ACADEMIC LIBRARIES NETWORK (AALN) 

l. One of the primary concerns which motivated the 
initiation of this study by the ACHE Council 
of Librarians was the desire to identify 
fruitful ways in which the state's academic 
libraries might better cooperate and share their 
resources to the benefit of graduate education. 
The formation of library networks for sharing 
resources is now more than at any other time 
the principal means for fulfilling this need. 
Accordingly, the central recommendation of this 
report is that the state sanction the formation of 
an Alabama Academic Libraries Network charged with 
the initial goal of linking together Alabama's 
academic libraries via telecommunication with 
computer controlled message switching and data­
base access. 

2. While much of the work of the network can be 
undertaken with volunteer committees, the 
implementation of a variety of computer support 
activities and systems will be expedited 
through a network coordinator who will guide 
and facilitate planning and other activites. 



Salary and other supporting funding will cost 
approximately $50,000 per year to be shared 
by all academic institutions. Funding, 
governance, and bylaws recommendations for the 
network will be developed by an organizing 
committee. 

B. COLLECTION DEVELOPMENT 

3. Provide for current rates of acquisitions capable 
of supplying the on-going need for new books and 
periodicals to support the curricular offerings 
and research programs of the parent institutions. 

4. Sufficient permanent financial support should be 
provided for Auburn University to qualify for 
membership in the Association of Research 
Libraries, and both Auburn and the University 
of Alabama should be funded in a manner that 
would permit them to rank at the median level 
among ARL academic libraries. Such funding 
would ensure their maintaining membership 
in this organization permanently. 

5. Those Alabama academic libraries supporting a 
wide range of instructional and research programs 
should have sufficient strength and financial 
support to enable them to become members of the 
Association of Southeastern Research Libraries. 
The University of South Alabama, because of its 
graduate programs and library collections, is 
approaching eligibility for membership. 
Steps should be taken to facilitate that 
institution's admission into ASERL. 

6. Assistance of a permanent nature should be 
provided to the three existing Alabama members 
of ASERL to improve their ranking among their 
peers within this regional organization. An 
immediate goal of achieving a median level in 
the major categories of library service, staff, 
and fiscal support is suggested for all three. 
The University of Alabama and Auburn University 
may wish to aspire to a third quartile ranking 
among their Southeastern colleagues. 

7. Median level rankings in all areas of library 
support, when compared with regional peer 
groups, should be the immediate goal of 

7 
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libraries supporting graduate programs. Using 
library HEGIS tapes and the computer analysis, 
establish peer group benchmarks for all 
other academic libraries in the State which are 
equivalent to the ASERL and ARL benchmarks used 
by AU, UA, UAB, and USA. 

8. Initiate a statewide series of coordinated 
academic library collection analyses to identify 
the collection strengths and weaknesses of each 
academic library. The data gathered from 
these studies will then support the successful 
implementation of the following actions: 

a. Eliminate existing quantitative and quali­
tative collection deficiencies through a 
multi-year retrospective collection 
development program. 

b. Continue, and enhance, a selective retro­
spective conversion project so that 
awareness of particularly strong collec­
tions can be made available to all. 

c. Develop guidelines for a statewide 
academic library shared collection 
development policy and procedure. 

9. The Alabama Commission on Higher Education 
in cooperation with the Alabama Academic 
Libraries Network should develop a reasonable 
mechanism for reviewing library collection 
adequacy as part of the process of review 
and approval of new academic programs. 
This mechanism will insure that collections 
adequate to support these programs are in 
place or will be funded within five years 
from initial program approval. 

10. Provide for the installation of compatible 
security systems in the academic libraries 
of the State. 

a. Install new systems in the five 
libraries without security. 

b. Intall additional security equipment in 
the six libraries requesting improve­
ment in current equipment configura­
tions. 



C. STAFFING 

11. Begin working immediately to increase the 
number of staff to meet the level of adequacy 
suggested by nationally accepted guidelines. 

12. As additions to library staff are made, the 
mix of librarians to support staff and 
student assistants should be changed to 
approximate a staffing pattern of one-fourth, 
librarians; one-half, support staff; and 
one-fourth, student assistants. 

l 3. Personnel, in all categories, should have 
appropriate education, training, and 
experience including, when necessary, graduate 
or professional degrees in their areas of 
specialization. 

D. SPACE 

14. The space needs of academic libraries in 
Alabama should be remedied by a large infusion 
of capital funds. 

15. At the state level, the need to house adequately 
the resources of Alabama's academic libraries 
should be carefully considered in the develop­
ment of capital construction priorities. 

16. ACHE 1 s Council of Librarians should be 
encouraged to explore the possibilities of 
cooperative storage and other models which 
might serve to ameliorate the pressures on 
campus library facilities. 

l 7. At the institutional level, it is important 
that library staff and institutional planners 
develop plans which would establish adequacy 
under the Bareither or ACRL standards as a 
matter of institutional priority. Planners 
should also address the consequences of 
accelerated acquisition rates upon library 
space. Universities with central research 
libraries and one or more branch libraries 
have library space needs which exceed those 
indicated by the standard formulas used in 
this report. 

9 
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18. The Council of Librarians needs to undertake a 
statewide analysis of the appropriateness of the 
structural and mechanical design of older 
buildings not originally constructed to house 
library collections. 

E. BIBLIOGRAPHIC AND PHYSICAL ACCESS 

19. Establish a computer-based bibliographic record 
of the holdings of all Alabama academic libraries 
accessible at each college or university library 
through the following actions: 

a. Secure membership via SOLINET in the 
On-line Computer Library Center (OCLC) 
for all Alabama academic libraries which 
are not currently OCLC members. 

b. Enter bibliographic and location informa­
tion for all new acquisitions into the OCLC 
bibliographic subsystem for each academic 
library. 

c. Enter bibliographic and location 
information into the OCLC union list 
of serials holdings subsystem for each 
academic library's complete serial holdings. 

d. Enter bibliographic and location informa-
tion for selected older materials into the 
OCLC bibliographic subsystem (i.e., selective 
retrospective conversion) for each academic 
library. 

20. Develop an interlibrary loan agreement and a 
delivery system, probably using United Parcel 
Service, to facilitate reasonably prompt physical 
access to Alabama academic library resources 
for all users of these libraries. 

21. All academic libraries should join in the 
development of a state union list of serials 
and begin the creation of machine-readable 
records in OCLC 1 s union list mode. 

22. A graduate borrower's card program should be 
developed to facilitate the inter-institutional 
use of library resources by the faculty and 
graduate students involved in resident 
graduate programs. 



F. COMPUTERIZATION ANO NETWORKING 

23. Continue in the commitment to membership in 
OCLC and SOLINET for all academic libraries 
in the State. In addition, as an interim 
measure, explore the possibilities of 
"clustering" libraries and/or "contracting 
for" the inputting of holdings information. 

24. Continue in the commitment to OCLC retrospective 
conversion of major collection strengths 
to facilitate inter-library loan activities and 
collection development. In the interim, explore 
the alternatives of paying a vendor to create 
MARC machine-readable records and/or 
undertaking conversion by contracting with 
other libraries. 

25. Make a commitment to providing access to 
information services (online database searching) 
for faculty, students, or other library users. 
Depending upon the databases searched and the 
amount of searching done, hourly prices can range 
from $15 to $300, though this may be char~ed 
to the library user either partially or 
totally. In addition, as an interim measure, 
explore possibilities of contracting with 
other libraries for the provision of this 
service. 

26. Following a review and selection process, each 
university should install in each academic 
library a jointly agreed upon brand of micro­
computer with necessary operating software. 
A basic system can be implemented for 
approximately $5,000. The network of academic 
libraries would select one library to serve 
as a clearinghouse for all purchased and 
developed software. 

27. Based upon microcomputer technology and software 
develop an Alabama academic library electronic 
mail system. Software already exists to support 
this activity so that expense to the library 
beyond the microcomputer and the software 
package would be for long distance phone 
services (most of which can occur in the 
evening). 

11 
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28. As a network or independent activity: 

a. Establish a committee to arrive at proto­
cols and guidelines for the consistent 
recording on machine-readable records of 
bibliographic holdings information for both 
serials and monographs. 

b. Establish a committee charged with developing 
a series of computer education programs and 
seminars to be financed by participation fees. 
Depending upon level of activity, costs may 
approximate $100 per librarian per year. 

c. Establish a committee or committees charged 
with developing a program for each interested 
library to begin the necessary preparatory 
work leading up to system implementation. 

d. Establish a mechanism to review alternatives 
for system implementation, including, for 
example, clustered use of turnkey or locally 
developed systems. 

e. Establish a committee and hire a consultant 
to review the necessity for and manner of 
linking individual local library integrated 
systems as they come into existence. The 
consultant's report wi 11 become part of the 
computerization master plan and will cost 
approximately $2,000. 

In concluding this preface and recommendations, it is 

worth noting the major effects of the failure to undertake 

the recommended actions. The most serious consequences will 

be that, without adequate funding, Alabama's libraries will 

remain understaffed, poorly housed, bibliographically 

inadequate, and isolated from the mainstream of academic 

library computerization. Without adequate funding for the 

purchase of current materials, the weaknesses of existing 

collections will be compounded. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Strengthening the state's postsecondary education 

programs is essential to building the infrastructure necessary 

to attract business and industry. More importantly, without 

strong research institutions to provide substantial graduate 

curricula, Alabama cannot hope to garner its fair share of the 

economic growth occurring in the "Sun Belt." Lacking strong 

libraries, Alabama cannot have strong graduate education. 

Collectively, the academic libraries of Alabama are a 

major education and cultural resource. Independently, each 

library is closely tied to the parent institution's mission 

and program; reflects the diversity of the education, research 

and public service goals of that institution; and determines 

the institution's ability to support these goals. In order 

to furnish the library services, materials, and facilities 

necessary to support the teaching, research, and service 

programs of the respective colleges and universities, the 

academic libraries must be provided adequate financial 

support to maintain continued rational collection development, 

adequate physical facilities, strong staffing and staff 

development, and effective organization and administration. 

Progress in achieving these goals has been slow in the 

past. Events of the present have further reduced the abilities 
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of libraries to maintain current activities at an acceptable 

level and will make it virtually impossible to meet future 

demands on existing resources. In recent years library budgets 

in the State have remained almost static. Proration, level 

funding, and acute inflation have severely damaged the ability 

of the State's academic libraries to provide even a minimal 

level of academic support so necessary to the maintenance of 

quality academic programs, particularly at the graduate level. 

Concern over these conditions and other issues prompted 

the Council of Graduate Deans, an advisory council to the 

Alabama Commission on Higher Education {ACHE), to request that 

members of the ACHE Council of Librarians and staff of the 

Commission review the current status of academic libraries 

of senior institutions in the State. A report of the 

findings, "University Library Needs for the 80's," was 

presented at the spring meeting of the Graduate Council in 

April of 1981. As a result of that presentation and sub­

sequent discussion, the Graduate Council requested the 

Council of Librarians to prepare a report for its Fall 1981 

meeting identifying present and future library needs in the 

State, focusing in particular on the impact of those needs in 

support of quality graduate academic programs. The following 

study is the outgrowth of that request and represents an 

initial effort in the development of a plan for more effective 

support and cost efficient use of academic library resources 

throughout the State. 



FUNCTIONS AND ACTIVITIES OF ACADEMIC LIBRARIES 

The primary function of the academic library is to provide 

the books, journals, and other materials necessary to support 

the academic programs offered at the parent institution. This 

function involves the following activities: 

Selecting and acquiring as much of the recorded 
knowledge of mankind as is consistent with the 
current and anticipated instructional and research 
needs of library users and within the limita~ions 
of available resources. 

Organizing and controlling the materials acquired. 

Interpreting the collection to users, assisting 
students and faculty in utilizing the resources of 
the library, and providing access to needed 
information located elsewhere. 

Making the collection available to users while at 
the same time preserving materials for the future. 

Cooperating with other organizations for the 
advancement of scholarship and the effective 
utilization of resources. 

The imperative of assuring that the quality and quantity 

of collections supporting graduate education be maintained 

becomes obvious in light of the research component which is 

central to graduate study at all levels and in the majority 

of fields. Beyond this point, reasonable access to materials 

is the goal of the academic library. If a student or 

researcher cannot gain access to certain information on campus, 

it should be possible for the individual to identify the 

material in a single database of the holdings of academic 

libraries in Alabama, a database which should contain not only 

monographs but serials and non-book materials as well. 

16 
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PLAN FOR COOPERATIVE RESOURCE SHARING 

No single library in the State can supply all the 

materials needed for all of its programs, nor 1s 1t economR 

ically and physically practical for all libraries to seek total 

self-sufficiency. The Council of Librarians is convinced that 

many of the problematic issues facing academic libraries in 

Alabama can be solved or significantly reduced only through 

concerted, cooperative, and unified action involving not only 

academic librarians themselves but also the administrators of 

colleges and universities, the Alabama Commission on Higher 

Education, and the legislative and administrative branches 

of state government. 

It would be most difficult, if not impossible, to 

formulate a plan for effective resource sharing if a profile of 

the present academic library system were not developed. The 

purpose of this study, which is comprised of a series of five 

reports, is to present an overview of existing resources and an 

assessment of potential benefits to be derived from cooperative 

resource sharing. The first three reports deal with an 

analysis and evaluation of collection development, facilities, 

and staffing patterns of libraries at each institution accord­

ing to accepted adequacy formulas and recommended standards. 

The fourth report addresses statewide bibliographic and 

physical accessibility and the fifth, computerization of 

library services. 



SCOPE AND FOCUS OF PRESENT STUDY 

It is essential that each postsecondary institution 

offering programs at the two-year, four-year, or graduate 

level maintain at least a minimum level of adequacy in 

collection size, staff, and facilities to serve the daily 

needs of its users. While recognizing these needs, the primary 

focus of this document will be to evaluate the sixteen 

libraries at both public and private institutions supporting 

graduate education. 

Data Collection and Analysis 

Data was collected from seventeen institutions.* Each 

library director was responsible for responding to requests 

for local institutional data. Formulas used to assess 

adequacy were those which have received broad acceptance within 

the academic library community. 

Media Education 

A conspicuous limitation of this document is that assess­

ments of collection and facility adequacy are confined to print 

materials, primarily books and journals. While acknowledging 

that audiovisuals are assuming increasing importance in 

teaching and research, they are notably excluded because they 

*Athens State College does not offer graduate education. It 
is, however, the only state-supported senior institution in 
this category. For purposes of completeness in assessing the 
State's public colleges and universities, data on this 
institution was included in this study. 

18 
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are not factors in the formulas applied. At a later time, a 

study should be undertaken to assess the audiovisual resources 

of the State's graduate institutions as well. 

Branch Campus Libraries 

Those institutions which have branch operations both in­

state and out-of-state have a unique set of problems in 

providing appropriate library resources. Among the issues 

which arose in the development of this study was whether to 

count these branch campus operations as a part of the main 

campus library system. A resolution to this question is 

dependent on a long-range, more extensive planniny effort than 

was warranted at this time. The Council chose to include 

in-state branch campus operations as part of the evaluation 

process but to exclude out-of-state operations. 

Specialized Libraries 

Specialized libraries, such as law or health sciences, 

are charged specifically with meeting the demands of a 

particular user. These library collections in Alabama are 

concentrated in the unique areas of law and health sciences. 

There is, however, a strong dependency of these libraries on 

the general library. A concentration, for example, of 

clinical material would support the medical programs of the 

institution as well as the health professions in the region. 

While such a specialized library may require some material 

in the basic sciences, it relies most heavily on the 



c?llections of the non-specialized library in the parent 

institution. This is particularly apparent in joint graduate 

programs such as biomedical engineering, medical psychology, 

and administration/health sciences where much material used in 

the academic programs is non-clinical in nature. 

Ultimately, the final responsibility for building a 

comprehensive research collection in all areas rests with 

the non-specialized library. This type of library must build 

collections of general materials to support the academic 

programs in liberal and professional education as well as 

the basic ·requirements of the academic programs in the 

specialized schools. 
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Although this basic support is not specifically recognized 

as an integral part of the collection development plan of the 

non-specialized library, for purposes of this study, the 

Council chose to include biomedical components in the 

statistical computations for clarification of the current 

status of libraries in support of graduate education. 

Multi-type Library Networks 

The Council is cognizant of the mutual advantages to be 

gained by working with and sharing the resources of other 

types of libraries within Alabama. Public library or multi-

type library networks are being developed in the State as pilot 

projects of the Alaba~a Public Library Service (APLS). 
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Obvious benefits to such networks and to academic libraries 

can be derived by sharing access to databases, by creating 

a joint database of holdings, or by developing a physical 

delivery system. For example, the Pioneer Alabama Library 

System (PALS), a multi-type library network in the North­

western section of the State, has developed a plan, which is 

under consideration by the Southeastern Library Network 

(SOLINET), for the creation of a statewide union list of 

serials. This project is discussed later in Chapter Eight. 

For purposes of these reports, statements concerning 

cooperative ventures are intended to include, unless otherwise 

stated, those activities that involve the academic libraries 

of senior institutions which support graduate study. 



REPORT NUMBER ONE: COLLECTION DEVELOPMENT 

CHAPTER ONE 
COLLECTION ADEQUACY 

Serious efforts must be devoted to assure that academic 

library collections are intelligently selected and evaluated, 

a goal requiring close cooperation between librarians and 

teaching faculty. The library profession has long sought 

to develop standard bibliographic and self-study techniques 

which would provide a framework for measuring the adequacy 

of collections in support of institutional programs and 

research. Both qualitative and quantitative measures need 

to be utilized because each is important to collection 

development. 

Collections are said to have quality for their purposes 

only to the degree that each "possesses a portion of the 

bibliography of each discipline taught, appropriate in quantity 

both to the level at which it is taught and to the number of 

students and faculty who use it." (ACRL Standards.) The 

publication of such standard bibliographies as Books for 

College Libraries by the American Library Asociation and 

Choice by the Association of College and Research Libraries 

is representative of the efforts which reflect the emphasis 

on measures of quality. 
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Two obvious quantitative measures of collection adequacy 

as identified by Lancaster are collection size and 

appropriateness of the collection: "The absolute size of 

a collection is one characteristic by which it may be 

evaluated, in that a particular library is unlikely to 

function effectively if its collection is below a certain 

minimum size." He further asserts, "this assumes of course, 

that the collection is appropriate (in terms of subject matter 

and level of treatment) to meet the needs of the population 

served and that it is continuing to grow. A large library that 

stops acquiring new publications will decline rapidly in 

value." (Lancaster, pp. 165, 168.) 

Regional accrediting agencies emphasize that the 

individual institution should provide collections sufficient 

for the support of curricular and research needs of the 

colleges and universities. For instance, the Southern Associa­

tion of Colleges and Schools standards state--

.... the library is important in the achievement 
of education goals of students and faculty. To serve 
the user well, each library must have basic resources 
to support the institution's purposes and programs. 
Such resources should be available in a well-equipped 
facility .... Moreover, to facilitate use of such 
resources, both on and off-campus, a competent 
professional staff should be available to assist the 
users. Whatever the format, library materials must 
be selected, acquired, organized, and maintained 
to fulfill the institution's purposes and support 
the educational program. 

The question such standards inevitably raise is what 

qualitative and quantitative measures should be used to 



determine whether the library collection and staff are adequate 

to the task of supporting the research and curricular 

activities of the parent institution. 

FORMULAS FOR ASSESSING COLLECTION ADEQUACY 

The Council of Librarians recognizes that over time 

formulas designed to measure collection adequacy gradually 

lose their meaningfulness. This is due to a combination 

of factors, such as changes in publication patterns, 

delivery of information, teaching and research methodology, 

and relationships among subject disciplines. 

For purposes of this report, three formulas which have 

broad acceptance in academic librarianship were applied as a 

measure of collection adequacy. All have been applied to a 

wide variety of institutions, and all are based on multiple 

variables. (See Appendices I, II, and III.) Tables of 

statistics derived from applying these formulas to the 

seventeen senior institutions in this study are found in 

Appendices IV, V, and VI. 

Each library director was responsible for providing local 

institutional programmatic data used in the application of 

these formulas. The Council of Librarians recognized at the 

outset that a commonality of definitions for these programs has 

varied throughout higher education and that a definitive list 

of programs is yet to be presented or universally accepted. 

24 
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For purposes of data collection in this study, the Council 

agreed that, with the exception of teacher education programs, 

institutional programmatic data would be submitted according to 

the Higher Education Information Survey (HEGIS) classification 

of major fields. Teacher education data were reported 

according to the eleven programmatic areas referenced by the 

National Council for the Accreditation of Teacher Education 

(NCATE) in the 1979-1980 Annual List of NCATE accredited 

institutions. 

Clapp-Jordan Formula 

The Clapp-Jordan formula for minimal collection adequacy 

was first used in 1965. It was clear from the first applica­

tions of this formula that there was a correlation between 

the degree of collection adequacy and the academic quality of 

an institution. Nevertheless, the standards applied by the 

Clapp-Jordan formula were eroded gradually by the much talked 

about information explosion and the concomitant increase in the 

need for library support of the curricula. 

Clapp and Jordan made a point which should be kept in mind 

when considering the negative percentages which this study has 

produced: 

The interpretation to be put on the table [see Appendix 
IV], therefore, is not that the collections rated minus 
a re i n an abs o 1 u t e sense II i n adequate , " but that they a re 
inadequate in relation to the programs which they 
are attempting to support--in other words that the 
institutions have over-extended themselves in rela-
tion to the available library resources. 



Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) Formula 

In 1975, ten years after the Clapp-Jordan formula 

appeared, the Standards for College Libraries were adopted 

by the American Library Association and its division, the 

Association of College and Research Libraries. These standards 

provide not only for the evaluation of collection adequacy 
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but also for staff and facility assessment as well. In 

addition, the standards also modify the variables used to 

calculate the number of volumes a library should have in its 

collection for adequacy and include a clear standard for 

microforms in calculating the size of a collection. This added 

sophistication allowed the many young institutions which made 

an effort to develop retrospective collection strength by 

purchasing microforms to establish an accurate picture of the 

health of their collections. At the same time, ACRL also 

included a formula for calculating the appropriate number of 

library faculty (l·!·, librarians with a terminal MLS degree). 

It is important to emphasize that while these standards are 

intended primarily to assess adequacy of libraries supporting 

baccalaureate and master's programs, they may be applied to 

libraries serving universities which grant fewer than ten 

doctoral degrees annually.* The standards do not recognize 

*Specifically, the Standards address themselves to institutions 
defined by the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education as 
Liberal Arts Colleges I and II and Comprehensive Univerities 
and Colleges I and II in A Classification of Institutions of 
Higher Education (Berkeley, California, 1973). 
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the increased collection requirements for comprehensive 

doctoral degree granting universities. Thus, the application 

of the formula understates collection size requirements for 

such institutions. 

Voigt Formula 

This formula was designed to identify an appropriate rate 

of current acquisitions in support of programs and research at 

comprehensive doctoral granting institutions. The formula 

provides an adjustment factor for reducing the base rate of 

acquisitions for institutions with fewer than the formula 

equivalent number of doctoral offerings. Adjustments to the 

annual acquisition rate are also made in consideration of first 

professional degree programs. Hence the inclusion of the 

University of Alabama at Birmingham and the University of 

South Alabama in the Voigt formula computations is appropriate. 

INTERPRETATION OF FORMULA STANDARDS IN MEASURING ADEQUACY 

The search for standards has produced in the past quarter 

of a century increasingly sophisticated measures and reliable 

results. While the Clapp-Jordan formula is a time honored 

instrument, it is no longer capable of assessing the adequacy 

of collections. Currently, the ACRL formula remains the best 

available instrument for this task. 

Formulas indicate minimal sizes for collections. 

Lancaster warns that there is a danger that the minimal 



standards established by the formulas will be interpreted as 

optimal levels by those controlling funding of libraries. 

As a result, in some instances, library acquisitions may 
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be curtailed. Secondly, he states that standards established 

by the formulas are not only minimal but also are applicable 

only to the threshold period of an institution's growth. They 

are to be viewed as a 11 bread and water 11 level of adequacy and 

are not appropriate for the assessment of the adequacy of a 

collection in a well-established institution. As acquisition 

rates decline, collections begin to stagnate. Even schools 

with collections which are adequate in sheer numbers may have 

holdings which are valuable only for historical research. 

A library with insufficient current acquisitions and inadequate 

retrospective collections can support neither the teaching/ 

learning process nor the current research and publication of 

its academic community. 

FINDINGS OF COLLECTION ADEQUACY: Acquisition Rates 

As a result of proration, level funding, and severe 

inflation, most academic libraries in the State have 

experienced at least a fifty percent decline in their book 

buying power during the past three years. Many have been 

forced to institute moratoriums on new serial subscriptions; 

some have been compelled to cancel significant numbers of 

existing subscriptions. Tables I and II in Appendix VII show 

the inflationary increase in costs of library materials and 
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expenditures of selected libraries for a three-year period. 

For instance, book prices increased 43.3 percent from 1978-79 

to 1980-81 while expenditures for book volumes in Alabama 

academic libraries declined 17 percent resulting in a net loss 

of 60.3 percent in actual purchasing power for new titles. 

Similarly, periodical prices increased 37.l percent in these 

years while expenditures increased only six percent. 

Consequently, Alabama academic libraries experienced a 31.1 

percent net decline in periodical purchasing power. 

As can be seen in Appendix VI, none of the libraries 

of the doctoral granting institutions in the state of Alabama 

maintains currently an annual acquisition rate commensurate 

with the demands of its advanced degree programs. The 

clear implication is that assistance is needed to meet 

the minimum acquisition rate before those libraries are 

forced to support additional advanced degree programs. 

There is at this time no formula for determining 

acquisition rates which can be applied to the institutions 

granting degrees only at the baccalaureate and master's 

level. Studies tend to emphasize a growth rate of at least 

five or six percent as adequate. These rates should be 

achieved. However, such a rate does not provide for 

retrospective strengthening of collections now below adequacy 

levels. Indeed, given today's limited print runs and publisher 

warehousing policies, it will become increasingly difficult, 



if not impossible, to obtain books even two to three years 

after the originial publication date.* 

Not only does this condition affect current acquisitions, 

it is almost equally important that the collection analysis 

proceed promptly, for the results of such studies will 

guide much more cost effective individual and shared collec­

tion development. Without such analysis, academic libraries 

will continue to build unnecessarily redundant collections. 

The final overall result will be a wasteful use of resources 

and even more limited collections. 

Collection Size 

Statistics displayed in Appendix V reveal that collection 

adequacy as measured by the Clapp-Jordan Formula was 

attained by ten of the seventeen libraries surveyed. Only 

three libraries were adequate based on the ACRL standards, 

which represent the "state of the art" in formulas. 

*IRS interpretation of the recent U.S. Supreme Court ruling 
in the Thor Power Tool case has made it unprofitable for 
publishers and book-jobbers to maintain normal inventories 
from one tax period to another. Because academic titles 
have traditionally produced a narrow profit margin, the 
result will be a reduction in the size of press run and 
book inventories and probably an even more rapid escalation 
in materials costs. In short, academic titles which have 
been available many years after publication go out of 
print within a short time. Libraries and university faculty 
have to respond with alacrity to publication schedules or 
lose the opportunity to obtain titles forever. 

30 
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ELECTRONIC SECURITY FOR COLLECTIONS 

Alabama's academic 1 i brari es, 1 i ke those everywhere in 

the nation, are plagued by a small number of individuals who 

steal and multilate the library materials which are the 

common property and resource of our universities. The 

literature of librarianship is replete with studies of the 

woeful progress of their depredations to library collections. 

Multilated journals, and stolen books and audiovisual materials 

are commonplace. Moreover, it is among the materials in 

greatest demand that the heaviest losses are sustained. 

This means that the losses disproportionately damage the 

capacity of Alabama's academic libraries to provide the 

materials needed for teaching and research. To cumbat 

this drain on collections, a new security technology has been 

developed over the last twenty years. Electronic security 

systems all operate on the same general principles. Egress 

from the library is controlled so that patrons pass through a 

security corridor similar to those in airports. A "target" 

electronically recognizable to the system is installed in each 

physical volume. Legally circulated books are "desensitized" 

while books being illegally removed will trigger mild alarms 

and usually lock turnstiles. At the present time two systems 

have emerged as the most sophisticated and reliable for 

protecting library holdings, 3M Company's "Tattle Tape" 

and the "Checkpoint" system. Librarians have largely 

favored the 3M system due to its full circulation capability. 



This report is not the place to review all the technical and 

financial arguments over these two competing systems. Rather 

the position is taken that system compatibility among Alabama's 

academic libraries is highly desirable as they enter into a 

resource sharing network. 

We know from numerous studies that the installation of 

security systems is a cost effective means of combating 

library losses. For instance, University of North Alabama and 

University of South Alabama have installed the 3M system in 

1982. USA has sustained a loss rate of around 350-400 volumes 

a year and UNA's has been approximately 400 volumes per year. 

With the average cost of a library book now reaching $20 and 

the minimum processing cost at $10 per volume, both schools 

will amortize their security system costs in about three years. 

More importantly, they will protect their high circulation 

items and provide better service to students and faculty. 

At the present time nine libraries have advanced security 

systems, including seven with "Tattle Tape", and one each with 

"Checkpoint" and "Knogo." The latter system is compatible with 

"Tattle Tape." It is desirable, therefore, to favor a 

compatible system in future purchases. Five libraries without 

systems have indicated a desire to acquire them and six with 

3M wish to make additions of hardware to better secure their 

collections or to increase the entry and exit service points 

for their patrons. The total one-time cost for these 

additions would be around $900,000. (See Appendix VIII.) 
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CHAPTER TWO 

ALABAMA'S LIBARIES: REGIONAL AND NATIONAL COMPARISONS 

In the previous chapter, Alabama's academic libraries are 

assessed according to widely accepted guidelines: ACRL 

standards, primarily intended for institutions granting degrees 

at and below the master's level; and the Voigt formula, 

designed for comprehensive universities offering doctoral 

degrees. Another reliable measure of the academic libraries 

of the State can be obtained by comparing them with colleges 

and universities in the region offering similar programs. 

The collective condition of Alabama's academic libraries 

can be ascertained by comparing their performance data with 

those of other states, the region, or the nation. The first 

section below offers that type of comparison. Assessment 

of libraries by discrete types, such as the categories employed 

by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, is not 

possible through the data presented, except for comprehensive 

universities. Because of the research needs of these latter 

institutions, their libraries have formed associations at the 

national and regional levels. The data compiled by these 

associations provide operational comparisons of Alabama's 

research libraries with others sharing a similar mission 

elsewhere. For the other Alabama institutions supporting 

graduate instruction, the argument is extended by analogy and 
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is prima facie evidence of the problems of all Alabama academic 

libraries. 

AGGREGATE DATA 

As noted In Table II of Appendix VII and Appendix IV based 

on a total of 73,121 students, ten reporting Alabama libraries 

spent an average of $56 per student for materials during the 

1980-81 fiscal year. During 1977-78, the state-supported 

institutions of Virginia reported materials expenditures of 

$71 per student {Virginia State Council of Higher Education, 

p. 14.} The discrepancy between these figures assumed an 

even greater significance when the accelerated rates of 

inflation in recent years are taken into account. {Appendix 

VII, Table I.) 

To lend a national perspective, data submitted by ninety­

eight smaller doctoral degree granting institutions to the 

Association of College and Research Libraries for fiscal year 

1978-79 indicated an average expenditure of $73 per student 

for materials. (ACRL, pp. 11, 13-18.) As noted in Appendix 

IX, the leading institutions in the Southeast spent an 

average of $82 per student for materials in 1980. 

Aggregate data yield, however, an imprecise measure of the 

differences between Alabama libraries and their peers. The 

relative standing of Alabama's research libraries in relation 

to comparable libraries in the region and the nation provide 



a more accurate picture of the condition which characterizes 

its libraries. 

ASSOCIATION OF RESEARCH LIBRARIES (ARL) 

The most prestigious library consortium in the United 

States is the Association of Research Libraries. The most 

outstanding regional academic library organization in the 

Southeast is the Association of Southeastern Research 

Libraries. Libraries supporting Alabama colleges and 

universities with instructional and research programs of 

sufficient breadth should aspire to membership in one or 
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both of these organizations. Such affiliations are appropriate 

because of the mutually beneficial activities in which the 

members of the association engage, the projects which they 

sp.onsor, and the inherent quality of these libraries which 

membership connotes. 

The Association of Research Libraries, an organization 

of all the major research libraries in the United States and 

Canada, has been in existence for almost half a century. Its 

primary function is to identify and solve problems fundamental 

to large research libraries so that the libraries may 

effectively serve the needs of students, faculty, and the 

research community generally. The mission of the Association 

is to strengthen and extend the capacity of its member 

libraries to provide the recorded information needed, both 

now and in the future, by the research community. ARL 

currently emphasizes four objectives: 



36 

l. In response to changing circumstances, it 
initiates and conducts studies; it develops 
plans; and it implements specific courses of 
collective action, on both interim and 
continuing bases, concerned with the 
acquisition, organization, preservation, 
and provision of research library 
materials, and with the management of 
research libraries. 

2. It seeks the understanding and support of 
governmental agencies and other appropriate 
organizations. 

3. It cooperates with other educational and 
professional groups in undertakings of 
mutual interest. 

4. It assembles and distributes information 
pertinent to research libraries and their 
services, management, and organization. 

Ninety-nine of the current members are academic libraries, 

representing universities as varied as Harvard, Stanford, 

University of California at Berkeley, Michigan, Illinois, 

Kent State, Oklahoma State, and Rice. The remaining members 

are non-academic libraries, such as the Library of Congress, 

the New York Public Library, the Newberry Library, and the 

National Agricultural Library. ARL members in the Southeast 

include the University of Alabama, Duke, Emory, Florida, 

Florida State, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana State, North 

Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Tulane, Vanderbilt, 

Virginia, and Virginia Polytechnic. 

As shown above, most of the major institutions of higher 

education in the Southeast are members of ARL. Of the two 

largest academic libraries in the State, one, the University of 



Alabama, is a member of ARL; the other, Auburn, is not. 

Besides Auburn, among the schools in the Southeastern 

Conference only the University of Mississippi and Mississippi 

State have not qualified for membership. 
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Membership is open to major university libraries whose 

collections and services are broadly based. Such libraries are 

defined by ARL as "those whose parent institutions broadly 

emphasize research and graduate instruction at the doctoral 

level and grant their own degrees, which support large, 

comprehensive research collections on a permanent basis, and 

which give evidence of an institutional capacity for and 

commitment to the advancement and transmittal of knowledge." 

If a university library is to be considered for membership, its 

parent institution must offer the Ph.D. degree 11 in a number of 

fields equal to at least 50 percent of the median number 

offered by parent institutions of ARL libraries in the year of 

application." (ARL Newsletter, 1979.) Auburn exceeds this 

requirement though it is not yet a member of ARL. 

In 1979, ARL concluded, by using factor analysis 

techniques, that ten categories of statistical data best 

described those characteristics which most ARL members hold 

in common. Those were number of volumes held, number of 

volumes added (gross), number of current serials received,· 

number of microforms held, expenditures for library materials, 

expenditures for binding, total salaries and wages, other 
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operating expenditures, number of professional staff, and 

number of nonprofessional staff. 

A statistical indexing procedure has been developed to 

compare libraries on those factors: 

... Using principal component analysis, weights 
are assigned to each variable with the highest 
weights going to those variables in which ARL 
libraries are most uniform and lower weights going 
to those variables where there is more variation 
among the membership. The weights are calculated 
from the raw data for each ARL library for a given 
year, and will change each year.(ARL Newsletter, 1979.) 

Membership eligibility requires an academic library to 

score "within one standard deviation below the mean index 

score for ARL libraries,!-~-, achieve a score of at least 

-1.00, for each of the four years prior to and including the 

year of application. {ARL Newsletter, 1979.) Auburn's index 

score, based on the latest ARL statistical index, was -1 .26 

for 1979-80 and falls short of this requirement. 

Not only must Auburn's position be more fully supported in 

order for it to become a member of ARL, the University of 

Alabama's position within ARL must also be strengthened. 

Membership maintenance requires an index score of at least 

-1.75. If an ARL member cannot maintain a score greater than 

that for each of four consecutive years it will not be allowed 

to continue its membership in the organization. In 1979-80, 

the University of Alabama achieved an index score of -1.34, 

ranking 95th among the 99 academic libraries assigned index 



scores. While the ARL index does not reflect the quality 

of the research collection nor the possible vagaries of 

statistical reporting, the numbers do indicate generally that 

in the last few years the University of Alabama has appeared 

at the lower end of the ARL scale as it has struggled to 

maintain sufficient total collection size in spite of inflation 

and proration. 

Had Auburn been an ARL member in 1979-80, its index 

score would have placed it between McMaster (91st with a score 

of -1 .13) and Saskatchewan (92nd, with a score of -1 .28). 

Its score and that for the University of Alabama would have 

placed both major university libraries of the State in the 

lowest decile of the leading university libraries of the 

nation. Such a position obviously indicates that neither 

library can provide library materials or services of sufficient 

quality or quantity to support adequately strong instructional 

and research programs for its students and faculty. 

The following table, based on 1979-80 data, illustrates 

further the positions of the University of Alabama and Auburn 

University in relation to ARL libraries: 
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TMI..E I 

CCM>.OIUSJN CF Tl-£ I.NIVERSITY CF I\..P80l'A A'O ~ 
I.NIVERSilY LIERAAIES m AR. LIERAAIES 

category 

Col lectioos 

'«llunes in 

AAL 
~ 

ML 
l.cw 

ML 
r-'edian LA PU 

Library 10,CB2,663 936,864 1,792,043 1,123,002 1,035,467 

VolUll!S 
/.dde1 
(gross) 210,448 24,010 67,742 40,189 57,045 

Total Micro-
fonn Lhits 3,019,185 ll8,821 1,235,358 796,351 1 ,l)S,686 

Current 
Serials 102,199 8,528 19,568 12,511 16,256 

Experditures 

Library 
M!terial s 5,001,716 735,946 1,637,405 1,021,860 1,183,677 

Current 
Serials 

Binding 

2,193,964 246,125 904,190 641,472 nJ,Ql) 

434,462 34,132 1 (B,344 73,32> 76,289 

Total 
t"aterials 
and 
Binding 5,496,178 7BJ,9n 1 ,756,'B7 1,005,186 1,259,966 

Total 
Salaries 
and Wages 10,428,993 1,114,000 2,730,942 1,464,678 1,195,$16 

Total 
Liorary 
~rating 
Ex~i 
tures 17,445,634 2,063, 1 ll! 4,783,864 2,ffi5,C23 2,635,669 

Personnel ( ITT) 

Professional 
Staff 

rtin-Pr-of es-
s i ona 1 Staff 

2ffi 

531 

24 61 43 

so 131 57 

Sources: For AAL. data, including that of tre l.hiversity of 
Alabama, /lssociation of Research Libraries, ~L Statistics 
1979-00, 1900; For A1lum l.hiversity, l}'lJUOl1snirl annual 
report, 1979-BJ. 
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ASSOCIATION OF SOUTHEASTERN RESEARCH LIBRARIES (ASERL) 

The Association of Southeastern Research Libraries (ASERL) 

has a current membership of thirty academic librarie~, ranging 

in diversity from Duke, the University of North Carolina, and 

the University of Florida to Virginia Commonwealth University, 

Emory, and Wake Forest. Alabama libraries holding membership 

in ASERL include the University of Alabama, the University of 

Alabama at Birmingham, and Auburn University. 

The University of Alabama at Birmingham is among the 

newest of the members of ASERL. Both Auburn and the University 

of Alabama have been members of the organization for many 

years; however, none of the three consistently ranks in the 
• upper quartile, or upper half for that matter, on the principal 

criteria by which ASERL evalautes its membership. 

For example, for the 1979-80 fiscal year in the category, 

"Number of Volumes per Student," Auburn ranks seventeenth of 

thirty with slightly over 59 volumes per student; Tuscaloosa, 

20th (almost 56); and Birmingham, 26th (35). The high score 

in this category was almost 255 volumes per student; the low 

slightly less than twenty-nine. The median score was 60; 

that for the third quartile was 102; and that for the first 

quartile was 47. In the category of "Periodical Titles per 

Student," Auburn ranked tenth; University of Alabama, 21st; and 

University of Alabama/Birmingham, 23rd. A similar pattern was 

evident in the expenditures for books and periodicals and 
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total expenditures. In addition, all three schools show a 

need for additional staff, as indicated by the hiqh number 

of students per librarian or per staff member. A more 

detailed analysis of the status of major Southeastern academic 

libraries is found in Appendix IX. 



CONCLUSIONS 

CHAPTER THREE 

CONCLUSIONS ANO RECOMMENDATIONS 

From an institutional perspective, an overall assessment 

of seventeen libraries of Alabama's senior postsecondary 

institutions reveals that historically there has been 

insufficient funding provided for their material budgets to 

support the graduate programs offered by their parent 

institutions. 

of adequacy. 

Collection sizes have been below standards 

Limited bibliographic and physical accessibility 

have further reduced the effectiveness of most to provide the 

resources necessary for research and graduate training. 

From a statewide perspective, the total holdings of all 

senior public and private academic libraries supporting 

graduate education are in excess of seven million volumes. 

While on the surface this appears to be a substantial figure, 

it is less impressive when the amount of duplication that 

exists in books and periodicals is taken into account. Access, 

therefore, is to a considerably smaller pool of distinct 

titles. Duplication is necessary at certain levels; findings 

of the Council of Librarians indicate, however, that 

insufficient resources have been devoted to maintain minimum 

adequacy in basic levels of academic support. 

From a regional perspective, Alabama's institutions do not 

compare favorably with others in the Southern Regional 
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Education Board territory.* Each of the libraries of research 

and doctoral granting institutions such ~s the University of 

Florida (4,331,503 volumes), the University of North Carolina/ 

Chapel Hill (4,310,940), the University of Georgia (3,935,233), 

and Duke University (3,553,379) each have at least half as 

many volumes as the entire state of Alabama.** 

While the University of Alabama is committed to maintain­

ing its membership in ARL, its comparative standing reinforces 

the concern that must be felt in reviewing the application of 

the standard collection measurement formulas in considering the 

continuing potential of Alabama's major academic libraries to 

support graduate education. 

Other findings from this study describe more vividly the 

condition of Alabama's academic libraries, underscore the need 

to strengthen them, and signal the necessity for implementing 

a mechanism whereby the resources may be shared statewide. 

- During a three-year period from 1978-79 to 
1980-81 library expenditures for book volumes 
declined 17 percent for a net loss of 60.3 
percent in actual purchasing power for new titles. 

- Academic libraries experienced a 31 .1 percent 
decline in periodical purchasing power from 
1978-79 to 1980-81. 

*The Southern Regional Education Board (SREB) is the nation's 
first interstate compact for higher education created in 
1948. There are fourteen member states. 

**American Library Directory, 1980. 



- According to analyses based on accepted standards, 
none of the libraries in the doctoral granting 
institutions maintains currently an acquisition 
rate commensurate with the demands of their 
advanced degree programs. 

- The average expenditure per student for materials 
(less that sixty dollars) reported by ten Alabama 
institutions compares unfavorably with aggregate 
data from other state, regional, and national 
sources. Current per student expenditures are 
20 percent below 1977 levels reported by state­
supported institutions in one southern state. 

- None of the Ph.D. granting institutions has more 
than 68 percent of the materials that the Association 
of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) standards 
suggest and serious staff shortages exist in all. 

- Only three research institutions of the ten in 
the Southeastern Conference have not qualified 
for membership in the Association of Research 
Libraries: Auburn, University of Mississippi, 
and Mississippi State. The University of 
Alabama library which is a member of ARL 
ranks only 95th among the 99 academic 
libraries assigned index scores. 

- None of the three libraries in the State 
currently holding membership in the Association 
of Southeastern Research Libraries ranks 
consistently in the upper half of the 
principal criteria on which ASERL evaluates 
its membership. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

In order to alleviate the conditions which currently 

exist and provide the framework for establishing a resource 

sharing network, the following recommendations are advanced: 

l. Provide for current rates of acquisitions 
capable of supplying the on-going need for 
new books and periodicals to support the curri­
cular offerings and research programs of the 
parent institutions. 
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2. Sufficient permanent financial support should 
be provided for Auburn University to quality 
for membership in the Association of Research 
Libraries, and both Auburn and the University 
of Alabama should be funded in a manner that 
would permit them to rank at the median 
level among ARL academic libraries. Such 
funding would ensure their maintaining 
membership in this organization permanently. 

3. Those Alabama academic libraries supporting 
a wide range of instructional and research 
programs should have sufficient strength 
and financial support to enable them to 
become members of the Association of South­
eastern Research Libraries. The University 
of South Alabama, because of its graduate 
programs and library collections, is 
a pp roach i n g el i g i bi l i t y for members h i p . 
Steps should be taken to facilitate 
that institution's admission into ASERL. 

4. Assistance of a permanent nature should be 
provided to the three existing Alabama 
members of ASERL to improve their ranking 
among their peers within this regional 
organization. An immediate goal of achieving 
a median level in the major categories of 
library service, staff, and fiscal support 
is suggested for all three. The University 
of Alabama and Auburn University may wish 
to aspire to a third quartile ranking 
among their Southeastern colleagues. 

5. Using library HEGIS tapes and the computer 
analysis capability of ACHE, conduct an 
analysis to establish peer group benchmarks 
for all other academic libraries in the 
State which are equivalent to the ASERL 
and ARL benchmarks to be used by AU, UA, 
UAB, and USA. 

6. Initiate a statewide series of coordinated 
academic library collection analyses to 
identify the collection strengths and 
weaknesses of each academic library. The 
data gathered from these studies will then 
support the successful implementation of 
the following actions. 



a. Eliminate existing quantitative and 
qualitative collection deficiencies 
through a multi-year retrospective 
collection development program. 

b. Continue, and enhance, a selective 
retrospective conversion project 
so that awareness of particularly 
strong collections can be made 
available to all. 

c. Develop guidelines for a statewide 
academic library shared collection 
development policy and procedure. 

7. The Alabama Commission on Higher Educatiun 
in cooperation with an Alabama Academic 
Libraries Network should develop a reasonable 
mechanism for reviewing library collection 
adequacy as part of the process of review and 
approval of new academic programs. This 
mechanism would insure that collections 
adequate to support these programs are in 
place or will be funded within a minimum of 
five years from the programs approval. 

8. Provide for the installation of compatible 
security systems in the academic libraries 
of the state. 

a. Install new systems in the five libraries 
without security. 

b. Install additional security equipment 
in the six libraries requesting improvement 
in current equipment confiyurations. 
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REPORT NUMBER TWO: STAFF ADEQUACY 

CHAPTER FOUR 
STAFF ADEQUACY 

Professional organizations and regional accrediting 

associations emphasize the importance of a library staff of 

sufficient quantity and quality to meet the library needs of 

students, faculty, and staff. The current Southern Association 

standard on the library states: 

The selection, development, and retention of library 
personnel have a direct bearing on the library's 
success in achieving its objectives. The number of 
library personnel and the competencies to be possessed 
must be based upon the specific objectives which have 
been established for the library. Professional degrees. 
at the graduate level in library science or learning 
resources should be held by most professional library 
staff; however, professional or technical training in 
specialized services may be appropriate for other 
library personnel to provide necessary resources and 
services effectively. There should be an adequate 
supportive staff to carry out responsibilities of a 
nonprofessional or technical nature, and qualifica­
tions of personnel for these positions should be 
defined by the institution in terms of the skills 
needed. (Standards of the College Delegate Assembly, 
p. 25.) 

The Association of College and Research Libraries, in its 

"Standards for College Libraries," 1975, stresses: 

The library staff shall be of adequate size and quality 
to meet agreed-upon objectives. 

The staff shall comprise qualified librarians, skilled 
supportive personnel, and part-time assistants serving 
on an hourly basis. 
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The marks of a librarian shall include a graduate 
degree from an ALA-acredited program, responsibility 
for duties of a professional nature, and participation 

M in professional library affairs beyond the local 
~ campus. 
~ 
,-i The number of librarians required shall be determined 
00 by a formula ... which takes into account the enrol 1-
~ ment of the col 1 ege and the size and growth rate of 

the collections. 

There shall be an appropriate balance of effort among 
librarians, supportive personnel, and part-time 
assistants, so that every staff member is employed 
as nearly as possible commensurate with his library 
training, experience, and capability. {Standards for 
College Libraries, p. 291.) 

"Standards for University Libraries, 11 1979, a joint state­

ment by the Association of Research Libraries and the 

Association of Colleye and Research Libraries, makes the 

following comments concerning university library staff require­

ments: 

A university library shall have a sufficient number ( 
and variety of personnel to develop, organize, and 
maintain such collections and to provide such 
reference and information services as will meet 
the university I s needs .... 

The size of a university 1 i brary 's staff is 
determined by many factors, including the number 
of physically separate library units, the number 
of service points requiring staff, the number of 
service hours provided, the number and special 
characteristics of items processed ... , the 
size of the collections, and the rate of circulation 
of the collections. Interinstitutional coop~rative 
arrangements may also affect staff size .... 

A university library should have on its staff a 
variety of personnel: professional, clerical, and 
student-assistant staff. The librarians should 
perform the core academic and professional functions 
of the library: collection development, reference 



and information services, and substantive activities 
related to the bibliographic control of materials. 

All categories of personnel should have appropriate 
education and experience, including when necessary, 
graduate or professional degrees in their particular 
specialities. (Standards for University Libraries, 
p. 104.) 

LIMITATIONS OF THIS REPORT 

This study attempts to assess the quantitative adequacy of 

the academic library staffs of the sixteen colleges and 

universities in Alabama supporting graduate education and 

Athens College, a senior level institution which does not offer 

graduate programs. (See footnote, p. 18.) These institutions 

range greatly in scope and in size; accordingly, their 

libraries vary widely. Although a large number of factors 

bear upon the quantitative staff requirements of an individual 

library, the libraries included in this study are assessed, 

for adequacy of professional staff, by Formula B of the 

"Standards for College Libraries" (See Appendix II.): 

For each 500, or fraction thereof, 
FTE students up to 10,000 ...... l librarian 

For each 1,000 or fraction thereof, 
FTE students above 10,000 ...... l librarian 

For each 100,000 volumes, or fraction 
thereof, in the collection ...... l librarian 

For each 5,000 volumes, or fraction 
thereof, added per year ....... 1 librarian 

The other components of quantitative staff requirements are 

computed from the number of librarians on the following basis 

(ACRL University Library Statistics 1978-79, p. 12.): 
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Professional staff as a pecentage of 
total staff: 25% 

Nonprofessional staff as a percentage 
of total staff: 50% 

Student assistants as a percentage of 
total staff: 25% 

Some of the institutions included in this study maintain 

special libraries for medical, law, and veterinary medical 

schools. Others maintain branch libraries on the central 

campus or on branch campuses. These and other variables, 

noted above, affect staffing requirements. Nonetheless, for 

the purpose of obtaining a uniform assessment of quantitative 

staff adequacy, all institutions in the study are measured 

against the guidelines given above. As in other reports of 

this study, out-of-state branch campuses are excluded from 

the analysis. 

The quality of the library staff determines to a great 

extent the quality of library service provided to users. 

However, this study does not deal with the qualitative 

adequacy of the staffs, other than to reinforce the emphasis 

given to the qualitative factors set forth in the various 

standards cited. 

QUANTITATIVE STAFF ADEQUACY 

The data used in the analysis of staff adequacy included 

full-time equivalent student enrollment, collection size, 

volumes added per year, number of staff positions budgeted, 

and number of hours worked by student assistants. (See 



Appendix X and Appendix XI.) The results of the application 

for Formula Band the suggested ratio of librarians to other 

staff members (1 :0:2.0) are given in Appendix XII and Appendix 

XI I I. 

Table II presents the percentage of adequacy for each of 

TABLE II 

RMI< ffiOER AAO PERCENTA~ a= QJPNTITATIVE FULL-Tir-£ STAFF J\DEQ.JACYl 

Librarians Support Sta ff Total Full-Time Staff 
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Institutia, Rank Percentage Institutia, Rank Percentage Institutia, Rank Percentage 

Alabama State 1 

UA 2 

Jacksooville 3 

Tuskegee 4 

Alabalra Nl'I 5 

Livingston 5 

Atrens 7 

u~ 8 

USA 8 

UJ'IB 10 

Ufirl 11 

Auburn 12 

Montevallo 13 

B 1han ~utrem 14 

Sanford 14 

Troy 16 

ALM 17 

92% 

83% 

8J% 

00% 

75% 

73o/o 

m 
68'/4 

64% 

93% 

56% 

lExcludes student assistants. 

Ufirl 1 

USA 2 

UJ'IB 3 

Scnnford 4 

Auburn 5 

UA 6 

B 'ham ~rern 7 

Troy 8 

Alabalra ~ 9 

Tuskegee 10 

Livingston 11 

UNA 12 

ALM 13 

Alabama State 14 

Montevallo 15 

Jacksonvi 1 le 16 

Atrens 17 

75% 

73% 

63% 

60'k 

f:8% 

57% 

54% 

51% 

ZI% 

'r.0/ 
c;;,. 

22% 

21% 

13% 

USA 1 

UPH 2 

UA 3 

UJ'IB 4 

Alabama /ll1't 5 

Auburn 6 

Samford 7 

Tuskegee 8 

Troy 9 

Alabama State 10 

B 'ham ~rern 10 

Livingston 10 

UNA 13 

Jacksonvi 1 le 14 

t-tnteva llo 15 

Atrens 15 

ALM 17 

73% 

71% 

67'1, 

65% 

60X, 

58% 

57'1, 

50'/4 

4J% 

47% 

47% 

42% 

41% 

33% 

33% 
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the seventeen institutions for librarians, other staff, and 

total staff. For librarians, the percentage of quantitative 

staff adequacy ranges from a high of 92 percent for Alabama 

State to a low of 29 percent; the median is 73 percent. For 

quantitative adequacy of other staff, the range is from 75 

percent for UAH to 13 percent; the median, 50 percent. Total 

full-time staff adequacy ranges from 73 percent for USA to 27 

percent; the median percentage is forty-nine. These results 

indicated a wide range in degree of quantitative adequacy among 

the institutions studied. Staff shortages exist in all of the 

libraries, and possibly severe staff shortages among a number 

of the libraries supporting graduate programs in Alabama. 

STAFF UTILIZATION ANALYSIS 

Another question with which library administrators must 

contend, besides that of quantitative staff adequacy, is that 

of proper utilization of the staff. Historically, the full­

time staff utilization pattern has typically followed a 

ratio of one librarian to two other full-time staff members 

(1.0:2.0). To obtain a measure of the balance between 

librarians and other full-time staff among the libraries in 

the study, the ratio of librarians to other full-time staff 

members was computed for each institution. These ratios are 

presented, in descending order, in Table III. They range from 

1 .0:2.4 to 1.0:0.3. Libraries with ratios which depart 

significantly from 1.0:2.0 may not be able to utilize staff 



TABLE Ill 

RANK CROER NfJ RATIO OF LIBRARIANS TO SJPPORT STAffl 

Instituti:Jn Rank Ratio -
Samford 1 1.0:2.4 

U.41-i 2 1 .O: 2. J 

B'ham S:iuthern J 1.0:2.2 

Troy 3 1.0:2.2 

Auburn 5 1.0:2.0 

USA 5 1.0:2.0 

UAB 7 1.0:l.9 

AU4 8 1.0:l.8 

Alabama A&H 9 l.0:1.3 

UA 10 1.0:l.3 

Tuskegee 11 1.0:0.9 

Livings t:in 12 l.0:0.8 

M=Jntevallo 12 1.0:0.8 

UNA 14 1.0:0. 7 

Alabama State 15 1.0:0.5 

Jacksonville 15 1.0:0.5 

Athens 17 1.0:0.J 

1standard ratio -:,f librarians to full-time support 
staff--1.0:2.0. 
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members to best advantage. Also, given the number of 

librarians on the staff, it appears that several libraries 

have too few support staff members. 

Full-time staff comprise approximately three-fourths of 

the staff of most academic libraries; the remaining one-fourth 

of the staff is student assistants who work on an hourly 

basis. To determine the extent to which library student 

assistants are being utilized currently in the seventeen 

institutions of this study, the number of hours worked by 

student assistants was divided by the full-time equivalent 

enrollment figure for each institution. The resulting calcu­

lations, presented in Appendix XI, indicate relatively heavy 

reliance upon student assistants at Alabama A&M (10.8 hours 

worked per FTE student), Tuskegee (9.9 hours), Alabama A&M (8.3 

hours), and the Univeristy of Alabama (7.4 hours). Low 

utilization of student assistants was found at Athens College 

(0.5 hours worked per FTE student), and a number of the 

institutions supporting graduate education, including USA (l.l 

hours), AUM (1.5 hours), Auburn (3.1 hours), and UAH (3.8 

hours). 

To determine how many more student assistants, in FTE 

terms, would be required if each of the libraries were to meet 

quantitative adequacy, the number of hours worked by student 

assistants was converted into full-time equivalent staff 

positions, based on a forty-hour work week and a fifty-week 



year. In addition, the figure for total full-time staff needed 

was divided by one-third. Appendix XIV presents those 

findings. Most libraries, as expected, need a substantial 

number of additional student asssistants, but three--Alabama 

State, Tuskegee, and the University of Alabama--now exceed the 

level required to meet quantitative adequacy. Perceived trends 

in federal funding of financidl aid to higher education, 

particularly the college work study program, will dictate a 

major increase in local institutional support for student 

assistants or support staff to replace federal money to pay 

the wages of this component of the staff. 

Table IV, which compares the number of librarians and 

support staff now employed (Appendix X) and number of full~ 

time equivalent student assistants currently utilized 

(Appendix XIV) with the total staff required to meet the 

standards, shows that all of the libraries included in this 

study are understaffed. Current total staff quantitative 

adequacy ranges from 80 percent at the University of Alabama to 
I 

26 percent. The median percentage is 56 percent; the mean, 60 

percent. In many instances, the number of staff is too small 

to provide the kinds of library services necessary to support 

graduate education, to keep the library open a sufficient 

number of hours, or to process the materials which faculty and 

students require. 

Although no library was found to be staffed at a 

quantitatively adequate level, the ~istribution pattern, by 
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TABLE IV 

TOTAL STAFF REQUIRED TO !'£ET STANDARDS 

Suee'Jrt fTE Student fatal 
Librarians Staff Assistants Staff Adeguac~ 

lnstituti~ Needed Have Needed Have Needed Have Needed Have Percentage Ra,k 

Alabama A&M 15 12 30 15 15 14 .1 60 41.1 6~ 3 

Alabama State 12 11 24 6 12 16.0 48 33.0 6~ 3 

Athens 4 3 8 1 4 0.2 16 4.2 26% 16 

Auburn 53 31 106 61 53 26.0 212 118.0 56% 9 

AUM 17 5 34 9 17 3.7 68 17.7 26% 16 

B'ham S'Juthern 6 3 12 6.5 6 3.8 24 U.3 55% 10 

Jae ks'Jnv i l le 23 19 46 9.5 23 14. 7 92 43.2 50% 12 

Livingsbn 5 4 10 3 5 2.7 20 9.7 40"' , ,. 13 

Samford 10 5 20 12 10 9.3 40 26 .3 66% 6 

Tr-:>y 22 10 44 22.4 22 14 .6 88 47 .o 53% 11 

Tuskegee 13 10.5 26 9 13 18.6 52 38 .1 7311\ 2 

UA 50 43.5 100 57 50 60.3 200 160.8 80% l 

UAB 40 27 80 50.; 40 27 .4 160 104.9 66% 6 

UAH 14 9 28 21 14 7.8 56 37 .8 613% 5 

M-:>ntevsl b 9 5 18 4 9 5.0 36 14.0 3911\ 15 

UNA 15 11 30 8 15 10.0 60 29.0 48% 14 

USA 26 19 52 38 26 4.7 104 61. 7 59% 8 



type of personnel, of the existing staff of each library was 

evaluated according to the following norm: one-fourth, 

librarians; one-half, support staff; and one-fourth, student 

assistants. Appendix XV provides specific information for 

each institution and, for comparison, also presents the 

distribution of types of staff among the members of the 

Association of Research Libraries from 1975-76 through 

l 980-81. 

An examination of the data for the Alabama libraries 

indicate the presence of two predominate staffing patterns. 

One major pattern is that of the norm noted above, 25 percent, 

professionals; 50 percent, support staff; and 25 percent, 

student assistants. Six libraries were found to follow that 

pattern even though they fall short of quantitative staff 

adequacy. The other is a ratio characterized by a dispor­

portionately small percentage of support staff, too large a 

percentage of librarians, and too large a percentage of student 

assistants. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

CHAPTER FIVE 
CONCLUSIONS ANO RECOMMENDATIONS 

The evaluation of the libraries of Alabama colleges and 

universities which support graduate work by the standards for 

quantitative staff adequacy used in this study indicates that: 

No library is staffed at a quantitatively 
adequate level. 

Severe staff shortages exist in a number of 
libraries. The mix of librarians and support 
staff among the existing staff indicates too 
few support staff in several libraries. 

The degree of utilization of student assistants 
varies widely among the libraries studied. In 
some instances, there appears to be too much 
reliance upon student assistants to perform 
tasks that should be properly assigned to well 
trained full-time staff. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following recommendations are made to improve the 

quality and quantity of library staffs so that the library 

needs of students, faculty, and staff will be more 

satisfactorily met: 

Begin working immediately to increase the number 
of staff to meet the level of adequacy 
suggested by this study. 

As additions to library staff are made, the mix 
of librarians, support staff, and student 
assistants should be changed to approximate 
a staffing pattern of one-fourth, librarians; 
one-half, support staff; and one-fourth, 
student assistants. 
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All categories of personnel should have 
appropriate education, training, and 
experience including, when necessary, graduate 
or professional degrees in their areas of 
specialization. 



REPORT NUMBER THREE: SPACE REQUIREME~TS 

DATA COLLECTION 

CHAPTER SIX 
SPACE REQUIREMENTS 

ro obtain the data needed for this report, the Council of 

Librarians conducted a survey in December 1981. The 

information obtained from the returns of sixteen institutions 

combined with other data already in the hands of Council, 

permitted some observations about the space needs of academic 

libraries in the state of Alabama. (See Table V, p. 62.) 

Whereas other surveys conducted for this study documented 

glaring inadequacies in almost every category for most 

institutions, the space survey showed a wider variance. 

According to returns, library space was adequate to meet 

current needs at some institutions, but ranged to very 

inadequate at others. The conditions of the various institu­

tional libraries, and the formulas used to assess space 

adequacy are outlined in the following sections. 

FORMULAS FOR ASSESSING SPACE NEEDS 

Two different formulas were employed to assess space 

needs. The ttBareither Formula'' (Bareither and Schillinger, 

1968, pp. 64-66) was selected because of its general 
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I\I..Jl8.lffi SENIIR lt6TIT\JT106 (f IIIGIER EDOCATlfN 
OEIDIIR 1981 

~ M9' NA'.f" AV. ACQ. AV. ACQ. AV. l>l:Q. 
NA.Sf QRllf.lH TIOOITIIN'II.. lt6TRLCTIOO.. 75-00 75-00 75-00 
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lwteval lo (1!) !:9,Ual 51 , 160""* 51,160 0 4,875 25,471 469 
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lJIIJ3-lister Hi 11 (C) 43,247 ll,249** 37,249 2,000 4,621 1,640 0 
U/'f-t (C) 47,I J1 76,(X)(_)'H' 68,4()J 7,600 5,28) 10,fXXJ co1binei 
UWI (C) 33,342 34,))7** 29,1147 5,260 6,979 13,866 200 
US/I (C) 55,529 54,4113"* 51,192 3,216 10,577 18,283 3!'8 
UA (R) 2li,749 244,713"* 244,713 0 43,394 97,5<l0 comina1 
.fta1burn (R) 16fi,222 143,fXXl'" 143,(X)) 0 61,007 210,11'.l cominE"'l 
Sanford (I!)**** ( no response) 

*Uata for ttI! AOlE invertory .,,as collected in 1979. 
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1,624 6,040 583,911 
222 973 197,~4 
000 2,297 210,901 
714 7,225 331,243 
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1,axl 4,072 al7,831 
425 4,573 207,487 
500 8,173 liR.~o 

4,000 16,443 1,316,SCH 
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acceptance as a space planning instrument on academic campuses. 

Formula C of the Association of College and Research Libraries 

(ACRL) was also used. (See Appendix II.) The formula is part 

of the Standards for College Libraries adopted by the American 

Library Association and its division, the Association of 

College and Research Libraries. More recent that the 

Bareither formula, ACRL Formula C is also more conservative. 

The Bareither Formula 

The Bareither formula (Table VI) has as its driving 

factors the size of the book collection and the number of FTE 

students. 
TABLE VI 

11 BAAEITHER RlMJLA11 

A. Stacks 

lre r8:anrenderl standards for stack spac.e are as 
fol lows: 

First 150,000 volLlll:!S: 
Sa:cn:1 150,000 vol unes: 
f'ext DJ,000 volumes: 
Over 600,000 vol unes: 

B. Reader Space 

.1 ~ rer oound \0 l ure 

. 09 NAs:- rer boum vol urre 

.oo NASF rer oound \0 l tre 

.07 NAs= rer boum volurre 

1. 7 .5 sq. ft. rer FTE une2rgraduate 
2. 7. 5 91. ft. rer l"eadcount beg. graduate stue2nt 
3. 7. 5 sq. ft. rer advanced graduate stu<:2nt in 

fields with high research requirerrents 
(laborat.ory disciplines) 

4. 15 91. ft. rer l"eadcount ~vanced g-aduate stue2nt 
in fields with low re~arch requirerrents 

5. 15 91. ft. rer FTE teaching faculty in e2partrrents 
with lCM re~arch requirerents 

6. 3 91. ft. rer FTE for otrer teaching faculty 

C. ~rvi ce ~ce 

25 i:.ercent of reader sP3ce, for technical am public 
servi c.e areas (ire l udes off i c.e and \\Orkroan areas 
n8:essary for al 1 adninistrative am proc.essing 
functions). 
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Assuming that progressively denser shelving is possible as 

collection size increases, the formula calculates space needs 

at d.l net assignable square footage (NASF) per bound volume 

for the first 150,000 volumes, decreasing in stages to 

0.07 NSAF for all volumes in excess of 600,000 volumes. 

Likewise, the formula assumes differing space needs by 

type of student, with a range from 7.5 square feet per FTE 

undergraduate student to 15.0 square for headcount graduate 

students in certain fields. For the purpose of this study, 

7.5 square feet of space per FTE has been used for students 

at all levels. Finally, library service space for all aspects 

of library operations (including offices and workrooms) is 

calculated as 25 percent of required reader space. (Bareither 

and Schillinger, pp. 64-66). 

Association of College and Research Libraries {ACRL_l 

The ACRL formula (Appendix IIC) calculates reader space 

needs as 25 square feet per one-fourth of the FTE enrollment on 

residential campuses, or one-fifth of the enrollment on 

commuter campuses. (Expressed in the same terms, the Bareither 

variable would be 30 square feet per one-fourth of the FTE 

enrollment on all campuses.) Library service space, including 

office space, is calculated at 25 percent of the space needed 

for both books and readers. The other driving factor, library 

holdings, is calculated precisely the same as the Bareither 

formula (ACRL, "Standards for College Libraries"). 



NON-TRADITIONAL LIBRARY ACTIVITIES 

It is important to recognize that neither formula provides 

space calculations for non-traditional library activities, such 

as instructional media, curriculum materials functions, and 

audio-visual services. While both formulas stress that space 

needs for these purposes need to be calculated separately, no 

such computations were made for this study. Inasmuch as 

thirteen libraries included space allocated to instructional 

media services in their reports of usable space, the assessment 

of adequacy is slightly more favorable than might be expected. 

Had space requirements for non-traditional purposes been 

included as another driving factor, in at least those thirteen 

instances, NASF needs would have been higher. 

FINDINGS 

Using the Bareither formula, five of sixteen libraries 

(four state-supported and one private) had adequate space. 

Application of the ACRL formula yielded similar results, with 

six libraries (five state-supported and one private) receiving 

adequate marks. In the aggregate, the Bareither formula 

showed a space deficit of 401,920 net assignable square feet; 

the ACRL formula showed a deficit of 186,965 net assignable 

square feet. The difference between the two appears to lie in 

the slightly more liberal reader space allowance of the 

Bareither approach. 

Using either formula, the aggregate deficits are 

considerable. (See Table VII, p. 66.) The ACRL deficit, for 
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example, is larger than any existing library facility in the 

state, except for the combined libraries of the University of 

Alabama. The Bareither deficit exceeds the existing seating 

and storage capacity of both Auburn and the University of 

Alabama. The deficits translate into gross areas of 

approximately 531,000 GSF and 247,000 GSF. At an average 

construction cost (projected to 1983--the earliest possible 

year of construction) of $88 per GSF, the costs of providing 

the required space would amount to $46.7 million or $21.7 

million, depending upon which criteria were selected. 

TABLE VII 

OJRRENT LIIRAAY 111\SF SPNI CEF IC ITS 

lOTPJ... SPACI TOTA. SPACE 
REQJ IRfltENTS ~QJIRa-ENTS lOlAL SPNI 11:FICIT CEFICIT 
(BAAEITIER) (N:RL) REPCRTED BAAEITIER (N:RL) 

Ala~ Nl-1 77 ,'2f13 (B,999 ]5,929 (40,279) (33,070) 
Alaba'!la State 60,013 47 ,9ID 60,201 +188 +12,281 
Athens 14,259 11,599 9,986 (4,273) ( 1,613) 
8 1han Southern 26,611 24,592 32,481 +5,870 + 7,889 
PL!bum Lhi versi ty ,llwbnt !JJ!ery 85,933 70,031 ID,401 (65,532) ( 4'J ,630) 
Jacksawi l le 107,840 98,401 118,~2 +10,9~ +20,421 
Livingston 28,4]5 26,914 22,002 ( 6,344) ( 4,822} 
t-'ontevallo 42,016 38,426 51,lflO + 9,144 +12,734 
Troy State 98,734 76,155 65,669 (33,065} (10,486) 
Tuskes,ee 59,53) 53,683 54,833 ( 4,637) ( 1 , 150) 
Lhiversity of Alabama 171,560 136,562 100,652 (61,758) (27,910) 

in Binni ngtan 
Sterne BJ,403 
Lister Hill 39,249 

Lhiversity of Alabama 65,580 52,855 76,000 +10,420 +23, 145 
1-untsvil le 

Lhi versity of t-brth Alabaml 63,047 48,755 34,307 (28,740) (14,448) 
Lhiversity of South Alabara 110,613 ss,on 54,4CB ( 52,3)5) (30,633) 
Lhi versity of Alabama 256,007 231,116 244,713 (12,00) +13,597 
Pt.lbum 272,592 246,270 143,000 (129,592) (103,270) 
Sanford 

TOTPJ... l ,540,763 1, 1 l3,343 l, 133,654 401 ,92) 186,~5 
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As only AUM and the University of North Alabama are 

actively planning new library construction, the pressing state­

wide library space needs become all the more apparent. Each 

year, the libraries in the survey add a net of about 400,000 

volume equivalents. Assuming that enrollments remain constant 

on a statewide basis, and excluding attendant service area 

requirements from the calculations, net collection growth adds 

approximately 37,600 square feet to the deficit annually. It 

should be emphasized that the Commission on Higher Education 

staff stresses that planning should reflect at least ten years 

of growth. The figures here express current needs only. 

THE CONSEQUENCES OF ADEQUACY 

As the earlier sections have shown, Alabama's libraries 

are almost uniformly below all standards of collection 

adequacy. When space needs are addressed, analysis reveals 

that in the aggregate Alabama's libraries are ill-equipped to 

house, or provide access to, their comparatively weak 

collections. Should resource allocation decisions result in 

the accelerated growth of library collections, space problems 

will become even more serious. 

In 1981, the ACHE staff prepared an internal study of 

space needs in the fourteen state-supported schools. Rather 

than determining space needs based on current materials 

holdings, recognized as inadequate, the ACRL formula was used 

to determine the minimum number of volumes each school needed 
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to support current programs. Space needs were then determined 

based on the minimum number of required volumes and the current 

student enrollment. Because the ACHE study omitted certain 

institutional library components in some instances, the ACHE 

methodology was reapplied to data collected in this report. 

At current levels of enrollment, aggregate collection require­

ments generate a space deficit of almost 600,000 sq. feet 

(See Table VIII, p. 69.) Optimal acquisition rates at each 

institution would rapidly compound the deficit. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 
CONCLUSIONS ANO RECOMMENDATIONS 

CONCLUSIONS 

At current collection levels, the majority of Alabama 

academic institutions report space problems. Among the schools 

reporting deficits under the Bareither formula, the 

deficiencies ranged f~om five percent to seventy-six percent. 

The ACRL formula reflects a similar range. 

The aggregate deficit of these institutions is increasing 

at d rate of 37,600 feet annually, even at net collection 

growth rates. The space requirements created annually are 

larger than the current library facilities of six institutions. 

Only two institutions have library facilities in the active 

planning stage. The structural and mechanical design of 

soMe of the other buildings is not appropriate for current 

library functions. For exa~ple, floors are not strong enough 

to accommodate audiovisual collections, book stacks, or 

microfilm cabinets. 

usable. 

Thus the available space is not fully 

When space requirements are calculated with adequate 

collections in mind, the current space deficit approaches a 

staggering 600,000 square feet. A ten-year collection growth 

projection would increase this figure. Correction of 

deficiencies of this magnitude could require capital 

expenditures in the range of fifty million dollars. 
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RECOMMENOATIUNS 

1. The space needs of academic libraries in 
Alabar:ia sl"tould be re1rtedied by a large 
infusion of capital funds. 

2. At the state level, the need to house 
ade4uat~ly the resources of Alaba~a•s academic 
libraries should be carefully considered in 
the development of capital construction 
priorities. 

3. ACHE's Council of Librarians should be 
encouraged to explore the possibilities of 
cooperative storage and other models which 
might serve to ameliorate the pressures 
on campus library facilities. 

4. At the institutional level, it is important 
tnat library staff and institutional planners 
develop plans which would establish adequacy 
under the liareither or ACRL standards as a 
matter of institutional priority. Planners 
should also address the consequences of 
accelerated acquisition rates upon library 
space. Universities with central research 
libraries and one or more branch libraries 
have library space needs which exceed th~se 
indicated by the standard formulas used 
in this report .. 

5. The Council of Librarians needs to undertake 
a statewide analysis of the appropriateness 
of the structural and mechanical design of 
older buildinys not originally constructed 
to house library collections. 



REPORT NUMBER FOUR: STATEWIDE BIBLIOGRAPHIC 
ANO PHYSICAL ACCESSIBILITY TO LIBRARY RESOURCES 

CHAPTER EIGHT 

BIBLIOGRAPHIC ACCESS 

Two essential elements required in a statewide system of 

resource sharing among the academic libraries in Alabama are 

rapid physical access and the willingness of all participants 

to lend their library materials to the students and faculties 

of the other colleges and universities. Although working 

procedures would have to be developed by the members of a 

statewide academic library system, it is assumed that all 

parties would agree to the second condition because of their 

participation in this study. Fortunately, technology is now 

capable of supporting a statewide resource sharing academic 

library network which would enable participating institutions 

to ~ain access to the collections of other member libraries. 

ONLINE COMPUTER LIBRARY CENTER (OCLC)* 

Although OCLC is about ten years old, institutions in 

Alabama have participated in the network since 1975. (See 

*OCLC (Online Computer Library Center) is a not-for-profit 
co~puter library service and research organization based in 
Dublin, Ohio. The Center operates an international catalog 
network that libraries use to acquire and catalog library 
materials, order custom-printed catalog cards, arrange 
i n t e r - 1 i bra r y 1 e n d i n J an d 1'.l a i n t a i n 1 o c a t i on i n for 1:1 at i on on 
library materials. 
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Appendix XVI ford list of OCLC members in Alabama.) This 

syste:11 has developed as the 1nost dynamic model of a successful 

resource sharing cooperative of international scope. 

Utilization of the network affords bibliographic access to 

holdings of member libraries for collectio11 dev,~lopment 

activities and cooperative borrowing. It facilitates the 

lending of library materials through an interlibrary loan 

p r o ~ r a ,:i d r i v en by i t s est ab 1 i s he d auto 111 ate d co mm uni cat i on s 

syster1. Th e us e of th i s s y s t e :'.1 by a 1 1 sen i o r i n s t i t u t i on s i n 

Alabana would mean that a faculty member or student could be 

s u p p o r t e d by th e co 1i1 p re h e " s i ,, e co l I e c t i o n s o f a 1 l t h e S t a t e ' s 

aca<ier!lic libraries. This ::toes not, however, remove the need 

for strong collections on each ca,npus, but it could reduce the 

need for duplicating extensive and expensive collections in 

highly specialized subjects \'lhich could be assigned as the 

responsibility of individual libraries. 

For statewide networking to be successful, all institu­

tions must participate in the cooperative effort. Such 

activity would require that all institutions beco,ne members of 

the Southedstern Library Network (SOLINET)* and that all 

institutions support online resource sharing for collection 

devel oprnent and interlibrary 1 oan purpos~s. Success is al so 

depe11dent upon adding biblio~raphic and holdings information 

*Southeastern Library Network is a reJional library cooperative 
a f f i l i a t e d w i t 11 0 C L C • 



for library ,ilaterials to the OCLC data base. This effort would 

involve current dnd future acquisitions as well a~ retro­

spective holdings. 

CURRENT LEVEL OF NETWORK PARTICIPATION IN ALABAMA 

Currently, ten of the seventeen academic libraries in the 

State are dffiliated with the OCLC network through their 

membership in SOLINET: Alabama State University, Auburn 

University, Auburn University at Montgomery, Jacksonville 

State University, Troy State University, University of 

Alabama, University of Alabama in Birmingham, University of 

Alabama in Huntsville, University of North Alabana, and 

University of South Alabama. 

To the extent that the ten members of SOLINET have created 

machine-readable bibliogra~hic and location records of their 

liorary holdings, an online union list exists in the OCLC 

data base. Records in the dat~ base for bound monographic 

m a t e r i d l s a r e in a d e d v a i 1 a b l e t o t h e A l a b a ;:i a P u b l i c L i b r a r y 

Service (APLS) for inclusion, along with the records of major 

public libraries and other post-secondary institutional 

libraries, in a microfilm catalog designated as ALICAT. The 

ALICAT list, v,hich disµlays an abridged bibliographic record, 

is accessible by title only. APLS pays a commercial vendor 

t o ma i n t a i n t h e d a t a b a s e a n d p r o d u c e t h e ,n i c r o f i 1 m . A P L S ha s 

also sponsored tt1e forrnation of the Alabama Lihrary Information 

Network (ALIN) which provides interlibrary loan service to 

public libraries. 
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The Pioneer Alaha~a Library System (PALS), a multitype 

cooperative pilot project in Northwest AlabaMa funded by a 

Library Services Constructiori Act (LSCA) grant and administered 

by APLS, is proposing a union list of serials project. The 

project, utilizing the OCLC union list of serials capability, 

offers the opportunity to create an online union list of 

serials to volume specificity for libraries in PALS, which 

includes both the University of Al abar.ia and the University of 

North Alaba;:ia. A co111panion rilulti-type pilot project in North-

e as t A 1 ab a :.1 a 11 a y a 1 so part i c i pate in the uni on 1 i st of 

serials. PALS has proposed that other libraries in the State 

enter with its members in a statewide union list of serials, 

usin~ the OCLC capability. 

Consequently, the machine-readable bibliographic and 

location records of serial library holdings need only to be 

entered in the union list (this program is relatively new, 

therefore, even academic libraries of long standing membership 

in SOLINET would face some revision of serials records) and 

the machine-readable bibliograpi1ic and location records of 

111 o n o g r a p h i c 1 i b r a r y t1 o 1 d i n y s f or t he re 1n a i n i n g s e v en i n s t i t u -

tions need only to be utilized to provide statewide 

participation in a cooperative network. Creation of these 

records, basic tools for developing a cooperative statewide 

academic library network, is a function of the local library. 

Thus, member institutions currently support the basic costs 



associated with all functions of the net~ork. Further, if 

the proposed proyram were implemented, it would be necessary 

for current ,1embers to bear additional costs for equipment, 

usage, and staff. 

Cost Projections for Network Participation 

Projected initial and continuing costs of SOLINET member­

ships for non-me1:iber acadei:1ic libraries in Alaba1:1a is displayed 

in f-.ppendix XVII. Total first year ,ne11bership costs for all 

nonr,er.iber libraries, both public and private, would be 

5193,746. First year costs for the non-member public institu­

tions {Alabaria Af1M, Athens State College, Livingston University 

University of Montevallo) would be 5108,780; for the .non-member 

private institutions {Birmingham-Southern College, Sar.,ford 

University, and Tuskegee Institute), the cost would be $84,956. 

In the second year the costs would be reduced to $112,978 for 

a 1 l n o n - :n e r:1 b e r s c h o o 1 s ( $ 6 4 , 5 6 4 f o r s t a t e s u p p o r t e d n o n - m em b e r 

institutions and $48,414 for privately supported institutions). 

Each institution should pay the initial costs for joining 

SOLINET and accept responsibility for paying the ongoing costs 

of participating in the bibliographic network. Moreover, all 

libraries should make a per11anent commitment to participating 

in the shared activities within the State. 
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RETROSPECTIVE CONVERSION 

Ketrospective holdings must be added to create a complete 

record of Al ab a 1-;ia a cad em i c 1 i bra r y ho 1 di n gs . The tot a 1 numb e r 

of titles held by academic libraries, both public and private, 

is 3,652,978. Of these, the state supported institutions have 

acquired 3,320,883 titles. Eighteen percent, or 670,275 

titles of the total number of titles held by the seventeen 

libraries in this study, has been located and tagged in the 

OCLC data base. A mammoth conversion project would be 

required to place the balance of the holdings in machine 

readable form. The current costs of a conversion project 

of this magnitude would be $11,696,512 for the state supported 

schools. (See Appendix XVIII.) This project, once completed, 

would give Alabama the distinction of being the first state 

to have all its academic library holdings represented in a 

sin9le automated catalog. 

Tu estimate the cost of converting retrospective collec­

tions, information was gathered to determine the number of 

titles to be converted, the number of additional staff 

required, and the additional equipment needed. The synthesis 

of the information yathered and the following assumptions 

produced the projected cost of statewide conversion. 

A. Conversion would be a two year project; 



B. Persont"lel would be required as follows: 

(a) one professional for each 30,000 titles/two year,1 
(b) one paraprofessional for each 21,000 titles/ 

two year; 1 

C. One terminal for each 160 ~an hours available per 
week;2 

D. One terminal = 80 hours/week;3 

E. Professiondl salary= 18,500/annual + fringe 
benefits;4 

F. Paraprofessional salary= 10,500/annual + fringe 
benefits.5 

INTERLIBRARY LOAN 

The use of a completely developed statewide shared 

database would permit inaxirnum utilization of the OCLC inter­

library loan subsyste:n (ILL). This subsystem will allow one 

institution to borrow from another by using established 

procedures and an existing communications network. The use of 

luAB Conversion project average rate of conversion= 15,000/ 
yr for a professional; 10,500/yr for a paraprofessional; 
these figures allowed for continuation of t"lormal 
processing. 

20CLC available 7-11 CST Monday - Friday 16 x 5 = 80 
7-6 csr Saturday 11 11 

gf 
Allows for Monday - Friday availability. 

3Allo#S l terminal for each person 50 percent of work time. 

4Avera~e salary of professional librarian - Sterne Librdry 
UAB 1980 + 5 percent. 

5Avcrage salary of paraprofessional staff - Sterne Library 
UAB 1980 - 5 percent. 
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the database does carry a charge which is a per trdnsaction 

cost. Thus, those using the ddtabase incur more expense than 

those not using the servic~. 

T t1 e s y st em d 1 1 ow s term i n a 1 sea r chi n g as a pub 1 i c s er v i c e 

function and is particularly helpful to those doing library 

research requiriny books or serials which are difficult 

to obtain. It also allows a requesting library to determine 

if a library in the system owns the title requested and if it 

is available for loan. This precludes the necessity of 

preraring written requests and waiting for these to be 

delivered and returned by U.S. Mail as ~,ell as reducing by 

approximately 50 µercent the time lag in obtdining a desired 

item. 

Statewide Sorrower's Card 

A logical extension of the expanded interlibrary loan 

program would be the development of a statewide borrower's 

card. Such a card would allow the faculty and ~raduate 

students of the colleges and universities supporting graduate 

programs to borrow, on site, inaterials from the libraries 

of peer institutions. 



CHAPTER NINE 
PHYSICAL ACCESS 

Physical access to the library resources of Alabama 

academic libraries is possible by using the U.S. postal 

service, a commercial carrier, or a library system courier 

service. A key factor in the selection of a delivery service 

is its cost. Six options were studied; their costs varied 

yreatly. 

COMMERCIAL CARRIERS: Purolator, Pony Express, U.S. Postal 
Service United Parcel 

The four options, Purolator, Pony Express, U.S. Postal 

Service, United Parcel, are commercial carriers. Although not 

standard to all, cost variables include distance, frequency of 

delivery, weight, and pickup charges. Purolator charges 

according to mileage and weight. Pony Express bases its 

charges on weight and frequency of pickup. The U.S. Postal 

Service charges a set rate for delivery regardless of 

distance. United Parcel Service has two zones in the State; 

consequently, its charges, based on distance and weight, 

are as follows: 
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u. s. Post United Parcel Pony Express Purolator 
Office 

l 1 b . 25 S 1 . 1 ga 
$1.2lb 

$ 3. 6 4c 
S5.1oct 

$7.80e 
58.80f 

5 l b s . 61 Sl. 56a 
$1 . 68b 

$3.64C 
$ 5 . 1 act 

$7.aoe 
$8.sof 

1 0 lbs . 9 7 ~2.02a 
$2.28b 

S4.39c 
ss.a5ct 

$9.ooe 
s10.oof 

In addition, United Parcel Service assesses a $2.50 weekly 

charge regardless of the number of pickups per week. This 

additional charge would total $2,210 annually for the seventeen 

libraries in this study. 

Facsimile Transmission 

The fifth option, facsimile transmission, allows single 

sheets of information on paper to be placed on a machine drum 

and sent via telephone lines to a compatible machine at 

another location. An analysis was nade to provide a basis for 

comparing the cost of fasimile transmission to that of other 

methods of sending library material, or surrogates of that 

r:1 ate r i a 1 , f r om one 1 o cat i on to another . 0 et a i 1 s of the 

analysis follo\-1. 

E q u i pm e n t co s t :-1 a s ob t a i n e d f o r a X e r o x t e 1 e c o p i e r , a 

machine whicn will transmit a page wit~in twelve to twenty-five 

a Zone 2 
bzone 3 
CAt least five days a week pickup 
dless than five days a week pickup 
ewithin 200 miles 
f 2 O O - 3 0 0 in i 1 :~ 5 



seconds. The cost for securing the equipment on a rental 

oasis would be $4,680 for each library, or an annual total 

of $79,560 for all seventeen institutions represented in this 

study. 

Telefacsimile expenses are one-way costs and not round 

trip charges like those shown in the earlier cost comparison 

among the post office, UPS, Pony Express, Purolator, and those 

associated with a librdry system courier (an analysis of 
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which follows in the next section). Therefore, one-way expenses 

for the other services were used as a basis for the present 

com~arison. Also, only the one pound rate was used. Tele­

copying articles of enough pages to weiyh more than one 

pound is questionable because of the staff time which would 

be involved in the process. Within these constraints, it 

would require 175,440 transactions via the post office or 

35,000 by UPS to exceed telefacsimile costs. Telephone line 

costs, a three-cent per page reproduction cost to the 

borrowing library, and staff time used in telecopying were 

not included in the analysis because the high equipment cost 

of this option, as compared to the cost of the other options, 

already appears to make it prohibitive. 

Facsimile transmission can be most effective when applied 

to short articles or single page documents. Transmitting 

copies of entire books, lengthy journal articles, or informa­

tion originally in color would be economically impractical. 
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Such li1nited use would drive the costs per transaction evan 

higher. Furthermore, because original iterns could not be 

loaned by this ~recess, copyright restrictions would still 

adhere. Consequently, facsimile transmission as the primary 

means of facilitating physical access is not dee~ed viable. 

Courier Service 

Courier service cost, based on two round trips per week 

from Florence to Mobile, one driver, one vehicle, and 

associated expenses, is estimated at a current annual rate 

of $83,600. A cost dnalysis was made to determine how many 

one pound, five pound, or ten pound items would have to be 

borrowed before a courier service would be competitive with 

the other options. The results of that analysis are 

presented below: 

u. s. Post United Parcel 
Office 

1 1 b 167,200 35,126a 
34,545b 

5 1 bs 68,525 26,794a 
24,880b 

l O 1 b s 43,092 20,693a 

azoni::? 2 
bzone 3 

18,333b 

CAt least five days a week pickup 
dless than five days a week pickup 
e vi i t h i n 2 o o ,1 i 1 e s 
f200-300 miles 

Pony Express Purol a tor 

11,483c 
8,296d 

5,358e 
4,75of 

11 , 48 3c 
8,196d 

5,358e 
4,7sof 

9,s21c 
7, 1 4 5d 

4,644e 
4,lsof 



CONCLUSIONS 

CHAPTER TEN 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECQMMENOATIONS 

Success of shared resources is dependent upon sharing of 

biblio~raphic databases. The 111ost effective method of sharing 

a bibliographic database is through the existing network. Not 

only will such a database drive an interlibrary loan system and 

cooperative collection development program as discussed 

earlier, but also it is critical for the implementation of a 

number of other computer applications in individual libraries 

and among libraries participating in cooperative programs. 

Facsimile transmission was rejected as a means of 

facilitating physical access to library materials because of 

excessive costs. Of tne five remaining options, speed and 

reliability are major considerations in choosin9 a delivery 

system. 

- Pony Express and Purolator are the speediest; both 
guarantee overnight delivery. However, they are much 
more expensive than the U.S. mail. 

- Courier service is the most expensive method of 
delivery. 

U.S. Postal Service is the least expensive system. 
Problems relating to the reliability and speed of this 
service have been experienced by many libraries, 
particularly in tlie areas of interlibrary loan mailings 
and receipt of book orders. 

- Unit~d Parcel Servic~ is currently faster and more 
reliable than the U.S. mail, although its costs are 
greater. 
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If other elements of a cooperative academic library 

system's program. such as a stat~wide books and periodicals 

exchange, were handled by a courier. the additional cost might 

be justified. At this time, however, United Parcel Service 

or si111ilar commercial service appears to meet most nearly 

adequately the requirements of a physical access delivery 

system. 

Other factors which govern speed of delivery, besides the 

delivery medium per~~• include the speed with which the inter-

1 ibrary loan request is µrocessed and prepared for ship,:,ent 

and the effectiveness of the borrowing library in returning 

borrowed materials within the designated loan period. If 

Alaba,:ia academic library interlibrary loan requests are given 

top priority, the first condition should he met satisfactorily. 

Prompt return of borrowed materials is especially critical 

in those instances in which original items are µrovided instead 

of photocopy. It will be necessary to lend originals from 

t i ,n e to t i me to comp 1 y w i th t he co p y r i g ht 1 a w . Cu r re n t 

copyright guidelines now prohibit an institution fro~ 

b or row i n g a n nu a 1 1 y 1,1 ore than f i v e photo cop i e d a rt i c 1 es of a 

µrotected journal title. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Establish a computer-based bibliographic record 
of the holdings of all Alabama academic libraries 
accessible at each college or university library 
through the followin] actions: 



a . Se c u re ,11 e rn b e r s 11 i p v i a S O L I N E T i n th e 
Online Cornputer Library Center (OCLC) 
for all Alabama academic libraries which 
are not currently OCLC members. 

b. Enter bibliographic and location informa­
tion for all new acquisitions into the OCLC 
bibliographic subsystem for each academic 
library. 

c. Enter bibliographic and location 
information into the OCLC union list 
of serials holdings subsystem for each 
academic library's complete serial holdings. 

d. Enter bibliographic and location informa-
tion for selected older materials into the 
OCLC bibliographic subsystem (i.e., selective 
retrospective conversion) for each academic 
library. 

2. All academic libraries should join in the develop­
ment of a statewide union list of serials and 
begin the creation of rnachine-readable records in 
OCLC's union list mode. 

3 . A g r a du ate b or rower ' s ca rd pro gr a 11 sh o u l d be 
developed to facilitate the inter-institutional 
use of library resources by the faculty and 
graduate students involved in resident 
graduate µrograms. 

4. Develop an interlibrary loan agreement and a 
delivery system, probably using United Parcel 
Service, to facilitate reasonably prompt 
physical access to Alabama academic library 
resources for all users of these libraries. 
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REPORT NUMBER FIVE: COMPUTERIZATION ANO NETWORKING 

INTRODUCTION 

Computerization has become an i nteyral part of much of 

today's civilized worl<1, and higher education in the United 

States and Alabama are no exceptions to the force of this 

development. We have seen the steady yrowth and ~pplication 

of computer resources in university accounting processes, 

student records, research activities, and library support, 

among others. Indeed, experimentation with and discussion of 

library computerization have been commonplace in academic 

librarianship for the last twenty-five years. Astounding 

yrowth has only been possible in the last ten years, however, 

as computing capacities have become increasinyly sophisticated. 

Recent studies have indicated clearly that computerization 

can assist in controlling the rate of increase of per student 

library costs. This is a particularly inportant factor in 

1 i g h t o f t h e p r e s s i n g co n s t r a i n t s w i t h i n w h i c h a c a d e rri i c 

libraries have been operating for the last ten yedrs in 

attempting to support research and teaching. Other reports 

from this study have described vividly the deteriorating 

condition of Alabaraa 1 s academic libraries, underscored the need 

to strengthen those libraries, and signaled the necessity for 
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ii:1ple'.nenting a mechanism whereby the resources of those 

libraries could be shared statewide. 

Computerization can play a key role in achieving these 

goals because not only can computers help contain rising costs, 

but corn put er i z at i on can al so i 1n prove ma r k e d l y the l eve l of 

service and support offered faculty and students through 

academic libraries. In addition, computerization, the 

explosive development of information services, and the home 

delivery of information have placed additional stresses on 

academic libraries as they strive to offer up-to-date service. 

If libraries cannot meet the challenge of amalgamating these 

non-traditional information services, faculty and students 

will suffer even more. Finally, computerization can be the 

mechanism for enabling the development of cooperative net­

workiny activities among Alabama academic libraries--activities 

facilitated by consistent, coherent, on-going planning and 

sharing with all benefitting from the joint commitment of 

funds. 

It is the purpose of this report to describe the structure 

and potential of today's computer technology as it relates to 

the activities of Alabama's academic libraries in their support 

of graduate education in the State. The discussion will 

i n c 1 u de t n e co ,11 I-' uteri z at i on of tr ad i t i on a l l i bra r y s er vi c es , 

the recent development of nev, infor1nation services, networks 

and networking, a conclusion, and reco,nmendations. 



Appendix XIX includes a fuller discussion of computer 

hardware and softwar~. Appendix XX presents two alternatives 

for computerization: purchase of a turnkey system or in-house 

software development. 
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CHAPTER ELEVEN 

COMPUTERIZING TRADITIONAL LIBRARY SERVICES 

STATE OF THE A~T IN GENERAL 

Library automation is the use of automatic and semiauto­

matic computing machines to perform such traditional library 

activities as acquisitions, cataloging, serials control, inter­

library lending, reference assistance, and public catalog 

maintenance. Although once computerized these activities 

are not necessarily performed in traditional ways, the 

activities themselves are those traditionally associated with 

libraries: Library automation may thus be distinguished from 

related fields such as information retrieval, automatic 

i n de x i n g an d a b s t r a c t i n g , a n d a u t o 1n a t i c t e x t u a 1 a n a 1 y s i s . 

Prior to the 1960's, library automation was based on 

i.> u n ch e d - ca rd e q u i pm en t w i th computer pro yr a 11 s or i en t e d tow a rd 

business and scientific applications. Equipment was difficult 

for most libraries to obtain until their parent institutions 

obtained computers. The capacity for manipulation and 

analysis of data was small, and there was no provision to 

store data for later retrieval except on punched cards. 

The general µurpose computers that became wirlely available 

in the 1960 1 s changed all of that and made possible a second 
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era of librdry automation systems. Most of the systerns cornmon 

in the 1960's used punched cards for input, so information was 

fed into the system in a way not very different from unit 

record systems. Once the data was entered, however, many more 

operations could be performed during a single processing run. 

More importantly, the system could now remember by storing 

i n f o r :n at i on on rn a g net i c ta p e . Fu rt he r , the i n f o rm a t i o n co u 1 d 

be transferred automatically in and out of the computer's 

"core" storage as needed for complete operations. The speed 

o f opera t i on s and the cap a c i t y for ,nan i p u 1 at i on and an a 1 y s i s 

of data were yreatly increased, often by several orders of 

magnitude. 

In the early l97U's, another important step was taken 

with the introduction of online, interactive computer systems. 

With this development, the philosophy of systems design and 

the concept of "total library systems" became prominent 

concerns. The philosophy behind this terminology varied with 

the system designer. In some cases, it implied that libraries 

should be automated completely or not at all. Proponents of 

this theory argued that to automate only one portion of a 

library's activities was to invite incompatibility with systems 

that might later be developed for other activities. Others, 

less radical in approach, used such terms to apply only to 

design, not to implementation. They argued that the library 

should be studied as an inteyrated whole, its entire operations 

thorouyhly understood and flow-charted if possible, and a 



complete system designed to automate the whole. The parts of 

the system could then be implemented one at a time, as funds 

permitted. 

In later years, a variation of the philosophy has appeared 

in the idea of "inteyrated technical processing systems." Its 

proponents aryue that good design demands the elimination of 

redundant keyboarding operations as much as possible, and that 

in library systems, therefore, bibliographic data entered into 

the system at the time an item is ordered should be reused if 

possible, or modified as necessary, to produce various products 

such as c i r cul at i on rec or ct s , mi c r of o rm cat a 1 o y s , or on 1 i n e 

public catalogs. 

This issue is not yet resolved, though large library 

systems continue to attempt to integrate functions and move 

away from redundant data storage and data entry. We are 

beginning to see today, however, how separate functional 

systems can be tied toyether through microprocessor communica­

tions switchers, or how minicomputers can use one set of data 

in several specialized applications. 

The basic components of the six major library functions 

include the followiny: 

Acquisitions 

Most automated library aquisition systems are designed to 

handle the considerable amount of paperwork involved in buying 

92 



93 

books. Typically, they µrint purchase orders; maintain book 

fund accounts and print book fund reports of various types; 

provide information on orders outstanding, and sometimes on 

works in process; and prepare vouchers or checks to pay for the 

books. Many also print other reports derived from the order 

infor1:1ation including, for example, lists of orders by order 

nu~ber, claims, or cancellation notices. Most aquisitions 

systems fall into three broad categories: first, those based 

ex cl us i v el y or pr i ,n a r i l y on auto rn ate d e qui pm en t ; second , 

offline, batch-processing systems using computers; and online 

systems using various types of remote terminals for communica­

tion with a computer. 

Circulation 

Automated systems for circulation control have been more 

successful than any other type of liorary system. There are 

obvious reasons for this: the operations to be performed are 

repetitive; the procedures to be followed can be described 

syste~atically; and circulation can be separated fairly easily 

from other library activites. Most importantly, the biblio­

graphic information used in such systems need not be extensive 

or co ,n p l ex ; the sever c e q u i p rn en t and pro g ram mi n g prob l e rn s \'I hi ch 

arise fro1,1 dealing wit:i complex bibliographic entries, and 

which have impeded the develop111ent of serials, cataloging, and 

e v e n a c q u i s i t i o n s y s t e 1'1 s , a r e t h e r e f o r e l a r ~ e l y a v o i d e d . 



Uppercase typoyraphy is acceptable, and equipment and program­

in i n y s y st e ,n s that other Ni s e co u 1 d not be used are thus 

available. 

Circulation systems are designed to capture and manipulate 

three kinds of information: information about the borrower, 

information about the material being borrowed, and information 

about the loan itself. 

After the information has been entered, circulation 

systems perform some or all of the following functions: pro­

vision of information on the location of circulating items; 

identification of items on loan to a particular borrower or 

class of borrowers; records of holds or reserves for items on 

loan but desired by another borrower; printing recall notices 

and renewals of loans; notification to the library staff of 

overdue itams and printing of overdue notices; notification of 

delinquent borrowers; Cdlculation of fines and printing of fine 

notices; calculation and printing of statistics; analysis of 

summary statistics; and provision for handling special 

categories of borrowers and special types of materials. 

Online Public CatalotJ 

Library public catalogs have for the last fifty years 

consisted of 3 x 5 card files containing an "index" to the 

library's noldings. A library catalog lists, arranges, and 

describes the holdings of a specific library or c0llection. 
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The main functions of a cdtalog are to enable a reader to 

d e t e r 111 i n e 1~ h e t h e r t ll e l i b r d r y c o n t a i n s a p a r t i c u l a r b o o k , a n d 

which works by a given author or ~hich editions of a particular 

work dre in the collection. The rules for making catalog 

entries are, in general, standard rules with national and 

international acceptance. 

An effective catdlog of whatever type should possess 

certain qualities which will enJhle it to be easily consulted 

and maintained, and the following criteria can be used for 

judging a catalog: it should be flexible in terms of addition 

and removal of information; it should be constructed so that 

a 1 1 n a :n e s a n d s u b j e c t s c a n be q u i c k 1 y a n d e a s i 1 y f o u n d ; i t 

s h o u 1 d be c o n s t r u c t e d s o t h at a 11 n a :n es a n d s u b j e c t s w h i c h 

logically belong together actually do stand together; it should 

be economically prepared and maintained; and it should be 

compact. 

In consicjering an online public catalog, we continue to 

look for the development of catalogs which can maintain 

continuity, consistency, and the capacity for responding to 

change. In no other area of library automation has activity 

been so intense as in the manipulation of cataloging data. 

Computerized support of this activity has been especially 

d i f f i c u 1 t be ca use of the co 111 p 1 e x i t y of t 11 e i n for in at i on , the 

fact that all of the subelements of the catalog can be of 

varyin~ length, the sheer storage necessary to hold over d 

::1illion bibliograµr1ic records with an average reu,rd length of 



2,000 characters, the nu~ber of user searches which the 

computer would nave to handle in any given minute, the 

difficulty of constructing efficient indexes for such large 

files, and the necessity for the catalog syste1n to operate in 

an online, real-time mode can be exceedingly difficult to 

access efficiently and effectively. 

Online Cataloging Systems 

In order to share the costs of preparing public catalog 

records, many academic libraries participate in a second form 

of online catalog system--customized service networks which 

provide data bases of public catalog records for users to 

search, modify individual records for their local use, and 

obtain a variety of printed and machine readable products 

showiny their localized data. The individual bibliographic 

records in tile databases are most often obtained from the 

participants or clients and from tile Library of Congress as 

it shares its public catalog records. 

The most widely known customized services network is the 

Online Computer Library Center (OCLC) which supports over 

4,000 libraries with a database of more than eight million 

records. OCLC users add 3,000 new shared cataloging records 

and 40,000 additional holdings statements to existing records 

each day. 
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Serials Control 

A. yreat number of separate systems have been devised with 

the sole purpose of handling this type of material. Such 

separate serial systems are encouraged by the nature of the 

mat~rial itself. Monographs are received, paid for, cataloged, 

bound if necessary, and circuldted. Serials, on the other 

hand, continue to be received; they have to be ordered and 

paid for repetitively; their cataloging ddta must include 

additional information, such as the frequency of publication, 

and all too often the cataloging information must be changed; 

information on the library's holdings must be constantly 

updated; and even binding must take place repeatedly and 

consistently. In all but the very smallest libraries, there­

fore, special controls are usually needed to handle these 

procedures. 

The lure of controlling all these complexities by 

machine is not the only attraction of automated serials 

systems. Traditional library serial records are difficult 

to consult, but if the information is in machine readable 

form it can be printed out or accessed conveniently online. 

The simplest type of serials system is the straight 

listing of infornation regarding each title. Systems which 

go beyond this function and attempt to automate other clerical 

procedures involved with the handling of serials usually start 

with the receiving or checking-in procedure. Claiming, 



binding, dnd routing may also be handled as part of the 

receiving system, or separately, utilizing the readily updated 

charateristic of computerized files. 

Interlibrary Loan ( ILL) 
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Interlibrary loan as a library function is the process by 

which libraries borrow from and lend to one another. To 

ascertain which ILL system is most cost-effective it is 

necessary to be able to determine what titles any given library 

owns, and whether the library will share a specific title, to 

be able to communicate rapidly among libraries, and to be able 

to transport the books themselves as rapidly as possible. 

Although most online circulation systems are located 

within one library, several libraries have formed an 

automated interlibrary loan network by interconnecting their 

circulation databases on a dial-up basis and processing each 

other's ILL requests. These ILL requests are transmitted 

from the terminal at the borrowing library, through its own 

computer and files, to the computer and into the files of the 

lending library. There are also_rnany network examples of 

multiple libraries sharing a single stand-alone system, in 

~hich the central computer and files are locdted in one of the 

member libraries, and the terminals are located in all 

l i b r a r i es that a re 1n em be rs of the network . 
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The n e \'I est I LL n et work i s that 1n a i n t a i n e d by O CL C . 

8ecause the OCLC union catdloy contains over eight million 

records and forty-five million holdings statements, 

representing an average of six copies of each of the eight 

1nillion titles, in the ,:,ajority of instances librarians are 

dble to ascertain where any particular title may be located. 

OCLC maintains its own nationwide co1r11nunications system and has 

d e s i g n e d a corn p u t e r i z e d 1n e s s a y e s y s t em to a 1 l ow 1 i b r a r i a n s to 

comr:1unicate rapidly with one another and to borrow fro,n one 

another through the use of established procedures. Though the 

physical books have to be delivered by mail or some other 

111 e t h o d , t It e u s e o f O C L C f o r i n t e r 1 i b r a r y 1 o a n w i l l re d u c e t h e 

time lag in obtaining a desired ite~ by approximately fifty 

percent. 

Reference 

Reference service as provided by reference librarians in 

::i a j or a cad e !n i c l i bra r i es i s an am a 1 g a rn of tech n i q u es v, hi ch 

includes a reference expertise in various subject areas and 

a thorough knowledge of both general and specialized indexes, 

abstracts, bibliographies, the holdings of the library, and 

the library's collection of inforr:iation source materials. 

Recent years have seen an increasing library use of independent 

information databases which can supplement the library's own 

holdings in providing service to library users. 
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Online search services were introduced into large academic 

lioraries less than ten years ago. Although questions related 

to financing, policy formulation, and planning co~tinue to 

provoke lively discussions within the profession, the services 

themselves ar~ now well established as part of public service 

pro gr a 1:1s. 

Major concerns in the operation of online services focus 

on several issues. As the number of available databases 

increases, keeping both staff and documentation up-to-date 

require constant attention, almost on a daily basis. There 

is also the need to assure that public services personnel 

whose responsibilities do not include online searching are 

kept aware of the range of databases available, and that they 

understand the online operation sufficiently to be able to 

suggest its appropriate use. Integrating instruction, and 

providing for ready reference use of the computer are ongoing 

needs that may also require special arrangements. 

It is likely in the near future, too, that most effective 

reference service can be provided when local online catalogs, 

independent information services, local information services, 

electronic mail and word processing are available to faculty 

and students by technically and intellectually linking all of 

these capabilities. 
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Research library support, in general, is faced today with 

the necessity not only to automate traditional library 

services, but also to implement and integrate the new wave of 

computer-based information services which are being developed 

rapidly in the for-profit sector. 

STATE OF THE ART IN ALABAMA 

The six trdditional library functions which can be 

supported effectively by computerization either in ~hole or 

in rart have been described in Chapter Eleven. Computerization 

of these functions has been sparse in Alabama's academic 

libraries and has been centered in activities of the larger 

libraries or in the slightly more widespread use of OCLC. 

There are at least two alternative courses of action in 

selecting and implementing library computer systems: to 

computerize each function separately and perhaps attempt to 

tie the systems together at some later time, or to base the 

initial system design on the concept of integrating all of 

the functions into one computerized system. Added to this 

are two other alternatives: a library ~ay develop its own 

comp u t er systems , or i t rn ay p u r ch as e a II tu r n key II system a 1 ready 

completely developed by some other library or vendor. (There 

is a fuller discussion of these alternatives in Appendix XX.) 

In general, academic liDraries undertaking computerization 

have followed no specific pattern but, rather, have used 



whatever combination of these alternatives best suited their 

institutional environment. The larger the library, however, 

the greater the interest in computer systems which can 

interyrate as Many functions as possible. Larger libraries 

~enerally need to attempt to decentralize access to biblio­

graphic information to both departmental or branch libraries 

and to departmental offices scattered across larger ca~puses. 

The developmental and planning work being undertaken in 

the larger Alaba1:1a academic libraries, then, has paralleled 

the national trend and has centered around integrated systems. 

The University of Alabama at Birmingham pioneered in the late 

1970 1 s the initial development of the first two phases 

(circulation and acquisitions) of an integrated system. Work 

continues on the remaining functions which this system can 

ultimately support, particularly an online catalog and serials 

control. The University of Alabama has received funding this 

year for the installation of a library computer system and is 

planning on the i~plementation of a turnkey, integrated system 

which will support the major library functions: circulation, 

acquisition, serials control, and the online public catalog. 
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The University of South Alabama has purchased and begun testing 

of NOTIS, the integrated library automation system developed by 

Northwestern University Library. Portions of the following 

descriptions of Alabama library computerization will reflect 

the larger library concentration on the implementation of 

integrated systems. 
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. .\cquisitions 

Libraries report the computerization of some aspect of 

the acquisitions process: the University of Alabama at 

Birminyhan,, i3irminyham Southern, and the University of .l\laba:11a 

at Huntsville. Two other libraries, as part of the implementa­

tion of integrated systems, will be able to support 

acquisitions: the University of South Alabama and the 

University of Alabama. 

Circulation 

The University of Alaba:na in Birmingham has in place a 

computerized circulation system, and the University of South 

Alabama and the University of Alabama will be able to include 

circulation in the implementation of their online systems. 

Online Local Catalog and Online National Cataloging Utilities 

Three libraries are developing local online catalogs as 

part of their integrated systems: the University of Alabama 

at Birmingham, the University of South Alabama, and the 

University of Alabama. 

The use of national online cataloging utilities such as 

OCLC, however, has heen used to a greater degree by Alabama 

a ca ct e ,n i c l i bra r i es . Report Number Four on St ate w i de Bi bl i o -

graphic and Physical Accessibility has described comprehen­

sively the use of OCLC in Ala~a8a, which only needs to be 

s u ;:1 m a r i z e d he r e : 
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ch~ck-in, bindery, claiming, accounting, full record display, 

and public reference display. 

Interlibrary Loa11 

The ten libraries currently participating in OCLC are 

also able, through that participation, to take advantage at 

OCLC's interlibrary loan subsystem. 

Reference 

While reference has long been a traditional library 

function, computer support in this area has been a recent 

development and so discussion of reference co~puterization is 

included in the next section on recent co~puterized information 

services. Suffice it to say here, traditional reference 

service provided by academic librarians occurs in each of the 

sevent~en academic libraries. 



CHAPTER TWELVE 

RECENT COMPUTERIZED INFORMATION SERVICES 

STATE OF THE ART IN GENERAL 

Independent Information Service 

In the last ten years an explosion has occurred in the 

area of infor~ation access and delivery. While many of these 

s er vi c es are made av a i l ab l e to l i bra r y users \'Ii th the a i d of 

l i b r a r y s t a f f an d e q u i p ,n e n t , m a n y no n - l i b r a r y u s e r s ha v e a c c e s s 

to independent information services either directly or through 

other vendors. 

Independent information services may be divided into 

producers (assemblers) and distributors (vendors). The 

producers are usually sr.iall companies that do not have the 

capacity to sell and service their products; they make agree­

ments with distributors, who are better equipped to handle 

the marketing and installation of the equipment. 

Appendix XXI lists alphabetically major distributors of 

information databanks with a wide selection of subject matter. 

While prices are not included here, it is useful to know that 

some distributors charye by the minute, others by fifteen 

I~ i nut e s l o ts ; and s tJ l l others 11 ave a mi n i mu r, - ti rn e 

re'-lu i re!11ent s. 



107 

Sorneti1nes 111ore than one datahank is offered for the price 

of one subscriµtion fee. 

Tile contents of these infor1:1ation databanks rnay consist 

of either bibliographic citations to journal articles, 

newspaper articles, or 111onographs; or of inforrnation itself, 

e . g . , de r.1 o u rap hi c data , or news p cl per art i c 1 es . 

Many distributors are also called "search service 

net·~orks" and, as can be seen from Appendix XXI, offer 

;:1ultiple dat.:ibases or files for searching. The multiple 

database vendors tend to he commercial companies such as 

Lockheed, Systern Development Corporation (SOC), and 

Bibliographic Retrieval Services (BRS). Together they provide 

access to over thirty million unique bibliographic records for 

over 4,000 users. The vendors generally obtain the databases 

from data base suppliers (mostly the abstracting and indexing 

services) on a fixed and/or royalty cost basis. 

Users generally search one file at a time, unless the 

files and their indexes have been combined by the search 

service vendor, and µri nt the results of the search on the 

local terminal printer during the search process (for a 

moderate aMount of output) or the vendor's high speed printer 

(for extensive output). This printed output is then mailed 

to the user. The user price is determined by the particular 

file selected and the amount of searching, l·!·, the amount of 

tiine the terr:iiial is connected to the search service computer. 



Search services do not provide the ability for users to 

modify the records in the files, nor do they provide the 

ability to 111odify the output. Recently, sorne pilot experiments 

have been implemented to capture the search results in machine 

reddable form during the online session for furthtr processing 

and later display. 

Occasionally a ddtabase supplier provides the exclusive 

sedrching to its own files, !.·1·• New York Times and National 

Library of Medicine, becoming in effect a single, database 

service. 

Home Information Retrieval Systems: VIOEOTEX 

A giant home information industry is taking shape in the 

plans of hundreds of companies to develop home information 

retrieval systems in ~hich subscribers can 3ain access easily 

to large amounts of information stored in a computer data 

base using the existing telephone network as the carrier 

inediu1:1 and a modified television set as the receher. 

An adapted television set consists of a box of additional 

electronic circuitry, a modem, and a plug-in or attached 

keypad. Controlled by one or more microprocessors, this box 

of large-scale integrated circuitry features an auto-dialer, 

an identification number, a character generator, a page store, 

and an interface board. The interface board allows the set 

to be connected to the telephone lines. Data is transmitted 
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to the television fron the comµuter and received from the set. 

The subscriber uses a keypad to access the desired page of 

information, to hold a page for viewing, or to cancel the 

keyin3 instruction. 

This concept has not introduced any significant technolo-

gical developments. Instead it is a new type of environment--

an environment that lets people deal with information, not 

the paper upon which it is written. The industry infra­

structure is finally taking shape. Not only is the nation's 

telephone network being rapidly upgraded to carry videotex 1 s 

data, but 111ore dnd more two-way cable TV systems are being 

built. American Telephone and Telegraph has endorsed videotex 

by telling its competitors and customers how it is going to 

design its own system. Twoo, transaction processing in 

financial services apµears to be the trigger application for 

which the public is willing to pay. Public acceptance is 

nurtured by more receptivity to such space-age systems and 

the accelerating purchase of electronic products fur the home. 

U.S. companies dre plunginy into every facet of videotex 

t e ch n o 1 o g y to de t e r rn i n e \'I h i c h s e g 111 e n t s of the ma r k et to en t e r : 

providing the information and services, running the central 

computer syst~m, interconnecting the customers, or selling the 

ii o iTI e t e r 111 i n a 1 s • 

Not only can videotex make banking more convenient, but 

in this context the biggest threat to newspaper advertising 

may be electronic advertising. OCLC has been experimenting 



in this area and is contracting with libraries which desire 

to serve as intermediaries in the provision of videotex 

i n for ,n at i on . 

The following chart summarizes the general elements of the 

videotex scene today: 

Financial Institutions 

Banc 01e 
Cl-enical Bank 
Citibank 
rterM 11 L,ynch 
Lili ted A"reri can Bank 

, Af&T 
Conpu 5:?rv 
Cox Cable Con:uncations 

Camm c.arriers 

AT&T 

Broadcasters 

CliS 
NBC 

Il'fCN-10.TIOO .Al'O SERVICE MVIOCRS: 

Publishers 

lw t. Bradstreet 
lbw Jones 
I-Brte-1-anks 
M:rraw-Hi 11 
N?w York Ti rnes 
Readers Di~st 
Ti•re 
Tirres Mirror 

Retailers 

D. Dalton Pooksel lers 
Con-U-Card 
Fe~rated Dept. Stores 
Q-and Lhion 
,J.C. ~nny 
~rs, F«>ebuck 

Otrers 

Arerican Airlines 
AT&T 
,11.ssociated ~ess 
l'ew York Stock 

Excrange 

SYSTEM CPERATCRS: 

I.ow Jones 
Olline Canputer 

library Center 
Sainoons C<D le 

Comunications 

~urce Tel eca 11,)ut i ng 
Tim~ 
Tines Mirror Cab le 

Viev-.data (AT&T & 
Knight-Rid<Er) 

Wamer Arex Cab le 
Comuni cat ions 

"ffiANS-1 ITTERS: 

_c.ab le (.arpan i es 

C.OX. Cab le Camu1i cat ions 
Sal muns Cr.t> le Con nun i cat i ans 
AneMcan Television Gt Carr.wications 
Times Mirror Ccb le 
Warner Arex Cable Comrnications 

westinghouse Broodcasting 

.Apµle Co,-,:iut~r 
Atari 

1-«1'1: TE~~INJIJ.. tMRS: 

Tdr"dy 
T1~x-1s Inj tnn~nts 

West.~rn Electric 
Zenith Ra<:lio 
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Local Library Computerized Information Services 

Many major academic libraries have already developed or 

iTiplemented online library systems and are now in the position 

of being able to create their own local, specialized infor­

mation databases tailored to meet the needs of faculty and 

students. In tllis role the library is both the creator and 

the vendor. UCLA is a ~rime example in which library staff 

not only have built subject databases, but also assist faculty 

members in the construction of their own files. 

Word Processing and Other Special Applications 

word processing is only one of an exploding variety of 

information-related application programs which can be run on 

micro and minicomputers. In some instances, the electronic 

equipment is designed for only one application package, such 

as word processing or accounting, but in other instances an 

a 11-purpose microcomputer can be used to support any number 

of software-compatible programs. 

The progra11s available in the latter instance can be of 

great assistance in daily library operations and include, but 

is not limited to, the following: 

Word processing programs which provide enhanced 
creation, preparation, and printing of human 
c o rn •n u n i c a t i o n s . W o rd p r o c e s s i n g p r o g r a ms s h a re 
some standard capabilities such as clearing 
c o rn p u t 2 r 1:1 e m o r y s p a c e , e n t e r i n g t e x t , s a v i n g 
files to disk memory, loading files, inserting 

·new material, modifying existing text, finding 



and r~placing characters and words, deleting 
;1 a t ~ r i a 1 , mo v i n g ma t a r i a 1 a r o u n d i n a f i 1 e , 
cataloging the desk, and printing the file. 

Accounting programs which incl1Jde payroll, 
accounts payable, accounts receivable, general 
ledger, and inventory. 

Electronic spread sheet programs which can 
handle the kinds of information that one 
would normally put in a table with row and 
column headings. Almost every library 
manager uses manual spread sheets of some sort 
to handle various types of business information, 
from personnel hiring plans to sales projections. 
The electronic spread sheet programs do all 
the calculating associated with such information 
in a fraction of the time. 

Mailing list proyrams which maintain lists of 
names and addresses. Any mailing list program 
will let one add and delete names and 
addresses, ensuring that the modified list 
is maintained sequentially, according to 
whatever criteria specified. 

Database Management Programs {DBMS) which allow 
the creation of a database and the storage 
within it of any information to be subsequently 
retrieved. Such a program can offer on 
a s ,n a 11 er s ca 1 e the same f ea tu re as the 
larger online catalogs or online reference 
services. 

Communications proyrains which allow the riicro­
computer to ijCt as a terminal which can inter­
connect via telephone lines with any computer­
based activity that permits dial up access: 
online catalogs, online reference databases, 
electronic mail systeins and university computers. 

Computer Assisted Instruction {CAI) programs 
whi c11 can be programmed to pro vi de self-help 
in any educ1tion process; either coursework 
or procedural training, for example. 

There exists a variety of other programs for 
almost any applie:1tion including graphics 
and PERT cnarts. 

112 



113 

Electronic Mail 

Electronic mail is a message switching system which 

utilizes common car~ier communication lines for the automatic 

transmission of r.iail, messages, and files •,'lith delivery in 

either electronic or printed form instantaneously or for 

delayed convenience. The commonly available services can 

autonatically record and store all communications online for 

several days or permane~tly. 

Electronic :nail frees one from the constraints of the 

8 to 5 workday and office buildiny. Senders and recipients no 

longer need to keep track of each other's whereabouts. One 

1nay send or call for messages at any time and in any place-­

all that is needed is a phone and an electrical outlet for the 

other terminal. In addition, messages can be delivered to 

single users, multiple users, and predefined groups of 

geographically separate users. 

Many libraries and network organizations have begun to 

use electronic mail for interlibrary loan transactions (either 

supplementing OCLC or operating independently), for the 

sh3riny of reference questions when local reference collections 

cannot supply the answers, for easily transferring and revising 

ldrge documents (such as this one), or for general library 

communications. 
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STATE UF THE ART IN ALABAMA 

Development of computer-based information services and 

communications techniques in the for-profit sector hds exploded 

in the last five years. Since better service and more 

effective communications are of interest to academic 

libr3rians, there has been widespread movement nationally 

by libraries toward either the purchase or the ve~ding of 

these services for use by library clientele. 

In addition, the rapid development of microcomputers has 

;nade feasible a type of computer literacy and use previously 

3Vailable only to larger libraries and universities. Alabama 

a ca c1 e ,n i c l i bra r i es , however , ha v e not been a c t i v e i n these 

areas, except in the vending of infor~ation services. 

Information Services (Online Database Searchinjlj_ 

The followiny institutions provide access to online 

databases: t~e University of Alabama, the University of 

A l a b a r1 a i n 8 i r in i n g h a ,:i , A u b u r n U n i v e r s i t y , t h e U n i v e r s i t y o f 

Alabama Law Center, the University of South Alabana, the 

IJ n i v er s i t y of Nor t 11 A 1 ab a 11 a , and the Uni v er s i t y of Al ab a 11 a in 

Huntsville. 

Ho 1,1 e In t o r tn a t i on Re t_r i e v a l Sy stem : V I OE OT E X 

No libraries dre providing this servic~, either through 

dir~ct contrdct or via OCLC. 
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Local Library Computerized Library Services 

No libraries are providing this service. 

Microcomputers and Their Applications 

The University of Alabama has an Apple II with software 

including word processing, electronic spread sheets and 

graphics, a database ~anagement system, RS 232 communications, 

and a yraphics tablet. The University of Alabama Law Center 

Library uses a TRS 80, model II for office work, totaling 

b i 1 1 s , and s i 1n i l a r act i v i t i es . 

Electronic Mail 

No libraries are participating in this type of 

communication. 



CHAPTER THIRTEEN 

NETWORKS AND NETWORKING 

STATE OF THE ART IN GENERAL 

Not only is new technology and information services 

r a p i d l y c h a n g i n g a c a d e rn i c l i b r a r y p r o g r a •n s , b u t t he r a p i d 

develoµment of networks and networking in the last decade 

has also had incredible impact. For purposes of this 

discussion, the term "network" ,neans both the organizations and 

the syste~s that link libraries together via telecommunications 

with computer-controlled message switching and database access. 

There are other types of library cooperation which are 

::1ost r.:o:nn1only called "cooperatives" or "consortia" because 

these ~fforts stem from different conditions and have different 

Joals. Th e s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e b e t we e n t h e f o r :n e r a n d 

t 11 e l a t t e r i s t h e rn o rn e n t o u s c h a n y e s t h a t n e t w o r k t e c h n o l o g y 

is bringing to librdries. 

The c on c e pt o f l i b r a r y n et w o r k s e ,:i e r g e d i n t h e Un i t e d 

States in the mid-1960's as one phase of a longer evolutionary 

µrocess rlhich has been ~oiny on for years. First, the concept 

of library networks ca:ne fror:, a long tradition of cooperation 

in Ar.it::?rican librarianship. A second major ele,nent in the 

development of ti1e network concept was the use of automation 

to handle library routines. A third important factor was 
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the work that was being done in the early 1960 1 s in the 

rapidly evolving field of information science and 

docuinentat ion. 

The most significant decision that sparked the actual 

de v e l op ,n en t of 1 i bra r y networks was the de v e 1 op men t of the 

MARC (Machine Readable Cataloging) formats by the Library of 

Congress. The existence of consistent formats and standards 

facilitated the creation and sharing of standard cataloging 

information and the development of computer-based library 

systems. 

The most successful applications using the MARC tapes 

in conjunction with online technology has been OCLC. In 

1971, OCLC began to provide online service to a single library 

with one terminal linked to OCLC's single computer. Today 

OCLC serves nearly 4,000 terminals in nearly 3,000 libraries 

utilizing a network system requiring a complex of some thirty 

mainframe and minicomputers--all of this made possible by 

shared commitment of funds from each of the individual 

libraries. 

Library networks emerged ;Jrincipally as a mechanism 

to allow rapid technology transfer in the U.S. library 

system. The economic costs of computer systems development, 

the increased operating costs of libr3rie5, and the traditional 

need of libraries to access d~ta in other libraries led to 



the idea of a jointly developed central comµuter network 

lin~ing many libraries. T h e l a r g e r n u 111 b e r o f go v e r n In e n t a l 

units involved made the creation of a new network organization 

1'1 a n a d d t o r y • The exp en s e and cont i n u i n g co ,rim i t men t that 

c o 111 µ u t e r t e c h n o l o g y re q u i re s 111 a de i t .-n a n d at o r y th a t the s e 

or~anizations be formal and legal. 

There are two types of such formal organizations, those 

~ctually providing computer-based services (e.g., OCLC, RLIN 

and WLN) and those contracting for computer-based network 

services (e.g., SOLINET, AMIGOS, OHIONET). 

by role specialization: 

Each is typified 

f'et\\Ork Cx-gani zat ions Pr_9vi ding 

Financial Planning 

Capital Acquisition 

Sys tan !:Es i <Jl , neve l oµyent , 
T,~t and ~ratio, 

Progrc111 ~ve l opa~nt 

Output Pr~iucts 

Sy5tan 1'1:>nitoring 

Systen lbcurentat ia, and ~eoork 
Staff Training 

Research ard lkve l op1ent 

_f'et\\Ork Organizations Contracting 

Contracting ard Billing for Services 

Installation and Training 

Consulting and Site Planning 

M:lnitoring ard Fee:lback 

Interface With Loral ard State Systems 

Planning 

User Prooucts 

User Inquiries 
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The development of these networks has co~e about almost 

entir~ly through initiatives at the state and local level and 

has been largely self-funded by the participants. In fact, 
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there exists today som~ twenty-five functioning net~ork 

o r y a n i z a t i o n s , d i r ~ c t 1 y s e r v i n SJ o v e r 2 , 0 0 0 1 i b r a r i e s f r o rn a n 

est i In ate d 3 , 5 O O on 1 i n e t e rm i n a 1 s - - a 11 res u l t i n g from 

self-organizing and largely self-financing initiatives. 

The range of network services now operational or under 

development by this broad spectrum of networks, include the 

followin~: 

Cataloging 

Acquisitions 

s~rial Control 

Union List of Serials 

Catalog Card i Tape Production 

Computer-Output Microform Catalogs 

Accessions Lists 

Authority Control 

Distributed Pri,ting of Bibliographic Records 
via Ter~inal Printer 

Management Services 

Automated Circulation 

Automated Interlibrary Loan 

St at i st i cs 

Information Retrieval 

Author, Title and Subject Access to 
Bibliographic Databases 



STATE OF THE A~T IN ALABAMA 

Formal library networking in Alabama is a fairly recent 

phenomenon and is exemplified not only by academic library 

1:1 e in be rs h i p i n O CL C an d SOL I NET ( s e e Ch apt e r E i g ht of th i s 

study) but also by cooperative activities fostereG by the 

;.. 1 a b a r;i a Co r11 m i s s i on o n H i y h e r E d u c a t i on a n d m u 1 t i - t y p e 1 i b r a r y 

cooperation encouraged by the Alabama Public Library Service. 

As explained earlier, "networking" is distinyuished 

f r o m " c o o p e r a t i v e a c t i v i t i e s " by t h e f o r ;;i e r ' s r e l i a n c e 

on so rn e form of t e 1 e - co m•n uni cat i on s w i th co 111 put er - control 1 e d 

message switching and database access. When using this more 

focused definition as a benchmark, we find that Alabama 

academic library networking is limited to ten of the 

seventeen libraries in this study. 

Therefore, while only a portion of our libraries are 

form a 1 ,11 e rn be rs of a " network , " the reg i on a 1 a spec t of SO LI NE T 

and the national aspect of OCLC were never designed to speak 

to the specific, pro~rammatic needs of Alabama academic 

libraries. 
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So that while it is an absolute necessity for each Alabaf'la 

a c d d er., i c l i b r d r y t o be c om e a me ,·;1 b e r o f O C L C ( v i a S O L I N E T ) 

in order to begin creating machine-readable records, to add 

1 ibrary holdings to a nationally accessible database, and 
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t o p a r t i c i p a t e i n O C L C ' s n a t i o n a 1 1 y a v a i 1 a b 1 e i. n t e r 1 i b r a r y 

loan system; it is equally as important for Alabama's academic 

libraries to form their own state network which can speak to 

specific needs and the methods in which computerization can 

be of assistance in meeting those needs. 



CONCLUSIONS 

CHAPTER FOURTEEN 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Th e co n c 1 u s i o n t o be d r a w n a f t e r c om p a r i n g t I, e co r,1 p u t e r i -

zation in Alaba~a•s academic libraries to the state-of-the-art 

across the nation is inescapable--by and large, our academic 

libraries are only in the earlier stages of automation. The 

greatest stren9ths lie with those libraries which are already 

~e~bers of SOLINET and OCLC, and with those three libraries 

working toward the implementation of integrated, online 

l i b r a r y s y s t e 1n s ( U AB , U S A , a n ct U A ) • 

Furthermore, the working network is not in place which 

can guide and support the systems analyses and planning 

required to effectively take advantage of the efficiency, 

sophistication, and cost control which coMputerization offers. 

Finally, most of the academic librarians in the State 

(and most other Alaba::ia librarians too) lack the coriputer 

literacy which v10uld facilitate the planning, selection and 

imple.nentation processes. 

These concerns are doubly serious, because not only are 

we not taking advantage of computerization to support more 

effectively our traditional library activities, but Alabama's 

academic libraries also ar2 in no way prepared to deal with the 



123 

rapid expansion of telecommunications, electronics, and 

s op h i s t i cat e d i n for 1n at i on s e r vi c es . I f a cad em i c l i bra r i es 

cannot bring these services to their faculty and students, 

teaching will suffer and research will be greatly impair~d. 

The question now arises as to what strategies should be 

a do p t e d t o be g i n t o b r i n g A 1 a b a 1 ·1 a I s a c a de rn i c 1 i b r a r i e s i n t o 

the twentieth century of computing. 

First, it is imperative that academic librarians (ant:! 

other university administrative officers) become fluent and 

comfortable with a broad range of library cornputing funda­

rnentals. This aim may be met in a number of ways: special 

education programs, committee activities involving systems 

analysis and the introduction of microcomputers into all 

academic libraries. 

Second, it is important that we begin immediately to 

establish the guidelines and protocols which will standardize 

our use of OCLC so that the production of future products or 

t he est ab l i s h men t of fu tu re u n i on ca ta l o gs •n i g ht u e 

accomplished more easily and cost effectively. An example 

of this type of guideline can be found in agreeing upon the 

cons i s tent entry of 110 1 di n 9 s i n for rn at i on i n the O CL C record 

f o r b o t h s e r i a 1 s a n d •ri o n o g r a p h s . Su c h g u i d e l i n e s a r e n e e d e d 

to guide libraries already in OCLC and to be understood by new 

libraries joining OCLC. 



Th i rd , th i s -"or k can be co rri p l et e d mo st e ff e c t i v el y i f ·Ne 

know what Ne arc builjing toward and have a planning body in 

place to guide the process. It is important, therefore, for 

the academic librarians, with the sponsorship and support of 

their parent institutions, to join in a formal network which 

w i l 1 u l t i ma t e l y l i n k t o g et he r Al a b a r:i a I s a ca d em i c l i b r a r i e s 

via tele-communications with computer-controlled message 

switching and database access. While much network planning 

can occur on an informal basis with volunteer help, the 

process of computerization will proceed most expeditiously 

if there is a network staff person who can guide and 

continually sustain planning and other network activities. 

A s t a f f p e r s on \~ h e 11 co ,n b i n e d w i t h we l l - c h o s e n a n d c l e a r 1 y 

charged committees can accomplish an enormous amount of 

work in a short period of time. 

Fourth, any established network must have in hand an 

understanding of the strategy which can best encompass both 

statewide cooperation, databases, and library linkage; and 

the development of local computerized library systems. Both 

of these systems need to complement one another without being 

redundant. As discussed in Apµendix XX, there are a number 

of methods for computerizing library activities. What seems 

to be evolviny in other states and regions around the country 
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is the use of a national cataloging utility (in our case, OCLC) 

for tne major union catalog database activities such as a broad 

union cc1talog to show general library holdings of monographs 
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and to act as a serials union list of holdings. Local library 

s y st e :n s , how e v e r , w o u l d be de s i g n e d an d ex i s t s p e c i f i ca l l y 

to process particular, local library needs such as circulation, 

acquisitions, local serials holdings and the local online 

catalog. This illustrates the .cornplernentary nature of these 

two types of development. Interlibrary loan networkiny can 

occur through the use of ttle national utility, OCLC. Or, it 

can be supplemented by or can exist separately through 

state v, i de co mm uni cat i on s l i n es us i n g e i the r el e ctr on i c ma i l 

services or state communications networks where they exist. 

Within this fra~ework of complementary systems, a 

national shift toward each library i~plementing its own local 

library system, based on its own needs and unique institutional 

environment, is taking place. Appendix XX also includes a 

discussion of the tradeoffs among purchasing a turnkey 

local system, requesting custom development by a vendor, or 

undertaking development within the local institution. While 

each library must assess its own needs, in the past five 

years we have seen a movement away from new startups of 

local systems developments and toward the purchase of 

already developed and proven turnkey syste~s. This latter 

alternative seems particularly viable for Alabama academic 

libraries at this ti~e because there are a number of turnkey 

s y s t e r:1 s w h i c h c a n o p e r a t e o n m i c r o , m i n i , o r ::1 a i n f r a m e 

configurations with minimal installation fuss. 



Fifth, once the hasi c strategy is agreed upon, there is a 

significant amount of preparatory work which ,11ust be undertaken 

including systems analysis in each library, the preµaration of 

specifications, revie~ of the possible systems, perhaps joint 

requests for proposals, and, finally, irnple~entation. 
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If the preµaratory work has been completed, implementation can 

proceed im~ediately, once funds do become available. There are 

other benefits to undertaking this preparatory wc:k 

immediately. They include adding to computer literacy; and, 

revie·~ing manual procedures, continually existing rractices, 

and policies with possible increase in efficiency immediately. 

Because the revied would be occurring in a network environment, 

a sharing of experience would enhance the review and learning 

process. 

Sixth, and finally, once the network is established 

and the preparatory work under way, a natural byproduct of 

network activity would result in sharing experiences with other 

networks and in looking beyond the State in seeking solutions 

to some of our problems. For example, in some other states 

libraries which cdnnot afford OCLC or online database searching 

sornetimes either cluster together to share expenses or contract 

with another library or processing center in the area to 

undertake the addition of current and retrospective holdings or 

the searching of information services databases. 
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Uith tnese broad statements in place, we can more easily 

proceed to specific recommendations. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Continue in the commitment to membership in OCLC and 

SULINET for all academic libraries in the State. In addition, 

as an interim measure, explore the possibilities of 

"clustering" libraries and/or "contracting for" the inputting 

of holdings information. 

Continue in commitment to OCLC retrospective conversion 

of major collection strengths or significant collections to 

facilitate interlibrary loan activities and collection 

development. In the interim, explore the alternatives of 

payin9 a vendor to create MARC machine-readable records 

and/or undertaking conversion by contracting with other 

libraries. 

Make a commitment to providing access to infor~ation 

services (online database searchin9) for faculty, students, 

or other library users. De~ending upon the databases 

searched, hourly prices can ran9e from $15 to $300, 

though this ~ay be charged to the library user either 

µartially or totally. In addition, as an interim measure, 

explore possibilities of contracting with other libraries 

for the provision of this service. 



Following a review and selection process, each university 

should instdll in each academic library a jointly agreed upon 

brand of microcomputer with necessary operating software. A 

basic system can be implemented for approximately $5,000. The 

net,,ork of acade,nic libraries would select one library to 

serve as a clearinghouse for all purchased and developed 
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software. 

benefits: 

Installation of microcomputers effects the following 

Facilitates computer library. 

Supports library management functions. 

Serves as a terrni nal for the 1 i brary 's use of 
an electronic mail service or electronic bulletin 
board or a non-OCLC interlibrary system. 

Serves as a terminal for accessing the 
independent online information services. 

Based upon microcomputer technology and software, develop 

an Alabama academic library electronic mail system. Software 

already exists to support this activity so that expense to 

the library beyond the microcomputer and the software package 

would be for long distance phone services, most of which can 

occur in the evening. 

E s t a b l i s h m e n t a n d i n s t i t u t i o n a 1 r e c o g n i t i o n o f a f o r r'l a 1 

~labama Academic Librdries Network (AALN) charged with the 

overall goal of linking together Alabama's acader:1ic libraries 

via tel1:!co111munications with computer-controlled message 

switching and database access. While much of the work of the 



becom~ part of the computerization ~aster plan and will cost 

approximate $2,000. 

As a network or independent activity, establish a 

1;iechanisr'l to review alternatives for system implementation 

including, for example, clustered use of turnkey or locally 

developed systems. 

Finally, while much can be accomplished through the 

activities of volunteers and committees, it is important that 

institutions recognize that additional financial support is 

necessary for travel, food, photocopying, and so forth when 

undertaking such a major planning effort. Any involved 

co,r1111ittee r:1ember will probably require $1,000 of supporting 

funas per year. 
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APPENDIX I 

CLAPP-JORDAN roRM.JLA NfJ WEIGHTING 

roRM.JLA roR ESTIMATED THE SIZE roR LIMINAL ADEQUACY 
Of' Tl£ COLLECTIONS Of' SENI~ COLLEGE ANO UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES 

Books Periodicals 

T.i.tles Vol1Aes Titles Vol1Aes 
(l) (2) 0) (4) (5) 

'o a basic collection, viz.: 
l. Undergraduate library 35,000 42,000 250 3,750 

1dd for each of the following as .indicated:. 
z. raculty member (full-time equivalent) 50 60 l 15 
3. Student (graduate or undergraduate 10 l 

in full-time equivalents) 
4. Undergraduate in honors or 10 12 

independent study progrU1S 
5. rield of undergraduate concentration- zoo 240 3 45 

"major" subject field 
6. rield of graduate concentration - 2,000 2,400 10 150 

Master's \IClrk or equivalent 
7. rield of graduate concentration - 15,000 18,000 100 1,500 

Doctoral work or equivalent 

•source: Verner W. Clapp and Robert T. Jordan, "Quantitative Criteria for Adequacy 
of Academ1c L1brary Collections," College .-.d Research Libraries, XXVI (September, 
1965) . 
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Docunents Total 

Volunes Volunes 
(6) (7) 

5,000 50,750 

25 100 
l 12 

12 

50 335 

500 3,050 

5,000 24,500 



APPEi'{) IX II 

~IATI~ Cf 01.l.ECL A'{) RESFJIJOi LiffiAAIES (AmL)* 
FCRllAS At{) WEIGHil'O'* 

FCJMJIA A 

n-e fonrula for calculating tte rumer of relevant pMnt 
volunes (or microfonn volUTE-equivalerts) to l'lhich tie library 
should provire proiµ; access is as fol lows (to IE calculate'.! 
cllllJlatively): 

1. Basic Collection • . ••••.•••••. 
2. Al l<Mance J)'!r fTE Faculcy l'l!ln!r ••••• 
3. Al lowance l):!r FTE !:tudert • • • • • • • • 
4. Al l <Mance l):!r l.'1cergraduate Major or 

Minor Field •••••••••••••• 
5. Al l<Mance l):!r Masters Field, Ir.ten It> Hlgter 

ll!<Jree is Offered in tie Field • • • • • 
6. Allowance per Masters Field, WlBl a Hlgter 

l)!gree is Offered in tie Field • . ••• 
7. Allowance per 6th-year ~cialist ~ 

Field ••••••••••••••••• 
8. Allowance per D:>ctora l Field • • • • • • • 

85,000 vols. 
100 vols. 

15 vols. 

350 vols. 

6,000 vols. 

3,000 vols. 

6,000 vols. 
25,000 vols. 

A "volUTE" is definai as a physical unit of any pMntai, 
cypewrltten, handwritten, mineographed, or processed work 
containai in me binding or portfolio, han:lx>und or paJEr­
bolrld, wiich has l:l!en cataloged, classifiai, and/octerwlse 
prepared for use. For purposes of this calculatioo, micro­
fonn holdings should IE inclured by cooverting ttem to 
volUTE-equivalents. 1te nLIID!r of volune-equivalerts held 
in microfonn should IE retenninei eitter by actual cwrt: or 
by an averaying fonnula l'lhidl consirers eadl reel of microfonn 
as ooe and five pi oces of any ocl"er microfonnat as me 
volune-equivalent. 

Fmtll..AB 

nie l'Ultler of l ibraM ans required by tie college sha 11 IE 
COJllutai as follows (to IE calculatai c1J11Jlatively): 

For each 500, or fractioo ttereof, FTE sturents 
up to 10,000 • • • • • • • • . • • • • • • • l librarian 

For eadl 1,000 or fractioo ttereof, FfE sturents 
above 10,000 • • • • . • • • • . . • • • • l librarian 

For each 100,000 vohrnes, or fractioo ttereof, in 
tie collection • • . • • • • • • • • • • . l librarian 

For each 5,000 vol unes, or fract loo ttereof, add81 
per year • • • • • • . • • • • • • • • • • • l librarian 

*n.irce: "Standards for College Libraries," College cl'ld 
Research Libraries~. XXXVI (lktober, 1975) 

**For purposes of data collect ions in this report , with 
tte exceix ioo of teacter educat ioo progri.1115, institutions, 
subnitted programnatic data according to tte Higter 
Educatioo Infonnation survey (HEGIS) classificatim of 
major fields. In teacher aiucation, institutions reported 
occording to tl"e eleven progrannatic areas specif181 by the 
National Cot.ncil for tie /lccreditation of Teacher Education 
(!CATE). 
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Ap1~m i x II 
Assoc1ati01 of Col le<J! and Research Libraries (ACRL) Fonrulas .m Weighting (cont.) 

FCJMJLA C 

1re si.11! of tie col le<J! library building shall te calculated on tie bilsis of a fonrula "'1ich takes into coosideration tie si.11! of tte student body, requisite adninistrative space, and tte rurtier of itiysical \Olures teld in tie collections. In tie absence of consensus anung librarians am ctler educators as to tie ran!}e of IUl-book services "'1ich it is cf)propri ate for libraries to offer, no !J!l)erally "'plicable fomulas rave been developed for calculating space for tll!ln. lrus, space required for a colle<J! library's non-rod< services am mateMals lll.lSt IE oo<Ed to tie following calculations: 

a . ~e for readers. lhe seating rBJui raient for tie l ibraryofdcci'IT~ wrerein less tran fift;y Jl!rcent of tie FTE enrollment res ides 01 carJ1.1US sh.111 te me for each five FTE students; tie seating raiuirerent for tie typical residert ial college library shall • IE me for each four FTE students; am tie seating requira,ms for tie library in tie strong, liberal arts, lmors-oMented coll~ shall IE 01e for each three FTE students. In any case, each library seat srall IE assunw t.o require b,enty-five ~uare 1eet of floor space. 

b. ~ce for books. ~e f'Bjuiral for books depends in part upon tie overall si.11! of tte book collect i01, am is calculatal a,rulatively as follows: 

~re Feet/',t>h112 

For tie first 150,000 vo 1 ures 0.10 For tie next 150,00J vol unes 0.00 For tie next D.l,IXXJ vo 1 llles 0.00 For holdinys ib.Jve 600,00J volunes 0.07 

c. Space for adninistratiai. Space required for such Tibrary iiJnimstrative activities as acquisition, catalOJing, staff offices, catalOJS, am files sh.111 te me-fourth of tie SlJl1 of tie spaces nealed for readers am oooks as calculated under (a) am (b) above. 

This tripartite fonrula imicates tie ret assig,ible area necessary for all 1 ibrary services except for non-book services. (For definition of "net assig,ible area" see "lre ~asurerert and Canµariso, of "1ysical Facilities for Libraries," pro:luced by AlA's Library lttninistration Oivisiai. Libraries "'1ich provide 100 Jl!rcert as nuch net assig,ible area is called for by tie fomula shall qualify for an A rating as regards quartity; 75-99 Jl!rcent sha 11 warrant a B; 00-74 i.ercert sh.111 IE d..e a C; am 50-!B percent sh.111 warrant a D. 



APPEN>IX III 

VOIGT RJMJ..A VMIN!I.ES l'Ml IEIGfTINi 

().tantftatfve Factors 

1le suggested quantitatfw fac1Drs 1D be usal in the ll'OO!l 
are as follows: 

tt>. of Vol l.llES 

M.l Ac~sftfon rat.e of arrently IX,blfsted 
nat.erlals for a unfwrsf't;v as defined •.•• 40,000 
(for purposes of this ll'OO!l, currently 
IX,blfshe:I nat.erlals are deffnal as books or 
journals IX,blisted fn the year rocei~ or 
in the previous year. Th.ls, in 1975, 
cun-ently IX,blfsted nnterlals bear either 
1974 or 1975 IX,blfcatfm dltes.) 

M.2 Slbtractim rat.e per field fur feEr than 
oo European lit.era1llres, or ttree social 
sciences or if p~ll>logy or p,ilisopl)t are 
not incl ud!d . • . • • • • . • . • • • • • • • l ,000 

M.3 Addition rate per field for oodltional 
advancsl !J"a(luat.e prograns in forei!JI 
li t.era1llres , social sci en:es , earth sci erces 
(geology), ard astrooaqy.* . . • . • . • . . 2,(X)O 

M.4. Additim rates for advancal gr~uat.e professional 
scoool s or subjects: 
Agrfcul1llre ..••••..••.••••.• 5,(X)O 
Arch i t.ecture • . • • • . . • . • . . • • • . 1 ,000 
Art . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 3,(X)O 
aJsiness Adninistration . . . • • . . . • . • 2,000 
Ci't;y ard Regional Planning . • . • • • • • • 2,(X)O 
DrillB • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 2,000 
E4JC.ation • . . . • . • . • . • • • . • • • . 3,000 
Engineering . • . . • . . . • . • . • . • . . 1,000 

per major area 4,000 
maxinun 

LM • . • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8,(X)O 
Library Scien:e • • . • • . • • . . • • • • • 1,000 
Medicine . • • • • • • • • • • • • • . • . • 8 ,(X)O 
Medicine-Related Professions • • • • • • • . 1,000 

per major area 4,000 
maxinun 

*Slilject 1D certain limitations. 
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1'{lperdi x III 
Voigt Fomula Varl.mles and Weigiting (cont.) 

ttlsic . . . . . . . . . . • . . . . . . . . . 3 ,(XX) 
Oceanograptr . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3,000 
Religious S11Jdies . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2,CXXl 
Veterinary Sciena! • • • • • • • • • • • • 2,000 

( It is assuned that re lated pure scieoce 
naterlals exist in the 40,CXXl bases, this 
rewcing ~ requiremnts in lll!dicine, 
veterinary scieoce, engineering, ocean-
ograptiy, am a!,ncul11Jre to~ levels 
irdicated; that social scieoce naterials 
help S14>POrt business adninistration, cit;y 
ard regional plaming, edJcation, am law; 
that ~ base allocation helps support a 
archit.ecture, IIIJSic, art, <rillB, am library 
science; that philosqfy helps support 
religious s11Jdfes; am that requirerents 
for all oth!r areas are iocluded within the 
totals for ~ Ollµ.IS.) 

M.5 Mdition for Ll'ldergra<l.late s11JQ!llts. For 
each 2,00) ~rg-aduat.e s11J<i!nts or 
fraction thereof, over 5,CXXl Ll'ldergra<l.late 
s11J<i!nts •......•........... 1,000 

M.6 Pddftion for sponsored researd'l. For each 
$15 million in sponsoroo research contracts 
or grants . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 1 ,000 

M.7 Pddftion for la:k of access to other research 
libraries: 
Travel tine, mre than one lllUr each wa.y, to 
a research library of 2 million or nore 
wlunes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . O 
Travel tine, less than one toor ea:h NW, 
to a major research 1 ibrary . . . . . . . . . . 10,000 
Travel tine, nvre than oo tours ea:h NW, 
to a nejor research library . . . . . . . . . . 20,000 

~= Melvin J. Voigt, "kquisition Rates in Lhiversi1;y 
Libraries," <:ollege and Research Libraries (July, 
1975). 



APPEtfl IX IV 

CCl.l.ECTI!Jl IOEQJJ1£Y SlUDY CF f4..PW!WJ. SEN!ffi It6TITUTII~ 
8/ISID ~ FALL 1900 DATA"' 

Institution/m Eilrollnent Rank 

Alabirna IWl/4613 - 8 

Cl <1Jl)...brdan Standards 
Affil Standards 

Alabana State Lniversity/3870 - 11 

Clapp...brdan Standards 
ACll. Stdndards 

Athens State Co 11 E'ge/851 - l 7 

Cl app-..brdan Standdrds 
ACRL Stardards 

Collection 
Fornula 
lblures 
Requira:l 

229,ln 
liB,245 

162,200 
aili,(XX) 

25,167 
ll8,8l 5 

Pdequacy Assessrrent 
.Actual Conpar1son 
\o lures % Of fference 
1-elct-

354,m 
:ES, 704 

aJ4,7fB 
247,017 

62,002 
62,002 

-+55% 
-1% 

+2% 
-47% 

/lubum U,iversity/16,845 - l 

Clapp-..brddn Standards 2,028,660 1,237,366 -39% 
ACll. Standards 2,468,875 1,438,125 

klbum Lniversity at llb'ltg/5001 - 7 

Cl app-..brdan Standards 
ACRL Standards 

191,222 
345,885 

13inninyhcin nrthem Colleye/1292 - 15 

Clapp...brdan Stardards 
ACll. Standards 

Jacksonville State Lniv./6040 - 6 

Clapp--k>rdan Standards 
ALRL Stardards 

Livinyston Lniversity/973 - 16 

Clapp-..brdan Stardards 
ACll. Standards 

87,136 
125,010 

231,005 
l34,!XJO 

127,035 
243,295 

418,792 
421,413 

144,733 
144,9ffi 

460,873 
!BJ,911 

140,881 
197,924 

-4~ 

+119% 
+22% 

-+99% 
-152% 

+11% 
-19% 

*Tvo fomulas l'«:!re usai to prepare this assessnent, ba:h ap~aMny in the 
AneMcan Library Association iwlications. lhe Board of Directors of 
AL.A, Associatim of College ard Research Libraries m .llly 3, 1975, 
approved "Standards for College Libraries" which was publisll!d in College 
ard Research Libraries tews, Vol. 36, l'b. 9, Uctoll!r 1975, pp. 27~ 
Clapp...brdan fonrula was publisll!d by Verner W. C.1app ard Rorert T . 
..brdan "QJantitative Criteria for /ldequacy of Pcadanic Library Collections", 
College and Research Libraries, Vol. 26 l'b. 5, Septamer 1965, pp. 371-380. 

**Statistics for "Pctual \olures" were tie result of differert t.echniques 
for countiny microf01111 rfldterials requiroo by the ACRL and Clapp-..brdan 
fonrulas. Specifically, Clapp...brudn COIJ1ted mly fully ratal0<Jed 
microfunns w,nile Affil counts ii ratio of me vollllE to a reel of micro-
fi Im or five microfiche. 1-bever, reporting libraries did not indicate 
cataloyw microfonns, ard fide l'«:!re ncx a comm fonnat at the time the 
Claµp...brdan fonrula 110s <i!veloped (1965). Therefore, in actual practice, 
microfilm reels were countoo 01 a me to me ratio as volunes for bcxh 
fomulas. lhis no cbubt inflates tie "Pctual \blures" statistic for 
Clapp-..brdan ~rison, casting the size of collections in ii SOTEWtttt better l i ght than requi ra:l by the fomu la • Fiche was exc l UCECI fron ca 1-
cu lat ions for the Clapp...brdan fomula. 
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Apperrl1 x IV 
r.ollection M:!qudCy Stooy (cont.) 

Inst1tution/FTE Enrollnent Rank wllection /lde(JJacy Assessnent 
Fomula ktual r.aiijiari m 
\t>lllll!S \t>l llll!S % Difference 
~ tel<IH" 

Sanford liliversity/3,360 - 13 

Cl app-.brdan standctrds 151 , 71¥) 164,075 -18% 
ACRL Starrlards 231 ,<XJO 197,283 -15% 

Troy State l.iliversity/7,225 - 5 

Clapp ..brdan Starrlards 241,296 2;7,619 -16% 
ACRL Standards 362,62; 331,243 -9% 

Tuskegee Institute/3,736 -_..!...?_ 

Cl~p ..brdan standards 232,112 242,547 +4% 
ACRL Starrlards :£9, 740 05,497 -12% 

lili~rsity of Alabala/16,443 - 2 

Clapp-.brdan Starrlards 1,775,432 1,165,597 -34% Arni.. standards 2,300,145 l ,316,5CB -4~ 
liliversity of Alaballd/B1nn1n,jlan/'"'* 

11,228 -

Claµp-..bn:lan Starrlards 1,103,~ 674,359 -~ ACRI.. Standards 1,315,63) 798,391 -~ 
liliversity of Alabana/ltintsville/ 

4,q_?_2 - 10 

Clapp...brdan Starrlards 343,414 aiJ,283 -24% ACRL Standards 425,58) :£7,831 -32% 

liliversity of r-tinteval lo/2,297 - 14 

Clapp-.brdan standards 176,513 152,831 -13% ACRL Standards 294,755 210,CXJl -m 
liliversity of lt>rth Alabana/4,573 - 9 

Clapp-.brdan Starrlards 172,881 163,560 -5% ACRL standards 256,845 'lf.)7,437 -19% 

liliversity of South Alabilna/8,173 - 4**"' 

Cl app-.brdan Standards 358,798 237,CB9 -34% ACRL Starrlards 555,845 322,826 -42% 

*** Statistics for tll:! liliversity of Alabama at Binnill!Jhan am tie 
liliversity of ~uth Alabirre inclu~ tl-e bionedical crnµnents of 
those institutions. 



APPEMJIX V 

FUMJI.A JU(µ\CY PERCENTS MAAYED 
BY If'6TI1UTIU'i IN RIN< OUR 

B.ASID Oi FALL 1900 I-TE 

Clapp-.brdan Fomula 
Collect i oo 
M!quacy % 
Enrollment Rank ( } 

llurum ltii versi cy 
at l'U1t !PJl!,Y 

+119% (7) 

Jacksonville state 
U,i vers i ty 

+m (6) 

Binni nghan Souttem 
College 

-1661, (15) 

Al allclna /111'1 U,i versi cy 
+55% (8) 

Alabama State 
U,iversicy 

+ai% (ll) 

Livingston ltiiversity 
+l 1% (16) 

Samford U,i versi cy 
t-8% (13) 

Troy State ltliversity 
+a:. (5) 

Tuskegee Institute* 
+4% (12) 

Attens State Colleye 
+2% (I 7) 

ltliversity of North 
Alabarna 

-5% (9) 

U,i vers i ty of Mlnteva llo 
-9J: (14) 

lkliversity of Alabama/ 
ltlntvil le 

-24% (10) 

lkliversity of Alabilna 
:m (2) 

ltiiversity of South 
Aldbilna 

-:m (4) 

llurum ltiiversity 
-lr,. (l) 

lkliversity of Alabama/ 
Binninghiln 

-:m (3) 

~lian institution. 

PffiL Fonru la 
Collection 
1':le4uacy % 
Enrollment Rank ( ) 

Jacksonville St.ate 
U,i vers ity 

+fa (6) 

t\b.Jm ltiiversity 
at f,tint!Jlll!ry 

+22% (7) 

Binni rghirn SotA:tern 
Qi liege 

+1~ (15) 

Alallclna /llN U,iversity 
-It (8) 

Al abc"lna State 
lhiversity 

-7% (11) 

Troy State ltii vers icy 
-!I (5) 

Tuskegee Inst i tlA:e 
-12% {12) 

Sanford U,i vers i ty 
-15% (13) 

Livingston ltiiversity* 
-19% (16) 

U,iversity of North 
Alabir.ia 

-19% (9) 

Uiiversity of Alabar:e/ 
ltlrtsville 

-32% (10) 

ltliversicy of Alabarra/ 
Binnirghim 

-:m (3) 

t\b.Jm lhiversicy 
-4(J. (1) 

I.hi versi cy of llbntevall o 
-42% {14) 

Uiiversicy of South 
Alabarna 

-42% {4) 

ltiiversicy of Alabama 
-43% (2) 

/ltrens State Col leye 
-47% (17) 
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APPOOIX VI 

~HGT R»UJ\ PCQJISITICW JW~ 

Institution 

Al.bum lkliversizy 

Unhersizy of Alabana 

Universizy of Alabane/ 
Binni~ 

lkliversizy of Alabni/ 
ttintsvi l le 

Universizy of South Alabanatt 

Voigt 
/tcqui sit ioo 
Rate 

m,cm 
93,CXX) 

72,CXX) 

41,CXX) 

61,CXX) 

Pctual 
/tcquisition 
Rate 

55,CXX) 

40,189 

45,012 

9,189 

18,231 

i Difference 

-31% 

-57' 

-37't 

-781, 

-7rR, 

* &>urce: ~lvin J. Voigt, "Pcquisition rates in lkliversizy Libraries," 
College and Research Libraries, Vol. 36 tb. 4, July 1975, p. 263-271. 

tt Both UAJ3 and USA <K:quisitioo rate fi~res irx:lud:! the bianedical 
C<J11'.)011et1ts in ttese institutions. 
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1978-79 

1979--8> 

1900-BI 

APPEmIX VII 

TH{EE '/£AA PR>F ILE lF Itf'LATIIH\RY CDSTS 
AN) LimMY EXPENHMES 

TABLE I 

Itfl.ATI<Ji IN LIBRAAY ""lERIN..S OOSTS 

Averaye &:lok % Increase Average Cost % Increase O.ier Cost Books ~r JxJmal Prev1ous Vear 
$18.21 12.JX $30.37 10.1% 

22.37 22.at 34.54 13.7',t 

24.21 8.2% 39.13 13.JX 
w1T11Jlative $ 6.00 43.JX $ 8.76 37.1% Increase 

'Ire data for oooks 1ere draw, fron figures publisha:I annually by lilackwel l N:>rth "1erica. lhis infonnation is l:Bsed on tie aJ,(XX}. 25,llXl new academic titles treata:l in BNA 's ~proval plan systen each year. Periodical statistics are tmse pr<Nided e:h }1!ar in the Library JxJmal study "Price Indexes for ••• U.S. Periodicals aoo Serl al Services." 

TABLE II 

SELECTED LI~Y EXPENHTI.RES 1978-81 

1978-79 1979-ffi 1980-SI Toca 1 Chan!J! 
!looks $2,045,828. 52 $1,981,419.50 $1,707,ll2.07 -17'.t 
Periodicals 1 ,979,41 o. 72 2,212,756.44 2, 101 ,607 .97 + 6% 
AV 74,011.00 74,747.00 ff:J,664.45 - 6% 
Biooing 218,565.lJ 269,014.40 218,870.05 ~ 
Clher Exp. 5 ,DJ ,494.!ii 6,002,947.76 6,047 ,CJ?,7.59 +12% 
TIJT/>l $9,627 ,310.22 $10,540,885.10 $10, 145,242.13 + 5% 

Table II represerts tie expen:litures of ten acadEmic libraries in tll! stat.e of Alabiml including: ft.bum ltliversity, BinnitlJham­Soutll!m College, Livingston ltliversity, Troy State ltliversity, ltliversity of Alabiml, ltliversicy of Alabiml/Binninghin, ltliversity of Alabaina/lurt:sville, ltliversity of M:xltevallo, ltlfversity of North Alabana, ltliversity of ~h AlataTia. Oi!ta on tll! ranaining four plblic institutions was noc 9.lbnitt.ed aoo tll! tlree pri vat.e institu­tions includa:l else.itere in this study, 1ere eJCluda:l fron this tible on tll! g-o.nts trat tiey are noc involved in tll! stat.e funding process. 
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APPEN>IX VIII 

ACJmttIC LIIRMY aECTIOIIC SfCLRITY SYSTEMS 

Library Securlzy Systsns lt1 Tattle Taie Che;k Point Knog> t«> Systsns 

SUrv~ Results 7 l l 7 
Libraries Wishing To ~ Systsn Pdd 1D Present 3t1 Systsn 
Purchase ]t1 Hilrcware 5 6 

Exit Gates~ tlllter Pf>prox. Cmt 
a) $fl)O,OO) 

Entrar1:e Gates Needed tblber Pwro<- r.ost 
16 $16,8X) 

Volunes To Be Targete:1 tlllter .&wrox- Cmt* 
517,00) $47,~ 

-k'Jhis represents only materials cost, not the consicercble lcix>r cost inctrred 
by a library installing targets. 
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APPEK>IX IX 

STATUS CF M\.XR ~~ .ao«MIC LIIRMIES 
.lJtE '.l.J, 1900" 

fnrollllEnt lblllll!S 
School""' 

H:!acbult Rank Total lenk ttrrber fer 
Stooent 

Tennessee 30,401 l l ,li6,000 9 44.60 
FloMda 30,002 2 1,794,000 6 !B.62 
Louisiana Stat.e 26,!1!6 3 1,822,000 5 68.53 
Sruth carol i na a;,cn; 4 1,622,000 8 62,37 
G.!orgia 25,677 5 1,985,000 3 77.'31 
J(entucky 22,950 6 1,636,000 7 71.28 
i"aTplis 21,3ffi 7 776,000 22 36.29 
FloMda Stat.e 21,157 8 1,282,000 11 60.59 
tt>rth carol ina 21,060 9 2,225,000 2 105.65 
VPI a:l,700 10 l ,2m,OOO 12 !B.00 
G.!orgi a Stat.e a:l,3l3 11 662,000 24 32.55 
!:ooth FloMda 19,291 12 555,000 'ZJ al.77 
Louisville l9,2l3 13 637,000 a; 33.ll 
tt>rth carol i na Stat.e 19,196 14 967,fXXl 18 ~.l3 
Mlani 18,439 15 988,000 17 53.44 
ltbum 18,329 16 l ,005,fXXl 14 !B.20 
Alabilna 16,919 17 946,000 19 55.91 
VQJ 16,@2 18 ~.ooo 29 32.95 
Virginia 15,029 19 1,943,000 4 129.al 
Alabirna/Binninghcm 14,214 al ~.ooo al l>.32 
lllke 12,115 21 3,005,000 l 254.64 
Mississippi Stat.e 11,374 22 649,000 25 57.06 
G.!orgi a Tech 11,246 23 989,000 16 87.94 
Yarderbilt 10,8~ 24 1,192,000 13 100.86 
Clensa, 10,788 25 001,000 20 74.25 
Tulane 10,030 a; 1,031,000 15 102.28 
Mississippi 9,51> 'ZJ 500,000 30 52.44 
WillicJ11 am Mary 6,851 al m,ooo 23 102.61 
6JDry 5,514 29 1,334,000 10 241.93 
wake Forest 4,736 30 781,000 21 164.91 

l't.m!r 30 30 
Higi 30,401 3,005,000 254.64 
$ 21,271 1,629,000 102.45 
M?an 17,231 1,187,467 i'9. l 4 
MediMI l8,4CB 1,010,000 60,ll 
Ql 11,048 682,500 47.49 
lcM 4,736 500,000 28.77 
Rocomened Mininun 

Standa~ 100.00 

-.sase:1 a, "Associatia, of ~utleast.ern Research Libraries, fnnual 
Statistical Survey," Jlnuary 1981. 

~k by fnrol lrrent, 
~or a library l'llich supports Mi average of ten R'l.D. 's jl!r year; 

issue:l in 1965. 
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Rank 

24 
16 
13 
14 
10 
12 
25 
15 
6 

18 
29 
30 
27 
23 
21 
17 
20 
al 
4 

a; 
l 

19 
9 
5 

11 
8 

22 
7 
2 
3 

30 
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Jweroix IX 
Status of Major ~~tern Pcadenic Libaries (cont.) 

~riodicals Book a.Kl~ 
Bks., ~rs., 
lh!g. 

School.,.. Titles 
Titles Rec'd Rank Per Stooent Rank Aoount 

Tennessee 21 ,lfi6 4 .72 14 l ,413,000 
Florida 21,NJ !> .72 14 2,789,CXXJ 
Louisiana State 18,578 7 .}O 16 2,464,000 
~11 Carolina 12,967 13 .50 22 If\ 
G!or,Jia 32,(ffi l 1.25 6 1,024,000 
~rtucky 31,866 2 1.39 4 1,543,000 
~is 4,954 a; .23 29 005,000 
Florida State 10,278 17 .49 23 1,600,000 
rt>rth Carol i na 28,273 3 1.34 5 1,672,000 
VPI 13,003 12 .63 19 2,040,000 
Cs>rgi a State 4,992 25 .25 al 952,000 
~h Florida 5,463 24 .28 ai 973,000 
Louisville 4,451 l) .23 29 1,063,000 
rt>rth Carolina State 13,395 9 .70 16 1,337,000 
Miani l0,9li 16 .!B a:J 944,000 
klbum 16,256 8 .89 JO 1,127,000 
Ala!Bna 8,934 a:J .53 21 836,000 
VOJ 4,500 29 .27 Zl 4l3,000 
Virginia 13,392 10 .89 10 1,827,000 
Ala!Bna/Binninyhan 6,977 23 .49 23 610,000 
DJke al,lli5 6 l. 72 3 1,211,000 
Mississippi St.rte 8,601 21 .lb 12 784,000 
1£orgi a Tech 11,313 14 1.01 9 1,068,000 
Vaooert>ilt 11,150 15 1.03 8 l ,0li,000 
Cl tfflS(J'I 13,:ro 11 1.24 7 886,000 
Tulane 7,645 22 .76 12 679,000 
Mississippi 4,b50 a3 .'B 23 791,000 
Willian and Mary 4,674 'Zl .68 18 570,000 
fnory 9,8!B 18 1.79 2 1,323,000 
wake Forest 9,796 19 2.07 1 1,190,000 

Nu,tier l1 )J 
H1!1J 32,Ufi 2.07 2,789,000 
(p 17,417 1.14 1,510,500 
~ 12,902 .81 1,200,390 
~idn 11,043 .71 1,065,500 
Ql 6,2a:J .:B 848,500 
IJM 4,451 .23 433,000 
~ Minilllln 

Standard.,..... 1.00 

"'""Rank by fnrollnent. 
~or a library 1>11ich supports an average of ten Ph.D. 's ier year; 

issue::I in 1965. 

Raik 

8 
l 
2 

If\ 
17 

7 
23 
5 
6 
3 

19 
18 
15 
9 

20 
13 
22 
29 
4 

'll 
11 
25 
14 
16 
21 
a; 
24 
al 
10 
12 

29 



"4Jperdi x IX 
Status of Major Soutt-eastern kddsnic Libraries (cont.) 

Book &.idget Total llldyet 

School* Ant. Per Ant. Per 
Student Rari<. AnoU1t Rank Stlllent Raik -- ------

Tennessee 46.48 25 4,078,000 9 134.14 
Florida 92.68 8 5,822,000 I 193.47 
Louisiana State 92.EB 8 5,378,000 3 202.2:! 
South Carolina l).38 'lJ 3,311,000 12 127.32 
l<entucky 67.23 18 4,113,000 7 179.22 
~is 37,64 tB 2,268,000 23 106.06 
Florida State 79.41 13 4,096,000 8 193.00 
l'brth Carol i na 79.39 14 5,674,000 2 ai9.42 
VPI 98.17 5 4,950,000 5 238.21 
1£orgia State 46.81 24 2,629,000 18 129.27 
South Florida 50.44 22 2,575,000 19 133.48 
L.oui sville 55.26 aJ 2,868,000 16 149.00 
tt>rth Caro 11 na State 69.65 15 3,553,000 10 185.(B 
Miani 51.06 21 2,993,000 15 161.88 
ft.bum 61.43 19 2,7'3J 000 17 150.53 
Alabima 43.41 23 2,243,000 24 132.57 
VQJ 26.24 2:1 2,194,000 25 131.44 
Virginia 121,57 3 5,009,000 4 Jl}.28 
Al abana/Bi nni nghan 42.92 a; 1,682,000 tB l 113.33 
()Jee 99.96 4 4,768,000 6 ])3.56 
Mississippi state 68.93 16 1,873,000 a; 164.67 
<£orgia Tech 94.97 7 3,062,000 14 'll2.27 
Va~rbilt 95.l) 6 3,494,000 11 322.03 
Clensai 82, 13 12 2,291,000 21 212.37 
Tulane 67.li 17 2,a37,000 22 226.88 
Mississippi 82.96 11 1,750,000 'lJ 183.53 
Willi an and Mary 83.iD 10 1,521,000 2:l 222.0I 
Boory ~.93 2 3,005,000 13 5'3).48 
Wake Forest 251. 'lJ 1 2,554,000 aJ 539.'ll 

~r 2:1 2:l 
Hi!tl 251.27 5,822,000 559.48 
cp 94.40 4,100,750 ail.62 
~ 81.87 3,274,atB 219.68 
l'edian 74.52 3,027,500 189.28 
QI. 50.60 2,288,000 137.88 
Low ai.24 1,521,000 106.06 
fe:amended Mininun 

Standard.....,. 50.00 150.00 

*Ranke:1 by Enrollment. 
~or a library wiich supports an average of ten Fh.D. 's (Er year; 

issue:1 in 1965. 

22 
14 
12 
'lJ 
17 
2:1 
13 
7 
8 

a; 
23 
21 
15 
19 
20 
24 
25 
4 

tB 
3 

18 
6 
5 

11 
9 

16 
10 
l 
2 

2:1 
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Jwer(lix IX 
Status of t-\Jjor ~he<;atern l'cddenic: Libraries (cont.) 

Professional Staff 

School- twt>er of Ratio Lil:rls. 
Librarians Ran< to StLKlents Rcrlk 

Tennessee 45 11 l to 676 26 
Florida 68 2 l to 442 14 
Louisiana State 51 8 l to 521 19 
5'.luth carol i na 46 10 l to 565 21 
C£0rgia 63 3 l to 4CB 12 
rentucky 60 5 l to ll3 10 
~is ,9 23 l to TJ/ 28 
Florida State 4J 9 l to 432 13 
N:>rth carol ina 74 1 l to 285 6 
VPI 56 7 l to 371 9 
C£0rgi a State ,9 23 l to 70l 27 
5'.luth Flori da l) 22 l to 643 25 
L.oui sville l5 13 l to 534 20 
N:>rth carol ina State 34 17 l to 565 21 
Miani l5 13 l to 514 18 
hlbum 31 aJ l to ~l 23 
Alab1ml 34.5 16 l to 4ro 16 
vcu 18 'll l to 927 l) 

Virginia 62 4 l to 242 4 
Al alma/Binni ngham 16 ,9 l to 888 ,9 
lllke !:B 6 l to aJ5 3 
Mississippi State 41 ai l to sex; 17 
C£0rgi a Tech 22.5 12 l to 274 5 
Vandert>i l t 35 15 l to 310 7 
Clensm 17 28 l to 635 24 
Tulane 31 aJ l to 325 8 
Mississippi 24 25 l to 337 11 
Willian il1CI Mary 15 l) l to 457 15 
6oory 34 17 l to 162 2 
Wake Forest 33 19 l to 144 l 

ltmJer l) 30 
High 74 1 to 144 
113 54 l to 318 
Mean 33 l to 478 
Jledian 35 1 to 474 
Ql 'll l to 613 
~ 15 l to 927 

tt Ranka:l by Eilrol lnent. 
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Jweroix IX 
Stdtus of ~or Soutteast.ern kaoonic Libraries {cont.) 

~_Staff 

tumer of Ratio Su~rt 
sctniltt ~ Staff !wt. Staff per Stl.dent Ra'lk 

Te11nessee l:E 4 l to 225 15 
Florida 77 l!:i l to :El 29 
Louisiana state 78 13 l to 341 25 
South carolina 89 ll l to 292 22 
IB>rgia 151 2 l 1D 170 8 
Kertucky 105 7 l to 219 14 
~is 83 12 l to 258 18 
Florida State ~ lO l to 2:E 16 
N:>rth carol ina 155 l l to l:E 6 
VPI 100 6 l to 192 ll 
G:!orgi a state 61 19 l to 333 24 
South Florida 71.5 l7 l to ZJO 19 
Louisville !fl 21 l to 332 23 
N:>rth carol 1 na State 103 8 l to 186 9 
Mialli 78 l3 l to 2'J/ l7 
fd>um 65 18 l to 282 21 
Alabinl 4!:i ~ l to J/6 27 
VOJ 61 19 l to Z/4 aJ 
Vlrginid l <JJ 3 l to lOI 3 
Alabana/Binninghiln Zl 29 l to 526 ll 
[)Jke 132 5 l to 92 2 
Mississippi State 29.5 al l to l36 al 
G:!orgi a Tech 55 23 l to aJ4 13 
vaooerbilt 98 9 l to lll 5 
Clensm !fl 21 l 1D 186 9 
Tulane 73 16 l to ll3 7 
Mississippi 26.5 ll l to liO 26 
Willian il1CI Mary :E Zl l to 196 12 
6oory 50 25 l to 110 4 
Wake Forest 54 24 l to 88 l 

ttrim- ll 30 
High 155 l to 88 
IP 104 l to 154 
ftin ED l to 242 
~1cl'I 75 l to 230 
Ql 55 l to 333 
L!M 26.5 l to 526 

"""Rankei by Ehrol lnent. 
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}weroix IX 
Stdtus of r,\ijor ~utteastern Pcacte,nic Libraries (cont.) 

Total Staff 

S&ool- tumer of Ratio--Staff 
Staff Rane. to Stlnents Raik 

Tennt!Ssee 18'.l 5 1 tn lW 17 
Florida 145 8 l to aB 25 
Louisiana State 1.:9 13 l to a>6 24 
South Carolina 135 11 l to 193 22 
U:!Orgia 214 2 l to la> 9 
l<entucky 165 6 l to 139 12 
~is 112 15 l to 191 20 
Fl orl da State 139 9 l to 152 15 
ttlrth Carolina 2.:9 l l to 92 6 
VPI 164 7 l to 127 10 
G!orgi a State ~ 21 l to 2.!i 29 
South Fl orl da 101.5 17 l to 190 19 
Louisville 94 a> l to a>5 23 
ttirth Carolina State 137 10 l to 140 13 
Miani 114 14 1 tn 162 16 
llalum 96 18 l to 191 a> 
Alabilna ]{J.5 24 l to 212 27 
VOJ 79 25 l to 211 a; 
Virginia 211 3 l to n 4 
Alall<ltla/Binni~ham 43 :lJ l to 331 :I> 
[)Jke 191 4 l to 64 2 
Mississippi State 52 27 1 to 219 a3 
G!orgia Tech 96 18 l to 117 8 
Yanderbilt 133 12 l to 82 5 
Clensal 75 a; l to 144 14 
Tulane 104 16 l to 97 7 
Mississippi 50.5 a3 l to 189 18 
Willian and Mary 50 ~ l to 137 11 
6rDry ~ 23 l to 66 3 
wake Forest 87 22 l to 54 l 

l'um- :I> 30 
Hig, 2.:9 l to 54 
(J3 155 l to 107 
Mean 119 l to 157 
1-\:!dian HB l to 157 
Ql 82 l to a>6 
lcM 43 l to 331 
floc01Jll!rtled Mini llUTI 

Standa~ l to 80 

- Ranked By &lrol lr.ent. 
~or a library ~ich suPIX)rts an average of ten Rl.O. 's J:l!r year· 

issuoo in 1965. ' 



APPEl'l)IX X 

L I~AAY MTA Fffi II:TE~INif'G QJMTITATIVE STAFF PVEQJACY 

FTE Volunes Fu 11-Time Staff3 
Institution Enro 11 ~t 1 f-bldings2 ~1 Professional 9.Jpport 

Alabana Ni"1 4,613 155,704 1 ,009 12 15 
Alaba.11a State 3,870 247,017 4,703 11 6 
Atrens 351 62,802 J/5 3 1 
Pt.lbum 16,845 1 ,488, 125 55,CXX) 31 61 
.ALM 5,1.131 421 ,4l3 4,4JJ 5 9 
B'han S:>utrerri 1,232 144,9ffi 2,723 3 6.5 

Jacksonville 6,040 583,911 17,692 19 g_5 
Livingston 973 197,924 4,454 4 3 
Sai:1ford 3,l:() 197 ,2B3 5,(.XX) 5 12 
Troy 7,22> 331,243 14,682 10 22.4 
Tuskegee 3,7~ 255,497 7,615 10.5 9 
UA 16,228 1,316,598 40,139 43.5 57 

u.ns 11,228 7Y8,391 47,118 ?J 50.5 
U.Lli 4,072 287 ,f331 9,189 9 21 
M.x1teval lo 2,'297 210,901 4,()68 5 4 
u~ 4,573 'JJ7,lf37 6,6n 11 8 
USA 8,173 ~8,620 21,400 19 13 

Avera~ ratio of librarians to ctrer staff--1 /l:1.5 

-----------
1 l 979-00 fi seal year dat,=i. 
21\)~ndix IV. 
3i 981 -82 fi sea 1 year data. 

Total 

?J 
17 
4 

92 
14 
9.5 

28.5 
7 

17 
32.4 
19.5 

100.5 

77.5 
3) 

9 
19 
57 
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Ratio of Librarians 
to Other Staff 

1.0:1.3 
1.0:0.5 
1.0:0.3 
1 .o: 2.0 
1.0:1.8 
1 .0:2.2 

1.0:0.5 
1.0:0.8 
1 .o: 2.4 
1.0:2.2 
1.0:0.9 
1.0:1.3 

1.0:1.9 
1.0:2.3 
1.0:0.8 
1.0:0.7 
1.0:2.0 



APPENDIX XI 

NUMBER CF HWRS WORKED BY STUDENT ASSISTANTS-..f"Y 1979-80* 

Hours w:>rked per 
Instituti:m I-burs FTE f"TE Student 

Alabama A&M 28,148 4,6U 10.8 

Tuskegee 37,120 3,736 9.9 

Alabama State 32,000 3,870 8.J 

UA 120,640 16,228 7.4 

B'han S:>uthern 7,502 1,292 5.8 

Uvingst::in 5,400 973 5.5 

Sanford 18,633 3,360 5.5 

Jae kaonv il le 29,368 6,040 4.9 

UA8 54,1114 11,228 4.9 

Montevallo 10,050 2,297 4.4 

UNA 20,032 4,573 4.4 

Troy 29,199 7,225 4.0 

UAH 15,600 4,072 J.8 

Auburn 52,044 16,845 J.l 

ALIM 7,436 5,091 1.5 

USA 9,306 8,173 1.1 

Athens 400 851 0.5 

*There is an implicit danger in the heavy reliance :>n 
students inasmuch as rederal support, a primary 
source :,f funding for student wages, is being 
dramatically reduced. 

Rank 

1 

2 

J 

4 

5 

6 

6 

8 

8 

10 

10 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

150 



APPENDIX Xll 

ADDITIONAL FULL-Tl~ STAFF REQUIRED TO ~ET STAt«>AROSl 

lnstituti~ 

Alabama MM 

Alabama State 

Athens St ate 

Auburn 

Al.ti 

B'h• Southern 

Jae ksonv i l le 

Livingston 

Sanford 

Troy 

Tuskegee 

UA 

UAB 

UAH 

Montevallo 

UNA 

USA 

Librarians Support Staff Total Staff 

3 lS 18 

22 

12 

3 

4 

1 

12 

2.S 

6.5 

1J 

s 

4 

4 

7 

18 

7 

45 

2S 

6.S 

36.S 

7 

8 

21.6 

17 

43 

29.5 

29.S 

14 

22 

14 

19 

8 

67 

37 

40.S 

8 

13 

JJ.6 

19.S 

49.5 

42.S 

34.S 

18 

26 

21 

1"Standards for College Libraries, Formula B." Ratio 
of Librarians to Other Staff--1.0: 2.0. 



APPEND IX XI I 

ADDITIONAL FULL-Tlf.E STAFF REQUIRED TO J.EET STANDARDS! 

Instituti7i 

Alabama A&M 

Alabama State 

Athens State 

Auburn 

Al.t4 

B'han Southern 

Jacksonville 

Livingston 

Samford 

Troy 

Tuskegee 

UA 

UAB 

UAH 

Hontevall::> 

UNA 

USA 

librarians SupP;?rt Staff Total Staff 

3 15 18 

22 

12 

3 

4 

5 

12 

2.5 

6.5 

13 

4 

4 

7 

18 

7 

45 

25 

6.5 

36.5 

7 

8 

21.6 

17 

43 

29.5 

29.5 

14 

22 

14 

19 

8 

67 

37 

9.5 

40.5 

8 

13 

33.6 

19.5 

49.5 

42.5 

34.5 

18 

26 

21 

1"Standards for College Libraries, Formula B." Ratio 
':lf Librarians to Other Staff--1.O:2.O. 
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APPENDIX XIII 

LIBRARIANS REQUIRED TO 1-EET ACRL FORMULA B 

Librarians Reguired 
~lumes 

lnstitutfon f"TE 1+.Jldings Added Libraria,s 

Alabama A&H 10 4 15 

Alabama State 8 J 12 

Athens State 2 1 1 4 

Auburn 2.1 15 11 53 

AlJ4 11 5 17 

B'han Southern J 2 1 6 

Jackaonv il le 13 6 4 23 

Uvingst::n 2 2 1 5 

S&111f::,rd 7 2 1 10 

Troy 15 4 J 22 

Tuskegee 8 3 2 13 

UA 2.1 14 9 50 

UAB 22 8 10 40 

UAH 9 3 2 14 

H::>ntevallo 5 3 1 9 

UNA 10 3 2 15 

USA 17 4 5 26 
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APPENDIX XIV 

STUDENT ASSISTANTS (FTE) REQUlRID TO ~ET 
QUANTITATIVE STAM>AROS1 

Institution Need Have Balance 

Alabama MM 15 14.l 0.9 

Alabama State 12 16.0 -4.0 

Athens State 4 0.2 J.8 

Auburn SJ 26.0 27.0 

AIJ',4 17 J.7 13.3 

B'ham ~uthern 6 3.8 2.2 

Jacksonville 23 14.7 8.3 

Livingst~ 5 2.7 2.3 

S&111f:>rd 10 9.3 0.7 

Troy 22 14.6 7.4 

Tuskegee 13 18.6 -5.6 

UA so 60.3 -10.3 

UAB 40 27.4 12.6 

UAH 14 7.8 6.2 

Montevallo 9 s.o 4.0 

UNA 15 10.0 s.o 

USA 26 4.7 15.3 

1o-ie-third of total full-time staff needed. 
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APPENDIX XV 

DISTRIBUTION IF CURRENT TOTAL STAFF 

Pr:>fessbnal Supp:>rt Student (nE) 

No. Pct. N:,. Pct. No. Pct. 

Alabama A&H 12 29: 15 37: 14.1 341 
Alaba111a Statee 11 331 6 181 16 491 
Athens J 11: l 241 0.2 ~ 

Auburn Jl 261 61 s2: 26 22: 
AUM 5 281 9 51: J.7 211 
B'h• S:Juthern J 22: 6.5 49: 3.8 m 

Jacka:mv il le 19 44: 9.5 22: 14.7 34: 
Uvingst:>n 4 411 J Jll 2.7 28: 
Smford 5 19: 12 46: 9.J 351 
Tr:>y 10 211 22.4 48: 14.6 JI: 
Tuskegee 10.5 271 9 24: 18.6 491 
UA 43.5 21: 57 35: 60.J 381 

UAB 27 26: 50.5 48: 27.4 26: 
UAH 9 24S 21 55: 7.8 211 
~ntevalb 5 361 4 281 5.0 36: 
UNA 11 381 8 281 10.0 J4S 
USA 19 JU: 38 61: 4.7 m 

fotal 228 28: 332.9 421 238.9 JO: 

ARL Libraries 1 

1975-76 21: 53: 20: 
1976-77 26S 531 201 
1977-78 261 5JS 21: 
1978-79 25: 52: 21: 
1979-80 25: 53: 21: 
1980-81 25: 53: 221 

1ARL Statistics 1980-81 (Washingt:Jn, D .C.: Ass:>ci ati:,n :Jf 
Research Libraries, 1981), p. 6. 



APPEt-OIX XVI 

OCLC t1:t13ERS IN fllftBWA 

Oak\'loo:1 Co 11 ege 
1-k.Jntsville 

Stillman Colle~ 
Tuscaloosa 

Talladega College 
Tdllade;Ja 

TVA i'atio~dl Fertilizer 
~velOj)rent O:!nter 

M.Jsc 1 e Sroa 1 s 

U.S. Pr.ny C.Orps of Engineers 
lvbbi le 

U.S. Army 
Fort Rucker 

OCLC t-etv.ork 

FEDLIN< t-etv.ork 

Alabama D:!partirert of Archives & History 
lvbnt!Pfery 

Alabai!la F\Jblic library ~rvice 
t-'orlt~rery 

A 1 abar1a State University 
Levi Watkins Learning O:!nter 

t-'or1t 9'.)rery 

A 1 abar:0 Suprell:! Court ard State 
lafl Library 

M:>ntprery 

Aubum Lhi vers i ty 
f\Jbum 

JlJ.Jburn University at i1:mt~rery 
M.Jnt pre ry 

Tuskegee Institute 
Tuskeg:?e 

Miles College 
Binninghan 

Binninghan-J:fferson Library 
Binninglan 

Jacksonville State University 
J!cksonvi l le 

lvbbile F\Jblic library 
lvbbi le 

Lhi versi ty of Alabama Library 
lhiversity 

~ing Hill Col lt:ge 
lvbbile 

Troy State '..)1iversity 
Troy 

155 



156 

~pemix XVI 
OCLC ~~rs in Alabama (cont.) 

,~.s. Air Force 
Air Lhi'lersity library 

Maxv.e 11 .AFB 

S)L Ir-ET tetWlrk ( ccm.) 

Lhi versi ty of Al abara in Binni ngham 
Binninghan 

Lhi versity of Alabara in Binninghan 
1-ealth Sciences 

Binni ngharn 

Lhiversity of Alaba,na in Huntsville 
1-untsvi l le 

Lhi versi ty of Al abar:1a 
library School 

Lhiversi ty 

µ,; versi ty of torth Alabama 
Florence 

University of South Alabar;ia 
Bionedical Library 

MJbile 

Lhi-✓ersi ty of South Alabaria Library 
f1Jbi le 



APPENDIX XVll 

INITIAL NO CONTINUHG COSTS CJ' SOLINET ..CHBERSHIPS 
rm NON-~HBERS ACADEMIC LIERARIES (PROJECTED) 

*Initial membership 

2 terminals/inst Hut i:>n 

Terminal maintenance/1st yr. 

Estimated telec~mmunicati~ns 

10/rTU's & cards/ insti tut i:>n 

l.L.L 2500 trensacti~ns/inst. 

Searching for pub 1 ic use 

Tape Subscripti~n Services 

Total Costs 

Year 2 b Year N 

STATE** PRIVATE*** 

$16,016 $1'>,402 

29,600 22,200 

J,936 2,9'>2 

1J ,6fll 10,260 

8,280 6,210 

13,400 10,oso 

20,000 15,000 

3,868 2,892 

$108,780 $84,966 

64,'>64 48,414 

TOTAL 

$31,418 

'>l ,fllO 

6,888 

23,940 

14,490 

23,450 

3'> ,ooo 

6,760 

$193,746 

112,978 

*Replaced after first year with $350/institut bn annual 
membership, or $1,400 state and $1,0'>0 private. 

**Alabama A&H, Athens State College, Livingst~n University, 
Lniversity ~f ~ntevall~ 

***Birmingham Southern C~llege, Samf~rd Lniversity, 
Tuskegee Institute. 
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APPENDIX XVIII 

RESCl.JRa:S REQtJIRffi fOR STATEWIDE BIBLlCXiRAPHlC 

CONVERSION (PROJECTED) 

STATE PRIVATE TOTAL 

Titles t.'.l be c:mverted 2,648,102 334,601 2,982,703 

Pr'Jfess i'Jnal st.aff needed 8'? 12 101 

Clerical staff needed 127 16 143 

Terminals needed .,., 7 62 

C'.lst.s 

Terminal 254,JZO 32, 568 286,688 

FTU* '>,482,lq2 692,624 6,174,186 

Pr'.lfess l::mal Staff 3,293,000 444,000 J, 737,000 

Parapr'Jfess l'.lnal Staff 2,667 ,ooo 556,000 3,003 ,ODO 

T'.ltal :~l lars) $11,696,',12 $1,',04, 0 '?2 $13,201,504 

*The first t. 1me use charges are a maY imum. These charges can 
be nrJc1ified l:J t.he eYtent. that. a library 1s able t.'.l c'.lnduct. 
its retr'Jspective c'.lnversl'.ln during prime ~1me h'.lurs. 
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I tH ROD UC T ION 

APPENDIX XIX 

COMPUTERS AND COMPUTING 

Hardware for computer µrocessing involves equipment which 

can perform the following functions: data preparations, i~put 

to the computer, processing, secondary or auxiliary storage, 

and output from the computer. Equipment may be online, i.e., 

connected dir~ctly to the computer, or offline. 

Software consists of nonhardware aids, namely computer 

programs and computer routines which facilitate the operation 

of the computer by the user installation. These aids consist 

of computer proyrams for standard tasks such as sorting data 

records, organizing and maintaining files, translating programs 

w r i t ten i n a s y m b o 1 i c 1 an g u a g e i n to r1 a ch i n e 1 an g u a g e 

instructions, and scheduling jobs through the computer. The 

term can include user proyrams, but more commonly refers only 

to general proyramming and operating programs which are r1ade 

available from the hardware manufacturer or from independent 

software companies. Software is as vital to effective use of 

a computer as the hardware. 

A program consists of a set of instructions to the 

computer to perform operations which accomplish a processing 

task. A data processing job may require a nu1'1ber of programs. 
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T h e u s e r n o r 111 a 1 1 y w r i t e s h i s o r h e r ow n p r o g r a :'.I s f o r 

applications unique to the instdllation. However, generalized 

a pp 1 i cat i on s pro g r a 1n s can be p u r ch as e d or 1 ea s e d from 

software organizations. Computer processing may be performed 

periodically in batch mode or immediately in realtime mode. 

So~e computer systems may be shared by many users simulta­

neously. This is termed "time sharing. 11 

In batch processing, data to be processed is accumulated 

over a period of time. The dccumulated batch is then processed 

periodically. This method is very efficient, but its use 

means that there is always a processing delay. 

In realtime processing, each transaction is processed as 

soon as it is received. There is no waiting to accumulate a 

batch of transactions. Realtime processing is used especially 

in situations 5uch as a computerized reservation system or an 

online catalog where an im~ediate response is required. 

Ti:ne sharing is the concurrent use of a single computer 

system by many users, each of which has an input/output device 

and can access the same computer at the same time. The 

computer gives each user a smal 1, but frequently repeated, 

slice of the time, so that each user yets an almost immediate 

response. 

Equipment In A Computer Installation 

T 11 e e q u i pm e n t t h a t i s f o u n d i n a s p e c i f i c c o 1n p u t e r 



i n s t a 1 1 a t i o n \'I i 1 l d e p e n d o n t !1 e a in o u n t a n d t y p e o f p r o c e s s i n g 

being perfor~ed and on the types of equipment available with 

the ~odel of computer being used. In general, a computer 
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syste:n wi 11 have a central processing unit (CPU), pl us one or 

~ore units of equipment for the functions of secondary storage, 

data preparation, input, and output. 

The central processiny unit (CPU) is the "computer" part 

of the computer system. It contains an arithmetic unit for 

c o m p u t a t i o n , a c o n t r o 1 u n i t , a n d t h e p r i ,;i a r y s t o r a g e ( a 1 s o 

ca 1 1 e d the "::i a i n or i n tern a 1 me 1n or y " ) . The p r i 1:1 a , y st or a g e 

usually contains the pro~ram being executed and the data 

required by that program. The control unit fetches 

instructions from the storage, decodes them, and directs the 

various equipment units to perform the specified functions. 

The arithmetic unit performs all arithmetic, comparisons, and 

data manipulation. There is a control consol or control 

panel for operator use. 

Also called "auxiliary storage," secondary storage is 

supplementary to the primary storage associated wit'l tt1e 

central processin3 unit. It is used to hold programs and 

data files and has large capacity storage relative to the 

primary stora•:ie. l~'1en a data record or progra,;i is to be 

u s e d i n process i n g , it i s cop i e d fro ,n t ll e secondary storage 

i n t o t h e p r i ,n a r y st o r a g e . Aft e r p r o c e s s i n g , th e up d at e d 

record is returned to the auxiliary storaye. Punched cards 



162 

can be used for secondary storage, but magnetically encoded 

storage 1nedia are usually more desirable. Data can be written 

on a magnetic surface, read as many times as necessary and then 

used again by writing new records in place of the old records. 

The most ~opular magnetic storage media are magnetic tape and 

r:iagnetic disc. 

Sizes of System 

Computer systems range in size froin microcomputer to 

,ninicomputer to mainframe computer, each passing day the 

sophistication of electronic technology increases and the 

feat u res \'I hi ch used to di st i n g u i sh the s i z es of co ,rip u t er s 

beco,ne more and more blurred. 

Though the current computer processors are much the same 

type of processor that was designed some twenty-five years 

ago, technology has advanced from vacuum tubes to solid state 

devices (transistors), to integrated circuits, to ~edium-scale 

integration, to large-scale integration, to very large-scale 

integration. The first generation of computers were developed 

and LnpleG1ented prior to 1959 and inclurled the UNIVAC land 

others based on vacuum tube technology. 

Second generation computers were built between 1959 and 

1965 and were constructed with transistor technology in which 

corn put e rs be ca ,n e s ma l 1 er , 1 es s exp en s i v e , gene rated l es s heat 

and re4uired less power. Following the use of transistors, 
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the re w a s a t r ~ n d tow a rd 111 i n i at u r i z at i on , or the use of 

, :1 i c r o e 1 e c t r o n i c s . M i c r o e 1 e c t r o n i c t e c h n i q u e s ha v e re s u l t e d i n 

even s,:ialler, faster, and more reliable components. 

Third-generation computers are characterized by the use of 

hybrid or integrated circuits, by the integration of hardware 

with software (progra~ming and operating aids), and by an 

orientation to data communications and the handling of more 

than one operation simultaneously. The fourth generation of 

computers is now being introduced in which integrated circuits 

a re be i n g u t i l i z e d 111 u ch mo re e x t e n s i v e l y , c on t i n u i n g t he t re n d 

toward reduced hardware size, reduced cost, increased speed, 

and an improved cost/performance ratio. 

To clarify some terms, a "microprocessor" is the basic 

central processor semiconductor integrated circuit, witt1out 

any of the supporting circuitry and devices required to make 

i t f u l 1 y op er a t i on a l . .'l. " m i c r o co ,n p u t e r " i s the comb i n a t i on 

of i:1 i crop r o c es so r , support c i r cu i try ( c 1 o ck and control 

c i r c u i t s ) , .m e r.1 o r i e s , a n d c i r c u i t s . I t i s a t r u e c o m p u t e r 

that has been built around a microprocessor 1/0. Computers 

are now categorized as mainframe computers, 1ninicomputers, 

and r1icrocomputers. In :3eneral, mainfra,ne computers are the 

largest and most powerful machines i-1ith the most ,nemory and a 

laryer, sophisticated CPU. Minicomputers are the intermediate 

size and microcomputers are the smallest. In reality, there 

is a lot of overlap among products, with tile most ;)owerful 



164 

'.n i c r o c o 111 p u t e r s o f f e r i n g a l o t mo r e ca p a b i l i t y t h a n th e l e a s t 

powerful minicornputers. Likewise, the most powerful mini­

computers offer a great deal more capability than the least 

powerful mainframes. 

In terms of price, a microcomputer or microco~puter 

system can range fro:n $1,500-$50,000; a minicomputer or mini­

computer system from $50,000-$750,000+; and a mai1frame 

from ;500,000-millions. It is sensible to give only the very 

rouyhest estimate of price since any final system can consist 

of many different variables: number and type of ~eripherals 

amount of memory, amount and type of disk and tape transport, 

and operating and applications software. 

The most important thing to remember is that the 

explodin3 growth of computer sophistication is continuing 

unabated. A process which needed a mainframe yesterday might 

run today on a mini or even a r.iicro. 

Storage Technology 

Before information can be manipulated, it must be in 

machine-readable for~. The first storage system is the 

co,nputer me1o1ory itself in which the computer's programs 

reside and wherd the co~puter holds small a~ounts of data for 

processing. The lar9est computer systems have no rnore than 

about 16,0UO,OOO characters of this storage and the more 



comr:1on computers now have approximately forty-eight million 

characters of actual computer 1nemory. 

Another type of 1'1 em o r y found i n co 111 put er systems i s di s k 

drives, electromechanical devices that store anywhere from 
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five million characters up to about 600 million characters. It 

is likely that within the next few years, disk drives will be 

made that hold up to a billion characters per drive. 

A third storage t~chnoloyy of interest is that of bubble 

memory ·~hi ch may fi 11 the gap between the disk drives and the 

very high speed, expensive computer memory. Laboratory 

models have been developed which contain perhaps a quarter of 

a million characters and which are expensive to produce. 

While bubble memory theoretically could decrease the price of 

storage, present technological work in the United States is 

being discontinued by many of the major companies. 

Another storage technology still in the experimental 

stages today that wi 11 have a drastic impact on the future of 

libraries and computing is the video disk. A video disk is an 

optical device currently used for storing optical inages. One 

side of a video disk is capable of containing approximately 

54,000 frames. 

The devic2s are already available which are capable of 

rec o rd i n g an d p 1 a y i n g back di g i t a l i n for :n at i on that ca n be 

stored on tr1e video disk. In co in111 e r c i a l qua n t i t i es , a vi de o 
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disk playback unit is available for home use. The recording 

process, however, is presently quite extensive since disks 

are made like records as they are pressed (produced) in one 

technology. As wit~ phonorecorcts, a stamping out process is 

involved which can produce 1,000 disks or more. Consequently, 

no single custom-made disk is expensive. 

The big problem to be solved in video disk technology is 

errors which result in the flicker on the screen. While 

tel evi si on flicker can be accommodated for by the human eye, 

a computer cannot easily make such compensations. Computers 

also "see" errors on standard types of disk drives since, over 

the years, error recovery algorithms have been developed which 

can correct errors occuring in transmission or storage. The 

same algorithms do not work for video disks, however, and 

better error correcting schemes have to be developed before 

video disks can be commercially used for computers in anything 

other than experimental operations. 

We are also faced with the problem today that recording 

or encoding onto disk equipnent is prohibitively expensive 

except for mass j)roduction operations such as those found in 

for-profit situations. Work continues in this area, 

h owe v ~ r , a n d c o s t s s h o u 1 d b e c o 111 i n g do w n i n t h e n e x t f i v e 

years. 
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r.ommunications Systems 

Communications syste~s deliver information to the user of 

the computer system. The traditional way of delivering infor­

mation between a computer and a distant user is over the 

facilities provided by the telephone company. These facilities 

consist of circuits which carry the electrical signals, and 

devices ca 11 ed modems wl1i ch convert computer data into these 

eletrical signals. Several types of com~unication services 

and networks are available, from those offering services to 

the user who needs one terminal to access a host for a few 

minutes per month, to those for a user who has twenty-five 

terminals online for twelve hours per day. 

About 99 percent of today's communications to computer 

terminals is being done with phone lines using either copper 

cable or microwave trans1nission. Telephone companies are also 

beginning to utilize fiber optics in which cable is made of 

glass fibers so that data can be transmitted as light rather 

than as electricity. Fiber optics is now cheaper to lay than 

coµper cable for major metropolitan areas though it is not 

yet feasible for cross-country transmission. 

The other current communications technological development 

is occurring in the area of satellite transmission, though at 

the µresent time it is most cost effective for long distance 

transmission. 
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Dedicated line networks are those in which heavy users of 

t er rn i n a l s er v i c e s ,, a y 1 ea s e a permanent ( t went y - f o u r ho I) rs per 

day) dedicated line from their terminals directly to a host 

computer. The cost is dependent on line speed and distance of 

the line, and can become quite expensive if the line is long 

and can only be used by one terminal. 

The other widely used communications networks are the 

commercial value added natworks (VAN'S). The VAN'S lease a 

large nurl]ber of inter-city telephone lines from the telephone 

companies, and µlace small message switching computers at 

various nodes. In each city served by a VAN there is 

communications equipment capable of receiving dozens to 

hundreds of simultaneous calls from terminals. There are 

also network hosts (computers offering various services), 

including the network vendors (providing search services and 

catalo9iny services), which pay the VAN to connect to the VAN 

network. Since a message transaction takes a small fraction 

of a second to trdns,nit, many terminals can share the same 

1 i ne, in rnuch the sar.ie way that many autos can share the sar:ie 

hi si h way l an e. 

In this way the VAN makes heavier use of the line than a 

single user ~ayin'::l for a long distance cdll. The VAN'S char'::le 

the net,-.Jork host, which in turn bills the user, for the amount 

of ti:1e connected and the nu111ber of 11essages and characters 

trans,"'litterl. 5 i n c e there i s no ch a r '::le ca ,11 pone n t for 



geographic distance, the user 3,00U miles frorn a service host 

and a user 150 miles from the same host pay the same cost for 

the same service. Thus, there is a gr~at cost advantage to 

the distant user because the savings between a long distance 

call and the VAN charge is larger with distance. 

Most service networks that are hosts on a VAN network 

also have a dial-up capability independent of the VAN which 

allows the user to dial the host computer directly. This is 

advantageous for users located nearby the host and users with 

special telephone service such as WATS. Terminals that have 

dial-up caµability can be used either for direct dial or by 

accessing the VAN network. 
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APPENDIX XX 

LIBRARY COMPUTE~IZATION: ALTERNATIVE COURSES OF ACTION 

There are 1najor alternatives to consider when implementing 

a library system: purchasing d turnkey system, selecting a 

vendor to custom design a system, or developing the system 

in-house using staff librarians and µrogrammers. 

A turn-key system is one which is designed, marketed 

and maintained by a vendor, which supplies a co,nplete system 

of softwar~ and hardware to perform a defined application. 

In addition, turn-key vendors may offer assistance in 

converting procedures to their system and in training users. 

Hardware maintenance may be performed by the turn-key firm. 

Soft~are maintenance support varies among vendors. 

The custom system approach includes two types of 

designers of custom systems. The first is oriented toward 

developing software for minicomputer configurations whose 

central processor and major subsystems are from a single 

manufacturer. In addition, some companies of this type offer 

their customers assistance in setting up systems involving 

the product line of the computers in which they specialize. 

So~e of these vendors offer continuing software :~aintenance 

under contrdct, although many prefer that custoiners undertake 

their own soft~are ~aintenance arrangements. This type 
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involves specialized hardware--regardless of 1:ianufacturer 

of each component--to support a specific application area. 

Software is provided on an "as-needed basis" to meet these 

appl ic:itions. 

The third alternative for creating computer-based 

libr3ry automation systems is to develop software within the 

libr:,ry of the library's parent institution or within the 

comput~r center of the parent institution. With mini or 

microcomputer configurations dedicated to the library's 

applic~tions, the typical centralized data processing 

department may not provide µrogram development services unless 

oth~r similar computers are beiny used elsewhere in the 

instit~tion. To use the University computer, it would be 

necess3ry to include programming support. Unless the library 

is one that has previously been involved with in-house software 

development, it will need a development team. This means 

utilizing a staff of µrofessionals in the computer field as 

well as one or more librarians who have had system development 

experience. 

Each of these alternative approaches has advantage and 

disadvantages. A turnkey system, for example, can be 

purchased and i1ri,)le1nented as a µackage. The system will have 

been tested and its reputation proven for providin~ a quality 

product and good service. Since a large number of users will 

use the sa,:1e syste,n, irnprovernents in system features and 



;:>erformdnce 1riay be introduced frequently. Other advantages 

of turnkey systems include little, if any, develo~ment cost; 

reduced time in implementing the system; greater flexibility 

in tailoring tt1e system to local needs; proven ability; good 

rnai ntenance support of hardware and software; and the 

capability of linking the local system to other regional and 

national online databases. 

Local development, on the other hand, may be more 

attrdctive because of specific library or university needs 
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which require specialized programming and the existence of 

either hardware or programmers which do not have to be paid for 

separately. 

In addition, the philosophy of system design and the 

concept of "total library systems" are prominent concerns. 

The philosophy behind this terminology varies with the system 

designer. In some cases, it implies that libraries should be 

automated completely or perhaps not at all. Proponents of 

this theory argue that to automate only one portion of a 

library 1 s activities is to invite incompatability with 

systems that might later be developed for other activities. 

Others, less radical in approach, use such terms to apply 

only to design, not to implementation. They argue that the 

library should be studied as an integrated whole, its entire 

operations thoroughly understood and flow-charterd if possible, 

and a co,riplete system designed to automate the whole. The 
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parts of the syste,n could then be imple,:-iented one at a tirne, 

as·funds permitted. 

In later years, a variation of the philosophy has 

dppeared in the idea of "inteyrated technical processing 

systems." Its proponents argue that good design demands the 

elimination of redundant keyboarding operations as much as 

possible, and that in library systems, therefore, biblio­

graphic data entered into the system at the time an item 

is ordered should be r~used if possible, or modified as 

necessary, to produce various products such as circulation 

records, microform catalogs, or online public catalogs. 

This issue is not yet resolved, though large library 

systems continue to attempt to integrate functions and 

move dway fror'I redunddnt data storage and data entry. We are 

beginning to see today, however, through microprocessor 

communicatio~s switches, how minicomputers can use one set 

r) f d a t a i n s e v e r a l s p e c i a 1 i z e d a p p 1 i c a t i o n s • 

Because each dcademic library must exist within an 

environment specific to its institution, it is unlikely that 

all libraries would be able to undertake one, united 

alternative. It does seem likely, however, that the larger 

institutions will consistently move in the direction of mini 

or :nainfrarne computer integrated, online systems which include 

the capability of handling the online catalog, serials, 



circulation, acquisitions, word processing, and local 

library inforMation services. Each institution, though, 

may chose d different alternative for development and/or 

i rn pl em en tat i on depend i n g upon i t s i n st i t u t i on a l en v i r on 1;i en t . 

Sma 11 er academic 1 i brari es wi 11 probably be drawn toward 

t 11 e s m a 1 1 e r 1:1 i n i c o m p u t e rs or o n e o r m o re m i c r o c o m p u t e r s , a n d 

r;iay or may not i1nplement integrated systems. It is certainly 

the case that software is already available for supporting 

library functions on microcomputers and small databases 

could be handled effectively. 

It is also becoming rapidly technically possible to 

integrate databases from microcomputer applications with 

those from mini and mainframe applications, depending upon 

the size uf the records. One example of this possibility can 

be found in the ability to transfer files among all sizes of 

computers. At the University of Alabama, work is currently 

being undertaken to transfer files between an Apple micro­

computer and a Univac mainframe computer. With this 

capability in hand, it will be possible to ,nerge r:iicro­

computer serial holdings records with OCLC series holdings 

records, to sort the records in the larger Univac computer, 

a n d t o p r o d u c e a u n i o n 1 i s t on 11 i c r o c o mp u t e r f 1 o p p y d i s k s . 
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APPENDIX XX! 

CHART Of INFORMATION SERVICES & INDEPENDENT UATA BANKS 

AUP Netwo,·k Services, Inc. 
1'. U. Ho x. 21 9 U 
I 7':J Jdckson Pl d Zd 
A11n Arbor, 111 4tll0b 
(Jl3) 3b9-b800 

Ui~lioyrdphic Relrievdl Services, Inc. 
Curµoration Pdrk 
lluildiny 702 
Scotia, NY 12303 
(5ltl) 3/4-5011 

Campus Serve Network 
5000 Arlinytun Centre Blvd. 
Columbus, OH 43220 
(614) 457-8600 

Ille Computer lo. 
IYO':J Westmureldnd SDt. 
l<ichmund, 'IA 232311 
(804) 8bl-Olb5 

lldtd Re~uurces Inc. 
2Y llartwell Ave. 
Le,cinyton, MA 021 73 
(617) 861-0165 

Ouw Jones News/Retrieval Service 
22 Cortldnd St. 
New York, NY 10007 
(212) 285-5000 

A lc1rye distributor offeriny co111putc1tionc1l datc1banks in Ayriculture, Autos, 
Commodoties, Demographics, Economics, Finance, Insurance, and lnterndtional 
Business. Its mc1in suppliers are Chase Econometric Associates and StandJrd 
t, Poor's. 

A larye distributor offeriny biblioyraph1c databanks in Ayriculture, 
Business, Educc1tion, Environment, General News Publications, Science, dnd 
Social Science. Its suppliers are vc1rious trade c1ssociations dnd governmentdl 
yroups. 

A distributor offering statistical databanks in Demoyraphics, Economics, and 
finance. Its suppliers include Citibank, Value Line (Arnold Bernhdrd and Co.), 
dnd Standard & Poor's. 

A statisticdl ddtal>ank vendor specializiny in the Airline Industry. 
main supplier is the Civil Aeronautics Board. 

It§ 

A larye vendor offeriny databanks in Ayriculture, Banking, Commodities, 
Construction, Economics, Ene~yy, Finance, Insurance, International Business 
Securities, and the Steel and Transportation Industries. In dddition, detailed 
U.S. regional, national, and international economic, demoyrc1phic, and financial 
indicators are tracked. Compustat, Value Line, and Standard & Poor's are sources. 

A bibliographic databank compiling The Wall Street Journal, Bdrron's, dnd the 
Dow Jones News Service. Dow Jones compiles its own ddtabank, which is updated 
immediately after appeariny on the ticker dnd then maintained for ninety days. 

1--' ....., 
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Aµpendix XXI 
Chdrt of Information Services & Independent Data Banks (cont.) 

General Electric Information Services Co. 
401 N. Wdshinyton St. 
llockville, Mil 201i50 
(JOI) 340-4000 

lnfomdrt 
One Yonye ~t. 
Torunot, UN 
Canada, MSElE~ 
(416) 300-3904 

lnfor111.1tic~, Inc. 
6 Ki uysbr i dye R,J. 
fairfield, NJ U/UOo 
(lOI) 575-.!800 

I 11 ~rd c t i v e Oat ii Corp. 
48b Totten Pond Rd. 
Waltham, ~A Ull~4 
(617) 890-1234 

Lockheed lnfor1a.:1t i un Systems 
3.!~ I lianover St. 
Pd lo Al to, CA 94304 
(415) 493-4411 

Mcdd 0dta Cent rd I, Inc. 
Courthouse Place, N.E. 
Dayton, OH 45463 
( 513) 222-6323 

A computational databank vendor covering Economics, Energy, Finance dnd 
Internationdl Business. Its suppliers include the University of California 
and Value Line. 

A ldrye Canadian vendor with databanks coveriny Ayriculture, ~usiness, 
Educatlon, Eneryy, Engineeriny, Environment, Fondations, General News, 
Publications, Government, Pat~nts, Pharmaceuticals and Science. 

A statistical databank vendor coveriny Oemoyraphics, Energy, Environment, 
a11d Transportation. Suµpliers include governmental groups and the John 
Hopkins University Medical Center. 

A ldrge computational ddtabank distributor covering Agriculture, Autos, 
banking, Commodities, Demographics, Economics, Eneryy, Finance, 
International Business, and Insurance. Its main suppliers are Chdse 
Econometric Associdte, Standard & Poor 's, and Value Line. 

The largest biblioyraphic distributor offering over seventy-five different data 
banks in Ayriculture, Business, Economics, Education, Energy, Enyineeriny, 
Environment, Foundations, General News Publications, Government, 
International Business, Patents, Pharmaceuticals, Science, and Social 
Sciences. It ecomomic source is Predicasts Terminal Systems, Inc.; it 
relies on many trade associations and governmental groups for other data 
bases. 

A bibliographic databank vendor specializing in General News 
Publicdtions dnd Leyal Literature. Mead compiles its own data banks. 

~ 
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Appe11J 1 ,_ XX I 
Chdrt uf lnformdtion Services & Independent Dilta Banks (cont.) 

NJliondl C~S. Inc. 
542 Westport Ave. 
Nurwdl~, CT UbU51 
(203) 853-72!10 

lhe New York Times lnforindtion Services, 
Inc. 

171':JA IHe. 10 
Pdrsippany, NJ 07054 
( 201) 53':J- 5850 

kdpldiltd, Inc. 
20 Neu Dutch Lane 
P. o. IJO)( I 049 
F~irtield, NJ 0/00b 
(201) 227-0035 

~llC Sedrch Service 
2500 ColorddO Ave. 
Sdntd Mouica, CA 90406 
(213) 820-4111 

Service Bureau Cu. 
500 W. Putndm Ave. 
Greenwich, Cf 06830 
(203) 622-2000 

1.P. Sharp Associdtes, Ltd. 
145 King St. 
W. Toronto, ON 
(dndda M51tl J8 
(416) 364-5361 

A findncial vendor of coinputatioudl datdbdnks coveriny Autos, 
ConuuoJities, Economics, and Findnce. Its ,nain suppliers ue Herrill 
Lynch Economics, and Vdlue Line. 

A bibliogrdphlc datdbank vendor covering Advertising, General News 
Publications, and Public Opinion Indexes. The New York Tiines 
Information Service maintains its own ddtabanks. 

A statistical datdbank venJor covering Econoinics and Fiuance. 
Rapidata compiles soine of its own ddta banks and uses Citibank, 
Telrate and the Federal Reserve Bodrd as ddditional suppliers. 

One of the laryest bibliographic distributors offering over fifty 
different databanks in Ayriculture, Business, Education, Energy 
Enyineering, Environment, Foundation, General News Publications, 
Government, Industry, Science, and Social Science. Its suppliers are 
various trade associations and government groups. 

A statistical databank distributor covering Agriculture, Bankiny, 
Demoyraphic Ecouomics, Enyineering, finance and Insurance. Its 
suppliers include Standard & Poor's, Data Resources, Inc., and Telstat. 

A Canadian distributor with Canadian and American statistical ddta­
banks covering Airlines, Banking, Coinmodoties, Deinoyraphics, 
Economics, Environment, Finance, and International Business. Its 
suppliers include the Bank of Canada, Citibank, and the International 
Monetary Fund. 

...... ......., 
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Appendix XXI 
Chart of Information Services ~ Independent Data Ranks (cont.) 

lime Shariny Resources, Inc. 
711 Northern Blvd. 
Great Neck, NY 111122 
(516} 487-0101 

Uni -Col I Corp. 
3'101 Science Center 
Philadelphia, PA 19104 
( 21 5) 381- 3890 

United Computing Systems, Inc. 
2525 Washinyton Ave. 
Kansas City, Mo 64108 
(81h) 721-9700 

A statistical databank covering Commodities, Economics, and 
Finance. Its suppliers include the U.S. Department of l.ahnr, 
Cltihank, and the Federal Reserve Board. 

A computational databank vendor covering Agriculture, rommodities, 
Economics, and Finance. The Wharton Economic Forecast supplies 
most of its databanks. 

A statistical datahank vendor covering Demographics and Finance. 
Its supplies include CACI and Standard t, Poor's. 

.... 
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