Multitype Library Networking

I am not sure why I was invited here today to talk apout
"multitype Library Networking.," sorth Carolina is not
particularly Known for its leadership in multitype networking,
nor am I an auﬁnority on that subject. I have had some®
experience in the area of academic library cooperation, however,
going back to an ill~fated project called tﬁe The Colorado
Academic Libraries Book Processing Center and continuing now with
a more successfull project involving the liobraries of the
University of Nortn Carolina at Chapel Hill, Duke University, and
Morth Carcelina State University. But neither of these projects
had or has a strong multitype orientation, )

Inere 1s some interesting multltype activity going on in
North Carolina, however =~- interesting mainly because 1t
represents a kind of middle~of-the-road approach, SO Maybe I anm
here to represen; the goplden mean in multitype networking, or
pernaps mediocriiy, depending on how you look at it; And there
is indeed a rather subtle difference between these two conditions
which librarians sometimes have trbuble distinguishing.

rOn the other hand, multitype networking activity in WNortn
Carolina does represent a networking strategy that seems to be
gaining favor == the approach that some call the" bottom=up
approach," a strategy that emphasizes planning and coordination
Cf a decentralized system rather than attempting to centralize
and pureaucratize tne State’s cooperative effort.

I'ne university of #ortn Carolina, Duke {niversity and nNortn



Carolina State University have for several years been engaged in
a project called the Triangle Researcnh Lioraries nNetwork, which
nas the goal ¢of developing linked, onlihe catalogs to form a
local area research library network. The State Library, on the
other hand, has the responsibllity, mandated by the Legislature,
to coordinate networking activity in the state. What 1 plan to
do this morning is to describe in some detail the networking
project involving the three major research libraries in north
Carolina, and then to describe how this project is expended to
fit into a loosly organized state=wide multitype network plan.

As some of you may Know, the area refered to as the Research
Triangle in North Carolina is one of the fastest growing
educational and researcn centers in the country. In fact, the
area described by a triangle with Durham, Chapel Hill,.énd
Raleigh at each polnt has the highest concentration of doctorate
holders per capilta than any comparable area in the world. Duke
University and the University of North (Carolina at Chapel Hill
are onlty 9 miles‘apart and Nortn (Carolina State University is
some 20 miles away In Raleigh, 1In between lies the Research
Triangle Park witn numerous government and commercial research
installations, as well as iInstitutions such as the National
Humanities Center,

Urdinarily when [ describe the three university libraries in
the Researcn Triangle [ say that they include the two largest
research lipraries in the southeast, Here in Texas, 1 have to be
carefuyl to qualify that statement by pointing out that I do0 not

include Texas in the Soutneast, although I am aware of soae



tne 1930s, and was maintalned in the UNC liorary for over 40
years pefore it was turned over to the State library in 1976,
Along with the UCLC data oase, this catalog 1s still an important
tool'in the state’s In=-watts interlibrary loan network,

Also in the 19305, collection development agreements were
reached betweed Duke and the University of ANorth Carolins in a
nymber of subject areas. These have peen continued'and expanded
througnh the years and hgve resujited for tne most part in
collections which compliment each other, Tnils 1s not to say that
these programs have been entirely successful, because they have
not bheen without their problems, pbut we do pelieve that this
cooperation has considerably extended the range of research
materials availlable to users of the two libraries. ,

lhet me brilefly descripe a few 0f these collection
development agreements, They are basically of three types: 1)
those coverling geographic areas 2) those covering subject areas
3) those covering special forms or types of materials.

1) Since 1938 the countries of Latin America bave been
divided between the two lipbraries for collection
concentration. This program was begun with the Rockerfellow
Foundation grant for cooperative acguisitions of Latin
America materials and over the years has been one 0f our
more stable and useful programs,

2) There 1is a similar division of our Eastern European
¢ollections, For example, Duke is bullding a strong
collection in Polish while UNC concentrates on (zech, The

University of Virginia has recently pecome a party to these



agreements with responsilbility for collecting in the South

Slavic area. #ith Russian materials there is a supject

division, with Duke specializing in the Soviet period and in

international socialism, while North Carolina specializes

in prerevolutionary Russian nistory and literature.

3) Anotner agreement involves Far Eastern materials,
witnh North Carolina collecting Chinese and Duke Japanese.
rnhis program has been particularly successful because in
recent years the predominance 0f faculty interested in
Japanense nas shifted to the University of North Carolina,
yet we have peen aple to maintain Duke’s collecting priority
in this area and to insist thatbt our faculty use the puke
Library for theilr materisls,

4) Tnere is also an agreement involving tne
Commonwealth NMations, ©Duke, for example, collects heavily
in Canadian material while North Carolina is asslgned
responsibilty for coverage of Australia,.

In addition to the geograpnic area agreements there are
agreenents in a number of subject areas corresponding to the
strenytns of tne instructional and research prodrams On each
campus, WNOrth Carolina for example collects liprary science,
journaslism, music, Nortn Carolinian, Duke emphaSiZes resSearcn
collection in forestry, religion, engineering. There are of
Course mahy subject areas in which botn libraies collect heavily
but with an agreement not to duplicate expensive research
materials.,

The other type of agreement has to do with certain types or



formats of publications, of wnich government documents are the
principal example. Wnhlle both lioraries have strong collections
in federal documents, a detalled agreement was reached in 1935 on
the collecting of state documents, with each library taking
responsibility for collecting documents from specific states,
Tnere are similar divisions of responsipility in the collecting
of newspapers with little duplication of coverage except for
tnose indispensible few required by all libraries of any
standing,

In addition to tnese agreements whicnrassign areas of
concentration and responsibility, the libraries have over the
vears made many Jjoint purchases of library materials, mainly
expensive microform sets, Ihese are jointly owned but housed 1In
one library or the other, depending on the use they are expected
to receive, There is an understanding that 1f use turns out to
be greater in the library that does not hold tne material tne set
will pe transfered. B8y combining our rescuces in this way we
nave been able Lo acquire many more of these important researtch
materials than if eacn liorary nhad acted on its own: and without
coordination. we also, of course, have a mechanism for mutual
congsultation before placing serials subscriptions or deciding to
cancel serials.

In recent years we have added a number of new areas to our
original collection development agreements. For exXxanple, We have
divided the African continent iIn a maaner similar to Latin
America and we are now trying to work out an agreement on {he

Collecting of local histories. In addition to tnese major new




agreements CThere nave peen a number of minor refinements to our
prograns over tne years, for exatnple, just tnils year we did a
study of the holdings of the two lipraries in tne 36 provences of
France and have made some agreements on the collecting of French
regional history.

There is étrong evidence that these cooperative collection
develOpment proygrams have had their intended effect, Comparative
snelf-list measurements show that collection concentrations do in
fact correspond to oulr assigned areas of responsibility; analysis
of OCLC the archive tape shows a level of duplication In current
acquisitions which 1s mucn lower than one would expect 1n major
research libraries. It might not be unreasonable to speculate
tnat the tnree collections, which aggregate to over 7 million
volumes, probably represent the eguivalent of single library
collection in the range ot 5 1/2 to b6 million volunes,

These collectlon development agreements have for years been
the centerpiece of our cooperative programs. However we also
maintain special agreements on direct borrowing privileges,
operate a daily courier services petween Duke, UNC~CH, NC State,
and points in the Triangle area, and have special agreements to
provide free photocopy services for the faculty for materials not
held in the home llbrary. Taken togetner, these programs
represent extensive put more or less traditional cooperative
programs between academic libraries located in close proximity,
and we feel that they have been aoout as successful as such
brograms can be,

Yet in operating tpnese programs over tnhe years, the staffs



of all three lipraries have oecome aware of many limitations to
cooperation., The proplems involved in adhering consistently to
collection development agreements over an extended period of tiue
is the subject of another paper, but let me assure you that they
are not trivial. Some problems arise from the inherent
difficulties in any cooperative activity =-- that is, the inherent
conflict betweén a ldeallzed concept of tnhe common good and the
immediate needs 0f one”s own users. Otner limitations arise from
the lack of an adaguate technology to support the programs
witnout consuming excessive staff time and the lack of technology
to allow use of the two collections as if tney were a single
unitied resource.

rhis last situation was the impetus for creating the
Triangle Research Libraries Network. It had become evident that
online bipliographic access was the key to any further expansion
of our cooperative activities. We bhad considered, for example,
1) greater refinement of cooperative collectlion development
programs to a degree that would affect title=-by~title selection,
2) coordinated preservation programs, 3) cooperative storage
tacilities, 4) and bus services to transport users from library
to library. A critical element in all of these would be
bibliographic access which would allow the collections to be
accessed and used as if tney were a single collection,

For this reason, the cooperative project of hignhest priority
among the Triangle research Libraries 1s the onliine catalog
Project which I will describe very bpriefly In general teras.

Basjcally, what we are doing is developing an in-house public



access online catalog for researcn lipbraries., «hen completed,
tne system will pe installed in each of the TRLN libraries angd
linked to form a distributed network. 1Ihis Is not what I would
call an unusual idea or oroject, oecause a lot of people these
days are working toward the same general goals, but we do have
apat [ suppose might pbe called a "developmental strategy" that
does distinguish us from other projects to some dedree, SO0 tne
best #ay to give you a guick snapshot of whalt the TRLN online
catalog project is all about is to point out some of the features
ot our developmental strategy.

1) First, we are focusing on tnhe online cataloy as tnhe
core of what will eventually be an integrated automated
library system., All of the fundamental design decisions are
oriented to the online catalog function in a distributed
network environment rather than to circulation, processing
or other library functions. It is our position that online
catalogs which represent enhancements Lo systems designed
orliginally for some other purpoOse are lixkely to have
weaknesses as online catalogs which will pbe difficult to
pvercowe without complete replacement, | 7

2) A second feature, is that we are placing a very
strong emphasis on data base integrity, This eaphasis is
expressed py stringent validation of records coning into our
system tnrough the OCLC archive tapes, as well as our online
editing and data base malntenance facilities., Some might
say that tnls emphasis 1s excessive, and perhaps over.

costly, but we £feel that 1t 1s absolutely essential iIf the




online catalog 15 to perform in the long~run as a
replacement for the card catalog.

3) The third feature of our developmental stategy is =
that the TRLN system will attempt to deal comprehensively
with the bibliographic and physical complexities of the
materials that find their way into research library
collections. Our system will represent piece=-specific
noldings to a level of detall and accuracy not possiple in
most other systems, We have devised means of nandling the
difficult cases, such as accompaning materials, bound with
analytics, conference proceedings which are sets within
series and items that reguire copy specific notes, and so
on. we will also Intend to represent the pibliographic
relationshios within the data base more thorougnly than any
other systems we are aware of,

4) The IRLN online catalog is being designed for a
library sys;em tnat is organizationally complex, Thalt 1s, a
system with scattered collections, some separately |
administered and not using the same cataloging rules or
classification schemes. The collections are also dynamlc:
with a nigh level of transfer of materials among the
collections, We expect to be able to search the TRLN data
pase at numerous levels, For eXample, a user in the
Chemistry Library could search the chemistry reference
collection, the chemistry collection, the institutional
collection, or any subset of the institutional collection,

or tne combined collections of the three TRLN llibraries.

10 b



5) Another distingulshing feature of tne TRLN
developmental effort is our emphasis on the systems
interface pbetween the local online catalog, the otner local
online catalogs making up the distributed network, and the
pipliograpnic untlility that serves as the source of
bibliograﬁhic records. We have for some time been
negotiating with 0CLC on the Joint development of a generic
computer linkage that would result in the linking of 0OCLC
online catalog system and TRLN local online catalog in a way
that would avoid tne cumpersome tape load procedures or
terminal port interfaces,

Although we have not yer signed an agreement with OCLC to
pursue this project, negotiations are extremly promising at tfls
point and I expect that the remaining detalls 0f the agreement
and the planning for the project will be worked out over the

course of this year.

I mention this becanse it unjerscores what has long peen the g
perspective on networking held by TRLN =~ that the principal
nodes of a network for research libraries are the local or
subregional area network in which there is an jintense level of
resogurce sharing and collectlion coordination, and tnhe national
level network which is the principal resource for pibliographic
records. Intermediate levels of networking also have their
Purposes == and I am talking here about state and regional levels
== out they are relatively less vital to research lioraries than
they are to otner types of lipraries.

You may have dgotten the impression from this Jescription of
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tne Trilangle Research Libraries Network tnat we are oursuing our
oxn Interests witnout regard to the interests of other libraries
in the State and with little concern for wulti~type networking.
In one sense tnis 1s true, put in a more important sense it is
not.

It 1is trué in the sense tnat our bibliographic access system
is being designed to sérve the needs of large research lioraries
and will no doubt be too elaborate and costly for most otner
liopraries. This is based on our oellief that research libraries
do indeed require systems whicn differ in many ways from those
wnich are most appropriate and cost effective for other types of
libraries,

it is also true that we nave not encouraged broader
participation in our systems development effort., I[In fact, we
nave found that tnree researcn librarles constitutes a pbarely
managable group for this type of effort, and we suspect that any
proader participation would further slow down a developmentmental
pace which even now can only be called "extremely deliberate."

NOr nave we attemptea to broaden participation in our
coordinated collection development programs. These programs
require a lot of work, including day to day attention, and a
areat deal of compatability in collection development philosophy
and practice, &xcept in very speclal cases, we doubpt tnat this
kind of coordination could be successful in a large group of
libraries ot various types and sizes.

So, 1t 1is true in a certain sense that the Triangle Research

Libraries Network represents something of an exclusive group on
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tne networking scene in North Carolina. On the other hand, all
tnree libraries, and particularly the two public institutions in
TRLN, taKe their opbligations to provide research library
resources to all the ciltizens in the State very seriously. For
tnat reason we are planning to have tne central=site
communications equ1pment regquired to support dial access to the
TRLN catalogs for any library that requires it, and we are
attempting to design the pipliographic access system system so
tnat it will be hospitable to Interfaces with a number of other
local area systems that may emerge in the future.

Our fundamental philosophy toward multi-type networking is
that the major role of the research library 1is to serve as a
concentrated resource for researcn materials for all potential
users In the State. we feel that we can best serve: that role by
cooperating most closely with the other research lipraries which
also feel that as their role, and that by coordinating the
development of our collections and getting the most out of our
compined funds for aéquisitions, we can increase the range of
resources availlable to all users, It 1s a slmple fact that staff
and otnher resources available for cooperative efforts are limited
in the same way as any otner resource, and they need to be
focused on the most productive areas to nhave Lhe pest effect. By
concentrating on doing what we do best, we feel that we can
provide petter services to poth tne affiliated and non=-affiliated
user éf our collections,

Although it has not always been so, the State Lilbrary in

North Carolina now seems tO nave adopted an approach to
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multi-type library networking which is very similar to that oFf
TRLN. As I mentioned earlier, since 1977 tne State GLibrary in
North Carolina has nad a legislatively mandated responsibility
for coordination of cooperative development among various types
of Libraries 1in the State, The major initiative to follow up on
that charge ha§ taken the form of a commissioned study by King
Research, Inc, entitled North.Caralipa_Librarg-detaarkiog
Eeagiblility.Study Issued in 1982. A steering committee and a
series of task torces is now following up on the King Research
recommendations.

There are a couple of noteworthy and, in my opinion,
farslghted themes in the King Research report, The first is
flexipility, Tnhe report advises against imposing a rigid network
structure in the State. Instead, it recommends building on
existing cooperative arrandements such as TRLN and advises the
State Library to encourage and support these natural groupings or
alignments of libraries. The report introduces a concept called
the Zopne-of.Laonuenlenge, or ZOC, whicn is broadly defined as a
group of libraries that can convepniently share resources or
coordinate programs, elther because of geographlc proximity,
similarity in types of patrons served, complementary collections,
or exisiting cooperative relationships, The 20C is to be the
Primary cooperative struycture in the State and the role of the
State [ibrary will be to assist in the creation of Z0C’s, advise
on the. development of Z0C programs, and support pilot and
demonstration ZUCs.

Let me quote from the report a section wnich states the
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rationale for the Zone of Convenlence approach. I do so pecause
1 have the intuitive feeling that tnis might be relevent to
conditions in the state of Texas.

"It rapidly became apparent through our discussion witn

librarians across the State that a rigid, very formal

network structure would not Dpe acceptable to the majority of
librarians for a variety of reasons, the most common being
an' inherent resistance to any formal, inflexible, seemingly
imposed structure. Thls attitude was particulary prominant
in small libraries. A flexible approach to networking that
would be responsive to the needs of lloraries of different
types and sizes is much more likely to be accepted and
implemented. We have attempted to outline such an approach
in. order that networking activities can flourish witnin the
state as and when needed, With a flexible structure,
library networking activities can develop at different rates
depending on the level of sophistication reguired. in this
way no qroub of networking participants need feel
constrained to walit until all lipraries in the State are
actively involved in networking, nor need any group feel
tnat they are unable to participate in some way.,"

The second theme in the King Research report Is the use of
dpprapriate technology, witn the emphasis on appropriate. The
Teport advises against identifying all networking activity with
tne use of sophisticated computing and telecomunications, and
Joes on to describe a number of cooperative prograns which make

Use of various levels of technology from the primitive to the
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advanced,

The major, specific recommendation with respect to tech=
nology was that the use of QOCLC for the creation of machine
readable records should be the common denominator'for all
networking activity, and that libraries not currently using DCLC
be encouraged and supported in doing so, either through
individusl memberships or as partners in processing'centers and
consortia. In the near=-term future, there should pe a
concentration on building a machine readable bibliographic data
base of state-wide holdings through OCLC. whatever use is made
of these records for systems within the State would be done at
the local level, elther by the individual library or ZDCw.

As you can imagine, TRLN was delighted by this report ang by
the fact that 1t has been embraced by the State Library: This
network plan reflects our perspective on multi=type: networking
almost exactly, even though we did not nhave any‘particular
infiluence on its formulation. It means that we will continue
with tne development of tne Triangle Research Library Network: as
planned, except that we will also be identified as a Zone of
Convenience in a patchwork of Z0Cs. which will eventually cover
the entire State, That prospect pleases us, in spite of the
undignified sound of the nhame.

I'ne umbrella for the statewide aspect of the network will be
universal participation iIn SOLINEI/OCLC, The most intense level
of cooperation will take place locally, and there will no doubt
be some intermediate levels represented by those systems linkages

between Z0DC’s that make sense functionally and economically. The
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plan will allow librarians that wish to cooperate to focus thelr
efforts on the programs that nave tne most direct and iemediate
payoffs to their users, and the penefits of networking will not
pe flltered througn levels of bureaucracy and control.

Wnile I don"t presume that this sort of loose, flexible
approach to muiti*type networking is necessarily the best for all
states, I do think that it is an option tnat should not be
ignored: by a state Jjust beginning to empark on multi=type
networking, particularly if 1it’s a state like North Carolina in
which librarians are just a little bit ornery and tend to place a

high value on independence and local control,
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