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Library Publishing and University Press Publishing: 
Then and Now
by Bob Nardini  (Vice President, Product Development, Ingram Library Services)  <bob.nardini@ingramcontent.com>

“Everything changed in the fall of 2008,” 
writes John Hussey to open the first of nine 
articles in this issue of Against the Grain 
devoted to the intersection of publishing by 
academic libraries and by university presses.  
John, now my Ingram colleague but 
who was then at the University Press 
of Kentucky, relates how the 
economic crash made a ruin 
of Kentucky’s plans for the 
publishing season.  At the same 
time, the crisis forced the Press 
to analyze “every facet of the 
business” to survive in a harsher 
financial climate.  One thing that even-
tually changed at Kentucky was that the 
Press and the library were merged orga-
nizationally and these two campus units 
who until then had had little to do with one 

another “were now sharing office spaces,” as 
John puts it in “Academic Publishing is Not 
in Crisis — It’s Just Changing.”

That was the same year, 2008, when 
Against the Grain commissioned an earlier 

special issue on this same topic 
(December 2008-January 2009).  
Patrick Alexander, then and 
now at the Penn State Univer-
sity Press, is a special issue 
contributor then and now as 
well.  “Then,” Patrick de-
scribed the assets university 
presses might bring to a joint 
enterprise between organiza-
tions so culturally different.  
He confessed to having “no 
secret recipe” for success in 
these unions, which were in 

the early stages of taking shape at places like 
the University of California, New York Uni-
versity, Cornell, Duke, and North Carolina.  
Six years later, Patrick finds that best practices 
“continue to be in relatively short supply” and 
that cultural differences are as strong as ever.  
But he suggests that libraries and presses might 
evolve to complement one another, invoking in 
his suggestion the biologist E.O. Wilson.  Read 
about it and even watch an E.O. Wilson video 
in, “The Ant, the University Press, and the 
Librarian: Reflections on the Evolution of 
Scholarly Communication.” 

Maria Bonn once referred to those early 
projects from 2008 as the “usual suspects,” 
pioneers who often found themselves drafted 
for panels as spokespersons for the young 

continued on page 12

If Rumors Were Horses

continued on page 6

Happy 2015!  Lots of news to report so far!  Where 
to begin?

McFarland & Company, Inc., Publishers’ founder 
Robert Franklin announced that he has passed the 
job and title of President to the awesomely deserving 
Rhonda Herman.  Franklin will assume the new title 
of Founder and Editor-in-Chief.  Founded in 1979, Mc-
Farland is an independent publisher of academic and 
nonfiction books.  I remember reading about Franklin 
in the Wall Street Journal many years ago — it’s a 
great article.  “Publishing: Niche Publisher Prospers 
— Without Grishams or Kings,” by Eleena de Lisser, 
Wall Street Journal, eastern edition, 12 March 1998, B1.  
Located in the beautiful mountain town of Jefferson, 
North Carolina, the publisher offers 5,100 books in 
print, offers nearly 3,000 eBooks through online book-
sellers, operates its own printing facility, and employs 
55 people.  Rhonda Herman joined the company in 
1982 as Business Manager.  She was promoted to Vice 
President in 1991 and to Executive Vice President in 
2004.  While she has worked at various times in her 
McFarland career in every corner of the operations, 
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George Wilton Jacks (grandson 
of Bruce and Katina Strauch) was 
born on Monday, November 10 at 
9:42 pm.  He weighed 7 lbs, 2 oz.  He 
and his mother Ileana and dad Sam 
are doing very well in Jacksonville, 
FL.  Isn’t he just adorable?  A precious 
bundle of joy for all.
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From Your (weathering the storm) Editor:

continued on page 8

Hmmm.  So many people expect it to be 
warm year-round in Charleston.  Come 
again.  It gets cold down here!  Okay, 

cold for us.  Temperatures have been as low 
as 19 degrees Fahrenheit.  And that’s cold in 
most anybody’s book, right?  Plus we have 
had non-stop rain for the six weeks just after 
the Charleston Conference ended.  Whew!

This issue is a stellar one.  Bob Nardini 
has put together papers on the topic of Library 
Publishing and University Press Publishing: 
Then and Now.  Authors include Patrick 
Alexander, Lisa Bayer, Maria Bonn, Gary 
Dunham and Carolyn Walters, Isaac Gil-
man, Kevin S. Hawkins, John Hussey, Paul 

Royster, and Charles Watkinson.  The Op 
Ed is by Matthew Goddard on a surprising 
new trend.

Our interviews are with Audrey Powers, 
Peter Shepherd and Stanley Wilder.  I am 
sad to report that Tony Ferguson is retiring 
from Back Talk with this issue.  ; (  But he has 
written a doozy of a Back Talk about Library 
School and the union card in his latest column. 

Erin Gallagher has a special report on Poll-
ing during the 2014 Charleston Conference, 
in Elizabeth Lightfoot’s Luminaries column 
Robert Boissy, valerie Boulos, Jill Emery, 
and Celeste Feather comment on Open Ac-
cess.  Glenda Alvin talks about frienemies, 

she spearheaded the initiative to establish 
an in-house printing facility and has focused 
on designing information systems in the last 
decade.  She planned and implemented their 
eBook strategy during the last five years. 
Most recently, she revamped technology 
relating to cover design and book production 
(400 a year).
http://search.proquest.com.nuncio.cofc.edu/
nationalnewscore/docview/398618568/fulltext/
A6717E54235B4032PQ/1?accountid=9959 
(pay wall)
http://www.mcfarlandbooks.com/

PS — Rhonda will contribute a chapter 
to the upcoming Ebooks in Academic Librar-
ies: Stepping Up to the Challenge, edited by 
Robert S. Freeman, Suzanne M. Ward and 
Judith M. Nixon, representing the perspective 
of a commercial publisher.  This title is to 
be published in 2015 by Purdue University 
Press’ Charleston Insights in Library, Archi-
val, and Information Sciences series that has 
a long-time collaboration with the Charleston 
Conference!
http://www.thepress.purdue.edu/series/
charleston-insights-library-archival-and-in-
formation-sciences

Just read that the energetically focused 
Beth Blakesley, associate dean of libraries 
at Washington State University, is the new 
editor-in-chief of the Journal of Academic Li-
brarianship (JAL), one of the top publications 
in the academic libraries field.
http://bit.ly/146WVnu

Moving right along. Holtzbrinck Publish-
ing Group and BC Partners have announced 
an agreement to merge the majority of Mac-
millan Science and Education with Springer 
Science+Business Media (owned by funds 
advised by BCP) in its entirety with the major-
ity of Holtzbrinck-owned Macmillan Science 
and Education (MSE), namely Nature Pub-
lishing Group, Palgrave Macmillan and the 
global businesses of Macmillan Education.  
The joint venture will create a leading publish-

Rumors
from page 1
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Mark Herring about the 
cost of a college educa-
tion, Bruce Strauch on 
writers in Hollywood, and 
Bob Kieft tells us about 
monographic shared print 
in the corn belt.  And, of 
course, there is lots more 
I haven’t mentioned here, 
so get comfortable in your favorite chair and 
read on.

Well, the sun is out and the temperature 
is 43 so we are going outside to take a walk 
around all the puddles.

Happy New Year, y’all.  Love, Yr. Ed.  

Letters to the Editor
Send letters to <kstrauch@comcast.net>, phone or fax 843-723-3536, or snail mail: 
Against the Grain, MSC 98, The Citadel, Charleston, SC 29409. You can also send 
a letter to the editor from the ATG Homepage at http://www.against-the-grain.com.

Dear Editor: 

I really enjoyed the Charleston Conference.  It’s my favorite conference to attend, and I’m 
already looking forward to next year.

Debra Hargett, MLIS
Ethel K. Smith Library, Wingate University
<dhargett@wingate.edu>

Dear Editor: 

It was a wonderful conference as always, and we thank you and your 
colleagues for all your work and for having the good fortune to be located in such a pleasant 
place.  I hope you all have had a chance to rest up after the very hectic few days of all those 
visiting librarians and vendors and that you enjoy a peaceful and happy Thanksgiving just 
around the corner.

Best regards,
Robert Robbins, Representative
AMALIvRE (formerly Aux Amateurs de Livres/Librairie Touzot Internationale,  
34 Orr Road, Jericho, VT 05465)
<robbins@together.net>  





8 Against the Grain / December 2014 - January 2015 <http://www.against-the-grain.com>

continued on page 12

ing group with c. EUR 1.5 billion turnover and 
13,000 employees.  Upon completion of the 
transaction, the new group will be under joint 
control of Holtzbrinck and funds advised by 
BCP with Holtzbrinck retaining a 53% share.  
The management board of the new company 
will be composed of four members: Derk 
Haank (Chief Executive Officer), Annette 
Thomas (Chief Scientific Officer), Martin 
Mos (Chief Operating Officer) and Ulrich 
vest (Chief Financial Officer). The supervi-
sory board will be composed of Stefan von 
Holtzbrinck (Chairman/Holtzbrinck), Ewald 
Walgenbach (Vice-Chairman/BCP), Michael 
Brockhaus (Holtzbrinck), Hans Haderer 
(BCP), Christian Mogge (BCP) and Jens 
Schwanewedel (Holtzbrinck).  BC Partners 
(www.bcpartners.com) has grown and evolved 
into a leader in buy-outs, principally investing 
in larger businesses in the region and selective-
ly in North America through its established 
network of offices in London, Hamburg, Paris 
and New York.  BC Partners continues to 
identify attractive investment opportunities by 
focusing on the best balance of risk and reward 
for its investors and is currently advising funds 
totaling over €12 billion.  Since inception, BC 
Partners has completed 85 acquisitions with 
a total enterprise value of €88 billion and has 
delivered superior returns through econom-
ic cycles, demonstrating discipline in bull 
markets and an ability to invest in attractive 
opportunities amidst turbulence and recession.  
Further details regarding the joint venture’s 

organizational structure will be disclosed once 
the businesses are combined.  The transaction 
is subject to approval by various competition 
authorities, and this is expected during the first 
half of 2015.
http://www.springer.com/gp/about-spring-
e r / m e d i a / p re s s - re l e a s e s / c o r p o r a t e /
holtzbrinck-publishing-group-and-bc-
partners-announce-agreement-to-merge-ma-
jority-of-macmillan-science-and-education-
with-springer-science-business-media/43672

Still more is happening!  Listen up!  OCLC 
has acquired Sustainable Collection Services 
(SCS).  Library collections are moving from 
print to digital, and spaces 
once used to house books are 
now dedicated to collabora-
tion and research.  Librarians 
need to decide what materials 
to keep, what can be shared 
among groups of libraries 
and what can be recycled.  
OCLC’s WorldCat is the 
largest aggregation of library 
data in the world, as well as the world’s larg-
est library resource sharing network.  SCS is 
a leader in analyzing print collection data to 
help libraries manage and share their materials.  
SCS services leverage WorldCat data and an-
alytics to show individual libraries and library 
consortia which titles should be kept locally, 
which can be discarded, and which are the best 
candidates for shared collections.  “OCLC and 
SCS have worked as strategic partners to help 
libraries manage print materials since 2011,” 
said Skip Prichard, OCLC President and 
CEO.  “By bringing together the innovative 

services of SCS, the power of WorldCat and 
the thought leadership of OCLC Research, we 
can move quickly to build services to address 
this critical need for libraries.”  “Our partner-
ship with OCLC has been vital to SCS since 
our first day of operation,” said Rick Lugg, 
Executive Director, SCS.  “We rely on World-
Cat to provide libraries the holdings data that 
is critical to intelligent collection management 
decisions.  As part of OCLC, we will expand 
and extend our analytics capabilities, develop 
new products, and serve more libraries than we 
could ever reach on our own.”  All four SCS 
staff members will join OCLC as employees.  
The team will participate in the ALA Midwin-
ter Meeting in Chicago, January 30-February 2 
at Booth #1916, adjacent to the OCLC Booth 
#1818.  Staff there will be available to provide 
more information.
h t t p : / / w w w. o c l c . o r g / n e w s / r e l e a s -
es/2015/201502dublin.en.html

Pertinent.  Jim O’Donnell sent out this link 
from Slate on Liblicense.  Dutch photographer 
Reinier Gerritsen has compiled a series called 
“The Last Book.”  Gerritsen took pictures of 
readers in the New York City Subways reading 
print books.  Gerritsen doesn’t think print 
books will be around much longer, but Jim 
O’Donnell says he thinks the “codex is on the 
verge of a comeback.”  I have to agree!
h t t p : / / w w w . s l a t e . c o m / b l o g s / b e -
hold/2015/01/09/reinier_gerritsen_photo-
graphs_readers_on_the_subway_in_his_se-
ries_the_last.html?wpsrc=sh_all_tab_tw_bo

Speaking of which, have y’all seen the 
video that John Riley took during the last day 
of the Charleston 2014 Conference?  There 
are lines and lines of young people holding 
print books for autographs and readings during 
YALLfest in Charleston.
http://www.against-the-grain.com/2015/01/
the-yallfest-in-charleston-(nov-2014/

More pertinent.  Matthew Goddard has 
a tongue-in-cheek Op Ed about trends to 
watch — print books.  Reminiscent of Ned 
Kraft who kept us entertained in earlier ATGs 
for ten wonderful years.  Trying to persuade 
Matthew to do the same!  Did you meet 

Matthew in Charleston?  He 
had a poster that described a 
project to develop a simple 
automated way of analyzing 
the overlap between a library’s 
current holdings and any given 
list of titles (such as an eBook 
collection).  It also presented a 
case study on the use of student 
workers.

http://2014charlestonconference.sched.org/
event/f95935ee61fbce807a93cc21f30d22b2#.
VLwli0uVipc

This issue will have the last Back Talk by 
the incomparable Tony Ferguson — maybe!  
Unbelievably Tony has written Back Talk for 
20 years!  Where does the time go?  I have told 
Tony that he can come back and tell us what’s 
on his mind any time he feels like it.  And I 
am trying to talk him into coming to the 2015 
Charleston Conference with his lovely wife 
Cheryl.  Time will tell.

Rumors
from page 6
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Cold Spring Harbor Laboratory Press announces the launch of a new monthly online publication,
Cold Spring Harbor Perspectives in Medicine. Covering everything from the molecular and cellular
bases of disease to translational medicine and new therapeutic strategies, each issue offers reviews on
different aspects of a variety of diseases and the tissues they affect. The contributions are written by

experts in each field and commissioned as Subject Collections by a board of eminent scientists and
physicians. These Subject Collections gradually accumulate articles as new issues of the journal

are published and, when complete, each Subject Collection represents a comprehensive
survey of the field it covers. Cold Spring Harbor Perspectives in Medicine is thus

unmatched for its depth of coverage and represents an essential source for informed
surveys and critical discussion of advances in molecular medicine.

Scope: Translational Medicine, Molecular Pathology, Cancer Therapy,
Genetics, Infectious Disease, Immunology, Molecular Cell Biology

Frequency: Monthly, online ISSN: 2157-1422

Subject coverage includes:

CSHPersMed2012Ad_CSHL Price  6/14/13  12:51 PM  Page 1
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Future Dates for Charleston Conferences
 Preconferences and 
 vendor Showcase Main Conference
   2015 Conference 4 November 5-7 November
   2016 Conference 2 November 3-5 November
   2017 Conference 8 November 9-11 November
   2018 Conference 7 November 8-10 November
   2019 Conference 6 November 7-9 November

Bet You Missed It
Press Clippings — In the News — Carefully Selected by Your Crack Staff of News Sleuths

Column Editor:  Bruce Strauch  (The Citadel)

Editor’s Note:  Hey, are y’all reading this?  If you know of an article that should be called to Against the Grain’s attention ... send an 
email to <kstrauch@comcast.net>.  We’re listening! — KS

DAMES WHO DARE 
by Bruce Strauch  (The Citadel)

Let’s read about daring women.  (1) Clare Mulley, The Spy Who 
Loved (2013) (Churchill’s favorite spy, daughter of Polish aristocrat, and 
banking heiress wife.);  (2) Frances Osborne, The Bolter (2008)(Lady 
Idina Sackville.  Five marriages, five divorces and multiple lovers. Part 
of the Happy Valley Set in Kenya);  (3) Georgina Howell, Gertrude 
Bell (2006) (Born filthy rich. Early woman Oxford grad. Middle East 
explorer.);  (4) Annette Kobak, Isabelle (1989) ( Daughter of Russian 
aristo and Armenian lover.  Dressed as man and travelled N. Africa.);  
(5) Aimée Crocker, And I’d Do It Again (1936) (Big inheritance.  Pal 
of Oscar Wilde.  Made a princess in Hawaii.  Stint in Indian harem.  
Fled Borneo headhunters.)

See — Karen Abbott, “Five Best,” The Wall Street Journal, Oct. 
11-12, 2014, p.C10.  (Karen is the author of Liar, Temptress, Soldier, 
Spy: Four Women Undercover in the Civil War)

DEATH OF GOLDEN OLDIES 
by Bruce Strauch  (The Citadel)

Leonard Maltin began publishing TV Movies in 1969.  A fat 
paperback with 8,000 movies and reviews.  It grew into Leonard 
Maltin’s Movie Guide of 1,632 pages and 16,000 entries.  And with an 
alphabetical guide, there’s the joy of skipping about and seeing how 
one leads to the auteur’s next.  And it was utterly comprehensive with 
no fads, no agenda.

But by the 1990s it was ground into the dust by IMDb link-sharing.  
And soon will be no more.

See — Robert Nason, “Requiem for a Heavyweight Movie Guide,” 
The Wall Street Journal, Oct. 17, 2014, p.A11.

THE BESPOKE WOLFE 
by Bruce Strauch  (The Citadel)

Mr. New Journalism, Mr. Bonfire of the Vanities, Mr. Bauhaus to Our 
House, Mr. Ever Dressed in a White Suit Tom Wolfe was determined 
his papers would not end up with everything else in the literary world 
at the Harry Ransom Center in UT-Austin.  It would stay in New 
York at the Public Library.  Of course, they did have to pony up $2.15 
million.  And in exchange got a meticulously labeled 165 linear feet.

It even has annotated fabric samples from his tailor.  Clothing is 
prominent in his writing.

See — Christopher Mason, “Wolfe’s Den,” Town & Country, 
Oct. 2014, p.160.

SIC GLORIA TRANSIT FORBES 
by Bruce Strauch  (The Citadel)

Well, this was a shocker.  The venerable Forbes is on the ropes.  I 
was raised with the mystique of Malcolm and his French chateau, yacht, 
and Moroccan palace.  Malcolm was the chronicler of capitalism.  He 
raked in the bucks and always made his 400 richest list.

Then print media began to die and the digital model that seemed 
so promising didn’t pan out.  Now they’re running on a low-cost/high-
traffic model with writers making money based on what they generate.

See — Michael Wolff, “Empire Falls,” Town & Country, Oct. 
2014, p.174.

AH, POSTWAR PULPS WITH LURID COVERS 
by Bruce Strauch  (The Citadel)

(1) John Hersey, Hiroshima (1946) (Book-of-the-Month Club se-
lection following simple people who survived the bomb by chance);  (2) 
Philip Wylie, Tomorrow! (1954) (nuclear attack 
on the U.S.);  (3) Ira Wolfert, The Underworld 
(1943) (Bantam giant of crime in the boardroom 
and the back alleys);  (4) Arthur Koestler, 
Darkness at Noon (1940) (Stalin purges the 
old Bolsheviks);  (5) Mary McCarthy, The 
Company She Keeps (1942) (Mary’s first, allegedly 
written when her husband Edmund Wilson locked her in 
a room with a typewriter.  Good girl plunging headlong 
into going bad.  Made Mary’s rep as intellectual high 
priestess of the New York left.)

See — Paula Rabinowitz, “Five Best,” The Wall Street Journal, 
Nov. 8-9, 2014, p.C10. (Paula is appropriately the author of American 
Pulp: How Paperbacks Brought Modernism to Main Street.)

BIRTH OF THE PAPERBACK 
by Bruce Strauch  (The Citadel)

During WWII, the War Department and publishers printed the Armed 
Services Edition paperbacks that were shipped to all the battle zones.  
Soldiers couldn’t write home about where they were or their experiences, 
but they could talk about books.

Sex and nostalgia for home were of course popular.  And there were 
many ironies.  When published, The Great Gatsby had poor reviews and 
didn’t sell.  155,000 copies of it were shipped overseas, and it became 
the classic of today.

Post war, the 25-cent paperback 
was born.

Molly Guptill Manning collects 
Armed Services Edition books and has 
written When Books Went to War: The 
Stories That Helped Us Win World War 
II, published by Houghton Mifflin 
Harcourt.

See — Jennifer Maloney, “How 
Paperbacks Helped the U.S. Win 
World War II,” The Wall Street Jour-
nal, Nov. 21, 2014, pD6.
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movement.  Maria was then director of the 
University of Michigan’s Scholarly Publish-
ing Office.  She recalls that publisher audience 
members ranged from “curious to skeptical 
to downright antagonistic” toward aspiring 
library publishers.  Now, Maria teaches at the 
Graduate School of Library and Information 
Science at the University of Illinois, where, a 
pioneer again, she is busy creating a program 
to train the “pubrarians” who, she hopes, will 
make careers in bridging the two cultures 
which, like Patrick Alexander, she sees as 
complementary.  “Publishing, Libraries, 
Publishers, and Librarians: Shared Passions 
and Complementary Skill Sets to Ensure the 
viability of the Scholarly Record” is her ac-
count of pioneering then, and pioneering now.

Timely advice comes from Charles Wat-
kinson in “Three Challenges of Pubrar-
ianship.”  Charles should know.  He is a 
member of the library management team and 
also director of both library publishing and 
university press publishing at the University of 
Michigan, where he started in 2014 after hold-
ing a similar position at Purdue University for 
the prior five years.  Pubrarians, he says, will 
need to find ways to convince librarians of the 
value of publishing, while shaping a merged 
publishing program in a way that protects the 
university press brand, and at the same time 
explores the new opportunities that he believes 
are “worth minting a new word for.”

At the University of Georgia, it has never 
been “a question of why or how, but why not 
and how often” the library and the press, which 
Lisa Bayer directs, should collaborate with one 
another.  Libraries and university presses are 
not the only constituencies with a stake in new 
academic publishing ventures, though.  That’s 
one message from Lisa in “You Complete 
Me: On Building a vertically Integrated 
Digital Humanities Program at the Univer-
sity of Georgia.”  In her contribution, Lisa 
interviews a UGA historian, editor-in-chief at 
UGA Press, and the university librarian about 
Georgia’s faculty-led and library-housed digital 
humanities lab, scheduled to open soon, and 
UGA’s plans to create new forms of scholar-
ship there that will be both transformational 
and sustainable.  

Georgia isn’t alone in having located a new 
collaborative venture inside library walls.  In 
“From University Press to the University’s 
Press: Building a One-Stop Resource for 
Scholarly Publishing,” Gary Dunham and 
Carolyn Walters, of Indiana University, 
record how IU’s Office of Scholarly Publishing 
was created in 2012 to move “content dissem-
ination on campus from the university press 
to the university itself.”  One highly visible 
outcome from the merged organization has 
been a “Scholars Commons,” housed in the 
library, where publishing consultation services 
are offered by staff from the library, the press, 
IT, and other campus groups, and where at-
tendance at panels and workshops about book 
proposals, book contracts, and publishing a first 
book have forced the OSP, in effect today the 
“University’s press,” to find larger rooms for 
these oversubscribed events.  

What if there is no local university press?  
That’s the case at Oregon’s Pacific University, 
whose Isaac Gilman believes that libraries of 
all kinds need to consider making publishing 
a core service, even to the point of prioritiz-
ing it over “legacy services.”  Isaac, himself 
the Publishing Services Librarian at Pacific, 
describes in some detail the philosophical as 
well as practical barriers publishing libraries 
will need to overcome, in addition to the skep-
ticism they will face from both within their 
own profession and from without.  “Adjunct 
No More: Promoting Scholarly Publishing 
as a Core Service of Academic Libraries” 
presents Isaac’s case.  

“How did we get into this mess?” asks 
Kevin S. Hawkins, of the University of North 
Texas, referring to today’s “dysfunctional” 
scholarly publishing system where library 
budgets and the cost of scholarly and scientific 
works so often head in different directions.  
Kevin doesn’t see “small-scale collaborations” 
between libraries and presses as the answer.  
Instead, in “How We Pay for Publishing,” 
he argues the need to “reimagine” an entirely 
new system for production of and access to 
scholarship.  

Kevin isn’t alone in believing the current 
system is broken.  Wait till you read Paul 
Royster, of the University of Nebraska-Lin-
coln.  Paul, in “A Library Publishing Mani-
festo,” explains exactly why he thinks library 
publishing is needed to atone for the “sins” of 
commercial publishers and what he counts as 

the failings of university presses.  If readers 
find his contribution “overly rhetorical” or 
“hyperbolic,” as he admits they might, they’ll 
be clear on where Paul stands.  They’ll also 
find as vigorous an argument for the value of li-
brary publishing as they’re likely to encounter 
anywhere, as well as some practical advice for 
library publishers, all of it based in part upon 
what Paul has learned directing Zea Books, 
Nebraska’s own program.

Last spring I heard Paul deliver a version 
of his article at the Library Publishing Forum, 
a meeting mentioned by several contributors.  
Library publishers and university press pub-
lishers were side-by-side for the first time at a 
national meeting like this one, and when they 
met in Kansas City there was an extraordinary 
level of energy.  Sometimes it was energy over 
what libraries and university presses could do 
together.  Sometimes it was energy over what 
libraries should do on their own.  Sometimes 
the mood was friendly.  Sometimes it was 
not.  If there was a consensus at all, it was 
that everyone experienced a degree of creative 
tension that’s rare at any conference.

This issue captures some of that same en-
ergy, and some of that same tension.  Libraries 
and university presses are different but com-
plementary.  Libraries and university presses 
can work together to reinvent scholarship.  
Libraries should go it alone.  Scholarship 
belongs to the university, not to the university 
press.  University presses are essential and 
will respond to any challenge.  The whole 
thing is broken;  let’s start over.  Readers of 
Against the Grain will find all these points 
of view here.  

“Everything changed,” John Hussey 
wrote to open things up, and in many ways 
it has.  Organizationally, more libraries and 
university presses face mandates to work 
together.  Fiscally, nothing has been the same 
since the crash.  Some of those same “usual 
suspects” from 2008 are still with us, but this 
issue wasn’t intended to check up on them.  
Then and now, what hasn’t changed is that we 
are still not sure how to answer this question:  
What’s the best relationship between library 
publishing and university press publishing?  Is 
there an answer?  Read the issue, get a taste 
of our contributors’ energy, and enjoy the 
discussion they offer to the Against the Grain 
community.  

Library Publishing ...
from page 1

continued on page 18

But — great news!!  Ann Okerson and 
Jim O’Donnell will be teaming up on Back 
Talk beginning with the February issue.  We 
are very excited! 

I remember when Susan Spilka was 
Vice-President, Corporate Communications at 
John Wiley and Sons.  Now the bam-zowie 
Susan is Marketing and Communications 
Director at CHORUS.  Remember the pan-
el in 2014 Charleston by Scott Plutchak 

(University of Alabama Birmingham), Greg 
Tananbaum (ScholarNext), John vaughn 
(Association of American Universities), and 
Howard Ratner (CHORUS).  The Panel was 
about the OSTP directive (2/22/13) to make 
peer reviewed articles and data resulting from 
research funded by federal agencies publicly 
accessible which has inspired several new 
initiatives, most notably the SHARE project 
being developed by university and library 
groups;  and the publishing community-offered 
CHORUS project.  There’s a lot of info online.
http://www.katina.info/conference/confer-
ence-info/program/

Speaking of which, watch the videos from 
the 2014 Against the Grain Penthouse Suite 
Interviews that are now available!  See our 
chats with Dr. Sheila Corrall, from Pitts-
burgh University, Cheryl LaGuardia, from 
Harvard University, Scott Plutchak, from 
University of Alabama Birmingham, John 
Rennie, from Access Science, and Dr. James 
West, from Penn State University.
http://www.katina.info/conference/atg-pent-
house-suite-interviews-now-available/

The Library Lantern, the librarians’ news-
letter from Taylor & Francis had a great write 

Rumors
from page 8





14 Against the Grain / December 2014 - January 2015 <http://www.against-the-grain.com>

continued on page 16

Academic Publishing Is Not in Crisis — It’s Just Changing
by John Hussey  (Key Accounts Sales Manager, Ingram Content Group)  <john.hussey@ingramcontent.com>

Everything changed in the fall of 2008, 
when  I was a sales manager for the 
University Press of Kentucky and 

we  had one of the most ambitious lists in our 
history.  At my seasonal meeting at Barnes & 
Noble, I received “large” trade buys, for a uni-
versity press, including more than 500 copies 
of several of our titles.  Additionally, we had a 
regional coffee table trade book with amazing 
comparable sales figures, a $45 price tag, and 
a 10,000 unit print run.

By the end of October, though, I could see 
that dramatic change was underway.  While our  
daily sales figures were strong,  sell-through at 
major retailers and wholesalers was disastrous.  
I warned my staff that in January or February 
of 2009 most of the stock we had pushed out 
so heavily into the distribution channels would 
come flying back at us and we would have to 
bear the expense.  Soon, it was  evident — we 
weren’t alone.

University presses, like every other book 
publisher, fell victim to the economic crash.  At 
Kentucky, we quickly went into triage mode 
where we analyzed every facet of the business.  
The status quo was no longer accepted; rather, 
personnel had to defend decisions in a manner 
that made us better employees who were more 
aware of the business we were in.  Thanks to 
strong management, Kentucky was able to re-
define our business in months, instead of years.

But it wasn’t just publishers who were 
forced to examine costs and practices.  Fed-
eral, state, and municipal budgets were under 
intense scrutiny, and as a result money was cut 
that had previously been earmarked for acqui-
sitions at public libraries.  State universities 
had tough decisions to make as enrollment 
numbers dipped and funding decreased.  Li-
brary budgets, unfortunately, were one of the 
places they could trim.  

For university presses, this meant  three  
simultaneous hits: their retail sales were 
down as a result of a sagging economy; their 
university subsidies were decreasing; and their 
most trusted revenue stream, libraries, weren’t 
buying at the same rate.  Ultimately, this was 
unsustainable.

Over the next few years, university presses 
devoted enormous resources to stabilize their 
businesses.  With Amazon’s Kindle emerging 
as the first legitimate eBook retailer and with 
the new iPad showing the potential of what 
enhanced content could look like, publishers 
had to revolutionize their internal workflow 
and develop new ways to distribute their books.  
From contracts and royalty structures to data 
management systems and book design, this was 
no small undertaking.  

Additionally, an eBook market in the library 
space also began to take shape.  Aggregators 
such as ebrary, NetLibrary, MyiLibrary, and 
University Press Scholarship Online were 
first to market.  The University Press Content 
Consortium powered by Project Muse and 
Books at JSTOR were quick to follow.  All 

of these platforms attempted to provide an 
economical solution for both the publishers 
and the libraries.  With models such as demand- 
driven acquisition as an option, no longer 
would publishers have to print 10,000 units on 
comparable sales histories and libraries could  
analyze what should be bought according to 
actual usage.

One of the benefits of the economic collapse 
and the model interrogation for both libraries 
and university press publishers was a higher 
level of communication between these two 
siloed groups.  Prior to 2008, university press-
es, especially within marketing and sales de-
partments, generally didn’t understand library 
purchasing and, to be quite frank, had no inter-
est in learning about it.  Sales managers took 
their approval plan num-
bers from Blackwells, 
Coutts, and YBP for 
granted.  There was an 
assumption that putting 
stock in the hands of 
the approval teams was 
where their job ended.  

After the collapse, 
however, a dialogue between the two parties 
became necessary.  At a Charleston Library 
Conference roundtable in 2010, I was aston-
ished at how poor the information exchange 
had been.  For example, many of the acquisition 
librarians assumed that most university press-
es were selling 1,000 monographs (by then 
monograph sales for a medium-sized university 
press were in the 400-500 range, now down to 
200-300), and many of the presses had never 
even seen the OASIS or GOBI library portals.  

This digital interrogation wasn’t just limited 
to eBooks.  As the eBook market was providing 
an economic bubble to help curb expenses and 
increase margin, another technology began to 
explode.  It was a new way of printing that 
would eliminate the need to overprint, ship to 
a warehouse, ship to a customer, and then ship 
back to a warehouse if the book didn’t sell.  
This new solution to a gigantic economical 
publishing problem was POD.  

Print-on-demand (POD) technology had 
existed since the late 1990s when Lightning 
Source first burst onto the scene, but only after 
the economic crash did its value proposition re-
ally make sense for university presses.  Because 
POD didn’t quite match its offset competition 
from a quality perspective, publishers often 
overlooked POD and continued with printing 
large quantities for better unit cost and better 
quality.  However, as overprinting and obsoles-
cence became a larger problem with publishers 
who hadn’t adjusted their business models and 
sales expectations quickly enough, finance 
teams began cost-benefit analyses of what a 
shift to POD might mean for their companies.

As publishers continued to work on their 
publishing programs at a high level, university 
administrators and state governments began 
some evaluations of their own.  For univer-

sities, this often meant a change in internal 
structure in terms of who university presses 
should report to, or who would control their  
subsidies.  Within a few years, presses such as 
Arizona, Indiana, Georgia, and Kentucky 
were either folded into the library or saw the 
library control their funding.  Claiming there 
were synergies within these two generally dis-
tinct operating units, administrators attempted 
to both maximize efficiency and reduce costs.  
As a result, publishers and librarians, who 
for years didn’t co-mingle, were now sharing 
office spaces.

One of the unfortunate by-products of the 
economic crash was an overall increase in 
prices for monographs.  When publishers began 
looking at internal profit/loss statements, the 

obvious choice to help offset 
the decrease in copies sold 

was to raise prices by $5 
or $10 per book.  Some 
of these decisions, as well 
as increased prices across 
major textbook and journal 
publishers, caused state 
governments to take note.  

Large states with major budgetary problems 
stemming from the crash asserted there was a 
crisis at hand:  book costs were out of control 
for their college students.  

What for decades was a relatively stable and 
rather staid industry  faced a convergence of 
events.  Simultaneously, university presses had 
to account for decreased net sales, an eBook 
technological shift, a change in printing tech-
nology, a reduction in subsidies, a movement 
toward library-university press partnerships, 
and a mandate from state governments to make 
books more affordable.  Articles in the press, as 
they seem to do every year or two, announced 
forthcoming doom for academic publishing.  

Unequivocally, however, university presses 
have responded to these challenges.

Rather than relying on pre-2008 publishing 
models, university presses continue to experi-
ment as a means to respond to all of the various 
economic factors facing them.  This year, for 
example, the University of North Carolina 
Press launched a series of open access mono-
graphs, which exist for free in digital form and 
for a small cost in a POD print format.  As a way 
to foster a closer relationship with its library, 
the University Press of Kentucky made its 
entire out-of-print library available in a digital 
repository for free.  In Florida, The University 
Press of Florida helps offset high costs for its 
college students with its open access textbook 
program, Orange Grove.  The University of 
California Press has a position open for a 
marketing manager whose responsibility is to 
help lead an open access initiative, and even the 
largest university presses, such as Princeton, 
have experimented with one-off OA projects.  

There’s no going back to the days of large 
seasonal buys at Barnes & Noble and standing 
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The Ant, the University Press, and the Librarian. 
Reflections on the Evolution of Scholarly Communication
by Patrick H. Alexander  (Director, The Pennsylvania State University Press)  <pha3@psu.edu>

The Pennsylvania State University es-
tablished a press-library collaboration in 
2005.  In due course, under the auspices 

of a newly created Office of Digital Scholarly 
Publishing, it successfully launched an Open 
Access monograph series, collaborated on sev-
eral library book-publishing projects, a journal 
archive, a reprint series from the libraries’ 
special collections, and another monograph/
database project.  I arrived in 2007, when 
things were just beginning to take shape.  We 
were probably not unlike many press-library 
relationships that were being formed, doing our 
best to “make our way in the world today.”  It 
wasn’t perfect, but it was decidedly a step in 
the right direction.

One aspect of the partnership became clear 
early:  Our respective, different cultures did 
not always make communication or working 
together intuitive or straightforward.  In an 
Against the Grain article that appeared in 
an issue co-edited with my friend and former 
colleague at the Pennsylvania State Univer-
sity Libraries, now the executive director of 
the HathiTrust, Michael Furlough,1 I wrote 
about those different cultures.  I reflected on a 
university press’s “assets” in the press-library 
relationship.  I proposed that presses were 
“assets,” and I discussed these, not in contrast 
to the liabilities of a library or vice versa, but 
in terms of how presses and libraries differ 
culturally.  I was spinning the differences be-
tween presses and libraries using the language 
of finance, but, in reality, I was obliquely 
pointing out that businesswise we were from 
two different planets, even if located on the 
same campus.  

Over time my take on the cultural differ-
ences in the ATG article was reinforced, and I 
pointed to those differences whenever I talked 
about Penn State’s press-library relationship.  
Three assets — more properly cultural differ-
ences — continue to hold import for me, and I 
suspect they could hold for other press-library 
relationships.  Understanding and managing 
these cultural differences, as nearly as I can tell, 
continues to play an ongoing and determinative 
role in how presses and libraries will or will 
not work together.  With a little elaboration, I 
review them below.

Although presses range widely in terms of 
size, audience, and mission — University of 
Chicago Press is not like the University of 
Oklahoma Press, and University of Michigan 
Press is not like Kent State University Press 
— most generally face outward to scholarly 
associations, researchers, and society writ 
large, rather than inward toward their campus-
es.  Libraries, however, typically look inward, 
locally, toward their faculty and students.  
Understandably, that means libraries, com-
paratively, have enviable influence and power 
inside the university.  They have solid networks 
and access to campus resources.  They have the 
ear of the provost, may have contact with the 
president, and have a deep institutional history.  
Plus, people — donors — give libraries money.  
In contrast presses construct networks with 
societies, researchers, institutes, and authors, 
often in subject areas only loosely connected 
with the university.  Consequently, presses 
historically built few if any powerful allies 
inside the university.  Moreover, presses only 
rarely receive significant capital support.  Once 
a press was moved under a library, for good or 
for ill, it quickly learned what a difference a 
library could make vis à vis recognition and 
access on one’s own campus.  For the first 
time, a few presses found institutional support 
and political cover in their relationship with 
the library.

Presses operate on the basis of a (theoreti-
cally) revenue-generating, cost-recovery mar-
ket model; libraries operate on a subsidized, 
expenditure-based budget.  As I have said 
often, libraries are given a pot of money out 
of which they must control their expenditures 
and operate successfully.  Presses, in contrast, 
are given a largely empty pot (an average 
allocation applied to operating expenses is 
8%–13%2) and are told to fill it with money.  
While neither is easy, those two approaches 
to managing finances are wildly different.  
Understanding existentially the difference be-
tween the two approaches is nearly impossible 
for either side and is the source for ongoing 
misunderstanding.

A third difference is linked both to the 
inward/outward and to the difference in how 
finances operate.  On the one hand, libraries 

are service-oriented; their “performance” does 
not depend on generating revenue to pay for 
costs.  Although they obviously need money 
to offer services, the work that libraries do 
does not itself typically generate that revenue.  
Presses, on the other hand, are product-driven, 
and they are product-driven precisely because 
their product’s sales performance determines 
their financial outcome.  They’re not spending 
from a pot of money, but are trying to fill that 
pot.  But presses do more than cover operating 
costs when they sell a book or article.  They are 
also generating a positive return (Tenure and 
Promotion) for their authors, societies, uni-
versities, and other partners, and they squirrel 
away money for the future.  Libraries acquire 
their enormous clout and influence on campus 
precisely because they are so good at serving 
the campus community with the resources they 
receive.  A library accomplishes its mission by 
serving its campus.  Presses, however, facing 
outward and being output- or product-driven, 
are not a service culture (though they serve 
their university in other ways, e.g., in repre-
senting the university).  This crucial distinction 
dictates that libraries say yes far more than 
they say no.  Presses are exactly the opposite.  
Presses say no far more than they say yes.  
Presses simply cannot afford to say yes to every 
local or external publishing opportunity, even 
when their mission begs for them to do so, 
because measured use of resources is directly 
tied to their ability to meet their goal of output 
(=revenue).  And their survival depends on 
achieving their goal.

What has transpired since the first Against 
the Grain article appeared?  Are there any 
lessons to be learned about how presses and 
libraries can better cooperate, collaborate, 
and survive?  Evidence from the AAUP report 
on press-library collaborations and from the 
Library Publishing Coalition3 confirms that 
library-press collaborations are on the rise and 
here to stay.  It seems fairly certain, too, that 
“best practices” continue to be in relatively 
short supply.  There are as many models in the 
relationship as there are presses and libraries.  
The differences, for example, among Penn 
State, Michigan, Indiana, and Temple, are 
legion.  Press-library partnerships remain in 
ferment, and no single template for how these 
partnerships work exists.  

Over time, both presses and libraries have 
evolved.  Cultural differences shaped that 
evolution, motivating presses and libraries to 
adapt.  Some early players, like California 
Digital Library, which is specifically designed 
to “support the University of California 
community’s pursuit of scholarship”4 have an 
established reputation and a decidedly local fo-
cus.  Others, like MPublishing, serve a broader 
community, including outside the campus.5  
Despite initiatives like the 2012 Amherst Col-

orders at library wholesalers.  The concept of 
plugging books into a traditional profit-and-
loss spreadsheet to find the correct margin is as 
antiquated as printing for two years of invento-
ry.  The future isn’t completely figured out for 
any university press.  The format, distribution 

Academic Publishing Is Not ...
from page 14

method, and business model will evolve, and 
each publisher will strive for the proper balance 
among brand, efficiency, and external pressures.  
One thing does remains certain, however.  As 
long as tenure exists and the monograph remains 
the most important criterion for promotion, uni-
versity presses, as the gatekeepers of knowledge, 
will remain essential.  I feel confident, having 
been there, that they will respond to any chal-
lenge, foreseen or unforeseen.  
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lege Press or perhaps the Library Publishing 
Coalition, libraries seem to be drifting away 
from traditional publishing (monographs 
and journals) and are instead applying their 
digital expertise to original campus-based, 
service-minded projects.6  The Oberlin Group’s 
Lever Initiative7 may be an exception, but it 
remains in the planning stages.  Not tackling 
traditional publishing and focusing instead on 
local publishing, however, makes perfect sense, 
since it accords with libraries’ culture, and the 
need/opportunity is tremendous.  Presses are 
quietly but quickly changing, creating digital 
workflows, being concerned about discover-
ability and DOIs, and holding their collective 
breath that things don’t suddenly change.  
They are expanding into projects that include 
a digital component, but change, 
while seemingly dramatic, has 
been incremental; presses as a 
whole still primarily focus on 
publishing monographs, aca-
demic books, and journals.  

One new expression that’s 
entered the conversation, how-
ever, is complement.  This term 
implicitly acknowledges that 
distinct differences in what 
university presses and libraries 
do — and that how they differ 
culturally — must be embraced.  Complement 
underscores the unique contribution of each, 
the unique “assets,” or the different strengths.  
Sure, a library could start publishing a mono-
graph series, but to do so successfully it could 
risk forsaking the kinds of cultural qualities that 
make it a successful library.  Moreover, such a 
rising and intense demand for library services 
already exists on campus that a library’s taking 
on the role of a traditional press could deplete 
resources at the expense a library’s mission.  
So the question for both presses and libraries 
becomes why not focus on what one does best?

Currency in the economy of libraries is 
service;  for publishers, it’s cash.  As I am fond 
of saying, anyone can publish and lose money.  
Publishing is easy.  Publishing ventures that 
disguise publishing costs by folding them into 
a much larger budget may be showing that they 
can publish and this may accomplish a service 
mission, but do such enterprises answer the 
question of how it is paid for?  If I recall, im-

proving finances was one of the chief and early 
reasons presses were moved under libraries.  
Any provost with a pulse should want to see the 
financial benefit of a press-library relationship.  

Universities face enormous pressure to ad-
dress scholarly communications needs on their 
campuses.  They strive to provide students and 
faculty broad digital access; they must respond 
to urgent needs for digital curation, EDTs, IRs, 
faculty work, and Big-Data research.  They also 
provide essential support to faculty, students, 
and staff in and around intellectual property and 
copyright.  All of these demands reflect local, 
campus-centric publisher services.  Demands 
upon libraries to meet local scholarly commu-
nication needs are only increasing.  Critical for 
building any campus publishing infrastructure 
is understanding the needs, the resources, the 
expectations of the campus audience.  Not 
every library will want to bring a press under 
its aegis;  not every press will look to its library 

to collaborate.  But, if and when 
they do, each should complement 

the other in a manner that un-
derscores the strengths of each, 
maximizes the efficiency of each, 
and fulfills the mission of each.

I once watched a video clip 
about ants — leafcutter ants.  
E. O. Wilson was monitoring 
the social life of ants.  Who 
knew ants had social lives?  So, 
Wilson and his team observe 

the ants working — as only ants 
and bees do — to harvest a certain fungi, 
their only food source.  A select subgroup of 
the little workers harvest pieces of leaves — 
hence the name leafcutters — and drag them 
home to the nest.  Another select group of ants 
is assigned to chew the cut-up leaves into a 
fungal paste for everyone’s dinner.  Wilson 
and his colleagues noticed that invariably a 
mold attacked the fungus paste — a mold 
that threatened to kill the fungi, the ants’ only 
food source.  They observed something else 
going on in that ecosystem.  Besides the ants, 
the fungi, and the mold, there was another 
player.  Cameron Currie, a graduate student 
at the time, now professor of microbiology 
at University of Wisconsin-Madison, dis-
covered that the ants, as clever as a fable, in 
response to the mold produced an antibiotic 
that controlled the mold.  Dinner served.  Ant 
nest saved.  Evolutionary biologists call this 
type of alliance in which both parties benefit 
symbiotic mutualism.  “Wilson characterizes 

the mutualistic symbiosis between ant and 
fungus as ‘one of the most successful exper-
iments in the evolution of life.’”8  Wilson 
sees this mutualistic symbiosis as the second 
major force, perhaps second only to predation, 
responsible for successful coevolution of the 
Earth’s biodiversity.  

For millions of years plants and animal 
life forms have coevolved to the successful 
survival of each.  For hundreds of years the 
academic book industry has survived because 
of similar mutualistic symbiotic relationships.  
Scholarly communication is — and always 
has been — evolving, from the original “wed-
gie,” cuneiform on clay tablets, to modern 
e-readers.  Nowhere is that evolution more 
apparent than in press-library relationships.  
Working toward a mutualistic symbiotic 
relationship between university presses and 
university libraries, a relationship in which 
both parties benefit each other and exploit 
the unique strengths of one another, will be 
essential for their mutual survival.  It may 
also mean respecting the differences of each 
as vital to the survival of both.  

The Ant, the University Press ...
from page 16

Endnotes
1.  Patrick H. Alexander.  “Publisher–
Library Relations: What Assets Does a 
University Press Bring to the Partnership?” 
Against the Grain, Dec. 2008–Jan. 2009, 
p. 40–42. One of the great things about the 
partnership at Penn State was the chance to 
work with Mike. While we did not always 
agree, we always talked. 
2.  Somewhat anecdotal, but pretty reliable.
3.  http://www.aaupnet.org/news-a-publica-
tions/news/1094-library-press-collabora-
tion-report; for the LPC, see: http://www.
librarypublishing.org/. 
4.  http://www.cdlib.org/about/mission.html.
5.  http://www.publishing.umich.edu/.
6.  The University of Pittsburgh’s Office 
of Scholarly Communication and Publishing 
publishes an impressive number of open 
access journals. It is unclear, however, what 
financial model supports their operation. 
Many of its journals have a campus com-
ponent, which makes sense; others do not.
7.  http://leverinitiative.wordpress.com/.
8.  Listen to E. O. Wilson talk about the 
leaf-cutter ants and mutualistic symbio-
sis: http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/evolution/
library/01/3/l_013_05.html, E.O. Wilson, 
Ants and Ecosystems. All rights reserved. 
2001 WGBH Educational Foundation and 
Clear Blue Sky Productions, Inc. 

up on the Charleston Conference by David 
Scherer, Scholarly Repository Specialist at 
Purdue University Libraries.
http://www.tandf.co.uk/journals/explore/
LL-issue12.pdf

Sad news to report.  The wonderful Miriam 
A. (“Mimi”) Drake died December 24, 2014 
of complications caused by lung cancer.  She 
was 78 years old.  Mimi keynoted the 1992 continued on page 25

Rumors
from page 12

Charleston Conference when she was at the 
Georgia Institute of Technology. Her 1992 
talk is highly relevant today:  how to convince 
university administrators that we librarians add 
value to the learning experience.  Christian 
Boissonnas (remember him?) wrote her talk 
up for Acqnet.  I understand that there will 
be an obituary in Information Today shortly.
http://serials.infomotions.com/acqnet/text/
acq-v2n103.txt

You know how I try to relate everything back 
to the Charleston Conference or Against the 
Grain.  Okay.  I admit it but, you know what, 

it’s not hard at all!  So, I have to point out the 
absolutely riveting and relevant talk during 
Charleston 2014 by Adam Murray, Dean and 
Associate Professor Murray State University 
Library.  His talk (Punishment for Dreamers: Big 
Data, Retention, and Academic Libraries) was 
all about the academic library and how it fits in 
with increased calls for accountability, stretched 
budgets, and imperatives for student success.
http://2014charlestonconference.sched.org/
event/805fbe430f88bede27d259b7ddc51385#.
VLwHXkuVipc
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Publishing, Libraries, Publishers, and Librarians:  Shared 
Passions, Complementary Skills 
by Maria Bonn  (Senior Lecturer, Graduate School of Library and Information Science, University of Illinois)   
<mbonn@illinois.edu>

As I note in the forthcoming book on ac-
ademic libraries and scholarly publish-
ing (Getting The Word Out: Academic 

Libraries and Scholarly Publishing, Maria 
Bonn and Mike Furlough, editors, ACRL, 
forthcoming, 2015), in recent years library 
publishing activities have drawn increasing 
attention within the professional world of 
academic libraries, from the scholars those 
libraries serve and from established scholarly 
publishers who seek to assess both opportuni-
ties and threats presented by this activity.  This 
work goes by a number of names, with varying 
connotative values: library publishing, pub-
lishing libraries, library publishing services, 
library publishing support services, and even 
just publishing.  Whatever this work is called, 
a sufficient number of libraries are engaged in 
it that when the Library Publishing Coali-
tion (LPC), a collaborative effort to “support 
the emerging field of library publishing” was 
formed in 2012, more than fifty college and 
university libraries paid their membership fees 
and added their names to the directory.  LPC’s 
first Library Publishing Forum, in March 2014, 
was filled with people engaged with publishing 
and libraries, eager to share their experiences 
and their challenges.  The 2015 edition of 
the directory, just released as of this writing, 
contains 124 entries and represents 56 member 
libraries.  This evidences significant growth in 
library publishing (both activity and interest) 
since its emergent years in around the turn of 
the millennium.

As director of the University of Michi-
gan’s Scholarly Publishing Office, founded in 
2000, this author was an early entrant into the 
field of library publishing.  In 2001, I organized 
a panel for the Digital Library Federation 
(DLF) Forum entitled “Library Approaches to 
Scholarly Publishing.”  The panel was the first 
of its kind for DLF, and was populated by what 
I came to call the usual suspects, a group of 
pioneers, individuals from the institutions that 
were investing substantially in library publish-
ing (at the time, representatives from Cornell’s 
Project Euclid, California’s E-scholarship, 
and Columbia’s CIAO, along with myself 
from Michigan), a group whose members 
soon found themselves presenting together 
on many similar panels in a variety of venues.  
While library publishing raised many interested 
eyebrows, at the time there were only a handful 
of libraries actively engaged in and committing 
resources to publishing.  Thirteen years later, 
at the 2014 DLF forum, we see a panel on 
“Publishing in Your Library: Defining Purpose, 
Policies, and Practices” and its description 
leads with: “Publishing in libraries seems to 
be everywhere (emphasis mine) these days —
from university press collaborations to public 
libraries providing self-publishing services.” 
Similarly, but in a different context, this author 

spoke, again with those same pioneers, at a 
2004 Society of Scholarly Publishing (SSP) 
meeting on “What Are Those Libraries Up To 
and Should We Care?”  The room was full, 
and the audience members, mostly publishers, 
ranged from curious to skeptical to downright 
antagonistic about libraries “claiming” to be 
publishers.  In recent years, SSP and similar 
venues, such as the AAUP annual meeting, 
regularly feature sessions on publishing in and 
from libraries, sessions attended by those eager 
to learn about and assess both the challenges 
and the opportunities posed by this growth 
area of library activity.  Indeed, one individual 
well-placed in SSP observed to this author that 
libraries that publish have become an area of 
special focus for SSP as representing an area 
of significant potential for membership growth.

At this juncture, it is not difficult to amass 
evidence that publishing is an area of interest 
and often investment for many academic 
libraries (and, in other 
forms, becoming so for 
public libraries as well).  
So it is natural to ask why 
we see so many libraries 
entering this space.  There 
are multiple answers to 
that question, answers that 
often must be combined to 
come close to a complete 
answer.  Libraries have, of 
course, long been intimately connected to pub-
lishers and publishing, existing in a relationship 
of symbiotic need.  While the importance to 
libraries of publisher-as-supplier is evident, 
what is less often remembered or discussed is 
the long role of libraries as publisher.  Many 
of the earliest U.S.  academic presses got their 
start in university libraries in the decades 
surrounding 1900 (see Paul Courant and 
Elisabeth Jones, “Scholarly Publishing as 
an Economic Public Good” forthcoming in 
Getting The Word Out: Academic Libraries 
and Scholarly Publishing, ACRL, 2015).  As 
most of those presses spun off into their own 
businesses and onto their own recognizance, li-
braries continued predominantly as consumers 
rather than producers of publications.  But in 
the last years of the twentieth century, several 
factors came together to change that.  While 
library publishing certainly has arisen from a 
mission and service imperative (more on that 
in a moment), it also comes out of frustrations 
and dissatisfactions.  Certainly libraries are 
dissatisfied with the high cost of commercial 
publications and have begun to ask if it might 
be cheaper to produce publications themselves.  
Libraries are also frustrated by the intellectual 
property constraints placed on scholarship by 
its publishers, constraints that make it difficult 
to carry out both the work of libraries and the 
work of the scholars and teachers they serve.  

But library publishing is driven by opportu-
nity as much as anxiety.  The rise of readily 
available technology and tools to support 
publishing, as well as easily accessible business 
services, has lowered the barrier to entry for 
many academic libraries and made stepping 
into the publishing space less daunting than 
it once appeared.  Finally, there has been an 
increase in user demand and need on academic 
campuses, demand that service-driven librar-
ies are often eager to meet.  Scholars want to 
publish differently, for economic, principled, 
and functional reasons.  Indeed, much of what 
scholars are driven to do is communicate, and 
the marketplace is poorly designed to support 
this essential function.  So they turn to their 
libraries for help, and libraries are nothing if 
not eager to help.

Established scholarly publishers of all 
sorts — commercial, society, and university 
press — have watched this rise of library pub-

lishing with curiosity and 
consideration, wondering 
if it represents a new form 
of competition or new 
possibilities for collabo-
ration and support.  This 
author once attended a 
conference session where 
she heard a highly placed 
publishing executive as-
sert that publishers exist 

to “connect users and information,” a sentiment 
she heard, at a different conference, expressed 
by the dean of a major research library in 
exactly those words, substituting libraries 
for publishers.  As one who has spent much 
time in both libraries and publishing houses 
and has great fondness and respect for both, I 
would encourage libraries and publishers not 
to contend for the role of primary connector 
and instead recognize their shared interests, 
passions, and mission and see how they might 
best work together to further those.  Publishing 
libraries need to learn from publishers, and 
publishers need to learn from librarians in 
order to adapt and thrive in a rapidly changing 
information environment.  The collocation and 
institutional alignment of university libraries 
and university presses poses a particularly rich 
opportunity for this exchange of expertise and 
experience.  Both will benefit from exchang-
ing and mutually nurturing their skill sets and 
experience in training.  It is this belief that has 
given rise to my nascent efforts at the Graduate 
School of Library and Information Science at 
the University of Illinois to create a program 
on “publishing as an information profession” 
and to develop a cadre of what we at the School 
informally call “pubrarians.”  These pubrarians 
will be well-placed for employment in the 
swelling ranks of libraries that are publishing 
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and offering publishing services, but they will 
also be poised and ready to make valuable 
additions to the staff of other scholarly pub-
lishing organizations.  Although the ranks of 
pubrarians to come through my classes are still 
thin, many of the members look with interest 
to university presses as a possible place of 
rewarding employment.

There are a number of things that librar-
ians already do and understand, and that are 
often a part of a library school education, that 
prepare them for work in publishing and to fill 
areas of real need in publishing enterprises.  
For instance, librarians understand metadata 
and discoverability tools and methods, an 
understanding that is increasingly necessary 
in publishing.  Resources must be found to be 
used (and even purchased).  While librarians 
are often not comfortable with the notion of, 
and activities associated with, marketing, they 
do understand how to promote resources and 
services to users, promotion that could stand 
publishers in good stead.  University presses 
might particularly benefit from librarian exper-
tise in campus outreach.  Librarians have also, 
as have publishers, taken quickly to the use of 
social media as an awareness tool for reaching 
readers and other information resource users.  

Librarians pay attention to information 
economics (cash and otherwise), an attention 
that could result in valuable conversations with 
publishers on how to create the most mutually 
sustainable economic models for publishing.  
Librarians and presses might particularly enter 
into dialogue about the alternative, some-
times complementary, economics of mission 
alignment and market alignment and how 

both might shape the ecosystem of scholarly 
communication.

Librarians are attentive to intellectual 
property laws and their implications, again 
fodder for cross-conversation with publishers 
about rights management that meets the needs 
of authors, publishers, and consumers.  In the 
academic context this conversation can and 
should focus on how best to advance the pro-
duction, distribution, and use of scholarship.

Librarians think about system design and 
usability for the optimal information expe-
rience, a perspective that could increase the 
value of the publisher products to which it is 
applied, particularly as publishers immerse 
themselves ever more deeply in electronic and 
online delivery of their products.

Librarians pay attention to standards, 
standards that matter to publishers, ranging 
from the requirements for archival paper to 
the more au courant topics of EPUB and XML 
specifications.  Part and parcel of knowing and 
applying standards is attention to the implica-
tions of publication decisions for long-term 
preservation (which, indeed has been one 
driver of library publishing).  Attending to 
those implications from the earliest publication 
stages will position publishers well in creating 
products with a competitive advantage while 
ensuring their long-term viability.

It may appear trite to observe that librari-
ans are well trained in conducting what they 
call the reference interview, but that training 
stands them in good stead in conversations 
with authors and editors, in eliciting their goals 
and needs and matching those to available 
resources and methods.  In many academic 
libraries, librarians are also experts in subject 
areas, including the publishing environment of 
the disciplines for which they are responsible, 

an expertise that positions them well to offer 
authors and other creators editorial guidance.  
Such guidance might profitably be offered as 
an alternative to or in support of the work of a 
university press developmental editor.

Finally, librarians are often veteran project 
managers.  Any publisher who has spent time 
managing authors, working to publication 
deadlines, and wrangling with the special 
combination of authors, production staff, and 
distribution services can testify that every pub-
lication is a project in its own right, requiring 
both attention and expertise to manage to a 
successful launch and an established place in 
the scholarly world.

One can easily imagine (and given space 
enough and time, this author could easily 
produce) an inventory of complementary 
skills that experienced publishers would bring 
to libraries.  Certainly such skills would help 
ensure the success of publishing libraries.  
One can even imagine how expertise in such 
things as marketing, attractive design, and 
rights agreements (to name just a few areas in 
which publishers are often conversant) could 
benefit many areas of library work beyond the 
emerging work of publishing in libraries.

While this essay intends to underscore the 
growing scope and range of library publishing 
activity and suggest the kinds of skills needed 
for its success, I am also arguing for a pro-
ductive exchange between libraries and other 
kinds of scholarly publishers, particularly those 
from the close academic cousins of libraries 
in university presses.  Through conscious and 
deliberate sharing and exchange, and through 
recognition of shared purpose, the two can and 
will contribute to building an environment that 
ensures the viability, in the moment and over 
time, of the scholarly record.  

Publishing, Libraries, Publishers ...
from page 20

continued on page 24

Three Challenges of Pubrarianship
by Charles Watkinson  (Associate University Librarian for Publishing, University of Michigan, and Director, U-M Press)   
<watkinc@umich.edu>

Scan the “positions vacant” advertise-
ments from the last year and it is clear 
that an interesting new type of job is 

emerging in libraries — combining director-
ship of a university press with senior respon-
sibilities for other scholarly communication 
activity on campus.  Such titles include 
Executive Director of Temple University 
Press and the Library Officer for Scholarly 
Communication, Director of Purdue Univer-
sity Press and Head of Scholarly Publishing 
Services (Purdue Libraries), Director of 
Indiana University Press and Digital Pub-

lishing, and Director of University of Michi-
gan Press and Associate University Librarian 
for Publishing.  In an extreme example (not 
from the jobs list), the University Librarian 
at Oregon State University has for a number 
of years also been Director of Oregon State 
University Press.

What these new positions exemplify is a 
movement not only toward more university 
presses reporting to libraries (from 14 AAUP 
members in 2009 to 21 in 2014), but also a 
trend toward increasing integration of the two 
entities.  Physical collocation of staff with 

both library and press back-
grounds, joint strategic 

planning exercises, 
and shared support 
infrastructure are other 
characteristics of the 
most integrated press/
library collaborations.  

Even where the heads of university presses 
exploring these opportunities for integration 
do not hold the sort of joint titles listed above 
(as at Northwestern, North Texas, Georgia, 
and Arizona, for example), their roles are 
changing as they assume greater responsibil-
ities in library administration.

Such integration presents great opportu-
nities (as described elsewhere in this issue 
of Against the Grain), but it also creates 
challenges for the leaders of these merged 
entities — exemplars of the new role of 
“pubrarian” so named by John Unsworth 
(now occupying the equally merged role of 
Vice Provost, University Librarian, and CIO 
at Brandeis University).  Having occupied 
two of the positions above over the last few 
years, first at Purdue University and now at 
the University of Michigan, three particular 
areas of challenge have emerged for me.  
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Challenge 1: Articulating the value of 
Publishing to Library Colleagues
You must know the scene, whether it’s 

the red carpet on the night of the Academy 
Awards or Market Street in the Palmetto City 
as dusk falls.  An apparently mismatched 
couple walks by, one short one tall, one ugly 
one beautiful, one nicely dressed one a mess, 
and we wonder…  “What’s (s)he getting out 
of that relationship?”

As both a university press director and a 
member of the library leadership team, I often 
sense that my colleagues in libraries may be 
having the same question about press/library 
collaborations.  It is pretty obvious to them 
what university presses are getting out of the 
relationship because the benefits are so tangi-
ble.  The more integrated presses benefit from 
greater financial security, nicer space, access to 
better technology, and higher profiles in their 
parent institutions.  But what benefits does 
a close collaboration with a university press 
bring to the library, financially at least, usually 
the better endowed party in the match?

In addressing this question, it helps to 
examine the ways in which press publishers 
can help academic librarians collaborate in, 
firstly, the research and, secondly, the teaching 
activities of disciplinary faculty.

On the research side, having a university 
press “in house” promises a library enriched 
opportunities to engage with, and understand, 
the needs of faculty members as authors, as 
well as users of information.  We all know 
that there are real asymmetries in the ways 
that the same scholars behave when they are 
creators rather than consumers.  For example, 
an advocate for the value of reusable open data 
may become peculiarly cagey when it comes to 
sharing her own research findings.  University 
presses understand the care and feeding of au-
thors, contributing perspectives and skills that 
early on can provide an advantage to libraries 
that identify the similarities between imbedded 
subject liaisons and acquisitions editors, and 
are willing to explore them further.  Publish-
ers also appreciate the systems of reward and 
prestige that motivate authors, and if given the 
opportunity to do so can usefully inform the 
design of services and systems, such as data 
repositories or author identification schema, 
that rely on enthusiastic academic opt-in rather 
than grudging conformity to really take off.  

On the learning and teaching side, universi-
ty presses offer libraries new opportunities for 
demonstrating relevance with administrations 
that are increasingly focused on creating an 
undergraduate student experience that is both 
more engaging and affordable.  Most well-pub-
licized are several initiatives to create open 
or inexpensive textbooks based on library/
press collaboration, although the particular 
conventions of that complex type of publish-
ing make success elusive.  Textbook authors 
still generally expect a level of silver-platter 
service and gourmet financial incentive that 

is difficult to deliver economically.  Emerging 
opportunities to engage students in the publish-
ing process, as authors and editors, seem more 
promising.  As our parent institutions move to 
more engaged, experiential styles of teaching 
and learning, the press in the library offers the 
opportunity for students to not only research 
a real-world topic but also publish about it, 
whether in an undergraduate research journal 
or edited book.  That is a rich way to incen-
tivize student engagement, combining several 
high impact learning practices and offering a 
tangible outcome from the experience for them 
to use in graduate school and job interviews.  
By working together to leverage publishing 
as pedagogy, presses and libraries may also 
help educate the next generation of scholars 
in more progressive attitudes to scholarly com-
munication — a worthwhile long-term play in 
changing reactionary academic cultures that 
will benefit us all.

Challenge 2: Shaping the Merged 
Publishing Program

University presses without the scale of the 
multinationals are often advised to focus their 
attentions on a few types of publication in a 
select number of disciplines rather than trying 
to be generalists.  Such targeted strategies allow 
presses to maximize the use of their limited 
resources.  A press publishing in a few subject 
areas can send acquisitions editors to almost 
all the relevant conferences, can reuse mailing 
lists for almost every book produced, and can 
adopt efficient, template-driven approaches 
to design and production since most products 
geared for a particular discipline are similar 
to each other.  Oriented toward a manageable 
number of areas of study, the editors will gen-
erally have a clear idea of what manuscripts to 
pursue and what topics to commission in.  The 
processes of selection that are essential to uni-
versity press publishing provide an additional 
filter, while the need to recover revenue from 
sales imposes the discipline of the market on 
the whole process.

Broaden the mission to require relevance 
to the parent institution as well as key disci-
plines, and the question of what to prioritize 
becomes more complex.  A publishing director 
challenged to provide services to the entire 
campus community may initially feel flush 
with opportunities to publish, especially if 
situated in a large comprehensive university.  
But facing such choice can feel like drinking 
from the fire hose, with the risks of ending up 
flailing in a large pool of freezing water all too 
real.  Where does one even start in building a 
publishing program that is relevant across a 
large research university as well as trans-in-
stitutionally valuable to a few key disciplines?

The reality, of course, is that most potential 
projects suggested by institutional stakeholders 
are unrealistic in terms of the types of capacity 
needed to accomplish them well.  The skills and 
resources needed to launch a major scientific 
journal, for example, are different from those 
used to create excellent books.  Also, while 
technology has leveled the playing field to a 
certain extent, the design and marketing of a 
major introductory textbook requires an infra-

structure and Web of relationships that takes 
years to develop.  This is why most library 
publishers (working either with or without a 
university press partner) currently focus on 
the production of niche open access journals, 
conference proceedings, technical reports, 
and upper-level course companions.  In these 
areas they can meet important areas of faculty 
and student needs which may have dropped 
through the cracks, without having to engage 
in unwinnable competition with established 
and better funded specialist publishers outside 
the institution.

And, while the university might boast 
comprehensive coverage, it is usually fairly 
clear internally where the areas of institutional 
pride and attention lie.  Those are also often the 
places where there is the most money available 
to support publication, relieving the library of 
sole financial responsibility for open access 
publishing strategies.  Even if initially not 
apparent, these sweet spots can be identified 
through trial and error.  As products appear 
and gain less or more recognition, the broad 
spray of solutions gradually narrows to a more 
focused and powerful stream.  And opportu-
nities may emerge for working up the value 
chain from areas where trust has been achieved 
in servicing informal needs to create more 
formal, university press, products.  Achieving 
disciplinary and institutional alignment are not 
necessarily contradictory goals. 

Challenge 3: Protecting Existing Brands 
While Embracing New Opportunities

Most university presses rely on well-estab-
lished credentialing processes to build their 
brands as book publishers: First, a promising 
manuscript is identified by an acquisitions or 
series editor and developed into a product that 
can be reviewed.  Second, paid reviewers pro-
vide detailed reports.  Third, an editorial board 
discusses and decides whether to pursue the 
project or not (and after how much further author 
revision).  Fourth, a copyeditor works through 
the manuscript looking for errors of consistency 
and fact and the book is designed in a way that 
maximizes the look of authority.  Fifth, the book 
is promoted to external reviewers so that other 
expert opinions confirm its excellence.  These 
processes are immensely time and resource 
intensive, and the end product represents an 
extreme of formality and elegance; top hat, tails, 
shined shoes, and crisp white shirt.

For someone from a university press tradi-
tion, whose publishing focus has usually been 
on producing top-end books, there is some-
thing very freeing in being able to operate in a 
campus environment where not every project 
needs such formal treatment.  If visualized as 
a spectrum from informal to formal, the formal 
book (or journal) occupies a narrow space at 
the right-hand end of the continuum.  To its 
left lie the many other types of publishing and 
dissemination needs that a campus community 
may have.  There may be the proceedings of a 
symposium, for example, with papers already 
selected by the organizing committee.  This 
needs moderate clean-up and speedy dissem-
ination rather than a formal review process, 

Three Challenges of Pubrarianship
from page 22

continued on page 25
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laborious quality assurance, and embargo until 
the next publishing season.  Sometimes taking 
too much care over sartorial elegance prevents 
the work needed to fit the purpose getting done.

Pursuing projects characterized by a range of 
formality presents a risk for a publisher whose 
responsibilities still include the university press 
imprint.  How does one avoid undermining the 
hard-earned university press brand through asso-
ciation with lighter-weight publishing products? 
How might the publication of student scholar-
ship affect the willingness of their professors to 
be published by the same organization? How can 
titles that have undergone careful peer review be 
distinguished from those that have been selected 
through less formal processes?

Reserving the university press ISBN prefix 
and colophon for traditional, formal books and 
distinguishing the appearance of non-press 
books both physically and online contributes 
to preserving the distinction.  A faculty gover-
nance mechanism separate from the university 
press’s editorial board helps preserve a degree 
of oversight for publications that are still 
going to be associated with the university, but 
avoids confusion.  Using different production 
and distribution workflows can relieve staff 
concerns about pressure of work as well as 
help to maintain the separation.  All these are 
strategies for ring fencing the university press 

brand, and many are already familiar to uni-
versity presses that publish regional or trade 
books.  They don’t remove all the possibilities 
for confusion, but they reduce them.

Despite the importance of protecting the 
brand, constant attention must be paid to the 
risk of keeping it too separate and reducing the 
opportunities for innovation and efficiency that 
the mixing of different types of publishing can 
bring.  One thinks particularly of opportunities 
to more economically publish the revised 
dissertations which may start a scholar’s aca-
demic progression, in a way that is informed 
by streamlined journal workflows.  And the 
dangers of fossilizing the “university press” 
brand so that it remains associated with print 
books and their electronic facsimiles rather 
than becoming the home of innovative digital 
scholarship that an increasing number of schol-
ars are searching for.  

Three Challenges of Pubrarianship
from page 24

Managing Two Identities
The word “pubrarian” may conjure up im-

ages of OPACs in an English bar rather than a 
merger of two great information professions.  
And traveling with two different business 
cards, one for the university press and anoth-
er for the library, can make for a fat wallet.  
However, as libraries move to engage with the 
inputs as well as outputs of scholarship, and as 
publishers migrate from processing content to 
also providing the tools through which is it 
created, our joint capacity to serve the needs 
of scholars at all stages of their professional 
lives grows exponentially.  The new pubrarians, 
whether they arrive in their roles through press/
library collaboration or the organic growth of 
library publishing, may be at the forefront of 
creating such solutions.  And that’s an opportu-
nity worth minting a new word for.  

continued on page 34

Rumors
from page 18

The handsome (he never looks older) Scott 
Eller is celebrating his fourth year this past 
December as Account Executive at ProQuest. 
Scott has been in the industry for 20 years 
and has worked at CIS, UPA, Lexis Nexis 
Academic, etc.  But the main thing I remember 

about Scott is that  he was in a horrible car 
wreck, was it ten years ago, and was on death’s 
door.  You wouldn’t know it now!  Like all 
of us he has seen many changes.  Scott was 
recently in Charleston and was supposed to 
call, but did he?

Another work anniversary!  George Ma-
chovec has been with the Colorado Alliance 
of Research Libraries for 22 years!  Hooray!
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You Complete Me: On Building a Vertically Integrated 
Digital Humanities Program at the University of Georgia
by Lisa Bayer  (Director, University of Georgia Press)  <lbayer@uga.edu>

The opportunities for collaboration be-
tween the University of Georgia Press 
and the UGA Libraries, to whom it has 

reported for over five years, have not been a 
question of why or how, but why not and how 
often.  Ours is one of approximately 25 U.S. 
and Canadian university presses reporting to 
their campus libraries.  Refreshingly, the rela-
tionship was not a result of financial distress, 
and we have found that our commonalities, for 
the most part, outweigh our differences.  The 
Press and the Libraries are currently working 
together with campus partners on DiGA (Dig-
ital Georgia), an interconnected, vertically 
integrated program intended to support new 
forms of digital humanities (DH) scholarship 
through teaching, research, publication, and 
infrastructure.

Faculty-driven by historians Stephen 
Berry and Claudio Saunt (whose Center for 
Virtual History was recently profiled in the 
Chronicle of Higher Education), DiGA’s key 
achievements thus far include a DH-focused 
faculty hire, a planned “digi” rubric for course 
designation, and a Digital Humanities Lab, 
located in the main library next to the press, 
opening in the coming year.  With crucial 
support from the Willson Center for the Arts 
and Humanities at UGA, we are working with 
funders both internally and externally on start-
up costs for infrastructure, staffing, planning, 
and other needs.  Focusing on comparative 
advantages, Stephen Berry, Assistant Press 
Director and Editor-in-Chief Mick Gusinde-
Duffy, and University Librarian and Associate 
Provost Toby Graham consider DiGA’s prom-
ise for generating and sustaining new forms of 
interpretive scholarship.

The project at Georgia involves a facul-
ty-run digital humanities lab, the UGA Press, 
and the UGA Libraries.  Why these partners?  
What sets this project apart from the many 
other DH projects that have preceded it?  How 
are we different?

Steve:  DH is an inherently collaborative 
discipline, but strangely few DH centers are 
set up to offer “end-to-end” support for large, 
born-digital, scholarly projects.  We see any 
number of collaborations that involve multiple 
libraries, or multiple presses, or multiple fac-
ulty members, but this kind of “horizontal in-
tegration” has some limitations.  For instance, 
it tends to reproduce and multiply the same 
culture — the culture of the Library, the Press, 
or the Faculty — and it does not result in true 
“end-to-end” support.  We wanted something 
that would join these three cultures so we could 
all learn from each other.

Mick:  A university press supports the 
overarching goals and mission of its parent 
institution.  Those goals are typically built 
around three overlapping activities: teaching, 
research, and public service or outreach.  As 
we think about the research aspect of our 
mission — helping develop scholarship and 
making ideas accessible to as many readers as 
possible — it makes sense to combine these 
three partners in the process.  In fact, we are 
really only supplementing established areas 
of strength and responsibility: faculty 
do the research; presses review, 
refine, promote, disseminate 
(and monetize) the research; 
libraries collect, curate, 
and assure longevity and 
presentation standards for 
the scholarship.  Those “re-
sponsibilities” overlap and 
interact in interesting ways in a 
mostly-digital environment, leading to shifting 
responsibilities and shared areas of expertise.  
This is a process we need to refine and learn 
more about, but the mission remains the same.

Toby:  We know from the 2014 Ithaka S+R 
report on sustaining the digital humanities that 
even on campuses with DH centers, there is 
rarely a comprehensive solution in place to 
support faculty in all stages in the project’s life 
cycle.  Programs most often lack sustainable 
sources of support.  Also, there is a lack of 
clarity about how to establish the “value” of 
a project or output for the academy and soci-
ety.  We are advancing a vertical integration 
concept in which the institution will provide 
support for digital scholarship from origination 
through dissemination, including determining 
the scholarly merit of related outputs.

What are the possibilities of the Georgia 
project for bringing DH scholarship in line 
with more traditional monographic work in 
the humanities, e.g., implications for peer 
review, tenure and promotion, and channels 
of dissemination?

Steve:  I think I am more sanguine about 
these hurdles than most.  Technology makes 
peer review easier, not harder.  Technology 
makes dissemination easier, not harder.  Sure, 
evaluating a collaboratively-built, born-digital 
project is different than evaluating a single-au-
thor monograph, but we’re smart people, and 
really our standards don’t need to change: 
Does the project have scholarly value?  Does it 
contribute to the scholarly conversation?  What 
kind of contribution does it make?  Those are 
the same questions we’d ask of a book or an 
article; we’re just asking them of a different 

scholarly form.  Already the American His-
torical Association has drafted new guidelines 
to aid history departments in making exactly 
those kinds of evaluations.  So I think we need 
to ready ourselves for a world in which these 
problems are actually solved, a world in which 
the ideas and arguments of scholars are free to 
live in the world in multiple forms simultane-
ously, some digital, some not.

Mick:  I’m not sure it is a question of 
bringing DH scholarship in line with traditional 
monographic work.  We are proposing the 
“deconstructed monograph” as part of our pub-
lishing program, after all.  The Press certainly 
expects our DiGA program to be a rigorous, 
trusted resource for humanities scholars and 

their learned societies in general, 
and DH scholars in particular.  

Notions of what constitutes 
“tenure-worthy” intellectual 
accomplishment, schol-
arly contribution, impact, 
and even time invested in 
digital scholarship are still 
very much in flux.  This is 

an instance where a Kuhnian 
paradigm shift is truly underway.  DiGA’s role 
(and the Press’s in particular) is first to have 
a seat at the table as scholars and institutions 
work through these questions.  And second to 
be as transparent and open as possible about 
our evolving peer review and dissemination 
process.

Toby:  A viable future for DH publishing 
depends on the academy’s ability to evaluate 
the non-traditional manifestations of digital 
scholarship.  Scholars must determine value 
for the most part, but there should be structure 
to the process.  Publishers, and university 
presses in particular, have a long history of 
organizing, synthesizing, and adding value to 
the academic review of scholarship.  We look 
to the University of Georgia Press to help us 
explore ways in which digital works might be 
vetted and credentialed through expert review.

What are the most significant challenges 
to the project?  What are potential pitfalls that 
you wish to avoid?

Steve:  Cost-recovery is a problem for 
anything that exists on the Web.  But there 
are other (related) problems as well.  The 
earliest DH projects were essentially primary 
source archives that, while lacking in analy-
sis, effectively democratized the process of 
scholarship.  Teaching faculty at a far remove 
from archives could now get to their sources 
while in their bathrobes.  Next-generation DH 
projects, however, do not merely revolutionize 
how we store and access information but how 
we collect, sift, render, layer, visualize, and 
analyze it.  (To be sure, there has been some 
backlash against digital humanists who con-

“The means of knowledge dissemination may be different in an electronic age,  
but the mission remains the same.” — Robert Harington, “Reasons To  

Be Cheerful, Part 3,” The Scholarly Kitchen, October 31, 2014.



flate the coolness of their tools with the sophistication of their results.  
But we all know that we move toward an era in which DH will find its 
appropriate level — where the new tools will not replace traditional 
scholarship but extend and catalyze it.) This all sounds salutary, but also 
expensive, and therefore undemocratic.  What we will be trying to do 
with this new project at Georgia is to come up with new, reproducible, 
extensible forms of DH scholarship where each iteration of the form 
is a little cheaper and easier to produce and where the aggregation of 
those iterations creates a resource that is more than the sum of its parts.  
This may sound a little vague, but it’s easier to think of in the case of 
the book.  Each time we publish a book we don’t reinvent the book; 
the book as a form has rules and expectations — a table of contents, 
margins, an index — and it has a process and an infrastructure that once 
established makes it relatively easier to produce other books.  But in 
the early days of DH a lot of the projects were expensive one-offs; they 
offered models for other projects, perhaps, but they didn’t create new 
forms.  We think that is today’s challenge: to create the new forms and 
platforms that broad academic communities will agree to use.

Mick:  Time, institutional commitment/support, and money, sadly.  
For an initiative of this scale to truly find its feet and become self-sus-
taining, we need the freedom to experiment (and the freedom to fail on 
some levels).  We also need time to build momentum.  A conventional 
publishing program typically needs five plus years to launch a new list, 
and this digital environment needs longer still.  Take a look at some of the 
early instances of DH institutes and publishing collaborations related to 
those institutes, and you see the paradox of time in the hurry-up digital 
era.  As for money, really the key challenge is financial sustainability.  
The DiGA collaboration will be trying a range of strategies to recover 
costs and fund future work:  figuring out what we can, in good faith, 
sell (or license or rent); experimenting with “flipped” (producer pays) 
cost recovery models; focusing our home institution and external 
agency fundraising efforts.  There are secondary challenges related to 
ever-changing technology and the desire to create a reproducible (open 
source, ideally) infrastructure.

Toby:  As with most new efforts, sustainability is a key challenge.  
We want to generate excellent short-term results, but more importantly to 
create the longer-term organizational changes that will integrate digital 
scholarship support into the mainstream of our operations.  

What benefits will the project bring to the institution, its faculty, 
its students, and other stakeholders?  How will the project contribute 
to the scholarly record and to the missions of university presses and 
research libraries?

Steve:  Well, I am perhaps most excited about the project’s potential 
to transform my teaching and the student experience here at Georgia.  As 
professors, we are always talking about how our teaching and research 
should be integrated, and my whole career I worked hard to ensure they 
were — I was always teaching courses on whatever my next book project 
was, I always brought documents I had found at the archive into class 
— but the truth was I always felt like I was leading two lives.  Since we 
have begun building our classes around our digital projects, however, I 
have that true sense of integration.  Bringing students into the process 
of building digital projects — treating them as true collaborators — is 
enormously satisfying; you are finally modeling your passion not merely 
for a subject but for an investigative process, and you’re sharing the 
twists and turns and ups and downs of that process together.  I think 
ultimately this will also help students better understand the value of 
the humanities because they will actually have participated in creating 
humanistic knowledge they cared about in a process that they loved.

Mick:  The scholarship has already brought visibility to the institu-
tion, with the two directors of the DH initiative being named as ACLS 
digital fellows.  As the DiGA project takes shape, the scholarship will 
be more broadly accessed and disseminated.  There will be learning 
opportunities for faculty and students, working at various stages of 
the workflow from born-digital scholarship, through coding and tech-
nological skills, to opportunities further along the path from idea to 
fully-realized publication.  Much of the research we want to cultivate 
and publish will have global impact, as it relates to Atlantic World 
Slavery, the Civil War Era, contemporary histories, and capitalism.  As 
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noted above, a project like this aligns very well 
with the missions of university presses and re-
search libraries.  By constructing a sustainable 
publishing and archiving workflow, we expect 
to support the research, teaching, and outreach 
of our parent institution while providing an 
example and expertise to the broader academic 
publishing community.

Toby:  I am particularly excited about 
the prospects for undergraduate and graduate 
research and creative activity at our universi-
ty.  Through teaching and research services, 
academic libraries contribute significantly to 
students’ success in finding, evaluating, and 
using recorded knowledge.  Our support of 
digital scholarship as a teaching method, how-
ever, allows us to go beyond this by expanding 
the opportunities for our students to contribute 
to the creation of new knowledge rather than 
just to consume it.

Potential funders like Mellon are increas-
ingly looking to sustainability in terms of both 
infrastructure and institutional or other sup-
port when evaluating fundable projects.  What 
are your thoughts on sustainability for the 
Georgia project, both short- and long-term?

Steve:  The whole point of our new project 
is to weave it into broad, established infrastruc-
tures — the Lab, the Press, the Library—and 
into every aspect of university life — research, 
teaching, and service.  This helps ensure 
long-term sustainability because it means 
our constituencies and audiences are truly 
broad, including university administrators, an 
interdisciplinary faculty, librarians and Press 
personnel, and a diverse range of students from 
both the humanities and STEM disciplines.  
Once something is stitched into the fabric of 
university life and into the university’s mission, 
sustainability becomes a little easier.

Mick:  Faculty, university presses, and 
research libraries all require institutional 
support (infrastructure and funding) to do 
their work, and that work supports the core 
activities and mission of the university while 
extending the reach and visibility of the uni-
versity’s accomplishments.  This project is no 
different.  University presses, as the publishing 
component of this venture, are unique to the 
extent they can cover portions of their expenses 
through business expertise (selling content).  
But there is also high interest in new digital 
publications being made available at little 
or no cost to consumers (faculty, students, a 
broader reading community).  With that open 
access expectation, costs need to be recovered 
at other stages of the process.  Variations of 
this “flipped” cost recovery model are part of 
what we hope to explore with DiGA.  So, for 
DiGA, support will need to come from the 
university and outside funding agencies for 
the initial phase.  If the project is given time to 
develop, the goal would be to see how much of 
the operating cost could be recovered through 
alternate funding and monetizing options.  
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From University Press to the 
University’s Press: Building a  
One-Stop Campus Resource for 
Scholarly Publishing
by Gary Dunham  (Director, Indiana University Press and Digital Publishing)  
<dunhamg@indiana.edu>

and Carolyn Walters (Executive Director, Indiana University, Office of Scholarly 
Publishing)  <cwalters@indiana.edu>

The Office of Scholarly Publishing (OSP) 
was established in 2012 by Indiana 
University in order to strengthen its 

central missions of scholarship and teaching, 
and to create a model of effective, sustainable 
21st-century academic publishing.  Units 
of the OSP include Indiana University 
Press (IU Press), its premier imprint, and 
IUScholarWorks (IUSW), the open access 
publishing program of the IU Libraries. 

The creation of the OSP is an important step 
in the evolution of scholarly publishing, as it 
shifts the engine of content dissemination on 
campus from the university press to the univer-
sity itself.  It signals the University’s strong and 
ongoing commitment to academic publishing 
during a time when the sustainability and even 
relevance of the traditional university 
press are questioned frequently.  

The Office of Scholarly Pub-
lishing also reflects the Univer-
sity’s recognition of scholarly 
publishing in all the forms and 
processes emerging from rapidly 
changing digital communication 
technologies.  As a centraliz-
ing publishing portal, the OSP 
supports a model of academic 
publishing that is intrinsically 
holistic and singular — many 
campus stakeholders participate 
in an integrated process of content develop-
ment, enrichment, dissemination, curation, 
and knowledge transfer.  Indiana University 
Press is playing a key role in bringing to 
fruition this new model by realigning with the 
mandate, goals, and areas of strength of the 
university;  building partnerships with vital 
campus stakeholders to optimize efficiencies, 
economies, and the scalability of the publishing 
process; and becoming a key fulcrum in the 
leveraging of scholarly content in ways that 
both effectively disseminate and showcase 
faculty research and other content providers at 
Indiana University.  As a showcase of campus 
research, the OSP helps to reinforce the brand 
of the University.

In addition to disseminating content, the 
Office of Scholarly Publishing — in effect, the 
University’s press — provides a complemen-
tary crucial service as a one-stop resource for 
graduate students and faculty concerning the 
process of academic publishing itself.  This 
includes programs and individual consultations 

on copyright, author rights, publishing options, 
and marketing and social media strategies; and 
overall becoming a more visible presence in the 
scholarly life of the campus.  

Origins of the OSP
The Office of Scholarly Publishing was 

formed at the request of IU Bloomington 
Provost and Executive Vice President Lauren 
Robel, who sought to broaden and deepen 
research dissemination on campus and align 
that process strategically with the mandate and 
interests of the University.  At its creation, she 
stated, “The landscape of academic publishing 
is rapidly changing, and traditional presses, 
including university presses, continue to be 
impacted by new technologies and financial 

challenges.  Within this environment, 
it has become increasingly vital that 

we continue to build upon the 
considerable capabilities of our 
press while aggressively seeking 
new efficiencies, maximizing 
our use of new technologies and 
increasing collaborations among 
presses, libraries, and other po-
tential partners.”

Robel appointed the OSP 
Scholarly Publishing Advisory 
Committee to advise the executive 
director, represent the faculty, and 

gather information on issues of importance to 
stakeholders.  The committee, chaired by the 
associate vice-provost for arts and humanities 
in the Office of the Vice Provost for Research, 
included faculty from the humanities, the di-
rector of IU Press (ex-officio), and the library’s 
associate dean for collection development and 
scholarly communication (ex-officio).  

The Scholarly Publishing Advisory Com-
mittee began the process of gathering infor-
mation from stakeholders with an all-campus 
forum, led by the Provost, which kicked-off 
a series of three disciplined-focused salons 
(arts and humanities, sciences, and social and 
historical sciences) attended by faculty, press 
staff, library staff, and graduate students.  
Discussions focused on the present and future 
state of academic publishing in the context of 
the campus mission “to create, disseminate, 
preserve, and apply knowledge.”

In its report to the Provost the commit-
tee stated that based on salon discussions 
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its recommendations “point to some basic 
rethinking of what constitutes publication, 
as well as a reconceptualization of how 
scholarly publishing is accomplished within 
the university.”1 Of particular interest to the 
OSP were recommendations three and four 
that dealt with providing advice, support, and 
workshops for graduate students and faculty 
on scholarly communication in the digital age.  
Workshops that focused on the publication 
process and useful tools in the production, 
dissemination, and publicizing of scholarly 
research were suggested.  Faculty also ex-
pressed interest in learning about strategies to 
promote and market their books, developing 
successful book proposals, altmetrics, copy-
right, and open access.  

The OSP in Action
In March 2013, IU Press moved to Her-

man B Wells Library from a location in down-
town Bloomington.  The move provided both a 
central campus location visited by faculty and 
graduate students as well as convenient access 
to seminar and classroom spaces.  

Strategic planning for the alignment of IU 
Press with the University began in earnest in 
October 2014, with the appointment of Gary 
Dunham as Director of IU Press and Digital 

Publishing.  A key first step in the strategic 
planning process is an assessment of all facets 
of the press’s book and journal programs so 
as to then

1. establish sustainable content deliv-
erables and publishing services; 

2. ensure industry best practices in day-
to-day operations; and 

3. align those deliverables and services 
with the strengths and interests of the 
University.  

Significant demonstrations of the OSP as a 
publishing resource have already taken place.  
In late October 2014, the IU Libraries opened 
the Scholars’ Commons2 located on the first 
floor of the Wells Library.  Both the move 
and the opening of the Scholars’ Commons 
provide the OSP with a unique opportunity to 
design and deliver workshops tailored to the 
recommendations in the advisory committee 
report and known needs of faculty and graduate 
students.  

Designed to support the journey from curi-
osity to discovery to publication, the Scholars’ 
Commons offers space which includes individ-
ual and collaborative workspaces, a digitization 
lab, state-of-the-art technology, an interactive 
visualization or IQ wall, a lecture hall, and 
exhibit space.  Experts from across campus, 
including from the OSP, are available to consult 
with and advise faculty and students.  

In this environment, OSP held the first 
of two panel discussions on publishing your 
first book.  The response was overwhelming.  
The first panel had over 90 registrations for 
50 seats.  The second was moved to a larger 
room and over 140 registered.  The IUP mar-
keting director and a senior editor as well as 
two faculty members who published with IU 
Press participated on the panel.  In fall 2014, 
workshops on book proposals (50 registrants) 
and book contracts (45) were held.  Before 
each workshop, attendees are emailed and 
asked what questions they would like to see 
answered.  Examples from the book proposal 
session included:

• How long should a proposal be? 
• What are the key elements in a good 

proposal?
• At what stage in the preparation of 

the book manuscript should I start 
writing the proposal?

• What supplementary materials 
should I send along with the book 
proposal?

• What is the best way to get in touch 
with an editor?

A survey was sent to the attendees of the 
“Publish Your First Book” sessions, and a 
majority of the respondents wanted the session 
broken down into more focused topics such as 
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(Endnotes)
1.  Scholarly Publishing Advisory Commit-
tee Report to the Provost, June 25, 2013:  
http://provost.indiana.edu/docs/Scholarly_
Publishing_Advisory_Committee_2013.pdf.
2.  Scholars’ Commons:  http://libraries.iub.
edu/scholars-commons 
3.  For information on the workshop series: 
http://libraries.iub.edu/tools/workshops/.
4.  For consulting schedule see: http://
libraries.iub.edu/services/scholars-com-
mons#n60085.

turning your dissertation into a book, writing a 
proposal (the most requested topic), what you 
need to know before signing a contract, man-
uscript preparation, getting permissions, how 
to create an index, and marketing your book.  
Other feedback recommended clearly defining 
the intended audience for all workshops as well 
as the discipline focus.  Many appreciated the 
expert advice but wanted to hear directly from 
faculty who had recently published their first 
book.  Samples of good proposals were also 
requested.  All of these ideas will be incorpo-
rated into planning future events.  

The robust workshop program offered in 
the Scholars’ Commons is divided into four 
tracks.  OSP programs are offered in the “Sur-
viving and Thriving in Academia” and “Tools 
in Context” tracks.3  Attendees at workshops, 
including those offered by OSP staff, are from 
a wide variety of disciplines.  Attendees at the 
session on publishing a first book were from 
education, telecommunications, Jewish studies, 
religious studies, theatre, communication and 
culture, law, music, informatics, fine arts, polit-
ical science, applied health science, speech and 
hearing, English, and more.  “Before Signing 
a Book Contract” (waitlisted) and “Getting 
Permissions for Your Book” have been added 
to the workshop series based on feedback and 

the faculty advisory committee report.  Pro-
grams on open access publishing and using 
Open Journal Systems for peer review are also 
popular.  OSP staff also participated in Open 
Access Week programs on student publishing 
and the basics of publishing agreements.  

IU Press staff (alternating among mar-
keting, editorial, and journals), the copyright 
program librarian, and the open access pub-
lishing manager offer weekly consultation 
services in the Scholars’ Commons for two 
hour blocks of time for a total of six hours a 
week.  In addition to OSP, partners in provid-
ing consultation services include University 
Information Technology Services, Center for 
Survey Research, Office of Research Admin-
istration, Office of Vice-Provost for Research, 
HathiTrust Research Center, and Indiana 
Statistical Consulting Services.4

Consultations services and workshops 
are publicized through faculty newsletters, 
blogs, Websites, departmental listservs, email 
to Graduate and Professional Student orga-
nization members, and via email to previous 
workshop attendees.  So far, IU Press has 
amassed a mailing list of close to 300 previous 
workshop attendees to use when announcing 
new programs.  

In today’s increasingly complex publishing 
environment, it is difficult for experienced 
faculty, and even more difficult for recently 
appointed tenure-track faculty, to determine 
the best publication option for their research.  

Sharing publishing knowledge and expertise 
within our own institution is an invaluable 
service OSP staff can provide and one that is 
greatly appreciated by administrators, faculty, 
and graduate students.  

By developing the Office of Scholarly 
Publishing, Indiana University seeks to offer 
a more encompassing, sustainable, and relevant 
model of academic publishing on campus.  
Leveraging the strengths of the Libraries and 
Office of Scholarly Publishing visibly demon-
strates the important roles that each have in 
supporting the research process.  In doing so, 
both will be stronger for working together to 
fulfill the campus mission to “create, dissem-
inate, preserve, and apply knowledge” and be 
active participants in the intellectual life of the 
university.  

continued on page 31

Adjunct No More: Promoting Scholarly Publishing as a 
Core Service of Academic Libraries 
by Isaac Gilman  (Associate Professor/Scholarly Communication and Publishing Services Librarian, Pacific University 
Libraries)  <gilmani@pacificu.edu>

The founding of the Library Publishing 
Coalition (LPC) in 2013 appears to 
substantiate earlier claims from the As-

sociation of Research Libraries (ARL) that 
“[t]here is an emerging consensus that some 
sort of basic publishing services will become a 
core service for research libraries.”1  However, 
even with a growing LPC membership — and 
calls for digital publishing to be considered 
a new “core competency” for librarians2 — 
complete consensus among library leaders 
about publishing has not yet been reached.3 
The lack of agreement is hardly surprising: 
if publishing services do become part of the 
core identity of academic libraries, it will 
represent a fundamental shift in the 
role of libraries within the schol-
arly community.  Beyond this 
philosophical transition, it also 
presents a practical challenge 
for library administrators; as 
noted in Mike Furlough’s 
discussion of library publish-
ing, “library budgets [...] are not 
infinitely flexible, and it can also 
be difficult to continually absorb new 

services with existing staff.”4 Despite these 
challenges to both tradition and resources, 
however, it is becoming increasingly evident 
that for academic libraries — both large and 
small — to continue to provide unique value to 
our local and global communities, publishing 
must become an integral part of our identity.

From Commercial Collections  
to Unique Creations

While some libraries have been engaged 
as publishers for well over a decade, there 
are two recent arguments that point to the 
necessity of a profession-wide shift towards 
library-as-publisher.  Both arguments recog-

nize that the traditional focal point 
for libraries — our commercially 
purchased collections — no longer 
provide the distinct value that they 
once did.  As Scott Walter notes, 
“when access to content is no 
longer scarce,”5 the ability of a 
library to provide access to books 
and journals is less “distinctive” 
than the services (teaching, 
research support, publishing, 

et al.) that the library provides to its commu-
nity.  Similarly, Rick Anderson observes that 
“[a] small and fast-shrinking number [of the 
purchased books in his library’s circulating 
collection] is checked out or even consulted 
by students and faculty in any given year, 
and yet their acquisition and management 
absorbs roughly 25% of our library’s total 
fund of staff time.”6 In light of this disparity 
between committed resources and observed 
value to the community, Anderson calls on 
libraries to pivot from “commodity documents” 
(commercially available works) to dedicate 
resources toward “provid[ing] broad and easy 
access to the intellectual content of rare and 
unique non-commodity documents that would 
otherwise remain unfindable and unusable.”7  
Although he is speaking specifically about 
rare and special collections, it is reasonable 
to apply the same logic to the publication of 
unique and valuable scholarship — which, for 
lack of a publisher (because it was deemed 
commercially unviable or too niche), would 
remain “unfindable” to other scholars (and for 
which, if simply shared online, the author could 
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not receive the formal recognition obtained 
through peer-reviewed publication).  Walter 
and Anderson point to an increasingly shared 
conclusion: in a world of seamless resource 
sharing and collaborative library consortia, 
in which dozens (and sometimes hundreds) 
of libraries hold the same titles and subscribe 
to the same journal and eBook packages, it is 
easy to see that there is unnecessary duplication 
of resources and effort within our community.  
This needless duplication is occurring at the 
same time that there is a demonstrated need for 
additional resources to be dedicated to univer-
sity-based publishing programs8 (as of 2009, 
there were fewer than 100 university presses 
in the United States to support faculty schol-
arship from 2,719 colleges and universities9).  
Academic libraries are well-positioned — and 
even compelled by our mission to disseminate 
knowledge — to shift resources and effort 
away from traditional, less valuable services, 
and to meet the need of authors and the broader 
scholarly community for quality, scholar-driv-
en, non-commercial publishing venues.

Addressing Quality Concerns by 
Committing Resources

As libraries explore this shift, however, 
there is some skepticism that library-based 
publishing services will offer the same qual-
ity and value as those provided by traditional 
university presses (leaving aside the group of 
libraries in which independent presses have 
been organizationally located).  Such skepti-
cism (both external and internal to the library 
community10) is likely due in part to the percep-
tion — and in many cases, the reality — that 
library publishing services are being tacked 
on as extensions of digital library or institu-
tional repository programs; that, in effect, the 
focus for libraries is on providing access to 
as much information as possible rather than 
providing the services necessary to create a 
quality scholarly product.11 This perception 
has doubtless been exacerbated by statements 
from the library community such as those 
found in ARL’s Research Library Publishing 
Services report, which observes that it “could 
be a short step” from “repository services” to 
“managing publication of works like journals 
and monographs.”12 

While skepticism from within the scholarly 
publishing community is frustrating for libraries 
that are making significant attempts to respect 
traditional publishing processes, such doubt is 
merited in cases where libraries are not able 
or willing to commit the resources needed to 
engage in the meaningful review, editing, and 
production of scholarly products (e.g., books).  
Although additional financial commitments 
from university administrators are ultimately 
necessary to grow and validate library publish-
ing,13 libraries must demonstrate the importance 
of the shift from solely collecting “commodity 
documents” to publishing original works by 
rethinking our internal priorities for staffing 
and financial resources.  Especially for smaller 
libraries, a commitment to a new identity as 
scholarly publisher may require significant 

restructuring and evaluation of legacy services 
that no longer provide the value they once did 
— particularly in the face of the value that can 
be provided through publishing services.

Open Questions for 
Library Publishers

For small academic libraries, which are 
largely absent from ARL-dominated litera-
ture on library publishing (with some notable 
exceptions14), the decision to pivot towards 
publishing services leads to several key ques-
tions: What skills and  resources are needed 
in order to ensure quality and avoid Daniel 
Coit Gilman’s disdained practice of “printing 
without publishing”?15  In what ways should 
the traditional work of the library change in 
order to accommodate this shift in focus?  At 
the same time, in what ways can the work of 
publication be connected with traditional work 
and skills found within the library?  

I will attempt to begin to address these 
questions here — first by focusing specifically 
on the necessary skills and resources, and then 
by speaking to the remaining questions of what 
a library transformed to focus on publishing as a 
core service area might look like.  While my fo-
cus is on smaller academic libraries — which are 
presumed to have less room for flexibility with 
staffing and resources, and so present a unique 
challenge — it is my hope that some of the ideas 
presented will be relevant for any library.

Before moving forward, it is important 
to explicitly state several assumptions and 
limitations that underlie this exploration.  This 
discussion:

• Focuses on the requirements for 
monograph publishing.  Journal 
publishing has a lower threshold to 
entry and different considerations.

• Focuses on traditional, comprehen-
sive publishing services.  There is 
a continuum of library publishing 
services, which range from simple 
dissemination to comprehensive 
peer-reviewed publication.  While 
less than comprehensive publishing 
services do provide value, there 
have been fewer questions about this 
“complementarian” role for libraries 
(in relation to university presses).  
This piece assumes “egalitarian”16 
aspirations for library publishers/
presses (in relation to traditional 
university presses).

• Assumes that a library is at an insti-
tution without an existing university 
press.  Much has been written on li-
brary-university press partnerships,17 
and those dynamics are beyond the 
scope of this piece.

• Assumes that universities recognize 
the value and importance of support-
ing scholarly publishing on campus 
(whether through an independent 
press or through a library-based 
press); this is not necessarily a given.

Monograph Publishing Requirements
Traditional monograph publishers (whether 

focused on print or digital books) address seven 
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functional areas: acquisitions, editorial, design, 
production, marketing, distribution, and man-
agement18 (two additional areas, sales and ac-
counting, are also important in a revenue-based 
publishing context, but are less relevant to most 
library publishers, who function under an open 
access or hybrid open access model).  As noted 
by the American Association of University 
Presses (AAUP), these are areas in which 
traditional, independent university presses have 
well-established competencies — particularly 
in the areas of “editorial selection processes” 
(acquisitions) and “editorial engagement” with 
authors.19  These two areas present unique chal-
lenges for libraries.  For example, the necessary 
editorial filtering process is, to a certain extent, 
antithetical to librarians’ inclusive approach to 
collection building: “Editors narrow the field 
of potential works.  Selectors seek to deepen 
the collections to respond to local research 
and curricular needs.”20  Libraries also gen-
erally lack the internal structures to support 
“peer-review [and] manuscript-development 
systems,”21 which provide critical feedback 
and substantive and copy editing services to 
ensure high quality works.

Where the acquisitions and editorial 
processes are concerned with identifying, 
selecting, and improving manuscripts for 
publication, the publisher’s role is not complete 
without properly packaging, promoting, and 
distributing the finished work.  AAUP touts 
the “presentational expertise” of university 
presses and emphasizes the importance of 
“fund[ing] the graphic and typographic” 
functions of the press.22  While libraries can 
appreciate the importance of good design — 
many libraries already employ staff skilled 
in design work — it is the promotion and 
distribution of the published work that may 
be unfamiliar territory.23  Focused promotion 
of books is essential for ensuring their visibil-
ity and use — particularly in an open access 
context where sales figures are not available 
as measures of impact.  Determining which 
distribution formats (print, print-on-demand, 
PDF, EPUB, et al.) and channels (print/ebook 
distributors, e-reader platforms, catalogs, ag-
gregator databases, et al.) are appropriate for a 
given work is essential for ensuring it reaches 
its intended audience (and has the opportunity 
to reach unintended audiences).

Undergirding all of these functional ar-
eas must be sound management, both of the 
editorial and the production and distribution 
processes.  At a large publisher, there may be 
managers in each functional area (e.g., publish-
er, production manager, marketing manager24), 
but at a small press these roles will likely be 
collapsed.  This requires one or two individuals 
to possess the requisite expertise to manage 
budgeting and intellectual property,25 contracts 
(authors, distributors, independent contrac-
tors), and royalty payments (if applicable), as 
well as the workflow of all the functional areas.

A library that is planning to offer publishing 
services must consider how to address each of 
these areas — and whether it is even possible 

to do so.  While it is not required that a library 
adopt identical practices to existing presses (in-
deed, part of the value of libraries engaging as 
publishers is found in our ability to experiment 
with emerging practices), it is important to re-
flect on the value provided by each functional 
area, and to determine how similar value can 
be best provided in the local context.

Rethinking and Repurposing  
in Support of Publishing 

In order to position publishing as a core 
service, academic libraries must resist our 
tendency to silo non-traditional services or 
treat them as an adjunct to our core work.  The 
best way to do this is to intentionally integrate 
publishing workflows into existing service 
areas, creating ownership and investment in 
publishing services across the library.  Each 
publishing function and workflow should be 
carefully mapped to areas with corresponding 
or similar functions or skill sets.  (Individual 
staff may also have skills outside the require-
ments of their current positions and so can 
contribute to additional publishing tasks).  

Integrating the work of a library publishing 
unit (hereafter “press”) into existing staff roles 
and making a commitment to the press as a core 
service will, of necessity, require the reprior-
itization or rethinking — and sometimes the 
planned obsolescence — of current activities.  
However, it is important for a library to rec-
ognize that, even with internal reorganization, 
there may not be an appropriate space or ade-
quate set of available skills26 to perform some 
publishing functions.  It is in these areas (such 
as editorial work) that a library press should 
seek help from outside the library; doing so ac-
knowledges the importance of these tasks and 
the library’s commitment to quality — rather 
than attempting to perform them in-house 
with subpar results.  (Outsourcing some tasks 
may still require the library to revisit or sunset 
existing practices in order to make resources 
available).  The following recommendations 
address possible strategies — whether library 
reorganization or outsourcing — for supporting 
press functions.

Acquisitions and Editorial — In order for a 
library press to maintain the editorial indepen-
dence and academic freedom that are hallmarks 
of university presses, it is recommended that 
the editorial leadership of the press be located 
outside of the library.  While the library direc-
tor should function as press director and serve 
important management functions, an external 
(to the library) editorial board and experienced 
editors should be appointed to oversee manu-
script selection, peer review, and any necessary 
developmental editing with authors.  Engaging 
faculty (both internal and external to the insti-
tution) in these roles not only ensures appro-
priate scholarly expertise to guide authors, but 
also addresses a concern expressed regarding 
university presses that “active scholarly lead-
ership” has been “considerably weakened”27 
by a diminished role for scholars.

One model from a library-based press that 
creates an explicit delineation between edi-
torial and production processes is seen at the 
Australian National University Press (ANU 

Press).  The ANU Press uses over 20 disci-
plinary editorial boards (composed of faculty 
and scholars both internal and external to the 
university) to solicit manuscripts, oversee peer 
review, and ensure the final quality of accepted 
manuscripts before they are delivered to the 
press for production and distribution.

While i t  may not be necessary to 
compensate editorial board members, faculty 
engaged in more direct editorial functions will 
require compensation.  For example, Pacific 
University is currently considering a library 
press plan that, in addition to a volunteer 
editorial board, proposes stipends or course 
release for faculty with relevant expertise to 
serve as developmental editors.  The proposed 
editorial structure also encourages release 
from additional university service for faculty 
who volunteer as acquisitions editors for the 
press (working in conjunction with the board 
to solicit and review manuscripts/proposals).

By investing greater control in faculty and 
scholars who are engaged with the press as 
board members or editors, a library is able to 
commit more resources to — and restructure 
staff responsibilities in support of — the 
management, production, distribution, and 
marketing of press titles.   

Creating Space for Management, 
Production, Distribution, and Marketing — 
Restructuring and reallocation of resources 
should not be primarily based on identifying 
discrete tasks or areas for efficiency in order 
to make room for the additional work of 
publishing.  Instead, it should be driven by 
a philosophical commitment to the shift 
described earlier: from commercial collections 
to unique publications; from performing 
redundant processes to offering valuable 
scholarly services.  A commitment to this shift 
will result in the identification of resources 
and personnel that are available to support the 
work of the press.

Fortunately, academic libraries have been 
considering — and experimenting with — a 
shift away from hand-picked collections 
“bought largely for the potential that they 
might someday be used”28 for quite some 
time.  Realizing the resources and selectors’ 
time being devoted to building collections 
that were largely unused, many libraries have 
instituted patron-driven acquisition (PDA) 
programs (for e- and/or print books),29 and 
libraries like those at the University of North 
Texas and Oregon State University have 
declared a commitment to “access-based, JIT 
[just-in-time] service”30 and “a preference for 
access rather than ownership”31 that focus on 
meeting — rather than speculatively predicting 
— user needs.  Although there is some debate 
as to the wisdom of PDA replacing item-by-
item selection,32 carefully-constructed PDA 
programs for books, used  in conjunction with 
approval plans, show considerable promise 
as a means of efficiently using (and saving) 
a library’s resources.33 This is especially true 
for undergraduate institutions, 34 which don’t 
require the same type of collection focus or 
face the same accreditation requirements as 
graduate and professional programs.
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Committing to a less speculative model 
of collection development is a fundamental 
step in reducing our emphasis on collecting 
widely available materials — however, it is 
not the only way in which libraries can refocus 
our work.  For commercial materials that are 
purchased for library collections, reducing the 
amount of internal work needed to process 
these items is also important.  For example, 
purchasing shelf-ready materials and catalog 
records from vendors can reduce unnecessary 
work in acquisitions and cataloging units.  
Efficiencies can also be found outside of indi-
vidual institutions through collaborative efforts 
at the consortium level that eliminate the need 
for individual libraries to perform redundant 
tasks (as an example, consider the work of the 
Collaborative Technical Services Team in the 
Orbis Cascade Alliance35).

Reducing the amount of time and resources 
spent by library staff on selecting, acquiring, and 
processing commercial content — and the above 
strategies are certainly not comprehensive — 
will create time for the library to engage in the 
uniquely valuable work of publishing original 
work.  The units and personnel who will be most 
impacted by this shift are liaison librarians (sub-
ject specialists) and technical services — and, 
appropriately, these are the library staff who are 
most likely to have the skills and knowledge 
to support the press functions of management, 
production, distribution, and marketing.

Management:  While production and dis-
tribution workflows may be integrated across 
different library units or positions, as will be 
discussed shortly, it is essential for the press 
to have a dedicated manager to supervise all 
processes.  Assuming that it is not possible to 
create a new position, a reasonable solution is 
to reassign the most interested and qualified 
liaison librarian to this role (most likely one 
already involved in scholarly communica-
tion initiatives).  If the librarian has existing 
collection development duties, these should 
be reassigned without much difficulty due to 
the decreased amount of time spent by each 
liaison on item-by-item ordering.  Aside from 
collection development, changes to other tra-
ditional liaison roles may also be considered; 
there is a growing body of literature that calls 
for liaisons to transform their work in support 
of new services.36

Production:  While the press manager will 
coordinate production processes, the majority 
of the workflows should be integrated into tech-
nical services — or outsourced, as appropriate 
— with support from the systems librarian or 
unit.  There is precedent for integrating schol-
arly production tasks within technical services 
(primarily within the context of institutional 
repository management37) and for a shifting 
focus in technical services towards support for 
local collections/content.38

For the purposes of the press, the pro-
duction workflow should be understood to 
encompass everything from copyediting of 
the final manuscript to creation of eBook or 

print-ready files for distribution.  Professional 
copyediting is outside of the expected scope 
of technical services staff, and should ideally 
be contracted to freelance copyeditors.  How-
ever, library staff can perform initial checks 
on the manuscript for internal consistency of 
word choice, abbreviations, hyphenation, and 
similar items, as well as ensuring all references 
are correctly cited.  Affordable tools such as 
PerfectIt and ReferenceChecker (both used by 
Sydney University Press) work seamlessly 
with Microsoft Word and can reduce the time 
needed by a professional copyeditor.  These 
types of checks can even be performed by a 
student employee or publishing program intern.

Although not as common as metadata cre-
ation, there is evidence that technical services 
staff are already involved in formatting and 
editing content for digital publishing projects.39  
Though the industry standard for monograph 
design and formatting has long been Adobe 
InDesign, the learning curve necessary to 
master the software — and the difficulty in 
exporting multiple formats for digital distri-
bution — normally makes using it untenable 
for inexperienced library staff.  Fortunately, 
there are several platforms — both well-test-
ed and emerging — that accommodate the 
single-source creation of print-ready PDFs 
and multiple formats of eBooks.  IGP:Digital 
Publisher (Infogrid Pacific) is a full-featured 
platform used by Sydney University Press 
(who partnered with IGP on the development 
of the indexing module40) and other scholarly 
publishers, and is available as a hosted portal 
or for local installation.  Two newer offerings, 
Atlas (O’Reilly) and PressBooks, offer simpler 
interfaces and functionality, but still allow 
publishers to create attractive and user-friendly 
single-source book files for print and digital 
distribution.  Because an enhanced WordPress 
plug-in is available for textbook authoring, 
PressBooks may be of particular interest to 
libraries interested in publishing open text-
books.41  Although use of any of these platforms 
would require library staff to become proficient 
with them, the efficiencies they bring over tra-
ditional desktop publishing programs should 
ultimately result in better use of staff time.

Distribution:  Although certain aspects of 
distribution, such as negotiation of contracts 
with aggregators (e.g., JSTOR), discovery 
services (e.g., Google Books or OAPEN 
Library), or distributors (e.g., Amazon or 
Ingram), should be handled by the press 
manager, creating metadata for press works 
and delivering required metadata and files to 
distributors is well within the scope of technical 
services workflows.  Registration and assign-
ment of standard numbers (ISBNs, DOIs) or 
the creation of original MARC records (as seen 
at Australian National University in a work-
flow arranged between ANU Press and ANU 
Library cataloging staff) are basic components 
of the workflow, which may also include up-
loading records to WorldCat, placing requests 
for cataloging-in-publication data, and creating 
Excel spreadsheets or XML metadata files for 
delivery to aggregators.  (It should be noted 
that these limited distribution tasks assume a 
common model among library publishers of 

digital and/or print-on-demand distribution, 
which removes the need to coordinate printing 
and distribution to wholesalers, retailers, or 
direct to consumers).  

Marketing:  While some library publishers 
of open access or print-on-demand titles may 
assume that easy availability and online access 
create enough visibility for a title, there is every 
reason to actively promote published works.  
Launch events (easily coordinated by library 
administrative staff or by liaison librarians) are 
opportunities to get news coverage and to raise 
the local visibility of the press.  Promotional 
materials for launch events or general materials 
like postcards or email/social media announce-
ments can be designed by library staff, or in 
conjunction with university design personnel.  
Liaison librarians who specialize in the subject 
area of a specific published title are well-suited 
to suggest possible review sources (realizing 
the irony, of course, of having discouraged 
the use of library review sources by curtailing 
item-by-item selecting); the audience for such 
reviews would be other scholars in relevant 
disciplines or even the general public.  

Although the focus here has been on schol-
arly monograph publishing, it is important to 
note that this restructuring and integration 
of publishing workflows can easily — and 
should — support a complete continuum of 
library publishing services, many of which 
may exist outside of a formal press structure.  
For example, the formatting and distribution of 
non-peer-reviewed content or the production of 
works from within the university community 
are common value-added services.  Zea Books 
(University of Nebraska-Lincoln), Maize 
Books (University of Michigan), and Purdue 
University’s Scholarly Publishing Services are 
all examples of valuable publishing services 
provided by the library outside of the context 
of a traditional press.

Sustaining Publishing as a  
Core Service

Whether a library engages solely in tradi-
tional scholarly publishing — peer-reviewed 
monographs and/or journals — or expands its 
program to meet a wider spectrum of scholars’ 
needs, there must be a consistent focus on how 
best to sustain these services.  Integrating them 
into the work of the library and connecting 
them to the library’s (and broader institution’s) 
strategic goals and priorities is a vital first step.  
However, it is not enough for the library to 
commit to publishing through reorganization 
and reallocation of finite resources.  Library 
leaders must strike a balance by prioritizing 
publishing over legacy services and demon-
strating the value of doing so, while also 
advocating with university administrators for 
new resources and personnel — in essence, 
demanding visible institutional recognition of 
that value.  While other avenues for funding 
scholarly publishing exist — external funding 
from foundations (or governments, in the case 
of Canada42) may be available, and author 
subventions are a recognized cost-recovery 
method — these cannot and should not substi-
tute for an ongoing institutional commitment.  

continued on page 34
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The recent proposal from the Asso-
ciation of American Universities 
(AAU) and ARL for a “first-book 
subvention”43 explicitly recognizes 
the need for institutional subsidy 
of scholarly publishing.  Actively 
affirming the evolution of libraries 
into scholarly publishers by ded-
icating additional funds to library 
presses is an equally important way 
for administrators to acknowledge 
the importance of scholarship — 
and for universities to contribute 
unique and valuable knowledge to 
our scholarly community.  
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And the truly incredible Leah 
Hinds (Charleston Conference) 
(how in the world does she keep up 
with it all?) was talking to Kimber-
ly Lutz (ITHAKA) the other day 
only to learn that poor Kimberly 
has broken her elbow!  Ouch!

One of the well established 
traditions of the Charleston Con-
ference is the presentation of the 
Vicky Speck ABC-CLIO Leader-
ship Award, which honors the late 
Vicky Speck, who was Editorial 
Director at ABC-CLIO until 2005.  
The award is given each year at 
the Charleston Conference to 
a leader who has made a lasting 
contribution to the Conference’s 
mission.  It consists of a plaque and 
a cash award.  This year’s recipient 
is Leah Hinds, Assistant Confer-
ence Director, and is very richly 
deserved.  Vincent Burns, Vice 
President, Editorial at ABC-CLIO 
presented the award.
http://www.against-the-grain.
com/2014/11/the-vicky-speck-abc-
clio-award/

As we go to press, we have 
just learned that Gerald T. Curtis 
of Scituate died peacefully on 
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How We Pay for Publishing
by Kevin S. Hawkins  (Director of Library Publishing, University of North Texas Libraries)  <Kevin.Hawkins@unt.edu>

How Did We Get into this Mess?
Higher education administrators, funding 

bodies, and librarians are unhappy with the 
cost to acquire and access scholarly literature, 
especially subscription-based journals from 
commercial publishers, whose price increases 
far outstrip the growth in library budgets.  An 
outsider might ask how it can cost so much to 
get access to many leading scholarly publica-
tions in an age when it costs so little to produce 
copies of documents.  After all, the retail prices 
of print books have been largely flat, despite 
inflation, and Amazon and Apple have driven 
down the prices for digital books and music.

Readers and authors are increasingly feel-
ing the system’s dysfunction as well, finding 
that they are unable to get access 
through their institution to the pub-
lications that they need for their 
work and that acquiring their own 
copy is ridiculously expensive.  
While the problem has been 
created by commercial pub-
lishers skimming the cream 
of academic publications and 
then charging handsomely 
for access to these prestige 
brands, it has been difficult to 

effect change in the system because scholars 
are the consumers of the content but only rarely 
the purchasers of it; as with health care and 
prescription drugs, the true costs of market 
consolidation and intellectual property pro-
tection are not borne by the consumers of the 
services and products.

How Might We Get Out?
Many stakeholders in scholarly publishing 

want not only to see a more efficient market 
but also to make scholarly literature free to 
read and reproduce at the same time.  The ar-
gument for this is strongest in the case of gov-
ernment-funded research, whether produced 
with support from a research grant or simply 
by virtue of the author’s employment at a 

publicly supported or mission-driven 
non-profit institution (such as 

a state or private university, 
respectively) — which 

frankly covers nearly 
all authors of schol-

arly publications.
Proposed in-

terventions in the 
system aimed at 

increas ing  open 

access to scholarly literature are, broadly 
speaking, of two types:

a. Publishers claim that if they made 
their publications free to read, their 
sales or subscriptions would no lon-
ger cover their costs.  Therefore, the 
academy could find money to give 
subsidies to the publishers beyond 
what they already pay for subscrip-
tions to cover the “first copy” costs 
(what it costs the publisher to select, 
edit, and design the publication 
before producing copies to sell).  
This would free the publishers from 
the need to recover their investment 
through sale or subscription prices, 
allowing them to make their publi-
cations open access.

b. The academy could find a way to 
redirect the money that libraries 
pay for subscriptions towards cov-
ering the first-copy costs for open 
access.  Proposals vary in the extent 
to which they propose publishers 
remain involved in this reimagined 
system of scholarly communication, 
but this action would in any case 
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come at the expense of the profit 
margins currently made by many 
publishers.

The most notable version of (a) is the use 
of grant or institutional funding to pay an arti-
cle processing charge (APC), a fee charged by 
a publisher to make open access an article that 
would normally be available only to subscrib-
ers.  (This is sometimes referred to as “gold 
open access,” though “gold” can also refer to a 
journal whose content is entirely open access, 
rather than containing a hybrid of open access 
and non-open access articles.)  But librarians 
and administrators are wary of paying such 
fees to publishers without a guarantee that 
they would save a corresponding amount on 
their existing purchases and subscriptions 
with these publishers.  In our era of perma-
nent fiscal austerity, there isn’t extra money 
for this sort of thing.  Some efforts, like the 
Compact for Open-Access Publishing Equity 
(COPE), are designed to keep APCs from go-
ing to hybrid OA journals, thereby preventing 
“double-dipping” by a publisher receiving 
both subscription revenue and APCs.1

Concern over double dipping — and more 
generally a concern that if publishers are 
allowed to set the fees, institutions will not 
really correct the dysfunctional market — is 
leading to greater interest in variations on (b).  
Most strategies risk a “free rider” problem:  if 
you could pay to make content open access, 
why not let others do so instead and simply 
take advantage of what they do?  While there 
is generally goodwill among libraries to effect 
change, those libraries feel powerless to do so 
alone and under pressure to achieve as much 
access to content as possible.

To get around this conundrum, and no 
doubt drawing inspiration from SCOAP,3 
schemes like Knowledge Unlatched,2 the 
proposal for a Library Partnership Subsidy 
(LPS) by the Open Library of the Humanities,3 
and the AAU/ARL Task Force on Scholarly 
Communication’s “Prospectus for an Insti-
tutionally Funded First-book Subvention”4 
(which proposes that colleges and universities 
give a publication subvention for their faculty 
members’ first books that are accepted by a 
reputable publisher) use assurance contracts, 
whereby the arrangement only goes into 
effect if enough institutions commit, making 
the investment affordable to all of them, with 
none left subsidizing a large number of free 
riders.  Funders such as the Open Society 
Foundations and the Mellon Foundation 
have stepped in to help launch Knowledge 
Unlatched and the Open Library of the Hu-
manities, bridging the funding gap during 
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publication charges?” at the COPE FAQ: 
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journals.
2.  Knowledge Unlatched, http://www.
knowledgeunlatched.org/.
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Funded First-book Subvention,” June 
2014, http://www.arl.org/publications-re-
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stitutionally-funded-first-book-subvention.
5.  Rebecca Kennison and Lisa Norberg, 
“A Scalable and Sustainable Approach to 
Open Access Publishing and Archiving for 
Humanities and Social Sciences: A White 
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pilot periods in order to keep costs down till 
a large number of institutions have committed.  
There is optimism that libraries will be willing 
to participate, even with the risk of free riders, 
if the commitment is modest.

The most dramatic version of (b) is found 
in a whitepaper by Rebecca Kennison and 
Lisa Norberg of K|N Consultants entitled “A 
Scalable and Sustainable Approach to Open 
Access Publishing and Archiving for Human-
ities and Social Sciences.”  They propose that 
institutions pay into a central fund that is dis-
bursed not only to publishers, as in SCOAP3, 
but to partnerships of publishers, scholarly 
societies, and libraries.  They hope to avoid 
free-riding institutions through persuasion, 
without resorting to an assurance contract.5

How Does this All Affect University 
Presses and Academic Libraries?
We are beginning to look at the funding of 

scholarly communication more holistically, 
no longer thinking of funding for a library to 
acquire material and a subsidy to a university 
press to produce material as unrelated ex-
penses with separate justifications.  There is 
increasing acceptance that a university press is 
a mission-driven operation that cannot be ex-
pected to balance its books at the end of each 
fiscal year, which often falls just at the time 
when an investment in print runs is needed for 
the upcoming semester’s textbooks.  Further-
more, presses are under pressure to reduce the 
costs of their publications — costs that harm 
individual scholar and library consumers.

Just as library consortia have negotiated 
over fees with journal publishers, there is 
some interest in doing the same for access to 
monographs.  A National Monograph Strategy 
Roadmap, by Ben Showers at Jisc, proposes 
“a license negotiated […] on behalf of the 
UK academic sector for access to digital 
scholarly monographs.”6  While potentially 
leading to access for more users in the UK 
at a lower cost per user, such moves toward 
consortia “reinforce the ‘big deal’,” which 
“only reinforces the logic of mergers and 
acquisitions, further strengthening the posi-
tion” of publishers.7  In other words, we’d see 
cream-skimming and oligopolistic tendencies 
in monograph publishing, just as we have with 
journal publishing.

Still, these developments do not involve 
fundamental changes in a university press’s 
business model.  Even Knowledge Unlatched 
and the plan in the AAU/ARL prospectus, if 
they gain traction, would simply allow presses 
to make the incremental change of treating 
more of their titles than usual as heavily 
subventioned. 

The K|N Consultants proposal, on the 
other hand, would lead to a more dramatic 
rethinking of the roles played both by libraries 

and presses.  Instead of small-scale collabora-
tions in which, as is common practice today, a 
library offers services to the university press 
on campus in order to fill gaps in the press’s 
expertise and resources, we would see the 
development of larger-scale efforts that re-
imagine production, access, and preservation 
of scholarly literature.  This would break the 
university press model of accounting for costs 
on a per-title basis — a change that would 
be quite disruptive to decision-making for 
allocation of resources at a press but would 
also accelerate the reimagining of scholarly 
publishing as a core function of a university, 
much like a library.  While some publishers 
warn against lessening financial incentives 
in publishing (which they claim spur them 
to do better work and help allocate resources 
toward demand), increasingly administrators, 
funding bodies, and librarians believe that to-
day’s dysfunctional market so poorly reflects 
demand that it requires a radical rethinking, 
even of the financial incentives.  

Author’s Note:  I would like to thank 
Isaac Gilman and Maria Bonn for their 
comments on a draft of this article. — KSH
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A Library Publishing Manifesto
by Paul Royster  (Coordinator of Scholarly Communications, University of Nebraska–Lincoln Libraries)  <proyster2@unl.edu>

The Sins of the Publishers
Modern publishers have worked their way 

around to a business model that is ultimately 
based on preventing readers from reaching or 
using what they publish.  Corporate publish-
ers seek to “corner the market” on academic 
intellectual property and have put themselves in 
position to exact a toll from its every exposure 
or use.  Digital technology has whetted their ap-
petites for ever tighter controls, for rights man-
agement that persists beyond sale, dictating 
the terms of access for even the most far-flung 
user.  Publishers are now quietly withholding 
a growing range of rights from purchasers, 
obviously in anticipation of assessing further 
levies against any downstream usage.  

These publishers have the power to control 
and commercialize the intellectual output of 
the academic and scientific community, even 
those portions deriving directly from public 
funding.  Their latest point of interest seems 
to be how much control over this content can 
be held back from the contracted delivery — 
what rights or licenses to re-use, repurpose, 
analyze, or compile can be reserved by the 
“seller”?  The day seems not far off when they 
will deliver only temporary and “arms-length” 
possession of the text, and additional fees will 
apply if one seeks to “read,” “understand,” 
or “act upon” its content.  (I write this in the 
wake of the STM publishers’ proposed menu 
of open-access licenses — slicing the rights 
“wafer-thin” to exact more revenue over the 
life-course of an article.)

But the catalog of sins does not stop there.  
Some publishers are also willing to claim 
rights they do not legally hold, discourage 
or contest the legitimate “fair use” of mate-
rials, collect fees for items they do not own, 
and assert their rights at the expense of the 
author’s interests.  As an industry, they have 
used the courts to oppose indexing of works for 
Internet search, litigated distribution 
of educational materials by uni-
versities, and contested access to 
public-funded research products.  
I understand that all publishers are 
not Microsoft, or Disney, or the 
Motion Picture Association of 
America — but those are the type 
specimens.  They set the standard 
for excessive greed and desire to 
exert maximum control over their 
captive audience.  The desire for 
success or the need for survival 
drives the rest of the industry to emulate their 
practices insofar as they are able and confident 
they can get away with it.

As a former laborer in that industry, I have 
spent the past ten years trying to explain to 
librarians the reasons and motives of publish-
er behavior.  Following are some things that 

publishers believe, and would like the rest of 
us to believe as well.

The present system is working just fine.  
It is hard to dispute this from the publishers’ 
point of view.  For example, in 2012, Reed 
Elsevier had revenues of $8.3 billion — 
the same figure coincidentally as the state 
government of Nebraska — and they turned a 
nearly 40% profit on that figure.  They get the 
content for free, or nearly so; their customer 
base is locked in, with limited alternatives; 
and their largest challenge is developing more 
efficient means of extracting money from the 
universities.  

The greatest threat is interference from 
government.  Now, it is okay for governments 
to pay for research efforts, including even direct 
funding of publication fees; that’s not seen 
as interference.  And extending copyright an 
additional 20 years — that wasn’t interference 
either.  But apart from paying the publishers and 
protecting their franchises, government needs 
to stay out of publishing — or so they believe.

There is nothing unusual about turning 
over into private hands the ownership and 
rights to monetize the intellectual property 
resulting from millions of dollars in fed-
erally-funded research.  We’re really just 
performing a service for the common good.  
The fact that we end up owning it all is imma-
terial and almost accidental.  Really, this stuff 
happens all the time; nothing to see here; move 
along, please.

Publishing is more valuable than scien-
tific discovery.  And strangely, it is not the 
actual production of the publication — the 
editing, design, typesetting, printing, or coding 
— that confers this value.  It is rather the act of 
selling itself that makes the published “article” 
valuable.  This is ultimately the function that 
the publishers serve — they determine the 
commercial value of research by charging the 

academy for access.
The universities have delivered 

a captive labor force into the pub-
lishers’ hands, and they can hardly 
be blamed for taking advantage.  
The requirements for tenure con-
tinue to generate content with 
minimal recruitment expense or 
additional incentives being con-
tributed from the publishers’ side.  
Indeed, if tenure were not at stake, 
what would happen to scholarly 
publishing?  It would certainly not 

cease to exist, but it would be conducted on a 
different scale and in an altogether different 
manner.  Publishers are not currently serving 
the communications needs of the faculty, 
library, and university; they are serving their 
own needs — for survival, for profit, and for 
future security.  

The Challenges of the  
University Presses

The university presses (and the publishing 
arms of various scientific societies) may be 
several degrees less culpable than the blatantly 
profit-driven commercial publishers, but they 
sometimes seem to operate from the same 
premises.  If “less sinful” is a compliment, 
they should own it proudly.  Their economic 
needs and their organizational inertia for 
self-preservation lead them to pursue their own 
interests as publishers, and this condition col-
ors every action and publishing decision they 
take.  University presses cannot be expected to 
commit corporate suicide; but they will need to 
develop new modes of coexistence in a digital 
environment that has evolved much faster than 
they ever could have prepared for.  

This past summer one university press 
discovered that a perennial backlist bestseller 
(No-no Boy by John Okada) had been issued 
in a pirated eBook edition by an enterprising 
(though legally naïve) high school student from 
Pennsylvania and was being offered for sale on 
Amazon.  The press had been the book’s pub-
lisher for more than 30 years, but the student 
had scooped them with an eBook edition that 
offered  digital availability, lower price, and a 
more attractive cover.  The pirated edition was 
quickly and apologetically withdrawn by the 
student, with much grumbling from the presses 
about Amazon’s role in enabling it, but the 
lesson to be drawn is that publishers cannot just 
sit on their assets and expect the world to come 
to their terms.  Their publishing “expertise” 
needs to be continually applied and updated if 
they are to justify their continued stewardship 
of important cultural resources.

The university presses have had the best 
content; but they have been shy about exposing 
too much — protecting their content’s digital 
virginity — as if it lost rather than gained value 
with use and familiarity.  As one executive put 
it recently, in answer to a request for permission 
to archive a chapter by two faculty members at 
this institution, one previously excerpted and 
licensed to an academic magazine:  “The [name 
withheld] University Press does not publish 
open-access online materials and respectfully 
declines to authorize open-access online distri-
bution of our contracted, copyrighted content.” 

I couldn’t have said it better myself.  And 
they have a perfect right to do so.  As we say 
in cattle country — “it’s your cow.”  But it 
perfectly illustrates why there needs to be 
library publishing.

In my view, there are five things about 
publishing that need to change.

1. Requiring the surrender of intel-
lectual property.  There is no need 
for publishers to own the content for 
95 years in order to issue a printed 
or digital version.  All the reasons 
put forward for this — “to ensure 

“Use every man after his desert, and who should ‘scape whipping?” — Hamlet II. ii.
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maximum distribution,” “required 
by our charter,” “to protect your 
contribution,” “necessary to support 
our mix of business models” — are, 
to put it nicely, poppycock.  All that 
is required is a simple “permission 
to publish” or perhaps a right of 
first publication.  Anything more 
represents the appropriation of the 
author’s brainchild into a one-side 
contract of indentured servitude.  We 
see many authors’ products locked 
away from use and access because 
surplus copies remain languishing 
unsold in warehouses.

2. The high rates of rejection.  Ac-
ceptance rates (or, more accurately, 
rejection rates) are seen as a measure 
of content quality, but they more 
properly reflect the degree to which 
publishers are failing to service the 
needs of the academy.  If a work 
fails to meet the expectations of  
peer reviewers who may or may not 
have been selected appropriately, 
it is shunted on down the line, 
postponed, sent packing, to seek an 
outlet elsewhere, in a repeat of the 
lottery-like process.  Even works 
with generally positive reviews can 
be rejected, based on the limited 
number of slots available.  If only 
one in five submissions gets pub-
lished, what happens to the other 
four? Do they not see the light of 
day because two readers did not get 
the point? I suppose we can always 
hope that the peer-review system 
will improve  —  and that egotism, 
jealousy, lassitude, ignorance, and 
bile will forever disappear from the 
earth.  But for many academic press-
es publishing more works would 
mean losing more money, so that is 
not a feasible option.

3. The slow process, long schedules.  
“Congratulations, your book/article 
has been accepted … It is scheduled 
for publication in the spring season/
issue three years hence.” In fact, the 
long, long lead times are due largely 
to selling timetables based on sea-
sonal catalogues and requiring six 
to ten months advance information 
for booksellers and distributors.  
Of course, the need to ensure the 
perfection of the copies placed in 
inventory plays a large role as well.  
Meticulous editing and proofing is 
needed, lest the publisher be stuck 
forever with typographically inac-
curate copies.

4. High prices.  Book prices are a 
product of three factors: 

 1.  the cost of labor involved in 
selecting (rejecting), vetting, and 
perfecting the works; 

 2.  the antiquated bookselling chain 
that grants large discounts to whole-
salers and retailers who take the 
lion’s share of the purchase price; 
and 

 3.  the smallness of the market over 
which the fixed costs can be spread. 
This vicious cycle has led to concen-
tration on the subscription market, 
where a near-captive audience has 
little choice but to pony up, while 
cancelling the discretionary items.

5. Limited distribution.  Only those 
individuals or institutions willing to 
pay the high prices will be able to 
read, evaluate, and digest the schol-
arship.  Authors, having surrendered 
their rights to the content, are help-
less to effect wider and lower-cost 
online dissemination.

The frontiers of scholarly communications 
are receding from the monograph and journal 
programs hosted by the scholarly presses, 
although these were always already a fairly 
conservative and largely traditional effort.  
They mattered — and still do — because they 
controlled the pantheon of published authors.  
Books and articles served to establish ground 
and reputation, to mark acceptance of ideas 
more than the challenges or speculations.  
Certainly, disputes are carried on; and new 
areas, modes, and methods of research are 
described.  Publication in a major journal 
or by a major press has been a sign one has 
“arrived” — which ordinarily boils down to 
“tenurable” — but the preliminary investiga-
tions, the question-framing, and the grounding 
discussions have all happened outside the 
scholarly publications process: in seminars, 
conferences, lectures series, and non-published 
forums.  The “space” where scholarly commu-
nications happens is increasingly digital and 
informal, involving the availability of working 
papers, online groups, social media, etc.  This 
Ur-activity is more likely to be preserved, 
disseminated, and utilized through library 
publishing than through the more formalized 
scholarly publications process.

The Virtues of the University Presses
There are many things that the university 

presses can teach library publishers — al-
though business models, author relations, 
content stewardship, and user accommodation 
might not be among them.

It may not be surprising that, having spent 
many years in design and production, I feel the 
most critical lessons the university presses have 
to offer library publishing involve production 
values and design sensibility.  Even in digital 
form, a book is not just a collection of words 
and thoughts; the whole aspires to be more 
than the sum of its parts, and a book still needs 
to display its own identity and specialness — 
even as an electronic file.  It is not necessary, 
or even desirable, to apply “house style” or 
make everything conform to a predetermined 
or traditional model.  But what is needed — 
and what is most gratifying — is to help the 
work achieve its optimal realization — for 
appearance, for usefulness, and for packaging.

University press publishing demonstrates 
the value of the finished object: the stand-
alone work, the complete package, the final 
product — not the open-ended, more-to-come, 
process-without-arrival, circuitous, serial, or 
synchronic collections of pieces served up via 
social media.  This is not meant to diminish the 
importance of innovation in alternate modes 
of delivery; but (in my opinion) the “book,” 
having survived past transitions over several 
millennia, will once again emerge as the most 
enduring, authoritative, and convenient form of 
written communication.  Nobody this side of 
the NSA wants to see your collected 10 years 
of tweets and listserv postings.  A single file-ob-
ject, discrete and complete, is better suited for 
preservation and distribution.  Moreover, a 
work that was completed, however imperfectly, 
ages better than one whose resolution was left 
unfinished, or unattempted altogether.  Schol-
arly books and articles consciously speak to an 
audience outside of their contemporary time; 
they reflect the voices of past contributors and 
appeal to the judgment of an imagined “future 
history.”  They have a beginning and an end, 
and occupy a distinct place; each can be cited 
and retrieved and experienced in its entirety.

University presses also demonstrate the 
value of the uncluttered, unlayered, unlinked, 
and unembellished object.  Library publishing 
needs to avoid the messiness of the supplemen-
tary file, so recently beloved by the commercial 
and society publishers.  Web pages and groups 
of files are far more troublesome to store, 
transmit, and manipulate than the discrete 
file-object — the single article, monograph, or 
book review — complete in one file.  (Although 
books can sometimes be split up into separate 
chapters — but not if all the notes are collected 
in the back.) 

The university presses have developed and 
practiced presentation that is simple, authori-
tative, clean, and direct.  Contrast their work 
with the journal pages produced by Elsevier or 
PNAS: 2-column, letter-sized pages in 8-point 
Lilliputian type, with tables, notes, and bibli-
ographies in 6.5 point or smaller, sometimes 
in solid light blue, sometimes requiring as 
many as 20 “Supporting Information” files to 
complete, and sometimes hiding a minefield 
of links where the slightest mis-click sends 
a shaky-handed old man on a Nantucket 
sleighride across the (sponsored) Internet.  
Reading onscreen html is even worse; the 
content contends with extraneous promotional 
graphics and links that claim screen acreage, 
make for slow loading, and cause windows to 
flicker and flip.  

Even in the scholarly electronic venues, 
good traditional design practice seems to be 
honored more in the breach than the obser-
vance.  Ragged-right text measures exceeding 
100 characters in warm gray sans serif fonts 
may be visually appealing (to some, perhaps), 
but are by no standard readable for any length 
of time.
The Campus Communications Nexus 

Library publishing exists to facilitate the 
production and dissemination of scholarship 
that does not fit the currently practiced publish-
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ing models.  The United States has roughly 130 
university presses and 2,870 four-year colleges 
and universities.  Those numbers suggest the 
need for alternative outlets for faculty schol-
arship.  Especially needed are outlets that do 
not commandeer perpetual ownership of the 
content in exchange for its publication.  The 
potential universe of interesting and useful 
scholarly work far exceeds the capacity of the 
university presses and lies mostly outside the 
financially incentivized scope of the larger 
houses.  Everything does not have to be a 
monograph or journal article.  Library pub-
lishing can encompass document collections, 
conference proceedings, seminar series, digi-
tization projects, symposia, speeches, reports, 
papers, standards, software — all the things a 
university grinds out.  Making public the prod-
ucts of the university’s research is an essential 
part of the institutional mission.  The tip of the 
iceberg qualifies for the university presses and 
high-end commercial journals; the vaster mass 
of information lies below that surface.

A large amount of publishing is already 
being done on campuses, outside the purview 
of university presses, and consisting mostly of 
things of no particular interest to them: con-
ference proceedings, newsletters, professional 
papers, policy statements, technical reports, 
posters, presentations — not to mention theses 
and dissertations.  For materials like these, the 
library has the most convenient, persistent, 
and trusted platform for their dissemination 
and archiving.  It is a collector rather than a 
gate-keeper or an endorser, more analogous 
perhaps to a steward or a zoo-keeper, if you will.  
This is a publishing universe where the univer-
sity presses have no ambitions and no interest.  
The processing and management of thousands 
of documents with no apparent commercial 
value is a more library-like function; and librar-
ies that are involved in the production of these 
“publications” can manage their collection and 
preservation more efficiently.  At minimum, 
libraries should seek to provide an available 
suite of services — called scholarly communi-
cation — for the use and furtherance of campus 
writers, editors, researchers.  Yale University 
formerly had a position called “Printer to the 
University,” and this is the closest analogy I can 
find to the role of the library publisher.  

Library publishing can assure the preserva-
tion and continuity of publishing efforts already 
ongoing on campuses: student journals, muse-
um publications, technical reports, extension 
documents — all kinds of things that the UPs 
have no truck with.  Libraries are positioned to 
provide services as needed, including post-re-
lease services such as hosting, dissemination, 
cataloging, preservation, and analytics.  How 
many centers on your campus have an office 
closet full of surplus copies or issues? How 
many are down to the last copies of their in-
stitutional history? Coordinating all these onto 
a single accessible publishing platform yields 
opportunities for efficiencies in maintenance, 
identity branding, archiving, as well as more 
traditional publishing services like production.  

Libraries can also teach campus publishers 
about the use and value of title pages, copyright 
pages, and tables of contents — and the virtues 
of consistency among them.  They have an 
opportunity to help publications make their 
own metadata up-front and explicit.  Clarity 
here helps everyone, not just catalogers and 
archivists.  I think everyone should be en-
couraged to publish, and it should be made as 
painless and efficient as possible.  Doubtless, 
some pedantic, boring, and misguided works 
will be issued — but that will be nothing new 
and will not itself threaten the overall progress 
of knowledge.

Advice for Library Publishers
Our library publishing program at Nebraska 

(known as Zea Books) grew out of our institu-
tional repository and the practice of archiving 
original content there — which turned out to be 
quite popular with both users and depositors.  
The repository (running bepress’s DigitalCom-
mons software) remains our primary platform.  
We mostly publish eBooks in pdf format, but 
we offer on-demand production for those who 
want hard copy, and we prepare Kindle or epub 
formats when that seems appropriate.  Our list 
is fairly esoteric and obscure; there are no trade 
books lurking in it.  It is all things that more 
established presses have declined or never 
would consider.  

We use a “permission to publish” agree-
ment with authors that is non-exclusive; they 
retain copyright and can take their book and 
go elsewhere if they so choose; either party 
can cancel the agreement upon 30 days notice.  
The digital (pdf) versions are made available 
free; hard copies can be ordered through Lulu.
com, who does the printing, binding, shipping, 
billing, and collections; Kindle versions are 
sold through Amazon.com.  We receive pay-
ments quarterly (or monthly from Amazon 
for Kindle editions) and pay royalties annually.  
The online pdf and the on-demand hard copy 
are generated from the same master file, so 
they match for pagination and layout.  We do 
editing and composition, but no marketing 
beyond posting to suggested or appropriate 
online venues or listservs.  Some authors are 
energetic promoters and generate surprising 
amounts of revenue; others are content to 
simply have the work available.  There are 
no returns, no free & review, no freight costs, 
no discounts, no commissions (other than the 
cut that Lulu.com keeps) — none of the many 
little leaks and operating costs that make it so 
hard for publishers to stay in the black.  We 
produce color or black and white, hardcover 
or paperback, in a limited array of sizes: 8.5 x 
11, 6 x 9, and 8 x 8 inches.  We do not charge 
authors for our services.  Our online lists can be 
seen at http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/zeabook/ 
and our on-demand offerings at http://www.
lulu.com/spotlight/unllib.

In addition to the monograph program, 
we also use the repository to host more than a 
dozen journals originating on- and off-campus.  
Most are peer-reviewed; all are free access; and 
we claim ownership of none of the content.

I recognize that Nebraska’s specific path is 
ultimately not transferrable.  We have so far 
found no clear way to “scale up” or rationalize 

production; it is artisanal rather than industrial.  
But every library is different, and the wonderful 
thing about start-ups is the freedom to invent 
and experiment.  Following is some free advice 
that new practitioners may or may not wish 
to apply.

• Avoid things that are broken, like the 
bookselling trade and the peer-re-
view/tenure treadmill.

• Own as little as possible, content 
as well as inventory — so you have 
nothing to lose.

• Focus on instructional materials and 
items for the scholarly record.

• Build within existing infrastructure; 
avoid taking on overhead.

• Outsource non-unique services, 
especially “back office” functions 
like fulfillment, collections, etc.

• Selling costs are eliminated when 
you give it away.

• Don’t be afraid to practice basic 
publishing skills (proofreading, co-
py-editing) and to acquire new skills 
for typesetting, imaging, design, and 
production (InDesign, Photoshop, 
Acrobat).  If you love books, you 
will enjoy learning how they are 
made.

• Look for “shovel-ready”; beware of 
“Winnie-the-Pooh” projects that get 
stuck halfway out.

• Staff the publishing unit carefully; 
you need people who are on board 
with the approach and will not hinder 
the work.

• Respond to the needs of the faculty.  
Their trust and appreciation are the 
measure of your success.

Mea Culpa
I recognize that my argument here is 

overly rhetorical, repetitive, hyperbolic, and 
perhaps even circular; and I apologize for that 
to whatever readers remain.  Bob Nardini 
invited me to contribute to this special issue, 
and I foolishly agreed without hesitating or 
considering.  Then he also invited a bunch 
of well respected publishers and/or scholars, 
folks with extensive backlists, employees, etc., 
all the trappings of having achieved a certain 
gravitas.  I expect mine to be the dissenting 
opinion or minority report.

I think Bob invited me because he had heard  
a talk I gave at the Library Publishing Coalition 
meeting in Kansas City in March.  That pro-
gram included one other speaker  and a planned 
group activity, so my time was capped at 10 
minutes, and the topic was “Should library 
publishing follow the same model of acqui-
sitions as more traditional publishers?” In ten 
minutes you don’t have much time for niceties 
or qualifiers or hedges, so I just let it all hang 
out.  One press person  in the audience was 
quite incensed and took me to task afterwards 
for the duration of the group activity.  But sev-
eral days later a university press director wrote 
me that it was the best thing he heard the whole 
meeting.  The Library Publishing Coalition 

A Library Publishing Manifesto ...
from page 38
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arranged to publish the texts of the talks from 
the meeting in the Journal of Librarianship 
and Scholarly Communication (http://jlsc-pub.
org), whose peer reviewer derided my contri-
bution in dismissive and hurtful language that 
the editors will not permit me to quote.  (The 
piece is forthcoming nonetheless.)  

So writing this piece has been fraught with 
concerns.  I feel obliged to uphold the side 
of the library publishers, who seem to me at 
times in peril of being patronized or hege-
monized by the more established presses, but 
I am very aware of the idiosyncratic quality 
of our experience at Nebraska and the outré 
nature of my own personal views.  I don’t 
wish to offend the traditional publishers, or 
to stir up trouble with the university presses.  
I have (or used to have) some dear friends 
in that world, and I am not ashamed to have 
spent 25 years as a publisher — all of it at 
start-ups or small presses in the $3 million 
to $20 million range.  

Some worthy organizations, including the 
Library Publishing Coalition, have enunciated 
the mission and role of library publishing far 
better than I can.  All I hope to contribute here 
is a somewhat salty critique and antidote to the 
frequently bland and ameliorist narrative of 
“synergies” — in which libraries are taken to 
school by consultants who cannot see the forest 
of opportunities lying beyond the trees most 

frequently and habitually watered (usually by 
the tears of authors).

I believe the academy has room for both li-
brary and university press publishing.  I believe 
this because each has a radically different role 
and mission.  I do not think that either one has 
the solution to the other’s problems.  I don’t 
see library publishing initiatives as opposed 
to the university presses, but I think they are 
better off independent of them.  I want library 
publishers to “come out of Babylon” (as Bob 
Marley might say) — to leave behind the 
ownership-based, property-accumulating, 
copyright-hoarding, commercially-driven pub-
lishing model practiced by the corporate giants 
and imitated to various degrees by academic 
presses struggling for self-sufficiency.  

Library publishing is an opportunity to 
jettison the things that make commercial and 
university press publishing unpleasant at times: 
the constant scrambling for sales, the inter-
minable meetings, the tyrannical deadlines, 
the anxious sales projections, the radioactive 
inventory whose value decays every day, the 
backwash of returns, the frenzy of being out-
of-stock, the chewed-over catalog copy, the 
seasonal ups and downs ….  I no longer feel 
obligated to read the Sunday New York Times 
Book Review;  for what I do, it just doesn’t mat-
ter, and frankly, I don’t miss it.  Most recently 
my desktop has been occupied with the return 
of black-footed ferrets to the Standing Rock 
Sioux Reservation, revisions to a translated 
17th-century German music encyclopedia 
(Praetorius’ Syntagma Musicum II, De Or-

ganographia) proposed by an expert reader, 
composition of a 1,000-page reference on the 
Historical Common Names of Great Plains 
Plants, and layout of a collaborative study of 
the methods of the pioneering Italian educator 
Loris Malaguzzi.  It is tremendously gratifying 
to work face-to-face with the author-creator, 
and not at arm’s length through an editorial 
or promotional bureaucracy.  Accommoda-
tions and compromises are more easily and 
conveniently made without the involvement 
of multiple departments or the satisfaction of 
numerous egos each needing a win.

If there remains anyone I have not offended, 
I’m sorry if you feel left out.  My object has not 
been to deliver Hamlet’s whipping to anybody, 
but rather to point out that we all have oppor-
tunities to do better.  What Thomas Hooker 
called “A True Sight of Sin” is necessary before 
reformation can take hold.  If we repeatedly tell 
ourselves how wonderful we are, we will only 
sink deeper into quicksand.  All of us have a 
chance to do more and do better.  In fact, the 
universe of publishable materials has never 
been more exciting and energizing.  There is 
more than enough to go around.  To those who 
would say “that’s not real publishing” or “not 
good publishing,” I can only say:  it’s not a 
contest.  We are all seeking to serve the com-
munication needs of scholars and researchers.  
The Copyright Office defines publishing as 
“offering copies for distribution,” and that’s 
enough for me.  We can all get judgmental, or 
we can each take advantage of the opportunities 
that the new technology has handed us.   

A Library Publishing Manifesto ...
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Booklover — Synchronicity
Column Editor:  Donna Jacobs  (Retired, Medical University of South Carolina, Charleston, SC  29425)   
<donna.jacobs55@gmail.com>

In late September I became curious about 
the exact timing of the announcement of 
the Nobel Prizes.  I knew it was in the 

Fall but had never paid attention to the date.  
Since I have been writing Booklover, it has 
become a “tradition,” if you will, to seek out 
the current year’s recipient of the Nobel and 
write about their work.  However, my Google 
search did not produce a date — they like to 
be cagey about this — but it did produce some 
trivia about the Literature Prize.  One piece of 
trivia on the Nobel site was a list of the “Most 
Popular Literature Laureates.”  Rabindranath 
Tagore was at the top of this list.  Instead of 
waiting for the 2014 announcement, I decided 
to research Tagore and his work.

Rabindranath Tagore was born in Calcut-
ta, India in 1861.  His 
biography is a tale of 
wealth, travel, self-edu-
cation, and international 
influence.  He was the 
youngest of a large fam-
ily.  Servants influenced 
Tagore’s upbringing 
because his mother died 
when he was 14 and his 
father traveled exten-

sively.  The young Tagore chose to skip formal 
classroom schooling and explore.  This pattern 
followed him throughout his life.  His travels 
would expose the world to his writing and thus 
his popularity grew outside of his native land.  

Tagore wrote in almost every genre, but he 
began in poetry at around the age of eight.  His 
first substantial poetry was published under the 
pseudonym Bhanushingho (Sun Lion) when 
he was 16.  Short stories and drama followed 
very quickly from the pen in his young hand.  
“Gitanjali” is Tagore’s best-known collection 
of poems and is referenced as the reason for 
his being awarded the 1913 Nobel Literature 
Prize: “because of his profoundly sensitive, 
fresh and beautiful verse, by which, with con-
summate skill, he has made his poetic thought, 

expressed in his own 
English words, a part 
of the literature of the 
West.”  He was the 
first non-European to 
be awarded the Liter-
ature Nobel.

However, the work 
I chose to embrace has 
a different title: “Fire-
flies.”  Published in 

1928, it is a collection of 253 verses that critics 
speculate were inspired by the Japanese Haiku 
style of writing that Tagore was immersed 
in during the 1920s.  In the forward of the 
illustrated collection I read Dr. Ashok Kumar 
Malhotra creates a beautiful analogy: “A tiny 
firefly is a much loved insect in India and the 
rest of the world.  When I was growing up in In-
dia, during the darkest of the dark nights, while 
lying on the bed at the roof of the house, we 
used to watch these little creatures.  Through 
their minuscule lights they opened up windows 
of hope, breaking the blackness of the sky.  We 
learned this from our wise grandfather who 
used to say: ‘When you cannot find your way 
in the darkness, these fireflies act as messengers 
of hope.’”  Alberta Hutchison’s illustrations 
give an additional dimension to each of the 
253 “firefly” wisdoms of Tagore.  Enjoyed 
together, it is a unique spiritual experience.

The timing of my awareness of this author 
and this particular collection of his poems is 
not lost on me, and here is the connection.  This 
past year I learned that the Photinus carolinus 
firefly is one of at least 19 species that live in 
the Great Smoky Mountains National Park.  
Their mating season is late-May to mid-June.  
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ATG Interviews Audrey Powers
Associate Librarian, University of South Florida

by Tom Gilson  (Associate Editor, Against the Grain)  <gilsont@cofc.edu>

and Katina Strauch  (Editor, Against the Grain)  <kstrauch@comcast.net>

ATG:  Audrey you will be editing the April 
issue of Against the Grain that will be entitled 
“Disappearing [print] Stacks.”  What led you 
to take on this challenge?

AP: I am intrigued by the controversy that 
surrounds the issue of repurposing library 
spaces and reducing the footprint of books.  It 
is a contentious issue that generates passionate 
dialogue among the stakeholders involved.

ATG:  What major issues/concerns do you 
plan to cover?

AP:  I am leaving this up to the authors.  
They represent large and small academic li-
braries.  Included in this issue will be eclectic, 
thought-provoking articles, opinion pieces, 
and case studies.  I anticipate many issues, 
concerns, and opinions will emerge from both 
practical points of view as well as passionate 
perspectives.

ATG:  From what you’ve learned so far 
what are the key arguments for re-purposing 
the space currently being used for books 
stacks?  

AP:  A key argument for repurposing 
library space used for books is that many 
libraries are collecting more and more elec-
tronic resources;  thus, freeing up floor space.  
In reality, the key reason to repurpose library 

space is to address the changing needs of the 
community the library serves. 

ATG:  What strategies are libraries using 
to implement such changes? 

AP:  My hope is that libraries are taking into 
consideration all aspects of the issue including 
being cognizant of the use of library resources, 
trends in publishing, topics in collection devel-
opment and management, and most important-
ly, the needs of the community being served.

ATG:  Has there been any resistance to this 
trend from librarians, faculty, or students? 

AP:  There is resistance when the communi-
ty affected determines their needs are not being 
addressed.  If they decide their needs are being 
neglected, protests will follow, as was the case 
at Colby College. 

There is an historical belief that the aca-
demic library is the “center” of learning, the 
central place on campus, the center of the 
academy, and a contemplative place.  When 
that perception is disrupted, there is dissention 
in the academy.
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Associate Librarian, University of South Florida, Tampa Library 
4202 E. Fowler Avenue, Tampa, FL  33620-5400 

Phone:  (813) 974-9001  •  Fax:  (813) 974-5153 
<apowers@usf.edu>  •  http://works.bepress.com/audrey_powers/

Born & lived:  Born in New York, but in my adult life I have lived in Pennsylvania, Maine, 
Ohio, South Carolina, Alabama, and Florida.
Family:  Married with two grown sons; Judson and Austin Powers (He was born 12 
years before the movie!).
ProFessional career and activities:  Currently the librarian for the College of 
the Arts.  I LOVE it!
Favorite Books: There are too many to name, but some of my favorites include The 
Great Gatsby, Leaves of Grass, Stranger in a Strange Land, Fahrenheit 451, Snows of 
Kilimanjaro, Narcissus and Goldmund, etc., etc., etc.  I recently read and loved Wild and 
Until Tuesday.  My dream is that when I retire I will read and garden all day.
Pet Peeves/what makes me mad:  Dishonesty.
PhilosoPhy:  Live life to its fullest and have fun!
most meaningFul career achievement:  Working with five Nobel Laureates at 
Cold Spring Harbor Laboratory including Drs. James Watson and Barbara McClintock.
goal i hoPe to achieve Five years From now:  Publish a monograph.
how/where do i see the industry in Five years:  I would have never been able 
to predict what we are doing now.  How could I possibly predict the future?  
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ATG:  If so, what are their counter ar-
guments? 

AP:  Counter arguments include the 
perception that there is a preference for eBooks, 
although I am not convinced this is accurate.  It 
may be an economic issue for some academic 
libraries.  Of course, it depends on what kind 
of academic library, the mission of the library, 
funding, staffing issues, leadership values, etc.  
It goes back to the argument in favor of Patron-
Driven Acquisitions:  just in time instead of 
just in case.

ATG:  In her article “Save Our Stacks” 
which appeared in Slate, Rebecca Schuman 
argues that book stacks are “the creators and 
the preservers of the contemplative space that 
every university needs.”  From what you are 
seeing from your contributors is this a legit-
imate observation?

AP:  Interesting question.  I will leave that 
up to you, the reader, to determine if this is 
reasonable concern.  

ATG:  Recent numbers from Nielsen 
Books & Consumer show that eBooks were 
outsold by both hardcovers and paperbacks in 
the first half of 2014.  From your observation, 
do such figures call into question the trend 
toward disappearing book stacks?  Or are they 
merely a blip on the radar screen?

AP:  This is difficult question to answer.  
In the academic environment, my observation 
is that your discipline dictates your format 
preference based on which format best suits 
your research needs. 

Leisure reading is quite different. 
At the 2014 Charleston Conference key-

note speaker Anthea Stratigos cited a survey of 
undergraduate students in which 86% of the stu-
dents preferred print textbooks over eTextbooks. 

This is one of many surveys and studies 
being conducted about reading and learning 
using electronic resources and devices versus 
traditional methodologies.

In reality, it is too early to tell; however, 
again, we need to remember that the library 
should always be assessing and adjusting its 
mission to the changing needs of the community. 

ATG:  Undergraduate libraries have dif-
ferent needs than say a medical library.  Will 
this issue of ATG reflect those differences?  
How?

AP:  Yes.  It may be presented as a case 
study of “how we did it,” but it will be evident 
that strategic planning is the underpinning of 
change. 

ATG:  Is your library at the University of 
South Florida re-appropriating book stacks 
for other purposes?  If so, what are they? If 
not, why not? 

AP:  Yes.  I plan to write about that, so I 
can’t give it away ahead of time.  Stay tuned 
for more.  

ATG:  Which of your current print collec-
tions are the most viable?  

AP:  We weeded print periodicals long ago 
as we transitioned to e-journal subscriptions.  

Recently, we moved collections, installed 
compact shelving, and weeded monograph and 
serial collections.  These activities have served 
us well and afforded the subject librarians 
the opportunity to be proactive in collection 
management, which in my judgment, is good. 

ATG:  Do you have any predictions about 
the future of print collections? 

AP:  Let me look into my crystal ball….
My only hope is that we don’t get rid of the 

old to make room for the new without careful 
thought and planning.  

ATG:  What about the future of libraries 
and library collections in general?

Libraries are more popular than ever.  Our 
library is busy all hours of the day and night.

The question reminded me of the time when 
online searching first became popular and 
librarians feared librarianship would become 
a defunct profession.  Didn’t happen. 

ATG:  Busy librarians need some down 
time.  Besides being one of the directors of 
the Charleston Conference, what do you do 
for fun?  Do you have any hobbies or interests 
that let you kick back and relax? 

AP:  Yes, of course.  I love to relax 
with my husband and our chocolate lab.  
I enjoy gardening, entertaining, traveling, 
renovating our house, attending arts events, 
reading, and … there are not enough hours in 
the day to do everything we enjoy.  Not a bad 
problem to have.

ATG:  Audrey we know that you want to 
get back to editing the April issue of ATG so 
we’ll let you go.  Thanks for taking time to 
talk to us.

AP:  Thank you for this opportunity.  

Save the Date: NASIG at 30
“Building the Digital Future” 

Washington, DC — May 27-30, 2015
NASIG is one of the premier organizations focused on 

serials and digital resources in all their aspects.  Join us at the 
Hilton Crystal City in May 2015 to participate in this lively 
and enlightening conference.  Between sessions, take advan-
tage of the museums, parks, monuments, and other delights 
of this incredibly accessible city.

Watch our Website for program and registration announce-
ments:  www.nasig.org.  For more information, please contact 
<conf-plan@nasig.org>.  
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ATG Interviews Peter Shepherd
Retiring Director of COUNTER Online Metrics

by Tom Gilson  (Associate Editor, Against the Grain)  <gilsont@cofc.edu>

and Katina Strauch  (Editor, Against the Grain)  <kstrauch@comcast.net>

ATG:  Peter, we understand congratula-
tions are in order.  We recently learned that 
you are retiring as Director of COUNTER 
after serving since its inception.  Looking back 
on it what would you like people to say about 
your legacy?  What do you view as your key 
achievements?

PS:  COUNTER is and has always been 
very much a team effort ; indeed,  the  esprit 
de corps we have built up that has enabled 
librarians and vendors, who have not always 
seen eye to eye,  to work constructively for 
more than a decade has been one of our main 
achievements.  My own contribution to that 
has I think been to keep the show on the road! 

ATG:  How did your experience working at 
publishers like Wiley, Pergamon, Elsevier, and 
Harcourt prepare you to guide COUNTER? 

PS:  Every publisher has its own company 
culture, and working in these diverse pub-
lisher environments gives one some insight 
into achieving objectives in different ways.  
For example, the image of Robert Max-
well’s Pergamon was that of a totalitarian 

regime.  Yet, as individual publishers we 
were more free to pursue new projects than 
in any other organization I have worked for.  
There was none of the micromanagement 
prevalent in other organizations; it was like 
working in an earthquake zone, 99% of the 
time one was left to get on with it, with the 
occasional tremor, of unpredictable magni-
tude, to enliven things.

ATG:  What were the most serious chal-
lenges you faced during your tenure?  And 
how did you deal with them?

PS:  Our greatest challenges were at the 
outset of the project, back in 2002, when pub-
lishers and librarians were coming at usage sta-
tistics from very different perspectives.  There 
was not even broad agreement within these two 
constituencies about what they wanted.  Some 
enlightened publishers, those who were the 
very first to support COUNTER, understood 
the potential benefits to their industry of pro-
viding usage statistics to an agreed standard; 
others saw it as an unnecessary extra cost.  
On the library side there was also a tension 
between those librarians who wanted a set of 
practical, implementable usage reports, while 
others wanted a whole range of very detailed 
usage data that publishers were never going to 
provide.  There were fundamentalists on both 
sides, but the Sensible Party won through, 
and there is now very wide acceptance of the 
COUNTER standards.
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ATG:  On the other side of the ledger, what 
major opportunities presented themselves?  
How did you take advantage of them?

PS:  There have been two great opportu-
nities during my tenure at COUNTER.  The 
first was to show that we could set standards 
that were both rigorous and implementable by 
any publisher/vendor that has a platform with 
online publications; in other words a standard 
for the Many, not the Few.  The second op-
portunity is to build on the fact that there are 
now COUNTER-compliant usage statistics 
for over 20,000 full-text online journals, as 
well as databases and hundreds of thousands 
of books.  This gives us the opportunity to de-
velop a range of usage-based metrics that can 
give new insights into the impact and value of 
scholarly publications.  

ATG:  COUNTER develops Codes of 
Practice to set standards for vendor report-
ing of online usage of journals, databases, 
books, etc.  How does that process work?  
Whose input is sought?  How are decisions 
made? 

PS:  The COUNTER Code of Practice is 
now in Release 4 and each Release has been 
developed with the active input of librarians, 
publishers, and others.  As soon as a new 
Release is published we commence prepa-
ration for the next Release by maintaining 
an Upgrade Log, which records suggested 
modifications from any source.  These are 
reviewed by the COUNTER Executive Com-
mittee and prioritized for the next Release.  In 
addition we conduct surveys and focus groups 
to gain insights into the changes the commu-
nity would like to see.  When we draft a new 
Release, the Executive Committee discusses 
and reviews prior to publication of the draft 
for public comment.  Further modifications 
are then made and a definitive new Release 
published, with a deadline being set for its 
implementation by vendors.

ATG:  We understand that COUNTER has 
broadened its scope to cover new usage-based 
metrics, notably the Usage Factor for journals 
and article-level usage reporting.  How is 
COUNTER planning to fulfill these respon-
sibilities?  What new usage-based metrics will 
be covered? Can we expect to see relevant 
Codes of Practice in the near future?

PS:  This year we have published two new 
Codes of Practice.  First, the COUNTER 
Code of Practice for Articles (http://www.
projectcounter.org/counterarticles.html), 
which sets a standard for the recording and 
reporting of usage at the individual article 
level.  A very important aspect of this Code 
is that it can be implemented by repositories 
as well as by publishers and aggregators.  
This is important as repositories represent a 
significant and growing proportion of online 
usage.  We have also published a new Code of 
Practice for Usage Factors, which will enable 
publishers to calculate Usage Factors for their 
journals based on COUNTER data.  Release 1 
of the COUNTER Code of Practice for Usage 

Factors is now published on the COUNTER 
Website at: http://www.projectcounter.org/
usage_factor.html .  It is based on well-estab-
lished COUNTER standards, procedures, and 
protocols, and its publication follows several 
years of statistical testing to ensure the validity 
and resilience of this new metric.  This Code of 
Practice provides publishers with the protocols 
required to record and report Usage Factors 
for their online publications in a credible, 
consistent, and compatible way.  While Release 
1 focuses on Usage Factors for journals, it is 
envisaged that its scope will be extended in 
subsequent Releases to cover other categories 
of online publications.

ATG:  How does the growing open access 
movement impact efforts like COUNTER?  
How are COUNTER usage-based metrics 
being applied to open access journals? 

PS:  COUNTER is indifferent to the access 
model used, and our standards apply to open 
access journals and other open access publica-
tions.  In the most recent Release of the Code 
of Practice we have introduced a new report, 
specifically to cover ‘hybrid’ journals, in which 
some papers are open access, while others are 
paid-for access.  This report allows usage of 
open access articles to be reported separately, 
and allows librarians to assess the usage and 
value of the paid-for access journals.

ATG:  As a not-for-profit company how is 
COUNTER funded? 

PS:  80% of COUNTER’s funding comes 
from our members.  We have over 200 mem-
bers consisting of libraries, library consortia, 
publishers, intermediaries, and industry or-
ganizations.  This breadth of membership is 
crucial to our mission, as it ensures that no 
single interest group dominates.  We have set 
the membership fees at modest levels to ensure 
the widest possible access.  The 2015 librarian 
membership costs U.S.$455.  A further 10% 
of our income comes from Sponsors and the 
remainder form research grants for projects 
to which COUNTER provides its expertise.  
This funding model allows us to make the 

Codes of Practice freely available and ensures 
that librarians receive their COUNTER usage 
reports at no charge from vendors.

ATG:  We would think that as COUNTER 
takes on new responsibilities, funding would 
need to be increased.  Is there a plan in place 
to raise more money to meet any increase in 
operating expenses? 

PS:  Yes, we intend to expand the member-
ship, which is currently more than 80% U.S./
UK based.  Libraries and Library Consortia 
worldwide benefit from free access to the 
COUNTER usage reports, and we would like 
to see more of them in Asia, South America, 
and elsewhere support COUNTER.

ATG:  It strikes us that balancing the 
needs of librarians, publishers, and vendors 
is essential to the success of COUNTER.  
What strategies would you recommend to 
your successor to maintain this delicate 
balance?

PS:  I think when one is working on stan-
dards that serve a range of constituencies one 
should  heed Mae West’s dictum: if a thing’s 
worth doing it’s worth doing slowly.  Take 
time to achieve a broad agreement before 
moving ahead; the standard will be more 
robust as a result.  COUNTER’s strategy hith-
erto has been twofold.  First, to  ensure that 
all three constituencies are well represented 
at every level of the COUNTER organization 
— on the Board of Directors, on the Executive 
Committee, and on the International Advisory 
Board, as well as in the membership.  Second, 
to engage continually with the communities 
we serve via conference presentations, Webi-
nars, articles, and social media.

ATG:  After leaving COUNTER will 
you maintain any role in the information 
industry?  Can we expect an occasional 
visit to Charleston to attend the Charleston 
Conference?

PS:  I don’t plan to continue with any 
formal role in the information industry after 
leaving COUNTER, as I have a few other 

Interview — Peter Shepherd
from page 43

Director, COUNTER 
47 John Street, Cellardyke, Fife KY10 3BA, UK 

Phone:  +01333 313429 
<pt_shepherd@hotmail.com>  •  www.projectcounter.org

Born & lived:  Edinburgh, UK.

early liFe:  I grew up in the Scottish countryside.

Family:  No children.

ProFessional career and activities:  Publisher, 1980-2002;  Director, COUNTER 
2002-present.

in my sPare time i like:  Walking, skiing, fishing, music.

Favorite Books: Trollope: The Way We Live Now.  
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activities I want to get more involved in.  You 
may have heard that we had a little Referendum 
here in the UK, where the proposal was to break 
up the country.  Fortunately, the secessionists 
were defeated, but they do not appear to have 
accepted this democratic result and continue 
to stir things up.  Those of us who believe in 
the Union must therefore be prepared to de-
vote further energies to ensuring that we stay 
together.  I am sure, however, that I have not 
paid my last visit to Charleston.

ATG:  What about fun things?  What 
activities do you plan to pursue now that you 
will have a bit more time to focus on personal 
interests?

PS:  Well, there are many fine Scotch malts 
I have yet to try, there are salmon waiting to be 
caught, and Highland hills to be climbed.  Apart 
from that there are Italian operas  to be heard, 
more French cheeses to be tasted, as well as 
Trollopes to be read.  I understand that being 
retired is a full-time occupation!

ATG:  Peter, thank you so much for all of 
the things you have done for the industry over 
the years, and of course, for taking the time 
to talk to us about them.  

PS:  It has been both a pleasure and privi-
lege to work with such great colleagues in the 
publishing and library worlds.  We are very 
fortunate in this industry to be able to combine 
business and pleasure.  

Interview — Peter Shepherd
from page 46

Booklover
from page 40

During this time these lightning bugs create a 
unique synchronous light show.  This particular 
species is the only one in America that can 
synchronize the light patterns.  With the coming 
of a milestone birthday, three of my very close 
high school buddies and I have reservations 
to experience this synchronous light show.  
We were eager to explore life when we were 
young, and now we gather to remember that 
we can still be fascinated by both the simplicity 
and the complexity of that life.  Some of our 
wonder is reflected in Tagore’s “Fireflies.”  I 
leave you with five:

“The fireflies, twinkling among leaves, 
make the stars wonder.”
“In the drowsy dark caves of the mind, 
dreams build their nest with fragments 
dropped from day’s caravan.”
“The sea of danger, doubt and denial 
around man’s little island of certainty 
challenges him to dare the unknown.”
“Day with its glare of curiosity puts the 
stars to flight.”
“The tapestry of life’s story is woven 
with the threads of life’s ties, ever join-
ing ever breaking.”  

Rumors
from page 34

January 13, 2015, surrounded by family and 
friends.  He was 80.  Jerry Curtis was a 
true legend.  He attended the University of 
Scranton where is played varsity basketball 
and was voted MVP for the 1956 season.  Af-
ter serving in the U.S. Army, he went on to a 
distinguished career as a Senior Executive in 
the publishing industry.  He was working at 
Springer-Verlag when I first met him.  Jerry 
didn’t mince words and was one of the most 

astute people I have ever encountered.  His 
wife of 52 years, Mary Jane, three children 
and two grandchildren survive him.  Dona-
tions may be made to Dana Farber Cancer 
Institute, P.O. Box 849168, Boston, MA 
02284, and Clergy Health and Retirement 
Trust, 66 Brooks Drive, Braintree, MA 
02184.  For info and online condolences, 
www.richardsongaffeyfuneralhome.com.
Obituary published in The Scituate Mariner 
from Jan. 15 to Jan. 22, 2015.
http://www.legacy.com/obituaries/wick-
edlocal -sc i tuate /obi tuary.aspx?pid= 
173858041#sthash.n9R6W8AM.dpuf  
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Op Ed — Trends to Watch: Books
by Matthew Goddard, MLIS, MA  (Digital Services Librarian, Annie Gabriel Library, California Baptist 
University, 8432 Magnolia Avenue, Riverside, CA  92504;  Phone: 951-343-4365;  Fax: 951-343-4523)   
<mgoddard@calbaptist.edu>

It started with a small pilot project 
at Belvedere University, but a new 
trend in libraries is picking up steam 

across the nation.  Last fall, librarians 
at the Cooper Library on BU’s main 
Seattle campus took the unusual step 
of installing a shelf and filling it with 
… books.

You read that right: physical books, 
print books, made up of hundreds of 
paper leaves bound together along one 
edge.  Unlike eBooks, every single 
letter in these novelties is actually im-
printed on the leaves in ink.  Readers 
simply hold the book open with their 
hands and use their fingers to rotate 
each page from the right side to the left 
as they read.  Within just a few days, 
without much marketing or fanfare on 
campus, every single book had been 
borrowed by students eager to feel the 
weight of knowledge in their hands, the 
soft grain of paper under their fingertips, 
and to lay their eyes on, as one student 
said, “literally anything besides another 
digital display.” 

For as long as anyone can care to 
remember, readers have navigated 
books with a combination of mental and 
ocular cues with the time-tested “think 
and blink” navigation, leaving their 
bodies largely passive and their senses 
unengaged.  However, notic-
ing that nearly all of their 
students have bodies, and 
that most of these bodies 
could theoretically al-
low these students to 
engage with the exter-
nal world in interest-
ing and novel ways, 
a group of particular-
ly forward-thinking 
librarians formed a 
committee to outline 
their options. 

The germ of the 
final proposal actually 
started out as one of 
those whimsical ideas 
tossed around in a long 
brainstorming session, mostly for the 
laughs.  “At first it sounded absurd,” 
says Nancy Martial, one of the six 
librarians on the committee.  “I mean, 
who wants to lug around a block of pa-
per?  But there’s a certain elegant logic 
to it.  We have bodies, so why shouldn’t 
our texts?”

We sat down with Mary Lightfoot, 
Dean of Libraries at Belvedere, to get 
her take on the unexpected phenomenon 
her librarians helped spark.  “Rarely in 

one’s lifetime, even just once if you’re 
lucky, some new technology comes 
along that really shakes things up.  
From what I’ve seen over the past few 
months, I think we could be looking 
at a real paradigm shift.  Embodied 
information that you can hold in your 
own two hands is an idea whose time 
has come.” 

Asked if print books might turn out 
to be just a fad, Lightfoot responded, 
“Time will tell.  Right now we’re seeing 
a lot of enthusiasm from your typical 
early adopters, like you’d expect, but 
what’s really telling is the response 
from young people like our students.  
They’re really embracing it.  Libraries 
that refuse to take notice of this and 
respond to it accordingly are in for a 
wakeup call.  My granddaughter isn’t 
even two years old and she loves these 
print books, it’s like second nature to 
her.  But more than anything I think we  
need to frame it as a real opportunity for 
libraries.  I’m challenging folks to think 
big about this, I really am. Imagine if 
we had, in addition to our traditional 
study spaces and cafes, entire rooms 
full of these things.” 

Lightfoot added, however, that bud-
get limitations would very likely make 
such extravagance impossible for the 

foreseeable future. 
Nevertheless, Lightfoot 

is enthusiastic about this 
topic.  She talks about 
research as a physical 
activity, not failing to 
note recent speculative 
medical research on 
the possible long-term 
health benefits of phys-
ical movement.  She 
suggests organizing 
print books by subject, 
enabling students to 
almost literally walk 
through their chosen 
discipline.  “But you 

can’t just stack them in 
piles, you’d need to use some-

thing like the shelves you see at Target 
or Wal-Mart.  ‘Book-shelves,’ if you 
will.  That’s the approach we’ve taken, 
but I’m looking forward to seeing what 
other libraries come up with.” 

Not everyone shares Lightfoot’s 
enthusiasm.  Some who choose to opt 
out of the print book trend note the lack 
of comprehensive full text search, while 
others cite hygienic reasons.  Noting the 
additional real estate these collections 
would require, some administrators 

have privately expressed their concerns 
about sacrificing valuable campus space 
that could be used for student recreation 
centers, athletics facilities or high-end 
retail.

We spoke to several students to hear 
their opinions of this unorthodox library 
offering:  “I just thought it was funny at 
first.  So many sheets of paper, oh my 
gosh!  Like I mean, literally hundreds 
just in one book.  I honestly thought it 
was a little bit of a waste of resources at 
the beginning, but I really like reading 
these books now,” reported Ashlei Gut-
tman, a sophomore.  Her roommate, 
Madison Leary, a freshman, also took 
some time to warm up to the curiosities:  
“I didn’t like them at all at first, but then 
I realized that the ink was completely 
dry and wouldn’t get on you when you 
read.  So it was a little awkward at first.  
Sometimes I still get annoyed when I 
glance to the right and blink but the 
page doesn’t turn!  But then I just think 
“Oh yay, I actually get to use my arm 
and hand and fingers for something.  
I’ve read three or four already.” 

So far most print books simply 
mimic the functionality of eBooks, 
but expect to see more innovations in 
this area as publishers gain confidence 
in this new and unproven “physical 
objects” marketplace.

Some scholars have begun claiming 
that at some point a long time ago, most 
or even all reading was done using 
these objects.  However, there is little 
consensus surrounding this theory, and 
it remains controversial among cultural 
historians.

Asked about the challenges these 
new developments are bringing, one 
librarian had to think for a bit.  “Some 
of our older readers who are so used to 
the think-and-blink mode of eBooks 
have some trouble turning the pages 
with their fingers, but we always assure 
them that our traditional eBooks aren’t 
going anywhere.  We understand that 
change can’t happen overnight.  One of 
his colleagues agreed:  “We need to be 
sensitive to certain categories of users 
who might feel threatened by these 
changes, but we ourselves must not 
be afraid of the future.  It’s important 
for libraries to get out ahead of these 
developments and be agents of change 
within the culture.”

We asked one librarian what aspect 
of this trend she least expected.  “The 
smell of the books,” she said.  “Every-
one loves it.  They can’t stop talking 
about it.”  



49Against the Grain / December 2014 - January 2015 <http://www.against-the-grain.com>   

Blurring Lines — A Post-Charleston Interview on the 
Future of the Library with Stanley Wilder, Dean of 
Libraries, Louisiana State University
Column Editor: David Parker  (Vice President, Editorial and Licensing, Alexander Street Press NYC;   
Phone: 201-673-8784)  <dparker@astreetpress.com>  Follow me on Twitter @theblurringline

Each year at the Charleston Conference 
I have the good fortune to meet at least 
one new person who broadens my per-

spective on the role we all play in developing, 
curating, sharing and protecting knowledge 
as a part of the library world.  In this column, 
Blurring Lines, I focus on people, companies 
and institutions that I feel are doing unexpected 
things that are instructive as to where we are 
heading.  Over an excellent dinner (of which 
the city of Charleston amply offers many 
options), Stanley Wilder and I discussed the 
future of the library with a particular emphasis 
on the provisioning of learning content and the 
symbiosis of content and services in a digital 
environment.  I hold the view that the provi-
sioning of digital content and services need not 
be managed/administered by multiple depart-
ments in the university, particularly as concerns 
learning content and learning management 
systems, and that the library as a “digital nerve 
center” ought to be the home.  In the following 
interview with Stanley this theme is explored, 
among others, and I challenge the reader to dis-
cern the degree to which Stanley and I concur 
about the role of the library.

Tell me about your last three positions, in 
brief, and how you feel they prepared you for 
your current role.

I worked at Louisiana State University 
for ten years in the 90s in administrative roles.  
That experience taught me more than I can 
convey, particularly as I’m back at the same 
library now.  So much of the staff and the 
university culture are familiar to me.  But my 
biggest takeaway is how outrageously broad 
and deep that experience was, given my age 
and lack of experience.  LSU had of necessity 
to rely heavily on young people, which made 
it an amazing experience for me and many of 
my colleagues.  

I then spent ten years at the University of 
Rochester, a private institution that proved to 
be a daily revelation in comparison and con-
trast.  I was surrounded by brilliant colleagues 
at the UR, and they helped shape my core 
beliefs about research librarianship.  

I left the UR to be the University Librarian 
at UNC Charlotte, an already-great research 
library (the institution dating to 1946) with a 
strong culture of innovation.  Charlotte and its 
staff taught me more about how to be a library 
director than I ever gave back.

What is the meaning and role of physical 
space in the library?

We start out with the proposition that the 
library is the only physical space on campus 
that is academically-oriented but non-class-
room space.  Even the computer labs are fading 
away quickly at this point.

But our special sauce is the synergy: library 
spaces combine well-appointed academic spac-
es, collections, technologies, and expert staff 
available on an ad-hoc basis.  Add the long 
hours, security, and coffee, and, well, nobody 
else does all that.  

Will the library be the digital nerve center 
of the university?  

I make a distinction between enter-
prise-wide computing infrastructure, and 
content.  I don’t think the library has much to 
offer in terms of basic computing and network 
infrastructure, but we have a ton of history 
and expertise in managing content, 
from classwork to the creation and 
publishing of new scholarship, to 
access and preservation.  I know 
I’m biased, but I really believe 
that important academic values 
are likely to suffer if the library 
isn’t involved.  

So who’s the nerve center?  I’m not sure 
it’s helpful to think in those terms.  There’s 
more challenge in both spheres than any group 
can manage.  

Can the provisioning of digital course 
content and the learning management system 
ever be under the purview of one person/
department?

I don’t think there’s any organizational rea-
son why this can’t work routinely.  It’s already 
working well in some institutions, Columbia 
University coming immediately to mind.  

And then there are lots of obvious advan-
tages to co-locating these functions in the 
same organizational unit, or to establishing 
excellent collaboration between two units.  I’m 
mostly concerned with building consensus on 
the strategic importance of combined efforts.  
Speaking only from the library side, I know 
that we have not done enough on that score.

Should the “one person/department” be 
the library?

I think this interview is revealing my inner 
library partisan!  Sure, one department should 
be the library.  I say that libraries do two things: 
they build collections and they provide access 
and pedagogies for collection use.  The collec-
tion function is essentially a quality filter for 
the content that drives teaching and research, 
which connects naturally to the teaching and 
access systems that support their use.  You may 
be right that digital is digital, but it makes more 
sense to me to say that content is content.  The 
skills and values needed to do these functions 
feel cohesive, format agnostic and fundamen-
tally academic to me.  

What is the relationship at LSU between 
the IT department and the Library?

We have a terrific relationship, with shared 
space and shared library-like functions, for 
example, ILS management and licensing.  This 
has been critical at LSU, where the library does 
not have a history of IT-oriented staffing.  

I’m working hard to change this last bit, 
hiring programmers and so on.  Here in 2014, 
we’re behind.  Let’s check back and see where 
we are in a few years.  

Should the IT department and the library 
be centrally managed?

I noted above the infrastructure/content 
distinction, where the concerns and skill sets 

are different enough to make me think that 
these functions are best housed in 
different units.  Ten years ago there 
was a spurt of research institutions 
that attempted to combine the two, 
and to my knowledge, only one 
such arrangement remains.  Not 
to say that it couldn’t work, only 

that it hasn’t yet on any scale.
How do you see data and human knowl-

edge combining in the creation of library 
content and service delivery?

New technologies make it possible for 
research libraries to do their historic role in 
ways that make them more effective than ever 
before.  In many ways, what’s required here is 
just tweaked technologies, and tweaked staff 
expertise.  I don’t deny that new and different are 
also required, but my point is that the library is 
very well situated to do the future here.  Really, 
the potential here is unlimited.  I seriously can’t 
imagine a better time to be a research librarian.  

Library as publisher?  Library as textbook 
licenser?  What do you think?

Library as publisher, that’s easy — insofar 
as the Internet has lowered the publishing bar 
to the level of tweets.  Tweets and Open Access.  
So yes, libraries are already publishers, and this 
role can only grow.  

The issue of textbook licensing speaks 
to my current number one passion.  For 
decades, it’s been axiomatic that there is no 
library-based solution to the college textbook 
problem.  That was true in the print world, but 
recent developments in the digital realm have 
changed the game entirely.  This isn’t a turf 
battle with bookstores;  something far more in-
teresting is developing there.  But there is huge 
opportunity for involvement with academic 
units on campus, or with the University at the 
level of academic affairs.  The opportunity 
is compelling, but there are threats as well.  
Without assertive partnership from the library, 
costs and traditional academic values such as 
privacy could make the old textbook problem 
much worse.  
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Book Reviews — Monographic Musings
Column Editor: Debbie Vaughn  (Adjunct Instructor, Clemson University)  <vaughn.deborah@gmail.com>

Column Editor’s Note:  Since libraries, and academic libraries in particular, typically 
follow a fiscal year that differs from the calendar year, January 1 isn’t always the “professional 
new year.”  However, the season of “Auld Lang Syne” can still inspire new projects or fresh 
ideas for the coming semester.  New ATG reviewer Tamara Rhodes investigates a new title 
that considers library instruction and instructional design.  As the Online Learning Librarian 
at East Carolina University, she is well-versed in online resources for library instruction.  
Many thanks to Tamara for her contribution to this month’s MM.  Happy New Year and happy 
reading, everyone! — DV

Su, Di.  Library Instruction Design: Learning from Google and Apple.   
Chandos Information Professional Series.  Oxford: Chandos, 2014.   

978-1843347415.  168 pages.  $80.00.

A declaration that rings throughout 
librarianship as a whole these days 
is that libraries aren’t just about 

books any longer.  For academic librarians 
especially, we need to be instructors and mas-
ters of technology as well.  This statement 
is affirmed in Di Su’s Library Instruction 
Design: Learning from Google and Apple.  

If you are a librarian interested in library 
instruction, technology, or both, this title will 
grab your attention as it did mine.  You’ll 
want to open it up and see just how Google, 
Apple, and library instruction can be related.  
And you’ll get there, but you have to wade 
through the introductory chapters first.  

The intention of this book is to “present 
viewpoints on library instruction theories 
and practices and offer suggestions….on 
library instruction program design of both 
philosophical and practical levels.”  Su’s 
idea is well placed.  Just as the Virginia 
Mason Medical Center in Seattle looked 
to the management style of Toyota, there 

is much to learn from other industries of 
public service.  

This title has six chapters that set up the 
variables of the topic in great detail, library 
instruction more so.  This makes sense 
considering Di Su is an Associate Professor 
and a Head of Information Literacy.  His 
expertise comes in handy at the end where, 
after the seventh conclusion chapter, you’ll 
find multiple appendices that layout possible 
library instruction plans based on what is 
learned from the Google and Apple design 
philosophies.  In the first two chapters, you 
will get a definition and history of 
library instruction, along with its 
philosophy and what it looks like in 
practice.  These are a bit difficult to 
get through if you are familiar with 
or have read other texts on li-
brary instruction as it contains 
similar information.  This 
leads into chapters on the 
design philosophies of 
Google and Apple with 

bits of interesting history on the ways and 
whys they were formed.  Then finally, what 
you’ve been waiting for, a look at the par-
ticular philosophies and principles that can 
be applied to library instruction.  To bring it 
home, the final two chapters, which are the 
most interesting, discuss the particular design 
styles of each and parse through them while 
relating it to instruction. 

Much of the comparisons made by Su 
between the design philosophies and library 
instruction seemed a bit cursory and common 
knowledge, but his focus on the bottom-up, 
top-down styles regarding the use of user data 
was incredibly interesting.  While Google 
relies heavily on user feedback, Apple prides 
itself on being secretive because they should 
already know what the users want without 
them asking.  Wondering how this plays out 
in library instruction?  Read this book to find 
out!  Also helpful was the practical section 
where he suggests instructional programs 
that would work for each style and provides 
a sample teaching scenario, one-shot for 
bottom-up and credit bearing for top-down.  
Although the samples would have been better 
received if it used either/or for both styles, 

it was helpful to see the 
styles in action.  

Overall, this title gets 
you thinking outside the 
box and entertaining the 

idea of looking to other 
industries to guide instruction 

styles.  It is an intriguing read, if 
only for chapters three to six and 
the appendices.  

continued on page 51

From the Reference Desk
by Tom Gilson  (Associate Editor, Against the Grain, and Head of Reference Emeritus, College of Charleston,  
Charleston, SC 29401)  <gilsont@cofc.edu>

The Encyclopedia of Language Develop-
ment (2014;  ISBN: 978-1452258768, $195) 
is a recent offering from SAGE Reference 
that adds to their collection of specialized, 
single-volume reference works.  Edited by 

Patricia J.  Brooks 
and Vera Kempe, 
the Encyclopedia 

contains some 200 articles in a traditional 
A-Z arrangement that explore the “miracle” 
of language development.

The study of language development is a 
highly interdisciplinary field that draws from 
disciplines ranging from neuroscience and 
psychology to education, linguistics, speech 
and hearing studies, and genetics.  A look at the 
Reader’s Guide with its broad subject catego-
ries reinforces this observation in addition to 
providing a sense of the coverage.  Individual 
articles address specific concepts and theories, 
research models and methods, cognitive and 
biological issues, social and family impacts, 
disabilities and disorders, and special popula-
tions including nonhuman primates.

Besides the Reader’s Guide, finding aids 
include numerous “see also” references and a 

thorough general index.  Each entry is signed 
and has its own bibliography of further read-
ings.  Value-added features include a resource 
list of books and articles, journals, associations, 
and Websites;  a glossary;  a chronology;  and 
an appendix of world literacy statistics.  

The Encyclopedia of Language Develop-
ment is an informed and scholarly work that 
employs fact-filled descriptions and explana-
tions of the topics covered.  Given that ongoing 
research is essential to the discipline, there 
are numerous references to relevant sources 
and scholarship throughout.  Although there 
are some illustrations, this volume is text 
dense.  While the informed and interested lay 
reader will find the Encyclopedia helpful, it 
is obviously intended for students, faculty, 
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and professionals in the field.  In addition to 
offering discussions of relevant topics, this 
work provides a service to the scholarly com-
munity by furnishing a resource that offers an 
accessible overview of a diverse field with solid 
background information, answers to specific 
questions, and discussions of current research.  

Depending on need, academic libraries 
will find the Encyclopedia of Language 
Development appropriate for either reference 
collections or circulation.  It is also available 
electronically via SAGE Knowledge | Online 
ISBN: 9781483346441.

Salem Press has added another title to one of 
its successful history reference series.  Defining 
Documents in American History: The 1920s, 
1920-1929 (2014; ISBN 978-1-61925-493-0, 
$175; e-ISBN: 978-1-61925-494-7, $175) is a 
single-volume work that provides the text of 45 
primary source documents along with critical 
essays arranged in ten broad categories with a 
focus on the decade after World War I.  It reflects 
America’s transition after the war to peace time 
as well as a turning away from the progressivism 
of Woodrow Wilson toward a more inward 
looking and materialistic perspective.

The individual documents mirror different 
aspects of topics ranging from the Sacco-Van-
zetti to the Scopes Monkey trial;  the admin-
istrations of Harding, Coolidge, and Hoover 
to important international agreements;  and 
from women in modern America to African 
American affairs to emerging industries and 
cultural change.

Each document is accompanied by a critical 
essay that describes the document covering ma-
jor themes; places the document in context; and 
analyzes its relevance and meaning.  Coupling 
each document with these critical insights is a 
useful approach.  It gives modern students and 
interested readers a flavor of the times as well 
as thought-provoking observations about the 
issues being treated.  Value-added appendices 
include a chronology, a bibliography, a list of 
Web resources and an index.  

Defining Documents in American History: 
The 1920s, 1920-1929 will be a worthwhile 
addition to a variety of libraries from high 
school to undergraduate to the local public 
library branch.  It may also be more suitable 
for circulating collections in many libraries.  
This is especially true given Salem Press’ 
practice of providing access to eBook versions 
of purchased print titles.

This year Grey House published the tenth 
edition of one of its more popular statistical ref-
erences.  America’s Top Rated Smaller Cities: 
A Statistical Handbook (2014; ISBN: 978-1-
61925-278-3, $225) is a two-volume set that 
provides key information and statistics on 126 
smaller cities with populations ranging from 
25,000 to 100,000 that the editors feel are the 
best in America.  According to the publisher 
17 of the cities covered are new.

The two volumes are handy and easy to 
navigate.  The basic arrangement is by state 
and then alphabetically by city.  Drawn from 
numerous sources, each city entry starts off with 
a descriptive background and continues with 
a series of bulleted lists that provide the city’s 
rankings in areas like business and finance, the 
environment, health and fitness, real estate, safe-
ty, retirement, sports and recreation, women and 
minorities, and miscellaneous.  This information 
is followed by statistical tables on essentials like 
demographics, city finances, the general econo-
my, income, employment, taxes, transportation, 
cost of living, housing, health, education, public 
safety, recreation, climate, and other environ-
mental factors.  The sources of the information 
are fully referenced.  There are also appendices 
that offer comparative statistics, metropolitan 
area definitions, information on government 
type and county, as well as lists of chambers of 
commerce and state departments of labor.

However, there is one caveat.  Often the 
facts and figures cited in many of these profiles 
are for the larger metropolitan areas in which 
these smaller cities are located.  Despite this, 
the profiles in America’s Top Rated Smaller 
Cities offer a useful and fascinating snapshot 
of the cities covered.  Spending time with this 
reference would benefit not only a family that is 
considering moving to one of these smaller cities 
to live.  A business owner thinking of re-locat-
ing, a company trying to expand its market, or a 
sales person interested in a new territory would 
all find valuable facts and figures here.  

And according to the Grey House Website 
they are now offering buyers of the 2014/2015 
two-volume print set free access to the online 
version of America’s Top-rated Smaller Cities.  
Of course, this title can also be purchased 
solely in eBook format from a number of 
vendors including:  Gale’s Virtual Reference 
Library (GVRL);  MyILibrary;  EBSCO;  
Overdrive;  Davidson Titles;  and Follett.  
(EBook ISBN: 978-1-61925-296-7) 

Extra Servings
SAGE Reference has a number of future 

offerings to think about, including:
• The Encyclopedia of Educational 

Technology (March 2015, 978-1-
4522-5822-5, $375) is a two-volume 
set edited by J. Michael Spector that 
highlights “how to leverage the pow-
er of technology to support teaching 
and learning … exploring how to 
approach, adapt, and use innovative 
technology to help achieve true gains 
in student performance, even in the 
face of perpetually evolving devic-
es, services, and techniques, this 
two-volume encyclopedia focuses 
on core topics and issues that will 
retain relevance over time.  Readers 
can peruse more than 300 cross-ref-
erenced A-to-Z articles, each written 
by a distinguished scholar and all 
organized in a Reader’s Guide.

• The Encyclopedia of Education 
Economics and Finance (Nov.  
2014, ISBN: 978-1-4522-8185-8,  

$375; eISBN: 978-1-4833-4659-5, 
available through SAGE Knowl-
edge) is “designed as an introduction 
to the field for those who work in 
education settings, as well as for 
policymakers, undergraduates, and 
general lay readers interested in 
better understanding the debates 
about education funding and policy, 
this two-volume resource provides 
accessible, nontechnical, intuitive 
explanations of key concepts and 
empirical findings...”

Salem Press also has a couple of recent 
releases on their list:

• Cyclopedia of Literary Characters, 
Fourth Edition - five volumes (No-
vember 2014, 978-1-61925-497-8, 
$455; e-ISBN: 978-1-61925-498-5 
$399) is a new edition that examines 
more than 29,000 major characters 
from 3,500 important works of 
literature.  New to this edition are 
245 characters published in popu-
lar works of fiction from 2000 to 
2012” and “combines the characters 
profiled in the first three editions of 
Cyclopedia of Literary Characters 
(1963, 1990, 1998)… These char-
acter descriptions can be used alone 
to begin researching character devel-
opment and motivation in a novel.  
They also can be used as a starting 
place for analyzing an epic play or 
novel and its author’s writing style 
and technique…”

• Forensic Science - three volumes 
(April 2015, 978-1-61925-729-0, 
$364; e-ISBN: 978-1-61925-730-6, 
$ 364) is a “comprehensive reference 
source on the theory, techniques, and 
applications of the various forensic 
sciences...  one of the fastest-grow-
ing subjects in academic curricula 
… The topic list of Salem’s new 
reference set has been carefully 
constructed to cover the full range 
of the forensic sciences, whose 
incredible variety can be seen in 
the titles of some of the set’s core 
essays:  Forensic Accounting, Foren-
sic Anthropology, Forensic Archae-
ology, Forensic Botany, Forensic 
Entomology, Forensic Geoscience, 
Forensic Nursing, Forensic Odontol-
ogy, Forensic Palynology, Forensic 
Pathology, Forensic Photography, 
Forensic Psychiatry, Forensic Psy-
chology, Forensic Sculpture, and 
Forensic Toxicology…”

ABC-CLIO/Greenwood has some new 
encyclopedias, including:

• Women’s Rights in the United 
States: A Comprehensive Encyclo-
pedia of Issues, Events, and People 
(December 2014, ISBN: 978-1-
61069-214-4, $415; eBook, eISBN 
978-1-61069-215-1, call for pricing) 
is a four-volume set with “more than 
800 entries,” in which “editor Tiffany 
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K. Wayne, with advising editor Lois 
Banner, examines the issues, people, 
and events of women’s activism, from 
the early period of American history 
to the present time.  This compre-
hensive reference not only traces the 
historical evolution of the movement, 
but also covers current issues affect-
ing women, such as reproductive 
freedom, political participation, pay 
equity, violence against women, and 
gay civil rights.”

• Religion and American Cultures: 
Tradition, Diversity, and Popular 
Expression, Second Edition (Decem-
ber 2014, ISBN: 978-1-61069-109-3, 
$399; eBook, eISBN: 978-1-61069-
110-9, call for pricing).  “This revised 
and expanded edition… presents 
more than 140 essays that address 
contemporary spiritual practice and 
culture with a historical perspective.  
The entries cover virtually every 
religion in modern-day America as 
well as the role of religion in various 
aspects of U.S. culture.  Readers will 
discover that Americans aren’t largely 
Protestant, Catholic, or Jewish any-
more, and that the number of popular 
religious identities is far greater than 
many would imagine…”

Oxford University Press has released two 
new works in their Oxford Encyclopedias of 
the Bible series:

• The Oxford Encyclopedia of the 
Bible and Law (January 2015, ISBN: 
9780199843305, $395) offers “130 
A-Z entries, written by more than 100 
international authors, making this the 
authoritative resource on the subject…”

From the Reference Desk
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• The Oxford Encyclopedia of the Bible 
and Theology (March 2015, ISBN: 
9780199858699, $395) consists of 
“nearly 170 signed A-Z entries, by 
more than 150 international scholars 
… extensive overviews of key topics, 
including information on both the 
trajectory and reception history of 
theological issues,” and “thorough 
coverage of traditional theological 
perspectives, such as Forgiveness and 
Grace, and modern concerns, such as 
Wealth and Poverty…”

In addition, Oxford University Press 
recently announced the launch of Oxford 
Historical Treaties (OHT) on the Oxford 
Public International Law platform.  “Oxford 
Historical Treaties is a comprehensive online 
resource of nearly 16,000 global treaties con-
cluded between 1648 and 1919 — between the 
Peace of Westphalia and the establishment of 
the League of Nations.

(The source for these treaties is The Con-
solidated Treaty Series, compiled by the late 
distinguished scholar Clive Parry of Downing 
College, Cambridge University, and published 
by OUP in 231 print volumes…) 

H.W. Wilson is publishing a new edition 
of a classic:

• Famous First Facts, 7th Edition 
(December, 2014, ISBN: 978-1-
61925-468-8, $195).  This edition 
“is updated and expanded with new 
entries reflecting the latest develop-
ments and discoveries, and newly 
organized for easier access to infor-
mation.  The seventh edition includes 
more than 8,000 firsts, over 1,000 
new to this edition.  Fields updated 
include science and technology, mil-
itary history, and politics, describing 
events that have occurred since the 
2006 edition…”

Routledge has also released a new edition 
of a standard reference:

• European Union Encyclopedia and 
Directory 2015 (November 2014, 
ISBN: 978-1-85743-737-9, $1,015.) 
“provides in-depth information on 
all matters relating to the European 
Union (EU): the financial crisis 
affecting the eurozone is covered 
in depth, including details of recent 
developments; progress regarding 
the recent and future expansion of 
the Union is addressed; and the EU’s 
legal and social frameworks, the en-
vironment and external relations are 
discussed…”

And last but not least, Wiley-Blackwell is 
also planning a couple of new reference works:

• The International Encyclopedia of 
Language and Social Interaction, 
three volumes (March 2015, ISBN: 
978-1-118-61110-4, $495) is a “ref-
erence work with contributions from 
leading global scholars, available 
both online and as a three-volume 
print set.  It successfully brings 
into a single source explication of 
all relevant work that is developing 
internationally.”

• The International Encyclopedia of 
Digital Communication and Society, 
3 volumes (February 2015, ISBN: 
978-1-118-29074-3, $495) “offers 
critical assessments of theoretical and 
applied research on digitally-mediat-
ed communication, a central area of 
study in the 21st century… with the 
aim of bringing together international 
and interdisciplinary perspectives.”

Both of these titles are published with a 
regularly updated online edition.  For further in-
formation see http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com  

continued on page 53

Collecting to the Core — Arabic Resources  
in Translation: The History of al-Tabari
by Meryle Gaston  (Librarian for Middle Eastern Studies, Davidson Library, University of California, Santa Barbara; Middle 
Eastern History, Languages, and Literatures Editor, Resources for College Libraries)  <gaston@library.ucsb.edu>

Column Editor:  Anne Doherty  (Resources for College Libraries Project Editor, CHOICE/ACRL)  <adoherty@ala-choice.org>

Column Editor’s Note:  The “Collecting to the Core” column high-
lights monographic works that are essential to the academic library 
within a particular discipline, inspired by the Resources for College 
Libraries bibliography (online at http://www.rclweb.net).   In each 
essay, subject specialists introduce and explain the classic titles and 
topics that continue to remain relevant to the undergraduate curriculum 
and library collection.  Disciplinary trends may shift, but some classics 
never go out of style. — AD

Over the years I have guided many undergraduate students to resources 
on the Middle East, as undergraduates are often lost when asked to 
find primary sources for research in Middle East history courses.  

Throughout my reference and instruction work I have learned that students’ 
need for primary sources is the most troublesome because undergraduates 

are almost always limited to materials in English, and these sources are 
rarely available.  Despite the recent growth of Middle Eastern studies in the 
American academy (and the public’s attention), finding primary resources in 
translation from the modern Middle East remains problematic.  More works 
from the twentieth and twenty-first centuries are being translated, often with 
an eye to popular works and trending topics, especially memoirs, autobi-
ographies, and other monographs by prominent regional figures.  Classical 
history, however, is another story.  The problem is that while there are extant 
sources dating to earlier times, they are in Middle Eastern languages, most 
commonly Arabic.  While a few translations have been available in the past, 
the number of translations into English was quite scarce.  Fortunately, in the 
last few decades the quantity of translations has been growing.  Most are 
good and accurate, often with critical apparatus.  In fact, as bibliographer 
at UC-Santa Barbara, I will acquire almost any translation of a Middle 
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Eastern primary source that is published, and as 
subject editor for Resources for College Libraries 
I will add many of these to the RCL core collec-
tion because I know precisely how difficult it can 
be to find English-language primary resources for 
undergraduates.

Yet even in English translation, the termi-
nology can be intimidating and unfamiliar to 
students unless they have prior knowledge of 
Middle East history or languages.  Once I was 
helping a student find resources for a paper on 
Egypt and recommended that she look at works 
by the fourteenth-fifteenth century Egyptian his-
torian Maqrizi.  Despite my urging, she seemed 
reluctant to follow up on my suggestion and 
said, “Why would I want to use his work?” My 
response was that he actually lived at the time 
about which she was writing.  She still seemed 
reluctant.  Finally, it became clear to me that we 
were communicating on two different levels.  I 
was casually tossing the author’s name around as 
specialists do;  meanwhile, her ears heard “Mc-
Creasy” and wondered why I was recommending 
an Irish historian.  Though we resolved the mis-
understanding, I use this anecdote to highlight the 
often considerable gap between what a subject 
specialist may know about resources, regions, and 
renowned authors and what may be accessible 
and approachable for student users.

The best guides on Islamic historiography and, 
therefore, discovery tools to the extant historical 
literature are R. Stephen Humphreys’ Islamic 
History:  A Framework for Inquiry and Chase 
F. Robinson’s Islamic Historiography.1-2  These 
scholarly works are extremely thorough and 
always cite translations; in fact, I cannot point to 
a single translated work that has been missed in ei-
ther volume.  Although the resources they include 
are still more than valid, neither of these works has 
been revised in recent years; consequently, recent 
translations have become available that students 
may miss.  Jean Sauvaget’s Introduction to the 
History of the Muslim East, edited by Claude 
Cahen in its 1965 English translation, is still con-
sidered the granddaddy of all guides to classical 
Middle Eastern historical literature, but at fifty 
years old it is now an extremely dated resource.3  
Despite their age, these three works are still widely 
considered the best go-to resources available and 
became standard texts for Middle East research 
almost as soon as they were published.

Before the ninth century, there are few histor-
ical works of record.  During the ninth century, a 
body of history writing, mostly chronographies, 
developed and a canon of sorts emerged.  There is 
little argument that the most important of all these 
histories is Muḥammad ibn Jarīr al-Ṭabarī’s 
Tarikh al-Rusulwa-al-Muluk [History of Prophets 
and Kings].  In fact, R. Stephen Humphreys has 
said, “Without question … the crucial historical 
works for the late 9th and early 10th centuries are 
the massive compilations of two scholars: Ah-
mad b. Yahya al-Baladhuri … and Abu Ja’far 
Muhammad b. Jarīr al-Ṭabarī….”4  Robinson 
refers to his work as “the crowning achievement” 
of the essential works in chronography, and 
Sauvaget considers it the most important source 
of classical history.5-6  Muḥammad ibn Jarīr 
al-Ṭabarī (838?–923), usually known simply as 
al-Ṭabarī, is one of the most revered classical 
historians, if not the most revered and referenced 
by classical and modern historians in the Middle 
East, as well as by modern scholars of the Middle 
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East.  Ṭabarī was a typical scholar of his time; 
he wrote not only a massive chronography, but 
also one of the standard commentaries on the 
Qur’an.  Ṭabarī lived in Baghdad during the 
time of the ʻAbbāsīd Empire (750–1250 CE).  
He was a Sunni and wrote in Arabic although he 
was Persian, his name betraying his origins as 
one born in the Tabaristan region on the southern 
shores of the Caspian Sea in Iran.  His work is a 
“universal” history, which is also typical of the 
times in which the Tarikh was written; histories 
often began with the creation of the world, 
thus many volumes cover historic periods well 
before the lifetime of the author.  There are, of 
course, some problems with using this and other 
classical histories.  As with all classical Islamic 
chronographers, “history begins with God’s work 
of creation, and the underlying historical vision is 
both God-centered and teleological: history has 
a purpose….” Its purpose is to prepare for the 
advent of Islam and what followed.7 Robinson 
estimates that ten percent of this massive work 
concentrates on events from Ṭabarī’s era, which 
Robinson attributes to a tendency for authors of 
this period to concentrate on foundational history 
and sacrifice their own generation’s experience.8 
This explains why not all volumes are true pri-
mary sources.  In addition, one should not be 
surprised that Ṭabarī is circumspect regarding 
some of the less favorable actions taken by the 
ʻAbbāsīd rulers under whom he worked (i.e., he 
does not mention some events at all).  

In 1979 there was great excitement in the 
academic community when a project was un-
dertaken to translate Ṭabarī’s massive Tarikh 
al-Rusulwa-al-Muluk.  At the risk of dating my-
self, during my student days there was only one 
very slim volume available in translation from the 
massive work of this important classical historian, 
The Reign of al-Mu’tasim (833–842), translated 
and annotated by Elma Marin.9  In 1988, John 
Alden Williams produced a two-volume trans-
lation of the Tarikh dealing solely with the early 
ʻAbbāsīd Empire.10  Under the general editorship 
of the esteemed and unflagging Ehsan Yarshater 
(Professor Emeritus and Director of the Center 
for Iranian Studies at Columbia University), 
individual sections were given to top scholars in 
the field of classical Middle East history for trans-
lation and commentary.  Venerated and well-estab-
lished scholars such as Franz Rosenthal, Gautier 
H.A. Juynboll, William M. Brinner, John 
Alden Williams, Moshe Perlman, and Clifford 
Edmund Bosworth shared these duties with a 
number of emerging scholars, many of whom 
are now well established in the field:  Fred M. 
Donner, Yohanan Friedmann, G. Rex Smith, 
R. Stephen Humphreys, Michael G. Morony, 
Everett K. Rowson, Carole Hillenbrand, Jane 
Dammen McAuliffe, and Hugh Kennedy, to 
name a few.  The translation was published in 
its entirety in thirty-nine volumes between 1985 
and 1999 by the State University of New York 
Press under the title The History of al-Ṭabarī.11 
A final fortieth volume serving as index to the 
work was published by SUNY Press in 2007 and 
was prepared by Alex V. Popovkin and Everett 
K. Rowson.12  The index is 674 pages and quite 
exhaustive.  Each volume of The History includes 
not only an excellent translation but copious crit-
ical notes, excellent bibliographies, and thorough 
indexes.  Although each volume is substantive, the 
material translated still represents a selection of 
Ṭabarī’s original work. 

As mentioned above, one problem with using 
this and other classical histories is that they cover 
historic periods well before the author’s existence.  

In The History of al-Ṭabarī, for example, volume 
1 covers the period “from the creation to the 
flood”;  volumes 2 and 3 deal with Old Testament 
events and ancient kingdoms.  Volume 5 covers 
the empires immediately preceding the rise of 
Islam.  Volumes 6 through 9 address events during 
the Prophet Muhammad’s lifetime; volumes 10 
to 26 cover the period of conquest and the early 
‘Umayyads;  and volumes 27 through 33 the 
early ʻAbbāsīd period.  It is not until volume 34 
that the reader encounters events from Ṭabarī’s 
own time, and only the last five volumes deal with 
this period.  Volume 39 covers all periods from 
the rise of Islam and is entitled Biographies of 
the Prophet’s Companions and Their Successors.  
Certainly, the volumes covering periods imme-
diately before Ṭabarī’s time would still have 
tapped into living memory, but they are definitely 
not eye-witness accounts.  That is not to say that 
earlier volumes do not have value as the received 
wisdom of the time; they are claimed and consid-
ered to have been based on reliable sources.  The 
issue of those “reliable” sources (or “akhbar,” i.e., 
reports) has been rather hotly debated for many 
decades in Middle Eastern historical discourse.  
It is sufficient to say that the English translation 
that has resulted in The History of al-Ṭabarī has 
gone beyond being a welcome addition to the 
literature of classical Islamic history.  It has been 
a monumental effort striving for and attaining 
the highest academic standards.  It needs to be in 
every college library whose institution attempts 
courses in Middle Eastern history.  It is a boon 
to scholars, students, and inquirers of all levels 
everywhere, especially for those undergraduates 
seeking accessible primary sources.  
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LARRY MONTZ V. PILGRIM FILMS 
& TELEVISION ET AL., UNITED STATES 
COURT OF APPEALS FOR THE NINTH 
CIRCUIT, 649 F.3d 975; 2011 U.S. App. 
LEXIS 9099.

Yes, it’s the old how do you pitch an idea 
and not have it stolen?  Well, it depends on 
trust, which is in short supply in Hollywood.  
A copyrighted script is protected, but the core 
concept can be ripped off and handed to word 
processor galley slaves to write anew.

The Supreme Court of California tried to 
do the honorable thing in 1956 and recognize 
an implied contractual right to compensation.  
Desny v. Wilder, 46 Cal.2d 715, 299 P.2d 257 
(Cal. 1956).  The “Desny claim” has remained 
alive for over fifty years.  Grosso v. Miramax 
Film Corp., 383 F.3d 965 (9th Cir. 2004).  Of 
course, it requires an expectation on both sides 
that compensation will flow if a concept is 
used.  But it’s hardly likely the author intend-
ed it as a gift.  And most importantly, it is not 
preempted by federal copyright law.

So, Let’s Go to the Facts of the Case
Yes, it’s the old paranormal field inves-

tigator shtick.  Is there nothing original in 
Hollywood?

Parapsychologist Larry Montz dreamed up 
a TV show that would follow his crack team 
on field investigations.  You know, temperature 
drops in a room without reason.  Photos of 
ghosts.  Jack Nicholson smashes down hotel 
doors with an axe.  Well, not that extreme.  But 
you get the idea.

And they would have all kinds of cool gear.  
Magnetometers and infrared cameras.  That 
kind of stuff to really add to the pseudo-sci-
entific vibe.

From 1996 to 2003, Montz tirelessly 
pitched the idea to studios, producers and 
other suits.  Took meetings.  Held discussions.  
Included in this was NBC and the Sci-Fi Chan-
nel.  Meh.  No interest.

Then in 2006, Ghost Hunters appeared 
produced by a partnership of NBC and Craig 
Piligian as Pilgrim Films.  Joseph Conrad 
Hawes and his crack team, armed with cool 
gear, travel America on paranormal field in-
vestigations.

Montz understandably felt ripped off, and 
so he sued.  And Montz’ lawyer had read up 
on Desny and specifically alleged breach of an 

implied-in-fact contract.  Plus, the ideas were 
pitched with the understanding that they were 
confidential and would not be used or disclosed 
without compensation.

You can see where under copyright law 
there would be an issue of whether there was 
anything the least bit original about ghost 
hunters with cool gear.

Procedural fol-de-rol
Montz lost based on copyright law pre-

empting state-law claims.  He appealed and lost 
again before a three-judge panel.  The Ninth 
Circuit ordered a rehearing en banc.  Woo.  All 
the black robes crowd in to consider the issue.

Getting on all Fours with the Industry
Writers pitch scripts to the movies and TV 

all the time.  Ideas are not protected under 
copyright, but a studio can violate an implied 
contract to pay the writer.  In Desny — a writer 
— Victor Desny — entered into an implied 
contract with the famed director Billy Wilder 
(Sunset Boulevard, Witness for the Prosecution, 
The Lost Weekend).  Wilder produced Ace in 
the Hole about a man trapped in a cave.  The 
California Supreme Court held that Desny had 
sufficiently pled breach of an implied contract.

So how interesting is that as a plot?  Not 
terribly.  So Wilder made Kirk Doug-
las into an unscrupulous, drunken 
reporter who bribes a sheriff to 
go slow on the rescue to maintain 
a media feeding frenzy.  And 
Douglas has an affair with the 
caveman’s wife, Jan Sterling, 
who wants out of their shabby 
trading post/café in the middle 

of Nowheresville, New Mexico, thus lending a 
film noir allure to it.  The caveman dies due to 
laggardly rescue.  Jan stabs Kirk to death with 
pair of scissors.

Yes, it was a flop.  Wilder made $250,000.  
This was 1951, when the dollar bought some-
thing.  Desny settled for $14,350.

Copyright Preemption
The Copyright Act of 1976 expressly 

preempts state claims if the work falls within 
the subject matter of copyright and state law 
provides rights that are equivalent.  17 U.S.C. 
§ 301(a).  But, of course, copyright does 
not apply to ideas not in a fixed medium.  § 
301(b).  If the idea is in a fixed medium, then 
it’s preempted.  See NIMMER, NIMMER ON 
COPYRIGHT § 19D.03[A][3] (rev. ed. 2010).

To escape preemption, state law must pro-
vide rights that are qualitatively different from 
copyright.  With implied-contract, there is an 
extra element — payment for use of an idea.  
See Rokos v. Peck, 182 Cal. App. 3d 604, 617 
(1986).  Further, copyright is a public monop-
oly while implied-in-fact contracts are between 
two parties.  Rokos, 182 Cal. App. 3d at 617.

“The whole purpose of the contract was to 
protect Plaintiff’s rights to his ideas beyond 
those already protected by the Copyright Act 

…” Groubert v. Spyglass Entm’t 
Group, No. CV 02-01803, 2002 U.S. 
Dist LEXIS 17769, 2002.  And by 

golly, Nimmer expressly said 
this was a sound ruling because 
otherwise there would be a gap 
between copyright protection 
and industry custom.  

Cases of Note — Sometimes It’s Not a Federal Action #2
Column Editor:  Bruce Strauch  (The Citadel)  <strauchb@citadel.edu>

continued on page 55

Questions & Answers — Copyright 
Column

Column Editor:  Laura N. Gasaway  (Associate Dean for Academic Affairs, 
University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill School of Law, Chapel Hill, NC 27599;  
Phone: 919-962-2295;  Fax: 919-962-1193)  <laura_gasaway@unc.edu>   
www.unc.edu/~unclng/gasaway.htm

QUESTION:  What does the 11th Circuit 
ruling in the Georgia State University case 
mean for libraries?

ANSWER:  The GSU case is not over but 
continues to work its way through the judicial 
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Questions & Answers
from page 54

system.  This case has been discussed in several 
earlier columns, but on October 17, 2014, the 
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Eleventh Circuit 
reversed the decision of the federal district 
court and remanded the case to that court for 
reconsideration in light of its opinion.  (See 
www.media.ca11.uscourts.gov/opinions/pub/
files/201214676.pdf).  This case began in 2008 
when three publishers sued GSU for copyright 
infringement for reproducing portions of their 
books for e-reserves, for its course manage-
ment system, and in electronic course packs 
without permission or paying royalties.  For 
a useful timeline of the case see the Georgia 
State University Library Website at http://
libguides.law.gsu.edu/gsucopyrightcase.

The 11th Circuit affirmed the district court’s 
holding on the first fair use factor (purpose 
and character of the use) and held that course 
reserves are not transformative use but that 
nonprofit educational uses are favored under 
fair use.  The court found that the second factor 
(nature of the copyrighted work) was not of 
much value in this case but it did reverse the 
district court’s holding on this factor, saying that 
it required a closer examination of the original 
work and of the composition of the analysis 
data.  It found that the district court erred by 
establishing a strict quantitative test for the third 
factor (amount and substantiality used) and said 
that per se rules were not appropriate.  On the 
fourth factor (market effect) the court agreed 
with the district court that small excerpts taken 
did not substitute for the book.  The court also 
found error on the part of the district court by 
giving all four factors equal weight.  It vacated 
the injunction, declaratory relief, and the award 
of attorney’s fees and costs.

So, the case is not over.  It is possible that 
there could be a settlement at this point, but it 
is also possible that the case will proceed to 
reconsideration by the district court in accor-
dance with the 11th Circuit ruling.  Thus, it is 
difficult to predict exactly what the case ulti-
mately will mean for libraries.  It is pretty clear 
that the old classroom guidelines are not much 
of a guide since they are clearly minimum and 
not maximum guidelines;  that the course pack 
cases which involved commercial copy shops 
are not applicable to nonprofit educational in-
stitutions; and that putting portions of works in 
an e-reserve system is not transformative use.

QUESTION:  A corporate librarian asks 
a question about his photographs which have 
been published in a book and are already 
copyrighted by publisher.  If the librarian 
posts the photographs on Facebook, does 
Facebook then own the copyright? 

ANSWER:  According to the information 
provided, the publisher actually owns the 
copyright in the photographs as well as the 
book.  Facebook does not own the copyright  
in photographs that users post.

A more important question is whether the 
librarian has the right to post those photographs 
on Facebook since he has transferred the copy-
right to the publisher of the book.  The answer 

depends on the transfer agreement he signed 
when he transferred the copyright to the pub-
lisher.  If the librarian reserved any rights or did 
not specifically transfer the electronic rights, 
he would have the right to use the photographs 
that he “authored” by posting them.

QUESTION:  An editor of academic jour-
nals asks about situations in which authors 
“resubmit” papers based on research that 
has appeared in some form in another asso-
ciation’s conference proceedings.  What are 
the copyright implications when one version 
of a paper serves as a “launching point” for a 
new version?  For example, 
a submitted article might 
draw from the authors’ 
same core research 
and demonstrate over-
lap in its foundational 
discussion but present 
findings and implica-
tions that are unique 
to the new article and 
are targeted and, to 
some extent, rewritten 
to appeal to a particular 
journal’s interests.  (1) What are the general 
copyright concerns in this situation?  (2) What 
burden is on the respective publishers?  (3) 
What burdens fall on the author or authors?  
(4) If a journal wants to publish papers from 
conferences it sponsors and it holds the copy-
right in the proceedings,what if an author 
wants to adapt a paper and rework it into a 
new article?

ANSWER:  (1)  Assuming that the author 
retained the copyright from the first paper, 
then publishing a later version with the editor’s 
journal is no problem.  The author owns the 
derivative right which includes the right to 
prepare new versions.  A new version has a 
new copyright in the new material added, but 
anything used from the earlier version retains 
the copyright from the earlier version.  If the 
journal owns the copyright, then the author can 
request that it grant back the derivative right to 
produce a later version.

(2)  The publisher should make sure that the 
author actually did not transfer the copyright 
to a previous version to someone else.  Typi-
cally, just presenting a paper at a conference 
does not require a transfer of copyright, so 
the author likely still owns it.  Unfortunately, 
in my experience, authors often have no idea 
whether they transferred the copyright.  In that 
situation, the publisher might require the author 
to indemnify the journal should someone else 
own the copyright and complain.

(3)  Authors should be aware whether they 
own their own copyrights.  If the author trans-
ferred the copyright to another publisher, then 
the author who creates a new version is infring-
ing the copyright (which he or she no longer 
owns) by creating a derivative work.  That is 
one of the reasons that I encourage publishers 
to take only the rights they need — reproduc-
tion and distribution plus the electronic rights, 
but not the derivative right.

(4)  The first determination for the journal 
that published the conference proceedings is 
whether the journal actually owns the copy-

right in each individual paper or only in the 
compilation of the papers that is published as 
proceedings.  To own each article, each author 
must execute a signed agreement to the journal 
which transfers the copyright to the journal for 
the individual paper.  It is common for authors 
to adapt papers and turn them into another arti-
cle.  Many publishers understand this and are 
not so rigid about requiring individual authors 
to transfer the entire copyright.  It is the com-
pilation (the conference proceedings) that the 
publisher typically sells and in which it claims 
copyright.  If it is important for the journal to 

own the copyright in the 
individual article, it 

still can permit in-
dividual authors to 
retain their deriva-
tive rights so there 
is no confusion 
over whether the 
author can adapt a 
conference paper 
for publication as 
a later article.

QUESTION:  
An academic librarian queries if permission 
to paraphrase a work is required.

ANSWER:  Not generally.  Permission 
may be required to reproduce a work or 
a substantial portion of that work.  If the 
paraphrase is of a lengthy section of work, 
it may be prudent to seek permission.  As-
sume that the portion someone wants to use 
is several pages long and thus comprises a 
pretty substantial portion of the work.  The 
paraphrase will be a bit shorter, but still rel-
atively substantial (maybe half the length of 
the original).  In all likelihood, permission 
for the long direct quote (reproduction) is 
needed, but it is a judgment call as to whether 
to seek permission for the paraphrase.  On the 
other hand, if it is a short quote or paraphrase, 
no permission would be needed.  Including a 
citation to the source is important, however.

QUESTION:  On the Liblicense discus-
sion list, there has been some question about 
the meaning of “perpetual access” in library 
licenses for access to materials.  What does 
perpetual access actually mean?

ANSWER:  Oddly enough, perpetual 
access may not actually mean forever.  At 
the time the license agreement is executed, 
both parties mean that access will be guar-
anteed into the far distant future, hopefully 
forever.  But what the copyright holder cannot 
guarantee is that it will continue to stay in 
business.  Typically, when a business is sold, 
the buyer honors the contractual agreements 
entered into by the original owner prior to 
the transfer of ownership.   But what hap-
pens if the company goes into bankruptcy?  
A court is not likely to order the company to 
continue to provide access when it is going 
out of business.  So, perhaps what perpetual 
access means is that as long as the copyright 
owner is in business it guarantees access to 
its materials to libraries with which it has 
contracted.  
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ATG Special Report — Workflow Collaboration at the 
American University Library
by Stacey Marien  (Acquisitions Librarian, American University Library)  <smarien@american.edu>

and Alayne Mundt  (Resource Description Librarian, American University Library)  <mundt@american.edu>

American University is a private, co-ed-
ucational institution in Washington D.C. with 
an FTE of approximately 11,000 students.  
It is known for its programs in international 
service, public policy and public affairs, and 
international law and human rights.  The library 
is a member of ACRL but not ARL.

In 2009, the library decided to broaden our 
services with the book vendor Blackwell to 
provide us with shelf-ready processing for our 
approval plan books.  Blackwell would attach 
the spine label, apply the bookplate and property 
stamp, add the security strip, and attach the bar-
code.  At the same time, the library contracted 
with OCLC Worldcat Cataloging Partners to 
provide us with MARC records for these shelf-
ready approval books.  Once the books arrived 
into the library, the Acquisitions Receiving 
Specialist would receive the books and review 
that all the pre-processing was done, and then 
divert all of the titles to the Cataloging Services 
Department for the record to be reviewed.

Once the shelf-ready program was up and 
running, we discovered that shelf-ready and 
computer-selected MARC records did not 
mean books were consistently ready to be put 
on the shelf.  All the books were being routed 
to Cataloging.  However, Cataloging did ob-
serve that many books coming in through this 
workflow had no problems with their records 
and could have been sent directly to Circulation 
to be shelved after the item record was created.  
At this point, in 2009, the Acquisitions and 
Cataloging Departments entered into their first 
collaborative effort to streamline this workflow.

In 2010, with Blackwell’s bankruptcy, the 
library decided to use Coutts (now Coutts  
Ingram) as our primary book vendor.  We want-
ed to continue shelf-ready processing approval 
books with them as well as the collaboration we 
had established between the two units.

The Idea
If the Receiving Specialist was already 

receiving the approval book and checking 
that the shelf-ready processing was complete, 
why couldn’t she also check that the book’s 
bibliographic record was complete enough 
to by-pass cataloging?  This was the idea 
that the heads of both Acquisitions and 
Cataloging decided to explore.  We needed 
to make sure that the Receiving Spe-
cialist had the time, knowledge, 
and attention to detail to ensure 
the MARC records would be 
thoroughly checked and that it 
was done in such a way to make 
Cataloging staff feel comfortable 
with not examining every bibliographic record 
for newly acquired approvals books.  It was 
decided that Cataloging would develop a 
checklist that the Receiving Specialist would 

follow.  If the book and record matched every-
thing on the checklist, the barcode would be 
scanned to add the item to the record and the 
book would be routed to Circulation.  If the 
book and record did not match even one item 
on the checklist, the book would be routed to 
Cataloging for review.

The Specifics
 Cataloging developed a checklist that is 

used by the Receiving Specialist to check for 
bibliographic errors in records for shelf-ready 
approval books.  Elements of the checklist 
include a physical check for processing, 
instructions for routing non-standard books 
including folios, multivolume sets, literature 
that needs reclassification according to local 
practices, or books that should be sent to 
our music library.  The Receiving Specialist 
initially checks the Encoding Level (Elvl) of 
the record, so that books with full-level (“I” or 
“_” (blank)) records are eligible to go through 
this checklist.  The checklist includes basic 
matching checks of elements on the book and 
in the record.  This includes:

• ISBN
• Existence of 035 in record with 

OCLC prefix
• Call number on the vendor-provided 

spine label matching the 050 and/or 
090 in the bibliographic and holdings 
records

• Matching publisher information in 
the record and on the piece

• Matching dates in the 050 and/or 
090, 260 or 264, and DtSt field in 
the 008

• Pagination
The checklist also includes more complex 

elements to examine, such as a check for vari-
ant titles (246) in records and more extensive 
instructions on how additional contributors 
such as illustrators and editors to a book can 
be reflected in a record.  It should be noted 
that because the sometimes complex aspects 
of these elements can’t be fully covered in 
the checklist, it means that sometimes titles 

are routed to Cataloging for work 
when they have otherwise good 
quality records.

Any books with errors or miss-
ing information in their records are 
routed to Cataloging for correction 
and enhancement.  In 2014, the 
Receiving Specialist who performs 

this work was trained to check and 
compare encoding levels in OCLC 

and in our ILS.  She was trained to import 
and overlay full level OCLC records onto 
our existing Voyager record in order to update 
them from prepublication or minimal level to 

full level.  She then applies the checklist to the 
newly imported record.  

The Results
When we began this workflow in 2009, it 

initially resulted in 24% of approvals bypassing 
Cataloging, but with additional refinements and 
additional training of the Receiving Specialist 
who performs this check, we have increased 
this number by approximately 10% per year 
over the course of the past four years, raising 
the total number of approvals books bypassing 
Cataloging to an average of 60%.  The Receiv-
ing Specialist’s accuracy in checking these 
books was typically 96% to 97%.

More Collaboration
Since collaborating on the shelf-ready ap-

proval project (the library also has firm order 
books pre-processed, but these titles always go 
directly to Cataloging.  This may be a future 
project to analyze, to see if we can apply the 
checklist to these titles), the Cataloging and Ac-
quisitions Departments have worked together 
to improve workflows by Acquisitions’ contri-
bution to a long-term move to storage project in 
which we are moving approximately 100,000 
volumes from our library’s main stacks to a 
shared storage facility that is part of our con-
sortia, Washington Research Library Consortia 
(WRLC).  The purpose of this move to storage 
project, which will move approximately 15% 
of our main stacks to storage, is to make space 
for increased student study and programming 
space, as well as being part of a renovation 
of the library.  The renovation of the library 
is somewhat dependent upon creating space 
in the library based on this move, so moving 
items has needed to happen at a rapid rate, at 
times being the Cataloging unit’s number one 
priority since the project began approximately 
two years ago.  As part of the move to storage 
process, we confirm that the cataloging record 
and barcode match the item in hand, make 
corrections to bibliographic records that are 
incorrect, correct holdings statements as need-
ed, and examine materials for damage or mold.  

One Acquisitions Specialist in particular 
has contributed significantly to this project, 
accounting for nearly 35% of the total volumes 
relocated to storage over the past year.  In ad-
dition to performing the database maintenance 
and cleanup aspects of this position, she has 
also reviewed the work of Acquisitions student 
workers who have been trained to work on 
this project during their down time and also 
serves as a point person for answering student 
questions.  Although she initially only worked 
on single-volume monographs and titles that 
were considered the easier part of this project’s 
workflow, she has, over time, learned addition-
al skills and works to correct problem titles 
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routed to us that have errors in bibliographic, 
holdings, or item records.  This has allowed 
us to move significantly more titles to storage 
and has given Cataloging more leeway to focus 
on projects requiring higher-level cataloging 
knowledge and skills.  

American University Library’s Process-
ing Department is located in the Acquisitions 
Department, and the Processing Specialist has 
provided Cataloging Services staff and student 
assistants training to identify which materials 
that are moving to storage as part of this project 
need to be routed to her department for repair, 
and has trained staff on how to identify mold 
so that these materials can be isolated and 
appropriately handled.  

Another way the two departments have 
collaborated has been with eBook cataloging.  
Over the past five years, we have shifted to 

purchasing more eBooks than print books.  
The Acquisitions department is responsible 
for ordering all eBooks that are one-time pur-
chases (The Electronic Resource Management 
unit orders subscription eBook packages).  
Acquisitions has one dedicated staff member 
who handles the bulk of eBook ordering and 
importing of records.  Initially, he would send 
a list of titles to Cataloging in order for them 
to review the records.  That staff member 
suggested that since he was already in the 
MARC record changing the URL field, why 
couldn’t he just check the record to make 
sure it was correct?  Thus was born another 
collaborative effort.  Cataloging developed an 
appropriate checklist and several staff members 
in Acquisitions were trained on using it.  This 
collaboration has resulted in the elimination of 
the backlog of eBooks to be checked.

Onward
Often times in libraries, various units in 

Technical Services do not necessarily work 

together.  These units may create their own silos 
and may not be involved with work other units 
are doing.  At American University Library, 
the heads of the units in Technical Services 
have worked hard to foster the idea that we 
are one unit, working for the same cause — to 
provide the best access to the material for our 
users.  It has been very useful for the Acqui-
sitions unit to learn what the Cataloging unit 
looks for in a good record.  This has provided 
us with a shared vocabulary and understanding.  
Cataloging staff have also been trained to work 
in the Acquisitions module of Voyager.  This 
has helped in the demystification process for 
everyone.  We can do this by collaborating on 
projects that get the materials out to the user in 
a timely manner.  Our staff members have also 
been eager to learn new skills and to get a better 
understanding of what work is done in each 
unit, and how something Acquisitions does 
may impact the work in Cataloging and vice 
versa.  One positive outcome has been an in-
creased respect for work done in our units.  

Workflow Collaboration ...
from page 56

continued on page 58

ATG Special Report — Some Thoughts on Polling at the 
Charleston Conference 2014
by Erin Gallagher  (Electronic Resources & Serials Librarian, Olin Library, Rollins College, 1000 Holt Avenue, Winter Park, 
FL  32789)  <egallagher@rollins.edu>

A couple of years ago at the annual 
meeting of the Florida Association 
of College and Research Libraries 

(FACRL), I attended a presentation that 
included live audience polling.  I now fail to 
remember the content of the presentation, but 
the interactive polling made a lasting impres-
sion.  Such a lasting impression, in fact, that I 
have been looking for opportunities to use live 
polling in various facets of my life in academic 
librarianship.  Library instruction sessions are 
a terrific venue for live polling.  The students 
light up when asked to pull out their phones or 
turn on their computers.  They enjoy respond-
ing anonymously to questions like “how does 
writing a research paper make you feel?” and 
seeing their responses pop up in cartoonish 
bubbles.  They seem more willing to speak 
up, voice opinions, and ask questions when 
we have already broken the seal on interaction.  
And we end up feeling a bit more hip.   

When brainstorming the details 
for our presentation proposal for the 
Charleston Conference this year 
(with co-presenter Michelle Leon-
ard, University of Florida), we 
knew we wanted to do something that 
went beyond the Powerpoint.  With 
so many competing sessions on our 
topic, use-driven acquisition, we had 
to stand out and offer our attendees 
something buzzworthy.  Because our 
presentation focused on surveying 
the landscape of use-driven acquisi-
tion, live polling was an obvious fit.

In preparation for our session, 
we pinged a few listservs and 
asked for suggestions for polling tools.  The 
most common answer was Poll Everywhere.  
Anyone can register and create a free ac-
count that allows for all the basic functions 
and up to 40 respondents.   Paid plans offer 

more customization, a few bells 
and whistles, and an allowance for 
more respondents.  We found their 
user guide and tutorial videos to 
be incredibly valuable, but there 
is no substitute for getting your 
hands dirty creating some test polls.  
For those of you who may want to 
incorporate live polling into your 
instruction sessions, meetings, or 
conference presentations, we are 
sharing some do’s and don’ts based 
on our experience.  Some relate 
specifically to Poll Everywhere, 
but we believe they’re applicable 
to other scenarios.

Do’s: 
• Give the audience options for re-

sponding.  This could include text 
messaging, Web responding, Twitter, 
etc.

• Depending on the nature of your poll 
questions, give the audience a mix 
of open-ended and multiple-choice 
questions to keep things interesting 
and to collect a blend of quantitative 
and anecdotal data.

• Keep the questions and multi-
ple-choice responses as concise and 
simple as possible.  No one wants to 
spend a long time reading through a 
laundry list before responding.

• Practice makes perfect!  My col-
leagues here at Rollins College were 
generous enough to attend a polling 
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practice session before I went off to 
Charleston.  It was beyond valuable 
to get their feedback and sugges-
tions.  It’s also crucial to test out the 
mechanics of whichever polling tool 
you’re using; it’s better to work out 
the glitches in practice and with a 
group of colleagues or friends than 
during the presentation itself.  Ask 
them to bring a variety of devices 
for responding.

• Plan for interactive dialogue with 
your audience.  Once the results start 
rolling in, the discussion will flow, 
so presenters will need to act as both 
moderators and facilitators.  

• Start with an open-ended “test” 
question before getting into the 
meat of your presentation.  This 
will allow everyone to test out the 
response mechanics and can act as 
an icebreaker.  We asked, “where is 
everyone from?”

• Select questions that could be 
deemed controversial or debatable.  
These will be more likely to provoke 
lively discussion.  

Don’ts:
• Plan for too many questions.  

We had a 45 minute session 
and planned for 9 questions.  
We ended up speeding through 
the last few because they 
spurred such terrific, expan-
sive discussion.  

• Wait until the day of your 
presentation to test out the 
functionality in real time.  The 
polls may display differently 
to your audience than they 
displayed in creation mode.

•  Be surprised if one or more 
attendees has issues with re-
sponding.  In any scenario in which 
we’re relying on technology, anything 
can (and probably will) go wrong for 
at least one person in your audience.  
If you have the ability to do some 
quick troubleshooting, go for it, but 
don’t let your presentation be de-
railed by temperamental devices.  If 
someone is having trouble responding 
digitally, ask them to speak out.

Utilizing live polling in a conference pre-
sentation setting requires you to wear a variety 
of hats.  This kind of presentation must be 
dynamic, fast-paced, well-organized, and pre-
sented by those who are confident in engaging 

an audience for an extended period 
of time.  Presenters will go beyond 
information sharing and will need to 
prompt their audience for input, ask 
follow-up questions, solicit alterna-
tive viewpoints, provide clarification 
on questions and answers, quickly 
summarize audience responses, en-
courage networking, and ultimately 
know when to move on to the next 
question.  Active participation is fun 
and stimulating, but there must be an 
element of learning.  

Our biggest takeaway from live 
polling at the Charleston Confer-
ence was that this will greatly change 

the dynamic of the traditional “session.”  Instead 
of the usual format of “let me tell you about what 
we did at our library and then you ask questions 
if we have time” (and there’s nothing wrong with 
this format), live polling puts the power into the 
hands of the audience.  The session becomes 
something more like “tell us what you did/think/
feel and then let’s discuss immediately.”  The 
most valuable and memorable presentations I’ve 
attended in my admittedly short five years in 
the profession have been those that engage the 
audience in the discussion throughout, instead 
of in a rush for questions at the end.  Our polling 
sessions were not the most well-attended of the 
conference, but we saw more connections made, 
tough questions asked and answered, and com-
miseration over shared struggles than we saw in 
others.  Contributing to a body of knowledge is 
empowering in a way that absorbing information 
is not.  Not all presentations or instruction ses-
sions will be appropriate for live polling, but we 
are absolutely sold.  In an era when Powerpoint 
seems to be going the way of the VCR, why not 
shake things up a bit?  

Author’s Note:  To participate in the sur-
vey questions from this session, and to view 
updated results from online participants, visit 
the ATG NewsChannel at http://www.against-
the-grain.com/2014/12/poll-a-palooza/. — EG

Some Thoughts on Polling ...
from page 57
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@Brunning: People & Technology
At the Only Edge that Means Anything / How We Understand What We Do
by Dennis Brunning  (Director, The Design School Library, Arizona State University)  <dennis.brunning@gmail.com>

Guide for the Perplexed:  
Where Books Gather

How awesome that one of our storage centers 
might be located in an industrial area by a river.  
We could then say, in honesty, truth, and a smile, 
that our books “gather by the river.”  An even bet-
ter image would be storage built above, around, a 
stream.  Architects, in higher end design, love this 
— and we could say, “and a river runs through it.”

Unfortunately, lame humor cannot cope with 
the sadness the trend toward off-site storage 
evokes.  Call librarians gatekeepers, out of need 
we were; what we kept safe, sound, dry, and 
within reach warranted gatekeeping.  

Not any longer.  Stack locations are often “off-
site.”  Storage solutions are library conversations.  
Check out my pal Jeff Carrico’s presentation.  
With Emory University librarians Lars Meyer 
and Charles Spornick held a great session at 
the Charleston Conference on a partnership in 
building a Harvard-style off-site storage for all 
of Georgia Tech’s print collection and a million 
or so books from Emory.  

It’s a great plan that lays out putting all Geor-
gia Tech books in storage plus one million Emory 
titles as well.  Knowing Jeff and his colleagues, 
I can’t imagine anything but an exemplary exe-
cution.  It’s fascinating to listen to how books are 
boxed by size and placed in “cubes” which rest 

on pallets.  Cooled to a constant fifty degrees.  A 
true academic Amazon.

And with its completion and startup, one 
more storage location will join the ever-growing 
directory of such facilities off-loading the print 
book to somewhere else.  

Besides giving us a new meaning of “cool 
books,” permanent irrevocable book storage also 
ushers us into a flipped vision of Ray Bradbury’s 
Fahrenheit 451.  Bradbury depicts a world where 
it wasn’t Big Brother so much as Little Sister who 
through technology and mass exploitation relieved a 
stressed society from its intellectual toil.  Of course, 
the book was old school, a relic of the past, and 
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needed to be torched.  Jeff’s facility, I believe, comes 
equipped with state-of-the-art sprinkler system.

In another session, this one on “what faculty 
think about libraries,” hosted by Arizona State 
University’s next UL, Jim O’Donnell, one young 
physics professor faculty liked books for other 
subjects but not in his area of particle physics.  A 
social science researcher and excellent writer talked 
of her efforts to “MacGyver” solutions to books 
her library didn’t have.  And a classicist spoke 
eloquently and poetically of the need for books 
and the library in his intellectual and emotional life.

In this era, our online times, books gather less 
in familiar places like shelves in our home and 
office, shelves at our library, or bookstores in our 
neighborhood.  They are also digital files that flow 
in sine waves over wires and the broadcast air;  they 
are ones and zeros translated into meaning held in 
electronic aspic.

Books packed in cubes, books irrelevant, books 
beloved, books sought after like a PI searching for 
a lost heir.  How do we juggle all of these objects;  
what’s the trick?

We read books.  Nothing is more experiential 
than reading.  We read to know, to find out, to 
answer, and to entertain ourselves.

When we talk about reading and when we talk 
about great reading, no better author comes to mind 
than James Joyce.  A collection of short stories 
and three novels, most of which is a set piece of 
an artist’s journey through autobiographical space 
and time freezing the Irish soul in words forever 
captured between covers of books.

Remember your own reading and know that 
Joyce exhausted literature.  Insert any great or 
important-to-you writer where we’ve place Joyce;  
it’s still true.  Our authors added to our lives by our 
reading books.  Collectively, across all formats, 
books contain our reading which makes up us.

Bezos and Jobs got ahead of libraries and reset 
where books gather.  Now it isn’t clear or certain 
where that precisely is.  Data points to steady but 
not exploding growth in overall eBook sales and 
revenues;  more data shows steady sales in print.  
Broadly, readers enjoy and seek all book formats.  
It’s up in the air if the reading public has reached 
the saturation point for electronic formats.  

Librarians seem dead set on making room in 
our gathering places for new core purpose like 
creative work spaces.  Space in library buildings 
has become non-library space.  We claim that 
our users don’t care.  Doing so, we’ve severely 
discounted those who do.  

For every user who doesn’t notice or care 
where the books gather, there are those who do.  Or 
there are those who are confused.  A guide for the 
perplexed would be a Ranganathan consideration 
of reader and book — not necessarily the artifact and 
machine but how intimate and close that relationship 
is and our task of making sure it happens for every 
reader a book, every book, a reader.

Let’s Book:  How Google Works by 
Eric Schmidt and Jonathan Rosen-

berg, Grand Central Publishing, 2014.
First, we clear up the big question.  We don’t 

find out how Google works in the sense of the 

secret sauce that makes the search engine the 
best.  By the end of two hundred pages, we’ve 
no doubt Google is good.  The authors stop just 
short of writing that Google is the Internet, the 
Internet is Google.

The authors, Eric Schmidt, Google’s former 
CEO, and another guy, Jonathan Rosenberg,w-
ere almost early employees, brought in at the 
turn of the century to guide the Stanford startup 
to profitability.  They were Google’s adopted 
parents, one a geek leaning chief officer for Sun 
Microsystems and Novel — that would be Eric 
Schmidt — the other a marketing/PR fellow, 
well-known by Google’s early venture capitalists 
as someone who could bring light and order to 
Sergey Brin and Larry Page’s graduate student 
brilliant, creative, and unruly creation.

How Google Works is mostly anecdote and 
insight into how to leverage technological genius 
into money.  There is nothing about how Google 
search works so well or even how Google might 
evolve from a virtual advertisement serving 
company — a dazzling billion-dollar annual 
success — and a technological company so big 
and dominant it has set limits on its own growth.

At its best, Google Works is good reading for 
MBA types.  The authors elaborate the idea of the 
smart creative, the young computer engineer, long 
on code, short on communication, who needs free-
dom, fun, large salaries, and high amounts of trust.  

If there is a Google way it is to let smart cre-
atives launch quickly, iterate, and accept failure 
as another form of success.

These and other insights — the peer review 
hiring that includes intensive and many interviews 
integrated with testing may seem a bit familiar to 
librarians — but the best insights belong to the 
astute reader.  Much isn’t said, and here there is 
insight.

Google will celebrate its 20th birthday in 
2018.  Since the early millennium when Google 
“monetized” search by creating AdWords where 
keywords retrieve links to Websites as well as 
links that serve up commercial ads and AdSense, 
a sophisticated syndicating system to place ads on 
other Websites and share in the combined reve-
nues, Google has little to show for its technolog-
ical success.  Over 97% of its growing revenues 
come from ads; all else, the self-driving cars, 
Google + (social media), Google Drive, Apps and 
Docs (suite of MS Office-like products and cloud 
services), none of these account for Google’s high 
operating margins.

How Google will handle itself with little 
growth in new products is a topic that would 
have made How Google Works an excellent book 
whose insights would have been transformative.  
What works in the book is just a breezy, coy 
style and content which elevates the rhetoric that 
normally characterizes communiques from the 
Googleplex.

Perhaps Larry and Serge never told Eric how 
Google works — that is, really works.

Meh 2014
Life Hacks — well, tips are always welcome, 

especially the those that pay off in money or new 
skills and expertise.  But all this advice bubbling 
on the Web.  We need hacks for the hacks.

Gridlock — in Congress, gridlock in our 
lives, gridlock as permanent human condition.  

We call it the new normal.  Nothing is normal 
about indecision.

Share — is it an act of giving or confessing?  
I admit a social ignorance in how often and to 
whom I should like, share, follow, tweet.  What 
am I sharing? 

Reach out — memorable lyric hook by the 
Four Tops and Dionne Warwick evoked the 
saving power and grace of love, now gratuitously 
used in org-speak, now “owned”by those who 
want us to know they’ve poked you or maybe 
sent an email.  

Ingest — this gastroenterological metaphor 
has got to go.  It suggests we are feeding the 
machine when, in fact, the machine is neither 
hungry nor needs food.

Amazon’s Valuation — shareholders are 
creeping up on Jeff Bezos like the living dead.  
Amazon’s not shown a profit ever, and they 
spend, spend, spend to bring us cheap everything.  
There is no Moore’s law in retail, and everyone’s 
showcasing Amazon for better buys anywhere.

Big Data — we are keen, almost desperate, to 
bring Big Data into the library.  If we put money 
down, we need a better pitch than “it’s all data.”  
The more we reify, the more we lose sight of 
our core strength — the world documented by 
research, creativity, and thought.

Mid-Decade Zeitgeist
Catching whiffs of the future in the detritus 

of the past…
Facebook at Workit’s happening in 2015.  

Remarkably it took almost a decade for the 
gloves to come off and the real WTF match of 
the titans to begin.  All hail and bow down to the 
INCREDIBLE MIGHTY ZUCK.

Net Neutrality:  We need a good concept to 
describe the other side of free.  I don’t know about 
you, but my neighbors drain our cable loop with 
Netflix, Hulu, and name-of-the-day streaming 
media service.

Wikipedia Library:  An astonishing effort 
through the Wikimedia Foundation to up the 
quality of Wikipedia writing and editing through 
library resources. 

I Shot the Sheriff Award to the person(s) 
who killed “lublishing.”  Library publishing is 
a worthy pursuit.  This neologism isn’t.  What 
next — “pibrarians?” 

Uber God View:  This might be meh if it 
weren’t so in the face zeitgeist.  At a conference of 
Uber employees, an Uber honcho, demonstrated 
a beta version of the Uber app that allowed re-
al-time tracking of other Uber customers.  The 
room cheered but not the rest of us.  You don’t 
have to be religious to sense the hubris of this “do 
it because we can” stunt by this driven startup.  
What next, hidden cameras in the backseat, catch 
Jaylo and Ben hooking up on the down-low.  Nah, 
they got their own Uber…

Kickended:  Venetian artist and Kickstarter 
user, Silvio Lorusso,  started this Website that 
searches Kickstarter for failed Kickstarter cam-
paigns.  He found 10% receive no funding and 
40% receive enough to meet their goal amount.  
It serves as a great counterweight to overly enthu-
siastic media reports of successful Kickstarters.  
Kickends reminds us that success is mostly an 
outlier;  successful projects cover failures.  

@Brunning: People & Technology
from page 58
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Pelikan’s Antidisambiguation — “There’s an Echo in  
this room…”
Column Editor:  Michael P. Pelikan  (Penn State)  <mpp10@psu.edu>

The weeks leading up to this current writ-
ing have been chock-full of encounters 
with technology and content that are of 

the sort that, if one stops to consider them, 
can lead to that delicious sense of strangeness 
concerning the present moment, that sense that 
a thing, idea, or time that one has perhaps ex-
pected, but perhaps not, has in fact arrived, dis-
cernable, emerging in to the present moment.

The opening bookend to this period for me 
was, perhaps, the welcome experience of at-
tending the film Interstellar, a film that left me 
pleasantly surprised: that here was an example 
of someone in position to produce such a film 
really “getting it,” in terms of employing solid 
principles both of science and of science-fic-
tion.  There was little in the film that wouldn’t 
occur to anyone who’s pondered the Theory of 
Relativity, it’s just that I never expected such 
a respectful and caring treatment of it to come 
out of a Hollywood studio.

But why shouldn’t we live in a world in 
which such things can be discussed, enjoyed, 
mused upon?  That there is an audience for such 
content if shown by the splendid examples that 
occur in published science fiction, when of the 
highest caliber.  Clarke, Azimov, Heinlein, 
Niven, and Pournelle:  these are authors who 
have produced some great literature — litera-
ture that happens to take place in a place and 
time yet-to-be.

Evidence of change in one’s attitude can 
also be a welcome surprise.  Readers of this 
columns over the years (look at all those hands 
going up!  Who knew?) might recall the attitude 
I expressed in earlier days about the perceived 
need I felt after a purchase to have something 
in hand.  This was as eBooks were gearing 
up and we were all struggling to understand 
what these things were (or if indeed they were 
things at all).  I used to speak for the need to 
have the eBook in-hand to feel that “it” was 
“mine.”  This was, of course, the extension of 
the idea that one can buy a physical copy of a 
book, can keep it, can loan it, get it back, give 
it as a gift, inherit it.  The physical artifact was 
itself an object of delight.  I think I wanted this 
to be extended into the digital realm.

I read fairly selectively, which is to say that, 
as of now, there are only around 165 eBooks 
on my eReader.  I’ve migrated, nearly out of 
necessity and certainly out of convenience, to 
the Kindle platform, after resisting for a num-
ber of years the perceived power and influence 
that might accrue to a corporation with the 
success of such a widely adopted platform.  I 
guess they never noticed my high-principled 
abstention.  Amazon managed to become the 
default platform for such content, despite my 
reluctance to buy in.  It seems they were able 
to wait me out.

Now I think much less of whether I have a 
“physical manifestation” of a book.  Indeed, a 

look at my Kindle profile would show that be-
tween readers, laptops, tablets, and computers, 
my Kindle use is distributed among six or seven 
physical devices.  And, I can tell you exactly 
which feature of the Kindle ecosystem proved 
to be the undoing of my reluctance to join in…

It was “Whispersync” — that ability to 
pick up my phone, open a book, and be right 
where I’d left off at home on my “big” reader, 
then, once home, to pick up again right where 
I’d left off on my phone.  Having experienced 
it, it wasn’t as if I couldn’t go back to manual 
place-keeping, I just didn’t want to.  And did 
I worry that “someone” would know what I 
was reading or where I was in the book?  Well, 
maybe a little, but not enough for me to want to 
have to keep track of my place.  
In other words, they got me by 
being simply useful.

Too, my sensitivity 
about “tracking” has been 
worn down to next to 
nothing by overexpo-
sure to tracking’s utter 
ubiquity.  Tracking 
technologies satu-
rate our Web expe-
riences.  To borrow 
an idea from In-
terstellar, the ob-
servation that our 
atmosphere is 80% Nitrogen, and yet we don’t 
even breathe Nitrogen;  our Web experience 
is 80% tracking, and we don’t even consume 
tracking.

So, in this day and age, what is a book?  The 
books I enjoy are individually titled works that 
each are distributed across multiple presenta-
tion devices.  Wherever I happen to be, there’s 
my collection, and my place is saved in all 
those individual books, no matter which device 
I last used to access them.  As I move between 
devices, replace older devices with new ones, 
my collection is there.  It’s the content and the 
collection that lend familiarity and continuity 
across all these devices.

And, of course, we’re learning to expect the 
same from our collections of music, of photo-
graphs.  Access to the utility provided to us by 
something seems to be sufficient compensation 
for not having the items themselves.  This goes 
hand in hand with a principle of information 
retrieval drummed into Information Science 
students:  it’s not what you have in hand that 
matters, it’s what you can retrieve.  This is the 
power of the search, a power that, combined 
with wireless access everywhere, has changed 
the way we do things.  It truly wasn’t that long 
ago this all seemed very much like “Pie in 
the sky” — a phrase originating, by the way, 
according to the plausible results of a quick 
search, in Joe Hill’s 1911 work, The Preacher 
and the Slave.

The latest New Thing I’ve encountered 
that turned out to seem surprisingly familiar 
in a welcome way, was Amazon Echo.  Hav-
ing received an invitation some months ago, 
responding to it, and then forgetting about it, 
I was surprised to get an email from Amazon 
letting me know that Amazon Echo was ready 
for my purchase, if still desired.  Well, I’d for-
gotten all about it.  But it seemed reasonable, so 
I replied in the affirmative.  Minutes later I got 
another email letting me know it had shipped, 
and would arrive the next day.

To try and cut this short, I must say this: 
Amazon Echo has surprised me.  It works 
very much as advertised and, if it continues to 
improve as promised, may very well surprise 

many people.  It arrived here just as 
the holiday season was underway, 

and so was present 
for several gather-
ings in our home.  
I was surprised by 
the reaction our 
guests to Echo.  
No one asked to 
see an instruction 
manual, let alone 
a quick start guide.  
They simply start-
ed talking to it, 
and were delight-

ed with its responses.  I’m hesitant to suggest 
where this product will lead, although it seems 
to be a component of the Internet of Things, 
those things to include digital content we 
already turn to Amazon for, as well as the de-
vices we use to do so.  It’s certainly no accident 
that the companion app for Echo runs on your 
Kindle tablet and on your smartphone.  The 
conjunction of these technological capabilities 
is potentially very powerful indeed.

What will it mean for my eBook collection?  
Will I one day be able to ask Alexa to read 
Moby Dick to me?  Will I be able to pause it, 
then resume in my car?  If I “owned” an audio-
book, the answer seems fairly clear.  As for Text 
To Speech, well, Alexa is already surprisingly 
persuasive.  Can we leave aside the haunting 
questions of a few years ago regarding public 
performance of an eBook?  I don’t guess so, 
not forever and always.

It may be, however, that those concerns will 
be left aside as content licensers discover an 
upsurge in demand accompanying new modes 
of access.  Why prohibit something that might 
make a lot of money?

In the meantime, with all the people 
who’ve been through our living room trying 
out Echo in the past couple of weeks, any 
concerns about tracking I may have held 
have been blown out of the water.  Our guests 
asked for Jimi Hendrix, Edvard Grieg, 
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Decoder Ring — Comic Book Markup Language
Column Editor: Jerry Spiller  (Art Institute of Charleston)  <yeri.spiller@gmail.com>

If you missed the Charleston Conference this year, then it stands 
to reason that you also missed my talk on Comic Book Markup 
Language (CBML).  If you have a collection of comics that you’d 

like to open up for retrieval and analysis, CBML is a vocabulary for 
representation of comics documents in XML developed by John Walsh 
at Indiana.1

CBML is an extension of Text Encoding Initiative (TEI).  As such, 
it incorporates elements of TEI as well as its own elements focused 
on comics content and features.  Many TEI elements are available to 
represent common structures in a variety of text documents, for instance 
chapters, paragraphs, spoken dialogue, or features as particular as epi-
graphs.  The full list of TEI elements is available at http://www.tei-c.
org/release/doc/tei-p5-doc/en/html/REF-ELEMENTS.html.2

Chapters can be represented with the generic <div> that is familiar 
to Web designers and developers from the HTML version of the same 
element.  Attributes are used within tags to provide more specific infor-
mation.  A type attribute, typically written as @type with the @ denoting 
that it is an attribute, here qualifies that this div represents a chapter: 

<div type=“chapter”>
Our other examples of paragraphs, spoken dialogue, and epigraphs 

can be represented with <p>, <said>, and <epigraph>.  When Sherlock 
Holmes awakens Dr. Watson in The Adventure of the Abbey Grange,3 
we might encode the interaction something like this:

<p><said who=“#sherlock-holmes”>“Come Watson, come!” 
</said> he cried. <said who=“#sherlock-holmes”>“The game is 
afoot!”</said> </p>
Extending from that TEI base, CBML provides elements for rep-

resenting features unique to comic books, graphic novels, and related 
media.  The most basic unit of comics is the panel, which can be repre-
sented with <cbml:panel>.  Similarly, speech and thought balloons can 
be encoded with <cbml:balloon>.

Now <cbml:panel> is a good start, but clearly not enough by itself 
to represent everything that’s going on.  We can choose from a set of 
useful attributes to note more about a particular panel.  Let’s take a look 
at a panel from Little Nemo in Slumberland in 1907. 

We might want to note that this is the first panel of a page, or which-
ever panel number a particular panel is within the page.  We can provide 
that information with @n, for number:

<cbml:panel n=“1”>
Further, we might want to know what characters are depicted in 

the panel.  Similar to the way we used @who with <said>, we can list 
characters with @character, prefixing each individual character with #:

<cbml:panel n=”1” characters=”#nemo #little-imp”>
A full list of characters appearing in the document would normally 

appear in the <teiHeader>, as with other TEI documents. 
We can keep going with the balloon.  Nemo says to the Little Imp, 

“They are looking for us!  We must get down from here!”  Using <cb-
ml:balloon> the useful attributes here will be @type to denote that this 
is a speech balloon and @who, much as it was used in <said> with the 
great detective above.

<cbml:balloon type=“speech” who=“#nemo”>They are looking 
for us!We must get down from here!</cbml:balloon>.
These few elements and attributes barely scratch the surface of 

what’s available.  There’s also <cbml:caption> for captions from a 
narrator that are not speech or thought 
balloons, the <sound> element 
straight out of TEI for sound 
effects, and ways of representing 
features like letters pages or ads 
for x-ray glasses and ways to bulk 
up fast and stop that sand-kicking 
beach bully.

Want to learn more about CBML?  Feel free to check out my slides 
from the Charleston Conference, “Metadata for Metahumans” at http://
jerryspiller.net/pres/CBML.5  Or for much more in-depth look, go back to 
the source and check out John Walsh’s http://cbml.org6 and his excellent 
Digital Humanities Quarterly article, “Comic Book Markup Language: 
An Introduction and Rationale” at http://www.digitalhumanities.org/
dhq/vol/6/1/000117/000117.html.7  

Endnotes
1. John Walsh, “Comic Book Markup 
Language,” accessed Oct 26, 2014, http://
cbml.org.
2. Text Encoding Initiative, “P5: Guidelines 
for Electronic Text Encoding and Inter-
change, Appendix C: Elements”, accessed 
Oct 26, 2014,
http://www.tei-c.org/release/doc/tei-p5-doc/
en/html/REF-ELEMENTS.html.
3. Arthur Conan Doyle, “The Adventure of 
the Abbey Grange,” in The Return of Sher-
lock Holmes New York: McClure, Philips 
& Co., 1905.
4. Winsor McCay, Little Nemo in Slumber-
land, comic for September 9, 1907, accessed 
Sept 14, 2014, https://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/Little_Nemo#mediaviewer/File:Lit-
tle_Nemo_1907-09-29.jpg.
5. Jerry Spiller, “Metadata for Metahu-
mans: An Introduction to Comic Book 
Markup Language,” Nov 7, 2014. http://
jerryspiller.net/pres/CBML.
6. John Walsh, “Comic Book Markup 
Language.”
7. John Walsh, “Comic Book Markup 
Language: An Introduction and Rationale,” 
Digital Humanities Quarterly 6, no. 1 
(2012), accessed Oct 28, 2014, http://www. 
digitalhumanities.org/dhq/vol/6/1/000117/ 
000117.html

Figure 1:  Little Nemo in Slumberland, September 9, 1907.4  Public Domain.

Charlie Daniels, John Phillip Sousa, Carlos 
Santana, and Ernie singing Rubber Duckie.  
They’ve asked Alexa to read information from 
Wikipedia articles on Moomintroll, the Beat 
Generation, and Borscht.  The combined, 
leveraged power of the whole stinking Internet 
and Amazon’s Cloud Services, and we asked 
for Fine Young Cannibals. 

My metadata must be pure corned beef 
hash now.

So I’m looking forward to an endless 
supply of laughable, hopelessly clueless 
suggestions based upon my Echo activity.  
But perhaps more alarmingly, what if the 
suggestions become better over time?  What 
if the usefulness of what Echo can do for us 
counterbalances our latent squeamishness 
over Echo’s potential eavesdropping powers?  
Is it HAL?  Is it SkyNet?  Or is it C3PO?  Or 
Marvin? 

Well, too late to worry about that now…  

Pelikan’s Antidisambiguation
from page 60
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ATG Luminaries — Comment On ... Open Access
Column Editor: Elizabeth Lightfoot  (Electronic Resources Librarian, Florida International University)  <elightfo@fiu.edu>

Robert Boissy
Manager, Account Development 

and Strategic Alliances, 
Springer Science+Business 
Media, <Robert.Boissy@

Springer.Com>

Seven of the top twenty 
Springer journals in the most re-
cent impact factor report are open 
access titles from BioMed Cen-
tral.  An eighth is an open access 
SCOAP3 title — Journal of High 
Energy Physics.  For any of those 
who have reserved judgment on 
open access journals and perhaps 
doubted the value of time spent 
curating such content, your wait is 
over.  If libraries ignore or are less 
than deliberate about providing a 
discovery environment to users 
that includes high quality open 
access content, they are missing 
a real opportunity.  To accomplish 
the pivot that libraries have long 
awaited in journal publishing, it 
will be necessary for libraries to 
universally curate these resources 
to build up usage and the argu-
ments for infrastructural support 
of open access publishing.  This 
is not to say that selection among 
open access offerings is not nec-
essary.  Selection is necessary to 
build quality.  Selection will be 
made easier if there is cooperation 
by both publishers and discovery 
service providers to make sure 
libraries have an easy way to inte-
grate selected open access journals 
into their indexing and resolution 
services.  Google and Google 
Scholar may be important finding 
tools for journal content, but after 
a year of providing Web analytics 
to academic libraries, it is becom-
ing increasingly clear that library 
maintained Web-scale discovery 
systems are moving up the refer-
rers list and taking on increasing 
percentages of the traffic that finds 
its way to our platform.  So curate 
the best OA content.  Help make 
the journal model shift happen.   

Valerie Boulos
Head, Collection Strategies 

& Assessment, Florida 
International University 

Libraries, <vboulos@fiu.edu>

The option to publish an article as 
open access can be daunting to facul-
ty when combined with the require-
ment to pay article processing fees, 
which can be quite hefty.  To assist 
faculty in making their research more 
readily available, we have joined the 
ranks of libraries/institutions which 
offer an Open Access Publishing 
Fund to help offset associated costs.  
But the management of this fund 
comes with its own challenges.  We 
pay invoices at the article level, not 
the journal level.  We have an ap-
proval process which often involves 
dividing invoices so we only subsi-
dize our affiliated faculty.  Invoices 
undergo a hand-off from faculty 
member to the OA librarian to Ac-
quisitions to Purchasing.  Article 
processing fees often originate from 
a different publishing division from 
our standard journal invoices, which 
in turn leads to required paperwork 
to add the division as a new vendor 
in our payment systems.

We want to support open access, 
but we need an easier way to manage 
the workflow and invoicing for these 
article-level transactions if they are 
to become commonplace.  Most pub-
lishers offer an institutional deposit 
account option, but such automated 
payments could undermine local 
guidelines for OA Publishing Fund 
payments; not to mention you would 
need multiple deposit accounts to al-
low flexibility in publishing venues.  
The Copyright Clearance Center 
has recently released the availability 
to run article processing charges 
through RightsLink, and several 
publishers are now using this service 
as an intermediary.  

Time will tell whether we’re able 
to sufficiently untangle the open ac-
cess process and make it manageable 
to all parties involved.  

Jill Emery
Collection Development 
Librarian, Portland State 

University, <jemery@pdx.edu>

To be honest, Portland State 
University Library isn’t doing 
much with open access.  Portland 
State has added DOAJ and DOAB 
to the catalog and also supported 
Knowledge Unlatched but beyond 
these initiatives, we have not started 
processing APCs or underwriting 
OA publication in any major way.  
However, it is my job as an academic 
librarian, who is leading my institu-
tion in determining what is paid for 
content, to understand and have the 
best comprehension of the “total cost 
of publication” for the content pur-
chased on behalf of students and fac-
ulty.  “The ‘Total cost of publication 
(TCP)’ consists of article processing 
charges for either individual journal 
articles or as part of a bulk pre-pay-
ment scheme, subscriptions for either 
individual journals or packages, and 
the additional administrative costs 
for managing APCs.” (See Pinfield, 
S., Salter, J. and Bath, P.A. (2015) 
– The ‘total cost of publication’ in 
a hybrid open-access environment: 
Institutional approaches to funding 
journal article processing charges 
in combination with subscriptions.  
Journal of the Association for In-
formation Science and Technology)  
Publisher representatives will tell 
acquisitions and collection devel-
opment librarians in the U.S. that 
the total OA produced by them via 
hybrid journals is 1-2%.  This may 
be true in the U.S.  but in Europe and 
in the UK, these amounts are higher 
and range more around 10%.  As ac-
ademic librarians, we need to begin 
the conversations now of reaching 
a new price point for the journal 
content we purchase.  The market 
is changing rapidly, and it does not 
make sense for our institutions to 
be paying both APC costs, covering 
the inherent management costs of 
APCs, and paying subscriptions for 
the same content.  

Celeste Feather
Senior Director of Licensing & 
Strategic Partnerships, Lyrasis, 
<celeste.feather@lyrasis.org>

Are you beginning to hear the 
roar of the scholarly monograph 
wave breaking through paywalls 
and evolving into research products 
that may not resemble books as we 
know them?  Change is coming, as 
evidenced by ongoing initiatives 
and reports.  The future monograph 
open access environment is likely to 
differ significantly from the open 
access journal movement.

The successful Knowledge Un-
latched pilot project in the spring 
of 2014 gathered support from 297 
libraries across the globe to turn 28 
scholarly monographs into open 
access titles.  Libraries proved they 
are willing to step up and explore 
alternative models to support this type 
of scholarship.  In June 2014 the As-
sociation of Research Libraries and 
the American Association of Uni-
versities proposed that universities 
provide a subvention to a newly-hired 
faculty member to support the cost of 
that individual’s first peer-reviewed 
book.  The books would then be 
available as open access titles.

The sand is shifting quickly as 
awareness increases.  The Mellon 
Foundation is exploring an idea 
to subsidize open access digital 
humanities interactive research 
products that otherwise would be 
channeled into a scholarly mono-
graph format.  Universities would 
be asked to provide partial support 
for these works.  The Open Library 
of the Humanities is investigat-
ing alternative collective funding 
mechanisms for open access in the 
humanities, including monographs.

University presses, foundations, 
faculty, administrators, and librarians 
are all engaged in developing struc-
tures that will allow social science 
and humanities long form scholarship 
to reach the widest possible audience.  
These are exciting times!  
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From A University Press — Opening Pandora’s  
(Cable) Box
Column Editor:  Leila W. Salisbury  (Director, University Press of Mississippi, Jackson, MS  39211;  Phone: 601-432-6205)  
<lsalisbury@ihl.state.ms.us>

The 2014 Charleston Conference 
had me thinking a great deal about 
PDA/DDA, STL, and now EBA (ev-

idence-based acquisition) programs.  Our 
vendors give us statistics that show purchases 
moving rapidly away from approval or even 
single-title purchasing in favor of these above 
models.  The subsequent revenue from these 
sales certainly shows in publishers’ bottom 
line, especially as STL purchases result in 
a fraction of the revenue.  Interestingly, as 
there was much gnashing of teeth about costs, 
revenue, shrinking budgets, and the like at the 
conference, I actually came away with the 
distinct impression that usage was UP.  That 
comes as welcome news to university presses, 
who have often been accused of publishing 
overly specialized books that few want to 
read or use.

And yet, in this increasingly pay-per-view 
world, will libraries actually end up paying 
more in the quest to save money and purchase 
selectively?

On the flight back from Charleston, I was 
reading an issue of Entertainment Weekly (yes, 
for work!  It’s surprisingly helpful to me as 
an acquiring editor in film and media studies 
who dropped cable years ago).  On the heels 
of HBO and CBS’s separate announcements 
of services that would allow viewers to stream 
recent shows without a cable subscription, 
journalist James Hibbard wrote an insightful 
meditation on what this may mean for the in-
dustry more widely.  In the wonderfully titled 
“What Streams May Come,” Hibberd notes, 
“Viva la revoluciόn, right?  Not necessarily.  
As much as we all love to grouse about cable 
bills, breaking up the current system could 
have all sorts of butterfly-effect consequences 
that might be even worse.  Because do you 
really want to pay $72 a year to watch 2 
Broke Girls?”

Hibberd suggests that cracking open the 
cable box will possibly spur several unwel-
come things.  In current cable packages, view-
ers are essentially paying for a handful of the 
most popular networks and getting a great deal 
of other content for very little money.  Studies 
suggest that paying for single networks will 
likely actually mean viewers would have a 
higher end cost (in Canada and other coun-
tries, such models leave viewers “paying more 
for less,” according to Hibberd).  Second, 
the current infrastructure of in-ground cable 

simply can’t support such a high volume of 
individual streaming.  Bandwidth caps are 
becoming a more common response to the 
crush of traffic on the Internet highway, and 
this would eventually limit individual stream-
ing.  In the article, analyst Fernando Elizalde 
estimates that “billions in upgrades” would 
be needed to support such mass streaming.  
“Who’s going to pay for that?” he asks.

Finally, in a world where every show is not 
Game of Thrones, what happens to the pro-
gramming produced by smaller or educational 
channels?  Elizalde hints at a dark, perhaps 
Darwinian, downside for programming in an 
à la carte purchase model: “smaller channels 
could wither and even die.”

It was this last observation that made me 
realize that we could easily be talking about 
books here.  There is a pretty close scholarly 
publishing equivalent (particularly in the hu-
manities) to each of Hibberd’s and Elizalde’s 
observations about cable and individually 
streamed shows.  Cable may be somewhat 
akin to the packages and similar programs 
offered by publishers.  Approval plans, which 
offered at least predictable spending and rev-
enue, might be the monographic equivalent of 
a cable subscription.  Dismantling this buying 
pattern will likely mean that publishers will 
charge more for both their most appealing 
publications as well as the lesser used ones, 
as each offering is expected to carry more of 
its own financial weight, especially with a 
not-for-profit publisher.

The question of infrastructure is also a 
salient one.  There may be rafts of free content 
out there for streaming and viewing and down-
loading, but the physical cables on which this 
content travels are not unlimited or free.  Nor 
is the infrastructure (either the people or the 
technical platforms) that develops, publishes, 
hosts, and disseminates scholarship.  Libraries 
and university presses know this equally well 
and manage to do hero’s work on a shoestring 
nearly every day, but there are limits.  Salaries 
must be paid, content must be licensed, and 
there must be revenue or budget allocations to 
support the mission-oriented work we do on 
behalf of our home institutions and scholars 
and students worldwide.  In the end, to echo 
Elizalde, who pays for that?

While work to improve the discoverabil-
ity of university press and library content is 
improving and librarians and publishers are 

focusing hard on how to further enhance the 
discovery and use of our materials, those ef-
forts alone will not save specialized content.  
Elizalde’s specter of disappearing shows and 
channels could — and in some ways already 
has — happened to books.  With all efforts and 
attention focused on the blockbusters, there 
is little room for experimentation and for the 
time and resources necessary to cultivate new 
fields of scholarship and inquiry.  Production 
costs cannot be deferred, even for books 
— or shows — that may take years or even 
decades to find their audience and revenue.  
By the time it became a wildly popular cult 
hit, the show Arrested Development had long 
been cancelled.  Yes, it was so popular it was 
eventually brought back in a limited way by 
a streaming service rather than a network, but 
it just couldn’t recapture the original magic 
and momentum.  Though I wish there were 
those after-the-fact advocates among scholars, 
I would posit that the avalanches of fan mail 
and kickstarter campaigns would not easily 
translate to scholarly publishing.  There will 
simply be books that would go undeveloped 
and unpublished.  

I’m certainly not the first to argue that we, 
publishers and librarians, are part of a very 
delicate ecosystem.  The shifting of costs, 
funding, and purchase models affects us all.  
But we need to understand that while breaking 
open Pandora’s Box may be a necessary thing, 
we should be aware of its consequences.

Short-term lending and EBA programs will 
probably not decrease overall content costs in 
perpetuity, and libraries may in the end get 
less content for those same flat acquisitions 
dollars (that we all feel lucky if we even 
have).  Ultimately, someone will pay for infra-
structure.  If we’re not careful, it may be the 
for-profit publishers.  In his October 29, 2014 
article “The Size of the Open Access Market,” 
Joe Esposito argues that while OA has gained 
traction as part of our scholarly world, it’s also 
rapidly being appropriated by the for-profits.  
The structure that was supposed to set content 
free is now becoming its own business, and 
users will in the end pay for it, perhaps dearly, 
through one channel or another.  

So as we make decisions about how we de-
velop and provide access to content, let’s keep 
in mind those other entities that are sharing 
our stream of knowledge, the users who want 
more and not less, and the libraries and presses 

that have nurtured and preserved 
scholarship over the decades.  Nat-
ural selection has its advantages, 
but if the utility and use of what 
we do as libraries and publishers is 
real and meaningful, let’s figure out 
how to keep the key members of our 
ecosystem alive.  
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The Scholarly Publishing Scene — Words of Warning 
Column Editor:  Myer Kutz  (President, Myer Kutz Associates, Inc.)  <myerkutz@aol.com>

Recently, I reread Other Men’s Daughters, a novel that I read for 
the first time nearly four decades ago.  Published by Dutton, 
the book was written by Richard Stern, a professor of English 

at the University of Chicago from 1955 to 2002.  (I enjoyed the novel 
this time, but not as much as I remembered.  Professor-falling-for-a-
much-younger-woman-and-escaping-a- shrewish-wife-his-own-age has 
become a cliche.  Stern himself had a substantial reputation back in the 
1970s, but it seems not to have endured at such an exalted level, or won’t 
until someone writes a new appreciation.) I have the original hardcover 
edition; I can tell by markings in my copy that I must have bought it used.  
When I turned to the copyright page to check the publication year — it 
was 1973 — I found this lengthy and, I thought, prescient statement: 

No part of this publication may be reproduced or transmitted in 
any form or by any means, electronic or mechanical, including 
photocopy, recording, or any information storage and retrieval 
system now known or to be invented, without permission in writ-
ing from the publisher, except by a reviewer who wishes to quote 
brief passages in connection with a review written for inclusion 
in a magazine, newspaper, or broadcast.
Whether the statement was ginned up by an imaginative soul in 

Dutton’s legal department or by Stern himself, who might have gotten 
wind of some version of the digital future, is probably lost to history.  
(Stern died in January 2013 and finding the statement’s author among 
the employees of Dutton, now a boutique imprint in the Penguin Group, 
strikes me as an investigative task beyond my pay grade.) In any case, 
the statement — in a novel, for goodness sake — far exceeds the one on 
the copyright page of my monograph, Temperature Control, published 
by Wiley only five years earlier:

All Rights Reserved.  This book or any part thereof must not be 
reproduced in any form without the written permission of the 
publisher.
Of course, Wiley has always been a copyright champion, so I’m 

not going to belabor any supposition that the firm’s legal department 
contained personnel who might not have been as imaginative as those 
working for a publisher of trade fiction and non-fiction.  
Besides, as a copyright champion, Wiley had a 
major role in the establishment of the Copyright 
Clearance Center.  That’s one of the factors — in 
addition to the ubiquity of all manner of electronic 
devices, as well as the Internet itself — that helps 
produce a paragraph such as the one found on the 
copyright page of the new edition (the fourth) of 
my Mechanical Engineers’ Handbook: 

No part of this publication may be reproduced, 
stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted in 
any form or by any means, electronic, mechan-
ical, photocopying, recording, scanning, or 
otherwise, except as permitted under Section 
107 or 108 of the 1976 United States Copyright 
Act, without either the prior written permission 
of the Publisher, or authorization through 
payment of the appropriate per-copy fee to the 
Copyright Clearance Center, 222 Rosewood 
Drive, Danvers, MA 01923, (978) 750-8400, 
fax (978) 646-8600, or on the Web at www.
copyright.com.  Requests to the Publisher for 
permission should be addressed to the Permissions Department, 
John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 111 River Street, Hoboken, NJ 07030, 
(201) 748-6011, fax (201) 748-6008, or online at www.wiley.
com/go/permissions.
Indeed, you can copy something, but you’d better ‘fess up — and 

pay up — for whatever you do copy.  
There’s another lengthy paragraph that publishers have added in 

one form or another to the copyright page.  Whenever I look at one of 

these paragraphs, I’m reminded of the story told by my mentor, the late 
Bob Polhemus, my boss when I took a job as an acquisitions editor 
at Wiley years ago.  (An impossibly cheerful, roly-poly fellow, Bob 
was not only a fund of information about scientific and technical book 
publishing — some of it possibly apocryphal, but who could tell? — 
but also a perfect imitator of Louis Armstrong’s rich, gravelly singing 
voice.) A favorite story concerned the flawed tennis court dimensions 
that appeared in an edition of Architectural Graphic Standards (AGS), 
a perennial Wiley bestseller.  According to the story, which I’ve never 
been able to confirm, when a hapless architect provided a doubtless 
very disgruntled client with a tennis court that used the incorrect AGS 
dimensions, there was a lawsuit.  The judge, Bob’s tale had it, threw 
the suit out on the grounds that the plaintiffs should have known better 
than to rely on some book, no matter its reputation.

Nowadays, in our more litigious era, publishers take no chances on 
finding judges sympathetic to the risks inherent in publishing technical 
information supplied by outsiders working in a “work-made-for-hire” 
regime.  Now, you will find statements similar to the following on 
copyright pages of STM books: 

Limit of Liability/Disclaimer of Warranty: While the publisher 
and author have used their best efforts in preparing this book, 
they make no representations or warranties with the respect to 
the accuracy or completeness of the contents of this book and 
specifically disclaim any implied warranties of merchantability 
or fitness for a particular purpose.  No warranty may be created 
or extended by sales representatives or written sales materials.  
The advice and strategies contained herein may not be suitable 
for your situation.  You should consult with a professional where 
appropriate.  Neither the publisher nor the author shall be liable 
for damages arising herefrom.
Publishers cover themselves in the other direction — toward authors 

rather than readers — with warranty clauses in author contracts.  A 
typical clause — this one is in a contract for contributors of chapters 
to a multi-author work — reads:

The Contributor represents and warrants that: the Contri-
bution is original except for excerpts and illustrations 

from copyrighted works for which the Contributor has 
obtained written permission from the copyright 

owners at the Contributor’ expense on a form 
approved by the Publisher; the Contribution has 
not been previously published and is not in the 
public domain; the Contributor owns and has the 
right to convey all the rights herein conveyed 
to the Publisher; the Contribution contains 
no libelous or unlawful material, contains no 
instructions that may cause harm or injury 
and does not infringe upon or violate any 
copyright, trademark, trade secret, or other 
right or the privacy of others; and all state-
ments asserted as fact in the Contribution are 
either true or based upon generally accepted 
professional research practices.

It’s not surprising that a publisher with pockets 
far deeper than those of nearly all contributors 
would inset such a self-protection clause in a con-
tributor’s agreement, even thought the publisher’s 

lawyers must know that of all the clauses in a wordy document of five 
or six pages, this is the one that contributors would be most liable to 
contest.  But lawyers take no prisoners these days, i.e., they seldom 
give in to contributors who want the warranty clause excised or even 
modified.  And as perusal of their written fears on copyright pages 
would indicate, lawyers have, I must admit, more imagination than 
the rest of us might appreciate.  
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And They Were There
Reports of Meetings — LITA, SCLA, and the 33rd Annual Charleston Conference
Column Editor: Sever Bordeianu  (Head, Print Resources Section, University Libraries, MSC05 3020, 1 University of New 
Mexico, Albuquerque, NM  87131-0001;  Phone: 505-277-2645;  Fax: 505-277-9813)  <sbordeia@unm.edu>

LITA (Library and Information Technology Association) 2014 
— Albuquerque, New Mexico — November 5-8, 2014 

 
Reported by:  Sever Bordeianu  (University of New Mexico)  

<sbordeia@umn.edu>

The 2014 LITA Forum took place in Albuquerque between Novem-
ber 5th and 8th.  As usual, it brought together leaders in technology from 
the library world as well as vendors and developers.  There was a dizzy-
ing array of presentations that addressed technology in libraries ranging 
from the theoretical to the practical.  Vendors demonstrated products, 
and librarians reported on their projects.  There were altogether 28 talks 
that took place during two days of concurrent sessions, in addition to 
two preconference workshops, the keynote talk, two general sessions, 
and 14 poster sessions.  This was indeed a very busy conference.

The forum started with two preconferences: Linked Data for Li-
braries: How Libraries can Make use of Linked Open Data to Share 
Information about Library Resources and to Improve Discovery, 
Access, and Understanding of Library Users, with Dean B.  Kroft 
and Jon Corson-Rickert from Cornell;  and Learn Python by Playing 
with Library Data, by Francis Kayiwa of Kayiwa Consulting.  These 
were hands-on seminars where users learned how to use the products.  

The keynote address was given by Anne Marie Thomas, from the 
University of St. Thomas, who talked on the importance of having 
fun in a work and research environment.  Thomas talked about how 
“unusual combinations of people in groups lead to delightful outcomes.” 
This pertains to creating teams of specialists who would not normally 
work together, like a geologist and a musician, to render the science 
and experience of an earthquake.  The result, totally novel, far exceed-
ed the expected traditional outcome.  Thomas also talked about the 
“Maker” movement, which brings together people who have only one 
thing in common: they make things, from the artistic, to the culinary, 
to the technical.  Makers are resilient, they don’t give up easily, and 
they are resourceful.  They also share.  It is the same mentality that the 
early programming community had in the 1960s and ’70s before the 
rise of Microsoft.  This and other associated movements are changing 
the much-touted STEM movement to STEAM: Science, Technology, 
Engineering, Art, and Mathematics.

In the second general session, Lorcan Dempsey, Vice President, 
OCLC Research and Chief Strategist talked about linked data.  This 
concept, which we almost take for granted today, has been possible 
because of the tremendous advances in computing power.  He made 
two statements that set the tone for the entire discussion: technology 
changes how people behave, and people’s use of technology (their be-
havior) changes technology.  In this framework, Dempsey talked about 
OCLC’s linked data efforts which have already linked over 200 million 
subject headings from a variety of authority files into 8 million clusters.  
He described the evolution of technology in libraries from “Automa-
tion,” to “Networks,” to the current “Socio-Technical environment.” 
The social aspect of information is now the pervasive force that shapes 
the new environments.  He ended by pointing out that libraries need to 
become partners in the whole range of data creation, and certainly this 
conference provided ample examples of this trend.  

The concurrent sessions followed these themes and dealt with 
cutting-edge technological developments from vendors or their appli-
cations in Libraries.  The new technical environment is cloud-based, it 
is linked, and it is social.  

In Collaborative Discovery: The Open Initiative In Practice, The 
Art of Index Search and What it Means for Your Library, Marshall 
Breeding, a nationally-renowned consultant, Andrew Pace, Executive 
Director, Networked Library Services at OCLC and Allie Flanary, User 
Experience Librarian at Portland Community College discussed the 

development, adoption, and application of the Open Discovery Initiative 
(ODI) which is now a NISO standard.  The standard promotes transparen-
cy and neutrality from database creators, which is very important to users 
and facilitates cooperation across discovery ecosystems.  Breeding talked 
about the need for indexed-based discovery.  Pace discussed the applica-
tion of ODI.  He said that libraries generally look for technical solutions 
to legal, business, and political problems, while service providers look 
for unique selling points.  So then the dilemma: how to address Content 
Providers who are also Discovery Service Providers, because the library 
needs to know why a vendor makes specific decisions.  ODI’s standards 
for transparency and neutrality address these problems.  OCLC is ODI 
compliant.  Flannary represented the library’s point of view.  She stated 
that we need to speak the same language and librarians need to be part of 
the conversation.  This session demonstrated that they are.  

In Collaborating to Innovate: A Consortium’s Journey, Anya 
Arnold described the migration experience of the 37 member library 
ORBIS/Cascade consortium from a stand-alone ILS (Innovative) to 
a cloud-based system, Ex Libris’ Alma.  This consortium practically 
had to invent the wheel.  There were no models to follow for RFIs and 
RFPs, so they had to write their own.  Arnold described the vendor 
evaluation process, the selection process, and the actual migration 
from one system to another.  She stated that it’s important for a library 
to reevaluate their processes and not simply insist that they be ported 
to the new system.  The new system capabilities are different, and old 
processes can be discarded.  This is a time to look for new opportunities 
and efficiencies.  Arnold stressed that we should strive to leave “Stress” 
out of the process.  This can only be achieved by continuous communi-
cation with all constituents and a pragmatic attitude: as long as the basic 
library functions work well, everything else will be addressed in time.  
And she reminded the audience that everybody involved in the process 
wants to succeed: the library and the vendors.  Ultimately, this was a 
very successful transition, and ORBIS/Cascade’s model is being used 
by other libraries.  All their documentation is freely available at https://
www.orbiscascade.org/rfp-for-shared-library-management/ 

Two other sessions discussed the migration experience from stand-
alone to cloud-based systems.  In Consortial Collaboration in the 
Cloud: An Innovative Group Implementation of Web-Scale Manage-
ment, John Petrusa from Butler University, Lauren Maguson from 
the PALNI consortium, Edward Mandity from Marian College, Karl 
Stutzman from the Anabaptist Mennonite Biblical Seminary, and 
Cynthia Wilson from OCLC described this consortium’s migration 
experience.  The interesting thing about this presentation is that they 
are in the middle of the migration process so they could share and learn 
with the audience.  Lea Briggss from the University of New Mexico 
described UNM’s recent successful migration to OCLC’s WMS sys-
tem in Transformation: Taking an Academic Library Consortium to 
the Clouds with OCLC’s WorldShare Management Services.  This 
migration, essentially complete, took 17 New Mexico libraries on this 
intense journey in which many lessons were learned.  Briggs discussed 
the process, the preparation, and issues we should not worry about.  An-
other session dealing with migration was Hong Ma, who discussed the 
Loyola University Chicago’s experience in Evaluating and Selecting 
Library Services Platforms: Are you ready to Shift?  Where Should 
You Start?  In Migration to Kuali Open Library Environment: An 
Early Adopter’s Experience, Chulin Meng and Michelle Suranofski 
from Lehigh University described the KUALY OLE project, which 
is an open-source, community-based library management system.  As 
a founding partner in Kuali, Lehigh’s experience was unique.  These 
sessions show that there is a lot of activity going on with libraries mi-
grating to new cloud-based discovery platforms. 

In their talk Schema.org – What It Means for You and Your Library, 
Richard Willis, Technology Evangelist at OCLC, and Dan Scott, 
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from Laurentian University in Canada, talked about the importance 
of linked data.  Schema.org is a markup language.  Willis started with 
two questions: “Why do we catalog?  In order to find things.”  “Why 
do we put things on the Web?  So more people can find them.”  Many 
search engines use Schema.org, and 25% of the Web is encoded with this 
markup language, which makes it a de facto standard.  In 2012 OCLC 
processed over 300 million bibliographic records with schema, and now 
these records exist as linked data.  Schema.org uses a vocabulary for 
everybody, not just library terms, so the metadata and the linking is much 
richer than a traditional library catalog.  The approach is to identify all 
entities in the data.  Schema.org uses “Actions” which provide directly 
actionable links (such as “Search” or “Borrow”), and APIs can find the 
information.  The result is that from one book there are hundreds of links 
out and they link to other links.  Dan Scott pointed out that usability and 
discoverability are both low in libraries.  Schema.org provides a de-facto 
generalized vocabulary that is embedded in html and is available now.  
They are moving beyond the library world and working with publishers 
to apply schema.org to electronic journals.  

Islandora is a Digital Asset Management System for Digital Content 
Delivery.  Tommy Keswick from the Cherry Hill Company described 
the application of Islandora by the Detroit Public Library Digital Collec-
tions in a talk entitled: Using Islandora for Digital Content Delivery.  
Islondra programming is developed in Drupal, which makes it flexible 
and adaptable.  Islandora is a framework that bundles up solution packs 
that can be turned on or off based on application.  It works with Fedora, 
which is an open-source repository solution, and Apache Solr which is an 
open-source platform.  Keswick showed how they were able to customize 
display of the collection to accommodate the specific needs of the library.  
This is a powerful tool, and the results were impressive.  In remarking 
that this is only the first phase of the process (which included migrating 
the data from the legacy system), Keswick ended with the observation: 
“Make it better — just because it works is not good enough.” 

In a very interesting talk entitled Library Lab: Improving Library 
Services and Transforming Organizational Culture, Abigail Bor-
deaux, Sue Kriegsman, and Sebastian Diaz from Harvard discussed a 
program implemented at Harvard that allowed for the consideration and 
implementation of new services.  Noting that most resistance to change 
is political, this program created a framework where librarians could 
submit innovative projects that would normally have little chance for 
support.  The program and review process was run by respected leaders 
including community members and had funding authority.  In four years 
there were 171 proposals of which 47 were funded.  Some projects re-
quired no money to implement, others cost upwards of $100,000.  The 
presenters pointed out that Library Lab is an idea other libraries can 
implement.  Among the many examples provided (they can be found 
at Harvard’s Library Lab Website http://lab.library.harvard.edu), an 
interesting one is Awesomebox.  This simple idea provides users a way 
to let their community know which books they found interesting.  A box 
with the Awesomebox label sits next to the return box at circulation, and 
readers place the books they liked in that box, rather than the regular 
return slot.  Software enables the book to be checked into Awesomebox 
after being checked into the library.  Awesomebox is linked to the li-
brary’s Web page, so other users of the catalog can see what members in 
their community are reading and what they found interesting.  In a tech 
environment where the social aspect is gaining such prominence, this 
is a product that provides both reader referrals (which the commercial 
vendors have offered for a while) but also creates a new community — 
people who use the library’s resources and share their opinions.  The 
best thing about Awesomebox is that the software is free and easy to 
install.  To date, over 347 libraries across the country have implemented 
it.  Information can be found at http://awesomebox.io 

In a fascinating talk entitled Death of the Library Website Redesign, 
Tammy Allgood Wolf from Arizona State University and Melissa 
Johnson from South Mountain Community College in Phoenix dis-
cussed the cumbersome and unsatisfying process of redesigning Web 
pages.  These are major projects in libraries that cost a lot of money.  
They started with the statement that Big Bang Redesign is bad news.  
She showed several examples from industry and the conclusion is clear.  

Users hate change, especially when it comes without warning and when 
it’s extreme.  And annoyances matter because they compound.  Wolf 
did extensive research on Website redesign and user reactions, and 
the best practice is continuous incremental change.  Agile Software 
Development is the preferred method to the old style of “Design,” 
“Develop,” and “Test.”  In acknowledging that the Web page redesign 
is a political process, they quoted some of the leading thinkers in the 
field, Jakob Nielson and Aaron Schmidt, to support the incremental, 
agile alternative.  And this has certainly worked at ASU.  

There were many more sessions on these and other topics.  A sam-
pling of titles will give an idea: Does your Library Make Your Users 
Fat?: Reducing Users’ Cognitive Load with Easy to Ingest Web Design; 
EAD Finding Aids for Discovery Systems; EgoSystems: Outreach via 
Social Search; MOOC-ing Up Your Institution’s IR Collections; What 
Does Your Repository do?: Understanding and Calculating Impact; 
Using Software Repositories to Manage, Integrate, Curate, and 
Publish Research Data; MetaArchive at 10: Growing, Diversifying, 
Innovating; and many more.

As if this were not enough, the 14 poster sessions covered such 
interesting topics as: Bringing Digital Collections to the Classroom: 
Integrating a Digital Repository with a Learning Management System;  
Partners Specialists;  Preserving At Risk Content: A Development and 
Preservation Strategy for University Repositories;  Responsive Design: 
Responding to User Needs, Campus Trends, and the Rapid Evolution 
of Web-Enabled Devices;  Transforming Information Literacy Using 
Mobile Technology in the Community College Library;  and more.  

The closing session was given by award-winning artist and activist 
Kortney Ryan Ziegler, founder of Trans*4ack.  Ziegler described 
the obstacles trans people encounter in society.  This is even obvious 
in technology.  Based on the popular hackathon marathon computing 
sessions where people create things together, he created a hackathon 
marathon for trans people (the first one took place in Oakland).  At these 
events they designed apps for trans people regarding all issues from 
health to identity.  He featured many such Websites which have a great 
impact on the community.  In highlighting the needs and perspectives of 
the trans community, Ziegler made the audience aware of technology’s 
great potential to affect and improve lives.  

There were, of course, many opportunities for networking and mak-
ing connections.  There were vendor-sponsored events at dinner and 
lunch.  Visitors also appreciated the weather, which this time of year is 
quite pleasant in the Southwest.  The conference hotel was located in 
Albuquerque’s Old Town, a major tourist and cultural attraction.  And 
of course, Santa Fe, the City Different is only one hour away.  

Complete information about LITA Forum 2014 can be found at 
the LITA Website: http://www.ala.org/lita/conferences/forum/2014.  
Complete Schedule of events can also be found at http://lita.libguides.
com/.  Next year’s conference will be in Minneapolis from November 
12-15, 2015.  Hope to see you there.  

South Carolina Library Association Conference — 
“Unconventional Services in South Carolina Libraries” — 

Columbia Marriott Hotel, Columbia, SC — October 22-24, 2014 
 

Reported by:  Katie O’Connor  (Visiting Reference and 
Instruction Librarian, College of Charleston)   

<oconnorkm@cofc.edu>

The 99th annual South Carolina Library Association Conference 
was held at the Marriott Hotel in downtown Columbia, South Carolina.  
Almost 300 librarians attended the three-day conference.  Held Octo-
ber 22-24, 2014, the theme was “Unconventional Services in South 
Carolina Libraries.”

A ceremonial ribbon cutting kicked off the opening of the Exhibit 
Hall on Wednesday.  The nineteen exhibitors represented a wide variety 
of companies and services, including PASCAL (Partnership Among SC 
Academic Libraries), SC Legal Services, EBSCO, and the University 
of South Carolina (USC) School of Library and Information Science.

Attendees chose from dozens of fifty-minute sessions with a range 
of topics:  flipped classrooms in information literacy teaching;  new 
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metrics for scholarly communication;  using smartphones to engage 
students; providing community services to families in need, and more.

The breakout sessions commenced Wednesday morning.  “The Copy-
right Decision Tree” examined copyright questions that can frequently 
arise at academic libraries.  Tucker Taylor from USC and Andrea Wright 
from Furman University shared a common answer given in situations 
involving copyright:  “It depends!”  Is the item in the public domain?  Is 
there a library license that may allow us to use the item?  There are many 
questions to consider before tackling copyright issues, and The Decision 
Tree is a framework to help determine if an item can be used.

Two presenters from the College of Charleston, Jolanda-Pieta von 
Arnhem and Melissa Hortman, spoke on “Partnerships for Outreach: 
Building Community in the Library.”  The Center for Student Learn-
ing is housed in the College’s library, but partnership between the two 
has been somewhat limited.  Von Arnhem and Hortman created and 
marketed a series of information literacy and study skills offerings for 
students, faculty, and staff.  These classes were on topics such as taking 
tests more effectively, meeting virtually, and finding helpful mobile 
apps.  One highlight of the presentation involved what was for many, 
including this attendee, an introduction to the world of interactive print.  
Apps like Layar allow the user to scan and interact with print content.

Stan Trembach and Liya Deng from the Library and Information 
Science program at USC presented “Information Professionals of the 
Future: Evolving Roles, Changing Skill Sets, and New Opportunities.” 

Discussion centered on trends in the field and preparing LIS graduates to 
meet the demands of information careers.  A survey of SLIS graduates 
at USC revealed that “soft skills” are important.  These skills include 
risk-taking, independence in decision-making, and creativity.  Trembach 
and Deng stressed the importance of interdisciplinary work, fast-track 
and/or specialized LIS programs, and technological competency.

“What Do You Do if You Build it and They Don’t Come?  Marketing 
and Assessing Library Services and Resources” featured Diana Finkle, 
Anne Grant, and Micki Reid from Clemson University Libraries.  
The session focused on Clemson’s efforts to market their library services 
and instruction sessions.  The three presenters shared which outreach 
projects worked, and, equally as important, ideas that didn’t work.  This 
lively session presented a wide range of ideas, including a “Researcher 
of the Month” spotlight, a technology petting zoo, and a promotional 
effort using whiteboards in the library.  Assessment data was collected 
at workshops and library events when possible, and a student focus 
group provided insight into what services the student population wanted 
from their library.

A poster session took place Friday morning and featured posters from 
both academic and public librarians.  The Viewer’s Choice Award went to 
Huyen Diep from Midlands Tech for her poster “Library Participation 
in Faculty Learning Communities.”  Current LIS students presented 
several posters, and a Student Spotlight Award was given to Brianna 
Hughes of USC Columbia.

Next year will be a big one for SCLA as they celebrate their 100th 
anniversary.  The organization will be hosting a special centennial con-
ference October 21-23, 2015 at the Columbia Marriott.  
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Issues in Book and Serial Acquisition, “Too Much is Not Enough!” — Francis Marion Hotel, 
Embassy Suites Historic Downtown, Courtyard Marriott Historic District, Addlestone 
Library, College of Charleston, and School of Science and Mathematics Building, 
Charleston, SC — November 6-9, 2013
Charleston Conference Reports compiled by:  Ramune K. Kubilius  (Northwestern University, Galter Health Sciences Library)  
<r-kubilius@northwestern.edu>

Column Editor’s Note:  Thank you to all of the Charleston Confer-
ence attendees who agreed to write short reports that highlight sessions 
they attended at the 2013 conference.  All attempts were made to provide 
a broad coverage of sessions, and notes are included in the reports to 
reflect known changes in the session titles or presenters, highlighting 
those that were not printed in the conference’s final program (though 
some may have been reflected in the online program).  Please visit the 
Conference Website, http://www.katina.info/conference, for the online 
conference schedule from which there are links to many presentations’ 
PowerPoint slides and handouts, plenary session videos, and conference 
reports by the 2013 Charleston Conference blogger, Donald T. Hawkins.  
Visit the conference blog at: http://www.katina.info/conference/charles-
ton-conference-blog/.  The 2013 Charleston Conference Proceedings 
will be published in partnership with Purdue University Press in 2014.

In this issue of ATG you will find the final installment of 2013 
conference reports.  The first five installments can be found in ATG 
v.26#1, February 2014, v.26#2, April 2014, v.26#3, June 2014, 
v.26#4, September 2014, and v.26#5, November 2014.  Watch for 
reports from the 2014 Charleston Conference to begin publishing 
in the February 2015 issue of ATG. — RKK

FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 2013 
AFTERNOON PLENARY SESSIONS:  

CHARLESTON NEAPOLITAN

The British National Approach to Scholarly Communication — 
Presented by Lorraine Estelle  (JISC Collections) 

 
Reported by:  Ramune K. Kubilius  (Northwestern University, 

Galter Health Sciences Library)  <r-kubilius@northwestern.edu>

Much can be learned from hearing about experiences in another 
country, especially when it comes to Open Access matters, which are 
admittedly complex.  This session provided information that perhaps 
led some to ponder “how would this work in my country?”  Estelle, 
the CEO of Jisc Collections, set the stage.  New Open Access policies 
(and resulting article processing / APC / funding) are driving UK uni-
versities.  An important “game changer” mentioned was the 2012 Finch 
Report (Report of the Working Group on Expanding Access to Pub-
lished Research Findings-the Finch Group) and its recommendations.  
The 12-month pilot project now underway through 2014 involves an 
agreement between Jisc Collections (the UK academic community’s 
shared service for content licensing and administration) and Open 
Access Key, an online payment platform.  The aim of the pilot is to 
assist UK higher education institutions and publishers worldwide in 
managing Gold OA article processing charges.  Universities’ concerns 
include: the administrative costs of APCs, insufficient funding, rising 
APCs, and uncertainty about long-term future of grants from research 
funders.  Per Estelle, Jisc’s role will likely expand into assistance with 
compliance, help with data gathering, and assistance with efficiencies 
and accuracy in making APC payments.  She emphasized that the 
policies have far-ranging effects for all stakeholders: research man-
agers, institutional repositories, and finance managers.  An interesting 
statistic:  one author processing charge (currently) requires five hours 
per invoice.  Tools and sites mentioned in her presentation included: 
SHERPA/FACT (Funders’ & Authors’ Compliance Tool, a tool to 
help researchers check if the journals in which they wish to publish 
their results comply with their funder’s requirements for open access 
to research), and the Publishers Association decision tree (that indi-
cates embargoes of up to 12 months (STM) or 24 months (HSS) for 
the Green OA option if there are no funds for the Author Processing 
Charge/APC). 
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University Presses and Academic Libraries Demystified: A 
Conversation — Presented by Leila Salisbury, Moderator 

(University Press of Mississippi);  Peter Berkery (Association 
of American University Presses);  Angela Carreño (New York 

University);  Ellen Faran (MIT Press);  Fred Heath (University 
of Texas at Austin) 

 
Reported by:  Chris Diaz  (University of Iowa Libraries)   

<christopher-diaz@uiowa.edu> 

Picking up from a 2012 Charleston plenary session on the past, 
present, and future of university presses, the speakers at this session 
were prompted to demystify the inner workings of their respective 
organizations.  Faran, Director of the MIT Press, began by discuss-
ing the variability of costs in publishing an academic monograph as 
common mischaracterization of book publishing. Berkery, Executive 
Director of the AAUP, echoed this statement as he shared stories on 
a recent listening tour he undertook upon beginning his Directorship.  
He noted the heterogeneity of university presses and warned against 
the dangers of generalizing these publishers.  Two major challenges for 
University Presses noted by Berkery are the emergence of technological 
disruptions, such as demand-driven acquisitions and short-term loans, 
and the increasing corporatization of scholarship.  Heath, Vice Provost 
and Director of Libraries at UT-Austin, discussed the strategic goals of 
libraries to collect more of what is unique and to preserve the materials 
the publishing industry has no interest in preserving.  Carreno, Head 
of Collection Development at NYU, shared problems introduced by 
the collection of eBooks, such as digital rights management, accurate 
metadata, and the question of access vs. ownership.  The panelists 
were asked to respond to the prompt: “One thing I wish everyone knew 
about Publishers/Libraries,” and it was clear that, as cohabitants in the 
scholarly publishing ecosystem, both publishers and librarians can 
benefit from the skill sharing and collaboration afforded by consistent 
communication between respective organizations. 

FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 8, 2013 
POSTER SESSIONS

Creating eJournal Management Reports using Microsoft Access 
— Presented by Teresa Negrucci (Brown University)

Creating Subject Guidelines: All Hands On Deck — Presented 
by Maureen James (University of Arkansas at Little Rock 

Ottenheimer Library);  Donna Rose (University of Arkansas at 
Little Rock Ottenheimer Library)

From Digits to Diagrams: Using Infographics to Inform 
Database Retention and Cancellation Decisions — Presented by 

Calida Barboza (Ithaca College)

Imagine More Space in your Library! Weeding Bound Periodicals 
— Presented by Susan Andrews (Texas A&M University-

Commerce);  Sandy Hayes (Texas A&M University-Commerce)

Less is More — Weeding and Collection Assessment Project at 
the University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point (UWSP) — Presented 

by Tom Reich (University of Wisconsin-Stevens Point)

Print vs. Ebook Use: An Analysis of the e-Duke Scholarly Collec-
tion — Presented by Cathy Goodwin (Coastal Carolina Univ.)

Streaming Video & Libraries: Challenges, Solutions, Best 
Practices — Presented by Molly Royse (Univ. of Tennessee, 
Knoxville);  Gail Williams (Univ. of Tennessee, Knoxville)

Survey of eBook Usage and Interest at a Public Liberal Arts Uni-
versity — Presented by Amanda Melcher (Univ. of Montevallo)

The Focus of Three - Collaboration and the Stages of Electron-
ic Acquisitions — Presented by Susan Clarke (Stephen F. Austin 

State University);  Debbie Fleming (Stephen F. Austin State 
University);  Barbara Olds (Stephen F. Austin State University)

The Future Landscape of E-book Programs at Columbia 
University Libraries — Presented by Jeffrey Carroll (Columbia 
Univ. Libraries);  Melissa Goertzen (Columbia Univ. Libraries)

The Good, the Bad and the Unread — Presented by Lauren 
DeVoe (Tulane University)

Tiered Digital Reference — Presented by Cynthia Cronin-
Kardon (Lippincott Library University of Pennsylvania)

Use of Resources Report: Moving beyond Circulation Statistics, 
Integrating E-Usage that Matters — Presented by Lanette 

Garza (Trinity University)

User Experience Perspectives for Better Design: Users, Interdis-
ciplinary Collaboration, Vendors, AND the Library — Presented 

by Elizabeth Kocevar-Weidinger (Longwood University)

Using Data to Persuade: A Collection Management Project at 
Connecticut College — Presented by W. Lee Hisle  

(Connecticut College)

Worth Doing and Overdoing: Gearing Up Library Support for 
New Programs — Presented by Judy Born (State College of 

Florida - Bradenton Campus);  Tracey Smith (State College of 
Florida - Venice Campus) 

 
Reported by:  Kristina M. Edwards  (Bridgewater State 

University)  <Kristina.edwards@bridgew.edu>

Even after a long day of sessions, attendees made time to come and 
view the various posters being presented and speaking to the presenters 
one on one about their projects.  The posters presented covered many 
of the major aspects of acquisitions and collection development work 
that libraries are all dealing with today.  Posters covered topics like 
working with faculty to reduce or build better collections, to finding 
new student space by deselection of print journals available online.  One 
of the areas covered by several of the posters was about collecting and 
analyzing collection and usage statistics.  From posters looking for a 
way to analyze data in an access database, to using statistics to prove 
that certain materials that need to be deaccessioned/weeded, it was clear 
that many libraries and librarians are using statistical data in many ways 
in an effort make the best decisions for their libraries.

SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 9, 2013 
MORNING CHARLESTON PREMIERS

Charleston Premiers — Participating Companies: ACSESS, 
Bowker/ProQuest, Docuseek2, Elsevier, Harvard University 

Press, McGraw-Hill Professional, ProQuest, Shared Shelf 
- ARTstor, SIPX, Inc., SPIE, Taylor and Francis, The 

American Society for Microbiology, Thieme Publishers Inc., 
Third Iron, Thomson Reuters 

 
Reported by:  Ramune K. Kubilius  (Northwestern University, 

Galter Health Sciences Library)  <r-kubilius@northwestern.edu>

Fifteen vendors (societies, university presses, commercial entities) 
were accepted (out of 40 who applied) to present in this venue new to the 
Charleston Conference schedule.  The presenters, among them-founders, 
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CEOs, sales and marketing representatives as well as a librarian “con-
cierge” or two, had the challenge to present new products, services or 
features, all in five minutes.  The presentations were diverse.  There were 
announcements about new publishing ventures and information services, 
about new digital libraries and collections or availability of digitized 
older content.  Attendees heard about “responsive design” and easier 
“research discovery” of various sites, gateways, and services for: video 
hosting, new research companion and science literacy reference products, 
permissions as well as digital asset management.  Some products were 
long in production (e.g., Harvard University Press, after “30 years of 
labor” highlighting its product, Directory of American Regional English).  
Some offer hopes of better standardization and a collaborative intersec-
tion of related intiatives (e.g., Bowker/Proquest’s ISNI (international 
standard name id)).  All in all, this well-attended session offered vendors 
and information and service providers (commercial, society, and other) 
an opportunity beyond the Wednesday vendor showcase to “pitch” new 
products and services.  Admittedly, five minutes (akin to an “elevator 
speech”) provided an opportunity for only highlights and “teasers.”  Some 
presenters were up to that challenge better than others.  Unfortunately, 
the optional “Q&A/Follow Up Session with Charleston Conference 
Presenters” in a subsequent concurrent session was not well-attended by 
conference attendees.  All told, though, the base session, “Charleston 
Premiers” seemed to be mutually beneficial to presenters and attendees 
alike.  It should hold a place in Charleston Conference schedules, prob-
ably as a Saturday anchor, at least for the next few years.

SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 9, 2013 
MORNING PLENARY SESSION

The Long Arm of the Law — Presented by Ann Okerson, 
Moderator (Center for Research Libraries);  William Hannay 

(Schiff Hardin LLC);  Georgia K. Harper (University of Texas  
at Austin);  Madelyn Wessel (University of Virginia) 

 
NOTE:  William Hannay (Schiff Hardin LLC) was unable to attend 

and his paper was read by Bruce Strauch (The Citadel). 
 

Reported by:  Calida Barboza  (Ithaca College)   
<cbarboza@ithaca.edu>

Members of the panel presented current legal issues of interest to 
conference attendees.  Hannay’s paper (read by Strauch) covered the 
main arguments and outcomes of the Apple eBook price fixing contro-
versy, the Google book digitization project, and HathiTrust fair use 
cases.  Harper’s presentation focused on the transformative use aspect 
of the doctrine of fair use and included a discussion of how to determine 
if a use is transformative, the history of this justification, and examples 
of successfully argued cases.  Wessel spoke about legal issues related to 
massive open online courses (MOOCs), including copyright, intellectual 
property ownership and related campus policy issues, FERPA and ADA 
compliance, and end-user license agreements. 

SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 9, 2013 
INNOVATION SESSIONS 1

3-D Printing, Copyright, and Fair Use: What Should We Know? 
— Presented by Posie Aagaard (University of Texas at San Anto-

nio):  Michael Kolisky (University of Texas at El Paso) 
 

Reported by:  Justin Davis  (SLIS Student, University of South 
Carolina)  <davisj59@email.sc.edu>

This presentation began with an overview of 3-D printing.  The pre-
senters divided the initial half of the session among them.  They discussed 
practical information about 3-D printing technique throughout the session.  

They also mentioned issues related to patent, fair use, and copyright, 
including possible problems with and exceptions to the current laws.  
The speakers passed out sample 3-D printed objects before and during 
the session to provide a tangible link to the discussion.  They focused on 
the inventive possibilities of 3-D printing.  Of special note is the potential 
benefit 3-D printing brings to the non-profit educational world as a means 
to produce “learning objects.”  The visually impaired were named as a 
special population who will benefit from the tactile nature of 3-D printing 
in the educational environment, which includes libraries.  

Electronic Resources Management: Functional Integration in 
Technical Services — Presented by George Stachokas (Purdue 

University West Lafayette) 
 

Reported by Calida Barboza  (Ithaca College)   
<cbarboza@ithaca.edu>

According to Association of Research Library statistics referenced 
by Stachokas, in most academic libraries the use of print resources is in 
continuous decline, whereas electronic use continues to increase.  The ma-
jority of materials budgets are now spent on electronic resources, but library 
technical services are still mostly organized to manage print resources.  
Additionally, cloud-based systems are reducing the overall number of per-
sonnel required for technical services work.  For these reasons, Stachokas 
advocated replacing the current technical services organizational structure 
with integrated e-resources management.  He suggested breaking down 
technical services into the following functional units: content management, 
user support, licensing, acquisitions/payment processing, and metadata.  
He detailed the responsibilities of each unit and emphasized that change 
can be made in stages if no other option is available. 

Head in the Clouds: 100% PDA and No Approval Plan.  How 
We Up-Ended Collection Development and Acquisitions — 

Presented by Carrie Rampp (Bucknell University);   
Jennifer Clarke (Bucknell University) 

 
Reported by:  Kristina M. Edwards  (Bridgewater State 

University)  <Kristina.edwards@bridgew.edu>

Bucknell University presented about how they address the needs of 
their students and faculty using no approval plans and 100% PDA.  They 
found that with their approval plans that were spending too much on 
large amount of books that were never getting used.  Clarke discussed 
their process of providing PDA using their WorldCat Local OPAC and 
ILLiad.  Essentially, students using their OPAC search WorldCat to 
find materials for their research, and if something is not available in 
the library they are sent to ILLiad to initiate a request that serves as 
both a request to borrow something through interlibrary loan and as a 
request for the library to purchase it for the collection.  The requests are 
routed through ILLiad and the Collection Development and Acquisitions 
Librarian reviews loan requests and decides which will be purchased 
and which will be moved on to be filled by ILL staff.  This process 
saves them money by reducing the amount of titles that they purchase 
that go unused as well as lowers the number of ILL requests that need 
to be placed for loans.  There was some discussion about time frames 
in which materials would come in and get cataloged vs. requesting it 
through ILL.  They don’t seem to have had any issues with the process 
taking longer and indicated for the most part that library patrons have 
been impressed with the turnaround time for their requests.  

Janus-Faced Collection Ecology: De-selection & Preservation 
at St. Olaf College Libraries — Presented by Mary Barbo-

sa-Jerez (St. Olaf College Libraries) 
 

Reported by:  Catherine Martin  (SLIS Student, University of 
South Carolina)  <marti622@email.sc.edu>
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Barbosa-Jerez (Head of Collection Development, St. Olaf College 
Libraries) presented a unique approach to “weeding” undertaken at 
her institution, the Rolvaag Memorial Library at St. Olaf College 
in Northfield, Minnesota.  This project presented unique challenges 
because of the history of the institution, which has served as a repos-
itory for rare books and historical materials about the Norwegian and 
Scandinavian communities in the north-central U.S.  These materials 
were present in the collection but were often not properly cataloged 
(or in some cases cataloged at all), and the rare materials were not 
being properly preserved.  Ms. Barbosa-Jerez worked with a faculty 
committee to create an initiative for preservation and cataloging of the 
historically significant books, as well as de-selection and removal of 
books that were not relevant to the current interests of the library.  Her 
description of working with the faculty committee and with her student 
workers (who took on a great deal of leadership in and ownership of 
the project) provided many good ideas for anyone hoping to take on a 
collections project of this scale. 

SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 9, 2013 
CONCURRENT SESSION

Tools, People and Processes. Managing Change Holistically 
— Presented by Rene Erlandson (The University of Nebraska 

Omaha’s Criss Library);  Rob Ross (OCLC) 
 

Reported by:  Ramune K. Kubilius  (Northwestern University, 
Galter Health Sciences Library)  <r-kubilius@northwestern.edu>

Ross shared one slide of his general tips, including “embrace the 
journey,” and Erlandson concluded her comments with advice in a re-
lated vein (“establish a culture of change”).  This session was a variation, 
but similar to a few others at this year’s conference — a case study of 
how one library made a transition to the cloud.  Libraries are moving 
their LMS to cloud-based products.  The transition process can provide 
challenges and opportunities.  Change occurs more smoothly when not 
directed “from top down,” when library staff members are informed and 
involved.  The move to the cloud, in this case OCLC Worldshare, may 
involve largely Information Technology and Technical Services areas of 
libraries, but Erlandson argued for early involvement of reference staff, 
communication (before, during, after), training, focus on the positive. 
She also complimented Ross (and the vendor, OCLC) for practical 
expertise offered as needed and as requested. 

SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 9, 2013 
INNOVATION SESSIONS 2

Does the OverDrive eBook and Audiobook Lending Service Fit 
within an Academic Environment? — Presented by Sarah How 
(Cornell University Library);  Maureen Morris (Cornell University 

Library) 
 

Reported by:  Lynn McKiernan  (SLIS Student, University of South 
Carolina)  <mckiernl@email.sc.edu>

OverDrive is well established in public libraries, but only available 
at a small number of academic libraries.  The Cornell University Law 
Library implemented a one-year pilot of OverDrive 
service for the Law School and later opened up the pilot 
to the whole Cornell population.  The offerings available 
include popular fiction and non-fiction, along with lan-
guage material, study guides, and career resources.  The 
presenters described the challenges that they faced and 
how they impacted their library’s workflow, IT, collection 
development, and user services.  Some considerations 
were integrating OverDrive eBooks (not owned), with 

other owned eBooks, selecting manageable technical formats, promoting 
OverDrive, and keeping it visible.  The benefits of having a subscription 
include shaping the content for their academic audience, and there is 
a short wait time for new arrivals.  Their trial continues through 2014.

Emerging Technologies for Emerging Libraries: A Born Digital 
Research Library  — Presented by J. K. Vijayakumar (King 

Abdullah University of Science & Technology) 
 

Reported by:  Ramune K. Kubilius  (Northwestern University, 
Galter Health Sciences Library)  <r-kubilius@northwestern.edu>

Most Charleston Conference programs include at least some 
sessions providing a global view of library services or scholarly pub-
lishing outside of North America.  This session’s audience was small 
but engaged.  Through well-prepared slides and well-versed answers to 
questions, the presenter succeeded in presenting an interesting overview 
for attendees about library and information resources for KAUST, a four-
year-old private, royal foundation established, co-educational science 
and technology university in Saudi Arabia.  Vijayakumar provided 
background information about the international faculty and student 
body of the university located near the Red Sea, KAUST’s focus on 
four primary areas (water, petroleum, food, energy), and the informa-
tion services provided by a 25-member library staff that includes 15 
professional librarians.  Very little of the library collection is print, and 
reference desk activity is minimal (perhaps due to the highly embedded 
nature of library services?).  Administration of this new library, with 
ample budget and perhaps fewer traditions or bureaucracy, offers the 
opportunity to make intelligent and fluid collection decisions based on 
usage analysis and close direct relations with vendors.  If a vendor’s 
business model or packaging is not suitable “as is,” the library is honest 
with the vendors.  In some cases, vendors have responded with more 
acceptable adjustments.  The presenter was honest about the oppor-
tunities and challenges of evolving usage and requests of brand new 
libraries such as those of KAUST.  He shared steps to successes to date 
(the library’s marketing and document delivery services, for example, 
and the KAUST OA Policy, the first in the Middle East).  Future plans 
include the university’s forthcoming data management plan and the 
library’s plan to trial DDA in various platforms.

Experiencing “iPads for All”: Results from a Library-Wide Mo-
bile Technology Program — Presented by Michelle Armstrong 
(Boise State University);  Peggy Cooper (Boise State University) 

 
Reported by:  Lizzy Walker  (Wichita State University)   

<lizzy.walker@wichita.edu>

With the increasing use of mobile technology across university and 
college campuses, the need for tech savviness is part of the job. To that 
end, Boise State’s Albertsons Library put iPads in the hands of its 
faculty and staff.  Presenters Armstrong and Cooper discussed the 
adoption of eBooks as being the catalyst for getting mobile technol-
ogy to library staff.  They also mentioned that with the change from 
physical to digital collections, not being able to download an eBook is 
similar to not being able to read a call number.  They presented on the 
creation of an iPad training Google site, called “iPad uPad mePad,” 
launched by staff members, each with different expertise in using these 
devices.  This site also encouraged play and created a new avenue of 
communication among staff.  It is one year later, and the iPad program 
is still going strong.  The Albertsons Library has found this to be a 

successful project, and communicated the value 
of adopting such a program to the 
audience.  The Q and A afterward 
was very lively with information 
that may be of value to those who 
wish to implement a similar pro-
gram.  They also provided iPads 
for use by audience members.

continued on page 71
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There’s a Hole in my Bucket!  Too Much Data?  Never Enough!  
Cost Efficient Collections Acquisitions Decisions through Data 
Analysis — Presented by Eva Gavaris (YBP Library Services);  
Kat McGrath (University of British Columbia Library);  Jaimie 

Miller (University of British Columbia Library) 
 

Reported by:  Kristina M. Edwards  (Bridgewater State 
University)  <Kristina.edwards@bridgew.edu>

During this session, Miller and McGrath presented about how they 
worked with YBP Library Services to find a way in which to try and 
evaluate massive eBook collection offers quickly and in a way that 
would allow them to minimize purchasing duplicate materials.  Many 
of these eBook collection offers occur towards the end of the fiscal 
year and come with deep discounts and short time frames in which to 
make a decision.  It was important for them to find a way to quickly 
compare the title lists of these eBook packages to what they currently 
own.  Since they largely use YBP for their acquisitions, YBP has record 
of a large amount of what they have in their collections.  By comparing 
the list of items that they have purchased through YBP with the title 
lists of the various eBook collections they were able to get at least a 
partial idea of any overlap between their current collections and the 
eBook package being offered.  The largest issue with perfecting this 
system seems to be having one reliable and easily queried database of 
all the library’s holdings in order to make these decisions that involve 
large amounts of funding quickly and ensure minimum duplication.  
There was also some conversation in the session about using a similar 
procedure to evaluate large eJournal collection offers by the various 
vendors.  Gavaris indicated that YBP is looking in the future to pro-
viding a collection analysis tool that might address issues such as this.

Using Augmented Reality (AR) as a Discovery Tool — Presented 
by Jolanda-Pieta (Joey) van Arnhem (College of Charleston 

Libraries);  Jerry Spiller (Art Institute of Charleston) 
 

Reported by Calida Barboza  (Ithaca College)   
<cbarboza@ithaca.edu>

van Arnhem and Spiller demonstrated how they used Layar, an aug-
mented reality app, to provide a context for the paintings in the College 
of Charleston’s Addlestone Library and to explain why the artwork is 
displayed there.  The app enabled van Arnhem and Spiller to enhance 
the art with digital information, such as video, audio recordings, and a 
geolayer.  The presenters described some problems they encountered 
while creating the app, such as using assisted GPS on smartphones 
for geolocation and getting appropriate permissions to re-record the 
audio for uploading to a SoundCloud playlist.  The app was designed 
to function as a non-linear experience because people could come to 
the collection from any direction. 

SATURDAY, NOVEMBER 9, 2013 
AFTERNOON PLENARY SESSIONS

Hyde Park Corner Debate: The Current System of Scholarly 
Publishing, Whereby Publishers Receive Content for Free Then 
Sell It Back to Libraries at a High Price, Must Fundamentally 
Change — Presented by Jean-Claude Guédon (University of 

Montreal);  Rick Anderson (University of Utah) 
 

Reported by Calida Barboza  (Ithaca College)   
<cbarboza@ithaca.edu>

The debate on the resolution “The current system of scholarly pub-
lishing, whereby publishers receive content for free then sell it back to 
libraries at a high price, must fundamentally change” was conducted in 
general accordance with Oxford Union rules.  Attendees were invited 
to participate in a poll of their opinions on the resolution prior to the 
debate.  The results of the poll were 38 in favor, 12 opposed. Guédon 
supported the resolution, whereas Anderson did not.  Each speaker 
offered an opening statement and a rebuttal.  Anderson opposed the 
resolution because he found the opening premise to be false and be-
cause of the implications of the word “must” at the statement’s end.  
Guedon supported the resolution because he believed that research 
results should not continue to be commodified. Instead, he thought 
that research results should be at the center of the research communi-
cation process and that the system of scholarly communication should 
be separate from pricing.  He presented an alternative to the present 
system of scholarly publication.  The results of the poll taken after the 
debate showed 26 in favor of the resolution and 14 opposed.

Rump Session — Moderated by Katina Strauch 
 

Reported by:  Ramune K. Kubilius  (Northwestern University, 
Galter Health Sciences Library)  <r-kubilius@northwestern.edu>

This session was moderated by conference founder Katina Strauch 
and conference planning committee members, Ramune K. Kubilius 
and Tom Gilson.  A small but vocal group of conference attendees 
(conference first timers and veterans) gathered with three conference 
directors for what may have been the last Rump Session conducted in 
that conference time slot.  In round robin fashion, participants shared 
opinions on 2013 Conference’s successes and shortcomings, touching 
upon particular sessions, speakers, and venues.  The opening keynote 
was either admired for its provocative, “call to action” style and mes-
sage, or to some, the tone or message was not felt to be “in the spirit of 
Charleston Conferences.”  Some said that the provosts’ panel, though 
interesting, was too complimentary of libraries and librarians.  The new 
in 2013 “Charleston Neopolitan” and “Charleston Premiers” sessions 
received high marks.  The group liked the two poster sessions’ ballroom 
venue, but suggested ways to better utilize the space.  It was opined 
that “DDA” survived as an accepted term for patron-driven acquisition 
and “peta kutcha” is a good technique to convey a message-briefly.  On 
the social scene, the improv sessions, the reception at the Aquarium 
and the dine-arounds all received “thumbs up.”  Some indicated that 
Lively Lunch instructions were not clear to conference newbies.  Not 
surprisingly, the issue of crowded session rooms came up (though 
conference directors had tried to help guesstimate warranted room sizes 
by theme).  Not for the first time, it was recommended that conference 
registration numbers be capped.  Ideas for 2014 abounded.  Start and 
end the conference with a debate.  Offer a session of open admissions of 
failures and regrets, including resulting positive outcomes, or lessons 
learned (university press conferences have successfully offered this 
type of session).  Desired session themes included:  what do faculty 
think of the 21st-century library?;  COUNTER 4;  validity (“gam-
ing the system”), and negotiation, including NDAs (non-disclosure 
agreements) — the reasons, the challenges they create.  Next year’s 
theme? Perhaps “If I had only known”?  Next year’s Rump Session?  
Look for a possible “Rump Lively Lunch,” a “Rump Session” serving 
chocolates, or a “Rump Roast.”  

Well, this completes the reports we received from the 2013 
Charleston Conference.  Again we’d like to send a big thank you to 
all of the attendees who agreed to write short reports that highlight 
sessions they attended.  Presentation material (PowerPoint slides, 
handouts) and taped session links from many of the 2013 sessions 
are available online.  Visit the Conference Website at www.katina.
info/conference. — KS
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Don’s Conference Notes
by Donald T. Hawkins  (Conference Blogger and Editor)  <dthawkins@verizon.net>

Charleston Seminar: Introduction to Data 
Curation

The 2014 Charleston Conference began with the inauguration 
of a new event: the Charleston Seminar, which is envisioned 
to occur annually from now on and become a series of seminars 

on topics of high current interest.  This year’s seminar, “Introduction 
to Data Curation,” was a 1-1/2 day event conducted by Jonathan 
Crabtree and Christopher (“Cal”) Lee, both from the University of 
North Carolina (UNC) at Chapel Hill.  Crabtree is Assistant Director 
for Archives and Information Technology at the Odum Institute for 
Research in Social Science1 (which hosts the country’s third-largest 
archive of computer-readable social science data), and Lee is Associate 
Professor at the School of Information and Library Science.  Both 
are extremely well qualified to teach a seminar on data curation; see the 
Charleston Conference Website2 for further biographical information.

 Jonathan Crabtree Cal Lee
The seminar was structured as a series of talks by the presenters, 

interspersed with audience interaction and exercises.  The first day 
consisted mainly of the presentations summarized here. 

History of Data Curation
Beginning in the 1950s, as organizations began to amass collections 

of digital data, the realization grew that those collections had long-term 
value and needed to be preserved.  In many scientific fields, the focus 
on space exploration in the 1960s provided a significant impetus to data 
collection efforts, and a broadening awareness of the issues resulted 
in the development of standards and reference models.  These efforts 
culminated in the late 1990s with a reference model for an open archival 
information system and involved researchers working in diverse disci-
plines.  (Of course, librarians and archivists have been involved with 
data curation — though perhaps not with that label — as a routine part 
of their jobs for many years.)  Today, digital curation activities can be 
found in a wide variety of applications, such as physical media prop-
erties, digital forensics and data recovery, social and physical science 
data archives, digital libraries, and medical information.

What is Digital Data Curation?
According to the Digital Curation Centre,3 “Digital Curation” is 

the active management and preservation of digital resources for current 
and future generations of users.

The question this Charleston Seminar set out to answer was “What 
knowledge and competencies do professionals need in order to do digital 
curation work?” and the presentations reviewed a number of them.

The DigCCurr Project4 at UNC has developed a course to prepare 
students to work in digital data curation, and has organized several 
international conferences, continuing education workshops, and the 
DigCCurr Professional Institute.  A DigCCurr matrix of competencies 
needed to undertake a digital curation project as well as to organize a 

digital curation education curriculum is presented on the DigCCurr 
Website.  It lists six major areas:

1. Mandates, values, and principles, including core reasons why 
the digital curation functions and skills should be carried out,

2. Functions and skills,
3. Professional, disciplinary, institutional, or organizational 

content,
4. Types of resources,
5. Prerequisite knowledge needed in order to get other things 

done, and
6. Steps (transition points) in the life of digital objects.

What Makes Data Different From Documents?
You may have noticed that the seminar focused on data curation, 

not document curation.  According to Wikipedia,5 “pieces of data are 
individual pieces of information” and “data as an abstract concept can 
be viewed as the lowest level of abstraction, from which information 
and then knowledge are derived.”  Data thus is any information that 
can be stored in digital form, such as text, numbers, images, video, 
software, etc., and it therefore includes documents.  Curation practices 
for documents may vary, but once digitized, the issues relating to them 
are the same as those relating to data.

The National Science Foundation (NSF) has defined four cate-
gories of data:  

1. Results of laboratory experiments, 
2. Records of operations, 
3. Observations from sensors or surveys, and 
4. Computational simulations and algorithms.  
Data can occur in many formats, in contrast to documents which 

generally contain only text and images.  

The Data Curation Process
It is important to understand that digital data curation is an active and 

ongoing process, and understanding the research data cycle is critical 
to building relationships with data producers.  Some objectives of data 
curation work are:

• Preserve research data,
• Enable possibility for secondary use,
• Understand the research context where data was created,
• Help next generation researchers discover the data,
• Help researchers understand their appropriate uses, and
• Understand collaboration points with research teams.
Data curators need to focus on quality issues, understand the difference 

that file formats make, and understand discipline-specific needs.  Data 
curation does not mean just storing the data in a database.  Most research 
outputs include both digital objects and data sets, and often digital objects 
depend on multiple files having a complex relationship to each other. 

Challenges in the data curation process include a wide variation 
in data citation formats (in contrast to those generally employed for 
publications, which are fairly universal), missing data, proprietary 
software used to create and gather the data, and design of the research 
project.  Faced with these sometimes daunting challenges, the data 
curator may be tempted to simply convert the data to text for storage, 
but that approach is not good curation practice because much of the 
representation information may be lost.  Treating all formats, metadata 
representations, and non-textual data in the same way is very dangerous 
and must be avoided.

Challenges in the Representation of Digital Information
It is well known that the context of information is never captured 

completely.  Information professionals work to bridge the gaps in what 
is not captured by adding metadata to the information and developing 
environments for storing and replicating information.
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“The Charleston Advisor serves up timely editorials and columns, 
standalone and comparative reviews, and press releases, among 
other features.  Produced by folks with impeccable library and 
publishing credentials ...[t]his is a title you should consider...” 

— Magazines for Libraries, eleventh edition, edited by 
Cheryl LaGuardia with consulting editors Bill Katz and 
Linda Sternberg Katz (Bowker, 2002).

Critical Reviews of Web Products for Information Professionals

The Charleston
ADVISOR

Don’s Conference Notes
from page 72

Representations and interpretations of digital objects are complemen-
tary (although multiple interpretations are possible).  Every digital object 
has physical, logical, and conceptual characteristics, and preservation 
makes the information represented by the objects useful.  We must realize 
that there is no such thing as benign neglect of digital objects;  they 
change and degrade over time, so preservation strategies are important.  
Extensive information on data preservation and archiving is available 
in the literature, and organizations such as the Internet Archive6 have 
played a leading role in the development of such operations.

Data Management Plans and Data Curation Profiles
Data management plans are now required in proposals by funding 

agencies such as NSF.  They contain information on how the data gen-
erated by a research project will be collected, processed, stored, and 
preserved, and cover issues such as:

• Access to the data,
• Sharing and re-use policies,
• Data standards and capture,
• Metadata,
• Storage and preservation of the data (including backup), and
• Security.
(For further details, watch for my report of the recent CENDI/NFAIS 

workshop on data quality in an upcoming issue of ATG.7)
A data curation profile describes the origin and lifecycle of data 

during a research project and is designed to capture the requirements 
for data as developed by the researchers.  Using the profile, librarians 
and archivists can make decisions on how to archive and store it, based 
on scholars’ needs and potential uses of the data.  Reasons to develop 
data curation profiles include:

• To provide a guide for discussing data with researchers,
• To give insight into areas of attention in data management,

• To help assess information needs related to data collections,
• To give insight into differences between data in various dis-

ciplines,
• To help identify possible data services, and
• To create a starting point for curating a data set for archiving 

and preservation.
A data curation profile “toolkit” has been developed jointly by the 

Purdue University Libraries and the Graduate School of Library and 
Information Science at the University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign 
and is available for downloading.8

Metadata
Metadata, long created and used by information professionals, is 

commonly defined as “data about data,” but it also can refer to data that 
facilitates the management and use of other data.  It has been described as 
“the curator’s best friend” and is essential in managing digital resources 
because it preserves their context, facilitates rights management, controls 
versions, and supports preservation.  The Framework of Guidance for 
Building Good Digital Collections,9 published by the National Infor-
mation Standards Organization (NISO), lists six principles applying 
to good metadata:

1. Ensure that it is appropriate to the materials in the collection,
2. Supports interoperability,
3. Uses standard controlled vocabulary terms,
4. States the conditions for use of the digital object,
5. Is authoritative and verifiable, and
6. Supports the long-term management of the collection.

The Dataverse Network
The Dataverse Network10 is an open-source archiving software ap-

plication that was developed at the Institute for Quantitative Social 
Science at Harvard University.  According to its Website, its purpose 
is “to publish, share, reference, extract and analyze research data.  It 
facilitates making data available to others, and allows one to replicate 

continued on page 74
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work by others.  Researchers, data 
authors, publishers, data distributors, 
and affiliated institutions all receive 
appropriate credit.”  

On the second day of the seminar, 
attendees performed an exercise to 
become familiar with the Dataverse 
Network and then each individual de-
veloped a workflow and prepared an 
action plan appropriate to his/her own 
environment.

Based on the attendee evaluations, 
this initial Charleston Seminar was 
a success.  Attendees liked the mix of 
theoretical and practical information, 
despite the amount of material present-
ed.  Over 80% of them said they would 
attend another Charleston Seminar in 
the future.  One comment summed it up 
well:  “It ran very on-time.  And they fit 
everything in!  Very impressive.”  

Donald T. Hawkins is an informa-
tion industry freelance writer based 
in Pennsylvania.  In addition to blog-
ging and writing about conferences 
for Against the Grain, he blogs the 
Computers in Libraries and Internet 
Librarian conferences for Informa-
tion Today, Inc. (ITI) and maintains 
the Conference Calendar on the ITI 
Website (http://www.infotoday.com/
calendar.asp).  He recently contributed 
a chapter to the book Special Librar-
ies: A Survival Guide (ABC-Clio, 
2013) and is the Editor of Personal 
Archiving, (Information Today, 2013).  
He holds a Ph.D. degree from the 
University of California, Berkeley and 
has worked in the online information 
industry for over 40 years.
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Endnotes
1.  http://www.irss.unc.edu/
odum/contentSubpage.jsp?no-
deid=657
2.  http://www.katina.info/con-
ference/conference-info/events/
data-curation/
3.  http://www.dcc.ac.uk/about/what/
4.  http://ils.unc.edu/digccurr/digc-
curr-matrix.html
5.  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Data
6.  http://www.archive.org
7.  Donald T. Hawkins, “Data Infra-
structure: The Importance of Quality 
and Integrity — A CENDI/NFAIS 
Workshop,” Against The Grain, 
upcoming issue, 2015).
8.  http://datacurationprofiles.org/
9.  http://www.niso.org/publications/
rp/framework3.pdf
10.  http://thedata.org
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Collection Management Matters — 
Frienemies: Vendor Tech Support
Column Editor:  Glenda Alvin  (Associate Professor, Assistant Director for Collection 
Management and Administration, Head, Acquisitions and Serials, Brown-Daniel Library, 
Tennessee State University, 3500 John A. Merritt Blvd., Nashville, TN 37209;  Phone: 
615-963-5230;  Fax: 615-963-1368)  <galvin@tnstate.edu>

Two of the many responsibilities that I juggle 
are being the administrator for both our 
link resolver and facilitating access to our 

online journals.  To have both of these services 
function effectively, I have to communicate with 
the vendors’ technical support departments on a 
regular basis.  When these people are responsive 
and genuinely care about making the product 
perform as advertised, things can be resolved 
fairly quickly and satisfactorily.  However, if the 
support department does not really know what a 
link resolver does or understand why your access 
to the journal results in an error screen, it can lead 
to a long, drawn-out, frustrating, and sometimes 
futile effort.

Our former Dean was forward thinking and 
loved library innovation and technology, so 
consequently, when we migrated to Innovative 
Interfaces (III) in 2005, we purchased a couple 
of products that looked wonderful in the demos, 
but no one had the will or the skills to implement 
them once they were ours.  One of these was our 
link resolver.  We knew what it did, but even 
after our Webinar, we were clueless as to how to 
make it work.  Both the Webmaster and computer 
specialist, who back then doubled as the systems 
person, would not take it on.  Not wanting to waste 
money and seeing its potential for helping students 
link to full-text articles, non-techie me decided 
to make an attempt to implement it.  After I had 
some initial success, with heavy support from 
the III HelpDesk and the WebBridge Listserv, I 
decided to keep going and install the link resolver 
in every database that was open URL-compliant.  
Thus began my love-hate relationship with vendor 
tech support.

Some tech support departments are very helpful 
and will even go to the extent of using a guest 
login, so they can have the same user experience 
you are describing to replicate the error.  Technical 
support at two of my major vendors were very 
helpful when I was implementing WebBridge, 
and they even checked back with me to see if I 
was satisfied with the solution.  “Jerry” at a third 
aggregator’s site shared advice about copy/pasting 
the URL into Notepad and how to get rid of white 
space.  If it was not an issue on his end, he made 
helpful suggestions about how I could remedy the 
situation on my end and encouraged me to call 
him back with the results.  But he moved on, and 
the folks that followed were not as helpful.  For 
instance, I found a page on their support site that 
had the open URLs for one of their subsidiary 
products.  Tried as I may, I could not get any of 
them to work.  I contacted technical support and 
was told that open URL linking for that product 
was not supported.  When I sent a screenshot from 
their support Website that displayed the (errone-
ous) open URLs for the subsidiary databases, the 
tech told me that she would check with the product 
manager.  After sending follow-up inquiries for 

a month, I received an email from the same rep 
that said the open URLs were not supported for 
the product — virtually the same wording as her 
first response.  The page with the errant URLs 
disappeared from the vendor’s support site.

Even more aggravating are the vendors who 
hire technical support personnel who do not have 
sufficient experience with open URL linking.  I 
had problems getting the link resolver to work in 
one database of a large periodical vendor.  When 
I contacted the III HelpDesk, they said that the 
problem was with the database vendor.  After 
much back and forth, I was finally put in touch 
with a senior tech support supervisor who did not 
understand what the problem was, although I kept 
sending screenshots with explanations.  When I 
found myself sending email with definitions of 
open URL linking and explaining how it worked, 
I realized that if I had to explain it to her on that 
level, there was no way she was going to be able 
to help me.  In desperation, I went back to III and 
explained that the vendor was incapable of solving 
the problem, and they resolved the issue for me.  
This same vendor listed the WebBridge link twice 
on each citation and could not remove it.  Even 
today, they cannot just have the link resolver show 
on abstracts only.  It offers “all or nothing,” so the 
link resolver button has to appear on every article 
citation or not at all.

Over the years I have learned some tell-tale 
signs of when to know whether or not I am dealing 
with someone who can actually solve the problem 
once it lands in their lap:

a)  They give you bad advice about what 
to do to solve the problems, without testing 
their solutions themselves and when those 
fail, then 
b)  They don’t respond to your email about 
what progress they are making with solving 
the issue, until, 
c)  They tell you to check the link resolver 
listserv and the wiki to see if you can solve 
the problem yourself — as if you have 
not done that already!  Many a time my 
hands have been poised over the keyboard 
preparing to write a nice-nasty note saying, 
in effect, “You did not ask me, but I have 
already done that!” Then I figured what 
good would it do?  They obviously cannot 
help, so I move on to the next option.
My experience with an article delivery service 

taught me that things can always get worse.  After 
being assured that they had a WebBridge expert 
to help me implement the service, I received a 
corrupted coverage load and a manual written by 
another III library system’s department.  I got it 
up and running except in one important database 
with heavy usage.  I offered a guest login, which 
they ignored, and every solution they sent was 
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worthless.  I finally gave up and wrote the sales 
director and asked for my money back.  After 
promising to fix the issue, even if they had to 
fly a tech to my library, the issue dragged on 
for weeks with it being sent to the “developer” 
and then to “high priority level” with no im-
provement in the performance of their product, 
except those made by myself and the systems 
person at the other library, who had written 
the implementation manual.  In the end, the 
library’s money was refunded, because they 
could not solve the problem.

If you grow frustrated with poor response or 
no response from technical support, remember 
to look for whoever sold you the product or the 
Vice President of Something, because they will 
be more motivated that anybody else in the 
company to solve the problem.  Please note 
that I did not say “your problem,” because if 
the product does not perform as promised and 
it has been implemented according to instruc-
tions, you don’t own the problem.

Vendor technical support for activating 
access to online subscriptions is a long ardu-
ous journey that I usually book for the spring.  
First, the subscription vendor tells you that the 
subscription has to be directly activated by the 
library, which means as the administrator, you 
have to go on all of those Websites of varying 
quality and craft a password and username.  

I have one password I use as a default, but I 
still have five spreadsheets with passwords.  
There is no assurance that the password that I 
created last year will work the following year.  
Second, I have to get into the site and install 
and/or verify the IP addresses and then check 
the proxy for off campus access.  If I still 
cannot get access, my next step is to notify 
customer service, the circulation department, 
the technical support department, or whoever 
is listed on the contact page as the most likely 
source for help that we have a subscription via 
[our agent], but cannot get access.

This year I kept getting responses that I 
needed to have the subscription agent send 
the journal’s proof of payment.  I then had to 
contact the subscription agent for the proof of 
payment, wait for them to send it to the vendor 
or to me, and then test for access again.  Since 
I don’t activate the journals until March, when 
the subscription agent should have settled all 
payments for regular renewals, I wonder why is 
it that the journal’s support team cannot check 
their subscriber database to see if our institution 
has a valid subscription, instead of sending me 
on a Payment Quest?

It’s important to get a prompt response, 
especially when you have a professor with a 
class that starts in two hours and he just realized 
that the database is down, or the electronic 
journal has an error link.  I appreciate it when 
the technical support person realizes that I don’t 
have the same level of computer or software 
expertise and shows patience with working out 

a solution with mutual respect, instead of pass-
ing on untested advice.  Sometimes they don’t 
thoroughly read what you send them.  I have 
had tech support start a thread and then three 
days later ask me the same information that I 
have already responded to in the thread, which 
I then copy/paste to the top and highlight.

I have found when dealing with tech sup-
port, who are are not librarians or have not 
had field experience working with various 
databases to know how they function, you can 
get advice that has no basis in reality.  I have 
sent a question about a vendor’s embedded link 
in ScienceDirect to that company and was told 
to check my link resolver.  If the tech support 
had some familiarity with ScienceDirect, they 
should have known the difference between 
an embedded link on the page (for their prod-
uct) and a link resolver.  Trying to explain a 
functionality issue to somebody who is not 
knowledgeable about how their own product 
works with library applications is an errand in 
the wilderness.

Being service-oriented is the key to strong 
and effective vendor technical support.  Some 
tech support personnel can tend be conde-
scending, which may sometimes be irksome, 
and others can be lazy.  I used to have an A-Z 
list of tech support that did not list all of the 
databases that came in our subscribed pack-
ages.  When I contacted them to say that the 
Index to Legal Periodicals was missing from 
our Omnifile Fulltext, the response was that the 
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Curating Collective Collections — Grassroots 
Monographic Shared Print in the Corn Belt
by Teri Koch  (Collection Development Coordinator, Drake University)  <teri.koch@drake.edu>

Column Editor:  Bob Kieft  (College Librarian, Occidental College, Los Angeles, CA  90041)  <kieft@oxy.edu>

Column Editor’s Note:  In my November 
column, I summarized the physical and arti-
factual issues raised for readers and scholars 
by monographic shared print agreements.  I 
promised at the time a follow-up column about 
projects that address these issues; although I 
still plan to write that column, I have the op-
portunity in this installment of CCC to present 
at greater length one of the projects I would 
have discussed.  A group of libraries in Iowa 
are working through matters of monograph 
verification as they make retention commit-
ments in the context of a multi-dimensional 
shared collections initiative that also features 
prospective collection development for eBooks 
and pBooks, delivery time concerns, and the 
opportunities of membership expansion.  My 
thanks to Teri Koch and colleagues for this 
report.  Their work is especially interesting 
for the shared print community because of its 
verification process and the Web app developed 
to facilitate it;  their work is also important in 
that it shows how a loosely federated group are 
developing a more tightly coupled relationship 
over a relatively short time.  Teri will be on the 
agenda of CRL’s Print Archive Network Forum 
at ALA in January 2015 (http://www.crl.edu/
archiving-preservation/print-archives/forum) 
at a session about verification strategies. — BK

After observing successful shared print 
projects in Maine, Michigan, and else-
where, and after attending a Charles-

ton Pre-conference in 2012 on shared print, a 
couple of Iowa librarians, Pam Rees, Library 
Director at Grand View University, and Teri 
Koch, Collection Development Coordinator 
at Drake University, asked “Why not us?” 
From our answer to this rhetorical question 
has sprouted the truly grass-roots Central Iowa 
Collaborative Collections Initiative (CI-CCI).

Iowa libraries have a long history of col-
laboration, but we proposed to our private 
academic library colleagues that they consider 
developing a shared print agreement for mono-
graphs.  Central College, Drake University, 
Grand View University, Grinnell College, 
and Simpson College agreed to participate.  
The group secured commitment by senior ad-
ministration at each institution to form a collec-
tions partnership that would take a data-driven 
approach to securing titles for retention; we 
would promise each other 24-hour delivery and 
also coordinate acquisitions to eliminate all but 
the most critical duplications and thereby max-
imize local budgets.  An MOU adapted from 
the Michigan Shared Print Initiative (MI-SPI) 
was signed six months after project initiation 
by the library directors and chief academic 
officers — maybe not record time but a rapid 
stand-up for this kind of project.

if the item was found on the shelf;  “Poor 
Condition” if the item was found but needed 
repair;  or “Missing.”  The Web app showed 
real-time information regarding how many 
titles were in each category for the institution.  
The vast majority were initially in the “Verified 
On Shelf” category (96.5%).  Each school then 
investigated the titles on the “Missing” lists 
to determine whether they might be checked 
out or otherwise accounted for, and many 
were eventually located.  “Poor Condition” 
titles (less than .5%) were, for the most part, 
repaired sufficiently to move to “Verified On 
Shelf.”  Ultimately, every title needed a status 
of either “Verified On Shelf” or “Verified Not 
On Shelf.”  In the end, a total of 2,601, slightly 

less than 2% of items, were “Verified Not 
On Shelf” across the libraries.

A period of “horse trading” followed 
the initial round of verification because 
libraries could not retain volumes as-
signed to them that were in poor condi-
tion or missing.  These titles were reas-

signed to another library for retention.  
It was important to all that the smaller 
libraries have a chance to “pull their 
weight” in this process; thus the 
group decided that each institution 

would claim at least the same number of items 
that it had marked “Verified Not On Shelf.”  
For some of the smaller libraries, that was not 
possible, and the larger libraries claimed more.  
The re-claiming project proceeded with the 
smaller libraries claiming first, followed by 
the larger libraries.

Dan extended the functionality of the 
existing Web app to provide a reclaiming 
mechanism.  This primarily involved the iden-
tification of availability at institutions other 
than the one originally assigned retention.  He 
also added a feature that showed each institu-
tion’s items that were unclaimed from other 
institutions and that were only held at their 
institution.  This became the logical place for 
each institution to start the reclaiming project.  

After the retention project is complete, each 
library may begin making collection manage-
ment decisions.  Drake has begun a deselec-
tion process by sharing information regarding 
approximately 50,000 withdrawal candidates 
with the teaching faculty using a database Dan 
created that includes standard bibliographic 
information, total uses, last checkout, a link to 
the catalog record, and the number of Iowa and 
national libraries that own the title.  

The database is set up so that when each 
faculty liaison logs in, the system automatically 
goes to the call number(s) associated with 
his/her discipline (based upon our collection 
conspectus).  Faculty also have the option of 
adjusting the filters to see additional call num-

The colleges in the CI-CCI group are fairly 
homogenous in size, location, and mission, 
with FTE’s ranging from 1388 to 4400.  All are 
members of the 31-member Iowa Private Ac-
ademic Libraries Consortium and are com-
mitted to programs that benefit group members.  
We have no joint catalog and relied on local 
staff and funds to undertake the project.  We 
worked by phone call, and Drake application 
developer Dan Taylor created a Website for 
key project documents (https://ci-cci.org/)

We hired Sustainable Collections Services 
(SCS) to analyze our combined holdings of 
slightly over one million title records, about 
one-half of which are unique.  After discussion 
with SCS of various data analysis scenarios, 
we decided to use the following criteria 
to identify volumes for one-copy reten-
tion in the shared collection: published 
before 1991, zero (0) recorded uses since 
2005, at least one non-CI-CCI library in 
Iowa also holds a copy.

Our focus on retention/preser-
vation prompted us early on to 
perform what we called a “retention 
verification” project; we wanted to 
make sure that the volumes assigned 
for retention were accounted for and 
were in good enough shape to be used.  Having 
assured ourselves on both counts, we would 
then stamp each book with “CI-CCI 2013” 
to indicate that it was a retention title and 
would declare the retention commitment in the 
book’s local catalog record.  We ended up with 
143,294 retention titles in the shared collection.  
SCS attempted as much as possible to evenly 
distribute these among group members relative 
to collection size.  We agreed that we would not 
begin looking at potential weeding candidates 
until the verification process was accomplished 
by each institution.

Drake’s library decided early on to employ 
Dan’s skills to build an app to facilitate the 
verification process.  He built the application 
on a custom framework that Drake uses for 
other library Web applications, which allowed 
the app to be built and updated quickly and 
easily;  he designed the app’s front end to fa-
cilitate verification at the shelf with any device 
with any size screen, from phones, to tablets, 
to laptops on carts.  Responsiveness of the app 
was made simpler by using a freely available 
CSS and JavaScript-based user interface library 
called “Bootstrap.”  Because of the amount of 
data involved, proper indexing and table design 
were critical to achieving good performance.

Once the app was developed, the data from 
SCS were imported into a database that the app 
would use.  In most cases student employees 
performed the verification process.  Using a 
dropdown menu in the Web app, students as-
signed each item a status: “Verified on Shelf” 



ber ranges.  Built-in search features include 
title, author, publisher, OCLC number, and call 
number.  Faculty have the option to retain any 
item they deem necessary by selecting a button 
that says “Retain This Item.”  When that button 
is selected the item is automatically removed 
from the database.  

Some faculty have been reluctant to partic-
ipate in the collection review because they do 
not agree with the necessity of withdrawing 
books and do not have the time to invest.  The 
Web app has been well received, however, and 
has alleviated most of their concerns.  Faculty 
like seeing all the pertinent information about 
the book and being able to “work” the list.  That 
at least one other CI-CCI library has agreed to 
retain the item has been a major factor for most 
faculty in their decision to withdraw items.

Prospective collection development has 
been a primary objective of the collaborative 
since the outset.  In addition to securing access 
to retained copies and saving space through 
deaccessioning, we think that the future pay-
off of our collaboration will be in a collective 
approach to acquisitions and, potentially, on 
such other big-picture issues as technology.  
We plan to coordinate acquisitions with the 
goal of developing a shared collection among 
the participants to reduce duplication, lever-
age acquisition funds, and reduce the need to 
refresh data with SCS.  We have established a 
guideline that if two or more CI-CCI libraries 
already own the title, the others will not pur-
chase it unless it is specifically required onsite.

Several of the smaller CI-CCI libraries have 
begun employing this method.  At Drake we 
haven’t yet because of faculty concerns, most 
of which relate to the guaranteed 24-hour turn-
around for a loan request.  The current average 
is 72 hours, and we are exploring ways to en-
sure faster delivery times.  Additional concerns 
about the shared acquisitions approach include 
length of checkout for faculty;  CI-CCI has met 
this need by extending the loan period from ten 
weeks to 120 days.  

As the CI-CCI transitions to the collection 
development phase of our project, we are 
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considering whether to merely coordinate our 
acquisitions so as to minimize duplication or 
to go a step beyond by developing areas of 
subject specialization at member libraries.  
The subject specialty approach is of particular 
interest to some of our faculty.  Task forces 
are currently looking at options for a common 
vendor solution for print books and whether 
we can establish a common eBooks collection.  
The group realizes that prospective collection 
development will be a challenging endeavor 
given the differences in budgets and curricula 
and subject specialties of the colleges.  The 
varying degree of adoption of eBooks and 
patron driven acquisitions are other factors that 
challenge us in coming up with an approach 
that meets the needs of each campus.  

In the coming year, several tasks await.  
First, we will consider expanding the part-
nership.  The University of Northern Iowa, 
a state-supported institution with 11,000 stu-
dents, hopes to join the collaborative in the fall 
of 2014.  UNI is employing SCS and will have 
a stand-alone data set since incorporating their 
data with CI-CCI data would require a data 
refresh by the entire group.  We are thrilled at 
the possibility of bringing in a larger institution 
especially as we begin to look at prospective 
collection development.  Second, each school 
must decide how and whether to weed, and 
we will implement an OCLC Shared Print 
Symbol to register title retention commitments 
in WorldCat.  We will also update the MOU to 
reflect current practices and new member(s), 
and as we expand the scope of the collaborative 
we will have to consider how we fund and staff 
our work, which means possibly seeking grant 
funding or budgeting for a project manager. 

Finally, based on a presentation by Prof. 
Andrew Stauffer (University of Virginia, 
Founder of BookTraces http://www.booktrac-
es.org/) at a symposium held in 2014 to cel-
ebrate the Maine Shared Collections Strategy 
(http://tiny.cc/7bdcox), Drake will consider 
examining candidates for withdrawal for such 
evidence of reader interaction as marginalia, 
inscriptions, insertions, etc.  This examination 
will help Stauffer and others establish the 
incidence of these interactions as scholars and 
librarians try to determine how to preserve the 
history of reading practices and cultures.  

vendor did not send it, and nothing else was 
done.  I contacted the vendor rep for my region, 
who said that it was out on the server for the 
e-resources management companies to pick up.  
I then went back to the A-Z list of tech support 
and told them to look on the server for the da-
tabase’s file.  All that time I was thinking that 
even if the vendor had not made the database 
available, what prevented the A-Z techs from 
contacting the vendor to request the file?  The 
indifferent tech support and the fact that they 
were more expensive than their competitors 
made me decide not to renew the subscription, 
since the library was not getting any value for 
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the extra money it spent.  Tech support should 
be just as user-friendly as customer service, 
but that perspective is not sometimes shared.  

When companies send surveys asking for 
feedback on your experience with their cus-
tomer service, that is an indication that they 
have some interest in your satisfaction with 
their service.  I try to respond to these surveys, 
whether I have a positive or negative encounter, 
because there is no use in complaining if you 
are not willing to do something to remedy 
the situation.  If you have a technical support 
representative that does goes the extra mile 
with solving your problem, it’s important to 
tell them that you appreciate their efforts with 
troubleshooting the problem and resolving 
the issue.  
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Column Editor:  Michelle Flinchbaugh  (Acquisitions and Digital Scholarship Services Librarian, Albin O. Kuhn  
Library & Gallery, University of Maryland Baltimore County, 1000 Hilltop Circle, Baltimore, MD 21250;  Phone: 410-455-6754;  
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Whether they’re downloaded through 
OverDrive or batch loaded into the 
catalog, eBooks are an increasingly 

dominant presence in our libraries.  Although 
present digitally in the catalog, their lack of 
physical presence creates a barrier for patrons 
who are browsing the book shelves.  Over the 
past couple years, the Elihu Burritt Library 
at Central Connecticut State University has 
significantly increased its eBook holdings.  In 
an effort to bring attention to and attract usage 
for our eBook titles, I endeavored to create a 
way to make the eBooks physically visible and 
add them to the New Books display shelves in 
our library’s lobby and in a second floor reading 
area.  By using a cover image from an eBook 
and a QR code to link to the corresponding 
bibliographic record in the catalog, I hoped to 
engage our tech-savvy patrons and promote 
our eBook collections.

As the main and only library supporting 
the community of learners at Central 
Connecticut State University, the Elihu 
Burritt Library strives to facilitate knowledge 
creation and inspire intellectual curiosity 
and lifelong learning (Central Connecticut 
State University, 2012).  The library serves a 
population of approximately 12,000 students 
at the undergraduate, graduate, and doctoral 
levels (Central Connecticut State University, 
2014).  Over the past several years, the library 
has subscribed to various small, subject specific 
eBook packages in support of the curriculum.  
Starting in 2013, the library (in conjunction 
with our sister, consortial libraries: Eastern 
Connecticut State University, Southern 
Connecticut State University, and Western 
Connecticut State University) significantly 
increased its access to eBooks with two large 
eBook subscriptions.  The EBSCO E-book 
Academic Collection, supplying titles to 
support a broad range of academic disciplines, 
provides our patrons with access to over 
132,000 eBooks for browsing or downloading.  
The other eBook subscription is a patron-
driven acquisitions program offered through 
our vendor, Ingram.  This program provides 
access to, as well as the possible purchase of, 
over 2,000 eBooks with new titles added on a 
weekly basis.  

Selecting the eBook
eBooks for the display shelves are selected 

either by myself, other members of the depart-
ment, or by our student workers.  There are 
no set selection criteria; however we look for 
titles that would be of general, popular interest.  
Also, it is helpful if the eBook cover has a 
colorful, eye-catching image.  

Creating the Cover Image
After selecting an eBook title to promote on 

the New Books display shelves, we access the 
eBook and, using the computer’s print screen 
function, create a screenshot capturing an 
image of the eBook cover.  This image is then 
pasted into Microsoft Paint for editing.  In the 
Paint program, we are able to isolate the cover 
image and then copy and paste it onto a blank 
document in Microsoft Word.  Each eBook 
cover image will have its own page.

Generating the QR code
Inspired by the University of Exeter’s use 

of eBook placeholder markers in the book stacks 
containing QR codes, I also sought to use QR 
codes to create a link to the eBook record in 
the catalog (Green, 2013).  All records in our 
catalog, named Consuls (Connecticut State 
University Library System), have a persistent 
link available to the patron for use as a reference 
URL.  Placing a QR code beneath the eBook 
cover image would permit a patron to scan the 
code using their mobile device.  The scanned QR 
code would then access the bibliographic record 
in Consuls.  Ideally, it would be best to be able 
to link the QR code directly to the eBook.  How-
ever, on account of authentication issues with 
the eBooks, the QR code needed to be linked to 
the bibliographic record.  A patron scanning the 
QR code with their mobile device would access 
the bibliographic record in Consuls and then be 
able to determine if they wanted to click on the 
link to access the eBook.

Several freely available QR code generating 
programs were tested before I selected Free 
QR Code Tracker (www.freeqrcodetracker.
com) by TMB.  The main reason for this was, 
in addition to creating a QR code, this tool has 

the ability to create campaigns and track scans.  
I was interested in viewing and collecting usage 
statistics in order to document this project.  

Once a QR code is generated for a specific 
eBook title, it is then copy and pasted in Micro-
soft Paint to further isolate the code image and 
then the image is pasted into Microsoft Word 
beneath the corresponding eBook title image.  

Displaying the eBook
After the QR code is pasted onto the doc-

ument beneath the image of the eBook cover, 
a color printout of the document page is made 
and inserted into an acrylic frame.  The frame 
is then ready for display on the Library’s New 
Books display shelves. 

Tracking the Results
Beginning on April 1, 2014 when the eBook 

frames were placed on the shelves, through 
June 30, 2014, 32 eBook titles were displayed.  
This timeframe and eBook selection would 
serve as a pilot project and would provide a 
launch point on which to base further action.  
On account of the limited shelf space available, 
it was decided that 32 display frames would 
fit comfortably along the shelves.  From this 
selection, 13 titles received 59 scans during the 
pilot project.  Unfortunately, it is not possible at 
this time to determine if the patron then clicked 
on the link in the bibliographic record to access 
and download the eBook.  

Conclusion
Although this project is still new to the 

library, preliminary results show that patrons 
are interacting with the eBook displays.  Based 
on the positive usage data collected during the 
pilot project, we decided to continue displaying 
select eBook covers with QR codes.  In fact, we 
have decided to extend our display by adding 
10 frames to occupy space usually reserved 
for new books or DVDs.  Either by scanning 
the QR code or by just viewing the display, 
the library is pleased to be bringing attention 
to these valuable resources.
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Little Red Herrings — The Coming Bubble Bust?
by Mark Y. Herring  (Dean of Library Services, Dacus Library, Winthrop University)  <herringm@winthrop.edu>

Amid all the high dungeon about news from 
various corners of the earth, leave it to ac-
ademics to ignore what is really important: 

the cost of getting a college education.  We all 
know that the price tag on even a modest college 
education (not one of the premiere Ivy League 
institutions) is through the roof.  What used to cost 
under $10,000 for four years of college (that tells 
you how old I am) is hardly enough to get through 
one semester.  Moreover, getting a degree in four 
years proves something of a miracle.  It is more 
likely to be five or six, and often through no fault 
of the student but the fault of some institution for 
not sequencing the classes appropriately.

Given the brouhaha about parsimonious adjunct 
faculty pay that one hears about routinely (the 
schedule adjunct walk-out is tapped for February 
2015), you’d think that getting a college degree is 
relatively inexpensive.  And, of course, you’d be 
wrong.  Adjunct pay is the black eye of academe, 
one of its dirty little secrets that is no longer that 
secret.  The state of that abysmal pay is somewhat 
ironic when you think about all the tweed-coated 
know-it-alls who weigh in on minimum wage in 
the private sector.  Yet in their own backyard are 
those who cannot even afford the Affordable Care 
Act (another irony that I won’t go into).  Apparently 
everyone at McDonald’s should be making $15 
or more an hour, but that adjunct who teaches five 
sections of English 101 should not be making more 
than about $5.50 an hour.  But I digress.

The cost of going to college is now completely 
out of hand, or rather completely out of pocket.  
Student debt is now at $1.1 trillion, a matter that 
won’t hit home like other economic bubbles be-
cause those who have to pay that back won’t realize 
its impact for a number of years.  But let’s not kid 
ourselves:  these are unsustainable dollars that are 
certain to sink the enterprise of getting a college 
education.  Perhaps academics are looking the other 
way because of the early failure of MOOCs and the 
fiasco of many for-profits.  We in the academy have 
decided that there really aren’t any threats, so it’s 
business as usual.  That’s the kind of attitude that 
will hasten our demise.

One reason for the rising costs are the near-pa-
latial amenities that colleges and universities think 
they must have.  I’m talking about smart class-
rooms, gyms that are Hollywood-esque, dining halls 
that rival five-star restaurants, and all the rest. (For 
more, see: http://onforb.es/1BPqggK and http://bit.
ly/1rWPD1l).  Some schools have lounging pools, 
other gigantic Jacuzzis, recreation centers fit for 
kings and queens, and very nice residence halls 
(for more see http://bit.ly/1jdy8Er).  It doesn’t help, 
either, the college or university here or there that 
buys a $220,000 table, or chair or whatever.  All of 
these add to the cost of colleges.

Another reason for the cost of college tuition 
going up is the skyrocketing cost of administrator 
pay.  Yes, I am an administrator, so I share part of 
that blame.  According to the Chronicle of Higher 
Education, over 80 presidents at public institutions 
make more than a half million annually (http://bit.
ly/1rWPD1l).  More than 90 of them make more 
than President Obama.  This is just presidents;  the 
list of vice-presidents, provosts, and deans swells 

those numbers considerably.  I understand 
the argument that one must pay top-flight 
dollars to get top-flight administrator-CEOs, 
but the millions that are paid to some surely 
are excessive.

Of course, these dollars pale in com-
parison to what is being paid to coaches 
of football, basketball, and other sports.  
Today, we’re not counting the number of 
head football coaches who make more than 
a million annually, but counting the number 
of assistant coaches who make more than a 
million annually.  Over 70 football coaches 
make one million annually (at least, that’s the 
salary);  the number swells to more than 100 
making half-a-million or more.  The we-try-
harder basketball coaches have a meagre 35 
who are making a million or more annually, 
some of them at schools that are also paying 
football coaches a million or more.  The news 
this week is that the University of Florida 
paid about $7 million just to get the coach of 
its choosing.  Some will argue that supporters 
pay a lot of these costs and that is in part true.  
But it’s also true that this drives up the cost 
of everything else one way or another.

Finally, in order to get everyone mad at 
me, let me add that libraries — the financial 
black holes of every institution — also con-
tribute to these costs.  In the grand scheme 
of things, we are behind a lot of other people 
and things in this very, very long line of ex-

orbitant costs, but we are still in that line and 
we cannot deny it.  We have databases that 
cost four, five, and six figures, depending on 
the size of the institution, journals that cost 
four or five figures, and updates, refurbish-
ments, and new buildings that cost millions 
and tens of millions.

Now add to this that it turns out we’re 
not, as a group (I mean academics) educat-
ing young people fully prepared to go out 
into the world.  Some graduate unable to 
read or write proficiently.  Some graduate 
not knowing much of anything about their 
majors.  Some graduate with hangovers and 
a good deal of debt.  To worsen matters, we 
academics are quick to point out that these 
kinds of empirical measures are unfair, don’t 
get at the heart of who and what we are, and 
do not “tell the whole story.”  I hyperbolize 
— a little—  but you get the point.

So what are we doing about any of this?  
Sadly, not much.  We academics bellyache 
about not being paid enough, whine about 
legislatures, opine over how no one under-
stands how much good we do, how hard we 
work, how hard this job is, and so on.  None 
of these things change the fact that it costs far 
too much to get a college education.  

We are going to have to do a great deal 
more.  We need to own up to some of these 
deficiencies and then work harder at trying to 

continued on page 81
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Shared print management, deselection, col-
laborative collection development — it’s 
all about balancing the tension between 

space, budget, and service to users.  With real 
estate at a premium on academic campuses, 
many libraries are clearing shelf space to make 
room for areas such as technology labs and 
collaborative workspaces, making the already 
challenging chores of weeding and space allo-
cation for incoming acquisitions more difficult.  
Whether deselection is handled as a large-scale 
project or an ongoing operational process, local 
institutions depend on both local and shared 
catalog and circulation data to evaluate the 
implications of deselecting particular materials 
before final decisions are made.  In recent years, 
more formal agreements between groups of 
libraries have aimed to prevent the inadvertent 
disposal of unique materials and to ensure 
there is always a “last copy” within the group 
to guarantee ongoing access to the materials.  
However, it’s all for naught without effective 
programs to connect users to those increasingly 
scarce materials; resource sharing is the key to 
sustainable collection management.

The same sentiment is echoed across several 
library consortia with collaborative collection 
management programs: the keys to success 
depend on collection analysis across multiple 
libraries, a focus on preservation, and ready-to-
go resource sharing arrangements that support 
transfer of items between libraries quickly and 
easily.  And that’s why we see so many academic 
libraries doubling down on resource sharing.  
Access to detailed data regarding requesting, 
borrowing, and lending patterns across sys-
tems means that libraries can be assured they 
are providing optimal service to their users, as 
well as tracking that activity to drive local  or 
collaborative collection decisions.  This article 
will share collection-related insights from the 
experiences of several consortial borrowing (aka 
resource sharing) systems, as well as describe 
some of the opportunities for future enhance-
ments to such systems.

An alternative to ILL, Innovative’s INN-
Reach is one system that offers direct consortial 
borrowing by extending a local circulation 
model and applying it across a consortia’s union 
catalog.  Local systems contribute bibliographic 
and holdings data to a union catalog, which 
is exposed in a central discovery interface 
searched directly by public users (often as a 
secondary search from the local discovery 
interface).  Highly configurable matching and 
overlay algorithms ensure a clean union catalog, 
making it easy for users to find the right mate-
rials.  Users request materials directly using 
the same credentials they use within their local 
libraries;  the request triggers standard paging 

and transit workflows to fill the request based 
on real-time circulation status and automated 
selection of the best available copy (when more 
than one copy is held across the consortia).  
Automatic real-time updates (e.g., additions to 
collection, modifications of circulation status) 
keep the union catalog in sync with local sys-
tems.  Because the process is completely inte-
grated into local circulation, no special training 
is required for staff.

All this integration guarantees the requests 
will be satisfied quickly with very high “first to 
fill” rates; that is, over 90% of requests are filled 
by the first identified source to get materials 
into users hands within an average of 2-3 days.  
That’s as fast as a patron-driven acquisitions 
program for physical materials and with no need 
for the borrowing library to allocate local space 
for the items.  INN-Reach is almost as fast as 
Amazon Prime, and it’s free to the library users.  
With 50% unique content in the union catalog 
(representing the 50% of unique collections 
across local institutions), we’re talking valuable, 
sought-after research materials — many of 
which might not be appropriate for permanent 
local acquisition — from discovery to delivery 
in just a few days.

Even when overhead is factored in (e.g.,  ex-
penses related to the courier service required to 
support the rapid transit of materials), the system 
delivers clear value over ILL.  Gwen Evans 
from Ohio Link did a review of cost avoidance 
among their 91 members over a ten-year period 
to assign some dollar values to their model.  

“I wanted individual members to see how 
much they borrowed over time versus how 
much those materials would have cost to buy 
themselves to understand the value of their 
participation — not just to the greater good, but 
to their own bottom line,” says Evans.

With an average of almost 617,000 borrows 
each year across the system, she estimates more 
than $44.8 million in cost avoidance annually 
and more than $433 million over the life of 
the system.  Based on participation and library 
type, those numbers translate into an average 
savings during the past decade of more than $2 
million for each two-year institution, almost 
$3 million for each private institution, and a 
whopping almost $20 million for each public 
four-year university that participates in the 
statewide system.  Resource sharing systems 
provide a highly cost-effective way to extend the 
collection for users — without risk of selecting 
the wrong titles — where everything shared is 
specifically requested by an end-user.

The MOBIUS statewide consortial system in 
Missouri has enjoyed similar success.  MOBIUS 
libraries borrow twice as often and lend nearly 
three times as often through the MOBIUS union 

catalog as they do through their local catalog.  
With books arriving in two to three days, the 
consortial system is a core component of how 
Missouri libraries serve their users.  And at 
an estimated cost of $2 to $3 per transaction 
(compared with $25 to $30 per transaction with 
traditional ILL), systems like INN-Reach are the 
only scalable way that participating libraries can 
afford to make so many materials available to 
their communities. 

“Everyone wins in this scenario,” says 
Donna Bacon, Executive Director of MOBIUS.  
“Library users have access to materials that 
they would never have known about and are 
empowered to find their own information 
online and order it themselves.  Our libraries 
can focus their precious resources on collection 
development and expansion of service, rather 
than being weighed down by a big bill for ILL.”

Earlier this year, Bacon joined forces with 
George Machovec, Executive Director of the 
Prospector system in Colorado, to take things 
to the next level, growing their members’ sav-
ings — and the breadth of their cooperative 
collections — by collaborating across state 
lines through the use of Peer-to-Peer resource 
sharing.  MOBIUS and Prospector signed an 
agreement to provide access to their combined 
union catalogs for every user of each of their 
member libraries.  This inter-consortial bor-
rowing program is the equivalent of adding 
tens of new members to each system overnight, 
without the overhead of individual implementa-
tions.  MOBIUS already enjoyed success across 
stateliness when Tulsa City-County Library (in 
Oklahoma) was added to their consortial system, 
so they knew they could manage the logistics.  
With 75 libraries of every type represented in 
the combined Peer-to-Peer collection, MOBIUS 
and Prospector libraries now have access to 
more than 27 million items and over ten million 
unique titles. 

“We are excited that the MOBIUS / Pros-
pector partnership will provide patrons with 
greater access to materials in a multi-state 
region,” Machovec says.  “This system builds 
on the commitment of libraries to provide the 
very best materials to their patrons coupled with 
fast discovery and delivery.” 

When asked about the implementation, 
Bacon is careful to note that bringing together 
two well-established and highly effective inde-
pendent consortia is not without its challenges. 
“It’s called ‘PEER to PEER’ for a reason.”  

In other words, there were compromises to 
be made to effectively integrate the different 
pre-existing systems.  Bacon points to the fact 
that pulling together well-established consortia 
with different systems, different models for ac-
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complishing tasks, different courier models, and 
different methods for material handling can be 
loads of fun but challenging.  Bacon keeps a list 
of lessons learned in the process, which include:

• Keep it Simple (but not too simple)
• Better understand staff workflow at 

different sized libraries
• Expect to compromise and prepare 

your libraries for the inevitable
• Communicate frequently during your 

implementation phase
• Don’t rush — remember those staff 

who need extra time to adapt
• Put a personal “face” to the partner-

ship for your members
• And remember…it’s all about the 

courier & workflow!
Both Bacon and Machovec couldn’t be 

happier with the results.  Bacon explains, “In 
the first seven weeks, we circulated almost 2,000 
items (with little publicity)!”

It’s clear that a resource sharing solution 
allows patrons to borrow and access research 
materials in an efficient and cost-effective way, 
but there is still some local collection devel-
opment to be done.  By tracking requesting, 
fulfillment, and circulation transactions, library 
staff has the opportunity to see patterns, which 
translate into actionable data for local collection 
development, too.

In talking with several libraries from the 
California-based LINK+, there was a sense 
that a real need exists for local libraries to 
leverage data about the composition and use of 
the collective collection for making collection 
management decisions.  Bob Kieft, Director of 
Occidental College Library (a member of the 
consortium), explains, “I believe that groups 
of libraries should be building their collections 
centrally not locally…new reports help us in a 
number of ways to think collectively about our 
inventory and how best to manage that togeth-
er.”  He explains it’s valuable for retrospective 
analysis in terms of making deselection deci-
sions, but also for selection decisions — espe-
cially in libraries that are still managing more of 
their acquisitions based on bibliographer review 
rather than through PDA/DDA programs.  Kieft 
continues, “Some version of collective inven-
tory management is the future of library print 
collections — and might be for electronic too.”

That’s where reporting plays a key role: li-
braries can now see, down to the individual item 
level, every item that’s requested in the resource 
sharing system, including which libraries have 
borrowed what and from whom.  For academic 
libraries, it’s often not as much about the sheer 
number of materials but the quality of materials.  
As print usage declines, the materials that users 
need to continue to access in print are expensive 
and scarce, so access to a distributed collection 
across consortia becomes increasingly valu-
able.  These reports show at the subject level 
or call number range — even at the individual 
title level — exactly what it is that researchers 
needed to borrow. 

This data enables libraries to see the value 
of collections that they and their peers have 

chosen to specialize in and to demonstrate for 
stakeholders how those unique materials are 
serving a broader audience.  For example, the 
MOBIUS / Prospector Peer-to-Peer arrangement 
opens the door for users from Missouri Uni-
versity libraries to access the Colorado Health 
Sciences Library collections as easily as their 
own local collections.  Additionally, the reports 
expose opportunities to streamline access to less 
unique titles (e.g., purchasing an electronic copy 
of something that was requested multiple times 
from a cooperating institution).  Integration with 
user type categories means libraries can leverage 
information regarding the types of users making 
repeated requests (i.e., students or faculty) to 
support collection decisions. 

Finally, the structure of the union database 
enables individual libraries to record institutional 
selection and deselection decisions locally and 
expose them via systems like INN-Reach for all 
participating members of the consortia to see.  
This visibility supports workflows for consor-
tial review prior to permanent withdrawal and 
offers a common system for libraries to identify 
and confirm availability of last copies across 
the consortia.  This type of infrastructure and 
reporting mechanisms are needed to support 
ongoing collaborative deselection and retention 
decision-making.  Building it into the resource 
sharing system ensures efficient processes for 
users to access those last shared copies and 
contributes to the likelihood of success across 
initiatives.

Tools like the shared system and access to 
shared data are incredibly powerful for libraries 
to mine data for the purpose of driving appropri-
ate actions.  What’s even better is what systems 
like INN-Reach can support going forward.  Tim 
Auger, Director of Resource Sharing at Innova-
tive, explains, “In the future, both transaction and 
selection/deselection data will be automatically 
analyzed for real-time decision-making, and 
that’s where it gets really exciting.”  
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make improvements.  Early MOOCs may have 
failed, but something, some other platform, 
is going to sweep in one day and replace the 
whole enterprise if we do not.  I’m no scryer, 
but I think it’s safe to say that we really cannot 
go on like this much longer, at least not with-
out addressing more seriously some of these 
important issues.

But we are going to have to do it much fast-
er than we usually do.  We academics are very 
good at talking, not so much when it comes to 
doing.  We like to talk problems to death, but 
this one isn’t going to die.  Yes, there is much 
in academe to commend itself, but that good 
is fast being overtaken by some of the bad I’ve 
mentioned here.  I have no magic wand to wave 
to make these problems disappear.  We’re just 
going to have to roll up our sleeves and address 
these serious problems.

I know if we don’t, others will — they 
are already — and they will be sure not to 
include us, whom they consider the heart of 
the problem.  
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Academic libraries have been involved with 
various aspects of the open access (OA) 
movement for many years. Activities 

have ranged from educating faculty and graduate 
students about copyright to encouraging publi-
cation in open access venues to paying article 
processing charges (APCs) from library funds.  
One additional important activity has been work-
ing with faculty to pass institutional open access 
policies and assisting colleges and universities 
in the implementation of these policies.  While 
some refer to these as mandates, it seems more 
accurate to call them policies since enforcement 
relies on social norms rather than coercion.  These 
faculty-developed policies should also be distin-
guished from open access deposit requirements 
of granting agencies which may more accurately 
be called mandates.  This article will examine the 
general development of such policies and then 
focus on the adoption of an open access policy 
by the faculty of the University of California.

Faculty Open Access Policies
Faculty open access policies support “Green” 

OA — that is, making content, usually articles, 
available in an open access repository, rather than 
“Gold” OA that is publication in an open access 
or hybrid journal.  Usually such policies are 
framed as a way to allow faculty to retain some 
intellectual property rights, specifically the right 
to deposit a copy of an article in an open access 
repository, rather than transferring all rights to 
a publisher.  In this sense, faculty open access 
policies are an important component of efforts to 
educate faculty about the importance of retaining 
copyright in their work.  In addi-
tion to supporting faculty sponsors 
of open access policies, libraries 
often maintain the repositories re-
quired to implement the policies.

From an examination of various 
faculty open access policies on the 
ROARMAP site, http://roarmap.eprints.
org, most appear to share many of the same fea-
tures.  There is a general statement that the faculty 
desire to share the results of their research and 
scholarship as widely as possible.  There is a legal 
description of exactly what rights in their articles 
the faculty are giving to the institution.  There 
is a statement that faculty can secure a waiver 
of the policy (“opt-out”) for a particular article.  
Finally, the policy states what office of the college 
or university is to receive the “final version” of 
the article and establishes the procedures for the 
administration of the policy.

Not surprisingly, many policies follow that 
of the Faculty of Arts and Sciences of Harvard 
University that was adopted in February 2008.  
The adoption of this policy was widely publi-
cized at the time and undoubtedly influenced 
succeeding policies.  Because of the influence of 
the Harvard policy, it is useful to quote from it, 
particularly in relation to the University of Cal-
ifornia (UC) policy that will be discussed later.

The Faculty of Arts and Sciences of Har-
vard University is committed to dissemi-
nating the fruits of its research and schol-

arship as widely as possible.  In keeping 
with that commitment, the Faculty adopts 
the following policy: Each Faculty mem-
ber grants to the President and Fellows 
of Harvard College permission to make 
available his or her scholarly articles and 
to exercise the copyright in those articles.  
In legal terms, the permission granted by 
each Faculty member is a nonexclusive, 
irrevocable, paid-up, worldwide license to 
exercise any and all rights under copyright 
relating to each of his or her scholarly 
articles, in any medium, and to authorize 
others to do the same, provided that the 
articles are not sold for a profit. … The 
Dean or the Dean’s designate will waive 
application of the policy for a particular 
article upon written request by a Faculty 
member explaining the need.
Significant differences among the various 

policies lie in two areas: the level of compliance 
expected of faculty and the operation of the 
waiver (“opt-out”) provision.  Most follow the 
Harvard model: “Each faculty member grants 
[to the institution] permission … to exercise the 
copyright in those articles.”  Oberlin College’s 
policy is a bit stronger: “Oberlin faculty and 
professional staff will make their peer-reviewed, 
scholarly articles openly accessible …”  Emory 
University takes a somewhat less prescriptive 
approach in that the grant of permission is only 
for those articles “the author has chosen to distrib-
ute Open Access.” It’s impossible to determine 
from the policies themselves which approach will 
produce greater compliance since compliance is 

voluntary in all cases.  No fac-
ulty member risks termination 
for failure to adhere to an open 
access policy.  

One area in which most of 
the policies do not follow the 
Harvard model is in the neces-
sity for an author to explain the 

reason for asking for a waiver.  Harvard’s policy 
requires the author to submit a written request 
“explaining the need.”  Other policies say the au-
thor “may opt out” or that an official “will waive” 
the policy upon request of the author.  Again it’s 
impossible to know from the policies themselves 
how any particular language affects the actual 
number of waiver requests made or authorized.

University of California Policy
Although individual University of Cali-

fornia (UC) faculty began to advocate for the 
University to adopt an open access policy soon 
after the Harvard University policy was adopted 
in 2008, it took the adoption of a campus open 
access policy by the University of California, 
San Francisco (UCSF) in 2012 to start a serious 
discussion of the adoption of a systemwide policy 
for all ten UC campuses.  In order to understand 
how events unfolded, it is first necessary to un-
derstand the role of the Academic Senate in the 
University of California.

The principle of shared governance is alive 
and well within UC.  Tenure-track and tenured 

faculty, under the organizational structure of the 
Academic Senate, are “empowered to determine 
academic policy, set conditions for admission and 
the granting of degrees, authorize and supervise 
courses and curricula, and advise the adminis-
tration on faculty appointments, promotions and 
budgets.”  http://senate.universityofcalifornia.
edu/about.html  Given this level of autonomy 
and authority, any proposal for a UC faculty open 
access policy would have to originate in the Aca-
demic Senate.  Such an Academic Senate policy 
would apply only to Academic Senate members.  
Extending the policy to other authors such as 
academic lecturers and professional staff would 
require action by the President of the University.

The passage of the UCSF campus policy in 
May 2012 led to a proposed systemwide open 
access policy being sent to the Academic Senate 
for discussion in July 2012.  During the discus-
sions that continued for the remainder of 2012, 
it became apparent that a significant number of 
faculty had serious concerns with the proposed 
policy as written even though it largely followed 
other policies that had been in force for several 
years at other institutions.

Many faculty feared that the central adminis-
tration, the University of California Office of the 
President (UCOP), would enter into commercial 
agreements with publishers to sell articles placed 
in a UC open access repository.  These faculty 
were not willing to proceed without assurances 
that UCOP would never do this.  Many faculty 
also incorrectly interpreted the proposed policy 
as requiring publication in an open access journal, 
thus possibly obligating them to pay APCs.  This 
misconception was relatively easy to clear up, but 
the fear of commercial exploitation by UCOP of 
UC authors’ work took longer to address.  In the 
end, Senate approval required a side letter from 
the University Provost promising that UC would 
not sell the contents of the open access repository.

A revised policy was submitted to the Aca-
demic Senate in March 2013.  Before the Senate 
would agree to adopt the revised policy, UCOP 
was asked to affirm the following:

• Joint oversight of the policy by the 
Academic Senate and UCOP

• That UC would not sell deposited 
articles without the express permission 
of the faculty authors

• That UC would fund the development 
of automatic deposit capability into the 
repository

• That UC would commit to funding 
APCs for publication in Gold open 
access journals

The university administration agreed to the first 
three points, but was unwilling to make a blanket 
commitment to cover future APCs.  Despite the 
lack of agreement on this last point, the other assur-
ances were sufficient, and the Academic Senate ad-
opted the revised policy on July 24, 2013.  Anyone 
interested in the detailed history of the adoption of 
the policy can find all the documentation at http://
osc.universityofcalifornia.edu/open-access-policy.
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Many of the earlier policies contained a statement 
encouraging the institution to establish a repository 
to preserve and make available the deposited arti-
cles.  The Princeton University policy from 2011 
observes, “An open-access policy without a ready 
means for faculty to post their scholarly articles and 
an equally ready means of retrieval would be of 
very limited value.”  http://roarmap.eprints.org/520

Fortunately the University of California is not 
in this situation.  Despite its name, the California 
Digital Library (CDL) is part of the University 
of California and provides a variety of collections 
and library technology services to the UC libraries, 
the university as a whole and the public.  One of its 
services is to host the UC institutional repository, UC 
eScholarship which it has done for years.  Therefore, 
it was natural that CDL be given the task of imple-
menting the open access policy.

The policy itself, http://osc.universityofcalifor-
nia.edu/open-access-policy/policy-text, obviously 
owes much of its language to previous faculty open 
access policies, but there are some important differ-
ences.  The preamble states after a general statement 
of the importance of making scholarship as widely 
available as possible, “Faculty further recognize 
that by this policy, and with the assistance of the 
University, they can more easily and collectively 
reserve rights that might otherwise be signed away, 
often unnecessarily, in agreements with publishers,” 
thus explicitly stating that a principal purpose of 
the policy is to assist faculty to retain copyright in 
their work.  The license is granted to the University 
“for the purpose of making their articles widely 
and freely available in an open access repository.  
Any other systematic uses of the licensed articles 
by the University of California must be approved 
by the Academic Senate.”  This relates directly to 
the fear among many faculty that UC intended to 
sell the articles to commercial vendors.  Contrary to 
the Harvard Arts and Sciences policy, the license 
will be waived for a particular article upon request 
without the need to explain the basis for the request.  
Articles may be deposited in any appropriate open 
access repository, not just in eScholarship.  Finally, 
there is no requirement that faculty publish in any 
venue that charges a fee.  

Once the Academic Senate passed the policy, 
the CDL began to develop an implementation plan.  
One decision was that deposited articles would be 
made publicly available under a Creative Commons 
CC BY-NC license, although faculty would be free 
to use a different Creative Commons license if they 
chose.  The Senate had made it clear that successful 
implementation of the policy depended on CDL 
development of an automatic deposit mechanism 
that was easy and “painless” for faculty to use.  If 
such a technology could not be developed in a timely 
manner, there was a real risk that implementation of 
the policy could be postponed or even abandoned.  
Since the eScholarship repository had existed for 
many years, manual deposit mechanisms already 
existed.  The problem was to automate these deposit 
mechanisms to support large-scale ingest of articles, 
and, if possible, to develop harvesting mechanisms 
that would remove the necessity for faculty to 
personally deposit articles.  The decision was made 
to first implement the policy at three campuses, 
UCSF, UCLA and UC Irvine (UCI), rather than 
try to implement at all ten campuses at once.  The 
policy would be declared to be in effect at these 

three campuses and the deposit tool tested there 
first, then be implemented at the remaining 
seven campuses.  The original implementation 
timeline was:

• Nov. 1, 2013 — policy in effect at 
UCSF, UCLA and UCI

• May 2014 — six-month review by 
Academic Senate

• June 2014 — harvesting tool com-
pleted for UCSF, UCLA and UCI

• July/August 2014 — review of 
deposit tool by Academic Senate

• Nov. 1, 2014 — policy in effect at 
remaining seven campuses

• June 2015 — harvesting tool im-
plemented for remaining seven 
campuses

The first two milestones were met, but there 
have been some delays in the development of 
the harvesting tool.  A contract was awarded to 
Symplectic on March 3, 2014 for implementa-
tion of a publication harvesting system using 
Symplectic Elements.  The system will mon-
itor publication sources, including public and 
licensed publication indexes, for new articles 
published by UC authors.  The system will then 
contact the authors by email for confirmation 
and article upload to eScholarship.  The har-
vesting system was made available to the three 
early-implementing campuses in November 
2014.  The policy became effective at the seven 
remaining campuses on November 1, although 
the harvesting system will not be available 
at those campuses until a future date.  Along 
with developing the harvesting tool, CDL has 
also been working to streamline the manual 
deposit process.  CDL has also developed a 

Website allowing faculty to request a waiver 
of the policy or an embargo on public access 
for a particular article and also to generate an 
addendum to a publication agreement contain-
ing the terms of the policy.

Once the policy was adopted, CDL under-
took to notify publishers of the provisions of 
the policy.  As of October 2013, over 200 pub-
lishers had been contacted.  As of May 2014, 
UC authors have been granted 174 waivers of 
the policy.  It is not known how many of these 
waivers were requested by the publisher or 
how many resulted from the preference of the 
author.  At this point no publisher has notified 
the CDL that it will request waivers from UC 
authors as a matter of course.

In addition to CDL activity, librarians on 
the three early-implementing campuses are 
engaged in various activities to inform fac-
ulty of the policy and facilitate the deposit of 
articles.  Activities include creating Websites, 
handouts and marketing materials; directly 
assisting faculty in manual upload of articles; 
and helping faculty link their work with author 
identifiers, such as ORCID and ResearcherID.

As a separate but somewhat related activity, 
the UC libraries conducted a pilot program 
between January 2013 and April 2014 to pay 
APCs for UC authors.  The pilot built on the 
UC Berkeley Research Impact Initiative begun 
in 2008 and was jointly funded by the ten cam-
pus libraries and the CDL.  Some campuses 
chose to fund publication in both fully open ac-
cess and hybrid journals, while other campuses 
only funded publication in fully open access 
journals.  Campuses are waiting for the results 
of an assessment project to decide whether or 
not to continue the program. 

Changing Library Operations
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Both Sides Now: Vendors and Librarians — Managing the 
Negotiation Process with Library Vendors
Column Editor:  Michael Gruenberg  (President, Gruenberg Consulting, LLC)   
<mike@gruenbergconsulting.com>  www.gruenbergconsulting.com

Whenever a discussion takes place de-
scribing the process of how informa-
tion professionals negotiate contracts 

with salespeople to buy goods and services, I 
am reminded of the classic Joni Mitchell song, 
“Both Sides Now.”  That tune became a big hit 
for Judy Collins when she sang, “I’ve looked 
at life from both sides now, from win and lose, 
and still somehow it’s life’s illusions I recall.  I 
really don’t know life at all.”  Of course, Joni’s 
song was not about the way in which vendors 
and information professionals negotiate terms of 
a purchase, but it should be common knowledge 
that in a negotiation, both sides need to have an 
understanding of what the other side may be 
thinking about because if both sides lack even a 
basic perception of what the other is contemplat-
ing, proposing, and hopefully accepting, then the 
final results may not be acceptable to either party.

The worlds of the vendor and the informa-
tion professional intersect many times during 
the course of a year.  Trade shows, product 
presentations, and on-site negotiations to buy a 
new product or renew a current one all serve to 
emphasize that there will always be a significant 
amount of time spent together.  When entering 
the inevitable negotiation, neither side can afford 
to buy or sell a product/service without some 
degree of prior preparation. 

What strategies will the vendor employ to ob-
tain the library’s business?  Will those strategies 
meld into the library’s objectives?  Are both sides 
in sync?  The road to unfulfilled results is littered 
with good intentions, poor execution of goals, 
and a significant amount of misinformation.  To 
achieve acceptable terms from the vendor, the 
librarian must be willing to invest the time to 
craft a careful course of preparation and strategic 
planning so that the library’s acquisitions needs 
are effectively met.

In a recent survey developed by Data-Planet 
for the 2014 Charleston Conference, a number 
of librarians were asked about their thoughts 
and experiences in dealing with and negotiating 
with vendors.  When asked “Do you have a 
documented set of objectives for each major 
negotiation?”  72% said they did not have a 
set of objectives when going into a negotiation 
with a vendor.  Having been on the sales side of 
the table for many years facing the information 
professional, I can categorically state that every 
vendor has a defined set of objectives when 
entering a serious negotiation with a library.  
Furthermore, those objectives change as the 
process becomes more defined and closer to 
resolution.  The library simply cannot walk into 
a vendor meeting without a clear set of objectives 
and planned strategy.

That same survey asked “How did you do in 
your most recent difficult negotiation?”  It was 
no surprise that 60% of the respondents said that 
they were not happy with the results and that 
in spite of this they renewed or purchased the 
product anyway.  Really?  The goal is for both 

sides to walk away from the table feeling that 
everyone’s objectives have been met.  If one side 
is unhappy, that means that one person’s goals 
were not met.  That should not be an acceptable 
outcome for either party.  

But when the survey asked if the librarian 
considered the vendor a “partner, competitor, 
or adversary” 71% of the respondents chose to 
consider the vendor as a partner.  That result 
was a bit puzzling because a partner should be 
working side by side with the other person to 
achieve a satisfactory result for both.  So, if the 
majority of the people polled did not think their 
last negotiation ended satisfactorily for them, 
how could they then say that they consider the 
vendor as a partner?  A person who is considered 
a partner in a business negotiation simply means 
that both sides are working towards a common 
goal whose results will benefit both.  It is incon-
gruous to say the vendor is a partner and then be 
mostly unsatisfied with the results of the most 
recent negotiation with that vendor.  

And so it goes on and on about both sides 
being on the same page and yet too many infor-
mation professionals go into vendor meetings 
without a list of objectives and no strategic plan 
to how to attain those objectives even though 
they know full well that the salesperson under 
the mandate of the company has examined, 
strategized, and role-played every aspect of the 
negotiation process with the library.

I had always thought that an integral part of 
the MLIS “real life” education involved teaching 
the students about dealing with vendors.  I found 
out that my supposition was incorrect when, in 
preparation for an article “Planning and Man-
aging A Sales Call” that I wrote for the March/
April 2012 edition of the SLA publication, 
Information Outlook, I researched the curricu-
lum of a number of library schools to see what 
courses were given to help prepare graduating 
library students in the fine art of negotiating 
with vendors.  After all, one inescapable fact 
that every practicing librarian knows is that a 
steady stream of vendors will ultimately beat a 
path to the library’s doorstep to attempt to sell 
any number of products and services.

Sadly, there were few, if any library schools 
that offered comprehensive courses on the topic 
of dealing with vendors.  I then decided to inter-
view some of my librarian friends to ascertain 
how they developed their skills in working with 
salespeople.  Overwhelmingly, the answer was 
that their skills were developed by on-the-job-
training and that at the outset of their careers, 
lack of negotiating skills training probably 
resulted in some deals for the library that were 
not as good as they would have liked them to be..

What all this tells you is that in the negoti-
ation process, the vendor seemingly holds all 
the cards.  After all, they have the products.  
They have also been schooled in the fine art of 
negotiation since it is a well-known fact that in-
formation industry companies spend significant 

amounts of money to 
train salespeople and 
company executives 
on how to successfully negotiate a license with 
a library and that the expectation is that the final 
terms of the deal will favor the vendor.  It is also 
known that certain databases are a necessity for 
libraries to acquire and that they are expected 
to have that particular information available for 
their patrons.  Just because the library has to buy 
resources related to specific data doesn’t mean 
that the library has to accept an unfavorable deal 
from a vendor.

So what does the library staff do to level the 
playing field when the vendor calls and asks 
for an appointment to present a product/service 
for the library’s consideration? The salesperson 
has determined through careful research that the 
library needs the product the company is touting.  
And the library’s objective is to select the right 
product for a reasonable price that likely will be 
used by the patrons of the library and will also 
be renewed the following year.  

It all comes down to a preparation and 
leverage for the information professional to 
begin to level that playing field.  In preparing 
for the salesperson’s visit, the first step is to ask 
for an agenda which will list the reasons for the 
salesperson coming to visit, whether anybody 
else from the company is planning to attend, 
as well and the date/time of the meeting.  Once 
that proposed agenda is sent, then it is up to the 
library to dictate terms of topics, confirmation 
of date/time, and acknowledge if more than one 
person from the library will be there.  So if the 
salesperson is planning to bring the Sales Man-
ger, the library may want to have the Director or 
another senior executive attend so as to counter 
that strategy by the vendor.

The next step is basic research.  The salesper-
son is coming next week to talk about their new 
Whiz Bang database.  To get a basic understand-
ing of the product to be discussed, a visit to the 
company Website to see what is written about 
Whiz Bang.  Next, check out product reviews 
in various journals.  And, best of all, use the 
network of fellow librarians to ascertain if any of 
your colleagues have had any experience using 
this product.  After this preparation, the library 
is now ready for the meeting.

The next step is to understand the landscape.  
According to the Outsell 2014 Information In-
dustry Outlook, the companies in our industry 
will generate $721 billion in revenue this year.  
Furthermore, there are a finite amount of libraries 
and a finite amount of companies selling goods 
and services to those libraries.  It’s a relatively 
limited universe that information companies 
have to sell their products.  Additionally, selling 
databases to libraries is a highly profitable busi-
ness, and since it is an annuity-based model, sub-
scriptions are renewed each year and as a result, 
the lifespan of a subscription-based product is 
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Subscription Management
Solutions for Libraries & 
Corporate Procurement

Prenax Inc. provides subscription 
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professionals and libraries.  As a partner, 
we provide a single point of contact for 
managing electronic and paper 
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and books. We offer a true one-stop shop 
for all business, scientific, technical, 
medical, research publications and 
electronic content.  We save you time 
and money and eliminate the hassle of 
working with multiple content suppliers.  

Prenax offers the flexibility of two 
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E-journal set up and activation 
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Click-through access to e-content

Cost center accounting
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License negotiation and management

Flexible management reporting

Built in approval process

Express payments to publishers
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E-procurement integration
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Basch Subscriptions, Inc.
Prenax Inc.

10 Ferry Street, Suite 429, Concord, NH  03301
(P) 603-229-0662   (F) 603-226-9443
www.basch.com       www.prenax.com

this report, I came away with a whole new set of new thoughts about 
today’s iSchool style of library science training.  

My first thought was, looking at the curriculum of the iSchool 
receiving the highest ranking, the University of Illinois, I can under-
stand why some libraries might find it hard to find graduates fit for the 
entry-level positions they were offering.  Indeed, unless students were 
carefully counseled to focus on the few traditional services offered at 
most libraries, the very richness of the courses available to these stu-
dents might render them fairly useless.  For example, at Illinois, I found 
a list of 186 courses  taught on campus that master’s degree students 
could attend.  But that wasn’t all.  I found they could also choose from 
another 63 WISE (Web-based Information Science Education) courses 
being taught at other iSchools.  

My second thought or conclusion was that most of the nearly 250 
courses available for study looked to be of great value.  Initially, as I 
went through the course listing I thought I might find all sorts of techno 
gobbledygook classes but that wasn’t the case at all.

But this discovery led me to my third, and perhaps final, thought 
about iSchools.  It can be best expressed by twisting George Barnard 
Shaw’s oft-quoted dictum about the value of youth:  “Youth is wasted 
on the young.”  In my case, after reviewing the broad variety of cours-
es dealing with the problems faced by today’s libraries, I fear today’s 
iSchool courses are probably being wasted on new librarians.  Our 
profession needs to find a way to enable established librarians to take 
these courses.  I am optimistic that this can happen.  

By the way, this is my final Back Talk column.  I personally have 
loved working in libraries.  There have been ups and downs, but overall 
it has been a great experience.  Now, however, I have decided to focus 
my energies elsewhere.  Of course, I may get coerced by Katina to write 
something else from time to time or to attend the Charleston Confer-
ence, and if so, I’ll see you in Charleston or on the pages of ATG.  

anywhere from five to seven years.  That means 
that a $10K sale to a University library usually 
translates into $50-$70K projection over a five- 
to seven-year time period because cancellations 
usually occur after a few years, if at all.

Therefore, vendors selling subscription- 
based products to libraries are usually willing to 
be receptive to granting discounts (when asked)  
because they know once the product is in the 
library, that it will probably be there for another 
five to seven years so that any initial discount 
is more than made up for in the later years of 
the subscriptions’ life cycle.  If it’s a renewal 
discussion and the vendor is coming in with 
a five-percent price increase over last year, it 
would be hard to believe that the vendor would 
walk away from a signed order if the library 
proposed a one-percent or a two-and-a-half-
percent price increases instead of the original 
price submission.  Moreover, a vendor seeking to 
displace the competitors’ product may be willing 
to grant a large discount to gain a foothold into 
the library.

A vendor is in business to satisfy the cus-
tomers by providing a high level of service with 
relevant products at a reasonable price.  Quite 
frankly, the vendor may balk at the library’s 
initial counter offer, but in the end, the vendor 
is there to do business and most of the time will 
not reject a reasonable counter offer.

All of which brings us to the concept of 
leverage.  It’s no secret that library budgets are 
shrinking, and with that reality the library must 
be judicious in their selection of materials for 
their users.  Aside from vendors with sole source 
offerings, the fact is that in a competitive envi-
ronment, two or three vendors will have similar 
content in their databases.  Sure, one vendors’ 
offerings may be better than the others, but that 
does not stop the library from suggesting that 
they believe that a better price for similar content 
may be obtained at the vendors’ arch competitor.  
Just sayin’…

Another example of leverage involves the 
payment of the product that probably will be the 
selected.  Given that funds for library purchases 
are in short supply, perhaps an extended payment 
plan might be accepted by the vendor.  Or maybe 
a negotiated cap on future price increases over 
the next three years of the life of the product may 
be an item placed for consideration on the table.  
Sometimes vendors will accept a 15-month sub-
scription for the price of 12 months.

It is a fact that in the world of libraries, ven-
dors are continually developing better databases 
for their customers.  Not a year goes by without 
a slew of vendors announcing new and better 
databases for sale.  Having been involved in 
many new product introductions, it would not 
be outside the realm of possibility to say that 
sometimes those new products combined with 
new platforms may not work as well as adver-
tised, much to the chagrin of the vendors.  In 
such cases as a vendor wanting the library to buy 

something new, the concept of making the library 
a beta site for three to six months at a nominal 
cost so as to test out the new offering may be 
met with approval since the vendor wants to get 
that new product in as many libraries as possible.  
Both sides prosper in this type of arrangement.

Libraries and vendors are in business to-
gether.  It makes perfect sense for both sides to 
respect one another, be prepared, and understand 
the landscape in which the goal is to create a 
“win-win” outcome for both.  

Mike is currently the President of Gruen-
berg Consulting, LLC, a firm he founded in 
January 2012 after a highly successful sales 
executive career in the information industry.  
His company is devoted to providing clients 
with sales staff analysis, market research, 
executive coaching, trade show preparedness, 
and best practices advice for improving nego-
tiation skills for librarians and salespeople.

His book, “Buying and Selling Informa-
tion: A Guide for Information Professionals 
and Salespeople to Build Mutual Success” is 
available on Amazon and Information Today.

Mike has an Undergraduate degree (BA) 
from Long Island University and a Masters 
degree (MS) from St. John’s University.  He 
is an avid life-long collector of music record-
ings and since 2000 a columnist for www.
jambands.com.
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Back Talk — Library School:  Is it Where You Get Your 
“Union Card” or is it, Like Youth, Wasted on the Young?
Column Editor:  Anthony (Tony) W. Ferguson  (15419 S. Via Rancho Grande, Sahuarita, AZ  85629;  Phone: 520-561-6412)   
<anthony.ferguson185@gmail.com>

Library School.  Not sure what comes 
to your mind when you think of this 
compound noun.  For me, it called 

to mind the concept of a union card.  I will 
explain this later, but for now let me provide 
some background information.

I had attended one year, 1963-64, at BYU 
doing the usual freshman things:  learning to 
do my own laundry;  learning to cook Kraft 
Macaroni and Cheese for breakfast, lunch, 
and dinner;  and relearning everything that I 
was supposed to have learned in high school 
(champion oxymoron).  But then I went off to 
Taiwan for 30 months of living and learning.  
When I got back to the States, I returned to 
school and got a part-time library assistant job 
shelving books between classes and pretend-
ing to be a reference librarian a few evenings 
each week.  Working in the library was great.  
Unlike the landscaping crew, I was sheltered 
from the elements, it was clean work, and the 
scheduling was forgiving so that I could work 
for a few hours, go to class, and then come 
back to earn my $1.50 an hour.  I subsequently 
continued to do all sorts of nonprofessional 
library jobs at two universities while finishing 
my BA and MA degrees focusing on Chinese 
politics.  It was during graduate school that 
I began to get cold feet about finishing my 
PhD in political science.  China had not yet 
opened.  We were still fighting in Vietnam.  
America wanted to get out of Asia, and so the 
prospects of getting a China-focused position 
was doubtful.  

It was at this juncture that 
I began looking around for 
some way to earn a living, 
since by that time I had a wife 
and son in addition to myself 
to support.  I was then working 
in the University of Washing-
ton’s undergraduate library as 
a part-timer doing all sorts of 
clerking and research tasks.  

One day I mentioned to one of my bosses that 
I was rethinking my career goals.  He said, 
“Tony, you seem to like working in libraries.  
Why don’t you become a librarian?”  As we 
talked more, I learned that before I could be-
come one I needed a library “Union Card,” or 
MLS degree.

The question then became how should I 
go about getting such a degree?  I considered 
working on the MLS part-time along with a 
full-time job.  This librarian, named Jay, said, 
“Tony, going to library school is like drinking 
a bowl full of vomit:  you can sip it a mouthful 
at a time, or gulp it down as quickly as pos-
sible.”  So, after making application to UW’s 
championship library school, I stopped my 
political science studies on a Friday and took 
up Library Science on a Monday.  

Actually, I found library school to be a 
lot of fun.  UW’s library school was full of 
largely brainy students and eccentric teachers, 
and most of the work could be done 9-5 pm, 
Monday through Friday.  That left the evenings 
and weekends open to pretending I was a real 
reference librarian in the UW undergraduate 
library.  Ten-and-a-half months later I was 
a card-carrying professional librarian.  The 
card allowed me to take up all sorts of library 
jobs and learn all the important things criti-
cal to being successful but not mentioned in 
library school, like how to get along with the 
occasional idiot coworker, how to convince 

the students and faculty you 
were not an idiot, how to get 
more money for your budget, 
how to get donors to give the 
library money, how to fill out 
approval plan profiles, how to 
set up a reference desk hourly 

schedule, etc., etc.  
For the next 35 or so years, when 

helping interview candidates for posi-
tions in the libraries where I worked, I 

just took for granted that they, like me, 

would need a library science degree, or union 
card, to get a job.  Once I began working in 
Hong Kong I took graduate library training 
even more for granted.  But then about ten or 
so years ago I had two experiences that caused 
me to think about the library science degree 
once again:  First, I was asked to go to central 
China to join a group of American and Chinese 
librarians to talk about the future of libraries 
and the education of those working in them.  It 
was at this meeting that I became aware of the 
“iSchool” revolution that was taking place/had 
taken place in America and the degree to which 
the most famous library schools in China had 
followed suit.  Second, when I later discussed 
this movement with a great library director at 
a Chinese university, he said that he was only 
too aware of the effects of this phenomena.  But 
what was most interesting was his comment 
that while he felt out of loyalty that he should 
give new graduates from the library school 
from which he had graduated opportunities to 
work at his library, he found they made very 
problematic employees.  The problem was they 
had not been sufficiently trained to work well 
in libraries.  They couldn’t do reference work, 
they couldn’t work in technical services, they 
had no clue how to work with the faculty or 
how to build collections designed to meet the 
needs of students.  Memories of this conversa-
tion have rolled around in my mind ever since.  
I wondered if the problem wasn’t the students 
but his library being too old-fashioned.  But his 
library, like most other leading research librar-
ies in China, was already “E” everything, and 
so I didn’t see how the library could be blamed. 

Thinking about this caused me to look into 
the iSchool phenomena here in the U.S., and 
I have to admit I stand amazed at the changes 
that have taken place in library education since 
I was a student.  In my day (1970-71) I had 
quite a bit of freedom on what to study.  But 
compared to what today’s students can do, my 
experience was quite different.  I took one LC 
and two Dewey cataloguing courses;  a series 
of social science, humanities, and science bib-
liography courses;  a “computer and libraries” 
course where we learned that computers and 
serials would never mix;  a collection devel-
opment seminar taught by the library director;  
and a few other courses just in case my first job 
dealt with one of those specialities.  

Space considerations here won’t allow 
me to share everything I have learned about 
iSchools.  I began by looking at the U.S. 
News and World Report article that ranks all 
sorts of graduate programs including library 
science.  (http://grad-schools.usnews.rank-
ingsandreviews.com/best-graduate-schools/
top-library-information-science-programs/
library-information-science-rankings)  After 
a review of many of the schools mentioned in 
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ful•fi ll•ment
noun \fủ(l)-’fi l-mənt also fə(l)-\

: the act or process of fulfi lling
: the act or process of delivering a product (as a 
 publication) to a customer

When you're ready for a vendor dedicated to 
fulfilling your entire order, call us.  
We offer:

• Fulfillment Based Upon Book Shipments. A   
 Report or Order Cancellation Notice Never   
 Fulfills an Order.
• Immediate Order Fulfillment from Stock or   
 Publisher
• A commitment to Complete Order Fulfillment
• Out-of-Print Book Service w/ Global    
 Search Capability
• Complete Backorder Service 
 w/ Orders Fulfilled upon Publication
• 50+ Detailed Order Status Reports
• Comprehensive Service to Academic and Public   
 Libraries for more than 50 Years

Midwest Library Service... Service Defined.

Midwest Library Service
1 1 4 4 3  S t . C h a r l e s  R o c k  R oad, B r i d g e t o n , M O  6 3 0 4 4

Vo i c e : 8 0 0 - 3 2 5 - 8 8 3 3 • F A X : 8 0 0 - 9 6 2 - 1 0 0 9

m a i l @ m i d w e s t l s . c o m • w w w . m i d w e s t l s . c o m

Midwest Library Service-gold type ad.indd   1 11/20/14   7:07 AM


