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Abstract:

Australian Libraries have long had a strong tradition for cooperative practices.
These include Union Catalogues, client borrowing programs and inter-lending practices. The
existence of these strong cooperative programs can either be an end in itself or a precursor to new
paradigms of service delivery. The sustenance of these cooperative programs is becoming
strained as all libraries feel the bite of financial constraint and the need to protect their own
clients. In line with the declining capacity to maintain prior collecting levels for their clientele we
are seeing the use of these borrowing programs and in-house usage soar.

The focus of managerial action is on these programs when this paper suggests that the real issue
paradoxically is our collecting practices not in individual libraries but across the various systems
and sectors.

This paper will discuss a new model for collaborative purchasing of materials which seeks to
improve the percentage of published output collected by libraries. The paper will also seek to
establish such a model in a wider framework. The possibilities of setting this in the context of a
National Information Policy are also explored.

 The current state of health of Australian libraries is discussed.
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“Fiscal pragmatism can balance the books in the same way as a trained seal can
balance a beach ball, but it is plainly not able to simultaneously keep in balance
the needs and demands of society.”1

"…the future can and should be more a matter of choice than of destiny "2

The importance of this paper lies in the importance of collections to the intellectual life of
Universities and indeed a Nation. This paper commences in a review of past and present
collecting practices in a country/society that is homogeneous. The paper climaxes in proposals to
address the crisis in collecting.  The model for this paper is the country of Australia. It is large
geographically, it is diverse in population terms, high on technology take-up and an outward-
looking country hungry for ideas to balance those which it itself develops.

To understand the thesis of this paper it is useful to draw a picture of what the situation has been,
and what it is now.

Australia currently has a population of around 20 million persons living primarily by the rather
extensive coastline.  To clarify this, it is truer to say that about half the population live in the
capital cities of Sydney and Melbourne. The other capital cities would attract a further 25%
leaving the remainder of the population strewn up the Eastern seaboard and everywhere else.  The
Shire of Wimmera for example in western Victoria covers an area of 38,000 square kilometers
with only a population of 50,000.  It is a declining population that is hungry for reading material
and therefore there are huge operational and logistical difficulties in mounting such a library
service. There are even wider and more complex political and organisational problems gaining a
sufficient collection and staff to address their information need.

As a means of comparison it is worthwhile understanding that the landmass of Australia is as
large as that of continental USA, but that the population is smaller than California or Canada.
The Higher Education system in Australia extends to some 38 Universities and 650,000 students
from the very largest Universities with student populations of 30,000 plus to the smallest with but
a few thousand students. Australia has a Federal system of public universities that are Federally
funded but founded under State legislation.  Increasingly these Universities are required to
generate substantial amounts of income from their own activities.  The Universities jealously
guard their independence from government in the disbursement of funds within the University.
The extent to which they fund their own library depends largely on historical factors but is
certainly based on their own institutional judgement of need.  On the whole librarians favour
cooperative behaviors even though it is said that the institutions are increasingly in competition
with each other for student numbers and research funds.  There is always a great deal of pride in
one's own library and the library can be a source of competitive strength for the institution in its
drive to attract the better students. In this circumstance the librarians find themselves supporting
their own teaching, research and scholarship programs with no other resource capacity for other
worthwhile ambitions. The question is: How can any of the larger let alone the smaller libraries
survive and provide an effective service?

                                                
1 Editorial in The Australian Library Journal, vol.47, No.4, November 1998.
2 De Kerckhove, Derek  Connected intelligence: the arrival of the web society. London, Kegan Paul, 1997.
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It is well to recognise that the smaller academic libraries might be able to work more effectively
with the larger "sandstone" universities with regard to consortial or cooperative purchasing.
While they account for a much smaller percentage of purchases, the younger city and regional
universities are the fastest growing sector in tertiary education. The University of the Year in
Australia was Deakin University and the University Achiever of the Year was Wollongong
University. Both of these Universities are located well outside the boundaries of the cities. They
are also ambitious and flexible with a strong market orientation.

On a wider analysis the percentage of overseas English language books being purchased for any
libraries across Australia has been falling steadily from 1975 through to 1995. The table and
graph below indicate the this percentage of collected material has falling from 68% in 1975 to
55% in 1995. This data has been provided from the analysis of the National Bibliographic
Database KINETICA which operates from the National Library of Australia and which all
significant Australian libraries contribute their bibliographic data. It can be credibly ascertained
that this percentage has fallen to less than 50% as we conclude the 1990's.

NBD Data table for English language monographs published overseas, 1975-1995 3

Year Records on the NBD Titles Held by Australia Percent Held

1975 95364 64585 67.73
1976 84310 54390 64.51
1977 85932 54880 63.87
1978 86063 54724 63.59
1979 83452 53684 64.33
1980 82434 53179 64.51

1981 76124 48260 63.40
1982 79370 49514 62.38
1983 78820 49409 62.69
1984 80973 50019 61.77
1985 86031 50834 59.09
1986 89835 51125 56.91

1987 91919 54947 59.78
1988 92855 54996 59.23
1989 99321 57663 58.06
1990 104683 59209 56.56
1991 106936 58280 54.50
1992 113016 60570 53.59

1993 113062 59706 52.81
1994 107955 57625 53.38
1995 98767 54502 55.18

Totals 1937222 1152101 59.47

                                                
3 Overseas monograph collecting in Australia: observations based on the National Bibliographic Database (NBD).
National Library of Australia, July 1998: 12.
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The number of monographs collected by the University Libraries across Australia had been
steadily rising until it peaked at 840,000 in 1997. In 1998 however the collected number fell to
765,000. This data must be set in the
context of increasing rates of
publication worldwide and shrinking
library budgets. The situation in
Australia is compounded by the
position of the Australian dollar
relative to the Pound Sterling and the
US Dollar.4

The falling dollar caused a major
crisis for Australian university
libraries in the last fiscal year,
forcing them to cancel nearly A$7
million in subscriptions to overseas
publications. In fact, in the last five
years, Australian universities faced a
triple-whammy of funding cuts, a
rise in the cost of serials, and the
weak dollar. Cumulative budget cuts
of over 20 per cent during this
period placed Australia's expenditure
on tertiary education in the bottom
one-third of OECD countries. In
1999, the ruling Coalition
government promised another 10%
cut in funding for all library
purchases in the new fiscal year.

On the positive side, the federal
government indicates in its most
recent Higher Education Funding
Report that funding for universities
will stabilize in fiscal year 2001. In
practice, this will restore federal
funds to their 1993 levels. Overall,
funds available to the university
sector are expected to rise slightly
because of increased private
funding, growing income from fees
and charges, and greater HECS loans (for fully funded undergraduate places). Universities that
stand the most to gain are the regional and new universities.

                                                
4 Currency graphs © 1999 by Prof. Werner Antweiler, University of British Columbia, Vancouver BC, Canada. Time
period shown in diagram: 1/Jan/1995 - 3/Sep/1999
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Trends in Mono purchase and ILL 1992-1998
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Collectively the Australian University Libraries have an annual bibliographic budget in the order
of AUS$130 million for books and serials. This is not insignificant.  The State Libraries and the
National Library concentrate their efforts predominantly on Australiana and the wider support of
the extensive public library networks
in their states. There is not however
coordination of how the collections
are built.  This statement is made
regardless of how the term
'collections' is defined. The
development of a strong collection
across the University libraries is
entirely haphazard. In the 1960's and
1970's when the percentage of
national published output achieved
was high, this did not matter. With
the percentage now being less than
50% the situation is a matter of some concern. In addition the number of monographs being
purchased for Australian University Libraries is now declining sharply and the number of inter-
loans of monographs is also declining.  The decline in interlibrary loans could be largely due to
budgetary pressure to pass ILL charges onto academic departments, to the available time for
academic research and to a decline in postgraduate research student numbers.

CAUL Statistics 1994 to 19985

Period Monographs Serials

Value Volume Ave. per

Title

Value Volume Ave. per

Serial

1994 $38,518,791 625,808 $61.55 $57,721,985 200,666 $287.65

1995 $45,606,070 557,871 $81.75 $65,692,123 194,639 $337.51

1996 $52,276,156 904,292 $57.81 $77,557,211 255,836 $303.15

1997 $48,984,406 791,296 $61.90 $50,047,078 143,971 $347.61

1998 $40,786,168 713,056 $57.20 $54,835,331 112,974 $485.38

Australia has seen its share of subject collecting schemes over the years in Universities and public
libraries. Most of these have now failed. These schemes involved libraries collecting in very
broad areas (eg South East Asia).  What they collected and how they collected was entirely up to
them. There were no reporting devices.  There was a significant debate developed in the late
1980's to explore the potential of the 'Distributed National Collection'. This debate was largely
led by Eric Wainwright.  The notion was to develop collecting strengths across the country's
libraries using the Conspectus methodology. The Conspectus approach was strongly taken up by
libraries illustrating where their existing collections had strengths measured relative to the

                                                
5 Source: CAUL Statistics 1994 to 1998 for both serials and monographs (www.anu.edu.edu.au/caul/stats). The
figures have been adjusted to reflect gaps in the data collection.
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published output of particular disciplines. The conspectus collecting levels were then maintained
on a database within the National Library of Australia. Unfortunately the conspectus work has
never been translated into the reality of a Distributed National Collection due to a variety of
factors. Most of these reasons would be to do with institutional imperatives, inevitably these
imperatives lay elsewhere. Another significant factor was the lack of incentive to engage in the
DNC. The Libraries found it difficult to decide who should collect at a research level in each
discipline, especially when their academics could scarcely see the purpose of the macro exercise.
In this factor lies the substantive reasons: the DNC did not have academic champions nor did it
have driving funds. It did not convince the minds and intellects of our academics that there was
an emerging problem or that the libraries had the access and delivery mechanisms to ensure that
each academic program would never be disadvantaged. The DNC was not proven to be flawed
but the execution of the scheme was. Perhaps it was also an idea before its time.

Debates such as this do not readily or wholly go away. The University Libraries in Australia
predominantly are now engaged in a major study called JANUS, named after the Greek God of
Gateways. JANUS is 'is focussed on collecting but specifically on creating a business decision
model. The business decision model is being developed to enable effective collecting to support
national research priorities. The shape of the model is yet to firmly emerge but is seen as groups
of libraries supporting particular discipline areas and receiving Federal funds to assist them in this
activity. The funds however are not expected to be long-term.

The problem can be summarised in the following manner:

! There is a growing budgetary difficulty supporting effective collecting across the country;
! There is a falling percentage of English language published material being collected. This is

even truer for serials than for monographs;
! There have been very worthwhile schemes developed such as the DNC and JANUS to

address the problem but these have floundered thus far without academic support
developmental resources and conflicting institutional priorities;

It is true to say that models of collection building beyond the perimeter of individual institutions
have been absent from the Australian Library scene. Library cooperation has concentrated almost
exclusively on models of access and delivery.  Australia has long had tools to identify which
monograph or serial titles have been held in Australia culminating with the Australian
Bibliographic Network (ABN) and now KINETICA6. In these ways it has been readily possible
to know where to obtain an item or copy. The Inter-library lending system ensured that Delivery
could and still does occur.

With the implementation of the LIDDAS7 software across most of the major libraries early next
year, nominated users will be able to request material in an 'unmediated' fashion. This will
heighten pressure on libraries as groups to address the dual issues of service guarantees and also
collecting guarantees.

                                                
6 KINETICA is the National Bibliographic Database for Australia. It is the successor to the Australian Bibliographic
Network (ABN). It is both a bibliographic utility and a record of national holdings.
7 LIDDAS is a software development in Australia supported by the Australian Vice-Chancellor's Committee and
Fretwell Downing. It provides Inter-loan management software, unmediated searching, and virtual catalogue
searching across the consortium collective membership.
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The national 'design' for collecting has been random and haphazard. If there was design in the
higher education system it related to the courses taught at various educational institutions around
the country. This has become more complicated in recent days, as institutions have found
themselves in competition with each other for student enrolments.  The existence of a collection
across the nation came about through the sheer size of the bibliographic purchasing across the
country and the statistical inevitability that many of the world's publishing output would
eventually find their way onto the shelves of one of our libraries. As has been demonstrated
already the percentage of readily accessible monographic materials in Australia is most likely
below 50% measured on an annual basis.  Some colleagues would argue that this is a matter of
little concern in that we can either retrieve the material from another library located in the country
of origin of the published material or wait until an entrepreneurial company decides to offer such
a retrieval service. It is dangerous to believe that either option is viable considering the need for
the library community to establish strategies that both display accountability and sustainability. A
nation has a right to know that the best of the world's information is readily at hand.

Collection Management Structures/Profiling

To combat the random and haphazard nature of collection building and to establish, perhaps
unconsciously, strategies that display accountability and sustainability, some Australian libraries
now employ collection development tools such as vendor approval plans. Long recognized in the
US as effective organizing mechanisms for core collection building, approval profiles offer
Australian libraries the means to:

! Measure collections and acquisitions across a broad spectrum of relevant indices (including
classification schemes, publishers, non-subject parameters, aspects, etc.)

! Through regular reporting and joint analysis with the vendor, make prescriptive changes to
the profile in support of collection development goals.

The design of the profiling methodology may belong to the vendor, but it is the instructions from
those in the library or university responsible for selection that inform that methodology and
control its results. The profile is a de-selection tool. In any given year, there are approximately
50,000 scholarly and academic monographs published in English from thousands of imprints
worldwide. Its basic task is to intelligently and precisely reduce that number to one that provides
the most appropriate material without going over the library's budget.

The approval methodologies from every vendor share some basic elements. Monographs
"treated" or profiled by the vendor are compared against each library's profile. This process will
yield one of three results for each profile:

! The monograph will be shipped automatically to the library on approval. Libraries may reject
and return to the vendor titles they deem unworthy.

! The monograph will be announced to the library via a paper notification slip and/or
electronically (usually by means of web access)

! The monograph will not be shipped or announced. It is excluded or "de-selected" based on the
library's profile.
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Acquiring books automatically on approval also provides the most cost-effective way of bringing
material into the library. The expensive process of searching, identifying and ordering titles is left
to the vendor instead of the library.8

Apart from these basic shared elements, vendor approval methodologies vary widely and may
yield significant and disparate outcomes. The profiling principles described below are those of
YBP Library Services.

! Identification of a "universe" of imprints subject to the profiling process. The vendor's
mandate is to profile all monographs published by these eligible imprints. It is not feasible to
cover every scholarly imprint, but it is possible to comprehensively cover more than 90% of
titles of interest to academic libraries. Having a defined list also lends a reassuring
predictability to approval coverage.

! A commitment to examine, catalog and describe each monograph with the "book-in-hand" by
trained professionals in addition to computer support. In this way the precision and
complexity demanded by library instructions can be satisfied.

! Face to face meetings and discussions with all selectors, including academic staff, in the
crafting of the initial profile. Successful profiles are never finished. They must be flexible
enough to accommodate the evolving collection interests of each library. To that end, regular
joint evaluation of the profile is necessary.

The profile as "de-selection" may be fairly described as a series of filters through which each
monograph must pass. A title that successfully passes through all filters is sent to the library on
approval. If at any point in the process, the library's instructions restrict that title to a notification
announcement, that announcement will be sent to the library in lieu of the book. Similarly, if the
library's instructions exclude the title, no book will be shipped and no announcement will be
made. The filters are always applied in the same order.

In brief, the profiling filters are:

! Series instructions: The Library's instructions regarding specific series titles. For example, all
titles on standing order may be excluded at this point. There is no point in profiling
monographs in series that are already being acquired by other means.

! Imprint/publisher instructions: The library's instructions regarding each of the imprints in the
approval universe. A library may wish to exclude a number of imprints, restrict others to
notification slips and leave the remainder open to automatic book shipments at this stage. The
choice belongs to the selectors.

! Non-subject parameter instructions: The library's instructions regarding a myriad of relevant
characteristics including intended audience, format, language, size, price, binding, etc.

! Narrative overrides and/or aspects: Because no classification scheme (Library of Congress,
Dewey Decimal, National Library of Medicine, etc.) is adequate to precisely accommodate
demanding collection development requirements, it is sometimes necessary to include written
narrative instructions into the profile. This is especially true for interdisciplinary subjects such

                                                
8 The cost effectiveness of approval plans has been noted many times in the literature. Once very cogent example
may be found in "The economics of monographs acquisitions: a time/cost study conducted at Iowa State University",
by Dilys Morris and Pamela Z. Rebarcak. Library Acquisitions: Practice and Theory. Vol. 20, Issue 1, Cover date:
Spring 1996. ISSN 03646408
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as Gender Studies or Environmental Studies—which may be classified in any number of
areas.

! Subject instructions: Library instructions based on classification.

Effective profiling is confronted with some unique challenges in the Australian context. Primarily
designed in the US, profiling methodologies must be adapted to or superimposed upon a different
Australian reality. In the traditional model, it is the librarians that are the chief custodians of the
profile. However, the US subject bibliographer or librarian-as-selector model is most often absent
in Australia. Instead it is the faculty and academic staff that is largely responsible for selection.
For many academics, profiling methodologies are literally foreign to them as they assume a level
of common language and understanding that librarians and vendors share. Care must be taken to
involve the academic staff. However, it is an undeniable fact that many, busy with other duties,
have little time or patience for profile creation or maintenance. Consequently, an unintended
result of profile implementation may be a subtle, but very real, shift of collection responsibility
away from academic staff and toward librarians.

Already we have described the principles by which profiling has occurred in the traditional
nuclear library. If we are to move beyond that model into the collaborative, a new range of issues
readily emerges. These include, the essentials of the system, the targets for collecting, the role
and extent of funding, the nature of service agreements, the need to create sustainability, and the
nature of administration.

Demographics of Libraries

In the case of Australia, the dominant characteristic of the modes of historical and current
organisation is distributed. This is a lesson that should be acknowledged and built upon. No
schemes of Access and delivery have focussed on centralised models as in the British Library at
Boston Spa. Australia has relied upon the collected strengths of the whole rather than the one. To
test this hypothesis it is proposed to limit the included collections to those in the Victorian
academic libraries. These libraries are all members of a group called CAVAL. The hypothesis
can be tested amongst this group of libraries and then extended, if successful, to the larger group
consisting of academic, special, and state libraries. The role of the National Library of Australia
is indeterminate in this. The NLA has described its collecting purpose as being in the area of
Australiana. In addition, the NLA manages the national bibliographic database -- KINETICA.
This database acts as a bibliographic utility but also as a record of national collecting
performance. All significant collections in the country are recorded on this database.  The NLA
also has legislative requirements to facilitate and encourage issues of national interest. The
National has conducted some of the very interesting analyses already included in this paper. In
the second phase of this proposal the NLA should have a strong coordinating role to play. In the
first instance, the pilot proposal should operate in Victoria only and only amongst the academic
libraries.

Targets

It has already been highlighted that less than 50% of English language publishing is being
collected in Australia on an annual basis. To totally reverse this situation would not be a sensible
solution. Even 20 years ago, the collecting level was only 67%.  To establish a quantum target is
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obviously desirable. The measurement of success (or failure) is much easier. It would also be the
case that to return to 100% of English language published output would be quite expensive.  On
the assumption that there is a 50,000 volume gap in annual collecting the cost for materials alone
could be in the order of 7.5 to 8 million dollars. To further assume that it would be highly
desirable to increase the rate of collecting in the Pacific Rim and Asian materials then the cost
would obviously rise.

This equation is still inadequate. It is predicted that the rate of publication will decline with the
unavailability of paper pulp over the next twenty years or so. The range of research disciplines
which the Universities are concentrating upon and the disciplines of national research focus are
considerably more manageable.  It is the contention of this proposal that a range of disciplines
would be chosen to test collecting practices against. The aggregation of the collecting capacity of
the nine University Libraries in Victoria in an autocratic fashion would be considerable. The days
of such autocratic behaviour are either long past or yet to emerge. The creation of a top-slice
fiscal capability would be essential if the testing of the gap is to emerge. The critical point to
remember is that the collecting would be across the range of libraries and not only in the major
libraries.

In his book The Death of Competition, James Moore sees a world where traditional industry
boundaries are irrelevant and businesses are coevolving, unpredictable organisms within a
constantly shifting business ecosystem that no-one controls (Moore, 1997). This is a vastly
different world where competition exists, not for the good of an individual business, but to assist
in the evolution of the overall business ecosystem. Moore defines a business ecosystem as "an
economic community supported by a foundation of interacting organizations and individuals"
(Moore, 1997: Ch.2, 6). This community includes suppliers, producers, competitors and other
stakeholders and allows for the emergence of leadership roles which "enable members to move
towards shared visions…and to find mutually supportive roles" 9 Moore talks about the key
elements of organisational strategy in such an environment, using the "information space" as an
example:

! Rediscover and reinforce your "strongholds"
! Use these competencies to create new interrelated sub-systems
! Invest in identifying and capturing "the undefended hill"
! Find a niche where there is no-one else
! Develop the required competencies
! Make the investment required to dominate
! Work with many partners to create a defendable position
! Consider occupying the leadership position in the system

Competition between the partners still exists, but it is defined more broadly as part of the
coevolution and survival of the whole system 10

Even though libraries may not think of themselves as businesses, the "biological system"
metaphor is a useful way to explore the changing relationships of both social and economic
                                                
9 Moore, James F The death of competition: leadership and strategy in the age of business ecosystems. New York,
Harper Business, 1996. Ch.2, 7.
10 op cit. :16-19.



Collaborative Purchasing: a Model for Financially Straitened Times        Steve O'Connor & Stephen Pugh

-11-

institutions in the emerging digital age. Organisational strategy and processes are important, often
more important than the technology – "having the right organization matters as much as
delivering the right tools" (Seadle, 1998: 11).11

The capturing of this capability by "many partners" to deliver high quality, and quantity of
targeted information in a collaborative fashion is very much the "undefended hill"; the
"leadership position" will create marketing strength for the parent Universities even though there
is an inherent tension between those institutions.

To further partner with a vendor in order to make this happen can create excellence. It is as
Moore described above --- "co-evolution". This suggests the best of the worlds of collaboration
and synergy-- the parallel adaptation of organisational identities for mutual benefit.

This proposal envisages that the group of libraries would undertake to purchase a target
percentage of all materials published in English and a range of other languages across a specified
range of disciplines. Each would have target title purchases and dollar expenditures, which would
be monitored and reported on a regular basis.

Practical Solutions

How can this goal be achieved? As libraries seek to collect an expanding universe of publication
with limited resources, there are now tools available to support cooperative collection
development. Within the context of library consortia, no single model exists to direct our work.
However, there exist a number of approaches that can be adopted singly or in concert. The key is
the identification of overlap or duplication among and between members of the group. Some
overlap is, of course, desirable. Duplicate core collections in shared disciplines among individual
institutions will not disappear.12 However, the identification of particular individual strengths in
target disciplines provides fertile ground for addressing unneeded group overlap and raising the
total percentage of published monographs held by the group. These approaches include:

! Comparative Reporting: Comparative and retrospective reporting is a simple matter of
relating one library's vendor transaction data or profile instructions to similar data for one or
several other libraries.
! Shipment History: Various retrospective comparisons help consortia to identify and

analyze historical collection development patterns of member libraries. For example, the
report templates can include:

! Shipment History and Unique Titles, Sorted by Imprint
! Shipment History and Unique Titles, Sorted by LC Sub-Class
! Approval Press Coverage and Standing Order Comparisons: When two or more libraries

think together about sharing responsibility for a broad-based collection in the context of

                                                
11 Seadle, Michael "The raw and cooked among librarians" Library Hi Tech 16(3-4) 1998: 7 - 11.
12 For a detailed study of overlap among academic libraries see "Approval Plan Overlap: A Study of Four Libraries."
Nardini, Robert F., Charles M. Getchell. Jr., and Thomas E. Cheever. Co-published simultaneously in the
Acquisitions Librarian (The Haworth Press, Inc.) No. 16, 1996, pp.75-97; and Approval Plans: Issues and
Innovations (ed. John H. Sandy) The Haworth Press, Inc., 1996, pp. 75-97.
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approval services, simple comparisons of existing imprint and standing order instructions
provide a useful starting point. Example comparisons can include:

! Comparative Approval Plan Press Coverage
! Comparative Standing Order Instructions
! A "consortial view" within the vendor's database: This supports the daily acquisitions

workflow of libraries by providing a consortia-wide view of sales transactions outside of
profiles (i.e., firm orders) and immediate control at the item level. When accessing a title,
libraries will see not only their own institution's transaction history, but that of their group
members as well. Acquisitions decisions can then be made based on the holdings of the
group and not just the individual institution.

! Shared Profiling--Cooperative Collection Development through Coordinated Approval
Plan Profiles: In addition to comparative reporting capabilities, tools are needed to draft and
manage coordinated approval plan profiles. Models for shared profiling already exist within
individual institutions (UC Berkeley, Stanford, etc.) and can be readily adapted by consortia.
! Relational Database: At the heart of this concept is a sophisticated relational database of

library account specifications including approval plan profiles and shipment details. This
database becomes a dynamic tool for monitoring, displaying, and evaluating the impact of
approval plan profiles on collections within a single library, multiple libraries on campus,
or across institutions.

! A Third Dimension: Using the relational database, and various data manipulation tools, it
is possible to go beyond standard two dimensional reporting, to a three dimensional view
that incorporates the collecting patterns of multiple institutions on a third axis. Add to
this, the percentages of the available universe of new titles, and it is possible for a
consortium to devise strategies for coordinating their approval profiles. Ultimately the
consortium will have enough information to maximize collection breadth by jointly
acquiring a larger percentage of the whole.

! Predictive Capability: In addition, shared profiling will allow vendor customer service
representatives and bibliographers to perform "what if" analyses of approval profiles.
Analyses of this type will allow users to evaluate the impact of potential profile changes
on collection patterns. Bibliographers will be able to quantify, in both numbers of titles
and dollars of expenditure, the result of adding or removing individual publishers to an
approval plan, including or excluding particular publication formats, or the addition of
subject coverage.

Shared Consortia Profiling13

To illustrate these approaches, it might be useful to use a hypothetical example of three
Australian libraries that wish to raise their shared percentage of English language monograph
holdings to 70%. Certain agreements and assumptions have been made among the group of three.
The core (duplicate) collection consists of instances where at least two of the members believe
they must have the title in their own collections. Above, or in addition to, the core, only one
member needs to own the title.

                                                
13 The authors wish to acknowledge Gary Shirk for his conceptual framework of shared profiling.
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A Three-Library Shared Profile

For the five subjects represented in the first
chart on the right, Library One (in yellow)
collects fewer than 50 percent of the titles
available in all but subject 1. As will be
shown, however, by uniquely collecting titles
in other subjects, Library one helps the
consortium achieve its goal of collecting 70
percent of the English-language books for a
subject.

Libraries two (in green) and three (in red) see
the core for subjects 1 and 5 similarly; that is,
in those subjects they are collecting many of
the same books, while in subject 4, they are
collecting the same percentage of available
books (30 percent), but for this subject, they
are collecting different titles. Yet, in the
picture presented here, these differences are
invisible. Why? Because each library was,
until now, locked into looking only at its own
collection. We cannot tell from these graphs
of the libraries' collections how much or how
little overlap exists in any subject.

Showing the three libraries together fails to
indicate, again, where the collections overlap
and where they supplement one another.

But the shared profile (in blue) clearly shows
the advantage of a consortial approach. At the
back of the cube, the bar represented in blue
indicates the percentage of total titles
available in the five subjects from at least one
of the three libraries. Further, the area in blue
visible above the bars for the individual
libraries represents the titles housed in only
one library but available to the consortium.

The shared profile permits considerable
flexibility. In subjects 2, 3, and 4 the
consortium achieves its goal of collecting 70
percent or more of the books available
directly because of the consortium. In subject
3, library three collects 40%; library two,
30%; and library one, 10 percent of the books
in the discipline, and because no overlap
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exists, the total is 80% for the consortium. Similarly, subjects 2 and 4 enable the consortium to
achieve its goal though no member can do so on its own.

By contrast, in subject 1, each library collects at least 50% of the titles available, but because of
overlap, the total achieved is 67% of the titles in the subject, short of the consortium's goal. In
subject 5, on the other hand, the consortium achieves its goal because library three alone
specializes in the subject. (That is, all titles in the very small collection of library one in the
subject and in the larger collection of library two are included in the titles collected by library
three.)

But the important information in the shared profile is contained in the blue bar. You might
imagine that the cube represented by the chart is with piled books, each title a discrete data point,
making the cube a relational database. The blue range visible at back represents titles bought only
once, patrons satisfied, and books collected by only one

Service Agreements

This paper has highlighted that library systems in Australia have been strong on systemic Access
and Delivery mechanisms. Having said this, it would be essential to formalise these arrangements
in the form of service agreements. These agreements would detail the standards by which access
would be achieved by the library users, the tools by which they would be able to achieve access
and the times which would be guaranteed for delivery as well as the form of delivery.  In this
partnership each partner is equally responsible for acquisition, access and delivery. Each set of
library users gain out of the arrangement, no one set is independent of the other; each set of
library users has truly collaborated; the system has co-evolved to a new level of Acquisition,
access and delivery.

A related issue is the issue of long-term storage and the role of consortium repositories. Having
purchased the material and achieved the designed targets, it would be important to sustain the
system objectives. The lack of physical space with individual libraries and the lack of funding for
physical expansion will require some form of action on repositories for the collective good.

Sustainability

It has been argued above that 'top-sliced' funding was highly desirable in order to test the
proposition of this paper. It is clear also that the first and most important issue to be dealt with in
this exercise is the "end-game". To fail to detail the funding arrangement beyond the initial
funding impetus is to court disaster. The "end-game" strategy is to achieve sustainability or to
least move strongly down that path. One way of achieving this is to impose an impost of say
$4.00 on each inter-loan amongst the members and to impose a similar impost of $2.00 on each
in-person loan. The sum of these imposts would go into a central fund designed to sustain and
expand on the initial strategy.

The Future

What is the future if it is not something that we have designed? As de Kerckhove said, "the future
can and should be more a matter of choice than of destiny". This proposal builds on historic and
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current systemic modes of operating, it has incorporated proposals such as the Distributed
National Collection, it has provided shape to initiatives such as JANUS, and it has dealt with the
dual pillars of our generation: accountability and sustainability. Most importantly, it has taken as
its goal, the provision of excellence in service and collection to the users who are the raison d'être
of the libraries individually and collectively.


