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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study is to analyze issues of 

data base ownership and copyright among automated library 

networks using a social and political model. An attempt 

has been made to describe these issues using an approach 

which is not based on legal or moral opinions of right or 

wrong among network parties. The study explores the 

possibility that the barriers to networking regarding data 

ownership and copyright are not specific to the context of 

libraries, but are instead part of a larger recurring 

theme in social groups, organizations, and systems. The 

social network model is significant because it explains 

ownership issues as a consequence of the dynamic nature of 

library network relationships, which have been complicated 

by environmental forces and a confusion of network roles. 

The research focuses on the Online Computer Library 

Center's decision to copyright the data base and the 

reactions of regional networks and libraries. The history 
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of the issue is traced up to the date of copyright in 

1984. Data were collected from primary and secondary 

sources, including materials from the archives of regional 

networks and interviews with nine leaders in library 

networking. A descriptive research methodology is used 

to analyze the data, and a case study of the Southeastern 

Library Network and its relationship with OCLC is 

included. 

The debate over ownership is a direct outgrowth of 

issues of centralization versus decentralization between 

OCLC and regional networks. These issues have strained 

relationships between OCLC and regional networks that 

attempted to develop their own services independently. 

Resolving the conflict will require overcoming the 

problems of governance, competition, communication, policy 

formulation, and role definition which recur in library 

network relationships. These issues must be resolved in 

order to share information internationally and to link 

national bibliographic utilities and information networks 

in a common system. 

viii 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

DEDICATION . • . 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

ABSTRACT • • • . 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Chapter 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Background • . . . . . • . . . . 
The Foundations for a Critique of 

Analyses of Library Networks 

II. AN OVERVIEW OF THE HISTORY AND 
PHILOSOPHY OF LIBRARY COOPERATION 
AND AUTOMATED LIBRARY NETWORKS . . . . 

The Environmental Stimuli of 

iv 

v 

vii 

xi 

1 

1 

11 

20 

Library Cooperation . • • • . . . . . 20 
The Emergence of Automated 

Library Networks • . . . . . . . . . • 36 

III. LIBRARY NETWORK MODELS AND THE SOCIAL 
NETWORK MODEL . . . . • . . . . . . 57 

Traditional Library Network Models . 57 
The Social Network Model and Its 

Application to Library Networks . . . 60 

IV. DATA BASE OWNERSHIP AND COPYRIGHT ISSUES 
AMONG AUTOMATED LIBRARY NETWORKS . . . . 75 

The Broader Perspective: Legal 
Protection for Machine Readable 
Data Bases . . . . • . • . • . . . . . 75 

Data Base Ownership and Copyright: 
An Overview of Issues • . . . . . 90 

Steps to Copyright: A Chronology . . . 116 

ix 



. . . . . 201 
v. THE SOUTHEASTERN LIBRARY NETWORK: 

CASE STUDY • • • • . • • • 
A 

Introduction . • • • . . . . • . . . . . 201 
SOLINET's Early History 203 
SOLINET's History and Issues of Data 

Base OWnership and Copyright . . . . 226 
SOLINET's current status . . • . . . . . 234 
A Social Network Analysis of the 

Case Study • • • • . . . . . . . . . 235 
Political Analogies for Analysis of 

the Case Study . . . . 251 

VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS . . . . . . 263 

REFERENCES . . . 275 . . . . . . . 

X 



LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 
Page 

1. Major Bibliographic Utilities By Type and 
Geographic Boundaries • • • . • • • 47 

2. Relationships Which Exist in the 
OCLC Network • . • • • . . . . . . 69 

3. Traditional Relationship of OCLC, Regional 
Networks, and Member Libraries . 108 

4. The Evolving Network Relationships . . . . 114 

xi 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background 

The concept of networking is not new to libraries, 

although in recent years the use of automated systems to 

achieve this purpose has been revolutionary in its effect 

upon information transfer, access, and utilization. 

Efforts among libraries to share their resources through 

computerized networks have evolved only recently in the 

history of American librarianship although "the roots of 

library cooperation are traceable to the scientific 

revolution beginning in the 16th century" (Rutstein, 1985, 

p. 1) • 

Networking in its broadest definition is a 

relationship between entities. The types of relationships 

and the benefits gained are variable and are subject to the 

context in which the relationship is established (Knoke & 

Kuklinski, 1982). In library networks, the relation often 

is a sharing relationship. For this reason, library 

networks are under study for an assessment of their 

purpose, their ability to share effectively, and the 

purposes they serve among libraries today. Following a 
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period of dynamic growth in efforts to network among 

libraries, today's more economically conservative 

environment has necessitated that resource sharing among 

libraries be cautiously approached and evaluated in light 

of dwindling funds available to support or maintain 

network activities. 

A return to localism and multiple options as forecast 

by John Naisbitt (1982) and Richard De Gennaro (1983) has 

strained relationships between national, regional, and local 

library networking efforts. Debates over centralized 

versus decentralized services, third party usage of data, 

quality control of data, and data base ownership and 

copyright have plagued the relationship between national 

and regional networks. Issues of this nature can be 

directly linked to technology, which through software and 

hardware enhancements has enabled distributed processing 

and electronic data transmission to erase distinctions 

between local and national ownership of data bases. 

Bibliographic networks are now forced to question the 

nature of relationships and the role that each network 

should play in determining its own course of governance. 

Social, economic, and political factors impact upon these 

questions and are primary considerations in understanding 

and analyzing current network policies. 
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One such policy, which this study analyzes, is the 

decision by a national bibliographic utility, OCLC, to 

copyright the union catalog in 1982, amid resistance from 

SOLINET and other regional affiliates (Martin, 1986). 

Questions of "Who owns the data?" and "Under what 

conditions can the data be used?" have surfaced in spite of 

stated network objectives to share resources. This paradox 

of competition instead of cooperation has adversely 

affected efforts to collaborate between OCLC, SOLINET, 

and other regional networks. 

SOLINET, the Southeastern Library Network, whose 

history has been replete with efforts to pursue a path 

of autonomy, has joined other regional networks in their 

efforts to preserve their right to use data generated 

by members in order to produce local services in the 

form of COM catalogs, local area netw.orks, and other 

computer-generated services. The problem with local 

products, according to OCLC, is that third parties which 

have not contributed to the national data base as 

contractual members of the network will take from the 

system without placing records in. OCLC argues that if 

not protected the national data base will inevitably lose 

its integrity and quality as a viable comprehensive union 

data base, due to third party usage (Brown, l985a). 
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Competing interests between network entities 

necessitate an evaluation of policies among information 

networks. The issue of copyright policy has become 

critical to the survival of library networks and should be 

researched due to emerging technologies which have made 

"former policies governing information obsolete" . (Burger, 

1986, p. 180). "We must move beyond the merely descriptive 

studies of information policy, as valuable as these are, to 

analytical and prescriptive studies of information 

policies" (Burger, 1986, p. 181). It is with this mandate 

that an analysis of data base ownership and copyright has 

been pursued in the present research. 

This dissertation focuses on the dynamics of library 

networks in terms of their socio-political nature as a 

means of understanding current issues facing networks. One 

such issue, which is addressed directly, is the struggle 

for data base ownership and copyright between a national 

library network, OCLC, and its regional affiliates. 

The significance of this approach to the study of 

library networks is its attempt to analyze the debate over 

data base ownership and copyright as a product of the 

dynamic nature of networks in general. Social and 

political forces exist in library networks and may 

f acilitate or obstruct resource sharing efforts between 
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libraries. These forces are characteristic of all social 

systems; issues such as copyright must be understood within 

these larger contexts. An analysis of the motives and 

self-interests of network participants and proponents at 

the national, regional, and local levels will lend 

understanding to the nature of the data base ownership 

controversy. Some have analyzed the issue in terms of 

moral judgements as to whether data base copyright is 

right or wrong. Others have approached the issue in terms 

of advantages and disadvantages. Such .analyses can be 

easily termed subjective because conclusions may be 

relative to "where one sits," as a proponent of regional 

network interests or an advocate of centralized library 

networking. Data base ownership and copyright may be 

viewed, instead, in terms of competing relationships which 

have become barriers to cooperative relationships. 

The findings of this dissertation will be beneficial 

in understanding the dynamic socio-political nature of 

library networks, as phenomena similar to other 

organizational structures, regardless of their purpose. 

Such findings provide new insight into networking 

relationships by contributing to the knowledge base and 

literature surrounding library networks, which have 

formerly existed, according to susan K. Martin, "at the 
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level of newsletter or brief report" (1986, p. 30). Martin 

also notes that "published information about data base 

ownership and copyright is also not plentiful .•.• 

There has been no incentive to explore in-depth the 

implications of activities regarding copyright" (1986, p. 

140). This paper attempts to investigate the issue from 

the perspective of regional networks, which has received 

minimal review in the research literature. 

The general purpose of this dissertation is to 

explore the possibility that the barriers to networking 

between regional and national library networks, as regards 

the copyright issue, are not specific to the context of 

libraries, but are instead a part of a larger recurring 

theme in social groups, organizations, and systems. More 

specifically, the work analyzes the social and political 

variables that have led to the conflict over data base 

ownership and copyright between OCLC and SOLINET. 

The subsidiary questions examined in the research 

include: 

1. Who are the people and parties having vested 

interest in the dispute over copyright? 

2. What are the motivations and interests of these 

participants in library networks? 
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3. What part has competition between national and 

regional library networks played in the copyright dilemma? 

4. How have library network efforts to cooperate 

contributed to the copyright controversy? 

5. What comparisons or contrasts can be found among 

national networks similar to OCLC in their handling of the 

issue of data base ownership? 

6. Can the concept of regionalism explain the desire 

among regional networks to decentralize and resist OCLC's 

claim over ownership of the data base? 

7. To what extent do ideologies of federalism 

versus states' rights in American constitutional history 

parallel the philosophies of centralization versus 

decentralization among regional and national networks 

involved in the debate over data base ownership? 

These questions are examined in succeeding chapters in 

an attempt to detail the events leading up to the copyright 

of the OCLC data base. The intent is to foster an 

understanding of these events within their social context. 

The question of data base ownership is researched 

using primary and secondary sources. The methodology 

involves a descriptive, critical analysis of the 

literature in order to investigate the issues of copyright 

and data base ownership, library network dynamics, and the 
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socio-political nature of networks. The procedure of 

critically analyzing the literature follows the case study 

method in that it is assumed that through extensive 

treatment of the subject, causal factors associated with 

the research object can be identified (Busha & Harter, 

1980 ) . The case study methodology enables researchers to 

focus intently on an event or case in order to observe and 

describe the event within a given instant in time. It is, 

therefore, a fitting method for the analysis of OCLC and 

SOLINET--two institutions which have vested interest in 

the debate over the copyright of machine readable data 

shared between networks. 

After critically reviewing secondary sources to 

determine the history surrounding the data base ownership 

and copyright issue, further research was conducted at the 

SOLINET office in Atlanta, Georgia, and the AMIGOS 

Bibliographic Council office in Dallas, Texas. At these 

offices, primary sources in the form of both sorted and 

unsorted correspondence between officers of OCLC regional 

networks, member libraries, and the Online Computer Library 

Center--collected by Frank Grisham, executive director of 

SOLINET, and Louella Wetherbee, executive director of 

AMIGOS--were studied for information providing answers to 

the research questions. 
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Other sources including annual reports, SOLINET long 

range planning reports, network newsletters, legal briefs, 

and an unpublished topical history and chronology of 

SOLINET by John Gribbin, former chairman of the board of 

SOLINET, provided data for the research. 

Interviews were requested and obtained from a select 

group of library leaders who have contributed to the study 

of networks or have had an effect on current policies 

surrounding data base ownership between OCLC, SOLINET, and 

other regional networks. These leaders include Henriette 

Avram, Assistant Librarian of Congress for Processing 

Services and member of the Network Advisory Committee; 

Rowland Brown, President of OCLC; Glyn T. Evans, executive 

director of the SUNY/OCLC network; Frank Grisham, 

executive director of SOLINET; Nancy Marshall, University 

Librarian, College of William and Mary and member of the 

OCLC board of trustees at the time of the copyright 

decision; Mary A. Mercante, executive director of the 

Missouri Library Network Corporation (MLNC) ; Louella 

Wetherbee, executive director of AMIGOS; and two authors 

in the networking field, Susan K. Martin, Director of 

Libraries, Johns Hopkins University, author of "Library 

Networks, 1976-87: Libraries in Partnership,'' and John H. 

Gribbin, former member of the SOLINET Board of Directors 



and author of "The SOLINET: A Topical History and 

Chronology 1973-1983." 
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The emergence of OCLC as the site of a national data 

base was researched in the secondary literature. Its 

position regarding the issue of data base ownership and 

copyright has been detailed by OCLC officials in 

newsletters and in open forums and network meetings 

discussing copyright issues which were subsequently 

r ecorded in the literature. OCLC's status as a national 

bibliographic utility has made it a frequent object for 

research. 

For these reasons, the results obtained in this study 

were limited to the data available from primary sources at 

t h e Southeastern Library Network (SOLINET), the AMIGOS 

Bib l iographic Council and to those primary and secondary 

sources discovered through thorough searches of Library 

Literature and Library and Information Science Abstracts. 

The present study of copyright issues has been 

rest r icted to data base ownership of bibliographic records 

among library automated networks. Issues of copyright 

history a s rel ated to photocopying or software protection, 

including microforms or computer programs, are not 

detailed . 
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An effort has been made to interpret issues of data 

base ownership and copyright as an outgrowth of social and 

political factors. Although references to copyright 

legislation and legal issues are unavoidable in an 

analysis of this topic, the study's aim is primarily to 

highlight the social factors surrounding the controversy; 

there is no attempt to resolve legal questions regarding 

copyright law and data base ownership. The legal right 

exercised by OCLC in its_ copyright of the data base was 

determined by the United States Copyright Office with its 

registration of the claim. For this reason, OCLC's right 

to copyright the online catalog is beyond the scope of the 

present research and must be decided judicially. 

The study will be limited to the OCLC national 

library network and to SOLINET. The time period up to the 

granting of copyright to OCLC on March 8, 1984 (Bowker, 

1985) has been covered in the research. 

The Foundations For a Critique of Analyses 
of Library Networks 

Libraries, in general, are social agencies and can be 

classed as social entities which naturally lend themselves 

to socio-political analysis. The study of automated 

library networks in terms of their structure provides a 

logical schema from which explanations of networks can be 
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generated. Common usage of familiar terms such as 

"network behaviors," "networking relationships," and 

"networking groups" suggests a social framework from which 

networking philosophies, principles, practices, and 

problems can be analyzed and understood. Application of a 

social model implies that networks, like other social 

systems, have a life cyc~e, evolve by adaptation or 

resistance to change, and thrive as examples of natural 

phenomenon in society. 

There is a need for an investigation of library 

networks in terms of their social structure. This type of 

study has been appropriately termed social network 

analysis. Such an analysis moves from emphasis on the 

behavior of individuals to an analysis of the structural 

properties of the network itself as a social system in 

which individual actors are embedded (Knoke and Kuklinksi, 

1982, p. 9). This approach has in recent years appeared 

as a separate arena of sociology borrowing closely from 

allied fields of study encompassing group behavior, social 

psychology, policy, and communication science. The 

network, as an entity to be studied, possesses certain 

attributes and exhibits properties which can be identified 

according to network analysis. 
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Library cooperative networks and their technological 

offspring--library automated networks--are governed by 

social laws and affected by internal and external 

environmental forces, just like other societal networks. 

For too long, however, library networks have been studied 

in isolation from social network theory, which offers a 

more universal explanation of networking attributes and 

relationships. Library research, in its attempt to 

establish its own theories, forge its own ground, and 

improve its image as an emerging profession, has all too 

often neglected to connect its theories to the larger body 

of knowledge created by other disciplines. Although this 

is not to say that librarianship does not need a 

theoretical base which profiles the field, the basic 

assumption that all research "· should reveal the 

interconnection of many apparently isolated propositions" 

has often been neglected (Cohen & Nagel, 1970, p. 7). 

Adapting sociological principles to explain networks 

allows the researcher to describe library networks not 

only in terms of their individual characteristics or 

attributes but also in terms of their relationships with 

other social entities. Networks exist when people, 

groups, events, or organizations "net" or relate to each 

other for some mutual purpose. Understanding the nature 
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of these relationships, their types and purposes, adds a 

new dimension to the study of networks, in particular, 

library automated networks. 

The value of such an analysis lies in its ability to 

transcend a study of networks based solely on a given 

context--i.e., libraries, multitype networks, singletype 

networks, etc. Instead, the analyst can examine networks 

and their properties apart from a specific application. 

Furthermore, this type of research attempts integration of 

knowledge generated from theories universally applicable 

but not discipline-specific, thereby filling research 

voids which have formerly existed when analysts failed to 

apply social theory to explain social events. 

A review of the literature indicates that the 

research on the social and political nature of library 

networks is scant at best. Much of what is available has 

been derived from network newsletters, reports, or network 

conferences spearheaded by participants directly affected 

or influenced by the networking scene. Very few studies 

have been done by persons outside the networking arena to 

assess the total social environment in which networking 

relationships have evolved. 

Governance patterns among library networks have been 

widely examined in the literature. Susan K. Martin 
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researched governance issues and reports that cooperation 

between and among networks occurs frequently and without 

formal governance patterns. Her findings suggest the need 

for further research to verify the following trends: a 

growing conservative attitude toward networks, increasing 

confidence in distributed processing, and a belief that 

regional and national cooperation are second in importance 

to local needs (Martin, 1983). 

Martin's review of the literature on network behavior 

cites works which focus on the social and political 

aspects of automated library networks. Beasley (1972) and 

Robinson (1980) have studied these aspects as contributors 

to failures in networking relationships. Robinson 

examines the changing roles among networks during their 

evolution and credits these changing roles to a dynamic 

economic and technological environment. Competition, 

according to Robinson, is a major factor affecting network 

cooperation. Beasley examines social change as a primary 

force in the movement for library cooperation. Carlile 

(1980) and Reynolds (1974) have also reviewed the social 

environment of library networks. Reynolds suggests that 

when cooperation is defined as a processjmeans involving a 

d ynamic set of interrelationships, it can be studied as a 

means toward achieving discrete ends or purposes. Carlile 
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points out the economic and political context of legal 

structures surrounding library networks. Jo An s. 

Segal (1985) reviewed the literature on the issue of 
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centralization versus decentralization of library networks 

and includes references to the copyright and data base 

ownership controversy as outgrowths of OCLC and regional 

networks' "countervailing forces"--forces which pull in 

separate directions inhibiting efforts toward cooperation. 

Segal identifies these forces against centralization as 

"(1} fear of the loss of autonomy and control; (2} an 

increase in telecommunications costs; (3} technological 

advances, especially in mini- and microcomputer 

technology; and, (4) increasing costs of network services" 

(p. 209}. 

Russell Shank (1982) suggests that there is a natural 

trend toward localism as evident through "a backlash 

against federal programs" (p. 21}. Shank examines the 

social, economic, and political environment in which 

networks have developed and emphasizes a strong tendency 

toward autonomy. The neighborhood, according to Shank "is 

still the powerful and preponderant force in molding the 

acceptability of technology" (p. 22}. 

A review of the literature of regional networks 

reveals few research studies on these networks, and most 
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information is gathered from the periodical literature, 

which contains little research data. There have been no 

attempts to trace the copyright issue as a product of 

social and political influences. What prevails in the 

literature, instead, is an attempt to resolve the question 

of copyright as either right or wrong from national and 

regional network perspectives. Further research is needed 

to present a full treatment of the issue based on an 

analysis of the environment from which the problem under 

investigation has emerged. 

Although Nolting (1969) has identified legal, social, 

and political barriers to networking and Cohen and 

Vijverberg (1980) have applied game theory to explain 

library networks, previous histories of library networks 

have not attempted to use network analysis as a 

theoretical foundation upon which to base conclusions. 

Social and political factors have been primarily alluded 

to rather than confirmed as the major obstacles or 

facilitators of library cooperation. 

Essentially narrative in nature, the research to date 

has not reviewed the development of information policies 

among library networks. Policy decisions concerning the 

sharing of bibliographic data, for example, can be studied 

in terms of the social relationships which exist between 

•• m~ : 
illml ~ ;t 
ljMI 

' 'II~ Ill' I 
~. 
~ 



18 

networks and among entities in networks. Whether purely 

economic or based solely on sentimental factors, 

relationships should be studied in order to understand 

information policies which emerge from them. 

Library network policies often haphazardly unfold in 

spite of the possibility that "information policymaking 

and implementation may be more difficult to understand 

than are traditional public policies" (Burger, 1986, p. 

177). For this reason, a clinical approach to the study 

of data base ownership, selected for use in this research, 

allows OCLC and SOLINET to be examined as two cases 

involved in policy formulation. 

The case study method, useful in gathering clinical 

observations, has been perceived by some researchers as 

post factum in nature, due to analyses which are often 

made after the event under study has transpired. Post 

factum interpretations have their merit, however, when 

based on confirmed theories (Merton, 1970). This study 

adopts confirmed theories through its use of social 

network philosophies, founded in sociological theory. 

A social systems approach has many advantages. 

Described by Anderson and Carter (1974) as a possible 

theory of theories, or metatheory, these advantages have 

been summarized below: 
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1. A social systems approach is comprehensive, 

offering more possibility for description and integration 

of seemingly disparate theories into a single framework. 

2. Even though it does not map adequately all 

sectors of human behavior, it does provide suggestive 

leads for all. 

3. It has the potential for providing a common 

language to various professions, both within each 

profession and as a means of exchanging ideas across 

disciplines. It recognizes that interactions of persons, 

groups, and organizations are integrally related in a 

common system. 

4. A final advantage is parsimony. 

Social network analysis, which utilizes the 

advantages cited above, "· •. can more faithfully capture 

the context of social relations within which actors 

participate and make behavioral decisions" (Knoke and 

Kuklinski, 1982, p. 14). Network analysis offers great 

potential for the future study of automated library 

networks and the policies related to their generation. 

•• lllilll':: 
111~, 
~ 

~I 

~· :,,, 
111111 1 • 
~ 



CHAPTER II 

AN OVERVIEW OF THE HISTORY AND PHILOSOPHY 

OF LIBRARY COOPERATION AND AUTOMATED 

LIBRARY NETWORKS 

Man must shape his tools, lest they shape him. 
(anonymous proverb) 

Although libraries have participated in efforts to 

cooperate for over seventy years (Martin, 1986), automated 

library networks have evolved only recently in library 

history as tools fostering library cooperation. 

Enhancements in technology have provided the impetus for 

growth and development of automated library networks. As 

the technological tools facilitating cooperation have 

become more complex, so have the issues surrounding 

library cooperation. 

The Environmental Stimuli of Library Cooperation 

The Movement for Bibliographic Control: 
A Spirit of Cooperation 

A spirit of cooperation among libraries was 

stimulated by environmental developments both nationally 

and internationally. Libraries, like all social 

organizations, traditionally have been influenced by 

20 
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changes or developments in the world around them. In 

much the same way, the history of library cooperation 

reflects this tendency among libraries to respond to 

external change, rather than actively to initiate 

21 

innovation. Early efforts among libraries to cooperate 

had their beginnings in the movement for bibliographic 

control during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 

Library cooperation could be described in more precise 

terms during its infancy because libraries tended to share 

their resources primarily through the development of 

bibliographies, union catalogs, and through efforts toward 

cooperative cataloging (Weber, 1977). A functional 

definition of early cooperative activities could be 

clearly stated as any joint arrangement between distinct 

libraries to share or exchange resources for mutual 

benefits regardless of the medium or method used to 

accomplish the sharing act. 

A national and international spirit of cooperation led 

to the establishment of the American Library Association in 

1876 and the Institute of Bibliography by Paul Otlet in 

1895. ALA, like other professional asssociations 

founded in the latter quarter of the nineteenth century, 

was created in part to establish a sense of community 

among librarians (Weibe, 1967). The Institute was 
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responsible for compiling a universal bibliography and 

decimal classification (Rutstein, 1985) in order to 

access, standardize, and control the world's information. 

Resource sharing, according to Rutstein (1985, p. 2), was 

a direct offshoot of these projects with "the presumption 

being that once the material was described in a universal 

and standardized format, the mechanics of delivery would 

be easily solved." It was the computer which would later 

provide the mechanism facilitating information delivery--a 

new medium for cooperative exchange. 

Economic Considerations as a Basis for 
Library Cooperation 

In addition to demands for bibliographic control, 

access, and standardization, a scarcity of resources among 

libraries further prompted cooperative activities. 

Libraries were forced to unite to avoid duplication of 

effort and cost. According to Tom Ballard (1986), this 

reaction among libraries, although economically motivated, 

has worked for large industrial private sector 

organizations which buy in bulk at fixed prices; however, 

little evidence supports this case in the public sector 

among governmental organizations or libraries. 

The concept of "economies of scale," borrowed from 

social science principles, has been used to substantiate 
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the belief that resource sharing is cost effective and 

that borrowing from a larger unit of service will provide 

better access and service to library clientele (Ballard, 

1986). Interlibrary lending and the preparation of union 

lists and catalogs are examples of methods that were used 

by libraries to lower costs through borrowing and lending 

of materials. 

It should be pointed out that Ballard's conclusion 

about the lack of success of economies of scale through 

resource sharing have been directed primarily to the 

public library model. The concept of "economy," however, 

can be applied to more than financial costs. Economy in 

its original meaning is derived from the Greek word for 

"management." For example, Melvil Dewey's idea of library 

economy emphasized standardization as a basis for 

efficiency and systematization (Miksa, 1986). For Dewey, 

it was "economical" for librarians to develop skills in 

library handwriting as a means for insuring bibliographic 

control through standardization (Miksa, 1986). Perhaps 

economies of scale in terms of improved management and 

"standardization" of operations fostered through library 

cooperation can be realized in spite of little evidence to 

support cost reductions. The cost effectiveness of 

resource sharing is an issue that is currently being 
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challenged and may prove to be related to the variable 

definitions of economy and costs. 

The Movement Toward National Planning and 
Policy Formulation 

Philosophies of bibliographic control, access, and 

standardization and economies of scale were given energy 

by way of the national planning movement which originated 

during the 1930s. This movement prompted libraries to 

respond to the concept that planning at the national level 

affects positive and calculated social change locally. 

As a result of this concept, strategies for centralized 

library cooperation were contrived. 

The idea of planning was not new. Systematic thought 

prior to action had its basis in the scientific method--a 

series of precise, logical steps for problem-solving which 

parallel closely today's popular planning process. 

Central planning was gaining ground in academic circles in 

the 1920s but, in the words of Tom Ballard, it "needed a 

shock like the Depression to legitimize it in society and 

government" (1986, p. 27). 

Policy studies of the 1930s have isolated several 

key catalysts for national planning. Moltz (1984) 

concludes that (a) major, national social reforms, (b) 

the rise of scientific management in transforming American 
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industry, (c) the mobilization efforts of World War I, 

and (d) the great Depression of 1929 all contributed to 

the United States' planning era. A National Resources 

Planning Board, set up by President Roosevelt, became the 

agency through which planning efforts were organized 

(Moltz, 1984). The desire for national and centralized 

planning was viewed by decision-makers as a means for 

controlling societal progress and eliminating the tendency 

for its regress in the form of economic depressions. 

Librarians, and specifically ALA leaders, recognized 

the potential of joining the national planning movement in 

an effort to secure monies and support for libraries 

through federal legislation. Primarily through the 

efforts of Carl H. Milam, secretary of ALA, and Carleton 

Joeckel, from the library school at the University of 

Michigan, a planning document ("National Plan for 

Libraries") was accepted by ALA in 1935 and later revised 

as the 1939 national plan (Moltz, 1984). 

Moltz identified three central concepts which were 

outgrowths of the planning era: 

1. The gradual acceptance by the library profession 

of long-range planning in both its philosophical and 

technical aspects, 
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2. the recognition that library service in the 

United States should be viewed and evaluated in terms of 

nationwide coverage and accessibility, and 

3. the ultimate realization by the library 

profession that federal funds are an essential ingredient 

in the promotion of a national library service (1984, p. 

xii) . 

Several milestones in the history of libraries also 

resulted from these initial planning efforts. They 

included the ALA post-war standards for public libraries, 

major library legislation for all types of libraries, and 

the legislative designation of a national coordinating 

body for libraries, the National Commission on Libraries 

and Information Services (NCLIS), in 1970. It was the 

post-war standards which set forth the the idea of the 

larger unit of service and "called for the consolidation 

or cooperation among libraries as required" in order to 

bring them up to the levels proposed by the standards 

(Ballard, 1986, p. 10). 

The designation of NCLIS as a federal coordinating 

body for planning public andjor private sector library and 

information policies at the national and local levels was 

a major step away from local control of libraries to a new 

vision of centralized, nationwide planning for library and 
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information services. The NCLIS planning document, 

"Toward a National Program for Library and Information 

Services: Goals for Action," published in 1975, proposed 

the concept of a nationwide network, citing a trend toward 

cooperative action. It was this landmark document which 

highlighted the lack of a national information policy and 

the need for centralized services for networking, 

financially supported by the federal government. 

This vision, however, was stifled by the lack of 

enforcement power granted NCLIS and its inability to 

isolate and resolve information policy among the various 

factions of the information community. The processes of 

formulating public policy, and information policy in 

particular, have been characterized as "fragmented, 

specialized and pluralistic" (Moltz, 1980, p. 64; Wall, 

1974). Attempts by librarians to set information policy 

have been unsuccessful. 

The goal of librarians during the early planning 

years was not only to utilize federal legislation in 

support of library services but also to attempt to define 

public policy by planning a national method for 

utilization and application of federal support. This 

effort toward policy analysis is a watershed in library 

history because, no matter how novel these early attempts 
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might have been, the lack of continued central policy 

evaluation and development has had far reaching effects on 

libraries today--one of which has been the data base 

ownership issue among automated library networks. 

The Impact of Federal Legislation 

The planning age for libraries resulted in the 

passage of major legislation granting federal financial 

support for library services. The issue of local and 

state autonomy in light of these federal monies plagued 

the discussions surrounding the formulation of a national 

plan (Moltz, 1980). It is this political controversy 

which has been an underlying factor in retarding a 

movement for nationwide policy development. The 

acceptance of federal funds signaled a loss of local 

control as smaller libraries sought to comply with 

national standards. By accepting the notion that 

resources can be shared through wider units of service, 

the local library unit "now serves only as a window 

opening onto the larger regional and national scene" 

(Ballard, 1986, p. 14). 

In retrospect, major legislation affecting libraries 

has represented opposing views. National legislation has 

been passed "in support of" information access while other 

laws enacted have "retarded" information access. Federal 
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legislation supporting libraries (Library Services Act, 

Library Services and Construction Act, and the Higher 

Education Act) has attempted to preserve information 

access to all citizenry through federally funded programs 

emphasizing networking and resource sharing among 

libraries. National legislation hindering information 

access has been protectionist in nature and has affected 

the dissemination of information on all levels in society. 

Examples of such legislation include laws governing 

copyright and privacy. 

Privacy legislation has been enacted to protect the 

individual's right to control private information. 

Specifically, "privacy is a concept that relates to 

individuals and, thus, concerns over privacy in 

information systems arise mostly in the context of 

collection, processing, storage, and use of personal 

information about individuals" (Turn, 1981, p. 131). 

Calls for such legislation have increased in recent years 

due to advancements in technology, which enables huge 

amounts of data to be amassed on individuals, easily 

accessed by organizations and governments. 

Copyright legislation has sparked much controversy. 

The legislation has in recent years had far-reaching 

effects on library networking activities. Originally 
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designed in the United States to follow the British model 

of literary protection to authors enacted in 1709, "there 

is no set of clearly designed principles for copyright" 

(Patterson, 1968, p. 222). This observation remains true 

in spite of continued calls for modifications of the 

copyright law in the United States since its last revision 

in 1976. 

"A primary goal of copyright law is to provide an 

economic incentive for authors to create literary, 

artistic, musical and sculptura~ works, and to assure them 

some control over the subsequent marketing and use of 

those works" (Oler, 1981, p. 150). Confusion has resulted 

from the interpretation of this goal in respect to the 

rights of authors, publishers, and "fair use" of these 

materials by the public. 

Copyright legislation had its beginnings during a 

period of world history in which movable type and the 

printing press were heralded as revolutionary. Efforts to 

control the book trade and censor the press were the 

original aims of early British copyright laws (Patterson, 

1968). In contrast, however, copyright law has evolved 

today as a means to insure literary rights and freedom to 

authors. Several questions concerning the provisions of 

the law remain: 
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1. Does the copyright law in actuality protect the 

author or the publisher of ideas or works? 

2. Will adherence to the copyright law naturally 

result in a monopoly of works and ideas among parties 

which mutually benefit from the economic relationship 

established between author and publisher? 

3. How can the goals of copyright legislation be 

achieved in light of new technologies which have enhanced 

the means of copying, downloading, and pirating 

information? 

Libraries have been directly affected by this 

legislation as vital links in the information chain. As 

generators, processors, acquirers, and disseminators of 

information, the role of libraries in the communication of 

ideas has often been complicated by copyright laws 

governing photo-reproduction and access to copyrighted 

works. 

The National Commission on Libraries and Information 

Science (1975) in its "Goals For Action" summary speaks of 

the dilemma experienced by libraries in their efforts to 

preserve access: 

Resolution of the complex problem of copyright is 
crucial to cooperative programs and networks among 
libraries as well as to the creativity and economic 
viability of authorship and publishing. The 
judicially constructed doctrine of "fair use" 
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provides only a partial answer, and the eventual 
solution must reconcile the rights and interests of 
the providers of information with those of the 
consumers. New understandings about copying from 
network resources, especially in the context of new 
technologies for reproduction and distribution, are 
needed to enable the library community to satisfy its 
legal and moral obligations to the author and 
publisher while meeting its institutional 
responsibility to its patrons. (p. 5) 

The Information Society 

Perhaps the most revolutionary change agent impacting 

libraries was the computer, one of the electronic 

technologies that shaped the information age (Dizard, 

1985) or the "post-industrial society" (Bell, 1973). The 

proliferation of scientific information following World 

War II, together with the recognition of information 

science as a separate field of study, challenged libraries 

to keep pace with the demands of an information society 

(Stevens, l980b). 

Libraries, in an effort to perfect a means for 

bibliographic control, were not only affected by society's 

usage of new technologies, but also adopted these storage 

devices in an attempt to cope with the increased 

production of information during the twentieth century. 

The use of microphotography as a storage and preservation 

medium later gave way to the computer, which, due to its 

flexibility in manipulation of data, propelled libraries 
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into a post-industrial period of their own. The 

employment of the computer and the gradual change toward a 

service-oriented society were social movements to which 

libraries, as knowledge centers, responded. Markuson & 

Woolls (1980) described the libraries' response to the 

overwhelming adoption of computers by society as 

"revolutionary." 

We are in the midst of a library revolution as a 
result of computer-based networking and none of us 
can predict all of the impacts as change begets 
change in the evolution of network service. (p. 5) 

This revolutionary and evolutionary adoption of 

technology by libraries has further significance when 

understood within the context of the generally accepted 

notion of the bureaucratic nature of libraries--a context 

which characterizes organizations as resistant to change, 

entrenched in a strong tradition of formal governance by a 

hierarchical structure, and dependent upon an impersonal 

set of rules. This model, conceptualized by Max Weber 

(1968) as the ideal bureaucracy, would normally have been 

perceived as impeding the revolutionary acceptance of 

computer technology in libraries. In contrast, however, it 

was perhaps the bureaucratic structure of libraries that 

tended to facilitate computer usage in the management of 

routine tasks common among bureaucratic organizations. 

Previous studies of the technological society and social 
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research have found that "the introduction of automation 

in most work settings involves centralization of 

authority, increasing levels of hierarchy, and impersonal 

controls over work behavior" (Douglas et al., 1973, p. 

435; Hall, 1969). 

Sudden changes within the social order of the work 

setting were induced by the computer in libraries, 

causing subsequent social crises and problems. 

By-products of the revolution came in the form of 

ambiguous definitions of library cooperation, confused 

missions and objectives in the application of new 

technologies, and struggles over ideologies of 

centralization versus decentralization and governance in 

library cooperative arrangements. 

The entire social structure of libraries was changed 

through the use of computer technology. Social structure 

is conceptualized as "sets of interrelated and 

interdependent groups or subsystems ordered by adherence 

to a common set of values, norms, beliefs, attitudes, and 

other social meanings" (Douglas et al~, 1973, p. 474). 

Order is maintained through mutual agreement of these 

shared beliefs and norms. What had been conceived as 

normal social order within technical services departments 

was being restructured drastically. New relationships 
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were established, for example, through employment of 

technical analysts, data base managers, and networking 

groups to manage operations formerly accomplished manually 

by cataloging staffs. Commonly shared beliefs about 

cataloging practices, cataloging standards, and quality 

were challenged in a computerized environment which 

necessitated uniformity and adherence to a strict, 

impersonal set of rules. 

In summary, the effect of social change in the 

environment has been to stimulate a spirit of cooperation 

among libraries. As described above, the movement toward 

cooperation has not been without conflict and ambiguity. 

A primary example of ambiguity and breakdown in rules, 

policies, and social order in an information society is the 

struggle for data base ownership and data control through 

copyright. "All major social changes have their 

contradictions in their early stages, and some remain for 

years. It is only when we do not recognize them that the 

transition from old to the new is unduly prolonged, and 

unanticipated and undesired consequences occur" (Beasley, 

1972, p. 10). 
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The Emergence of Automated Library Networks 

The stage was set for the entrance of automated 

36 

networks during the early 1960s following early successes 

among libraries in sharing resources. Cooperative 

programs among libraries were a part of early library 

history; however, automated library networks were a 

phenomenon resulting from direct application of the 

computer. 

Computer technology was entering its own period of 

growth and transition. Key-punch operations and batch 

processing performed by huge vacuum-tube computers were 

being replaced by online systems and improvements in data 

communications. 

Efforts to computerize routine operations advanced as 

libraries sought to utilize new technologies. It is 

important to note that early attempts to automate were 

locally based at individual institutions (De Gennaro, 

1983). The approach was "bottom up," since prior to 1960 

"there had never been, despite numerous suggestions, any 

real impetus to develop a strong central national library 

as the focal point for library cooperation and networking" 

(Stevens, l980b, p. 406). 

Henriette Avram describes library network history as 

occurring in five periods up to 1975 (Avram, 1979). Avram 
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describes the first period, from 1960 to 1966, as a 

movement for standards. The Library of congress held 

conferences and proposed plans for machine readable 

37 

cataloging (MARC) in order to study feasible ways to place 

cataloging data in a format that would allow ease in 

machine manipulation. These early studies were 

underwritten by the Council of Library Resources. Library 

automation is described by Avram as being in its infancy 

during this period. 

From 1966 to 1968, the Library of Congress developed 

the MARC formats--MARC I and MARC II. The MARC Pilot 

Project (Avram, 1979) tested the possibility that "MARC 

bibliographic records could satisfy the diverse 

requirements of various types and sizes of libraries" in 

an effort to share data (Martin, 1986, p. 22). The 

Library of Congress assumed the role of the formulator of 

technical standards and encouraged experimentation in 

automated activities, but would not accept the role of 

national library in a nationwide network (Stevens, l980b). 

During this period, cooperative efforts, using the 

technology available, gained wider recognition, 

professional associations set up special divisions for 

automation, and congresses on library automation were 
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sponsored. The literature on library networking continued 

to be sparse. 

It was a period that could be identified by the 

beginnings of cooperative efforts, for example, by the 

libraries of Columbia, Chicago, and Stanford Universities 

whose initial cooperative venture, the Collaborative 

Library Systems Development (CLSD) project, later gave way 

to BALLOTS--the Bibliographic Automation of Large 

Libraries using an Online Timesharing System, created by 

Stanford University (Martin, 1986). Its design began in 

1967, although the first production operations did not get 

underway until 1972 (Salmon, 1977, p. 349) . Martin (1986) 

concludes that CLSD was not a true network because 

libraries were allowed to pursue their own projects 

individually. This attempt, however, "was important in 

showing that library cooperation and networking cannot 

occur when each institution clings to its autonomy" (p. 

2 3) • 

In 1965, the Medical Library Assistance Act was 

passed, which established the Regional Medical Library 

Network. This network, managed by the National Library of 

Medicine, set up a means for cooperation among health 

agencies to share resources and improve bibliographic 

access to health information (Trezza, 1981). 
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What began as a single-type network for academic 

libraries, chartered in Ohio in 1967, later developed into 

a national multitype bibliographic utility (Kilgore, 

1977). Frederick Kilgore, a former Yale University 

Librarian and pioneer in library automation experiments 

during this period, was asked by the Ohio College 

Association to advise Ohio libraries in methods for 

achieving cost effective resource sharing (Martin, 1986). 

He had formerly participated in the development of HYCCUP, 

the Harvard-Yale-Columbia Computer Utilization Project, 

which, according to Martin (1986, p. 24), later dissolved 

due to political problems. 

Kilgore developed a not-for-profit network, originally 

called the Ohio College Library Center, based on the 

principle that through the use of computer technology 

libraries could share the per unit cost they incurred from 

individual library operations, thereby insuring the 

feasibility of networking for all participants. 

"Economies of scale" was the principle upon which OCLC was 

founded. 

"In the mid-l960s the six New England land grant 

university libraries joined together to form NELINET (New 

England Library Information Network)" (Stevens, l980b, p. 

406), and academic libraries in Ohio formed OCLC, the Ohio 
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College Library Center (Stevens, l980b). Plans for other 

networks were drafted as these networking experiments 

thrived during their formative period of development. The 

Washington State Library was beginning to investigate the 

possibility of offering networking opportunities to public 

libraries in the state, later achieving status as a viable 

network. 

This period of network history can be described in 

evolutionary terms. Not all library networks that were 

born during a time of cooperation and employment of 

computer technology survived. Some networks, which for 

various social, political, or economic reasons could not 

adapt to change, became extinct. Through trial and error, 

lessons were being learned as networks entered a time of 

growth and adaptation. 

From 1969 through 1971, the literature on library 

automation dramatically increased (Avram, 1979) as did 

conferences concerning its implications. In 1969, the 

Library of Congress initiated the MARC distributions 

service, which allowed subscribers to purchase magnetic 

tapes of machine coded data from catalog records formerly 

available from the Library of Congress only as printed 

cards (Martin, 1986). 
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The MARC format became the standard for machine 

readable data nationally as well as internationally. The 

availability of the MARC tapes "led to the emergence of 

library networks in the United States at the state and 

multi-state levels" (Stevens, l980b, p. 406). Stevens 

says that the "pattern and structure of networks varied 

from one part of the country to another based on such 

factors as the number and nature of interested libraries, 

existing patterns of cooperation and the availability of 

funds" (p. 407). As regards public libraries, Trezza 

states that they "tended to move in the direction of 

formal arrangements, usually through contractual 

arrangements ... " resulting from state legislation 

(Trezza, 1981, p. 104). 

According to Avram (1979), the fourth period of 

library network history, 1971-1974, could be characterized 

by the following: efforts toward international 

standardization through the UNI-MARC format, the need for 

a national serials data program, the rise of NCLIS, and 

the emergence of regional library networks. 

Regional library networks were a direct result of 

social, political, and economic factors. The social 

environment was set as national bodies such as NCLIS and 

the Library of Congress discussed a nationwide network 
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with plans for a "top-down" focus. A proponent of this 

vision, Fred Kilgore shared a personal and "professional 

goal of participating in bringing a nationwide online 

computerized network of libraries into being" (Kilgore, 

1984, p. 68). However, it was not until 1974 that the 

articles of incorporation of OCLC were amended to allow 

services to extend outside the Ohio region to networks in 

other geographic areas (Kilgore, 1984). 

Prior to this action, several other emerging networks 

which had not established their _own computerized 

operations sought to replicate the OCLC system within 

their own region. NELINET, which established links with 

OCLC in 1972 in an effort to achieve its mission of cost 

reduction through resource sharing (Mockus, 1983), found 

that replication of OCLC was not economically feasible. 

Other networks, such as the Southeastern Library Network 

(organized in 1972) shared this original intention to 

replicate but opted instead to join NELINET in contracting 

services directly from OCLC to their membership. 

The consequence of this action was the origin of a 

new model for library network design. This model 

designated regional network service centers to broker OCLC 

services as part of a national network--a phenomenon which 

has since spurred political governance issues of 
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centralization versus decentralization between regionals 

and the national network. Susan K. Martin {1986) 

described regional network development as haphazard, 

consisting of statewide, multi-state, and intra-state 

networks. 

The networking efforts up to 1975 generally took 

place among OCLC or its regionals {Martin, 1986), although 

some libraries continued to operate their own automated 

systems locally. "The networks have demonstrated that the 

use of a single file of those records by a number of 

libraries can reduce significantly the costs to the 

individual library by sharing the storage and access 

costs" {Stevens, l980b, p. 407). 

Avram characterizes network history since 1975 as a 

time of increased sharing {1979). In 1975, the NCLIS 

document proposing a nationwide network was published 

{Toward a National Program for Library and Information 

Services). The report recommended that such a network tie 

together all levels of information systems, including 

those at the private level, into one compatible structure 

{Maruyama, 1985). 

The contribution of the Library of Congress to the 

nationwide network was examined in a study it commissioned 

with funding from NCLIS in 1975. The study culminated in 
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the publication of The Role of the Library of Congress in 

the Evolving National Network. An examination of the role 

of the Library of Congress was critical due to its 

reiteration during the 1960s that its primary aim was to 

serve the United States Congress and that "its 

responsibilities to other American libraries" are 

"secondary and incidental" (Stevens, l980a, p. 34). Two 

important recommendations were that meetings be held by 

the Library of Congress with "individuals from the 

development staffs of the various network organizations to 

accomplish the technical design work required" (p. 13), 

and that meetings should be held "to discuss the 

i mplications of the computer and communications structure 

of the proposed national network on the actual 

organizations involved" (p. 14). 

The findings of this report resulted in the 

establishment of a Network Development Office in 1976, 

later named the Network Advisory Committee, headed by 

Henriette D. Avram (Maruyama, 1985). This committee 

consisted of select representatives from the network 

community. "Like many good committees, the Network 

Advisory Committee has groped for its purpose," according 

to Henriette Avram (1978, p. 290); however, the tendency 
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to grope for purpose may reflect "the shifting needs of 

the library and information service community" (Maruyama, 

1985, p. 5). 

Today, the Network Advisory Committee--in response to 

its original mission to tie together various levels of 

networks--has shifted its focus from the nationwide 

network issue of "top-down versus bottom up" design to a 

new focus launched by the Council of Library Resources. 

This effort seeks to "link" the major bibliographic 
.r 

systems, achieving direct access between utilities. A 

linked systems design is the current vision of the 

nationwide network (Avram, l987b). 

The Changing Scene of Library Network Development 

Since the mid-70s, the bibliographic utilities have 

mushroomed into powerful, not-for-profit, yet corporate-

oriented organizations. OCLC, which after 1977 changed 

its name to the Online Computer Library Center and 

underwent a reorganization of its structure, now extends 

its services not only out of the Ohio region but to 

diverse international markets. It is characterized as a 

multitype network in that it serves all types of 

libraries. 

The BALLOTS system ceased operations and was later 

revived with improvements in its operations as RLIN--
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Research Library Information Network--in 1978. This 

network, in spite of initial problems in its development, 

was chosen by the Research Library Group to serve research 

libraries. RLIN can be categorized as nationwide network 

but it serves principally a "single-type" of library (Avram, 

1981). 

The Washington Library Network (WLN), established by 

legislation in 1976, grew out of the Washington State 

Library's intention to offer computerized network services 

to libraries within the state. WLN (which now means the 

Western Library Network) was never intended to be a 

nationwide system operated from Washington (Stevens, 

l980b); however, it continues to offer services to 

multi-type libraries of the state and to libraries of the 

Pacific Northwest while selling its software for 

replication as the Biblio-Techniques Library Information 

System (Martin, 1986). 

The bibliographic utilities are historically 

different and each differs in respect to either library 

markets served or geographic areas covered (see Fig. 1). 

As a result of these differences, their responses to key 

network issues likewise differ. No single united 

approach to answer network questions has been achievable 

due to major social and political barriers. Differences 
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GEOGRAPHIC AREA 

Regional Nationwide 

Singletype RLIN 

Multi type WLN OCLC 

Figure 1. Major bibliographic utilities by type and 

geographic boundaries. 
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in goals, standards, and services persist today, impeding 

efforts to link utilities. 

Regional networks have developed services of specific 

interest to their membership by offering retrospective 

conversion, conservation programs, and independent data 

bases that store local data from OCLC-derived member 

library tapes. Such services have been offered in 

response to restricted library budgets and a need for 

products which address local or more immediate library 

needs. Regional networks have expanded their roles, 

dr i fting further from labels designating them solely as 

OCLC brokers. 

The spirit of cooperation among the networking 

community has become increasingly hampered by the drive to 

compete. As stated by Barbara M. Robinson (1980), " 

the emerging computerized library networks, while 

nonprofit, are indeed businesses, run by highly 

entrepreneurial librarians who are concerned with market 

issues, e.g., economies of scale, market segmentation, 

diversification, and new product development" (p. 413). 

The challenge today has been to preserve a spirit of 

cooperation in an economic environment which has 

st i mulated competition. The coordination of efforts for 

mutual rewards has been replaced by a striving for gains 
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at the expense of others (Douglas et al., 1973). New 

definitions of network goals are evolving. 
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This paradox of competition in the midst of efforts 

among libraries to share resources presents a dilemma. 

Can cooperation and competition exist simultaneously? The 

social systems model and Max Weber's theories of class, 

status, and power offer a rationale for the changing roles 

of networks based on economics and competition. 

Technological change . • . is a process which can of 
itself change the structure of economic power, as 
older technologies and the people anchored to them 
decline and new ones rise. . . . The history of 
American politics is largely the result of the 
interplay of the labor, money, and commodity markets 
and the changing processes within each market have 
had marked effects on the class position of various 
rising and falling groups. (Douglas et al., 1973, p. 
379; Wiley, 1967) 

In summary, library automated networks today have 

"moved into a political phase which has placed increased 

emphasis on issues of control, direction, and governance 

of network activities" (Stevens, l980b, p. 408). The 

future appears uncertain. 

The Literature On The History of Library Networks 

Tracing the history of library networks and library 

cooperation is difficult due to the scarcity of 

documentation available to determine the actual sequence 

of events which have transpired (Martin, 1986; Evans, 
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1981). Network newsletters, speeches, internal memoranda 

and a variety of unpublished, primary literature must be 

surveyed, supplemented with direct interviews with the 

authorities involved. At best, the historical literature 

is plagued by incompleteness of detail. Often memoranda 

and notes by network directors are considered confidential 

because many issues remain unresolved and participants are 

still professionally active. 

The secondary literature on library networks is vast. 

Reviews of library automation activities dating back to 

1966 are found in the American Society for Information 

Science Publication, Annual Review of Information Science 

and Technology (ARIST). An attempt is made by the 

publisher to select contributors with expertise in the 

subject matter under review; therefore, many historical 

reviews have been prepared by network leaders. 

Extensive bibliographies on networking accompany review 

articles in ARIST. Other bibliographies of note include 

Rogers' (1984) listing of research studies on networking 

from 1979-1983 and Schultz's (1983) listing of articles on 

bibliographic utilities in the 1980s. 

Network history may also be discovered in general 

articles on network issues. These articles, spanning a 

variety of topics, present an overview of historical 
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developments as preface to their examination of specific 

issues. The authors' tendency to review the history of 

networks first may reflect the uncertainty of definition 

among researchers and the need to establish a basic 

framework or premise from which to derive their 

conclusions. One important example is an article by 

Alphonse F. Trezza, "How Information Networks May Develop 

and Accommodate to Future Trends" {1981). Trezza 

discusses the definition of networks and their history as 

a basis for making predictions concerning network trends. 

Among the vast number of directories, books, and 

journals which feature special topics and annual reviews 

on library networking, two specialized journals directly 

address the subject. Information Technology and 

Libraries, formerly The Journal of Library Automation, 

includes articles that record events in the history of 

library networking since the journal's inception in 1968. 

During the period between the late 1970s and the early 

1980s, the "distinction between automation and networking 

became increasingly imprecise" (Martin, 1986, p. 15); 

therefore, this journal is valuable for retrospective 

coverage of early networking activities. 

As its name implies, Resource Sharing and Information 

Networks, formerly Resource Sharing and Library Networks, 
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is devoted entirely to topics on resource sharing. Its 

publication in 1981 bears evidence to the emergence of 

information networks as a separate field of study apart 

from general discussions on library automation. 
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Other library journals, including the ASIS Bulletin, 

Journal of the American Society for Information Science, 

Library Trends, Advanced Technology/Libraries, and Library 

Journal are examples of general library sources which 

trace network history. Library Trends in 1970 and 1975 

devoted an entire issue to articles concerning library 

automation and library cooperation. 

Several detailed network histories have been 

compiled. Norman D. Stevens (l980a, l980b) presents 

historical and philosophical concepts relating to the 

evolution of networks. Stevens' definition of networks is 

cumbersome and points out a need for more precise, 

flexible definitions. He defines networks as "those 

state, multistate, and national library organizations that 

are": 

supported primarily by payment for services from 
participating libraries, directed by a full-time 
staff, controlled by an independent government body 
with a high level of involvement (generally through a 
board of directors from participating libraries), 
bui lt around a cooperatively maintained bibliographic 
database in machine-readable form, and linked online 
by a telecommunications system. (l980b, p. 405) 
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Stevens' history concludes that networks received support 

from libraries initially due to an economic need to reduce 

costs. Subsequently, library budgets have dwindled while 

networks have become more affluent. This trend will not 

continue, according to Stevens, as libraries require 

networks to be more accountable while offering services 

library budgets can afford (1980b). 

N. D. Stevens cites Daniel C. Weber's (1977) 

historical review of cooperative programs among academic 

libraries. In this review, Weber suggests that some early 

attempts at cooperation did not succeed. "More often 

those cooperatives that were weak were merged into other 

programs, reduced to a smaller practical element, or 

s uperseded by a newer, larger, and more effective program" 

(p. 192). Weber (1977) and Kraus (1975) agree that there 

is a need for evaluative, critical analysis of library 

cooperative efforts in order that a "clear account of the 

success of a venture and the factors leading to success or 

failure" (Kraus, 1975, p. 171) can be detailed. Lessons 

of the past can be helpful to future cooperative programs. 

The lack of critical literature on library cooperation 

presents problems for those who wish to establish critical 

histories (Weber, 1977). 
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Susan K. Martin's yearbooks, published since 1976, 

have provided a standard reference source on library 

network history and network issues. Library Networks, 

1986-87 is comprehensive in its historical record of the 

evolution of automated library networks. According to 

Martin, "critical to the success of automated library 

cooperation was the development of standards to lay the 

foundation for the applications software" (Martin, 1986). 

The most important standard developed was the MARC format, 

which made it possible for data to be transferred and 

manipulated by machines (Martin; 1986). Martin examines 

leading issues of networks today, one of which is the 

issue of data base ownership and contracts. A directory 

of networks and their members, together with extensive 

bibliographic references, is included in Martin's 

historical monograph. 

A review of network history should include the papers 

of the Network Advisory Committee (NAC). The NAC, 

sponsored by the Library of Congress, provides a forum for 

the discussion and resolution of network issues and 

problems. Organized in late 1975, the papers of this 

committee provide the cornerstone for building network 

history. The Library of Congress Network Advisory 

Committee: Its First .Decade (Paper No. 11, 1985), 
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prepared by Lenore s. Maruyama, traces the history of NAC, 

its planning role, and the major topics it has confronted. 

The ownership and distribution of bibliographic data 

was NAC's first program on March 4-5, 1980. Highlights of 

this meeting were publicized through the working document 

Ownership and Distribution of Bibliographic Data (Webster 

& Maruyama, 1980). Other program meetings on the topic of 

a nationwide network and other aspects of resource sharing 

have allowed NAC to act as an advisory committee, 

instrumental to the development of library networks. 

Another paper, Key Issues in the Networking Field 

Today (Paper No. 12, 1985), is the proceedings of a May 

1985 NAC meeting sponsored to "provide assistance to the 

National Commission on Libraries and Information Science 

(NCLIS) in revising the networking section of its 1975 

document, Toward a National Program for Library and 

Information Services: Goals for Action" (p. 1). The key 

issues identified by network leaders at this meeting were 

categorized as (a) definition, (b) governance, (c) 

products and services as regards standards and quality 

control, (d) planning and coordination, (e) economic and 

legal issues which include data base ownership, and (f) 

the need for strong leadership (p. 7). Identification of 

these major issues confirms the need for a common vision 
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among network participants--a finding that has been 

reflected in the literature. 
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CHAPTER III 

LIBRARY NETWORK MODELS AND THE SOCIAL 

NETWORK MODEL 

Traditional Library Network Models 

Several models have been used to explain 

architecturally how networks are designed. The literature 

which surrounds network topology is extensive and borrows 

from social and communication science studies which 

examine group interactions and technical data 

communications. 

Williams and Flynn (1979, p. 55) described network 

structures as being (a) totally centralized (star), (b) 

totally decentralized, (c) distributed centralized, or (d) 

hierarchical. Bunch and Alsberg (1977) described star, 

ring , distributed control, and completely connected 

network configurations. In the star configuration, all 

decisions emanate from a central node, actor, or member. 

OCLC traditionally has been associated with this model. 

Regional service centers such as SOLINET, AMIGOS, or 

NELINET represent the outer nodes in the system. All 

communications go through the central node, OCLC, which 

serves as a switching station, controlling and governing 

network operations. 
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Totally decentralized networks and completely 

connected networks are similar in that each node or party 

communicates with every other network member--a 

configuration best suited for small networks due to the 

high maintenance costs for the large number of 

communication transactions shared (Bunch & Alsberg, 1977). 

The RLG/RLIN network is an example of such a network model 

which allows equivalent exchanges and linkages among 

system members. 

The distributed control networks and the distributed 

centralized networks combine characteristics of both 

extremes discussed above. There are an arbitrary number 

of nodes connected, and in some cases, multiple nodes may 

act as central processors of data to be distributed to 

other nodes (Bunch and Alsberg, 1977). Conversely, 

hierarchical networks have one node or actor at the top 

from which communications flow downward, while ring 

networks consist of a number of nodes connected to form a 

closed loop (Bunch & Alsberg, 1977). 

The various architectures have both advantages and 

disadvantages associated with their structures. Most 

networks, however, do not follow a true structure but may 

c ombine features inherent in several models (Williams & 

Flynn, 1979). The Library of Congress specifically 

1111111111111 
llllllll'llll,l 

''Ill 
ljlllflllfli' 
lillfllf!l 
:::1/jlillll 
11111111111 

'11
1

"'1 ljlliflll 
111

"
1
/1111 

11111/1,111 
'rl 

111/:lllil:t 

fl/ 11111111 
11111111 

1111111111' 
111111,1111 
lllllll!/11 
11111

1111111 

'""• 
11/''111'1 

IIIIJI''J rn1111 

t1/:;lr1
1
) 

'"""I llllllllj 

11111111-. 



59 

designated a task force of technical experts, active 

during 1977-1978, to design network architecture. This 

task force was known as the Network Technical Architecture 

Group, or NTAG (Maruyama, 1985). 

The question of how to construct effective network 

models persists today as issues of governance have 

surfaced. Trezza (1981) suggests that the National 

Library of Medicine (NLM) with its regional networks can 

serve as a model in "establishing an overall national 

capping agency" (p. 113). NLM is an example of the 

hierarchical model of network design which facilitates 

downward communication under the umbrella of a single 

governing authority located at the top of the network. 

A second model suggested by Trezza is that of a loose 

federation of multitype networks. Sharing this notion, 

Kaye Gapen describes a possible network of networks with 

"distributed layers of linkages" (1987). 

Resembling the American government model of a 

centralized node and surrounding states or networks, 

OCLC's configuration has evolved primarily due to its 

history and the technology available at the time of its 

inception. This configuration represents, perhaps, a 

natural political model which recurs due to its 

traditional approach to governance issues. 
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The Social Network Model and Its Application 
to Library Networks 

60 

Confusion often stems from the traditional library 

network models because some describe economic, mutual 

services, or governance relations. Models of the 

architecture of networks should account for the variety of 

relations between nodes. A new, more universal model may 

emerge from the application of an interdisciplinary approach 

to network design using social network theory. The social 

systems model, through its several advantages described in 

Chapter I, can be used as the basis for interpreting network 

issues. It provides a "highly general, context-free 

conceptual framework" to explain issues in library 

cooperation (Olsen, 1968, p. 288). 

Knoke and Kuklinski (1982) have described this theory 

according to its major postulates. These postulates can be 

applied to library network issues in the following manner. 

First, the theory establishes context-free definitions 

that are lacking among library analyses of networks. 

According to social network theory, any actor participates 

in a social system involving other actors. The actors, 

which can be defined as nodes, entities, people (regional 

library networks, network organizations, bibliographic 

utilities, network directors, computer analysis, etc.) 

within the social system occupy certain positions within the 
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structure. The nature of relationships a given actor has 

with other actors may affect that focal actor's perceptions, 

beliefs, and actions. 

Definitions in this theory are comprehensive. A 

network is defined as a "specific type of relation linking a 

defined set of persons, objects, or events" (Knoke & 

Kuklinski, 1982, p. 12). A relation exists when there is a 

connection or linkage between entities or actors occupying 

positions in the social structure. The relations are 

specific to the context in which an interaction exists. Once 

the interaction disappears, the relation dissolves. 

Attributes of the people, actors, or events are defined by 

Knoke and Kuklinski as their "intrinsic characteristics" and 

may "persist across the various contexts in which actors are 

involved" (p. 10). 

The theory sets forth universal definitions from which 

networks, and library networks specifically, can be 

explained. Lack of definition has been cited by the Network 

Advisory Committee as a key issue in the networking field 

today. The literature on library cooperation shares this 

finding--library networks are not easily defined. The lack 

of common meaning among the parties involved in network 

history has led to differing interpretations of networking 

philosophies and concepts. 
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Constructing one definition to encompass the wide range 

of networking activities is difficult. The term library 

networking has been applied to library consortia designed to 

share resources through manually prepared union lists and to 

automated library networks which use computer technology to 

pool resources. Ambiguous definitions of library networks 

have become barriers to networking endeavors. Ironically, 

in order to successfully "net" within groups, a common 

definition of purpose and goals must be shared by group 

members. Yet, the literature acknowledges that a nebulous 

definition of library networking has characterized the 

history of library automation. 

Imprecise terminology is evidenced in the variety of 

indexi ng approaches used to describe cooperative activities 

of libraries. Terms such as library cooperation, voluntary 

associations, resource sharing, library networks, library 

automation, library consortia, and automated library 

networks are examples of the various labels applied. 

Attaching hierarchical relationships among these terms is 

also difficult and would tend to vary according to the 

networking context. 

The need for definition has been cited by a majority of 

network leaders. Trezza (1981) traces the history of the 

word "network" to a time in which early civilizations 
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attempted to communicate. He concludes that the problem 

faced today is a lack of definition, and asks "just when 

does the sharing of information by two or more individuals 

or organizations develop from a cooperative into a network? 

(p. 101). Stevens (l980b) has suggested that the term 

library network has been used in a broader sense but has in 

recent years obtained a more specific meaning. Maryann 

Duggan (1974) states that the term is increasingly used . to 

denote organizations that are (a) communication networks, 

(b) document delivery networks, (c) processing networks, or 

(d) information/knowledge networks, which may involve 

bibliographic or factual data and links among people. Avram 

in 1979 defined networks as an "exchange of information 

bilaterally using the technology" (1979) and Susan K. Martin 

labels networks as "a group of individuals or organizations 

that are interconnected to form a system to accomplish some 

specified goal" (1986, p. 2). 

These examples from the literature demonstrate that the 

profession as a whole does not yet have a definition it can 

embrace (Becker, 1979). This issue may be resolved through 

adoption of context-free definitions set forth by social 

network theory. 

A second value of social network analysis is its 

ability to examine the "form" and "content" of networks, 
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thereby establishing a rationale for networking 

relationships. According to this analysis, the "form" of a 

network is evident by the level of involvement between two 

actors or network parties. Form also refers to the 

intensity of involvement or strength of the link binding two 

actors in a relationship (Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982). 

"Content" analyzes the type of relationship. 

Describing the various types of relations between actors, 

and the degree or frequency to which one actor links to 

another subsequently reveals the rationale for all types 

of networking relationships. For example, Knoke and 

Kuklinski describe the various types of contents of 

relations as follows: 

1. Transaction relations: actors exchange 
control over physical or symbolic media, for example, 
in gift giving or economic sales and purchases. 

2. Communication relations: Linkages between 
actors are channels by which messages may be 
transmitted from one actor to another in a system. 

3. Boundary penetration relations: The ties 
between actors consist of constituent subcomponents 
held in common, for example, corporation boards of 
directors with overlapping members. 

4. Instrumental relations: Actors contact one 
another in efforts to secure valuable goods, 
services, or information. 

5. Sentiment relations: . those in which 
individuals express their feelings of affection, 
admiration, deference, loathing, or hostility toward 
each other. 
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6. Authority/power relations: These networks, 
usually occurring in complex formal organizations, 
indicate the rights and obligations of actors to issue 
and obey commands. 

7. Kinship and descent relations: A special 
instance of several preceding g e neric types of 
networks, these bonds indicate role relationships 
among family members. (1982, p. 16) 

In contrast, library network leaders have attempted to 

describe types of networks simply by classifying them 

according to the signals they carry, their logical structure 

or typology, their institutional focus, the functions they 

perform, the subjects they treat, the equipment they employ, 

and the geographic area they encompass (Becker, 1979, p. 

86). such a description is not flexible and does not allow 

for networks with multiple relations. Social analysis 

accommodates multiplex networks in cases where networks are 

"compounded of two or more types of linkages" (Knoke & 

Kuklinski, 1982, p. 15). 

A multiplex relationship exists when bibliographic 

utilities such as OCLC have a communication relation with 

regional networks in the form of resource sharing while 

also having a boundary penetration relation with the 

regional networks because both share relations with 

individual member libraries. Members, subsequently, have 

common boundaries as part of the regional network and part 

of the national bibliographic utility. Again, the 
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importance of social network theory in establishing the 

rationale for such relations, whether based solely on 

economics or social rewards, can be easily demonstrated by 

using multiplex analysis to describe instances of complex 

relationships. 

Attempting to establish a rationale for networking 

among librarians has historically led to a lack of 

agreement among network players as to the goals, 

objectives and reasons to network. New models may clarify 

these discussions. For example, some library leaders 

view the impetus for networks in primarily rational and 

bureaucratic terms. Olson, Shank, and Olsen (1972, p. 

281) "suggest that the resort to networking by many 

library and information institutions may be symptomatic of 

the difficulties they face as bureaucratic organizations 

attempting to deal with their rapidly changing 

environment." Reorganization of public bureaucratic 

structures such as libraries is not easily accomplished. 

"Thus, the plea 'Let's set up a network' may just be the 

public bureaucrat's way of saying 'We ought to merge,' but 

because he lacks the authority or means of merging, he 

resorts to networking" (Olson, Shank & Olsen, 1972, p. 

282) . 
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Another rational explanation for networking is that 

it provides resources that cannot be adequately provided 

by a single library based on local resources (Olson, Shank 

& Olsen, 1972). This view, held by many network players, 

sees logical reasons for networks to exist in that they 

provide order through the supply of resources. 

Emotional or sentimental rationales for networking 

have also been cited by many library network proponents. 

Maurice Line of the British Library Lending Division 

explains this emotional attachment to networks in the 

following manner: 

Librarians have an irresistible need to cooperate 
. akin to the need that humans and animals have 

to huddle together for warmth. . . . Librarians 
should recognize the psychological basis of that need 
if only to make allowance for it in preferring 
reasons to emotion. (cited in De Gennaro, 1983, p. 
632) 

The social systems model "integrates these disparate 

theories into a single framework" (Anderson & Carter, 

1974, p. 3). 

Thirdly, application of the theory provides a dual 

method for studying library networks--in terms of their 

social structure and also in terms of the attributes of 

particular actors or persons embedded within the network 

structure. Network analysis takes into account both the 

relations that occur and those that do not occur between 
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actors in the network (Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982). This type 

of analysis reveals the social structure of a network. For 

example, the relationships that exist between some regional 

networks and those that do not exist should be understood 

when planning network policies. Using the OCLC model in 

Figure 2, the various relationships which form social 

structure can be easily seen. 

Similarly, there are certain observable behaviors of 

actors or elements within the network. These actors have 

social roles or positions that also make up social 

structure. "By occupying positions in network structure, 

individual actors have certain connections to other 

actors, who in turn occupy unique structural positions" 

(Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982, p. 19). 

An example of a social position in a network is the 

role of executive director, which confers social status. 

What effect, if any, does one's educational background and 

professional experience have on one's ability to provide 

strong leadership to library networks and to understand 

issues unique to libraries? Is a professional library 

degree an important prerequisite for administering library 

networks as opposed to degrees in business or law? The 

need for strong leadership was voiced by the Network 

Advisory Committee as a key issue facing library networks 
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REGIONAL NETWORKS <---~ NATIONAL UTILITY 

- --------- --

Figure 2 . Relationships which exist in the OCLC network . 
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today. Therefore, an examination of the individual 

attributes of network players has importance. 

Barriers to networking may be demonstrated using 

this model by investigating the linkages between networks 

and between individual actors within the network. Some 

actors may be more connected than others (Knoke & Kuklinski, 

1982), as is evident among single type networks in which 

fewer differences among individual actors create lesser 

barriers to cooperation. 

Although principles of cooperation suggest that 

dissimilar entities should network in order to have more 

to share, the success of RLIN is an example of a single 

type network which has reduced barriers to cooperation due 

to the similarity and greater connectivity between its 

linkages (members). The network is composed primarily of 

members from the Research Libraries Group who share a 

common purpose of supporting scholarship. 

Other barriers to networking may result from the 

perception and attitudes of network actors and may affect 

the nature of their relations (Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982). 

Trezza (1981) states that "there is one basic problem that 

will require constant attention . . the human problem--

the people problem--the behavioral and attitudinal 

problem. We have our fears, our deficiencies, our 
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possessiveness, our egos. We must overcome many, if not 

all, of these problems to a limited extent" (p. 110). 

Barriers that halt network linkages at the various 

levels and among the network actors may result from the 

technology itself. Richard Boss (1982) labels "copyright" 

as one of the constraints in diffusing technology. 

Granting the right to use certain technologies is an issue 

directly affecting the social environment of networks. 

The degree or intensity of network ties between 

participants may be impacted by such barriers and may be 

better understood through analysis of the social structure 

of networks. 

Lastly, social network theory explains the dynamic 

nature of library networks and can more adequately explain 

the behavioral decisions which may result from network 

linkages or social relationships (Knoke & Kuklinski, 

1982). "The structure of relations among actors and the 

location of individual actors in the network have 

important behavioral, perceptual, and attitudinal 

consequences both for individual units and for the system 

as a whole" (p. 13). 

In order to illustrate an instance in which the 

structure of relations among actors and their location in 

the network can result in behavioral consequences, the 
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issue of data base ownership among OCLC and its regional 

networks can be examined. Data base ownership has 

surfaced as a central issue as the attributes and nature 

of relations between the national utility and its regional 

affiliates have dramatically changed. Network history 

suggests a direct correlation between the increase in 

competition and the subsequent increase in conflict over 

control of the data base. 

Susan K. Martin (1986) states that the subject of 

ownership of data bases has been discussed seriously only 

since the late 1970s (p. 144). This is also the period in 

which SOLINET began to purchase Burroughs computers in 

order to offer its own services for resource sharing apart 

from OCLC. As a consequence of these changing structures, 

exemplified by regional networks' emergence from passive 

roles as OCLC brokers to more independent, active roles as 

OCLC competitors, a decision to copyright the data base was 

the response of OCLC. 

The history of OCLC reflects its transition from a 

regional academic library network in Ohio to a multitype 

utility with international boundaries. The role of 

regional networks has, likewise, been in transition as 

they have developed local products and services for their 

members which often directly compete with the national 
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utility. Changes in roles, structures, and relationships 

among libraries and networks coincided with increases in 

the value of the online data base. According to Barbara 

M. Robinson (1980): 

As OCLC became a nationwide bibliographic facility, 
it established a "natural" monopoly on the shared 
cataloging information which it housed centrally and 
processed for libraries. OCLC is an unusual business 
as it depends on its customers for some of its raw 
materials, i.e., shared cataloging records, which it 
then sells back to them. Its customers have been 
attracted by the economies of scale and the 
expectation that a large database would include many, 
if not all, records needed. (p. 414) 

The question of who owns the data was almost inevitable as 

the data base increased in value to network members and 

outside parties. 

The former, historically sentimental but transaction-

oriented relationship between OCLC and its networks has 

evolved into new types of linkages manifested through 

boundary penetration and authority/power struggles. In 

order to preserve the value and integrity of the data 

base, quality control measures and later copyright itself 

were instituted. These decisions were consequences of the 

new competitive social structure in which library networks 

now thrive. 

So it seems to me if • • . networks compete, they're 
fine as long as competition • • • leads to 
i provement. But • • • to deny someone else the 
opportunity of becoming "the one" . • . is 
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unfortunate and that's been part of the history in 
library networking. (Trezza, 1984, p. 120) 

A social network model is a natural alternative to 

models that have formerly been used to study library 

networks. "Libraries are woven into the social structure 

and so in some measure share the complexity and pluralism 

o f society" (Swanson, 1980, p. 112). 
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CHAPTER IV 

DATA BASE OWNERSHIP AND COPYRIGHT ISSUES AMONG 

AUTOMATED LIBRARY NETWORKS 

Given all these tools, decision makers truly can have 
the responsibility for decision making. Technology 
provides alternatives, not answers; options, not 
decisions. (Penrod & Douglas, 1986, p. 92) 

The Broader Perspective: Legal Protection for 
Machine Readable Data Bases 

Studies of data base ownership and copyright are not 

confined to the context of librarie$. Concerns over 

ownership and property rights of data bases are 

economically motivated, in general, and tend to be 

by-products of the technological revolution in an 

information society. 

The same technology which has enabled data banks to be 

electronically conceived has also made it possible for 

entire or partial data bases to be tapped away and 

dupl icated with ease. What has often taken years of costly 

effort to amass and control can be downloaded and cloned 

cheaply once the data has been stored in machine readable 

form . The implication of such technology is that some 

method of control and protection for authors is warranted. 
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A viable data base is characterized by its ability to 

provide timely information when queried. It is designated 

as having value if data responses are valid and up to 

date. The ease with which the data can be changed or 

pirated by unauthorized users not only depletes its value 

as defined above, but also deprives authors of their due 

compensation. 

The arguments against data ownership and control 

usually arise from opposing camps which question 

authorship rights or the placement of restrictions 

prohibiting access to information in a democratic 

society. Legal protection for data base producers 

generally takes the form of contract, patent, trade 

secret, and copyright law (Demas, 1987; Wolfe, 1982). 

Although legislation has been enacted to provide such 

protection, it has not kept pace with the new technologies 

which facilitate unauthorized usage and copying of data 

bases. Contract and copyright law have had the most far-

reaching effect on information industries--and 

specifically, libraries. "Consideration of the protection 

of intellectual property rights in this age of rapidly 

advancing technology is one of the most complex issues 

f acing society today" (Avram, l987a) . 
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Contracts are legally binding agreements between two 

or more parties (Anderson & Kumpf, 1977). Relationships 

are established by way of contracts which legally and 

socially connect or link persons, objects, and events. 

Economic exchanges between organizations and transaction

based relationships described in social network analysis 

(Knoke and Kuklinski, 1982) are examples of the types of 

relations frequently governed by contact law. The 

contract, unlike other forms of legal protection for 

property rights, has in the past proven more advantageous 

to producers of new technologies who seek more restrictive 

terms of agreement than are possible through vague and 

inconsistent provisions in copyright law (Demas, 1987; 

Miller, 1983). 

Libraries have traditionally established contractual 

relationships with vendors for services rendered. In many 

instances machinery in libraries is placed under contract 

in order to insure its continued maintenance. It was only 

after 1983, about 13 years since the birth of automated 

library networks, that the library community began to pay 

more attention to contracts and their provisions (Martin, 

1986). Debates over data base ownership among 

bibliographic utilities, regional networks, and libraries 

alerted librarians to the pitfalls of contracts negotiated 
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between parties whose roles and relationships are in 

transition. 

Copyright Issues and Data Bases: 
The Law Interpreted 

Only one thing is impossible for God: to find any 
sense in any copyright law on the planet. (Mark 
Twain) 

Copyright law has provided an alternative means of 

protection for authors of creative works. It was devised 

to regulate the copying of original works marked with 

copyright notice. In order to receive such protection, 

the work must (a) embody originality, (b) have a notice 

of copyright displayed for public information, (c) express 

creative effort in order to establish "authorship," and 

(d) be "fixed in any tangible medium of expression" which 

includes data bases stored (fixed) on magnetic disks or 

tapes (Warrick, 1984, p. 59). 

Prior to the most recent revision of the copyright 

.law in 1976, provisions for photocopying and protection 

for data bases or other information technologies had not 

been clarified under terms of the Copyright Act of 1909. 

The 1976 law was specifically designed to update copyright 

principles and to accommodate changing technologies 

(Keplinger, 1980). The legislation fell short of 

clarifying the actual issues surrounding computer software 
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and data bases. Instead, it continued provisions from the 

1909 act with the intent that policies would be formulated 

by a separate commission set up by Congress in 1974, the 

National Commission on New Technological Uses of 

Copyrighted Works (CONTU). CONTU's charge was " to study 

and compile data on the reproduction and use of 

copyrighted works of authorship in automatic systems 

capable of storing, processing, retrieving and 

transferring information by various forms of machine 

representation" (National Commission on New Technological 

Uses of Copyrighted Works (CONTU], 19978, p. 7. CONTU was 

granted three years to make recommendations, later issued 

in a final report on July 31, 1978. 

Specific issues concerning data bases and problems 

peculiar to them were analyzed by a CONTU Subcommittee on 

Databases. The subcommittee recognized that dictionaries, 

encyclopedias, and other compilations were eligible for 

data base copyright protection (Wolfe, 1982). CONTU's 

final recommendations included the repeal of section 117 

of the Copyright Act of 1976, thereby enabling data bases 

to be copyrighted just as any other eligible work, and a 

provision that the Register of Copyrights should set up 

appropriate registration and deposit regulations for 

machine readable data bases (Wolfe, 1982). 
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Marx (1986) explains that "because a database falls 

into the gray area, somewhere between information and 

form, its status is ambiguous" (Marx, 1986, p. 21). For 

this reason, certain key topics were posed to CONTU from 

the information community for its consideration. They 

included 

1. Overlap among databases, 

2. copyright status of two independently created 

data bases that are virtually identical, 

3. the portion of a database that must be used to 

constitute infringement, 

4. the copyright status of single records and 

abstracts, and 

5. the copyright status of works created to allow 

information retrieval from data bases (Wolfe, 1982). 

Although some issues remained gray, the questions of 

overlap and identical format were not considered to raise 

problems of copyright. Fair use was determined to follow 

the guidelines established for printed materials; that is, 

non-commercial uses for teaching, scholarship, research, 

and criticism or comment are exempted (Warrick, 1984). As 

regards individual citations, CONTU determined that only 

the systematized form in which the data is presented is 

copyrightable, not the individual datum (Wolfe, 1982). 
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Individual records, citations, or data considered public 

information retain their classification as works in the 

public domain after entry into a data base or they may be 

eligible for copyright protection as separate elements 

apart from the data base. Copyrighting the data base 

itself "does not imply any exclusive right in the pre-

existing material" (Warrick, 1984, p. 61). Therefore, 

data bases that contain works gathered from many sources 

may be copyrighted as a collective work or as a 

compilation. 

The copyright code of the United States defines 

collective works to ~nclude periodical issues, 

anthologies, or encyclopedias constituting separate and 

independent works in themselves, assembled into a 

collective whole. Compilations are works formed by the 

collection and assembling of pre-existing materials or 

data that are selected, coordinated, or arranged in such a 

way that the resulting work constitutes an original work 

of authorship (United States Code Annotated, 1977, p. 4). 

Copyrighting the compilation, therefore, extends only to 

the compilation, not the specific data therein (Warrick, 

1984). 

Copyright legislation enacted to protect 

bibliographic data bases remains unclear and subject to 
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judicial interpretations. Decisions concerning 

originality of content, dispersion of royalties, and 

infringements are often inconsistently made. "Yet it is 

no more acceptable in copyright than any other body of law 

to have a right without knowledge of the limits of that 

right" (Squires, 1976/1979). In some instances, courts 

have judged in favor of data base producers due to the 

labor involved in producing a compilation, called the 

"sweat of the brow" authorship, which protects the 

expense, time, and effort involved in producing or 

maintaining the work (Avram, 1979; Warrick, 1984). Other 

courts have ruled against copyright claim when there has 

been no originality or no individual selection, choice, or 

judgement exercised in the format of data items in the 

data base. This type of decision usually pertains to data 

bases containing census or fact-based information that 

displays little originality in the selection or choice of 

data elements (Avram, 1979; Warrick, 1984). 

Although the doctrine of fair use has been applied to 

data bases, determining what constitutes an infringement 

remains ambiguous. "Can a customer or competitor ever 

reproduce or otherwise use a copyrighted data base?" 

(Marx, 1986). The CONTU report determined that copying 

of an entire data base for commercial gain was described 
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as infringing while copying small parts was non-infringing 

(Warrick, 1984). The report states that 

The retrieval and duplication of any substantial 
portion of a data base, whether or not the individual 
data are in the public domain, would likely 
constitute a duplication of the copyrighted element 
of a data base and would be an infringement. . .. 
The issue of how much is enough to constitute a 
copyright violation would likely entail analysis of a 
case-by-case basis with considerations of fair use 
bearing on whether the unauthorized copying of a 
limited position of a data base would be held 
noninfringing. (CONTU, 1978) 

Significant in the wording of this provision for 

infringement is the stipulation that the courts would 

examine each case to determine just how much material can 

be legally copied from a copyrighted data base. Again, 

definitions for new technological uses of copyrighted 

works remain imprecise. Very little precedent has been 

established by the courts concerning infringement of data 

bases; therefore, a lack of judicial guidance has prompted 

potential users to proceed with caution (Miller, 1983). 

Legal Implications for Libraries 

The utilization of new technologies by libraries 

brought with it new responsibilities and new realities. 

Just what are the implications for library data bases? 

Network leaders faced with issues of data base ownership 

and copyright have attempted to interpret the law. 
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Library network data bases are considered 

compilations eligible for copyright just as other works 

under the law. These data bases contain both public 

domain records or records protected by copyright. 

Libraries which own the copyright on their records still 

retain these rights, even though the records are part of a 

larger compilation (Avram, l987a}. 

The copyright in the individual bibliographic 
records would belong to the author, in this case the 
library. Also as a copyright owner, the organization 
that collects, assembles and disseminates the 
database has the right to control reproduction and 
public display of the compilation. A work is 
infringed when one or more of the rights accorded to 
the copyright owner are violated. With regard to the 
reproduction right, this means that a copyrighted 
compilation of one or more library's contribution to 
the compilation would be infringed by reproducing it 
in whole or in any substantial part, and by 
duplicating it exactly. (Avram, l987a) 

Under fair use principles, libraries are allowed to 

make copies of copyrighted works if the copying is small-

scale or systematic and is not used for profit. Problems 

arise for libraries, however, when large scale downloading 

and third-party usage of copyrighted bibliographic records 

occurs. Such is the case when a substantial body of 

information obtained from a data base is stored or 

manipulated to create a new work which appears at least 

superficially to be eligible for copyright protection as 

an original work (Miller, 1983). Local library data bases 
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created in this manner, which bypass the payment of 

royalties or fees from data base producers, are subject to 

copyright infringement charges. Similarly, third parties 

can be accused of infringement when they download or 

access substantial portions of national copyrighted data 

bases for their own use or for profit. Third parties may 

include libraries, persons, or vendors which have not 

contracted directly with the data base owner or network 

utility (such as OCLC) for access to the data base, and 

thereby are unauthorized to reproduce it. 

Questions over who is author and rightful owner of 

bibliographic records in copyrighted data bases are still 

at issue. Discussions of access to and ownership of 

records produced by libraries locally for input into 

centralized data bases controlled by national 

bibliographic utilities have emphasized the shortcomings 

of copyright protection and the call for "new legal 

structures" (Avram, l987a) to resolve such controversies. 

Continued imprecise definitions and inconsistent 

applications of the law dictate that libraries must also 

proceed with caution. It is this caution or suspicion 

that has led to social, political, and legal barriers in 

cooperative efforts, and debates over data base ownership 

and copyright. 

l"llllllfll lll 
lllll lll/111.1 1111l 
11,illlilllj·,· 
~ 111111 111 

:::li/111111 
UI II IIJ /1. 

"'Ill'' 'I' u/1 11 
tlltujjiiJ 
111111/111 

11'1 

ifl::,ll1'::t 

rl/11111111 
III II /I. 

1/ fll l/1111 
111111,,,. 
11111111 111 
lf i! Jiilll. 

Iiiii . 

fll 111 11' , 
1'

111 1
11

11, /'lllllt 

1~1:',11 1, 
111/,1111. 

1/111111~ 
11111111._ 



86 

Conclusion and Implications of Copyright 

Questions still remain unresolved, leading some 

public policy analysts to ask "Is copyright obsolete in a 

society in which data is so easily transferred or 

reformatted?" Some experts suggest that the whole concept 

of copyright is dead, a relic from the period when 

publishing from movable type made printed works difficult 

and expensive to reproduce and obtain (McDonald, 1983). 

Several paradoxes exist in copyright law today as a 

result of new technologies. The first paradox concerns 

the distribution of royalties and fees for use of 

copyrighted works. The motivating force behind copyright 

law is that of simple economics (Keplinger, 1980). 

Serving as protection for the creative ideas of authors, 

the law was designed to insure that royalties for the use 

of copyrighted works be given to the author. New 

technologies make compensation to authors difficult and 

expensive because piracy is so easily accomplished and 

difficult to trace. Questions of who owns the data make 

identification of the author difficult when records are 

shared among several network layers. "The economically 

important issue is how payments are made for use of data, 

and whether or not the owner has any control over the 

circumstances in which the copying is done" (McDonald, 
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1983, p. 20). Recovery of royalties and distribution to 

the appropriate authority are not easily accomplished in 

spite of the law which in principle guarantees 

remuneration. 

Third party abuses of copyright protection often 

result in a loss of both royalties and future projects 

when competitors use the copyrighted ideas of others to 

develop products for their own personal gain. In such 

cases, the economic incentive to continue the development 

of creative ideas is stifled. In economic terms the aim 

of the law has traditionally been 

to protect the investment of firms that put resources 
into valuable new products, not only as a means to 
protect the interests of those firms, but perhaps 
even more important from the social viewpoint, to 
encourage the production of valuable items from whose 
use it would be difficult to exclude anyone without 
such protection. (Braunstein, Fisher, Ordover, & 
Baumol, 1979) 

The question today is whether copyright can resolve this 

conflict. 

Of equal importance, economically, is the aspect of 

control or monopoly over a work that is insured through 

copyright (Nasri, 1974). This presents another paradox 

that is not easily resolved in discussions over the merits 

of copyright in a democracy which encourages open 

competition. CONTU's intent was to "encourage the 
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development and dissemination of useful stores of 

information to make this information readily available to 

the public" (CONTU, 1978, p. 95; Wolfe, 1982); however, 

the law reserves property rights to the author as a means 

of stimulating the creation of new works (Ashford, 1982). 

Making information accessible to the public on the one 

hand while granting control over such works solely to the 

author on the other are conflicting goals. 

Monopolies retard the free flow and exchange of ideas 

(Wolfe, 1 98 2). They have long ~een regarded as obstacles 

i n a free enterprise system. "Information that is 

des i gned to transmit ideas is the kind of knowledge that 

invariably is associated with social progress .... The 

kind of information that changes society, generally 

is subject to copyright" (Henry, 1975, p. 19). Whether 

copyright can be regarded as protecting "information 

monopolies" or safeguarding "intellectual property" 

(Henry, 1975), is an issue that remains unsettled. 

Thirdly, according to William Nasri (1974), the law 

protects a publisher's right rather than an author's 

reward. The publisher stands to gain financially, and in 

some cases it is the author who may be exploited instead 

of encouraged to continue his craft. This, too, presents 

a d ilemma. 
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Not overlooked in these unsettled issues are 

libraries. Much is at stake economically among players 

involved in networking relationships. Libraries which 

favor broad use of intellectual creations (Ashford, 1982) 

are concerned by the issue of copyright of bibliographic 

data. Heralding the value of equ~l access and cooperation 

while adopting competitive profit-seeking behaviors 

creates a paradox that has had far-reaching effects on 

library network linkages. 

In conclusion, a fundament~! question can be posed: 

"Should information needed for computer manipulation of 

knowledge be limited at all? Copyright, after all, was 

not designed with computers in mind" (Henry, 1975, p. 75). 

For this reason, public policies concerning copyright or 

other laws which prompt conflicting interpretations stand 

on weak foundations. Such policies will be subjected to 

continued evaluation and analysis as each case is reviewed 

or adjudicated. 

The copyright concept, as the sole public policy for 
the creation and distribution of knowledge . . . 
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determines to a significant degree past, present, and 
future patterns of knowledge in our technological 
culture. (Henry, 1975, p. 76) 

Data Base Ownership and Copyright: 
An Overview of Issues 

What is our vision of future networking in the face 
of these strong decentralizing forces? As I have 
said in the past, those of us who live by technology 
can perish by technology. (Brown, 1986, p. 22) 

In order to understand the origin of data base 

ownership issues among automated library networks, it is 

important to focus on the early roles and relationships of 

OCLC and its library networks. An understanding of the 

environment in which these relationships developed is 

essential to a study of ownership struggles. 

Networking efforts prior to 1975 took place primarily 

between OCLC and its regionals, and the data base ownership 

question has been discussed seriously since the late 1970s 

(Martin, 1986). Therefore, tracing this issue in library 

history requires a focus on OCLC, its regional networks, 

and members during a time in which OCLC was perceived by 

the library community as the dominant bibliographic 

utility. 

The Environment 

The debate over ownership of bibliographic data among 

l ibraries, library regional networks, and specifically 
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OCLC has grown out of an environment in which social, 

political, economic, legal, and technological issues 

compete for attention. No one set of stimuli can be 
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identified as the single cause for such an explosive and 

dividing controversy to emerge in library history. 

Out of an environment marked by changing roles and 

relationships between network entities, two basic 

assumptions were commonly held among libraries prior to 

the debate over ownership of bibliographic data bases 

during the late 1970s. First, libraries viewed OCLC as a 

friend, an organization built collectively through a 

partnership relationship among its members. The other 

basic assumption prior to the controversy was that network 

organizations as partners and friends make decisions that 

are in the best interest of ~heir membership. This 

assumption was based on the view that such organizations, 

in fact, exist solely on behalf of their membership and, 

therefore, act to protect their interests. Assumptions 

such as these, however, have not taken into account the 

history of OCLC and regional networks, their diverse 

origins and philosophies and the changing roles, 

relationships, and goals of these organizations in a 

dynamic environment. 
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Technological Forces 

The environment surrounding data base ownership and 

copyright issues can be described as a mixture of several 

forces at play. Technologically, OCLC was plagued by 

criticisms of poor quality control during the late 1970s. 

The phenomenal growth of the data base and number of 

participating libraries resulted in poor response time, 

failure of the organization to deliver sub-systems as 

promised, and an overextension of efforts (Martin, 1986). 

An essential attribute of any data base is its 

ability to be non-redundant and viable. OCLC users were 

experiencing down time, inconsistent data and record 

redundancy--resulting in general dissatisfaction with the 

system's technical performance. Between 1975 and 1978, 

four Xerox Sigma 9 computers were added to the online 

system, and in October, 1978, a Data Base Processor (DBP) 

was activated to improve reliability and capacity of the 

data base while enabling the system to expand to 

accommodate additional hardware growth ("The OCLC System," 

1986). System enhancements were needed to accommodate the 

tremendous growth of the data base, which by 1979 had 

reached five million records ("The OCLC System," 1986}. 

At the same time, this technological growth had crippled 

the organization financially. 
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Economic Forces 

The need to control and protect the data base had an 

economic dimension. Huge investments for improvements in 

system software and hardware resulted in a debt of over 36 

million dollars (Brown, 1987). The economic value of the 

data base was increasingly evident as the need to preserve 

the investment and protect data base quality became a 

paramount issue during the late 1970s. Data base value 

could be measured by threats of third party usage among 

non-OCLC members and the development of competing services 

in the for-profit and not-for-profit environment. 

Several OCLC-identified abuses of the system were 

cited as members downloaded data base records into local 

files to produce Computer Output Microfilm (COM) catalogs, 

allowed access to records by non-members as part of 

statewide cooperatives or as part of public library 

systems, and facilitated the use of these records among 

organizations in the private sector. These actions 

resulted in the potential for increased loss of revenues 

to OCLC. 

In some cases, third party vendors, under contract 

with OCLC libraries to build COM catalogs, copied the data 

from members' archival tapes in order to build their own 

machine-readable data bases for sale to library markets at 
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cheaper costs. Bleeding the OCLC data base into their own 

systems in order to offer similar, competing services 

without compensation to OCLC or its members was viewed by 

OCLC as a third party violation. OCLC records were 

surfacing in data bases owned by many well known library 

vendors. 

Competing services were visible not only among the 

private sector. OCLC regional library networks, state 

libraries, and individual OCLC library members were 

deve l oping local systems to address more immediate needs. 

Network memberships increased in response, prompting a 

need to explore local options for networking among 

libraries sharing common boundaries. Libraries produced 

online union lists developed in order to facilitate local 

resource sharing. Regional networks responded to this 

retu rn to localism by offering alternative services that 

used regional network data bases to support ILL, 

retrospective conversion, and other functions. 

Built from OCLC archival tapes of members' holdings, 

these data bases provided opportunities for non-OCLC 

members to participate in regional resource sharing 

efforts and in some cases provided alternative services to 

OCLC member libraries. The implication of such competing 

services is that regional networks possess the capability 

111111 11 1111 
1111111111111 

IIJ III 
11111illllljl 
~ lllllii llt 

:::llJllllll 
'l"lliil lill 

''111 111 'II 11 d1'1 
I 111111 111 
11111111 111 

1 1 1~ 

IIIII III'"• 1 Ill ,,, 



95 

to take records from offline tapes of the national online 

catalog and store them in regional data bases. These data 

banks may contain new records from OCLC members or 

non-members that have not been added to the national data 

base. A loss of data base viability, subsequently 

depleting its economic value, has been a major concern of 

OCLC in response to regional networks' new competitive 

roles. More importantly, state and regional data bases 

conceived in this manner would undermine the cooperative 

efforts of libraries if records were not continually added 

to the online union catalog for national sharing. 

In order to understand the development of competing 

services among several OCLC regional library networks, it 

i s necessary to look back to the genesis of regional 

networks--several of which predated OCLC andjor were born 

out of an intent to be self sufficient and autonomous. Jo 

An Segal described this genesis as "piece by piece rather 

than the result of any overall national plan" (1985, 212). 

The independent, piecemeal evolution of networks was 

easily accommodated when the size of the OCLC system 

remained small. OCLC itself had its b~ginnings as a 

regional endeavor. However, the phenomenal growth of the 

national system hampered its ability to be flexible enough 

to accommodate autonomous efforts among networks which 
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competed directly with OCLC in providing services to 

members. 

In addition to third party and regional networks 

usage of the data, OCLC faced competitive pressure from 

other major bibliographic utilities similar to itself. 

RLG and WLN began to grow during the 1970s. In 1978, 
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RLG expanded from its limited membership of four libraries 

to serve libraries throughout the nation. By 1979, large 

research libraries began to join RLG (Martin, 1986}. WLN 

made its software available for reprogramming to networks, 

such as SOLINET, that desired search features not 

available through OCLC. It, too, began to offer services 

beyond its state borders. 

A loss of control over data use and data abuse, 

coupled with new competitive forces, signalled an economic 

need to protect network data bases. Being custodians of 

machine readable data rather than the printed word became 

a new role for librarians whose stake in such a huge 

investment was increasingly subject to risk. 

Although initially conceived as means to an end, data 
bases have become valuable assets in their own right. 
• • • Microcomputer technology has developed 
signifi cantly increased storage and handling capacity 
wh i ch may make large, centralized data bases less 
necessary for member's technical operations, and 
stand-alone systems more cost-effective, with a 
potential, detrimental impact on resource sharing and 
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other data base uses. (American Library Association 
[ALA] Task Force on Bibliographic Data Bases, 1984, 
p. 3) 

Political Forces 

Political forces were extremely active and volatile 

during the late 1970s when ownership questions were openly 

discussed. According to Jo An s. Segal, 

Networking has seemed to play a disproportionate role 
in library politics over the past few years. 
Perhaps that's because of its novelty, the risky 
nature of the activity, the higher pay at the 
management levels, the large amounts of money 
involved, and the open controversies among 
networkers. (1986, p. 13) 

Governance models for library networks were at issue 

as the architecture for a nationwide network was studied 

by network leaders. Top-down versus bottom-up 

philosophies in network management were under evaluation 

in light of new trends suggesting local control and 

participation in network policy formulation (Martin, 

1983). Struggles for local options were frequent as OCLC 

member libraries sought control of their data. Governance 

patterns tended to be evolutionary during this period and 

developed through trial and error (Markuson, 1980), 

traditionally characteristic of bureaucratic, nonprofit 

organizations that make policy decisions while operating 

at crisis levels (Borst & Montana, 1977). Such was the 

case as OCLC faced financial losses and a need for 
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reorganization. The organization was evolving away from 

its early stages as a state library cooperative agency 

into a new corporate-like model offering diverse services 

to national and international markets. 

In 1977, OCLC undertook a study of its organizational 

structure after engaging consultants from the Arthur D. 

Little firm to make recommendations for governance 

changes. The consultants' goals were to "provide OCLC 

with a centralized organization, flexibility, financial 

stability, commitment and continuity" (Martin, 1986, p. 

35) to be achieved through a "compromise between a tightly 

held nonprofit corporation and a network cooperative" (p. 

35) . 

The subsequent reorganization in 1978 reflected a 

more corporate look manifested through a small board of 

trustees, with a large Users' Council for r~presentation of 

the network membership. The size of the Board of Trustees 

was increased from nine to fifteen with six elected by the 

Users Council. Some Board positions were reserved for 

per s ons selected from fields outside of librarianship. 

The OCLC Users Council, made up of delegates from the 

members h i p at l a r ge and regional networks, provided a 

formal means for libraries and networks to take part in 
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the election of trustees and thereby in policy formulation 

(Brown, l985a). 

The reorganization officially extended the membership 

base outside of OCLC and transformed OCLC's structure to 

resemble a corporate entity with more of a vendor-customer 

relationship {Martin, 1986) to its members rather than a 

partnership. The membership, however, continued to 

embrace the assumption that a partnership relation was 

still in effect prior to 1979. 

The more centralized governance structure accomplished 

by Arthur D. Little's recommendation also meant that 

decisions and communications between network entities 

would be channeled through the central node--OCLC--as is 

characteristic of all star network configurations. 

Communication problems are inherent in this design and 

became more apparent during struggles for data ownership 

and contract disputes. Communication is slow in 

centralized structures and, generally, organizations that 

must respond quickly to environmental changes tend toward 

a decentralized structure {Rice, 1980). 

The very history of regional networks, which was 

"piece by piece" in genesis (Segal, 1985, p. 212), 

contributed to a resistance to centralized decision making 

which robbed networks of their autonomy. A fear of the 
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loss of autonomy and control is one of the primary forces 

against centralization (Segal, 1985). Ownership of data 

became a prime issue for governance disputes among 

regional networks whose history spurred their desire for 

input in policy decisions at the national level. 

A separate political environmental change noted by 

Susan K. Martin (1986) was the shift in the participation 

on the board of directors of network organizations at this 

time. Regional network boards were primarily made up of 

representatives from large libraries during the early 

years of networking. These persons became disinterested 

in the programs of the local network (p. 29) and later 

assumed positions on the Users Councils of the 

bibliographic utilities. Restaffed by directors of medium 

and smaller sized libraries and lower level administrative 

staff from the larger libraries, the perspective of the 

regional Boards changed, strengthening the bonds between 

the networks and these libraries. Stronger bonds between 

the libraries and networks may have furthered the support 

for decentralized and local services to smaller libraries 

and the assumption that regional networks make decisions 

that are in the best interest of the membership. 

The changing philosophies and political attributes of 

regional network board members may also be used to explain 
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the political and social linkages that occurred among 

representatives of larger libraries as opposed to those of 

smaller ones (Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982). Network cliques 

resulted from the unsettled political environment existing 

at the time of ownership struggles. 

Legal Forces 

The issue of data base ownership was bombarded with 

legal forces that affected policy decisions of the 

networks. Impacted by technological innovations, economic 

imperatives, and political uphe~vals, copyright and 

contract laws were the primary legal alternatives for data 

base protection during the late 1970s. 

Copyright during this period was a "hot topic." The 

latest revision of the law had passed in 1976 with serious 

implications to libraries. The CONTU committee in 1978 

had finalized recommendations for the copyright of new 

technologies and, specifically, data bases. 

The new law, which became effective as of January 1, 

1978, stipulated special conditions under which original 

works might be registered for copyright. For works 

created on or after this date, registration was not a 

condition for obtaining a copyright (Nimmer & Nimmer, 

1987, p. 7-111). However, works such as the online union 
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catalog which were created prior to January 1, 1978, were 

subject to certain time constraints under the new act. 

Where there was a failure to promptly register and 

deposit works with the Copyright Office under the 1909 

act, some questions as to the viability of copyright could 

be raised under the new law (Nimmer & Nimmer, 1987 p. 7-

114), possibly placing such works into the public domain 

"unless registration had occurred prior to its 

publication, or within five years thereafter" (p. 7-117). 

According to Nancy Marshall, an OCLC trustee at the time 

of the copyright decision and past Chairman of the 

American Library Association Copyright Committee, the 

copyright law which became effective in 1978 stipulated 

that if a notice of copyright did not appear within five 

years, all claims to copyright would be foregone. OCLC's 

copyright notice was inclusive from 1978 due to this 

requirement ("OCLC Copyrights the Data Base," 1983). 

A second important stipulation of the copyright law 

concerned the right to sue for infringements. "Once 

registration and deposit had been made, a subsequent 

infringement action could be brought for acts occurring 

prior to as well as subsequent to such registration and 

deposit" (Nimmer & Nimmer, 1987, p. 7-113). This 

stipulation, in general, became a clear "precedent to the 
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right to bring an infringement action" (p. 7-113). It was 

important that OCLC register the copyright in order to 

address infringements legally. 

OCLC, faced with the "flagrant abuse of the data base 

by vendors" (Evans, 1987) and clearly in possession of a 

copyrightable compilation, was confronted with the legal 

guidelines and filing deadlines of the January 1, 1978, 

enforcement date of the new law. In order to meet these 

deadlines, the OCLC management had to file its copyright 

by a December, 1982, deadline--a decision its Board made 

with some haste. 

To pursue copyright was but one option for the 

protection of the data base, while revision of the network 

contracts was yet another. A contract legally binds 

parties and establishes agreements of performance 

expectation, liability, and definition. The legal issues 

o f data ownership had been virtually ignored in the past 

while libraries freely signed contracts with bibliographic 

uti l ities (Martin, 1986). 

In 1979, contract revisions were first announced. 

OCLC's a n nounced changes i n contract wording threatened to 

place n e w restrictions on the use of bibliographic data. 

This a ct i on wa s me t wi th resistance from the library 

community a nd a call for new definitions of ownership and 
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access. At issue were the legal means OCLC chose in 

protecting the data base and the manner in which it 

enacted policies governing record uses. The legal 

environment now included discussions of litigation among 

network parties. 

Social Forces 

The social forces confronting the data base ownership 

and copyright issue are complex and dynamic. Roles and 

relationships were strained (Brown, l985b) as regional 

networks and utilities adapted to the demands of a 

competitive environment. A role, as defined by Jesse 

Shera, is "a complex of many elements, a dynamic system of 

interrelationships which are subject to constant change" 

(1972' p. 51). 

There may be different ways of performing in a role, 
determined by the environment, the mores of its 
contemporary culture, the dominant active tendencies 
of the performer, and the sociopsychological demands 
of the moment. . . • As the desires and needs of men 
became continually more diverse, and as the very 
specialization of functions itself created the 
opportunity for new kinds of activity, these roles 
became more sharply differentiated and more exacting 
in the demands placed upon those who performed them. 
(Shera, 1972, p. 51) 

A study of the roles and relationships of networks 

within the context of data ownership reveals an evolving 

pattern of linkages. Social changes among networks have 

generally accompanied technological changes. For the most 
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part, the two are intertwined (Shank, 1982). Thereafter, 

legal changes usually follow (McDonald, Rodger, and 

Squires, 1983) as demonstrated by adoption of the 

copyright law to control networking relationships. 

The contract had formerly been used by networks to 

specify relationships (Evans, 1979). New kinds of 

activities and new demands of the moment, as described by 

Shera, led to more sharply differentiated and more 

exacting roles for bibliographic utilities, regional 

networks and libraries that could no longer be 

accommodated by the original contracts. An analysis of 

the nature of the relations between networks and OCLC over 

time can account for certain behavioral consequences of 

the data ownership and copyright controversy (Knoke and 

Kuklinsky, 1982). 

Glyn T. Evans (1979) examined traditional 

relationships between all levels of networks. Regarding 

the relationship of regional networks to their members, 

Evans describes three distinct roles that networks have 

performed: (a) a continuing education role, (b) the role 

of technical information disseminator in the form of 

preparing network reports, and (c) a quality control role 

by alerting members to current library procedures and 

guidelines. 
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The relationship between regional networks and OCLC 

was basically contractual (Evans, 1979). The networks 

contracted with OCLC in order to have access to OCLC 

services for their members. 

A general feeling of solidarity and cooperation has 

been the nature of relationships between regional networks 

(Evans, 1979). There has also been "considerable 

information communication among regional directors" 

(Evans, 1979, p. 44). For this reason, networks, in spite 

of their separate beginnings, have made efforts to 

approach their problems collectively and have established 

mutual relationships at the network level and at the level 

of individual actors within the network--the regional 

directors. Therefore, not only can social relationships 

between networks be studied to account for the outcomes of 

policy decisions but also the relationships between people 

who make policy decisions for networks can be studied. 

The complexity of the environment of the data 

ownership question is easily demonstrated by social 

analysis. No one set of relationships can be isolated as 

causal but, instead, a multiplicity of relationships may 

be identified to explain the ownership controversy. 

Utilizing social network theory, the traditional 

relationship of OCLC, regional networks, and member 
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libraries can be illustrated. Figure 3 shows the linkages 

between the network entities prior to their changing 

roles. According to network analysis, "actors are 

aggregated together into a position to the degree that 

they are connected directly to each other by cohesive 

bonds" (Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982, p. 19). If every actor 

is directly linked to every other actor in the same role 

or position then a clique or social circle can be 

identified (Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982). Positions are 

def i ned as the social roles that actors assume. As the 

figure illustrates, member libraries comprise a clique 

(M1 , M2 and M3 ) and so do regional networks (R1 , R2 and 

R3 ) which share similar positions or roles. This analysis 

has validity when interpreted in light of Evans' 

description of a collaborative relationship between 

regional networks. Member libraries also have mutual 

interests and in the past have tended to cooperate 

readily. The heavy, solid lines indicate frequent 

contacts between the actors. 

Roles are also defined by the pattern of relations 

among network actors which in turn makes up the social 

structure of the entire network system (Knoke & Kuklinski, 

1982). Again, using Figure 3, these patterns are 

observable. The degree to which certain actors aggregate 
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Clique 

Fi gure 3. Traditional relationship of OCLC, regional 

n e tworks and member libraries. 

Key : --- = frequent contacts between actors in cliques 

= direct ties between actors 

= indi rect t i es between actors 
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can be demonstrated. Actors aggregate into jointly 

occupied positions or roles to the extent that they have a 

common set of linkages to the other actors in the system 

(Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982). 

In Figure 3, OCLC and regionals are not aggregated 

due to the differences in the pattern of contacts to other 

actors in the system--the member libraries. This is 

explained historically. The regional networks were 

traditionally the vehicle through which OCLC made its 

services available to libraries. OCLC contracted with the 

networks in a broker relationship in order to avoid direct 

relationships with members as shown by broken lines in 

Figure 3. Therefore, OCLC's pattern of contacts with 

members was different from the regional networks, which 

held direct ties with member libraries, indicated by the 

solid lines in Figure 3. 

It is the changing roles of networks together with 

their changing relationships which have set the stage for 

data ownership issues. Regional networks view their role as 

more than OCLC brokers. Instead, they see their 

relationship to libraries as a transaction-oriented one, 

enabling libraries to obtain value-added services which are 

"slightly less expensive to those who can't afford a 

national utility's charges" (Grisham, 1985, p. 211). Their 
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relationship to OCLC has changed from a partnership linkage 

to more of a customer-vendor arrangement (Martin, 1986) 

which, according to regional networks, has affected the 

spirit of cooperation and weakened the ties of the OCLC 

family. The view from regional networks is explained by 

network attorneys. 

In the face of the copyright of the data base, and 
the drafting of what is widely considered an onerous 
contract, the Network directors see the main issue 
as control and survival and are irritated with the 
more "business-like" approach of OCLC (when it 
benefits OCLC) that contradicts "library history" and 
threatens Network existence. (Long & Jones, 1983, p. 
11), 

OCLC, conversely, has taken strides to strengthen its 

ties and role to individual libraries. suggestions that 

OCLC is seeking to contract directly with libraries, 

by-passing the regional networks, has threatened the very 

existence of regional networks. OCLC views its role as 

compiler and protector of the data base and in this regard 

has promoted efforts toward proper use and penalized 

misuse (Taylor, 1984) of the data base. 

OCLC has broadened its role since its growth and 

reorganization in 1977 and has objectives which are 

international in scope. As a not-for-profit organization 

which behaves in a businesslike manner, OCLC has extended 

its services to include a wide range of information 

products and services (Brown, l985a). It, therefore, 
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views regional networks' efforts to take bibliographic 

data from the online catalog to develop their own regional 

products at lower costs as directly competitive with 

OCLC's efforts to market services. OCLC considers its 

network affiliates as the "basic means by which OCLC 

furnishes support services to the great majority of users 

of the OCLC system" (Brown, l985a, p. 297); therefore, 

competing services among regionals weaken the ties to the 

national network. Since the record use controversy, OCLC 

has notified regional networks that it will not force 

libraries that are dissatisfied with regional network 

services in their area to affiliate with their local 

network. This stance has not fostered good relationships 

between OCLC and the regional networks. 

A case in point is the Association for Library 

Information (AFLI) libraries, which sought to establish a 

less expensive, no-frills access to OCLC only (Martin, 

1986), by-passing their network affiliate and its other 

services. This action demonstrates a new pattern of 

aggregation between libraries and OCLC which is in 

opposition to traditional regional network roles. 

Regional networks have continued a collaborative 

relationship with each other. They banded together to 

unite their efforts to negotiate a contract acceptable to 
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all regional networks. Although this approach was 

abandoned in 1986 in favor of networks' separate 

negotiations with OCLC regarding contract terms (Johnson, 

1986), the social environment continues to change. 

Networks have viewed their role in the past as 

representatives of the membership, acting only in their 

behalf. A direct relationship to libraries is suggested, 

although libraries are becoming more conservative in their 

decisions concerning expenditures for network services. 

According to Su s a n K. Martin (1985, p. 38), "the regional 

networks may be an endangered species. Created rapidly in 

a burst of enthusiasm by librarians experiencing the 

expansive thinking which accompanies centralization, they 

are now undergoing a desertion by the very agencies which 

established them." 

Libraries joined regional networks in order to 

gain access to OCLC services. They do not, however, "give 

up their allegiance to existing consortia, particularly if 

these are locally based" (Martin, 1985, p. 36). If 

l ibraries can gain access to OCLC directly, or to other 

utilities, then the role of regional networks becomes 

questionable. Territorial boundaries among regional 

networks have become issues of concern as networks seek to 
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attract new members and market services in order to insure 

their future viability. 

As regards the issue of data ownership, regional 

networks have viewed their role as representatives of the 

membership and have attempted to resolve contract issues 

in a manner that will insure networks and members their 

freedom to use the data as they so desire. Issues of data 

ownership and contracts have provided networks with a 

platform from which to build their strength, subsequently 

enhancing their position in representing members' 

interest. Perhaps, seizing the moment, they have found a 

place to stand as suggested by Archimedes--in order to 

"move the earth" and build new foundations securing their 

own future. 

The evolving social relationships of a dynamic 

environment are represented in Figure 4. The broken lines 

indicate weakened ties and more infrequent contacts 

between OCLC and regional networks as well as between 

member libraries and regional networks. Libraries 

continue to cooperate through interlibrary loan, but are 

less willing to join efforts or cooperate today for the 

good of the community (Martin, 1985). Solid lines between 

OCLC and libraries indicate a growing relationship between 

these two entities as OCLC enters regional and local 
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Clique 

Key : --- = freque nt contacts between actors in cliques 

= stronger ties and d i rect relationships 
between actors 

= we ake n e d ties and indirect relationships 
be t ween actors 
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markets to offer services diretly to libraries. The 

present view is that OCLC is an extension of its members. 

Although the data base ownership controversy has increased 

suspicion of this relationship, it has not totally 

alienated OCLC, due to OCLC's increased relaxation of 

policies governing data use among libraries since 1985. 

Social circles or cliques still exist among libraries 

(M1 , M2 , M3 ) and regional networks (R1 , R2 , R3 ), but as 

roles change, the contacts between these two entities are 

lessened. Intersecting lines indicate a boundary 

penetration relationship in which territorial lines 

overlap, suggesting that regional networks are offering 

competing services and are competing for similar markets 

(M1 , M2 , M3 ) not only with OCLC but also with each other. 

Networks must compete for new members in order to continue 

their growth and survival even if they must reach beyond 

their traditional borders. 

As illustrated in Figure 4, OCLC and the regionals 

are not aggregated to each other due to the difference in 

the pattern of contacts to the member libraries (Knoke & 

Kuklinski, 1982). The total network system, therefore, is 

not cooperating as a whole. 

These social forces which are pulling cooperative 

efforts apart lead networkers to ask, "What is the 
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appropriate level of aggregation for the various 

activities to be carried out by networking?" (Segal, 1986, 

p. 14). Countervailing forces which are technological, 

economic, political, legal, and social threaten to dissolve 

networking relationships. They have changed the 

environment, created new roles, and new power 

relationships, and have led network parties to question 

traditional definitions which no longer seem to fit a 

dynamic networking scene. 

This is the nature of the environment which led to 

the sequence of events surrounding data base ownership. 

The tripartite relationship between OCLC, networks, and 

libraries was in question as the story unfolded. 

Steps To Copyright: A Chronology 

Who Says What In Which Channel To Whom With What 
Effect. (Lasswell, 1948, p. 37) 

During the late 1970s, OCLC was confronted with a 

force that all bureaucratic organizations tend to resist--

change. The leadership was aware of possible third party 

violations in the use of the data base. The threat of 

competition seemed to surround the utility on all fronts. 

Not only was the private sector suspected of pirating the 

data base, but OCLC member libraries and regional networks 

were seeking more autonomy in the use of bibliographic 
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data contributed to the online union catalog. Meanwhile, 

other bibliographic utilities threatened OCLC's position 

as leader in the marketplace. 

Relationships were unclear between the national and 

regional networks. Assuming a guardianship role in order 

to protect the data base from what OCLC defined as misuse, 

the contract--a primary legal means for binding parties 

and controlling relationships--combined with copyright as 

vehicles through which OCLC proposed to protect misuse of 

the data base and define ownership of bibliographic records. 

The future was "now" in relation to the decisions and 

actions OCLC took in affirming control of the online union 

catalog and asserting the fiduciary responsibility of its 

leadership in protecting the national data base during the 

late 1970s. 

1979: Early Concerns 

Early attempts by OCLC to control use of the 

bibliographic data and, specifically, third party abuse, 

came in the form of proposed changes in contract language 

which restricted use of OCLC archival records. Although 

libraries were aware of the possibility of ownership 

struggles, serious concerns over the issue had not been 

voiced until OCLC's proposed contract changes were 

announced in 1979. 
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OCLC gathered input from the library community 

concerning the new contract language through its Committee 

on Extended Utilization of Machine Readable Records 

chaired by James Dodson. This committee was created in 

August, 1979, by the OCLC Board of Trustees (Online 

Computer Library Center [OCLC], l986b) in anticipation of 

possible rejections of proposed restrictions. A series of 

public hearings were held by the Committee during the year 

at various locations around the country in order to 

deve l op a recommended policy on .third party use of OCLC 

machine-readable records with input from the library 

community ("Who owns the Information," 1979). 

The open forums took place in San Francisco, Atlanta, 

and New York and ended at the January 23rd, 1980, ALA 

midwinter annual convention in Chicago ("OCLC 'Third Party 

Use' Hearings," 1980). Recorded testimonies from 

librarians expressed a general disapproval of OCLC's 

intentions to amend its earlier contracts in order to 

include restrictions on third party use. 

The revised section of the contracts, commonly 

referred to as 52(c), became an issue behind which member 

libraries united in opposition. Insertion of section 

52(c) into new contracts would have prohibited the 

libraries' use of the data with vendors and non-OCLC 
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members unless approved by OCLC ("OCLC 'Third Party Use' 

Hearings," 1980). 

Public response to OCLC's proposals ranged from 

opinions that OCLC had assumed an unfair proprietary 

attitude toward the data, to more supportive opinions 

which expressed concern that the economic investment of 

the data base be preserved. The overwhelmingly negative 

reaction from the community, however, quelled OCLC's 

initial efforts to make contract changes in 1980. 

As a result of the debate, · the Library of Congress 

Network Advisory Committee, during its September 25, 1979, 

meeting, decided to explore the legal, political, and 

economic implications of the exchange and sharing of 

bibliographic data in machine readable form at its program 

meeting scheduled for the next year. Planning for this 

landmark meeting was referred to a subcommittee of NAC 

chaired by Richard Dougherty of the University of Michigan 

Libraries, representing the Association of Research 

Libraries. Other subcommittee members included 

Lee Handley, Southeastern Library Network; Barbara 

Markuson of the Indiana Cooperative Library Services 

Authority (representing the Council for Computerized 

Library Networks); Lynne Neufeld, National Federation of 

Abstracting and Indexing Services; Alphonse Trezza, 
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National Commission on Libraries and Information Science; 

and Robert Willard, Information Industry Association 

(Webster & Maruyama, 1980, p. 1). The topic for the NAC 

meeting evidenced a growing concern among the profession 

regarding future implications of data base ownership 

issues. 

1980: OCLC's Retreat and an Airing of Issues 

The committee on Extended Utilization of Machine 

Readable Records made its recommendations to the OCLC 

Board of Trustees on February 11, 1980, suggesting that 

restrictions on third party use within the OCLC family be 

removed. The OCLC Board adopted a less restrictive policy 

issuing guidelines that Fredrick Kilgore described as 

"almost totally loosening up" use, sharing or sale of 

records from OCLC except with for-profit organizations 

("OCLC Lets Go," 1980). The policy decision granted 

libraries the right to use data, but in so doing it 

weakened OCLC's authority to coordinate transactions with 

for-profit companies that wanted to use the data base for 

"resale, or for permanent use or retention" (Robinson, 

1980, p. 416). The rationale given by OCLC leadership for 

the "about face" was "that OCLC exists and operates only 

for the benefits of its members and their patrons" ("OCLC 
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Lets Go," 1980). In return, OCLC expected members to 

display their loyalty to the organization ("OCLC Lets Go," 

1980) for its policy reversal. 

Plans for the March 4-5, 1980, Network Advisory 

Committee meeting had already been set in motion in 1979 

on the topic of ownership, and the meeting was staged in 

spite of OCLC's decision to eliminate member restriction 

and issue softer guidelines. The NAC meeting was historic 

in that it was the first attempt to resolve the issue 

among both public and private sector parties (Avram, 

1980). In cooperation with the Council on Library 

Resources, which funded the meeting, public hearings were 

scheduled for the ALA midwinter and annual conferences the 

following year so that members of the profession could 

respond to the conclusions of the NAC meting. 

The findings of the Network Advisory Committee were 

issued as a working document prepared by Duane E. Webster, 

from the Office of Management Studies at the Association 

of Research Libraries and Lenore S. Maruyama of the 

Network Development Office at the Library of Congress 

(Webster & Maruyama, 1980). The NAC participants 

attributed the problem of ownership of data to the growth 

of bibliographic utilities which "forged relationships for 
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which precedents and ground rules did not exist" ("Care 

and Feeding," 1981, p. 24) 

The issues for discussion were presented to the 

122 

participants in the form of questions for group analysis. 

The questions were divided into three categories: (a) 

ownership and distribution of bibliographic data; (b) 

relationships among members of the total information 

community; and (c) the flow of bibliographic data at the 

international level (Webster & Maruyama, 1980). The major 

conclusions and recommendations reached by the committee 

emphasized that access to data should be granted in such a 

manner that it preserves economic incentives while 

simultaneously preserving the traditions of wide 

dissemination of bibliographic information (Webster & 

Maruyama, 1980), a conclusion which in itself highlighted 

a major dilemma facing the information community. 

Citing the observation that ownership questions may 

not have been as overriding an issue as might have been 

assumed previously, the NAC document stated that the 

"meeting may have raised more questions than they found 

solutions" (Webster & Maruyama, 1980, p. 17). The 

mistaken belief that ownership issues were not as pressing 

following OCLC's relaxation of restrictions prompted the 
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library community to likewise assume a more relaxed 

attitude in defense of ownership rights. 

1981: The Issue Subsides 

The first NAC open hearing on the topic of ownership 

of data was held at the February 3, 1981, annual midwinter 

meeting of the American Library Association. One of two 

forums at ALA during 1981, the open meeting provided an 

opportunity for the profession to comment on the problems 

identified by the Network Advisory Committee during its 

program meeting in 1980. Cosponsored by the Multitype 

Library Cooperation Section of ALA's Association of 

Specialized and Cooperation Agencies (ASCLA), the first of 

two meetings discussed NAC's program sessions on 

governance for a nationwide network and ownership and 

distribution of bibliographic data ("Network Advisory 

Committee Open Meeting," 1982). 

Prior to the second scheduled NAC meeting in June, 

the OCLC Users Council, as representatives of the 

membership, attempted to devise a means to preserve the 

quality of the data base for system users. Recognizing 

the problem of quality control and the importance of 

guidelines and standards to protect the data base among 

its ranks, the OCLC Users Council set up a Task Force on 

Responsible Use of the OCLC System in April, 1981 (OCLC, 

IJII I!IIl 
/Iii IIIII 

11 1111& 

''''' llj• '''""' 'jll /1111 
11111 1111 

l l:l/ 111~ 
"'11 111

• Ill 1111 
'Ill 

,Jill':it 

111111!11 
111111111 
1111/IJI• 
1 1111111~ 
1111111111 

II IIIII'. II IIIII 
11'111' , 

:lllf::J 
'"JI'" 
"' 'fl illl lll 'tl 

II IIIII~ 
II IIIII,.. 



124 

l986a). The Task Force was important in that it marked an 

effort from OCLC users to recognize the need for data 

validity and quality for the benefit of all system users. 

The Task Force was the users' response to monitor 

responsible use. 

The second NAC public meeting gave a glimpse of the 

future implications of the ownership issue among library 

leaders. Held June 28, 1981, in conjunction with the ALA 

annual conference, this meeting, the last in its series, 

addressed the topic of ownership with comments by leaders 

including Richard Dougherty, director, University of 

Michigan Libraries, and panelists Lee Handley, executive 

director of SOLINET, Sandra Paul of SKP Associates, 

representing the Association of American Publishers on the 

Network Advisory Committee, and Edward Shaw, president of 

the Research Libraries Group ("Network Advisory Committee 

Open Meeting," 1982). 

Important conclusions from the second meeting singled 

out the unrest in the profession over issues of ownership 

in spite of OCLC's removal of restrictions in 1980. The 

relationship of an individual bibliographic record and the 

data base in which it resides were viewed by Richard 

Dougherty as problem areas in need of further 

clarification (p. 42). Questions were raised as to what 
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extent a regional network could pursue its own path 

without concern for the collective interests of all the 

members of OCLC. 

Lee Handley of SOLINET informed the attendees that 

ownership is an outgrowth of "the larger issue of 

governance, the economic infrastructure and the 
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suprastructure of network organizations" (p. 44). Handley 

further stated that "Although OCLC initially proposed 

safeguards, which amounted to restrictions, the net result 

of the controversy was positive · because the library 

community objected to that first approach, and it was 

modified" (p. 4 4) . 

RLG's president, Edward Shaw, took the opportunity to 

contrast his organization's philosophy on ownership. 

According to Shaw, RLG is not and does not wish to be a 

bibliographic utility. Although its members are 

interested in data protection, it wishes instead to see 

their data available to the nation as a whole with equal 

access to data not created by RLG ("Network Advisory 

Committee Open Meeting," 1982). 

An important historical paradox to note is NAC's 

decision to drop the topic of ownership from its agenda as 

a result of disinterest among librarians after OCLC 

relaxed its policies on data use. In spite of efforts to 
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facilitate an awareness and understanding of the issue and 

its implications, the overriding opinion was that the 

problem had been resolved. 

1982: OCLC Copyrights the Data Base 

Several important actions were taken by OCLC in 1982 

that underscored a changing relationship between the 

networks and the national utility. Two diverging paths 

were being pursued by OCLC in its attempt to prevent wide 

dissemination of the data in the online union catalog. 

First, OCLC renewed its efforts to change network 

contracts and, second, a new, uncharted course leading 

to copyright protection for the data base was imminent. 

As a result of these decisions, regional networks became 

increasingly aware of their limited role in policy 

development. 

In the spring of 1982, regional networks were 

notified by OCLC of proposed contract changes. OCLC 

informed networks that as their individual contracts 

expired, they would receive further notification 

automatically extending contracts for one year. At the 

end of the one year period, a new contract would be 

offered. Traditionally, networks had negotiated separate 

contracts with the utility, a practice that originated out 
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of the history of regional networks. This may be why OCLC 

did not announce a uniform date for issuing the new 

contracts. 

Contract revisions provided a means for OCLC to 

define roles and relationships left unclear in previous 

contracts between the utility and regional networks. The 

original contracts with regional networks and libraries 

included few restrictions on what could be done with their 

data, purchased from OCLC and stored on magnetic tapes. 

Roles, relationships, and contracts became critical issues 

as OCLC found evidence of third party use of data base 

among for-profit agencies as well as more localized 

competitive use of the data base among regional library 

networks. 

The view from the national utility was that existing 

technologies enabled third parties to download data from 

COM catalogs they produced for member libraries, restoring 

OCLC-derived bibliographic records on film to machine 

readable form for input into their own competitive data 

bases. Regional networks assumed an unfair competitive 

advantage, according to OCLC, by marketing to libraries 

services similar to OCLC, but at lower costs (Brown, 

1987) • 
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In spite of intense suspicion of motives among all 

parties, an attempt was made to resolve roles and 

relationships between the utility and its networks. On 
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October 5, 1982, following OCLC's announcement of contract 

revisions to networks, a document was mutually agreed upon 

by OCLC and the network service center directors. The 

document, Relationship Between OCLC and Networks: General 

Statement of Mutual Tenets, Commitments and Expectations 

(OCLC, 1983) set forth the criteria for organizational 

relationships, marketing and user-support relationships, 

and financial relationships which networks and service 

centers would be required to meet in order to qualify as 

or remain a network. The written agreement enumerated the 

"desired" expectations, which in some instances proved 

idealistic. Its criteria for organizational relationships 

stated that "OCLC will encourage Networks in developing 

strong organizations and financial strengths, and OCLC and 

the Networks will work toward an enthusiastic sense of 

cooperative purpose" (OCLC, 1983, p. 2)--a goal difficult 

to attain in a competitive environment. 

The document further attempted to define the role 

that networks must assume in order to be recognized by 

OCLC. Networks would be expected to have a "critical mass 

of OCLC system activities and active users" (p. 2) in 
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order to furnish support to libraries for management and 

planning, finance and administration, marketing and user 

support, and training and technical assistance. Although 

the statement was distributed to networks the following 

year, it represented an early attempt in 1982 to address 

the problem of role ambiguity among network parties. 

December, 1982, marked a turning point in the issue 

of data ownership among library automated networks. Faced 

with what OCLC termed as a fiduciary responsibility to 

protect the data base (Lighthill, 1982), the OCLC Board of 

Trustees on December 15, 1982, authorized the OCLC 

management to register the online data base and the 

offline archival records that included holdings 

information from individual libraries (Martin, 1986). 

Copyright notices began to appear with the online system 

log-on message on December 27th, and the Board charged 

management with devising principles and guidelines for 

implementing and administering copyright (OCLC, 1985). 

The implications for libraries and the information 

community were far reaching as libraries faced the harsh 

realities of what ownership actually meant in terms of 

access to data. Librarians began to worry about ownership 

of data bases for the first time following OCLC's filing 
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for copyright registration in 1982 (Martin, 1986). 

OCLC's Rationale for Copyright of the Data Base 

130 

It is important, first, to understand the primary 

assumption from which OCLC made its decision. OCLC sees 

its role as compiler of the data base. It does not claim 

ownership or authorship of individual records, but 

compiles the data into a "work formed by the assembling of 

materials that pre-existed in the public domain or that 

were originated or owned by others, and were selected, 

coord i nated, or organized" by OCLC (Brown, l985a, p. 198). 

Th i s role of compiler is further expanded to include the 

role of protector of the data base. 

As compiler and protector, OCLC argues that it makes 

additions to the data it assembles by adding quality 

control measures, OCLC numbers, and indexes that 

facilitate the use of the system. As protector, it cannot 

jeopardize the data amassed through the cooperative 

efforts of libraries by allowing it to be drained away or 

to become stagnant. The economic investment of members 

must be protected, according to OCLC, and therefore it 

assumes a fiduciary responsibility through its management 

and Board of Trustees to ensure the continued viability of 

the data base (Lighthill, 1982). 
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In the words of OCLC's Counsel, David P. Lighthill, 

the decision to copyright granted OCLC the legal authority 

to "assure that OCLC members' rights to use of the data 

base are protected and that unauthorized use does not 

increase the cost or decrease system performance for 

authorized users" (Lighthill, 1982, p. 3). Although abuse 

among the OCLC family could be monitored by contractual 

obligations, the copyright law was justified by OCLC as a 

means to control abuses among third parties not covered by 

contract. Nancy H. Marshall, a member of the Board at the 

time of copyright, suggested in 1982 that OCLC's copyright 

program was "in keeping with the constitutional purpose of 

copyright legislation . . . to foster the creation and 

dissemination of intellectual works . and to reward 

creators for their contributions" ("OCLC To Copyright," 

1982, p. 3). 

OCLC's major reasons for copyrighting the data base, 

therefore, revolved around the concept of "protection of a 

valuable asset." Inherent in this concept are the 

following questions that have remained controversial since 

the 1982 decision: {a) Why protect? {b) Who should 

protect? {c) What type of protection" {d) From whom 

should the protection come? (d) How valuable is the 

asset? (f) Whose asset is it? This line of reasoning 
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confronted OCLC as it sought to explain its rationale to 

the information community. The reasons given by the 

utility and its management could be classed as 

technological, economical, legal, and socio-political in 

nature. 

The technological defense has been that advances in 

technology have enabled the data base to be easily copied 

(Brown, l985a). This has prompted the need for copyright 

protection, which in recent years has been extended to 

include new technologies such as data bases. Copyright 

will also reduce the amount of system burden or overload 

by eliminating unauthorized use (Lighthill, 1982). 

The economic argument can be described as follows: 

1. OCLC management has a "fiduciary duty" to 

maintain the data base by promoting proper use and 

controlling its quality (Lighthill, 1982). 

2. There is a need to avoid "depreciation'' of the 

data base which results if original cataloging is not 

added andjor current holdings of data are not continually 

placed in the system (Lighthill, 1982). 

3. Copyright will monitor use of the system without 

payment which can inflict higher costs on members if the 

private sector is allowed to profit at the expense of 

authorized system users (Lighthill, 1982). 
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Legally, OCLC's justification for copyright has been 

as follows: 

1. Third party abuses cannot be detected where there 

is no contractual relationship; therefore, copyright will 

protect the data base from commercial, for profit 

organizations that have gained unauthorized access (Brown, 

l985a) . 

2. Copyright legislation grants the legal authority 

to OCLC to enforce collective proprietary rights in the 

data base and to penalize misuse (Taylor, 1984). 

Copyright provides legal recourse against infringements. 

Lastly, the socio-political rationale for copyright has 

generally included the following arguments: 

1. Copyright reduces the ambiguity of rights 

associated with the data base (Lighthill, 1982), and 

essentially, answers who owns the data. 

2. OCLC has a "moral obligation" to protect the data 

base (Brown, l985a) . 

3. Copyright provides a "commonly used and accepted 

approach to protect the OCLC data base" ("OCLC To 

Copyright," 1982, p. 1), implying societal approval of 

copyright ideologies. 

OCLC pursued copyright legislation as well as 

contract revisions using these arguments to support its 
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decision. The decision was made by the Board and was 

communicated to the network directors and members only 

after the decision had been reached (Grisham, 1987). 

1983: Contract Negotiations 

134 

OCLC's announced decision to apply for registration 

of the online union catalog in late 1982 brought reactions 

of "surprise, anger and fear" (Grisham, 1985, p. 200) from 

the ranks of the information community. In general, 

initial reactions from networks and libraries were mixed, 

with most libraries feeling more concerned about the 

future implications of copyright rather than immediate 

problems ("OCLC Copyrights," 1983). Although assured by 

OCLC's counsel, David Lighthill, that OCLC had no 

immediate plans to either enforce the copyright or monitor 

the network ("OCLC Copyrights," 1983), members expressed 

their apprehensions. 

Several regional networks, as representatives of 

their membership, adopted resolutions against OCLC's 

decision. On January 28, 1983, the AMIGOS Board of 

Trustees communicated its dissatisfaction with copyright 

of the data base and contract changes in a resolution 

addressed to Rowland Brown, President of OCLC. The 

communication set forth AMIGOS' position, which reflected 

the tenor of the times for other networks and libraries 
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that voiced opposition to OCLC's action. Suggesting that 

relationships might be damaged if OCLC limited use of 

data, the resolution was a means for networks to 

officially document their discontent. 

Therefore Be It Resolved, that the AMIGOS 
Bibliographic Council Board of Trustees opposes any 
restrictions placed on third party use of OCLC 
bibliographic catalog records (especially in 
cooperative enterprises), since any such restriction 
or additional charge for such uses erects new 
barriers to the exchange of information between 
libraries and is contrary to the spirit and purpose 
for which the OCLC organization was originally built. 
(AMIGOS Bibliographic Council, l983b) 

During 1983, more than 100 letters were sent to the 

United States Copyright Office from libraries stating 

their opposition to the validity of OCLC's copyright 

(Martin, 1986). In general, libraries were concerned that 

their freedom to use records input into the OCLC system 

was at risk. Granting ownership rights to OCLC in the 

form of copyright implied to libraries that they no longer 

had the power or rights to determine their own choices in 

applications of the data they collectively shared for 

library cooperation. 

The primary position of libraries that objected to 

copyright of the data base has been that libraries own the 

data they have created and contributed to OCLC, including 

offline tapes purchased from OCLC. This position has led 
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to a "dichotomy in philosophies between individual 

librarians and OCLC" (Taylor, 1984, p. 15). 

The libraries' viewpoint can also be categorized 

according to the technological, economic, and socio-

political implications. The technological argument 

against copyright is that advances in technology have 

enhanced cooperative endeavors nationally as well as 

locally and copyright is a barrier to the utilization of 

modern technologies (Boss, 1982). 

The economically- based arg~ments against copyright 

among libraries have centered around their lack of freedom 

of choice in selecting suppliers from the marketplace. 

1. Librarians have formerly purchased services from 

commercial vendors who may not be entitled to use records, 

under copyright restrictions. Royalty payments or fees 

for such uses can be accessed to all potential users of 

the data at the discretion of the copyright holder (OCLC). 

2. Fewer options to libraries as a result of reduced 

competition in the marketplace may prevent users from 

leaving OCLC due to the costs of switching to new systems 

and utilities (Martin, 1986). Records placed in OCLC may 

be subject to the permission of OCLC in order to obtain 

their removal, especially if offline tapes from members' 
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holdings will be used to support non-OCLC competitive 

services or activities. 

3. Members feel that competition is part of a free 

enterprise system which should stimulate improvements in 

products and services among for-profit and not-for-profit 

organizations such as OCLC. 

4. Libraries feel that much of the data in the OCLC 

system has been created from public andjor private funds. 

MARC records are in the public domain and have composed a 

large part of the data base making OCLC's claim for 

ownership subject to dispute, especially as regards the 

collection and dissemination of royalties or decisions 

over access to data. 

5. Libraries feel that local options may reduce the 

telecommunications costs normally incurred from national 

sharing efforts, and, therefore, desire use of their 

records to build local union catalogs. 

The socio-political arguments against OCLC's 

registration have been subsets of the above issues. 

1. Libraries and their network representatives feel 

that decisions such as those regarding copyright are being 

made without input by members at the regional or local 

levels, prompting arguments against present governance 

structures. 
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2. Libraries feel a sense of mistrust, which has 

damaged the partnership relationship between OCLC and its 

members (Martin, 1986), alienating network parties and 

affecting intergroup relations. This mistrust is further 

aggravated by OCLC's inconsistent behavior, resembling 

both a not-for-profit and for-profit organization (Martin, 

1986). 

3. OCLC has redefined access, ownership, and third 

parties through its decision to copyright the data base. 

The use of a library's own records must adhere to 

restrictions andjor meet approval from OCLC. OCLC's 

ownership of records implies rights to the producer of the 

data base rather than the originator of the data; also 

OCLC's classification of third parties may include 

libraries or regional networks if they produce competitive 

products not approved by OCLC. 

4. Copyright is viewed as an outdated approach for 

controlling data in a technological age and is considered 

counterproductive to the spirit of cooperation because it 

"asserts the authority and control of one party over the 

other" (Grisham, 1985, p. 199) 

In general, early resistance to the decision resulted 

from concern over the manner in which copyright would be 

administered, whether there would be possible litigation, 
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2. Libraries feel a sense of mistrust, which has 

damaged the partnership relationship between OCLC and its 

members (Martin, 1986), alienating network parties and 

affecting intergroup relations. This mistrust is further 

aggravated by OCLC's inconsistent behavior, resembling 

both a not-for-profit and for-profit organization (Martin, 

1986). 

3. OCLC has redefined access, ownership, and third 

parties through its decision to copyright the data base. 

The use of a library's own records must adhere to 

restrictions andjor meet approval from OCLC. OCLC's 

ownership of records implies rights to the producer of the 

data base rather than the originator of the data; also 

OCLC's classification of third parties may include 

libraries or regional networks if they produce competitive 

products not approved by OCLC. 

4. Copyright is viewed as an outdated approach for 

controlling data in a technological age and is considered 

counterproductive to the spirit of cooperation because it 

"asserts the authority and control of one party over the 

other" (Grisham, 1985, p. 199) 

In general, early resistance to the decision resulted 

from concern over the manner in which copyright would be 

administered, whether there would be possible litigation, 
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and the future role of regional networks. OCLC's response 

to the initial reactions was to "downplay the importance 

of the copyright decision" ("OCLC Copyrights," 1983, p. 4) 

in order to subdue resistance. 

During the spring of 1983, OCLC circulated the first 

working drafts of its new contracts to regional networks 

containing new and stronger restrictions on networks' use 

of records. Changes in contract language were regarded by 

regional networks and libraries as the second major 

barrier to cooperation following the copyright decision. 

The motive, according to regional networks, was for OCLC 

to achieve through contractual language what it could not 

achieve due to the ambiguity of copyright law--control of 

the data base. Regional networks, which negotiated 

contracts with OCLC and in turn contracted with libraries 

for the provision of OCLC services (Martin, 1986), 

suddenly found that new contracts would obstruct their 

current and long range plans to offer independent services 

to members. The new threat became the contract issue. 

OCLC began its contract negotiations with the 

circulation of draft number 1, dated March 14, 1983. It 

was mutually agreed between networks and OCLC that the 

working drafts would not be made public (Long & Jones, 

1983). 
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In response to contract changes, regional networks 

banded together in order to collaborate and cooperate 

during the negotiations. Seventeen of the nineteen 

regional networks retained a law firm in order to 
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interpret working drafts of OCLC contracts jointly 

("Regional Networks," 1983). This marked the first time 

regional networks had worked as a united front instead of 

negotiating separately with OCLC. The network directors 

determined after initial contract negotiations that a 

"single standard contract agreed upon cooperatively by the 

regional networks would be more cost effective and more 

equitable to OCLC users" (Martin, 1986, p. 140; "Regional 

Networks," 1983). 

The networks' legal counsel, Clay Long and Stanley 

Jones of the Atlanta law firm Long, Aldridge, and Norman, 

were employed to study draft 1 and a second draft dated 

April 4, 1983. These drafts were studied in order to 

brief the regional network directors of both stated and 

implied contractual restrictions. 

A network directors contract committee was later 

organized in order to meet with OCLC representatives 

during contract negotiations. The committee consisted of 

Laima Mockus, chairman of NELINET (New England Library and 

Information Network), Joseph Ford of CAPCON (Capitol 
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Consortium Network), and James Riley of FEDLINK (Federal 

Library and Information Network). The committee 

represented the networks, worked with Long and Aldridge to 

develop more favorable contract language (Martin, 1986), 

and communicated to the networks the status of 

negotiations. 

In order to avoid a lapse in services to networks 

while new contracts were under negotiation, OCLC extended 

the original network contracts which had expired. The 

original language allowed freedom in the use of records; 

therefore, in essence, networks continued to operate under 

non-restrictive older agreements in spite of proposed 

changes. 

During the contract period, a new Criteria for 

Operation Between OCLC and Networks, dated May 24, 1983, 

was appended to an earlier document, Relationship Between 

OCLC and Networks: General Statement of Mutual Tenets, 

Commitments and Expectations, previously agreed to by both 

parties in 1982. The statement of criteria was adopted 

and circulated to networks in 1983 as a means for carrying 

out the original general statement describing the roles 

and relationships of each party. The statement made an 

effort to clarify expectations which had been vague in the 

first document through the addition of quantitative and 
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qualitative criteria to measure OCLC and network 

relationships. The document was developed by OCLC with 

advice from the regional networks and was to be 

administered only by the national utility. In order for 
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networks and new groups to be recognized and contract as 

networks, they were required to meet and adopt the 

criteria set forth in the document. 

Charges had been raised that OCLC was willing to 

recognize new groups of libraries seeking to form their 

own network, bypassing the existing regional OCLC 

affiliates. The Association for Library Information (AFLI) 

network, founded in 1981, was an example of a network 

wh i ch provided a less expensive, no-frills service 

a l ternative for libraries wishing to use OCLC without any 

additional services or programs (Martin, 1986). OCLC was 

viewed by regionals as supporting libraries that wanted to 

choose their own options instead of joining regional 

networks. 

In spite of OCLC's insistence that it preferred to do 

business through regional networks, there was no guarantee 

t hat services would not be granted to new cooperatives 

seeking to contract for services. The issues, therefore, 

remained unresolved, as OCLC's more direct relationship to 

libraries evolved. 
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Contract negotiations continued with the circulation 

of draft 3 from OCLC on May 27, 1983, accompanied by an 

appendix later completed in August, 1983, detailing the 

terms and conditions required of participants (AMIGOS 

Bibliographic Council, l984b). A major problem in the 

contracts, according to the networks, were the 

stipulations requiring OCLC's approval prior to use of 

records. 

Attempting to clarify such issues, OCLC announced on 

June 15, 1983, its distribution of "criteria for use, 

transfer and sharing of records," to regional network 

affiliates in its OCLC newsletter, dated June, 1983. As 

part of the Board of Trustees' charge, following 

registration of the data base for copyright in 1982, the 

release of these guidelines was to "encourage legitimate 

sharing of records among OCLC participants and with 

certain non-OCLC institutions, and provide for the 

unrestricted use of OCLC records except as specifically 

otherwise provided" ("OCLC Issues Guidelines," 1983). 

Although the criteria stressed that legitimate 

sharing of records among the OCLC family would be 

encouraged, uses of the data base which could potentially 

jeopardize OCLC's existence were subject to restrictions. 

Unless prior licensing had been approved, participants 
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would be prohibited from using records to support programs 

that could be used in substitution for OCLC online 

processes ("OCLC Issues Guidelines," 1983). Guidelines 

were devised to educate members, to provide a background 

for understanding copyright compliance, and to serve as a 

basis for the contract negotiations with networks and 

libraries ("OCLC Issues Guidelines," 1983), according to 

OCLC. 

The criteria governing use of records is significant 

in that this was an early attempt by OCLC to set down 

guides for networks and libraries to use in determining 

how records can be used, transferred, and shared from the 

OCLC data base. OCLC's attorney, David Lighthill, 

described the guidelines as part of OCLC's overall program 

to protect the data base through copyright, contract 

revisions, member awareness, and "through the development 

of new monitor systems and pricing approaches" ("OCLC 

Issues Guidelines," 1983, p. 3). The criteria were of 

further significance in that OCLC set forth its position 

that OCLC members were free to make use of their 

cataloging records for all internal purpose, without 

contract, copyright or other restrictions and encouraged 

legitimate sharing of records among OCLC members. 
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Legitimate sharing was summarized in the following 

manner: 

In the absence of prior separate licensing 
arrangements with OCLC, participants will be 
precluded from using machine-readable records to 
support processes which can be used in substitution 
for OCLC online processes (other than interlibrary 
loan processes). Participants will also be precluded 
from making transfers to third parties of records in 
machine-readable form, except transfers to other OCLC 
Participants and to certain categories of non
participants (yet to be defined) in connection with 
shared resource programs. Records in machine
readable form received by way of terminal printer 
ports, and as to which Participants' holdings symbols 
have not been set, would not be usable or 
transferrable except as provided in separate license 
agreements made with OCLC from case to case. ("OCLC 
Issues Guidelines," 1983, p. 3) 
OCLC's position on free use of records for OCLC 

member libraries was not without restrictions that 

regional networks found questionable. The networks were 

concerned about the following issues: 

(1) Who determines what is legitimate sharing of 

records and who enforces or polices these decisions? 

(2) How much autonomy do networks have in decisions 

regarding the use of records to support processes that 

OCLC feels are competitive? 

(3) What is the role of regional networks? 

(4) Will library and network decisions regarding the 

use of records be subject to prior approval by OCLC, or 

who truly owns the data (AMIGOS Bibliographic Council, 

l983c)? 
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Statements by OCLC's counsel that the guidelines were 

"consistent with OCLC's broad public purpose of furthering 

ease of access to information" and were intended to 

"reduce uncertainty and concern of users" ("OCLC Issues 

Guidelines," 1983, p. 3) were objected to by networks who 

had been notified of OCLC's copyright after the decision 

had been reached. 

The regional networks met with their counsel in July 

of 1983 in order to analyze draft 3 of proposed contract 

changes. The networks agreed that their Boards would 

have to determine a position to take concerning draft 3 of 

the OCLC contract (AMIGOS Bibliographic Council, l984b). 

One of the major issues to be considered was whether the 

"networks have the flexibility to market products, 

processes and services competitive with those of OCLC" 

(AMIGOS Bibliographic Council, l983c). 

SOLINET and AMIGOS, for example, were actively 

developing regional data bases from OCLC member library 

tapes during this period, and therefore studied 

contractual language carefully. The AMIGOS Board in July 

authorized the purchase of software from the University of 

California at Berkeley (AMIGOS Bibliographic Council, 

l984a) in order to develop its SHARES data base for 

supporting retrospective conversion services at lower 

IIIII fll 

11
111 
Ill 

IIIII 

: :I I ~ 

I IIII 
I I II I 
l lt l ~ 

' ' '/ ~ I ll f 
IIIII 
II i I. 
II III 
II III 
IIIII 
111 11 

''"Dl "' 
IIIII 

"''• ill, 
illl tl 

11 11 
Ill 
'11'111 
Ill 
jll ,,, ,, 
Ill' 

I IJi 



147 

costs to libraries. SOLINET, in 1980, had begun its 

regional support system capable of handling retrospective 

conversion, interlibrary loan, and other services that now 

stood in jeopardy due to contract revisions. 

The negotiations were conducted in "relative secrecy" 

(Martin, 1986) with a deadline for completion in June of 

1983. The networks agreed to reject draft 3 of the OCLC 

contract and in August, 1983, petitioned for an extension 

of the contract period with a new cutoff date set in 

September. In order to avoid a lapse in services to 

networks while negotiations continued, OCLC agreed again 

to extend the original network contracts which had 

expired. Networks continued to operate under the old, 

non-restrictive agreements without service delays in spite 

of lack of agreement over contract issues. 

The networks agreed to separate the contract issues 

from that of copyright, although both held common aspects 

in terms of ownership of data. In addition to ownership 

and use of records, questions of governance, autonomy, 

system performance, and the relationship or role of OCLC 

to user libraries was raised during negotiations. 

Categorized according to their broad socio-economic, 

political, and technological implications, these questions 
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highlighted areas of mutual concerns among regional 

networks. Governance/autonomy issues included: 

1. Should regional networks have a role in 

designating new users? 

2. Who would enforce policies insuring legitimate 
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use of the data base and who would police the system for 

violations; who determines responsible use? 

3. How can networks participate in policy decisions? 

4. Can networks determine their own course? 

The Economic issues included: 

1. Should networks be involved in competitive 

activities with OCLC and treated as third parties? 

2. Can networks freely develop their own products? 

3. What system performance guarantees can networks 

expect from OCLC? 

4. Can networks have input on pricing schedules 

(Wetherbee, 1987)? 

Socio-political questions included: 

1. What is the relationship of OCLC to libraries--

direct, indirect (through networks), or both? 

2. Where does ownership of the data base lie? 

3. Who are considered third parties? 

4. Do members have unrestricted rights to their data 

upon termination of agreements with OCLC? 
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The technological issues generally included concerns 

over system performance and requests by regional networks 

to utilize OCLC's telecommunications network for non-OCLC 

applications. The regional networks viewed contract 

drafts as attempts by OCLC to limit the role of networks 

to that of marketing agents for OCLC, existing only to 

promote OCLC products and services. Control of the 

telecommunications lines by OCLC, therefore, limited 

regional networks' ability to use these same lines for 

their own services (AMIGOS Bibliographic Council, l983c). 

Issues such as these prompted the SOLINET Board of 

Directors to unanimously adopt a resolution against the 

proposed OCLC/network contracts on September 14, 1983. 

This action was later followed by an OCLC Users Council 

resolution against copyright on September 27, 1983 

(Gribbin, l987a). 

In october of 1983, the regional networks instructed 

their counsel to draft a counter contract to present to 

OCLC with a first draft ready by October 10, 1983 (AMIGOS 

Bibliographic Council, l984b). In lieu of an agreement, 

OCLC once again extended the existing contracts from the 

September deadline to a new date in November, 1983. 

Extensions of the deadline meant that regional networks 

observed agreements that allowed free use of records while 
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attempting to resolve contract issues that were 

inconsistent with this policy. 

In light of increased anxiety among the library 

community over the copyright and contract issues, OCLC 
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attempted to overcome communication barriers by 

corresponding directly with member libraries. In October 

and again in November of 1983, Rowland Brown, president of 

OCLC, distributed "Dear Colleague" letters to member 

libraries expressing OCLC's position (OCLC, l986a). This 

action was viewed by regional networks as an effort to 

gather support from libraries for OCLC's actions. 

The resistance continued to mount leading the OCLC 

Users Council to establish a Copyright study Group in 

October, 1983 (OCLC, l986a). Designated to "identify 

major issues relative to the copyright decision from the 

libraries' point of view," the group was significant in 

that the attempt was to represent libraries in analyzing 

major issues of copyright (OCLC Users Council Copyright 

study Group, 1984). Chaired by David F. Bishop, the 

committee members included Lois Ann Colaianni and Glyn T. 

Evans. The report of the committee, issued in 1984, would 

later set the stage for the establishment of other OCLC 

Board committees to study copyright issues and 

alternatives, facilitating the implementations of OCLC's 
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principles and guidelines governing responsible use of the 

data base in 1985 (Grisham, 1987). 

As a result of copyright restrictions and anxieties 

over contract changes, the regional networks proceeded 

with caution in the development of local products that 

could be determined competitive to OCLC. On November 10, 

1983, AMIGOS notified OCLC of its Board's decision to 

continue operation of its SHARES data base, offering 

libraries a more economical alternative to retrospective 

conversion other than using the OCLC online system (AMIGOS 

Bibliographic Council, l983a). The AMIGOS system offered 

"labor saving keying and enhanced system response and 

availability time," but did not add holding symbols of 

libraries to the OCLC union catalog (AMIGOS Bibliographic 

Council, l983a). In a letter addressed to the OCLC 

marketing and user services division, AMIGOS attempted to 

bargain with OCLC in an effort to get the utility to load 

holdings symbols to records converted for libraries using 

the SHARES data base, thereby enhancing the viability of 

the online union catalog {AMIGOS Bibliographic Council, 

l983a). OCLC's response, issued on December 12, 1983, 

advised AMIGOS that SHARES would be liable for copyright 

infringement and contract violations even though the 
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registration of the online union catalog in 1983 had not 

been approved. 

As a result of possible infringement charges, AMIGOS 

considered several legal alternatives in January of the 

next year, including a defense that the SHARES data base 

contained data arranged in a new original compilation 

distinctly different from the OCLC compilation in its 

selection, choice, and judgment. Objecting to the 

validity of OCLC's copyright, AMIGOS pursued a second 

alternative affirming a position of co-ownership of the 

data base. Co-ownership of the data base allowed AMIGOS 

and its members the right to apply for copyright of the 

national online union catalog and thereby avoid 

infringement charges. The AMIGOS contractjcopyright 

position as co-owner was presented to a combined Network 

Boards meeting in Atlanta on August 31, 1983, by the 

AMIGOS board (AMIGOS Bibliographic Council, l984a). This 

more aggressive position maintained that the online union 

catalog is a "joint database, created by members who have 

grouped together to pool their common reserves for a 

common purpose" (Staff, 1987, p. 3). 

Regional networks acted to preserve their rights to 

market products while also reserving the right to continue 

to market new OCLC services, if these services met the 
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specifications of their members. Insuring that new OCLC 

products be routed to the networks, unless the network 

could not manage the marketing efforts, was "essential to 

the financial health of AMIGOS" (Wetherbee, l984a) as well 

as other regional networks. Controversial contract 

changes had granted OCLC the option to market some new, 

perhaps more innovative, services and products through 

other channels rather than the networks--a potentially 

threatening precedent for the economic viability of 

regional networks. 

A revised draft of the counter contract proposed by 

the regional networks was submitted to OCLC for 

negotiation beginning November 22 (AMIGOS Bibliographic 

Council, l984b). At about the same time, contract draft 4, 

dated November 16, 1983, was circulated to the regional 

networks from OCLC for negotiation purposes. The existing 

contracts under which the regional networks continued to 

operate were extended again in order to allow time for 

side by side analysis of the regional network's contract 

and OCLC's draft 4 by both sides. 

Critical differences between the opposing contracts 

evidenced the growing division between the philosophies of 

the regional networks and OCLC. Contrasts between the two 

documents as regards ownership of subscription tapes and 
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their use, for example, highlighted the need for further 

negotiations. The following excerpts show divergent 

philosophies. The regional network's contract emphasized 

that the online union catalog was a joint asset. 

Inputs of bibliographic catalog, and other records 
into the Online Union Catalog, including the fact of 
possession of an item which has a record shown in the 
Online Catalog, are the property of the inputting 
entity andjor are part of the public domain, as 
provided by any applicable law or agreement governing 
the inputting institution. (Regional Networks 
Contract Draft, 1983, Article SA, p. 23) 

The Online Union Catalog is a joint asset of 
users of OCLC which perform current cataloging on or 
make inputs into it. . • . .OCLC and Network each 
agree not to take any action that adversely affects 
the Online Union Catalog or to use it in any manner 
that unfairly harms or rewards either entity or any 
General Member or Network Member. (Regional Networks 
Contract Draft, 1983, Article SB, p. 23) 

The regional network contract outlined certain uses 

of the online union catalog that could be permitted. In 

summary, OCLC and Networks may 

1. offer or provide online and offline products to 

users authorized in agreements between OCLC and Network; 

2. develop new products and services derived from or 

related to the online union catalog to be offered to 

authorized users; 

3. perform, develop, provide, offer, or sell any 

Resource Sharing Project or to engage any third person to 
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perform, develop or provide any Resource Sharing Project" 

(p. 23); and 

4. take part in any project approved by a Network 

Directors Council representing the interest of general 

members or network members. Members were permitted to 

"use the online union catalog, and any data therein, to 

perform current cataloging; use any Online Process or 

Offline Product; or to develop, use, or participate in any 

Resource Sharing Project. User may use any data in eye-

readable form without restriction" (p. 23). 

These permitted uses from the network's contract 

granted ownership rights to the members and essentially 

authorized networks and members to do what they desired 

with the data they owned, including engaging third parties 

to develop local projects. 

A Network Directors Council, proposed in the 

network's contract, would share governance decisions with 

OCLC as regarded planning, pricing, membership, and 

performance warranties for the national network (Brown, 

l985b). Such a Council appeared to OCLC as a conflict of 

interest if networks assumed policy formation roles along 

with the OCLC Board and the Users Council (Brown, l985b). 

OCLC argued that the Network Directors Council, if 

organized, would also conflict with the regional networks' 
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goals of autonomy {Martin, 1986). These opposing views 

indicate the distance in agreement over governance 

philosophies between the networks and OCLC at the time of 

contract negotiations. 

Subscription tapes, which represent the machine 

readable cataloging records of member libraries added to 

the national data base, were a central focus of the 

contract issue. The tapes, which were available at cost 

to networks for resale to members on a subscription basis, 

were covered by both the regional network's contract and 

OCLC's drafts. 

According to the regional network's contract, "all 

t i t l e in and to such tape shall pass to Network Member 

upon the date of delivery of the subscription tape" 

(Reg i o na l Networks Contract Draft, 1983, Article E, 

p. 25 ) . The only restriction was that members could not 

transfer tapes to persons other than networks, members, or 

not-for-profit bibliographic utilities unless authorized. 

Authorization would be secured from a Committee on 

Responsible Use established in the contract for the 

purpose of regulating and reviewing proposals for use of 

the Online Union Catalog (p. 12). 

The network's contract granted use of subscription 

tapes to third parties with prior approval provided they 
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(a) agreed to return the tapes after their approved use, 

(b) agreed not to reproduce, use, or distribute tapes 

except for the purpose of resource sharing, and (c) agreed 

not to use tapes to provide competitive sources to non-

members. These restrictions were to be secured in 

contract between the regional network and network member. 

More authority was granted to the regional network and 

network member. 

In contrast, the OCLC draft 4 (OCLC Contract Draft, 

1983) provided that after OCLC/MARC tapes were sold to 

networks for resale to members, title to and ownership of 

tapes would be transferred immediately to participants or 

members requesting subscription services. ownership of a 

member's records was vested in the member with an 

important stipulation that "title to and ownership of 

tapes may only be retained by Network subject to a 

separate written agreement hereafter entered into between 

Network and OCLC" (p. 14). A separate agreement 

authorized by OCLC was required for regional networks' use 

of tapes which they sold as middlemen to members. 

The OCLC Contract Draft (1983) did grant free use and 

distribution of records from the online union catalog to 

members. It did not, however, allow members to transfer 

these records to third parties except for (a) other 
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general members of OCLC, (b) vendors who signed agreements 

governing their use of records, and (c) non-OCLC members 

who entered into prior negotiations with OCLC and members. 

In accordance with the contract, copies of vendor 

agreements were required to be "promptly" furnished to 

OCLC upon their execution (OCLC Contract Draft, 1983, 

Appendix 6, p. 3). 

Major differences between the two contracts were 

evident to both negotiating teams. Differences in issues 

of governance and authority appeared to be the underlying 

cause of further disagreement over other issues during -

negotiations. Authority over use of records was retained 

by OCLC in its contract drafts while the regional network 

contracts reserved rights to the networks over use of 

data. 

Agreements with vendors were not required in the 

regional network contract, while OCLC controlled the right 

to approve third party use of data. Networks were 

reluctant to pursue separate agreements with vendors or 

other third parties that they felt would be difficult to 

enforce. They rejected a "policing role" that would 

require members or third parties to be monitored for 

responsible use of the data base. Such a role would be 

hard to assume, according to network directors who felt 
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that many records were already in the private sector or 

lost to third parties. Efforts to enforce policies after 

the fact would, therefore, only restrict members' and 

networks' rightful access to data. It was predicted that 

only a few libraries fearing possible litigation would 

seek prior approval from OCLC to use their tapes for local 

catalogs, while other members would hold firmly to their 

beliefs that the data base was part of the public domain, 

paid for by public funds that prohibit restrictions on 

access. 

The contracts differed further in their 

interpretation of copyright and infringements. OCLC's 

application with the copyright office was pending in 1983 

while its contract draft 4 granted complete, royalty-free 

right to use, copy, publish, or prepare derivative works 

from data input by members in the online union catalog to 

OCLC. This transfer of rights to OCLC included any data 

owned by members that was already under copyright, or 

other legal forms of protection (OCLC Contract Draft, 

1983) . 

Although the OCLC drafts were considered as terms for 

negotiations only, it was apparent to networks that OCLC 

would not be liable for infringement, by retaining 

ownership rights to the data even if the copyright 

1111 , 



application was later rejected by the registrar of 

copyrights. To this end, the Regional Network Contract 
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Draft (1983) emphatically opposed the copyright 

applications of OCLC and agreed not to support or bear the 

cost associated with OCLC's actions. It also (a) 

reserved the right to litigate and consider copyright 

issues apart from the contractual agreement, and (b) in 

the event the OCLC copyright was found valid, the regional 

network's contract granted a nonexclusive license to the 

regional networks, which in turn would be able to grant 

sublicenses "to use, distribute, display and make 

derivative products of the Online Union Catalog" in any 

way consistent with the contract terms and the proposed 

Committee on Responsible Use (Regional Networks Contract 

Draft, 1983, p. 28). 

At the close of 1983, contract issues and 

philosophies on copyright were not resolved, and regional 

networks and the national utility remained polarized in 

their positions during negotiations. Both sides examined 

each other's drafts with announced optimism and continued 

commitment to keep negotiations alive. Efforts to reach a 

sett l ement were pursued while the original contracts, 

extended once again, maintained business as usual. 
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1984--Registration of the Data Base is Achieved 

The new year began with continued discussions of 

OCLC's application for copyright during the ALA midwinter 

meeting held January 7-12, 1984, in Washington, DC. In 

an effort to educate conference attendees concerning 

issues and arguments of OCLC's copyright, the Multitype 

Library Cooperative Section (MLCS) of the Association of 

Specialized and Cooperative Agencies (ASCLA) used the 

topic of data base copyright as its theme, in spite of 

decisions from OCLC and the U.S. Copyright Office not to 

participate ("OCLC, Copyright Office," 1984, p. 4). 

Speakers at the session included Elliott Shelkrot, 

Director of the Pennsylvania State Library, who emphasized 

the need to represent all sides in finding a solution to 

the copyright issue, Al Trezza from the School of Library 

and Information Studies at Florida State University, and 

Jim Schmidt representing RLIN. Although Shelkrot viewed 

copyright of the data base as an extreme reaction by OCLC 

to protect its investment, Trezza acknowledged the right 

of OCLC to copyright the enhanced portion of the data base 

but not the data base itself. Both speakers concurred 

that use of the contract was the best solution to protect 

the data base rather than copyright ("OCLC, Copyright 

Office," 1984). 
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Jim Schmidt contrasted RLIN's position by emphasizing 

that it would not seek copyright. RLIN's main interest, 

according to Schmidt, was to cooperate with libraries. 

Its use of contractual agreements proved sufficient enough 

to protect the RLIN data base from misuse without the 

necessity of pursuing copyright ("OCLC, Copyright Office," 

1984). 

Several other events transpired during the ALA mid-

winter convention in 1984. First, the Network Directors 

met as a group and reaffirmed their desire to negotiate a 

standard network contract with OCLC. A renewed spirit 

toward resolution of the conflict was evident in spite of 

several problem areas in which there had been no progress. 

In an effort to discuss the areas of management, OCLC 

representatives and the Network Contracts Committee 

composed of Mockus, Ford, and Riley agreed to meet on 

January 25, 1984 without their respective counsel in an 

act of good faith. The regional networks expressed their 

continued desire to be treated as partners rather than 

third party vendors. The primary problem area continued 

to be the use of records (Wetherbee, l984a). 

In January, 1984, the OCLC users council approved the 

"Code of Responsible Use for the Online Union Catalog" 

(Online Computer Library Center, l986a) as drawn up by the 
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OCLC Users Council Code of Ethics Task Force. Idealistic 

in nature and difficult to enforce, the code attempted to 

set forth the users council's philosophy that the data 

base is a cooperative effort whose quality must be 

preserved in a cooperative manner. The code, as later 

adopted by the Users Council and the OCLC Board, consisted 

of eight principles of ethics with the intent to 

"encourage appropriate, efficient and effective use of the 

OCLC Online Union Catalog" ("OCLC Users Council," 1984). 

Principles 7 and 8, excerpted below, illustrate the 

nature of the code, conceived by OCLC users and members in 

order to protect the data base and to determine self-

imposed rules governing proper use of the system rather 

than those imparted by OCLC. 

7. Limit use of OCLC Online Union Catalog 
subsystems to OCLC-authorized institutions. 

8. Use the information from the Online Union 
Catalog only for purposes which do not violate 
cooperative use of the OCLC systems among 
participants. ("OCLC Users Council," 1984, p. 2) 

Although the users council recognized a need to insure 

data base quality, there remained a resistance to policies 

solely determined by OCLC, in light of the copyright 

policy. Distributed to OCLC member libraries in November 

1984 (OCLC, l986a), the Code of Responsible Use laid the 
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groundwork for principles and guidelines later formulated 

by OCLC to control use of the data base. 

In addition to the January 25th meeting to negotiate 

contracts, several other meetings focused on the contract 

and copyright issues during the early months of 1984. The 

Network Contracts Committee (NDC) met with OCLC 

representatives on February 6, 7, 15, and 23 and on March 

12 with no agreement reached on how member libraries 

should be terminated or designated, and how networks might 

use and transfer records (Wetherbee, l984b). 

Some limited progress was made. OCLC agreed to a 

Network Directors Council as proposed by the networks, but 

with limited governance power. Although the regional 

networks envisioned the Network Directors Council as a 

means for input in broader policy decisions, OCLC agreed 

to establish such a council to discuss issues affecting 

only the online catalog (Wetherbee, l984b). Continued 

negotiations with limited agreement between the two groups 

led to new contract drafts drawn up in May of 1984. 

The Users Council furthered the efforts to analyze 

copyright and contract issues as representatives of the 

membership. On January 27, 1984, the OCLC Users Council 

Copyright study Group completed a preliminary report with 

its final revision submitted March 1, 1984. Appointed 
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earlier in October, 1983, by the Users Council Executive 

Committee, the Copyright Study Group was charged to 

"identify major issues relative to the copyright decision 

from the libraries' point of view" (OCLC Users Council 

Copyright Study Group, 1984, p. 1). The intent of the 

report was to stimulate discussion rather than produce a 

unified position (p. 1), although its conclusion was 

accepted by the Users Council as a basis for passing a 

notion urging the OCLC Board of Trustees not to proceed 

with its copyright claim (Bishop, 1985). 

Organized in two major parts, the report's first 

section identified discussion questions with answers from 

the view of OCLC, networks, and libraries. The following 

questions were studied: 

1. What are the advantages of copyrighting the OCLC 

database? 

2. What are the disadvantages of copyrighting the 

database? 

3. What impact would OCLC copyrighting its database 

have on building a national bibliographic database? 

4. What would copyright protect OCLC against? Is 

there a real threat? 

5. What are the copyright implications of 

downloading through printer ports? 
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6. What are the implications of OCLC's enforcing 

copyright? 

7. What ways can be used to administer the 

copyrighted OCLC database and protect all parties 

involved? 

B. What are the users' perception of OCLC's 

announcement that it was copyrighting the database? 

9. What effect will copyright have on the 

maintenance of the vitality of the OCLC database? 

166 

The answers to these quest~ons can be summarized from 

the report as follows: 

1. The major advantage to OCLC of copyright is that 

it requires all parties to consider possible ramifications 

of unauthorized use; for networks the main advantage is 

that OCLC can pursue violators directly, freeing networks 

of the time and resources as middlemen in litigation 

activities; the advantages for members are two-fold: (a) 

libraries that are victims of third party use can obtain 

support from OCLC, and (b) copyright will protect members 

from other members who misuse the system. 

2. The major disadvantage for Q£L£ is the image 

presented to the library community that contradicts 

philosophies of resource sharing; for networks, copyright 

reduces their flexibility and limits their options in the 
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provision of services and products to their membership; 

members are disadvantaged by the possible ways copyright 

can be used against them. It weakens the position of 

libraries and can be used as a means of control. 

3. OCLC's impact in a national bibliographic 

database would enhance its quality; however, it is unclear 

how OCLC would participate in a national effort in light 

of copyrighted records that could severely hamper the 

interchange of data. 

4. Actual cases of third party violations do not 

appear to be a real threat but, instead, more of a 

nuisance. Although OCLC should attempt to stop 

violations, other alternatives in the form of contracts, 

licenses and leases should be pursued. 

5. Downloading is expected to increase as the 

technology continues to facilitate it. Financial losses 

to OCLC from downloading are a problem which may be 

addressed and controlled by copyright. 

6. Copyright must be enforced in order to be 

effective; therefore, OCLC may be forced into litigation 

due to conflicting copyright claims. Such litigation would 

incur huge legal costs that would divert funds from 

services OCLC provides to its members. There is concern 
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as to whether copyright protection is worth the potential 

costs. 

7. In order to administer the copyright fairly, a 

more unbiased, diverse group other than primarily OCLC 

management should be selected to develop copyright policy, 

identify violations and pursue legal alternatives. This 

group may include representatives from the OCLC Board, 

management, Users Council, network directors, and persons 

not associated with OCLC. 

8. The users' perception of OCLC's announced 

copyright of its database has created a lack of trust for 

OCLC management and a general feeling of loss of control 

in decisions governing record use. 

9. Copyright of the database has the potential of 

reducing the amount of additional data input into the OCLC 

database, thereby decreasing its vitality. Members may be 

reluctant to place their retrospective records in database 

under copyright restrictions while non-members may avoid 

loading their tapes into resource sharing efforts where 

rights to their data are subject to OCLC's copyright 

claim. 
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The report ended with findings and recommendations 

from the study group. The findings suggested that 

uncertainty and lack of agreement regarding copyright 

issues still existed. Questions remained concerning 

OCLC's objectives in controlling the use of data and the 

most appropriate means to be used for enforcing control 

measures. According to the committee, a major issue was 

that OCLC had addressed the problem of control before it 

had successfully reached consensus on its objectives 

(OCLC Users Council Copyright Study Group, 1984). 

Although the committee agreed that commercial vendors 

should not use data to provide competitive services and 

that members should be free to use their own data or share 

data with other members cooperatively, the report 

concluded that gray areas persisted that had not been 

agreed upon by all OCLC parties. Uncertainty existed as 

to whether members could independently add their data for 

distribution through the Library of Congress MARC service; 

whether members could join with non-OCLC members in union 

catalogs with open access to OCLC records; and whether 

networks could service non-OCLC members without permission 

or licensing by OCLC. 

The committee concurred that, in retrospect, it was 

"unfortunate that OCLC leadership chose to copyright the 
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database before these issues were resolved" (p. 13). The 

findings related that there were both good and bad reasons 

to copyright the data base but there appeared to be no 

clear evidence of significant damage from third party use. 

Because OCLC members must yield their freedoms in use of 

data, the committee affirmed that the burden of proof 

showing real damage to the data base should lie with the 

proponents of copyright. The group acknowledged a mandate 

to control present and future uses of the data base but 

noted that copyright exists indefinitely and "once 

created, it can be used in ways not intended by the 

present OCLC leadership or members" (p. 13). 

In summary, the report issued the following 

recommendations. 

1. Copyright of the database should not be pursued. 

2. The OCLC Board of Trustees, together with a 

committee of leaders from various interests within 

OCLC, should define OCLC's role in national library 

development. 

3. If copyright is obtained, it should be 

administered by a representative group rather than by OCLC 

management. 

In a final word, the Users Council Copyright Study 

Group commended the OCLC management for its overall desire 
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to protect the interests of OCLC. Its achievements in 

accomplishing financial stability, system performance, and 

strategic planning were acknowledged together with a final 

plea for all parties to cooperate in order to resolve 

copyright issues and preserve OCLC. This afterthought 

from the Users Council Committee attempted to pull 

together a divided community of OCLC participants. The 

study was significant in that it represented the 

libraries' point of view regarding copyright of the data 

base and recommended that alternatives other than 

copyright be pursued as a means of data base protection. 

At the January 30, 1984, meeting of the Users Council, 

the pros and cons of copyright and contract issues were 

the central foci of discussion. Comments from the 

Copyright Study Group's preliminary findings were 

presented at this meeting and the Committee's agenda 

included a response from Nancy Marshall, an OCLC Board 

member at the time of the copyright decision and Chairman 

of the ALA Copyright Committee. Her invitation to address 

the Council gave members the opportunity to gain insight 

into the OCLC Board's decision. Marshall interpreted 

copyright to mean that legal steps can be taken against 

infringers but not that legal steps will be taken 

(Marshall, 1984). 
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The primary intent of the Board, in the words of 

Nancy Marshall, was "to adopt copyright policies which 

balance the need to share library resources with the need 

to provide economic viability to OCLC" (p. 8). In her 

opinion, the main issues were social and economic rather 

than a question of the validity of OCLC's copyright claim. 

The Board agonized over its decision, Marshall explained, 

by considering (a) competitive uses of the data among 

third parties, (b) blatant infringements, (c) the 

reactions of the membership, (d) the obligation to 

preserve OCLC against loss of data and a subsequent loss 

of membership, and (e) the right of libraries to control 

their own records. With these considerations, Marshall 

questioned whether members could afford to do anything 

they wished with the records even if this right were 

feasible. 

In agreement with the Copyright Study Group's 

recommendation that all sides must work together, Marshall 

ended her response to the User's Council by acknowledging 

that with freedom and rights in our society come certain 

obligations and responsibilities. It was the OCLC Boards' 

view that it must protect the data base as an asset and, 

thereby, uphold its fiduciary responsibility. 

I 
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Subsequent to the recommendations of the Users 

Council Copyright Study Group, the OCLC Board in March of 

1984 (OCLC, l986a) set up a Committee on Copyright 

Alternatives (COCA) in order to investigate the 

possibility of pursuing options other than copyright in 

protecting the data base use. A second advisory group, 

the Select Committee on Third Party Use, was appointed by 

the OCLC President with approval by the Board to recommend 

policies governing fair use of records by third parties. 

COCA was set up in order to comply with the 

recommendations of the Users Council report to seek 

alternatives to copyright, according to OCLC President 

Rowland Brown (OCLC, 1985), while Board member Nancy 

Marshall viewed the appointment of COCA as an action taken 

by OCLC management in order to defuse concerns over the 

copyright issue (Marshall, 1985). The Committee, composed 

of a representative from OCLC management, two OCLC 

Trustees, and two members of the Users Council, 

deliberated over copyright and whether it was the most 

appropriate means for controlling the use of the data 

base. Members of the committee included David F. Bishop, 

Director of the University of Georgia Libraries; William 

Chait of the OCLC Board of Trustees; Glyn T. Evans, 

Assistant Vice Chancellor for Library Services of the 
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State University of New York; Nancy Marshall, a member of 

the OCLC Board of Trustees; and Kenneth c. Harris, Senior 

Vice President of OCLC (Brown, l985d). 

The most significant finding of COCA was that the 

OCLC Board should use contract language as an alternative 

to copyright for protection of record use. Copyright 

should be reserved as an available option for use against 

third parties which infringe (Final Report, 1984). 

Other recommendations included (a) a request that a 

committee be set up to study issues and problems as they 

arise from the interpretation of the guidelines for data 

base use in an effort to amend or continually refine these 

guidelines, and (b) a request that any income received 

from licenses or other contractual agreements for use of 

the data base which were outside of regular OCLC services 

income should "be used to supplement funds expended for 

the enhancement, including quality, of the OCLC database" 

(p. 8). 

The Select Committee on Third Party Use, organized 

and conceived by OCLC's President, was made up of eight 

library leaders, recognized for their outstanding 

contributions to the field of librarianship. The 

committee was appointed in order to utilize their 

expertise in determining policy decisions on fair use. 
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The Select Committee members included Irene Hoadley, 

Director of the University Library at Texas A&M 

University; Joseph Howard, Director of the National 

Agricultural Library; Vicki Kreimeyer, Assistant Director 

of Public Services, Lewis and Clark College Library; Pat 

A. Molholt, Director of the Rensellaer Polytechnic 

Institute Library; Don Sager, City Librarian at the 

Milwaukee Public Library; Brooke E. Sheldon, Dean of the 

School of Library and Information studies at Texas Woman's 

Univers i ty; Elliot Shelkrot, State Librarian of 

Penns ylva n ia; and Richard Talbot, Director of Libraries at 

the University of Massachusetts at Amherst (Brown, l985d). 

After studying issues related to third party use of 

records, the Committee submitted its report, which 

consisted of three parts--definitions, principles, and 

guidelines for use of records by third parties. The 

principles included statements emphasizing that (a) 

protection is necessary; (b) it is best achieved by 

contracts with OCLC-users and networks; (c) contracts 

established with third parties should include compensation 

for use of records; and (d) in the absence of contracts 

with third parties, copyright may be used to protect the 

data base (Report of the Select Committee, 1984). The 

committee's recommendations or guidelines were modified by 
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OCLC staff after their receipt in rough draft form. OCLC 

management affirmed that its intentions were not to 

rewrite the report but instead to simplify statements in a 

more readable form. In spite of these changes, committee 

spokesman Don Sager indicated that the final report was 

submitted with a majority of the committee members in 

agreement that the revision contained the essence of the 

original recommendations {OCLC Users Council Minutes, 

1985). 

The recommendations are summarized below. 

1. OCLC members are free to participate in resource 

sharing projects without permission of OCLC provided that 

records are not used by other participants for cataloging 

or transferred to third parties, and provided that members 

do not receive royalties or fees above the costs incurred 

for adding or taking records from the OCLC data base. 

2. If payments or royalties are received by members 

in excess of the normal costs of adding or extracting 

records from the OCLC data base, then OCLC must approve 

the project. 

3. Use of records by members in services that may be 

considered competitive will be subject to prior approval 

a nd negotiation with OCLC and the parties involved. 
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4. OCLC members may have their records processed by 

for-profit vendors provided that these vendors have first 

agreed with members and OCLC not to copy or use records 

other than to perform contracted services. Vendors must 

also agree not to distribute records to third parties. 

5. Members can retain use of their records after 

terminating their membership with OCLC provided they 

continue to uphold the guidelines set for participating 

members of OCLC. 

6. Resolution of disputes over interpretation of 

guidelines will be handled through negotiations between 

member and OCLC. Appeals that are not the subject of 

current or past litigation can be made to the Users 

Council with a final, binding decision resting with an 

impartial panel appointed by the Users Council and OCLC. 

Each party will bear its own expenses and will equally 

share expenses of the Users Council team during the 

appeals process (Report of the Select Committee, 1984). 

Both reports from the two advisory committees 

contained wording which stipulated that guidelines and 

policies should be dynamic, allowing for continuous 

evaluation and refinement. This very important inclusion 

accommodated change as a constant part of the network 

environment. According to Glyn Evans, who served on the 
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COCA Committee, the aim was to provide a means of appeal 

for libraries seeking to use their records. By 

encouraging a process of continuous feedback from the 

library community, restrictions initially placed by 

management on use of records could be gradually 

liberalized. In an environment in which both sides had 

become polarized, such a provision was thought necessary. 

While the library world reacted to the sequence of 

events which followed OCLC's registration of the data base 

in 1982, the u.s. Copyright Office studied the OCLC 

application carefully, after strong opposition had been 

received from libraries against OCLC's claim. Generally, 

libraries reacted in three ways in opposing OCLC's filing. 

First, more than 199 letters were sent to the 

Register of Copyright requesting that OCLC's claim not be 

registered (Martin, 1986) on the premise that the data 

base was cooperatively owned and that OCLC could not claim 

ownership because its contribution had been primarily 

confined to the development of software for accessing the 

data. Libraries felt they had provided the funding for 

establishment of a national data base for resource sharing 

and that no rights of ownership were passed to OCLC. 

Secondly, libraries voiced their opposition by 

registering their portions of the data base with the 
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Office of Copyrights. Some libraries registered their 

separate compilations or offline catalogs which included 

records of their own collections created or extracted from 

the OCLC system (Hanf, 1985). The Copyright Office 

considered OCLC's application together with at least two 

dozen libraries, and due to their strong reactions, the 

serious implications of data bases created by multiple 

parties were realized (Martin, 1986). 

A third response from libraries was their application 

for registration of copyright as co-owners of the data 

base. The AMIGOS Bibliographic Council together with some 

12 libraries ("Cadre to Build," 1985}, including RLG 

libraries which migrated from OCLC and desired access to 

their records without copyright restrictions, filed for 

joint ownership of the OCLC data base. Applications to 

the Copyright Office on this basis were strongly opposed 

by OCLC due to the possibility that co-ownership would 

lead to litigation over royalty dispersion and confusion 

from the huge record keeping or accounting costs which 

stem from joint ownership. With over 6,000 active 

participating libraries in 1987 (OCLC, 1987}, OCLC viewed 

joint ownership as non-negotiable. 

In spite of opposition from the library community and 

the promise of conciliation from committees such as the 
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Copyright Study Group, the Committee on Copyright 

Alternatives, and the Select Committee on Third Party Use, 

a decision from the Register of Copyrights was rendered. 

On March 8, 1984 the copyright registration for 

compilation of the data base was granted and OCLC was 

notified that the effective date would be December 22, 

1982 (OCLC, l986a). At the same time, after much 

consideration, registration was granted to cooperating 

libraries for their separate offline catalogs as subsets 

of the data base. Only the OCLC online data base as a 

compilation was registered. Its claims that additional 

new materials were added to the original data were later 

dropped by OCLC ("Cadre to Build," 1985) and an amended 

application was sent to the Copyright Office due to a 

stipulation that the registration be confined to the 

online data base as a compilation only. 

An official announcement of OCLC's copyright was 

distributed to network directors with statements 

suggesting that OCLC would proceed with business as usual 

and continue to dissipate negative response through 

liberalized guidelines for record use. The announcement 

assured OCLC members that they were at little risk from 

the decision of the Copyright Office (OCLC, 1984). 
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The year ended with presentation of the final reports 

of the Committee on Copyright Alternatives and the Select 

Committee on Third Party Use of OCLC-Derived Machine 

Readable Records to the OCLC Board of Trustees on December 

17, 1984. These reports were merged in 1985 by OCLC staff 

into a single set of principles and guidelines approved by 

the Board on June 17, 1985 (OCLC, 1985). 

The Principles and Guidelines, commonly known as P 

and Gs, integrated the recommendations of the two 

committees where agreement existed. Both committee 

reports essentially agreed that data base protection 

should be based on contracts for members within the OCLC 

community, and in the absence of contracts, copyright 

could then be invoked. 

OCLC President, Rowland Brown, explained the intentions 

of the P and Gs in the following manner . 

. . . the purposes of the principles and guidelines, 
which we expect to be incorporated into OCLC's 
contracts with general members and networks, are to 
serve as rules of responsible use for members of the 
OCLC cooperative and that these rules are not 
dependent for their rationale or their operation on 
copyright. They represent reasonable rules within 
which all of us who are OCLC are asked to operate to 
preserve and enrich the database that we have created 
together. (OCLC, 1985, p. 1) 

In spite of these intentions, regional networks and 

libraries did not share the view that the P and Gs 

represented rules. Instead, the guidelines were viewed, 
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initially, as too restrictive and unenforceable. Later, 

more moderate revisions of the principles and guidelines 

were circulated, eliminating restrictions on transfers of 

OCLC records by both members and nonmember libraries 

except transfers to third party, commercial organizations. 

Restrictions on use of records to regional networks, 

however, remained in effect throughout revisions of the P 

and Gs (OCLC, l986b). Regional networks have interpreted 

OCLC's efforts to attach the P and Gs to contracts as an 

attempt to insure adherence to policies that it could not 

enforce otherwise. For these reasons, the guidelines have 

been received with skepticism and, subsequently, have been 

followed only selectively by OCLC members and networks 

(Wetherbee, 1987). In light of the selective observance 

of the P and Gs, the OCLC membership has questioned the 

value of rules that are not enforced. 

The state of affairs since the copyright registration 

in 1984 has remained complicated. Contracts remain 

unsigned among the majority of the regional networks with 

extensions of the original contracts still in effect. 

Unable to reach a compromise after submitting several 

additional contract drafts since draft 5 on May 5, 1984, 

and draft 6 on May 25, 1984, OCLC and the Contracts 

Committee have suspended their negotiations. AMIGOS filed 

I 
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for co-ownership of the data base in 1986, and later 

stopped action on its filing in an effort to signal its 

desire to negotiate in good faith. OCLC's position has 

remained inflexible on this issue in that all claims to 

co-ownership of the data base must be withdrawn in full 

before it will proceed with negotiations. A subsequent 

stalemate between AMIGOS and other regional networks 

opposing data use restrictions prompted OCLC to announce 

in 1986 its intentions to negotiate directly with 

individual networks to sign contracts (Martin, 1986). The 

group negotiation process among the regional networks 

ended with contracts signed only by PACNET, an OCLC 

operated service center (Pacific Network of OCLC) and 

ILLINET, the Illinois Library and Information Network 

(Mercante, 1987). The more traditional library networks 

have continued to seek their place amid concern over their 

future role in networking. Regionals offer independent 

local services in spite of their conflicting role as agent 

of the national utility. The paradox continues. 

Libraries have gained access to their records and more 

freedom over record use today, while restrictions facing 

networks have persisted, stifling long range planning 

efforts among these networks. 
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A final irony of the controversy remains. Although 

division concerning data base ownership and copyright 

issues persists, business still continues as usual between 

OCLC, libraries, and networks. As acknowledged by susan 

K. Martin (1986), perhaps the lack of contracts and 

settlement of these issues will create a difficult 

situation only if one of the parties decides to litigate. 

It can be assumed that the future concerns over ownership 

will continue to be socially, politically, economically, 

legally, and technologically dynamic, yet libraries' 

reactions to these issues will remain cautiously stable. 

Afterward 

The major issues, events and actors involved in the 

data base ownership and copyright question have been 

chronicled up to the date of copyright--March 8, 1984. 

Several significant events occurring since this date have 

also been noted above. It is important to briefly mention 

the response of two library organizations that addressed 

the issue and its implication to the information community 

both nationally and internationally. The ALA and IFLA 

both commissioned studies and reported their findings. 

At the 1984 annual meeting of the American Library 

Association, the ALA Council approved a resolution asking 

the President of ALA, E. J. Josey, to appoint a task force 
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for investigating issues in ownership of bibliographic 

records and copyright. The committee, chaired by David 

Laird, invited speakers to address a fact-finding public 

hearing held during the 1985 ALA mid-winter meeting. 

In what has later become an important position paper, 

Rowland Brown, OCLC President, presented a written 

Statement to the American Library Association Task Force 

on the Copyright of Bibliographic Databases. In his 

statement, Brown acknowledged the goals of equal access to 

bibliographic rec ords and resource sharing at all levels 

but also conceded that "in pursuing these goals, we found 

our path to be strewn with technical, economic, 

administrative, organizational and even political issues 

that must be faced and addressed realistically by all of 

us" (Brown, l985d, p. 1). The nine-page document released 

to the ALA Task Force emphasized the position that OCLC 

does not claim ownership of records in the data base but 

it does have an implied obligation to protect the data 

base. 

Incorporating the findings of the two committees, the 

Select Committee on Third Party Use and the Committee on 

Copyright Alternatives, Brown announced a more flexible 

stance for OCLC in its use of contracts to protect the 

data base within the OCLC community and thereby reserved 
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existed. 
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In attendance at the ALA Task Force public hearing 

were regional network leaders, James Schmidt, vice 

president of the Research Libraries Group, and Dorothy 

Schroeder of the Library of Congress Copyright Office, who 

explained that OCLC's copyright registration covers the 

data base only as a compilation. Seizing the opportunity 

to contrast policies of RLG and OCLC during the public 

forum, James Schmidt emphasized that RLG members who 

contribute their cataloging to the network have full 

rights to their records as creators of the data ("Cadre to 

Build Coalitions," 1985). The RLG policy allows members 

to do what they desire with records they own as opposed to 

OCLC's policy. 

Following the ALA meeting, the Task Force compiled a 

report with the following recommendations, summarized 

below. The Task Force recognized the environment which 

has necessitated a review of ownership issues for 

bibliographic data. The current environment, according to 

the committees' findings, contains technological, 

economic, and philosophical issues with the main issue 

being copyright and access to records in cooperatively 
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created data bases (ALA Task Force on Bibliographic Data 

Bases, 1984). 

The recommendations to the ALA Council were as 

follows: 

1. That ALA support open access to information and 

seek to minimize restrictions placed on members use of 

records. 

2. That ALA recognize the need to protect 

cooperatively built data bases from unauthorized use. 

3. That ALA recognize copyright and contracts as a 

means of protection utilized by managers and members of 

cooperatively built data bases. 

4. That ALA encourage programs that facilitate 

access to bibliographic records. 

5. That ALA encourage resource sharing by supporting 

efforts to include holdings information in cooperatively 

produced online data bases. 

6. That ALA encourage bibliographic utilities to 

develop guidelines for use and sharing of records; take 

advantage of technological innovations to reduce costs; 

make efforts to reduce barriers to sharing; develop 

strategies that allow sharing of data to be economically 

feasible; investigate a means for allowing taxpayers to 

receive maximum benefits for public funds invested in data 

~~ 
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bases; review current restrictions on record use and 

improve communication between users and utilities; and 

review future restrictions and policies in advance of 

actions taken by utilities as regards cooperatively built 

data bases. 

7. That ALA encourage all parties to seek legal 

advice prior to signing agreements. 

8. That ALA encourage funding agencies to assist in 

the development of resource sharing activities at all 

levels including libraries unable to finance such 

projects. 

9. That ALA request the Copyright Subcommittee of 

the Legislative Committee to develop legal advisory 

materials and guidelines for members. 

10. That ALA take immediate steps to educate and 

inform librarians of the legal aspects of the copyright of 

bibliographic data. 

One final key observation made by the Task Force 

concerned the issue of policy formulation as an outgrowth 

of copyright claims. The committee concluded that the act 

of registering a copyright in a bibliographic data base 

does not in and of itself inhibit access to records. "It 

is in the application of copyright, or claim of ownership, 

to policies and guidelines for use and reuse of records 
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that restrictions may occur .•.. The key, then, is the 

application of policy, not the fact that a copyright claim 

is registered" (ALA Task Force on Bibliographic Data 

Bases, 1984, p. 2). It is this potential for policies to 

be made undermining access to information that prompts 

evaluation of copyright and ownership claims . 

ALA's efforts to investigate the issue of copyright 

and ownership were manifested in its report from the Task 

Force. The report addressed the concerns of the 

membership by providing a means to identify the problems 

facing librarians as participants in cooperatively build 

data bases. However, ALA's effectiveness in implementing 

the recommendations of the Task Force it summoned have 

been questioned. According to Susan K. Martin (1986), 

it was not clear in early 1986 as to whether ALA had acted 

on the items it identified in need of resolution. 

An international study was funded by the 

International Federation of Library Associations (IFLA) 

through a grant from the Council on Library Resources. 

The funding was granted to investigate the implications of 

copyright law for controlling the worldwide exchange of 

bibliographic records in machine readable form (McDonald, 

Rodger & Squires, 1983). The study found that copyright 

law at the time of the research was not used universally 
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as a control mechanism governing the international flow of 

data. This conclusion was based on the finding that not 

all national agencies claimed copyright ownership of their 

records and a second finding that copyright law contains 

several shortcomings when applied to non-commercial 

sharing of data and therefore is not often sought. 

The study recommended that the most feasible way to 

govern the international exchange of machine readable data 

among national bibliographic agencies is through 

"bilaterial exchange agreements which spell out in detail 

the types of uses" allowed by the parties exchanging the 

data (McDonald et al., 1983, p. 11). It is interesting to 

note that the IFLA study concurred with the 

recommendations of the Committee on Copyright alternatives 

and the Select Committee on Third Party Use in its 

recommendation that "contracts" or "bilateral exchange 

agreements" as worded by IFLA, would provide the best 

means for governing the exchange of records between 

bibliographic agencies with both parties in the networking 

relationship acting in good faith. Participants in the 

IFLA study jointly agreed that copyright law would tend to 

lag behind technology in its effectiveness in controlling 

data exchange (p. 84). Of further importance in the IFLA 

study is its recommendation regarding policy issues. 
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Similar to the ALA recommendations, the international 

study recommended "that exchange partners not focus 

exclusively on copyright concerns but also on the 

economics and policy implications of their provision of 

machine-readable data to other organizations" (p. 11). 

The copyright law has been viewed as a primary barrier to 

the future international flow and exchange of data, as 

IFLA's study concluded. 

ALA and IFLA's role has been to highlight the issues 

surrounding ownership and copyright of machine readable 

data. As national and international agencies representing 

the library community, they identified issues and 

clarified the implications of restricted access to data. 

However, their power to effect change or steer policy has 

been limited as actors on the networking scene. This may 

be due to the diversity of the membership within these 

organizations, representing different levels and types of 

bibliographic agencies. Such diversity makes it 

difficult to agree on a platform or agenda which 

represents the views of all parties in the membership. A 

unified position would be necessary in order to pressure 

or lobby for change in data access. 

Several network leaders surveyed for this research 

have hypothesized the causes of the data base ownership 
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and copyright controversy and have made predictions 

concerning solutions for the future. The network leaders 

surveyed for their response to the above questions 

included Frank Grisham (1987), Executive Director of 

SOLINET; Louella Wetherbee (1987), Executive Director of 

AMIGOS; Mary Ann Mercante, Executive Director of the 

Missouri Library Network Cooperation (MLNC); Glyn T. Evans 

(1987), Executive Director of state University of New York 

(SUNY) and member of the OCLC Board at the time of the 

copyright decisions; Nancy Marshall (1987), University 

Librarian for the College of William and Mary, and member 

of the OCLC Board at the time of the copyright decision; 

Stanley Jones (1987), attorney for the regional library 

networks during contract negotiations; Susan K. Martin 

(1987), author and Director of the Johns Hopkins 

University Library; and Rowland c. W. Brown (1987), 

President and Chief Executive Officer of OCLC. 

The regional network leaders tended to agree in their 

hypotheses explaining the causes of data base ownership 

and copyright struggles. Grisham, Wetherbee, Mercante, 

and the network attorney Stanley Jones all concurred that 

fear and competition were the main reasons for the 

dispute. According to these leaders, OCLC saw the world 

evolving and the possible loss of dollar revenues from the 
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marketing of competitive products by regional library 

networks. OCLC's long range plans were in danger due to 

the possible loss of records from the data base, causing 

it to become obsolete. Views concerning the future and 

possible solutions for the conflict were unclear among 

regional network leaders although they all agreed that 

record use must be permitted--a view supported by 

libraries according to the respondees. In their opinion, 

copyright will be used as protection against violators 

outside of the OCLC family with OCLC gradually easing its 

restrictions against libraries and networks in the future. 

Litigation against libraries and regional networks was not 

anticipated by the network d irectors surveyed. 

Two members of the Board of Trustees at the time of 

the copyright decision, Glyn T. Evans and Nancy Marshall, 

both agreed that protection of the data base was the 

primary reason for pursuing copyright. Citing the need to 

provide a legal means to prevent unauthorized use by 

commercial organizations in light of new technologies 

which make it possible to copy the data base, both board 

members were committed to uphold their fiduciary 

responsibility to protect the economic viability of the 

data base, which they perceived as one of the 

responsibilities of an elected Board member. The timing 
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of the decision, according to Marshall and Evans, made the 

decision urgent due to changing copyright legislation. 

There appeared to be less risk in copyrighting the data 

base than in not copyrighting it and risking the loss of 

the data base after several abuses had been identified. 

Both respondees expressed surprise over the outcry 

against the decision and suggested that resistance tended 

to originate largely from the more competitive networks. 

There was general agreement that the decision was 

announced without prior discussion with the library 

community--a definite error. 

The Board members viewed the future as dynamic. For 

this reason, the restrictions have continually been 

liberalized and OCLC's position is expected to continue to 

soften in order to accommodate change. One solution 

offered was to totally remove restrictions facing the OCLC 

family. This solution was expressed as risky for the 

future of networking--a risk that should be fully 

understood by librarians. There was joint agreement that 

regional networks should survive as important links in the 

networking chain. Resolution of the role of networks and 

OCLC as business and membership organizations should be 

achieved. 
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Susan K. Martin, a prolific researcher on library 

networks, isolated two reasons behind OCLC's copyright of 

the data base. "Paranoia and an excessive preoccupation 

with the bottom line without understanding of the library 

culture" were the reasons given for the ownership crisis 

as OCLC realized that it was surrounded by competitors. 

OCLC failed to anticipate the reaction of the library 

community when it made decisions solely based on economics 

rather than taking into account the traditional social 

values strongly adhered to by librarians cooperating in 

resource sharing activities. 

According to Martin, finding a solution to the 

d i lemma is complicated due to a lack of clear 

identification of the actual problem. The problem to be 

addressed is copyright and its implications, yet libraries 

are still operating under the old contracts and OCLC has 

backed off from its original position. For this reason, 

Martin suggests that we are not looking at or confronting 

the actual issue today. 

The future is uncertain, according to Martin, and 

only hypothetical scenarios can be postulated to explain 

the series of events which can possibly unfold. For 

example, what would OCLC do (a) if libraries contracted 

with commercial vendors who sell records for profit 
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without authorization from OCLC; (b) if state libraries 

allowed non-OCLC members to use data and take records 

without returning new records into the system; (c) if 

regional network data bases violated OCLC's guidelines and 

competed with OCLC by undercutting OCLC prices? OCLC can 

choose to enforce its policies, litigate, allow access, or 

negotiate other solutions. Martin, however, does not 

foresee litigation due to the tremendous expense of 

litigation to libraries and OCLC. The future would be 

further complicated, according to Martin, if OCLC were 

merged or bought out by a business which had values 

foreign to those of libraries and which had little 

commitment to or compassion for the library culture. 

Ownership of copyrighted records would allow such a 

business to do as it wished with the data base and 

royalties. 

Martin contrasted UTLAS, RLG, and OCLC as factors in 

the present controversy. Martin describes UTLAS as 

"commercial from its beginnings" with royalties being 

understood by librarians. With RLG, "the data base is the 

supporting mechanism for its members and is just one part 

among several other services offered." However, OCLC's 

data base has been the sole focus of its services. "It is 

the only thing" according to Martin's analysis. 

/1. 
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OCLC's president, Rowland Brown, views the OCLC data 

base as a unique compilation of records representing the 

national effort of the OCLC membership. The data base is 

a unique intellectual property with economic value because 

it contains records that do not exist in other data bases. 

OCLC copyrighted the data base, in the words of its 

president, in order to "protect the investment on behalf 

of the membership." Unauthorized access to the data base 

by commercial companies led to the action which, if 

allowed to continue, would reduce its economic value, 

making the system eventually more expensive to use. The 

data base should not be available to third parties due to 

the investment in the system, according to Brown. Just as 

the National Union Catalog was copyrighted, with 

intentions to protect the investment in the compilation, 

so OCLC seeks to protect its investment, not to prevent 

libraries from using the data base. 

Problems have developed as OCLC and networks have 

tried to figure out their new respective roles. Networks, 

which have a large subset of the national data base, have 

used the system to develop services that compete with 

OCLC. OCLC's president strongly opposes efforts to co-own 

the data base among regional networks because they did not 

compile or develop the system or its software. Instead, 
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they simply "used the system" through the archival tapes 

and therefore cannot jointly own the database. OCLC views 

the networks as its representatives, and in that capacity, 

it expects their support as the means by which libraries 

can be reached to use OCLC services. The networks are 

establishing boundaries as much as possible to allow them 

the flexibility to do what they want to do in the future. 

At the same time, OCLC seeks to set standards and a 

structure which will allow it to demand of the networks 

what it needs in order to be able to serve its membership. 

In considering litigation, Rowland Brown acknowledges 

that a decision has not been made as to whether it is 

worth going to battle over the issue, although he believes 

that OCLC would be upheld in a court decision. OCLC's 

options continue to be to sue or terminate relationships 

with third parties or regional networks, compete directly 

with other parties, or to do nothing and try to accept 

what has happened. 

OCLC's president did not know what the future 

solutions would be. In his opinion, OCLC could pursue the 

option of abandoning copyright and simply terminate access 

to parties when they violate agreements. He feels that 

copyright has not been a burning issue with most 

libraries, only with networks and loyal network members. 



The future, Brown predicts, will see more copyright of 

computer data bases. 
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Offering a more in-depth analysis of the present 

tensions between OCLC and the networks over data 

ownership, Rowland Brown has postulated that issues of 

states' rights in American history parallel philosophies 

of centralization and decentralization in library 

networks. Issues of local autonomy and the national 

interest were characteristic of the period in which the 

founding fathers framed the constitution and remain today 

as the fundamental issue separating the national utility, 

OCLC, and the regional networks. 

The question of copyright is one specific instance of 

the political model proposed by Brown. Ownership and 

copyright are outgrowths of the debate over centralization 

versus decentralization and show significant comparisons 

with philosophies of federalism versus states' rights. 

Questions such as "Who owns the data?" among library 

networks are analogous to cries of autonomy and self

governance among the early statesmen who drafted the 

constitution. Bibliographic networks and the policies 

they formulate can be viewed as part of a larger recurring 

theme in American political life. A case study analyzing 
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SOLINET and its relationship with OCLC during the period 

of ownership struggle illustrates the political model. 



CHAPTER V 

THE SOUTHEASTERN LIBRARY NETWORK: A CASE STUDY 

Introduction 

An analysis of the Southeastern Library and 

Information Network (SOLINET) provides insight into the 

development of a cooperative information network that has 

sought autonomy and self-determination. Research into the 

role of SOLINET, as one of the oldest OCLC affiliated 

regional library networks, will lend understanding to the 

nature of relations between SOLINET and OCLC and will 

provide a framework for the analysis of contemporary 

issues of data base copyright, data ownership, and the 

future role of regional networks in the evolving network 

environment. The case study summarizes the major 

developments in SOLINET's history which have contributed 

to its present perspective on data ownership. SOLINET's 

experiences exemplify the problems facing OCLC regional 

networks as they seek decentralization. 

SOLINET's response to a loss of autonomy in its 

governance and control of the data compiled by its 

membership are analyzed using social network principles 

and a political model comparing philosophies of states' 

201 
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rights versus federalism to the nature of relations 

between SOLINET and OCLC. Social network theory and 

application of a political model to study SOLINET will 

exemplify the importance of using a social system's 

approach to analyze library networks which is less 

discipline specific. Socio-political studies of library 

networks explain their dynamic behavior in a larger 

context, as natural phenomena characteristic of all 

network organizational structures and social groups. A 

focus on SOLINET and the issue of data base ownership 

tests whether these more universal models offer precise 

and comprehensive explanations of library network 

problems, using theories which recognize that the 

interactions of persons, groups, and organizations are 

integrally related in a common system (Anderson & Carter, 

1974), regardless of their context. 

The Southeastern Library and Information Network is a 

regional library network that has as its mission to 

develop and provide services for libraries through 

advanced technology (Southeastern Library Network 

(SOLINET], 1978). A non-profit organization, SOLINET has 

accomplished this mission as an affiliate of OCLC, whose 

services it brokers to libraries and information centers 

primarily in the southeast. These services include 
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providing access to OCLC's national database through which 

online cataloging, interlibrary loan, and a variety of 

library oriented products are made available. Regional 

networks such as SOLINET were born out of OCLC's need to 

establish intermediary organizations or networks that 

function as marketing and distributing agents for OCLC 

services. 

From the inception of SOLINET, the organization's 

goal has been to achieve self-determination. The 

intention of its founders was to replicate the OCLC 

database for libraries within the southeast. As a result 

of its efforts to pursue a path of autonomy, SOLINET's 

history has been replete with attempts to develop regional 

services for the members it represents and to resist all 

efforts to centralize authority and control of its destiny 

in the hands of OCLC. 

SOLINET's Early History 

SOLINET's history reveals an interplay of 
librarianship, economics, technology, politics and 
personalities, as Southeastern librarians sought to 
apply electronic data processing to their pro
fessional tasks. (Gribbin, l987a, p. 5) 

According to historian John Gribbin (l987a), SOLINET 

officially came into being on March 9, 1973, at an 

organizational meeting held on the campus of the 

University of South Carolina. Although 1973 marked the 
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year of its founding, Southeastern librarians had 

envisioned the possibility of replicating an OCLC regional 

counterpart in the southeast as early as 1972 after OCLC 

achieved success in using computer technology to share 

cataloging costs among libraries in Ohio. 

Early discussions of the proposed network at a 

January 1972 meeting of the Association of Southeastern 

Research Libraries (ASERL) considered a regional rather 

than a state model of resource sharing as most suitable 

(Gribbin, l987a). A committee was designated to study the 

feasibility of replicating OCLC as a southeastern library 

network (Chepesiuk & Tarlton, 1983). A final committee 

report concluded that a parallel system to OCLC was 

technically and economically feasible and should be 

pursued without delay (Kennedy & Eckhardt, 1973). The 

report's findings were the basis for SOLINET's 

organization (Allison & Allan, 1979). It is important to 

emphasize that the primary aim of the SOLINET organizers 

was to reproduce an independent network comparable to 

OCLC, not to merge with or come under the auspices of its 

direct governance. 

After polling potential members for their support and 

input, the ASERL committee decided to open membership to 

all non-profit institutions, forming a multitype library 
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network that would be eligible for financial support from 

grants (Gribbin, l987a). Annual membership dues were set 

at $1,000 or 1% of the member's book budget, whichever was 

greater (Martin, 1986). With 99 charter members from the 

states of Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, 

Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee and 

Virginia, southeastern libraries united in their efforts 

to form their own autonomous, regional network. 

Armed with start-up capital approximating one million 

dollars secured from the Mellon Foundation and the Council on 

Library Resources grants, membership dues, and 

contributions from charter members, the fledging network 

was ready to negotiate with OCLC to achieve its goal 

(Gribbin, l987a; Chepesiuk & Tarlton, 1983). Early 

signals from OCLC management had been viewed as offering 

"cautious encouragement" (Gribbin, l987a, p. 7) to the 

possibility of SOLINET's development in 1973. 

Initial OCLG-SOLINET Negotiations: 
The Forming of A Relationship 

The OCLC Environment at the Birth of SOLINET 

The history of OCLC reflects its own beginnings as a 

single-type, statewide consortium of Ohio College 

libraries. Little evidence of its future multitype, 
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international role was seen by the Ohio membership during 

the early years of OCLC's growth. 

According to its Founder Trustee and first executive 

director, Frederick Kilgore, "no sooner had online 

operations started than libraries outside Ohio began to 

request participation" (Kilgore, 1984, p. 67). In 1971, 

at the start of online operations, the Ohio membership 

would not approve membership outside of Ohio, primarily 

due to economic reasons. The membership had made sizable 

initial investments in OCLC in order to implement the 

online system (Kilgore, 1984). Kilgore, in retrospect, 

suggests that bankruptcy would have resulted had OCLC 

attempted to expand beyond its capability during late 1971 

or 1972. 

As a result of requests to join its membership from 

networks already in existence, together with new networks 

incorporated for the expressed purpose of signing an 

agreement with OCLC, an OCLC Board compromise was reached. 

Kilgore described the compromise, which granted three-year 

service agreements with libraries, as having far-reaching 

effects. 

Because of Ohio's regionalistic position it was 
intended that these networks would replicate the OCLC 
system and be operating independently by the end of 
the three years. Such was not to be, for lack of 
capital and human resources made replications 
infeasible. So there came into being the awkward 
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system of independent regional networks using the 
OCLC system that has plagued OCLC, the networks and 
participating libraries ever since. (1984, p. 68) 

The model of independent networks was not the view 

held by OCLC's founder. With the possibility of losing 

its executive director due to differences in philosophies, 

the OCLC Board reversed its position late in 1973. The 

articles of incorporation were revised on May 21, 1974 

allowing OCLC to operate as a national and international 

network (Kilgore, 1984), and to make long range plans to 

accomplish this goal. 

I had long had the professional goal of 
participating in bringing a nationwide online 
computerized network of libraries into being, but as 
long as the Ohio Membership held the position that 
each regional network should either replicate the 
OCLC online system or invent, develop, and implement 
its own system, it was clear to me that there was no 
way in which a group of independent regions could be 
integrated into a nationwide system. There were a 
variety of obstacles besides regionalism: intense 
difficulties in planning, organization, coordination, 
and operation. . . . I stayed on, but the damage had 
been done. (Kilgore, 1984, p. 68-69) 

By 1974, OCLC had decided to go national. All 

negotiations with other networks to replicate the system 

were, therefore, jeopardized by the OCLC Board's decision. 

The seeds were planted for conflict over centralization 

versus decentralization and debates over data ownership. 

John H. Gribbin of SOLINET said, "in 1974, we should have 

seen what was coming" (l987b). 
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SOLINET's Efforts To Replicate: OCLG-SOLINET Negotiations 

There were questions from SOLINET's very beginning 

over whether the new network should pursue its course 

toward replication or assume some degree of dependence on 

OCLC. All indications from the feasibility study were 

that OCLC would be willing to assist in the development of 

other networks by making its system software and database 

available at a small cost with the understanding that 

software programs would be owned by OCLC (Gribbin, l987a) 

and cooperation between the networks would be maintained. 

The relationship fostered was, therefore, based on an 

exchange of services, that was primarily transaction

oriented. OCLC indicated its willingness to allow SOLINET 

programmers to train at OCLC, learning its system 

firsthand at the time of the feasibility study (Gribbin, 

l987b) . 

The original terms of agreement granted by OCLC to 

libraries outside of Ohio allowed a new network to either 

replicate, obtain services totally from OCLC, or to 

temporarily obtain services until replication could be 

achieved (Gribbin, l987a). These three options were 

offered to libraries before OCLC's new role as the 

national network became apparent in late 1973. 
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A new relationship, less sentimental in nature, was 

slowly evolving. Economic factors were playing a major 

role in the nature of the relations between SOLINET and 

OCLC during negotiations in 1973. According to John 

Gribbin, "the rosy, cooperative attitude ... was a thing 

of the past" (l987a, p. 15), and although OCLC management 

viewed a national union database as most effective, it 

also "realized the tremendous potential income from shared 

cataloging" (p. 15). 

A changing environment at OCLC was reflected in its 

new emphasis on "tie-in contracts" as opposed to 

replication, granting services to libraries through 

telecommunications. The ability to tie into a national 

service made the notion of regional counterparts to OCLC 

appear unnecessary (Gribbin, l987a). Duplication of 

effort could not be easily justified. 

SOLINET, faced with few alternatives, investigated 

the possibility of replication without OCLC's assistance. 

This alternative failed due to the technical costs 

involved in developing an independent system software. A 

pressing need to get operations under way for the 

membership made apparent that additional time would be 

needed for "SOLINET to acquire software and hardware 
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similar to OCLC's and to replicate the OCLC data base" 

(Chepesiuk & Tarlton, 1983, p. 186). 

SOLINET's organizers had planned its development 

under the assumption that OCLC would directly assist in 

the replication of its own system. Without OCLC's help, 

the network was crippled and unable to amass the resources 

needed to insure production of a separate system. 

SOLINET, therefore, "assumed a role essentially restricted 

to the brokering of OCLC services" (SOLINET, 1980). 

After fifteen months of negotiations (Chepesiuk & 

Tarlton, 1983), described as "frustrating" (Gribbin, 

l987a), a four year contract was signed between OCLC and 

SOLINET on May 31, 1974 (p. 86), which provided for a tie

in relationship with OCLC for shared cataloging services. 

SOLINET's service became a reality with the installation 

of the first terminals in January, 1975, at Emory 

University, Georgia State University and the Georgia 

Institute of Technology (Chepesiuk & Tarlton, 1983). 

It is important to note that SOLINET's brokering 

relationship was viewed initially as an interim step by 

its management. Under the direction of SOLINET's first 

official executive director, Charles H. Stevens, who 

formerly served as executive director of the National 

Commission on Libraries and Information Science (Gribbin, 
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l987a), the network continued to pursue a path toward 

independence. 

SOLINET's Long Range Plans 
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In spite of SOLINET's dependence on OCLC for service 

to its membership in 1974, plans were made and actions 

taken in order to maintain an autonomous future in its 

relationship with OCLC. The SOLINET leadership still 

embraced the idea of a southeastern node in the national 

networking system which would be comparable to OCLC. 

The next organizational phase SOLINET entered 

demonstrated its self-direction through the development of 

special services, apart from OCLC, and specifically 

tailored to meet the needs of its regional membership. 

Although a transactional relationship with OCLC was 

maintained which provided access to the union data base 

for shared cataloging, a new boundary penetration 

relationship was imminent. SOLINET devised plans and 

later began to offer products to its members which 

overlapped with similar products developed by OCLC. 

Boundaries had not been clearly defined by both regional 

and national networks as issues of centralization and 

decentralization, previously unchallenged, came to the 

forefront. 
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SOLINET, in 1977, was planning for change. It 

purchased its first Burroughs computer in order to install 

the hardware needed to support a regional data center. 

The SOLINET Data Center, realized in 1977, was an 

organizational goal since the incorporation of SOLINET in 

1973 (SOLINET, 1977-1978). After installation of the 

hardware, the software needed to merge the files from the 

members' OCLC/MARC tapes into a regional data base was 

under development. The data center's applications 

included the building of COM catalogs, interlibrary loan 

and other services at the regional level for SOLINET 

libraries. 

Such ambitious projects were founded upon the SOLINET 

Long Range Plan approved by the Board of Directors on June 

20, 1978 (SOLINET, 1977-1978). According to Charles H. 

Stevens, questions began to surface: "What should be done 

locally?; What should be done by a group of state size or 

less?; What should be done within and perhaps by the 

state?; What should be accomplished in a multi-state 

region?; and What should be done nationally?" (Stevens, 

1977-1978). The future belonged to those who planned for 

it in the opinion of SOLINET's director (Stevens, 1977-

1978) and the network's leadership began to define its 

boundaries independent of OCLC. 
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Although SOLINET had prepared other planning 

documents, the 1978 plan was officially published in 

August, 1978, and outlined SOLINET's future as an "active 

provider of services to its member libraries rather than 

remaining only a broker of services provided by others" 

(SOLINET, l980b, p. 1). This position was viewed as a 

continuation of the early philosophy upon which SOLINET 

was founded. Although the original 1978 plan described 

the technical developments projected for the following 

five years (SOLINET, 1977-1978), a more detailed and 

specific update of the plan was published in 1980 as more 

information became available concerning the means by which 

SOLINET's goals would be accomplished. 

The long range plan of 1978 was important in that it 

documented and subsequently revealed the depth of 

SOLINET's commitment to autonomy. It communicated 

SOLINET's role and the nature of its relationship to OCLC 

as viewed by its planners. The intensity of these views 

is demonstrated by the following preliminary assumptions 

taken from the 1978 plan. 

The basic assumption for this plan is that the best 
framework for providing continuous quality service 
for SOLINET members is a SOLINET-operated network 
among the members. The network would be controlled 
and administered by the member institutions and would 
link them to a variety of service sources--the 
SOLINET Data Center, OCLC, the Library of Congress, 
and others. (p. III-1) 
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SOLINET will evaluate services offered by other 
vendors, as well as OCLC, to determine how best to 
meet the needs of its members. (p. III-2) 

SOLINET's provision of services to its members will 
not be limited to services offered by OCLC. A 
SOLINET controlled network is essential for SOLINET 
to have this freedom of choice. (p. III-2) 

OCLC will permit SOLINET to establish a remote 
communications or data processor using the OCLC data 
base. (p. III-2) 

OCLC will not be able to provide all announced 
services to all users on the expected schedule .. 
In the attempt to do it all, OCLC sometimes falls 
short. (p. III-3) 

State efforts in library automation and networking 
will intensify and at least some states in this 
region will seek assistance from SOLINET. (p. III-4) 

SOLINET will be a regional bibliographic utility and 
will link libraries in the region to other regional 
and national bibliographic utilities (BALLOTS, LC, 
OCLC, WLN, etc.). (p. III-5) 

A path of autonomy is evident in the wording of the 

assumptions under which SOLINET devised its plan. The 

goal was a self-supportive network and the plan was so 

comprehensive that it did not require total revision for 

the 1980 update. In the short range period, SOLINET 

planned to put in place a SOLINET data base, a 

comprehensive machine-readable catalog, a retrospective 

conversion program, interlibrary loan, and an authority 

control system. The long-range services as projected 

included a SOLINET communications processor in the OCLC 
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network, online access to the Library of Congress, online 

information retrieval, a SOLINET data base with subject 

searching, and an acquisitions system. These services 

would be offered in addition to on-going consulting and 

brokerage services for access to OCLC's shared cataloging 

system (SOLINET, 1978). 

In summary, SOLINET would provide a regional support 

system offering the most cost effective services to its 

membership through cooperation with OCLC and other 

bibliographic utilities. In the long range plans of 1978 

and 1980, OCLC would be considered as one among many 

suppliers to the SOLINET membership. The regional support 

system would be achieved through a regional data center 

that would develop online services which were either 

value-added or presently unavailable to the membership 

from other utilities. 

SOLINET's dependence upon OCLC to provide basic 

access to the online union catalog would, in the long run, 

preclude total independence from OCLC. A collaborative 

effort was the only feasible direction in which SOLINET 

could proceed in order to implement its regional plans. 

SOLINET-OCLC Collaboration: A Move Toward Decentralization 

The task appeared overwhelming. In 1979, under the 

direction of a new executive director, Lee Handley, the 
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SOLINET Board began to develop strategies for putting the 

Long Range plan into effect. A new contract was signed 

with OCLC granting special provisions to SOLINET, which, 

in effect, allowed the regional network the right to 

proceed with plans to provide services not available at 

that time through OCLC. The 1979 contract was significant 

for this reason. After negotiating with OCLC for three 

years, SOLINET became the first to obtain a contract of 

this nature, allowing the network to assume more than 

primarily a brokerage role ("New OCLC Contract," 1979). 

SOLINET's vision exceeded OCLC's capabilities at this 

critical point during both organizations' histories. OCLC 

was experiencing its own organizational upheavals as it 

attempted to reach a secure position in the provision of 

stable products to a national audience, each library with 

varying demands and expectations. SOLINET, in contrast, 

was more focused. Its aim was more clearly defined. From 

the very beginning SOLINET explored opportunities to 

market local innovative services to its membership on a 

self-directed course. Its emphasis was localized, and by 

1979, SOLINET had established a regional data center 

capable of supporting the special services granted by the 

new contract. 
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By proposing local products and services to smaller 

libraries that OCLC was not in a position to provide ("New 

OCLC Contract," 1979), SOLINET encouraged a collaborative 

relationship with OCLC. Collaboration appeared 

instrumental to the achievement of both organizations' 

economic goals by 1980. 

SOLINET's Regional Services: Making the Plans a Reality 

The 1979 contract allowed SOLINET to "maintain a 

constructive arrangement with OCLC, Inc., and, at the same 

time, become an active provider of services," according to 

its executive director, Lee Handley ("New OCLC Contract," 

1979, p. 1). SOLINET, thereafter, began to implement its 

plan for new regional services. The contract specifically 

designated that OCLC would install a remote communications 

processor (RCP) necessary for the future linking of 

SOLINET's computer facilities with OCLC (SOLINET, 1979-

1980). The RCP, installed in September, 1980, was capable 

of routing messages to various destinations between 

SOLINET's system and OCLC (SOLINET, 1980-1981). 

Installation of the RCP was a product of the new OCLC

SOLINET contractual relationship and was designed to 

facilitate high speed telecommunications between the 

networks and members. 
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By March of 1980, SOLINET had announced and begun 

development of its regional support system (RSS) which was 

designed to support (a) access to a library's own data 

record; (b) automated authority control; (c) subject 

searching of the holdings of the region; (d) powerful 

search capabilities including Boolean searching; and (e) 

access to other utilities and information retrieval 

systems (SOLINET, 1979-1980). The RSS, using a 

distributed networking concept, included a "host regional 

support system" built on shared regional data for 

authority control, interlibrary loan, and full 

bibliographic record cataloging, together with a "local 

support system" allowing libraries to enter local, 

institution-dependent data ("Regional Support System," 

1981). 

The system was to be developed using software 

purchased from the Washington Library Network, adapted to 

run on newly acquired Burroughs hardware. The SOLINET 

investment with the enhanced WLN software reached a cost 

of $6 million ("SOLINET to establish," 1980). 

Although the RSS represented the fulfillment of 

SOLINET's initial 1973 dream, it also represented a 

departure from a role as mere broker of OCLC services. 

Recognizing a very real economic threat to a cooperative 
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relationship with OCLC, SOLINET's management investigated 

a collaborative arrangement with the hope that such 

barriers could be overcome. 

Negotiations toward collaboration began on September 

1, 1980 ("Membership Forum Signals," 1981) in order to 

effect a relationship which would protect the viability of 

both organizations and enhance services. A memorandum of 

understanding was signed by SOLINET and OCLC followed by 

resolutions passed by both organizational Boards in 

December, 1980 (p. 2). Negotiations prior to the 

resolutions were described as cautious with conflicts over 

SOLINET's motives and economic issues (Gribbin, l987a). 

In spite of initial threats of relationship termination, 

the OCLC Board resolution passed December 15, 1980, stated 

its commitment to a Mutual Support Corporation with 

SOLINET and the "decentralization of the OCLC system, 

where appropriate, in an orderly and rational fashion 

consistent with needs of the library community and with 

OCLC resources" {"Membership Forum Signals," 1981, p. l). 

A Mutual Support Corporation was proposed as a means 

for handling the legal and economic concerns of both 

organizations. The flow of revenues and policy issues was 

to be handled jointly through the Mutual Support 

Corporation (MSC) under the control of the boards of both 
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SOLINET and OCLC (SOLINET, 1980). Dependence on a Mutual 

Support Corporation exemplified the difficulty of 

collaboration between two potentially competitive 

organizations. 

In the midst of negotiations, SOLINET held a public 

forum, allowing its membership to discuss cooperation with 

OCLC. A position paper entitled Collaboration or 

Independent Development: Alternatives In SOLINET's 

Ongoing Relationship With OCLC. Inc. was mailed to SOLINET 

members preceding the December 17, 1980, meeting. The 

document considered both an independent versus a 

cooperative course and concluded that SOLINET would 

proceed independently if cooperation with OCLC could not 

be accomplished. The most significant barrier cited in 

the position paper was the potential for economic damage. 

In spite of the fact that SOLINET and OCLC are each 
not-for-profit corporations whose principal goal is 
to serve the public good, this has not significantly 
reduced the threat of competition. Although one 
might argue that SOLINET and OCLC should simply trust 
each other's good intentions, there are 
understandable reasons why that has not been seen as 
a particularly rational approach in the eyes of 
SOLINET and OCLC management. . • . In reviewing the 
history of SOLINET and OCLC cooperation or, more 
accurately, the lack thereof, SOLINET concluded that 
further attempts to solve the problem would probably 
be futile unless a fundamental change in the 
relationship could be achieved. (SOLINET, l980a, p. 
11-12) 
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A changed relationship was being actively negotiated. 

The SOLINET Board passed its resolution pursuing 

collaboration on December 18, 1980, following the 

membership meeting and after OCLC answered its resolution 

affirming similar support ("Membership Forum Signals," 

1981). 

As part of the plan for collaboration, the two 

organizations would agree to work together to provide a 

reference subsystem, a local library support system, COM 

catalog production, retrospective conversion, and 

cooperative marketing for the services anticipated 

("Summary Outlines Plan," 1981). The plan, as summarized, 

encompassed SOLINET's regional support system, and to 

offset expenses that exceeded SOLINET's revenues, OCLC 

established a $500,000 line of credit ("Membership Meeting 

Produces," 1981). In spite of initial agreements to 

develop these value added services jointly, the 

negotiations met opposition. 

Factors in the Defeat of Collaboration 

Several factors sealed the defeat of the 

collaboration negotiations. First, the SOLINET membership 

was increasingly dissatisfied with the OCLC system 

performance and disruptions in service due to the remote 

communications processor, installed by OCLC at the request 
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of SOLINET in 1980. The RCP was intended to provide 

faster service between the networks, facilitating 

telecommunications for development of local services. 

SOLINET's libraries experienced increased down time and 

slow response time, attributable to the RCP ("Problems 

Still Vexing," 1981). After continued dissatisfaction, 

SOLINET requested that OCLC remove the RCP. Problems with 

the reliability of the OCLC system and the RCP were a 

point of contention between the two networks at a time in 

which negotiations were already strained. 

While technical malfunctions and mistrust contributed 

to some SOLINET members' lack of support for the proposed 

plan for negotiation, other members voiced their 

reservations due to the financial costs and politics of 

the proposed project. Herbert Johnson, Director of 

Libraries at Emory University in 1981, summarized the 

general concern. "The issues are complex. Not only are 

there management and technical considerations, but 

political and emotional ones as well" ("Members Comment," 

1981, p. 10). 

Another serious threat to the agreement was the 

Washington Library Network's reluctance to license its 

software to be offered nationwide without a comprehensive 

agreement with OCLC to share revenues (Gribbin, l987a; 
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"Negotiations Involve WLN," 1981). The WLN software, 

featuring subject searching, had been adapted by SOLINET 

in its regional support system. WLN's entry into the 

negotiations complicated the process. 

A final blow was dealt to the OCLC/SOLINET 

collaboration after OCLC withdrew its support in late 

1981. According to OCLC, the Board decision was "based 

primarily on economic considerations" following SOLINET's 

inability to secure foundation funding to finance the RSS 

effort ("$$Shortage Forces," 1981, p. 1973). OCLC viewed 

the project as too risky and was hesitant to support a 

cooperative service developed on Burroughs hardware. The 

project was also potentially competitive to OCLC services 

(Martin, 1986) . 

SOLINET was forced to drop its plans for the full 

development of the regional support system after OCLC 

withdrew its $500,000 loan which had been promised during 

negotiations. The OCLC withdrawal and the abandonment of 

the RSS thrust SOLINET into financial instability in 1981. 

Staff was cut and the huge debt from hardware costs 

resulted in swift managerial changes at SOLINET. 

Disappointment over the lost effort did not signal an 

end to cooperation between the two organizations; however, 

SOLINET's original plans for a stand-alone regional 
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support system were halted. The project was stopped at a 

critical point in its development with pilot libraries 

ready to test the reference subsystem ("$$ Shortage 

Forces," 1981). SOLINET had come very close 

technologically to achieving its long range plans for 

local services. The experience did little to improve the 

nature of relations between OCLC and SOLINET and new 

issues of data ownership were arising to further alienate 

the two networks. 

Salvaging A Lost Dream: A New Direction 

SOLINET began to pick up the pieces in 1982 and chart 

a more realistic future course for the organization during 

a time of serious financial constraints. Seeking to 

•re-establish credibility" (Gribbin, l987a, p. 116}, 

SOLINET reassessed its member services, explored ways to 

strengthen its relationship with OCLC, and changed its 

leadership. Frank Grisham became executive director. 

On October 27, 1982, the SOLINET Board voted to 

continue operation of its reference subsystem beyond the 

test period, salvaging what it could financially support 

from its original plans for the regional support system 

("LAMBDA Approved," 1982}. The SOLINET regional data base 

was named LAMBDA, an acronym for Local Access to and 

Management of Bibliographic Data and Authorities, and was 
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utilized for retrospective conversion to produce MARC 

records for libraries. The LAMBDA system was later tested 

as an independent service to smaller libraries, offering 

reference support, data base management, authority 

control, and editing of local holdings information (Drum, 

Sigmon, & Sigmon, 1984). The LAMBDA data base, built from 

OCLC/MARC tapes of regional members, made it possible for 

SOLINET to provide regional services while continuing to 

offer access to OCLC services. 

In spite of developing alternative services that 

could be viewed as competitive with OCLC's products, the 

SOLINET Board expressed a desire to establish closer 

cooperation with OCLC in 1982. Decisions were made to 

continue operation of LAMBDA while undertaking full 

marketing and service of OCLC local systems ("Board Charts 

Future," 1982). A SOLINET Board resolution on October 27, 

1982, explained the decision to enhance LAMBDA and stated 

that "concurrent with the offering of this regional 

service, SOLINET reaffirms its commitment to continuing 

cooperation with OCLC, including the marketing of present 

and future OCLC systems and subsystems in the Southeast" 

("LAMBDA Approved," 1982, p. 5). Divided loyalties 

between competitive regional and national services were a 
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main issue during struggles for data ownership and 

contract revisions involving regional networks and OCLC. 

SOLINET's History and Issues of Data 
Base Ownership and Copyright 

Replication, competition, and self-determination are 

all terms used to describe the motives of third parties 

who as non-OCLC members have gained access to OCLC 

records, and who have subsequently produced potentially 

competitive products that threaten OCLC's viability. 

Ironically, these same terms have been used to describe 

SOLINET's history, from its original intention of 

replicating OCLC in 1973 and continuing with its 

"possibility of establishing an independent shared 

cataloging network in the Southeast, using as a base, the 

archival records obtained from OCLC and, thus, displacing 

OCLC services in the Southeast" ("Network Advisory 

Committee," 1982, p. 44). 

Use of records from the OCLC data base was a 

necessary ingredient in the formula for SOLINET's long-

range plans. In order to offer services which included 

interlibrary loan, COM catalogs, authority control, and 

access to local holdings information, the machine-readable 

records of SOLINET's members were needed. OCLC-derived 

archival tapes held increasing value because once the data 
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By 1977, members' records were being successfully 

stored in SOLINET's Data Center, and by 1978, the long 

range plans for a variety of regional applications had 

been completed. Questions of ownership and struggles for 

access were a natural outgrowth of the increasing value of 

machine-readable tapes from the OCLC online union catalog. 

The SOLINET data center, loaded with regional data, 

held even more promise after the 1979 contract with OCLC 

was negotiated. It allowed SOLINET to proceed with the 

development of products at lower costs to smaller 

libraries. The national utility, after three years of 

negotiations, was making concessions to accommodate the 

independent aspirations of SOLINET in markets that OCLC 

was not prepared to serve ("New OCLC Contract," 1979). 

In 1979, OCLC announced contract changes which would 

place restrictions on third party use of OCLC archival 

records. Public hearings were held by OCLC to gather 

input on the proposed restrictions, prohibiting libraries' 

use of the data with vendors or non-OCLC members without 

prior approval. 

Competition was now a reality for OCLC, surfacing 

from the commercial sector as well as from other non-
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profit organizations which found markets for products they 

produced from machine readable data. The same technology 

that had made tie-in services feasible between OCLC and 

SOLINET was now facilitating access to records from the 

online union catalog. Replication of the Ohio data base 

would surely decrease its value if records were 

reproduced, even on a regional basis, in competing data 

banks. 

SOLINET was a leading opponent of proposed 

contractual restrictions on third party use. Networks 

often sub-contracted with vendors for services that 

entailed their access to members' MARC records. New 

restrictions on access to these tapes held the potential 

of severely impeding plans for a regional support system 

using WLN software, Burroughs computers, and the records 

of SOLINET members. 

SOLINET, in 1980, claimed a major victory when OCLC 

reluctantly agreed to allow third party use within the 

OCLC family("$$ Shortage Forces," 1981). The opinion 

among the library community was that the issue had been 

resolved. 

In spite of the decision by OCLC to withdraw 

restrictions, legitimate questions governi~g ownership of 

data had been raised. As stated by Lee Handley, SOLINET's 
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executive director during the initial discussions of the 

issue, 

the question could be raised as to what extent 
could a regional network be able to pursue its own 
path without concern for the collective interests of 
all the members of OCLC, and to what extent does OCLC 
have a responsibility, as an organization funded by 
operating revenues, to take steps to safeguard its 
financial integrity? ("Network Advisory Committee," 
1982, p. 44). 

The questions posed highlighted the dilemma facing OCLC 

and SOLINET in the midst of decentralizing forces that 

strained the relationship between the two networks over 

the issue of sharing records. 

By 1980, SOLINET and OCLC were negotiating a 

collaborat i ve relationship insuring the viability of both 

organ i zations by jointly developing new products. 

Alth ough these products were proposed to add value to the 

network services previously available, their potential to 

be competitive to OCLC were a major issue during 

negotiations. As stated by Rowland Brown, OCLC's 

President, "the real world is that we must be cost

effective. We don't want two of everything" ("Membership 

Forum Signals," 1981, p. 1). The collaborative effort 

failed, but one very real barrier to SOLINET/OCLC 

cooperation was identified in a SOLINET position paper on 

collaboration. 



230 

Troublesome contract negotiations, debates over 
ownership of bibliographic data and similar incidents 
gave rise to a strained and somewhat adversarial 
relationship between SOLINET and OCLC. (SOLINET, 
l980a, p. 10) 

By 1982, SOLINET's Board, under the direction of Frank 

Grisham, approved the operation of its LAMBDA regional 

data base in an effort to gather financial strength while 

providing local services, including retrospective 

conversion to members. Retrospective conversion using the 

LAMBDA data base in 1982 insured special advantages such 

as "advanced authority control" ("RECON Services Offered," 

1982) to libraries wishing to convert their catalog 

records. 

OCLC viewed SOLINET and other regional networks as 

marketing agents and brokers of OCLC services. Regional 

retrospective conversion services which utilized data base 

records from OCLC-derived tapes were considered directly 

competitive to OCLC's own retrospective conversion 

services. Questions of SOLINET's role as both a marketing 

agent for OCLC products as well as its own were being 

considered at the national level. The economic threat 

became a major barrier to further cooperation (Gribbin, 

l987a). 

Loss of records to third parties and to regional and 

state-wide data bases, built with regional retrospective 
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conversion services, motivated OCLC to enact new policies. 

These policies were formulated, according to Frank 

Grisham, SOLINET's executive director, without any effort 

to get opinions from the library community (Grisham, 

1987). The announced contract revisions and copyright 

protection for the online union catalog in 1982 signaled a 

new authority/power relationship between OCLC and SOLINET. 

The decision was made by Board action with the policy 

handed down to regional networks and libraries after its 

enactment. The lines of authority were clearly drawn. 

OCLC assumed a position of compiler and protector of 

the data base. The Board viewed its action as a fiduciary 

responsibility to insure the economic viability of OCLC. 

Grisham described OCLC's intentions as honorable (1987): 

however, SOLINET viewed the copyright action as a 

"departure from OCLC's traditional emphasis on promoting 

cooperative bibliographic endeavors" (Gribbin, l987a, p. 

117) . 

SOLINET, together with other OCLC regional networks, 

united to negotiate a single contract with the aid of 

SOLINET's legal council from the Atlanta law firm of Long, 

Aldridge, and Norman. After considering several contract 

drafts from OCLC, the regional networks submitted their 

own working draft for negotiations (Grisham, 1987). 
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SOLINET's position had been steadfast against 

restrictions which view networks as third parties, denying 

them the right to create and use their own records and 

services unless permission is obtained from OCLC (Grisham, 

1985). SOLINET's Board adopted a resolution on September 

1 4, 1983, regarding the propos~d OCLC/network contract. 

The Board voted to reject a contract acknowledging or 

supporting OCLC's copyright claim on the union data base 

(Gribbin, l987a) . The Board realized the potential for 

prohibition of the use of LAMBD~, SOLINET's RECON, and 

other services unless OCLC approved (Gribbin, l987a). 

Specific issues to resolve included Networks' marketing 

role for OCLC products, ownership of the online union 

catalog, the development of policy for use of the national 

data base, the responsibility of networks as monitors or 

enforcers of policy, and methods to insure performance 

obligations on the supplier of services (Gribbin, l987a). 

Performance obligations were of special interest to 

SOLINET after it experienced technical problems from the 

remote communications processor (RCP) installed by OCLC in 

1980 ("$$Shortage Forces, 1981). 

Unable to negotiate a contract settlement since 1983, 

SOLINET and regional networks in 1986 pursued 

negotiations individually in an effort to resolve 
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differences (Martin, 1986). Although the OCLC online 

union catalog was registered for copyright in 1984, 

libraries and networks saw a gradual relaxation of 

restrictions governing use of records. Guidelines in 
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effect since 1985 have allowed libraries and networks to 

use their records for resource sharing but have maintained 

restrictions on transfer of records to third parties 

(OCLC, l986b) . 

SOLINET has stood firml y in its efforts to promote 

resource sharing through library cooperation for its 

members. In so doing, its executive director has 

expressed that SOLINET's position on fair use of the data 

within the OCLC family will continue to be based on the 

wishes of SOLINET members. The membership was polled for 

their support in preparing a stance against copyright in 

1 983. Although other regional networks and libraries have 

responded to OCLC's copyright of the data base by applying 

for joint ownership, SOLINET's management has not pursued 

this option because, as stated by Frank Grisham, "to lay 

claim to copyright would be doing the same thing that we 

are criticizing OCLC of" (Grisham, 1987). 

SOLINET's position has also been in support of 

competition which produces value added services to network 

members {SOLINET, l980a). This position has been in 
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keeping with SOLINET's history of rejecting a permanent 

role as middleman for OCLC. OCLC's contract drafts have 

been accused of restricting access to records to ensure 

that these records will not be used by networks to offer 

the same or similar products (Grisham, 1985). Fear of 

competition has been hypothesized as the primary cause of 

the present records controversy (Grisham, 1987). 

SOLINET's executive director, Frank Grisham, states that 

"as networks compete, cooperation may evolve, since no 

network can meet all needs of all users" (Grisham, 1983, 

p. 41). The new technologies, according to Grisham, will 

force us to recognize the fact that our data is going to 

be shared (p. 41). 

SOLINET's Current Status 

Under the administration of Frank Grisham since 1982, 

SOLINET has developed new services and has made efforts to 

be more responsive to the needs of the membership while 

evaluating its role in a more conservative network 

environment. New trends suggest that networks must remain 

cognizant of this role in order to preserve their future. 

In so doing, SOLINET has developed services which have 

included a regional conservation program ("Conservation 

In," 1983) and support for the development of state and 

local networks. 
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SOLINET is facing an uncertain future. Like other 

regional networks, SOLINET has recently experienced a 

loss of membership among some of the larger research 

libraries who have chosen to bypass traditional regional 

networks in order to join no-frills networks such as the 

Association for Library Information (Grisham, 1987). AFLI 

cuts network costs to libraries by eliminating the costs 

of staff or services other than direct access to OCLC 

(Martin, 1986). The migration of libraries to service 

centers of this type is a new issue which OCLC and the 

traditional regional networks have yet to resolve. 

The challenge for SOLINET today is to continue to 

analyze its programs so that they reflect the needs of the 

users (Grisham, 1983). Role definitions for networks are 

now critical. According to Frank Grisham, "regional 

networks might best find themselves by losing themselves 

in their membership" (1983, p. 36). 

A Social Network Analysis of the Case Study 

There are two basic assumptions which are the 

foundations for social network analysis. First, the 

social system in which actors are involved must be 

understood. Actors participate in a social system with 

other actors and become significant reference points in 
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one another's decisions (Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982). 

Secondly, the types of relationships and their intensity 

are important and may explain certain behavioral outcomes. 

An actor's perceptions, beliefs, and actions are governed 

by the nature of the relationships an actor has with other 

members in the social system (Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982). 

The social system's structure can be observed 

at the level of the individual actor's attributes or 

characteristics and at the level of the actor's 

relationships. Attributes or characteristics of an actor 

tend to persist regardless of the context in which they 

are exhibited, whereas relationships are context-specific 

and alter or disappear after the interaction or networking 

relationship ends. 

A social systems approach using the assumptions above 

can be applied to the study of SOLINET and its 

relationships with OCLC in order to explain the various 

behavioral outcomes that have resulted. The more 

traditional social explanations of interactions between 

groups have focused only on individuals and their 

characteristics. Network analysis includes this approach, 

but encompasses much more: the system of relationships 

that occurs as actors or entities (SOLINET, OCLC, or 



libraries) link in a given pattern. These patterns are 

observable and produce certain observable consequences. 
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In much the same way, the linkages that do not occur 

as well as the weak ties between entities can also be 

analyzed to explain the reason a system operates as it 

does. It is the "relationship" which is the essence of 

social network analysis. 

In the case study of SOLINET, several relationships 

with OCLC evolved during its history. Some relationships 

persisted throughout SOLINET's history, indicating that 

more than one type of relationship or linkage existed. 

These simultaneous relationships may have occurred at 

varying levels of intensity; however, their existence 

characterizes SOLINET as a multiplex network according to 

social network analysis. 

In 1973, the SOLINET organizers made efforts to 

affiliate with OCLC in order to replicate the utility in 

the southeast. The founders, at the time of SOLINET's 

incorporation, were motivated by a need for OCLC's 

assistance in achieving goals they shared with the Ohio 

membership. The need for assistance and the need for 

information are examples of the reasons people, 

organizations, or groups affiliate (Harrison, 1976). 
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A sentimental and kinship relationship was fostered 

among the southeastern libraries and was encouraged by 

OCLC. Libraries aggregated together with a single spirit 

of cooperation at the inception of SOLINET. By occupying 

similar positions or roles as joint network members, these 

libraries were strongly tied or bonded together toward a 

common goal (Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982). Developing a 

kinship or partnership from this oneness of purpose, the 

SOLINET libraries, in turn, fostered a kinship 

relationship (Knoke & Kuklinski, 1982) with OCLC through 

their efforts to replicate the system. The desire for one 

entity (SOLINET) to move toward another (OCLC) in order to 

accomplish a goal is identified as convergence among 

analysts of communication networks (Rogers & Kincaid, 

1981). The sharing of information or services between 

OCLC and SOLINET to encourage convergence was the 

motivation of SOLINET after its 1973 feasibility study 

indicated that resources would be available from OCLC in 

order to achieve replication. 

By 1974, replication was no longer feasible. 

Although SOLINET organizers understood that OCLC would 

assist in plans for replication, the environment of OCLC 

had changed. New barriers to cooperation were inhibiting 

successful interactions with OCLC. These barriers 

I 
I 
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included intergroup and inter-network competition, a lack 

of effective communication, copyright, and a lack of role 

definition. 

The lack of role definition and agreement was most 

pronounced following OCLC's revision of its Articles of 

Incorporation on May 21, 1974, to state that OCLC is 

empowered to operate as a national and international 

network (Kilgore, 1984). Roles or positions carry with 

them certain behavioral expectations that have been 

generally accepted by other actors in the system. 

Persons, networks, or other entities occupying certain 

roles are, therefore, prescribed to act in a certain 

socially defined manner (Harrison, 1976) . 

OCLC's role reversal from a regional, Ohio-based 

network to that of a national and international utility 

changed the pattern of relations it shared with other 

actors. The change in the pattern of relations disturbed 

the social structure which had formerly been in place. 

SOLINET "expected" OCLC to behave as a regional network, 

assuming a role similar to the role it was seeking, when 

in fact, OCLC occupied a new position in 1974. OCLC's new 

role had not been effectively communicated to regional 

networks attempting replication of its services. 



I 
I 

I 
I 

240 

OCLC's star network configuration placed the 

organization in a central power position in its 

interactions with other actors in the nationwide network. 

A natural inequality among actors resulted (Burt, 1980). 

Role conflicts were inevitable as OCLC, assuming a 

position of centrality, became the single actor through 

which all communications were channeled, enhancing its 

position to one of prestige and power. Studies in social 

topology and network structure have confirmed that the 

position of centrality between network actors "implies 

that the potential to control or interrupt communications 

is the source of power" (Marsden, 1982, p. 202) and 

"variations in power may be traced to differential levels 

of control over valuable resources" (p. 20) or other 

actors. 

The capacity to control other network actors was 

accomplished by encouraging tie-in contracts with regional 

networks seeking its services in 1974, rather than 

assisting networks in producing a comparable, autonomous 

network. Tie-in agreements made duplicate operations 

unnecessary and economically impractical. Controlling 

access to the system software and online union catalog 

(resources) changed the nature of its relations with other 

regional networks. A dependency relationship resulted 
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which naturally subordinated SOLINET to the position of 

broker of OCLC services. 

SOLINET experienced role conflict of its own as it 

attempted to occupy competing positions. It continued to 

enhance its position as an autonomous, regional 

bibliographic utility offering a wide range of services 

similar in kind to OCLC, while concurrently brokering and 

marketing OCLC's products. These competing roles as both 

utility and broker were later the source of internal 

conflict as SOLINET made plans to offer new services 

jointly with OCLC ("Members Comment," 1981). 

Brokerage behavior in social network analysis is 

anticipated in communication networks if actors have 

limited access to one another (Marsden, 1982). In the 

relationships which occur, there are at least three 

actors, including two principals and one or more brokers 

who serve as agents arranging transactions in the interest 

of the principals (Marsden, 1982). The intermediary 

actors receive "resource 'commissions'" •.• defined as 

"fractions of the resource flow between principals, for 

their brokerage services" (Marsden, 1982, p. 206). 

Social network analysis aptly explains brokerage 

behavior between OCLC, SOLINET, and libraries in the 

southeast. OCLC perceived SOLINET to be a marketing and 



I 

I 
) 

I 
{ 

I 

I 

242 

distributing agent (Martin, 1986), providing access to its 

services for libraries in the southeast. SOLINET's 

commissions, in light of its nonprofit status, represented 

"fractions of the resource flow" between OCLC and 

libraries, the two principals. These commissions for 

regional networks in nonprofit terms consist of dues for 

membership and services. Archival tapes were a type of 

non-monetary commission SOLINET utilized as a resource 

between its principals. These tapes were essential for 

building a SOLINET data center in 1977 and enabled the 

regional network to produce its own local products. 

There were several dynamic relationships visible 

after SOLINET contracted for tie-in services with OCLC. 

As broker of OCLC services, SOLINET was considered an 

agent of OCLC while arranging transactions in the interest 

of libraries for resource sharing. 

This conflict between philosophy and economics is 
perhaps crystallized by the question of whether the 
Networks are agents of OCLC for the purpose of 
brokering OCLC services or membership organizations 
of local libraries (and therefore agents of 
libraries) for the purpose of increasing resource 
sharing and lowering costs of necessary bibliographic 
products for libraries. Some Networks, financially, 
are more nearly the former than the latter, but they 
may not 'feel' this way. This question also obscures 
the basic fact that Networks and OCLC are staffs of 
employees with capital debts and obligations that 
must survive financially, regardless of how the 
'whose agent am I' question is answered. This issue 
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needs to be sorted out economically, legally, 
philosophically, and historically. (Long & Jones, 
1983' 6) 

The partnership-kinship relationship continued, although 

libraries viewed themselves as part of the OCLC family 

with less intensity after replication was abandoned. 

According to social network terminology, SOLINET was 

involved in several different linkages or a multiplex of 

relationships that were directly affected by economic 

factors. 

A confusion of roles led to weakened ties and new 

interactions between OCLC and SOLINET as each perceived 

the other differently. SOLINET continued to pursue its 

own course, which conflicted with OCLC's role as the 

national utility governing the network. Viewed in terms 

of a nonstrictly competitive game (Zagare, 1984) of social 

relationships, this initial stage of role conflict can be 

characterized as the point at which both parties 

calculated whether to cooperate by coordinating their 

efforts for mutual rewards (Harrison, 1976) or to choose 

a strategy of competition which would derive gains at the 

other's expense (Harrison, 1976). 

The choice to be made was affected by a changing 

environment in 1977. In this year, SOLINET's data center 

was in place using Burroughs equipment and OCLC-derived 
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archival tapes for the development of a regional data 

base. OCLC, in 1977, reorgan1'zed 1'ts structure to 

resemble a more nonprofit corporate image and was 

experiencing technical problems due to its growth. 

(Martin, 1986). Relationships were affected by a 

competitive environment . Multiple interactions were 
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occurring. Although SOLINET maintained its transactional 

relations with OCLC, its partnership-kinship relationship 

was being replaced by a less sentimental vendor-customer 

one. The new competitive environment was also introducing 

a boundary-penetration relationship (Knoke & Kuklinski, 

1982) in which both parties were developing similar 

services for common markets. 

Competition is a major barrier to cooperation and the 

frequent interaction of parties across boundaries make the 

boundary itself more difficult to identify (Anderson & 

Carter, 19 7 4) • A conflict of interest, which has been 

viewed as inevitable in organizations (Anderson & carter, 
. naturally weakened 

1974) and in most social interact~ons, 

the linkages between SOLINET and OCLC. 
. the game was being 

By 1979, a different strategy ~n 
. s either cooperating, 

attempted. Faced with two cho~ce --
s tor joint 

so that both sides could pool their resource 

and 
risking one party's 

fulfillment or competing 
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demise--SOLINET and OCLC entered negotiations toward a 

collaborative effort. A new contract with OCLC granted 

SOLINET the right to develop products OCLC could not offer 

oun ar1es d1d not overlap, conflict at that time. If the b d · · 

would then be reduced . 

It should be noted that 1979 is the same year that 

contract revisions and data base ownership issues were 

first discussed. OCLC , regardless of its motive, was 

introducing a new barrier to cooperation. Restrictions on 

the use of data even t o third parties was viewed by 

SOLINET as inhibiting r eg i onal resource sharing 

activities. According to game logic, this move would give 

an unfair advantage t o OCLC in its ability to control the 

resources needed by SOLI NET. OCLC viewed SOLI NET as its 

agent, and therefore bel ieved that prior knowledge of 

OCLC's services gave SOLINET an unfair advantage in 

marketing and developing its own products (Brown, 1987). 

OCLC's opinion was that it could not compete fairly in a 

game with one of its own members, due to this unequal 

advantage. Each side felt that the other held unfair 

advantages. 
The goal for SOLINET and ocLC during the negotiations 

for collaboration was to offer services jointlY through a 

Mutual support corporation. superordinate goals, or 
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"goals that were compelling for both groups" (Harrison, 

1976, p. 544), motivated SOLINET and OCLC to resolve 

conflict through cooperation. Although the 1979 

restrictions against third party use were removed, the 

collaborative effort ended unsuccessfully in 1981. The 

economic threat had inhibited cooperation (Gribbin, l987a) 

together with communication failures. A mutual 

understanding of goals was never reached. 

By 1982, communication problems were most visible. 

Barriers to commmunication between OCLC and SOLINET were 

compounded by the authority/power relationship that was 

most prevalent at the time of OCLC's decision to copyright 

the online union catalog. Authority/power relations in 

social network theory indicate a right or obligation of 

actors to issue and obey commands (Knoke & Kuklinski, 

1982). The decision to copyright was made by the OCLC 

Board which viewed protection of the data base as its 

responsibility. This decision was made without input or 

prior knowledge of the membership. OCLC held the authority 

to enact policy through its Board, and libraries and 

networks were expected to comply in order to protect the 

data. The decision to copyright the online union catalog, 

together with the decision to approve principles and 

guidelines governing the use of data, was received with 



I 

247 

"surprise, anger and fear" among the library community 

(Grisham, 1987, p. 200). 

Communication can be defined as a "process in which 

participants create and share information with one another 

in order to reach a mutual understanding" (Rogers & 

Kincaide, 1981, p. 78). According to Cherry (1978, p. 6), 

"when 'members' or 'elements' are in communication with 

one another, they are associating, co-operating, forming 

an 'organization' or sometimes an 'organism.'" Artificial 

constraints such as copyright restrict communication, 

which Cherry explains as a sharing of messages (1978). 

Effective communication promotes goal seeking activity in 

an organization (Cherry, 1978). The following statement 

by Nancy Marshall, an OCLC Board member at the time of the 

1982 decision illustrates the importance of communication 

or sharing of messages between OCLC and network members. 

I am persuaded that we could have saved a good deal 
of time and energy . • . if we had brought the issue 
to the OCLC community, explained what we were 
contemplating and why, asked for input, and listened 
to what was being said. I'm convinced that the OCLC 
community with few exceptions would have seen the 
wisdom of the copyright registration and supported 
it. (Marshall, 1985, p. 201) 

Marshall's use of the words "explain," "input," "listen," 

and "support" in the above quotation, describes a process 

of communication absent at the time of copyright. 
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Regional network leaders also infer a communication 

breakdown when they suggest that networks might have 

accepted the copyright if they had been involved in 

discussions at the time of the dec1's1'on (Mercante, 1987). 

In hindsight, OCLC could have made an effort to get the 

networks on their side early (Wetherbee, 1987) instead of 

handing down a unilateral decision (Mercante, 1987). This 

view that OCLC should have improved its relationship with 

the networks prior to enacting copyright policies can be 

explained in terms of communication theory which suggests 

that one actor's attitude or orientation toward another 

affects the result of a communicative act (Newcomb, 1953). 

Since 1982, there has been an attempt to correct the 

relationship between OCLC and the library community by 

improving the lines of communication, or who talks to 

whom. OCLC's guidelines and restrictions concerning 

record use have been continually adjusted and liberalized 

React1'ons of surprise, anger, and fear 
(Evans, 1987). 

1987) 
are examples of the types 

from librarians (Grisham, 

of feedback that have made an adjustment necessary. 
. · the communication 

Social network analysis ident1f 1es 
& Rogers, 1976). 

flows and patterns in systems (Rogers 
and stronger communication 

Using this analysis, several new 
. 1 networks including 

links can be observed. Reg1ona 



249 

SOLINET have bonded directly to each other, forming 

"cliques" which act as a block against OCLC's contract 

changes and copyright of the data base. Members of 

cliques were strongly tied to each other during the time 

of group network contract negotiations, but have weakened 

their ties recently, due to a decision to negotiate 

contracts separately in 1986. Weakened ties have become 

visible as networks have attempted to expand their 

membership base by seeking customers out of their own 

regi onal territories (Robinson, 1980). 

New linkages are observable between OCLC and 

libraries seeking direct access to OCLC services without 

the aid of a "broker" or regional network (Robinson, 

1980). This relationship, more transactional in nature, 

can be explained using network analysis of brokerage 

behavior. As stated by Marsden (1982), "actors will use 

the shortest transaction routes available to them in 

completing each of their transactions" (p. 206), and will 

prefer a direct connection if one is available. The 

rationale for this behavior, according to Marsden, is that 

"by using short transaction routes in preference to 

lengthy ones, actors will economize on brokerage costs 

(commissions) involved in the conduct of transactions" (p. 

206). In times of budget cut-backs, it is feasible that 
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libraries will seek out service centers which offer only 

direct service to OCLC, by-passing SOLINET or other OCLC 

brokers in order to economize and avoid expendable network 

services and membership dues. 

SOLINET's future role and future relationships with 

OCLC, networks, and libraries must remain dynamic in order 

for the network to survive. The organization must 

encourage feedback from its membership in order to adapt, 

learn, and adjust to its environment. For this reason, 

SOLINET is expanding services that are responsive to user 

needs. 

While pursuing autonomy, SOLINET has improved 

cooperation among libraries, among networks, and among 

libraries, networks, and national utilities. The networks' 

conflict with OCLC can be viewed positively. Social 

psychologists have found that conflict can (a) prevent 

stagnation and decay of the social system by stimulating 

innovation and creativity; (b) lead to new social norms or 

reforms; (c) improve technology; (d) improve the 

cohesiveness of groups; (e) form new associations, 

coalitions, and alliances; (f) bind the contending groups 

into a new positive relationship; and (g) establish a 

balance of power (Harrison, 1976). SOLINET's experience 

typifies these claims. Out of SOLINET's conflicting 
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relationship with OCLC, (a) new technology responsive to 

local needs has emerged at the national and regional level, 

(b) OCLC has reassessed its policies and restrictions on use 

of data, (c) OCLC's technology has become more reliable, (d) 

communication between regional networks has improved over 

time, (e) the American Library Association and the Library 

of Congress Network Advisory Committee have supported open 

access to bibliographic data, (f) OCLC has made direct 

efforts to cooperate with SOLINET, and (g) Regional networks 

have resisted contract restrictions and attempts by OCLC to 

develop its own service centers. These actions show 

a level of strength among regional networks that has 

resulted in a balance of power at the national level. 

Political Analogies for Analysis 
of the case Study 

Social network analysis has been introduced in this 

study as a tool for clarifying issues related to copyright 

of data bases. Other models have been used by both 

analysts and participants to explain events in network 

development. These models, like all analytic models, must 

be used carefully. 

Issues of centralization versus decentralization 

which characterize the history of OCLC and SOLINET can be 

analyzed using a political model. The power conflict 
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between regional networks and the central authority (OCLC) 

can be viewed as a political phenomenon analogous to 

issues of states' rights versus federalism in American 

history. Rowland Brown (1987), President of OCLC, has 

compared states' rights philosophies to present governance 

issues facing OCLC and networks. In his analysis, Brown 

asks the question, "Can the United States effectively 

function allowing each state to operate separately or to 

replicate?'' In much the same way, Brown considers the 

history, the technology, the structure and the economics 

of national and regional networks and suggests that "we 

are a nation . . . rather than a group of separate 

entities all agreeing to work on a loose basis." 

According to Brown, the networks, in representing their 

own members, feel that they don't want to turn over 

everything to a national network. However, policies and 

standards must exist. "A lot of things can be considered 

local, but when they breach the national interest, you get 

into a question of where is the priority." If each state 

could oppose the union then problems would result. The 

question then becomes "What should the federal government 

do?" (Brown, 1987). Brown suggests that there are no 

good, bad, right, or wrong answers. As OCLC has grown to 

be national and international, the role of a network has 
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changed. OCLC and the networks are now trying to figure 

out their new respective roles (Brown, 1987). 

OCLC's position as a national bibliographic utility 

and as originator of the data base has resulted in its 

central control of the system (Williams & Flynn, 1979). 

Conversely, a distributed network as favored by SOLINET 

would decentralize the data base in various geographic 

locations and would allow regional networks greater 

control in providing local services to their members 

(Martin, 1976). OCLC's star network configuration placed 

control in a central location requiring all other systems 

to access resources from this central site (Bunch & 

Alsberg, 1977). 

Just what balance is needed between centralized and 

decentralized control of the data base is a governance 

question facing library networks today. In a very general 

sense, the questions are similar to questions confronting 

the newly formed government following the revolutionary 

war in American history. What should be the distribution 

of power between the congress and the states? Should 

ultimate political sovereignty reside in the central or 

the state governments? These are perennial questions, 

ways of analyzing issues that are familiar, and to a 

degree are suitable for understanding networks. 
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Unlike most OCLC regional organizations, SOLINET's 

founders envisioned their efforts in the southeast as an 

opportunity to create their own autonomous network, 

similar to, but distinct from, OCLC (Martin, 1986). 

Following a path of complete independence, however, was 

not without strife. Concessions were made in order to 

achieve the goal of resource sharing. These concessions 

by SOLINET included contracting for tie-in services with 

the national bibiliographic utility while continuing to 

investigate the possiblity of pursuing its own course 

(Chepesiuk & Tarlton, 1983). With this philosophy in 

mind, SOLINET published its long range plan in 1978 and 

developed local products that were made available to the 

network members which it represented. such ambitious 

projects are indicative of SOLINET's philosophy of self-

direction. 

The desire for autonomy was further evident in 

several efforts to collaborate between SOLINET and OCLC. 

In 1980, the organization forged ahead with its plans for 

a regional support system and actively enlisted OCLC's 

cooperation as joint owners of local services developed. 

OCLC initially supported these efforts to decentralize and 

passed a resolution aclaiming its approval ("OCLC Working 

Toward,'' 1981). Feeling the threat of competition to its 
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survival, OCLC withdrew its support during a sensitive 

period in the relations between the two networks (Martin, 

1986). In spite of these tensions, SOLINET exerted its 

independence and marketed its products. 

Questions which plagued the efforts to collaborate 

between OCLC and SOLINET are questions which persist 

today. "Who owns the data?" "Who controls system 

development?" and "Whose system is it?" were all issues 

that were debated in 1980 and are currently unresolved in 

light of OCLC's decision to copyright the data base and 

renegotiate its contract with the regional networks 

("Regional Networks," 1983). Copyrighting the data base 

has, in turn, resulted in a stalemate in relations 

beteween national and regional networks, causing SOLINET 

to again consider a path of autonomy in its use of records 

for local services. 

Since the Revolutionary Era, Americans have asked 

many questions similar to "Who owns the data?" "Who 

controls the system development?" and, "Whose system is 

it?" during the period of pre-statehood. State 

representatives at the Continental Congress, for example, 

in essence questioned a system of central government 

which lessened their individual power by asking "Who 

controls the system?" and "Whose government is it?" In 
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response, the states demanded direct control and ownership 

of the government for which they had fought. 

The Articles of Confederation descrl' bed a system in 

which the states remained supreme, entrusting only 

specific matters to a central authority. A unitary 

philosophy of governance, as heralded by certain 

nationalists in the congress, would have placed all power 

in the central government and reduced the states to "mere 

administrative units," subject to the responsibilities 

delegated them by the national government (Jones, 1977) . 

Similar i ssues of governance are reflected in SOLINET's 

ph i losophies. Regional networks have resisted all efforts 

to reduce their status to "mere marketing centers" of OCLC 

products which would result if OCLC pursued a unitary 

course of direct control over the data base (Martin, 

1986). 

central 

In much the same way, OCLC's position as the 

authority is threatened by decentralization of the 

data base or confederation of the regional networks. 
The 

· ls as 
national utility, in turn, views the reglona 

t in which there would be 
competitors in such an arrangemen 

. networks such as SOLINET 
loss of power centrally, a11ow1ng 

. to member libraries 
to offer similar local serv1ces 

was contract revisions. 
(Martin, 1986). ocLC's response 
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The Articles insured that the states maintained their 

sovereignty and independence, creating a weak central 

government. Although some powers were granted to a 

national government by the Articles, the lack of 

enforcement power and the refusal of states to abide by 

the limited powers given the central government resulted 

in its demise. Each state, in its allegiance to local 

government only, acted independently in its own regard 

(Murphy, 1967). Although OCLC's governance is not weak in 

authority or its right to govern the network, libraries 

and regionals have acted in their own regard by continuing 

to use OCLC-derived archival records as they so desire. 

Lack of enforcement power was an issue that networks 

raised in resisting restrictions on record use (Wetherbee, 

1987). 

The philosophy of states' rights was evident in the 

wording of the Articles, which did not refer to the 

central authority as a "government," but instead as "the 

United States in Congress assembled" (Jones, 1977). 

Proponents of the states' rights doctrine believed "the 

political fact that the people as a general rule would 

feel closer to their state and local governments and more 

remote from the national government" (Murphy, 1967, p. 

412). This belief is still prevalent among library 
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networks today. According to Russell Shank (1982), "the 

region is merely an efficient and economical extension of 

the neighborhood. It is about as far as human nature will 

let us look in cooperation and the sharing of resources 

for social goals" (p. 23). 

The outcome of the debate over state sovereignty was 

for both sides to agree to important concessions in order 

to establish a means of governance. The concessions carne 

in the form of the Consitution of the United States which 

instituted the concept of federalism in American 

government. Similar issues over states' rights were 

voiced in the Constitutional Convention of 1787. The 

federal government was given greater power while some 

rights were reserved to the states. State autonomy rather 

than state sovereignty was granted by the Constitution 

(Murphy, 1967). In spite of their design to end the 

controversy over distribution of power by reserving rights 

to the states in order to maintain their regional 

identities, the constitution and federalism did not 

fully resolve issues of states' rights. These issues have 

continued to surface throughout United States history. 

Similarly, OCLC's efforts toward nationalism and 

SOLINET's desire for local autonomy can be understood in 

terms of regionalism in America. In analyzing the 
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adoption of technology by libraries, Shank (1982) states 

that: 

There is a natural tendency in American society to 
favor the local environment--the states, the regions 
and municipalities •..• Even if federalism ... 
prevails, American society forces these agencies to 
feature local outlets. The neighborhood is still the 
powerful and preponderant force in molding the advent 
and the acceptability of technology. (p. 22) 

Regional organizations, such as SOLINET, may by their very 

nature display qualities that inhibit their ability to 

cooperate effectively at the national level. 

The concept of reg i onalism has been defined in the 

following manner: 

Sociologists have seen the region "as comprised of a 
constellation of communities;" as characterized by a 
"homogeneity of economic and social structure;" as a 
culture area, "an area whose people are bound 
together by mutual dependencies arising from common 
interests;" as "an area of which the inhabitants 
instinctively feel themselves a part.•• (Vance, 1965, 
p. 123) 

The history of SOLINET encompasses this definition and 

suggests a natural tendency of regions to be 

decentralizing, forming sub-units of the larger system of 

administration and control (Vance, 1965). Rivalry between 

sections has been a part of the history of America as 

contending groups have struggled for control (Hesseltime, 

1965). According to Shank (1982), "Americans have a deep 

distrust of distant governance--or distant governors .... 

States rights have always been a political issue. People 
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are skeptical of the ability of remote specialists to 

understand their needs and the nature of the local 

problem" (p. 24) .. 
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Out of this political environment, OCLC, formerly a 

regional network of its own, attempted to integrate other 

independent regional networks into a nationwide system. 

Conflict was inevitable. As stated by Kilgore (1984), 

OCLC's Founder Trustee, "No one in his right mind would 

organize a nationwide online computerized library network 

made up of i ndependent regional networks on the OCLC 

model" (p. 69). Kilgore attributes regionalism as one of 

the obstacles to developing the nationwide OCLC network. 

Regional analysts, like social theorists, have 

described conflict as a result of political boundary 

penetration relationships. Conflict arising from this 

relationship is characteristic of regions that are 

involved in trade "delineated by a network of economic 

interconnections that hold it together" (Wirth, 1965, p. 

383). Regions of this nature may not be identified by 

their homogeneous characteristics but instead by their 

interdependent relationships within the region. This type 

of region has difficulty in determining its boundaries and 

"cannot usually be set off from adjacent regions by sharply 

defined lines" (Wirth, 1965, p. 383). SOLINET and OCLC's 
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exchange of services to member libraries can be viewed as 

a type of trade between regions that resulted in a 

boundary penetration relationship following SOLINET's 

decision to market its own local services. 

The application of regional concepts to issues of 

library network relationships should not be attempted in 

isolation from other political, social, or economic 

analyses. It should be used to supplement other 

perspectives of social life (Wirth, 1965). Recognition of 

regionalism as a phenomenon can, however, justify the need 

to involve regional political units in policy-making at 

the national level (Gaus, 1965) in order to ease the 

adaptation of national politics "to specific application 

locally" (p. 315). 

The future for both SOLINET and OCLC will require a 

reassessment of roles during a period of fiscal 

constraint. This is the future which Frank Grisham of 

SOLINET and Rowland Brown of OCLC face as administrators 

of nonprofit organizations that must remain viable locally 

and nationally. According to Drucker (1977), service 

institutions must answer the question "What is our 

business and what should it be? What service institutions 

need is not to be more 'businesslike.' ... They need to 

think through their own specific function, purpose, and 
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mission" ( p. 3 0) · This i s the challenge to SOLINET and 

OCLC as they seek to understand the nature of their 

relationships as a means for cooperative coexis t ence . 

A social and political network model has been applied 

to the study of SOLINET, its historical relationship with 

OCLC, and issues of data base ownership and copyright of 

the online union catalog . While historical and political 

analogies set the issue in familiar frames of reference, 

such analogies are less useful as analytic devices because 

they do not support detailed analyses of problems such as 

copyright. Furthermore , there is a danger in us ing 

analogies because one might be tempted to think 

deterministically. The us e of political analogies as a 

means for interpreting and resolving contemporary network 

must be Used CarefullY· The social 
issues has value but 

network model offers a context-free, flexible, and 

to the 
study of library automated 

comprehensive approach 
. . d1'sparate theories into one 

networks, synthes1z1ng 

conceptual framework. 
Data base ownership is but one 

instance of its applicat i on. 
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CHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

This study of data base ownership and data base 

copyright among automated library networks has synthesized 

the literature surrounding the issue and recorded the 

history of its development up to the date of copyright 

of the online union catalog in April, 1984. An attempt 

has been made to describe ownership and copyright issues 

using a critical approach which is not based on legal or 

moral opinions of right or wrong among network parties. 

The intent has been to analyze the issue using a social 

and political network model. The significance of such a 

model is its ability to explain the issue as a consequence 

of the dynamic nature of library network relationships. 

Resource sharing relationships between libraries are 

not new and had their beginning in early cooperative 

efforts for bibliographic control and standardization. A 

spirit of cooperation was most influenced by national 

planning strategies for library services, federal 

legislation protecting libraries and information access, a 

need to reduce costs, and the use of computer technology 

to control information. 
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Automated library networks are a product of social 

change in libraries as computer technology was adopted in 

order to facilitate resource sharing relationships. The 

development of the MARC record made the sharing of machine 

readable records possible among independent library 

networks and consortia. Early efforts to apply computer 

technology to routine library operations and resource 

sharing took place in individual libraries or among a few 

closely related libraries. Local initiatives were later 

replaced by a top-down national movement to standardize 

measures for information access through a nationwide 

network. 

Out of this history, OCLC, formerly a state network, 

grew to become a nationwide network by extending its 

shared cataloging services to markets nationally and 

internationally. The concept of regional library networks 

grew out of the history of networking relationships 

between OCLC and individual libraries. Libraries in other 

regions of the country sought to join or duplicate OCLC in 

order to extend shared cataloging services within their 

locale. A tie-in service to OCLC was arranged, allowing 

libraries that could not feasibly replicate the computer 

system, opportunities to access services through 

telecommunications technology. 



Possession of a centralized data base of 

bibliographic records from libraries nationwide empowered 

OCLC as the national utility in primary control 

of network governance. Issues of centralization versus 

decentralization strained relationships between OCLC and 

regional networks, which pursued independent opportunities 

to decentralize the data base and develop their own 

services. The power conflict between regional networks 

and OCLC has limited analogies to issues of states' rights 

versus federalism and regionalism in American history. A 

renewed emphasis on the provision of local services to 

libraries has resulted in a boundary penetration 

relationship between OCLC and regional networks, as each 

party competes for similar markets. 

Data base ownership issues are direct outgrowths of 

issues of centralization versus decentralization between 

OCLC and regional networks. These issues have resulted 

from technological, economic, political, legal, and social 

environmental forces that have affected sharing 

relationships between network parties. Technological 

innovations have enabled library data bases to be 

decentralized or pirated by third parties. Records from 

the OCLC online union catalog were accessed by non-OCLC 
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members while local computer data bases were built from 

OCLC-derived archival tapes by members of the OCLC family. 

The view from OCLC has been that the economic 

investment in the online union catalog must be protected 

in order to insure the organization's viability. These 

economic concerns manifested themselves in OCLC contract 

changes with regional networks and restrictions on third 

party use of data. Seeking to pursue legal alternatives 

for the protection of the data base, the OCLC Board 

copyrighted the online union catalog as a compilation, 

registering it with the Copyright Office in 1982. These 

actions highlighted the issue of ownership as a critical 

barrier to cooperative networking relationships. 

The view from national and international agencies, 

including the Library of Congress Network Advisory 

Committee, the American Library Association and the 

International Federation of Library Associations, has been 

that some means of data protection must be realized that 

will not restrict information access or reduce the 

financial investment of producers of data bases. New 

definitions of ownership have been recommended and 

copyright is considered as only one alternative for the 

control of bibliographic data. 
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Social and political forces have been major 

contributors to the present controversy, as indicated by 

the reactions of OCLC members. Regional networks and 

libraries have questioned policy formulation and 

governance that does not include input or representation 

from the membership. Copyright of the data base and 

limitations on the use of records within the OCLC family 

are opposed. It is the view of some regional networks and 

libraries that the partnership relationship with OCLC is 

at risk. Recent trends have suggested that network 

architecture may indicate evidence of direct ties between 

OCLC and 1 ibraries, by-passing regional networks. Issues 

of ownership may, therefore, be of less consequence to 

libraries in the future due to improved relationships with 

OCLC following the easing of restrictions on use of 

records between OCLC members. 
h been explained 

Data base ownership and copyright ave 

The model is successful in 
using a social network model. 

a natural 
more universally explaining the issue as 

t of network 
behavioral outcome from the dynamic na ure 

relationships. These social relationships have been 

environmental forces and a 
social network further complicated by 

twork parties. 
confusion of roles among ne . . . between entltles, 
theory explains the nature of relatlons 
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including their form and intensity. Relations may be 

studied at the level of the individual actor in a social 

system or at the network level, which analyzes the social 

structure of networks and the actors which function 

therein. 

Future concerns over issues of data base ownership 

and copyri ght can be predicted to be equally dynamic. The 

findings o f the present research indicate that a solution 

to the controversy will be based on resolving the 

following recurring problems in library network 

relationships. 

1. Governance. Social and political models can be 

studied in order to anticipate governance conflicts. 

These models may improve cooperation among libraries by 

analyzing relationship types and strengths. Shared 

governance between network levels must be explored. 

2. Competition. Competitive forces should be 

acknowledged and reduced to levels which will not destroy 

networking goals. Conflict that is controlled can be 

viewed positively as encouraging technological 

improvements and a balance of power between network 

parties. Libraries should be proud of the economic asset 

they have created through cooperative activities. It is 

only when competition is allowed to destroy relationships 
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that it must be contained. In such cases, improvements in 

communication and cooperation toward mutual goals may 

reduce the competitive behavior among library networks. 

3. Communication. The flow of ideas and messages 

between actors must be fostered. Communication is a 

social activity that is the basis of all sharing 

relationships. The mutual exchange of information is 

fundamental to goal achievement between network parties. 

Communication breakdown has been a major barrier to 

resolution of ownership issues. 

4. Policy Formulation. Information policies should 

be clearly defined and communicated. Policies cannot be 

subject to demands of the moment or prepared without input 

from those who must uphold them. Policies governing use 

of records have been criticized for their lack of 

enforcement and clarity. Copyright policies have also 

been viewed as inconsistent with present technological 

capabilities. For this reason, the need for careful 

planning among all information agencies which construct 

information policies must be reiterated. Of equal 

importance is the need for continuous evaluation, 

feedback, and review of network policies governing 

information access. 
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5. Role Definition. A changing environment has made 

roles and relationships dynamic among network actors. 

Penetration of boundaries requires that roles be defined 

and communicated in order to preserve order in network 

social structures. Ownership issues have been entropic, 

resulting in disorder among network relationships. Social 

order will not only strengthen ties in relationships 

according to social systems theory, but will also increase 

synergy, improving organizational viability for all network 

parties. 

The recommendations above are inseparable. They may 

all be broadly grouped as products of technological, 

economic, legal, political, and social forces which are 

complex and interdependent. For this reason, a solution 

to the ownership question must seek to balance these 

forces. Communication, cooperation, and collaboration to 

reach common goals will renew a commitment to networking 

endeavors. The challenge to network leaders will no 

longer be to cite these solutions but to put them in 

action. 

This research is an initial attempt to construct the 

story of data base ownership and copyright issues among 

automated library networks. It is hoped that from this 

descriptive research further studies will be forthcoming. 
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More can be written and should be written by persons who 

participated directly in the events recorded. There is a 

need to investigate and record the events surrounding data 

ownership since 1984, which may be beneficial in analyzing 

predictions made by the present study. 

There are several other perspectives which may be 

used in an analysis of network issues. These perspectives 

are outgrowths of both the social network and political 

models discussed. Social network theory could be used to 

examine the relationships o f OCLC and SOLINET at the level 

of the individual actors. Interpersonal relationships, 

d yad, and group communication patterns may be analyzed in 

terms of the attributes of network members. For example, 

the characteristics of network directors, OCLC Board 

members, and OCLC executive directors could be studied in 

order to understand the sequence of events surrounding 

data base ownership or other networking issues. Robinson 

(1980) has labeled the network directors as a fascinating 

group. 

They are among the entrepreneurs in the library 
profession and it is in good part because of their 
drive and vision that so many libraries have been 
converted to automation and networking. The 
directors have served as change agents as well as 
brokers. (p. 422) 

The administration of SOLINET's executive directors and 

their leadership styles may be contrasted in terms of 
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SOLINET's growth and direction during its history. 

The attributes of Board members may also be studied 

in terms of their effectiveness. In most nonprofit 

organizations, Board members are not selected based on 

their sound judgment or competence (Anthony, 1977). They 

are often selected as an honor in recognition of 

outstanding community service and, therefore, may be 

competent in their own jobs but "only by chance do they 

possess the skills necessary to do the job that the board 

should do" (p. 11). In other cases, Board members often 

are not paid for their services or can devote only a 

limited amount of time away from their main jobs (Anthony, 

1977). As a result, "Boards tend to rubber-stamp the 

policies of the institution's top management" (p. 11). An 

analysis of policy decisions by the OCLC Board in terms of 

the individual characteristics of Board members may 

reflect this trend. The management of OCLC could be 

studied in terms of the attributes of its leaders, their 

previous experiences in libraries, and the policies 

rendered during their administration. studies of this 

nature may isolate qualities needed for successful 

management of powerful nonprofit library networks at the 

national level. 
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Apart from studies of the individual actor, automated 

library networks may be analyzed from the perspective of 

their status as nonprofit organizations. The success of 

nonprofit library organizations that have adopted corporate 

for-profit principles of operation may be studied. 

Nonprofits evolved out of a spirit of volunteerism among 

local citizenry seeking to share services not available 

from the federal government (Kotler & Andreasen, 1987). 

Similarly, personal philosophies based on sharing or a 

willingness to share was the basis for the conception of 

automated library networks. The changing roles of library 

networks today support the assertion that nonprofits have 

entered a new competitive/market stage in order to survive 

a financial crisis resulting from a loss of traditional 

sources of support (Kotler & Andreasen, 1987). 

Nonprofit organizations such as SOLINET and OCLC 

exist to provide services (Anthony, 1977) and are becoming 

more entrepreneurial in nature in order to combat a loss 

in funding. They are currently faced with competition 

from the for-profit sector as well as from other 

nonprofits offering similar services. Fiscal conservatism 

is expected to encourage more sharing of resources among 

library networks: however, this sharing will tend to be 

locally based (Shank, 1982). The controversy of data 



274 

ownership may be viewed as a product of the contemporary 

competitive/market stage in which nonprofit organizations 

have entered. 

Future studies may also include an examination of the 

success of copyright as a means of data protection among 

library networks designed to facilitate information 

access. Research of this nature will have to be done over 

time in order to achieve the historical perspective needed 

to compare success among utilities that copyrighted their 

data versus those who did not. 

In conclusion, data base ownership is the result of a 

multiplicity of forces and relationships. The social 

implications of data ownership, nationwide networking, and 

access to information will have far-reaching effects in a 

democratic society. Resolution of the issue is mandated 

in order to share information internationally and to link 

national bibliographic utilities and information networks 

in a common system. 
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