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There were approximately 50 attendees at this one-day conference, composed mostly of faculty and librarians, plus a few publishers.  Organizations represented included Lehigh University, Bucknell, Drexel, Penn, Princeton, SIAM, BioMed Central, among others.
The conference program and the speakers’ presentations may be found at http://www.lehigh.edu/~insigxi/archives/2005-2006/fall/FallConference.html.
Presentations and discussion of scientific publishing at the conference was primarily focused on journal literature, with some discussion of repositories as well.  Issues covered included journal “brand name” and quality certification, access (open vs. restricted), the business of how to finance publication (electronic doesn’t solve the cost problem), and preservation.

Several speakers mentioned the difficulty of the current times—straddling the print and electronic world—and how they envision at some point in the future the electronic reliability and archiving issues of journals will be solved such that print will essentially disappear.  There also was general agreement that even within STM fields, all parties need to be sensitive to that fact that there is quite a variety of concerns and approaches depending on the specific discipline.

Selected highlights from each presentation follow.

Publishing, Access and the Progress of Science

The first speaker was Rosalind Reid, Editor of the American Scientist.  Rosalind’s presentation touched on a number of different topics, emphasizing that scientific publishing is the “elephant in the room”, appearing different based on one’s vantage point.  Rosalind supported the development of subject portals such as AnthroSource, which pull together and link to relevant subject materials (though still with the challenge of users being able to click through to full-text toll-access content).  She proposed that disciplines should come together, and that societies may be the bearers of the “cathedral of learning”, rather than universities or governments.
In terms of individual societies trying to determine where their future may hold, she suggested that each use the 5x5 matrix (see presentation slide) to help them determine what is important to that field and therefore help them sort out a potential future path.  Rosalind emphasized the importance of standards on metadata for e-journal, etc. arena, so that as we all move forward systems can talk to each other intelligently, and also that aggregators like EBSCOHost and Proquest are worthwhile in that they integrate scientific content with other fields.
Whose Electronic Library Is It, Anyway?

Christine Roysdon and Brian Simboli of Lehigh University Libraries followed.  Christine reviewed serials publishing and acquisitions from 125 years ago to the present, emphasizing collection development issues (how the approach to collecting has changed due to financial constraints from a wide to much narrower scope; licensing versus owning materials; etc.), not just the oft-heard pricing woes.  She warned of trusting commercial publishers in particular to archive and make accessible e-journals, even if contracts say they will.  She noted how in the print world, accidental preservation would occur due to several locations owning copies, but that doesn’t occur in the electronic world.
Brian asked the questions “what do authors own” and “what does the scholarly community own”, noting that there is a discrepancy between the law and actual practice.  He articulated quite well the positive and negatives of “green” self-archiving, admitting he himself was skeptical.
Scholarly Publishing : A Century Ago, a Century From Now

John Ewing, Executive Director of the American Mathematical Society, presented an interesting historical review of the scientific journal, and contrasted its evolving purpose in the STM disciplines.  At one end of the spectrum is a journal serving clinical medicine; its primary focus is to disseminate information that can be used immediately and typically has a short shelf-life.  At the other end of the spectrum is mathematics; in this field, the journal’s primary focus is to amass scholarship and build an edifice for future scholars.  Ewing’s sensibility is that the journal’s most important feature is to sustain scholarship for the future, and that nowadays with the Internet there are other ways to exchange immediately relevant/needed information (though he expressed skepticism of the Internet’s long-term reliability).  He reviewed a number of pros and cons regarding open access, self-archiving, central (i.e., disciplinary), institutional, and government repositories, and publication fees.
John felt that societies who rely on journal profits to keep member services up or other fees down could still participate in “open access” by simply making all content available **after a certain timeframe**.  For the AMS, that timeframe is 5 years because the literature has a long shelf-life and mathematicians can wait a while for their literature.  He thinks everybody should offer a 5-year wall at a maximum, whereas for other scientific fields, that timeframe could be shortened further.  With regard to copyright, he felt that authors should have rights, but should give publishers some rights for appropriate future use.  He mentioned that without that, they wouldn’t be able to enter agreements such as allowing JSTOR to digitize older materials.
He encouraged all to fight bundling of journal titles, and scholars to work with “good” (i.e., well-behaved) journals.  He advised to be skeptical about what you read and hear in all the scholarly communication “talk”, and beware of hucksters.  For example,he referred to Bergstrom's & McAfee's recent letter, more specifically to their pointing people to http://www.journalprices.com/, where they compare prices per article for different journals.  He feels this is not a reasonable metric to compare because some articles are 4 pages long and others are 15-20 pages, so it's apple and oranges.  John believes urgent action is needed by scholars now, or that potentially 2-3 commercial publishers will take over the whole STM journal publishing business.  About 50% of mathematics journal articles today are published in commercial journals, up from 25% in 1990.
Publishing in a Period of “Unprecedented Uncertainty”

Karen Hunter, Senior Vice President of Strategy at Elsevier, began the afternoon part of the program.  She recounted how in the pre-electronic times, authors were Elsevier’s main customers, and little thought or contact was given to users and librarians.  In the post-electronic times, authors are still their main customers, but users and librarians are now much more important.  She emphasized that ensuring digital reliability and permanence for the future isn’t trivial—the level of robustness needed may not be well understood.
She feels that Stage 1 of e-journals has ended; they are now online and reliable with backfiles available.  Paper has been replicated, linking and navigation has been incorporated, and they have worked with libraries on permanent access policies and archiving issues.  (Note: Karen mentioned their backfiles cost $40 million to produce; they are currently trying to make up that cost, but after that is recouped, giving away backfiles or introducing a 5-year moving wall is not out of consideration.)
She stated that in the print world, publishers were not involved in preservation at all.  In the electronic world, it needs to be a library/publisher partnership (i.e., it is not necessarily fair for the entire burden to now be on publishers).  For example, Elsevier has partnered with the National Library of the Netherlands in e-journal preservation (it came out in the subsequent discussion, however, that the National Library is preserving in an “emulation” mode, not “migration” mode—a mighty difference).
Now that Stage 1 is completed and we are entering Stage 2, Karen feels that the landscape needs to be made more suitable for data and text mining, we need to figure out a way to cope with data sets, legal issues need to get in synch with technological abilities, etc.

In terms of thinking about new economic models, she shared that she has been approached about a national license for the U.S.  She doesn’t know who she would negotiate that with, as the U.S. doesn’t have a national library like some other countries.  Another alternative would be to license their content like a database model (based on FTE, research level intensity, and usage statistics), but libraries are not favorable to this if their price doesn’t go down.  This is the model already in use in corporations, she noted.  They are looking to new markets other than academic libraries.  Her figures showed that only 15% of STM professionals are in academia, and 25% of journal readings occur in academia.
Both Portico and LOCKSS were discussed as potential remedies for the e-archiving problem, with the American Mathematical Society and Elsevier speakers seeming to favor the former solution (which emphasizes a single, trusted party to archive, rather than the distributed LOCKSS model).  According to Karen Hunter, Publishers and libraries pay to participate in Portico (libraries purchase an “insurance policy”), and they perform true “migration”, not simply “emulation”.  One participant commented that Ohio’s OhioLink archives their licensed material with state funds and speculated if others could do this.

Hunter said 10 years ago, the industry knew what needed to be done—i.e., digitize—and now that that’s been done, it is unclear as to where it needs to go now.  She believes partnerships are key and that those who evolve are in the best position for the future.
Advancing Open Access for the Public Good

The final speaker was Julia Blixrud, SPARC’s Assistant Director for Public Programs.  Julia was the only speaker to introduce unbundling of journal functions in a new mode—the “deconstructed journal”, while recognizing that some sort of overarching “certification” needs to be retained.  She emphasized that open access is an **access** model, not a **business** model (i.e., multiple business models could support open access).  She reviewed two open access approaches:  open access journals and open access archives.  As for the former, she stated that different funding models may be required in different disciplines.

She acknowledged societies’ concerns about open access publishing eliminating their revenue stream, but mentioned SPARC’s willingness to work with societal publishers to help them examine their business model and see if there aren’t alternatives.  Publishers might focus economic returns on value addition rather than content control.
Julia also brought up the recently announced ARL endorsement to commit energies to preserving scholarly e-journals.
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