
Objective: This poster illustrates how the Duke Medical Center Library dealt with a one-year journal budget cut of 32%.  
While much smaller budget cuts and escalating costs prompted journal reviews in 1980 and 1993, the $800,000 reduction in the 
Library’s total budget for 2002/03-2003/04 necessitated a more extensive review.

Methods: A comprehensive journal database was built with criteria such as ISI impact factor, number of times a Duke 
University author published in or cited a title, availability online, number of ILL requests, and cost for each of the 1,757 
subscriptions.  Sixty-five subject groups geared to Duke interests were devised; titles were assigned to appropriate groups and 
added to the database.  The Library actively solicited involvement from Medical Center departments to serve as external 
reviewers.  The response was quite good with contacts established for 58 of 62 departments.  Lists of journals were prepared by 
discipline in order to rank titles by the appropriate departmental contacts.  A six member Library committee reviewed the 
departmental rankings and selected titles for cancellation, with additional input from neighboring libraries.  The list of potential 
cancellations was widely publicized in various formats for feedback from faculty and other users.

Results: Some 532 journals were canceled, representing 30% of the Library’s current subscriptions and 32% of the journal 
budget.  As a result of the publicity campaign, users became much more aware of scholarly publishing costs and issues.  
Ongoing relationships were established with many of the departmental reviewers.  The Library used the cuts as an opportunity 
to leverage the influence of its consortium for development of new models for licensing of electronic journals. 

Conclusion:  Though the review took a great deal of time and involved a number of participants for more than a year, the hard 
work, attention to detail, and strong publicity efforts paid off in a generally smooth transition to a greatly scaled back journal 
collection.  User complaints were limited to a few faculty members, with most users quite sympathetic to the Library’s 
reduction in funding.



http://www.mclibrary.duke.edu/dukemla05/journalreview.pdf


