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“[Everything] has to come to an end, 
sometime.”

L. Frank Baum
The Marvelous Land of Oz (1904)1

As our regular readers know, this is a very 
special issue of College & Research Libraries. It 
is the last one that we will print. Beginning 
with the first issue of volume 75 (January 
2014), this journal will join many others in 
being published solely in digital form. The 
road to this decision has been explained be-
fore, and C&RL readers are well-informed 
regarding the seismic changes currently 
re-shaping academic publishing and the 
broader system of scholarly communica-
tion. C&RL will not be the first scholarly 
journal to move to a digital-only publish-
ing model, and it will not be the first to 
embrace open access publishing, but it is 
still unusual to see a journal with the history 
and reputation that C&RL enjoys dive into 
the future of scholarly publishing with both 
feet. We know it was an unusual decision 
because of the number of scholarly associa-
tions that have contacted us to discuss our 
decision-making process, and we know it 
was the right decision because of the work 
that the Association of College & Research 
Libraries has done over the past decade 
to explore best practices in open access 
publishing and to contribute to the future 
of scholarly communications. 

It has been six years since the Asso-
ciation advanced its “Research Agenda 
for Scholarly Communication,” which 
included the call to promote research in ar-
eas such as authorship, value metrics, and 
the adoption of successful innovations.2 
As a print publication, C&RL provided a 
venue for disseminating the results of such 
research, including Malenfant’s study of 
scholarly communications services as an 
emergent component of the core respon-
sibilities of liaison librarians, Nariani and 
Fernadez’s study of the factors influencing 
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authors’ decisions to publish 
(or to avoid publishing) in 
open access journals, and 
Walters and Linvill’s study of 
the characteristics of open ac-
cess journals.3 Most recently, 
a study by Ramirez et. al. of the connec-
tions (perceived and actual) between the 
decision to publish an electronic thesis 
or dissertation (ETD) in an open access 
repository and the impact of that decision 
on the potential for later publication in a 
traditional format became part of a broader 
discussion in the higher education press.4 
In short order (as these things go), C&RL 
has moved from subscription access to 
open access, has collaborated with library 
partners to provide open access to its 
complete digital backfile, and is poised to 
move from a publication model still bound 
to the limitations of print to one that can 
fully embrace the opportunities provided 
by the Web as publishing platform. Begin-
ning in January, College & Research Librar-
ies will not only be a leading site for the 
dissemination of research furthering the 
Association’s scholarly communications 
agenda, it will be one of the successful in-
novations studied as part of that research.

And even after years of effort, it is clear 
that this research must still be pursued. 
As the editor of an open-access, peer-
reviewed journal, I am a member of a 
community still addressing the charges 
laid at our feet by the “OA sting” reported 
last month in Science.5 The specifics of that 
study are now well known, as are the sig-
nificant limitations of its research design 
and what its conclusions actually suggest 
about open access, peer review, and the 
future of scholarly communications.6 
The complex nature of such research was 
demonstrated in a separate study, also 
published last month, ironically, in the 
open-access PLOS Biology.7 It is appro-
priate, then, to find that this final issue 
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of our print journal includes a study of 
peer reviewers and their role in ensuring 
the integrity of the scholarly communica-
tions process.

Currently, there are over 100 peer 
reviewers engaged in the evaluation and 
improvement of manuscripts submitted 
to College & Research Libraries. The end of 
subscription-access publishing at C&RL 
did not affect their role in the produc-
tion of this journal; indeed, it may have 
enhanced it, as our principled decision to 
embrace open access ensured the ongoing 
engagement of peer reviewers committed 
to the integrity of that publishing model. 
The end of our print run will not affect 
our commitment to publishing research 
studies of the highest quality; indeed, it 
will ensure that this commitment carries 
forward into the uncertain (but exciting) 
future of scholarly publishing. 

Everything comes to an end, and for the 
print version of College & Research Libraries 
that end comes today. But every ending 
also brings a new beginning, and we look 
forward to making that beginning with our 
readers in 2014. This will be an exciting year 
for the journal, as we continue to serve as 
a test-bed for innovation in scholarly com-
munication, including an exploration of 
open peer review as a complementary ap-
proach to our established peer-review pro-
cess.8 We will embrace new opportunities 
to amplify the research results reported in 
our journal through social media platforms 
and opportunities to make connections 
across the wider ACRL publishing and pro-
fessional development programs. Thank 
you to all the authors and readers who have 
made this a leading journal in academic 
librarianship for 74 years; we look forward 
to seeing you, online, for the 75th.

Scott Walter
DePaul University
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