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~omputers and Legal Research 

·~ .• ,-
[.here is a need in the legal 
~ .. ;, 
-p,roJession for a new method of 
'beating cases, statutes, regulations, 

•)le· • 

• rticles and other relevant material 
. ~ed in legal research. The Ohio 
State Bar Association has developed 

·computer program that performs 
die mechanical functions of locating 
t~search materials for the lawyer . . 

MORE THAN FIVE ears aO'o the 
Ohio State Bar Association con• 

eluded that there is a real need in the 
legal profession for a new method of 
locating cases, statutes, regulations, ar­
ticles and other relevant material used 
in legal research. The amount of mate­
rial produced by the Congress and the 
legislatures, the courts, the regulatory 
agencies and legal scholars increases 
every year, and the rate of increase it-

. self is . steadily increasing. The effec­
tiveness of traditional methods of lo­
cating this material-indexes and di­
gests-diminishes rapidly as the 
amount and variety of the material in­
dexed or digested increases. All in­
dexes and digests ar~ subject to serious 
inherent limitations, including the seri­
ous limitation implied in the fact that 
all of them are subjective. Even the 
best conceived and maintained of them 
have become conspicuously inadequate. 

The Ohio State Bar Association, re­
lying principally on its own investiga­
tions but utilizing additionally other 
studies that were available, became 
convinced that a computer program 
could be developed which could per­
form for the lawyer the mechanical 
functions of locating research mate­
rials and could do so on an economi­
cally feasible basis while meeting 
professional standards of thoroughness 

. --'and objectivity. This conviction was 
\ the impetus for the initiation of the 
{ Ohio Bar Automated Research System. 

ar y in t e association's investiga­
tion of existing programs and of pros­
pective ones promised by various soft~ 
ware companies, -it became apparent 
that a computerized research system 
would be more likely to be of service 
to the profession if at least a substan­
tial degree of control were exercised by 
the organized Bar. 
- In the first place, many lawyers were 

properly skeptical of computers be­
cause they knew that for years the 
sponsers of some systems had been 
promising much more than they could 
perform. It was judged

1
that only th 

organized Bar could readily reg a· 
their confidenc computer research 
system controlled by the Bar could be 
assured of the attention of the profes­
sion and could be operated so as to 
be certain that professional standards 
of thoroughness, accuracy, confiden­
tiality and objectivity were main­
tained. 

Investigation Results in 
Development of New System 

A thorough search and investigation 
were made of all existing and prospec­
tive computerized legal research sys­
tems. As a result of this investigation, 
the Ohio State Bar Association con­
cluded that no system then existing 
met the professional standards the bar 
association had set for itself and was, 
in addition, economically feasible for 
use by the profession. Therefore, it was 
necessar to develo a new s 

After seeing presentations made by a 
substantial number of computer firms 
the Ohio State Bar Association in 1967 
entered into a contract with Data Cor­
poration of Dayton, Ohio ata· orpo­
ration a rea y was deeply involved in 
programs using the computer to re­
trieve textual material, and it seemed 
likely that it would be able to mod­
ify its existing system to meet the re­
quirements established for the Ohio 

. system. Data Corporation has since be­
come a wholly-owned subsidiary of 
Mead Corporation, and the general 
data retrieval operations of the corpo­
ration have become known as :Mead 
Data Central. 

Through all the initial stages, the 
work was done by members of the \f. l '2..--f'F:.J._ ,,,., .. , 
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Ohio State Bar Association staff who 
took time out from their other d~ties 
to launch the new project. In 1967 the 
association formed a nonprofit corpo­
ration known as Ohio Bar Automated 
Research-O.B.A.R.-the association's 
subsidiary for managing the computer­
ized research program. The O.B.A.R. 
corporation now has a staff of its own, 
although it remains ~ery closely asso­
ciated with and is controlled by the 
Ohio State Bar Association. 

The funds necessary to initiate the 
project and to meet the obligations in­
curred under the contract with Data 
Corporation were raised by selling de­
bentures of the O.B.A.R. corporation 
to members of the Ohio Bar. 

Three Important Features 
Make the System Unique 

The computerized legal research sys­
tem developed through co-operation 
between Ohio Bar Automated Research 
and Mead Data Central, Inc. is charac­
terized by three important features that 
in combination distinguish it from any 
other system or purported system of 
computerized legal research offered to 
the legal profession. The three distin-

guishing features are: ( 1) The system 
operates by searching the full text of 
the legal material on a word-search 
basis, without resort to any indexing, 
digesting, or other editing or tamper­
ing with the original materials; (2) it 
is a full time-sharing system, which 
means that each lawyer may have a 
communications terminal in his own 
office and communicate directly with 
the computer without the intervention 
of any third party; and (3) the pro­
gram permits the lawyer to conduct a 
continuing dialogue with the computer. 
This combination of features enables a 
lawyer to use the computer to conduct 
an extremely rapid, thorough and 
accurate review of legal materials con­
tained in the computer memory bdnk, 
entirely on the basis of his own judg­
ment as to what materials he wants to 
see and how he wants them searched, 
with a high degree of accommodation 
to his own personal research prefer­
ences and habits. The lawyer is not 
compelled to adapt himself to the com­
puter's method of search; the computer 
adapts itself to him. 

The fact that there is no indexing of 
the material in the computer's memory 
bank is basic to the system. It means 
that no separate intelligence intervenes 
between the lawyer who is doing the 
research and the judge or legal scholar 
who wrote the material being re­
searched. All material that is loaded 
into the computer is placed in it on a 
full-text basis-that is to say, every 
word that appears in the original docu­
ment is placed in the computer, com­
plete with punctuation, etc. The legal 
material is not reduced to computerese. 

Further-and what is much more 
important-the lawyer who is using 
the system is not limited to any group 
of questions prepared for him by the 
computer programmers but may exer­
cise his own ingenuity in developing 
any question he wants to ask of the 
computer. The computer is his mechan­
ical servant, acting as an extremely 
rapid reader of a large volume of 
material and sorting out from it those 
documents which are relevant to the 
question he has asked. 

Full time sharing means that lawyers 
communicate directly with the com-
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puter through communications termj. 
nals installed in their offices. At the ft\1 

present time some twenty Ohio ~ f­
fices have teletypes installed a 
mumcate uect y with the computer 
over long-distance telephone lines. 
Other types of communication devices. 
involving television screens on which 
legal material appears at the order of 
the lawyer, are being made available 
and will soon replace some of the tele­
types. More than one lawyer can com­
municate with the computer and use it 
simultaneously, and it is anticipated 
that ultimately as many as 300 commu­
nications terminals may be located in 
Ohio. Again, the system operates with­
out the intervention of any third per­
son. The lawyer need not utilize the 
services of a "computer expert" to use 
the O.B.A.R. system. With a little 
training and practice, each lawyer is 
able to use the system himself. 

The dialogue feature of the O.B.A.F.. . 
system has proved important to ti1 t 

profession. Other systems demo1,­
strated to the Ohio State Bar Associa:' 
tion during its investigation operated 
on a one-shot basis. That is to say, tne 
lawyer formulated a question and 
transmitted it to the computer through 
the "computer experts" of the operat­
ing company. He received a body of 
material in response to his inquin. 
and, if that body of material was too 
great or too small o_r proved not to be 
in point on the question he was re­
searching, he was compelled to do an­
other search and to pay another fee. 
The O.B.A.R. system permits the law­
yer to submit a question, take a quick 
look at the results and modify hi~ 
search to refine it and make it more di­
rectly responsive to the research prob­
lem he has before him. In a typical 
search the lawyer first states a some­
what broad question to the computer, 
takes a preliminary look at the results, 
and then instructs the computer to re­
fine the search by selecting out of 
those cases located by his broad search 
only those which meet his subsequent 
narrower requirements. If he finds he 
has stated a search too narrowly or 
restrictively at first, he can broaden it 
if he so wishes. In short, the lawyer is 
in complete control of the computer 

quir, 
0 us 

st cc 
in ' 

plic. 
sear, 

.·t .J~ut legc 

• .• _lawyers_ 
anOW USl 

,• · ., 

,plished 
·o.B.A.B 
•.fand all , 

a"ble the 
tively. 
f No p ., 
~orpora 

roug 
O.B 

rather c 
underst, 
stration 
tional c 

!>Jmply 
proved 

eory • 
le sy~ 
gly in 
s of 0 

·' •· typing o 
'·, displays 

the tele 
of the 

{'· • wishes 
;,that ap~ 

. presses 
, ,is on th 
, . machine 

' '; graph. 
·J 
I;:, 
, ..... 
. ;t 



nd manipulates it at his- command 
• n'til it locates for him a body of mate­
·als which meet his own particular 

.raining of Lawyers 
·~quires 'Some Education _ 
'Jo use the O.B.A.R. system a lawyer 
u-~t commit himself to some educa­

' on in its methods. The proce~s is not 
omplicated, however, and the logic of 
e search syste~s not computer logic 

_ ut legal reseirch logic. Training of· 
• wyers in the Ohio firms which. are 
'ow using the system has been accom-,. 

l!~hed in a matter or one or two days. 
• :B.A.R. provides instruction manuals 

cl all other necessary materials to en­
bJe. the lawye~ to use the system effec-

• •• .,j 

·vely. • 
)No purpose would be served by in­

~Q~porating in this article any more _ 
• orough description of the features of 
- -~: O.B.A.R. search system since it is 
' ther difficult to visualize and is best 
derstood only by seeing a demon­

,:~tion. The most significant addi­
·bnal comment to make at this time is 
: ply -that the O.B.A.R. system has 

J ~ved in • practice • and not just in 
eory to be a practicable and work­
il~ system that is being used increas­

:f;Iy in law offices in all the major cit-
-· of Ohio. 
.,iThe usefulness of a computerized re-

:fhe most recent development in the 
O:B.A.R. system features the use of this 
Jgh-speed communications equipment. 

:r:he lawyer commands the computer by 
ping on the keyboard, and the computer 

.fsplays case law material on the face of 
ffie television picture tube in the center 
JJ. , the photograph. When the lawyer 
Wishes to preserve a copy of anything 

)it appears on the face of the tube, he 
.:r.esses a button, and a copy of whatever 
;-on the tube is printed for him by the 

machine shown at the right in the photo­
graph. 

search system increases proportion­
ately to the amount of legal material 
which has been placed in the memory 
bank. In Ohio, at the present time, the 
memory bank of the computer contains 
the full text of the constitution and 
code of statutes plus the full text of all 
reported decisions of the supreme 
court, courts of appeals and lower 
courts of Ohio. In other words, the 
computer memory bank in Ohio con­
tains a complete library of all Ohio 
primary research materials. This is 
only the initial step in building the 
data base. 

Most lawyers are anxious to have 
some federal legal material placed in 
the data base as soon as possible. Fed­
eral materials undoubtedly will be an 
early step in increasing the data base, 
beginning perhaps with the Internal 
Revenue Code and Regulations. 

The Ultimate Goal­
a Nationwide System 

O.B.A.R. and Mead Data Central are 
looking ultimately to a pationwide 
system wherein all state and federal 
law will be available. Negotiations are 
already well under way with several 
other state bar associations who wish 
tQ,establish computerized research sys­
tems. As those states build data bases 
of their state law, the data will be made 
reciprocally available. It used to 

Computers and Legal Research 

seem that this goal was as much as ten 
years away, but the technology has 
progressed more rapidly over the past 
year than anyone anticipated. The day 
may be near when a lawyer anywhere 
in the United States can reach the law 
of any state or any part of the federal 
law by using a communications termi­
nal in his office to command a com­
puter. 

How can a lawyer use this computer 
system? In the twenty Ohio law -of­
fices and law libraries where the sys­
tem is now being used, experience is 
de~onstrating that the practical pur­
poses to which the O.B:A.R. system 
can be put are more numerous and 
varied than those of us who initiated 
the program anticipated. It is being 
used in the preparation of briefs and 
memoranda, especially in the prepara­
tion of trial briefs. It is being used 
during the course of trials by la"·yers 
who want quick answers to research 
problems. A few attorneys have even 
explained to clients how the computer 
is used and then have conducted a 
computer search in the presence of 
clients to obtain cases and statutes nec­
essary to advise those clients. It is 
being used in the preparation of law 
journal articles and lawbooks. It is 
being used inside some of t!,P larger 
firms to prepare intraoffice r.ianuals 
on the handling of certain matters. 
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The Ohio Attorney General was the • 
rst O.B.A.R. subscriber. Other gov­
rnmental offices at the state and local 
,vel are becoming increasingly in­
olved in the program. 

In all of the offices and libraries in 
hich O.B.A.R. terminals have been 
1stalled, after an initial period i of ex­
~rimentation with the computer, the 
!rsonnel have settled down to practi­
il day-to-day use of the computer re­
:arch system. Their experiences have 
Jt been uniformly successful. Some of 
1ese installations are a year old, and 
1e lawyers in those offices were using 
.e system when it was still in\ devel­
)mental stage. Effective use of the 
,mputer requires precision of legal 
rminology ·and logical organization 
: thought. There is definitely a skill to 
: developed in the use of the com-
1ter, and not every lawyer develops it 
, readily as any other. 

On the whole, O.B.A.R. subscribers 
·e enthusiastic about the system. 
.B.A.R. has not been without custo­
ers who were from time to time dis­
tisfied, hut of the twenty installa­
ms that have been made, only one of­
:e has elected to terminate the serv-
e. 

It has been our wish to have installa-

tions in medium-sized law offices and 
in law libraries where lawyers who are 
not members of large firms may have 
access to them. The installations in the 
smaller offices and fo the county law li­
braries have demonstrated that the sys­
tem can be used effectively by mem­
bers of ~mall firms . and by the single 

ractitioner. 
It was never intended 

O.B.A.R. system should be 
lawyers onl . he Ohio State ar ss -
ciation committed itself to the initial 
work of building a system that would 
be of value to all lawyers. Mead Data 
Central, Inc. is committed to the build­
ing of a national system. Together we 

- look forward to the expansion of the 
system into all the states. 

How can this he accomplished? It is 
the firm belief of the Ohio State Bar 
Association that bar associations are 
the proper sponsoring agencies. We 
have already stated the reasons why 
the association decided to sponsor the 
development of the O.B.A.R. system. If 
a state bar association elects to involve 
itself in this type of program, it should 
form the necessary study committee 
now. The project will require a com­
mitment on the part of the bar associa­
tion of a substantial amount of money 
and effort. Since this is a new kind of 

Medical Institute Schedule for March 

project with which lawyers are gener­
ally not familiar, an educational period 
is necessary.· Even though a stats bar 
association does not anticipate seeking 
to establish a computerized research 

·system within the next year or so, now 
is the time to begin the preliminary 
planning and educational work . . 

The Ohio State Bar Association, 
through Ohio Bar Automated Re­
search, is prepared to share its experi­
ence with other state bar associations. 
O.B.A.R. has received hundreds of in­
quiries, has visited many states as well 

• as the meetings of the American Bar 
• Association and has received delega­
tions from the bars of many states. 
Mead Data Central, Inc. is also anxious 
to co-operate with any state which is 
interested in initiating a computerized 
research project. 

Those of us who have worked for a 
long time with computerized legal re­
search and who are aware of its limita­
tions as well as its promise are enthu­
siastic . and confident about it. We be­
lieve that by enabling lawyers to do 
their research more efficiently and eco­
nomically, the computer can he a sig­
nificantly useful tool in the practice of 
the law and a benefit not only to the 
lawyer but also to his clients and ulti ­
mately to our society. 

THE THIRD Medical Institute for Attorneys, sponsored 
by the Law Center and the School of Medicine of the 

University of Miami, will be held at the Americana Hotel 
in Miami Beach on March 3-6, 1971. 

The program is under the direction of Professor Walter 
H. Beckham, Jr., and the course will provide in-depth in­
struction to attorneys in the field of psychiatry and the law. 
The material, from fundamentals to more sophisticated 
areas, will be taught exclusively by members of the medical 
profession. Subjects to be examined include P.sychic reac­
tion 'to trauma resulting from whiplash, amputation, disfig­
urement; predisposition to forces which generate crime; 
(such as drug addiction); detection of malingerers; and 
how psychiatry can aid in the selection of a jury. 

For further information or registration, write Third 
Medical Institute for Attorneys, University of Miami Law 
Center, P. 0. Box 8087, Coral Gables, Florida 33124. 
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A Brief History of Computer-Assisted Legal Research* 
I "'/'8'-f,. 8 'S' 

William G. tt1 arrington** 

Legal research by computer was unknown twenty years ago. It is now 
commonplace, even a necessity. This brief personal history of computer­
assisted legal research, written by one of its founding fathers, traces the 
development of the approach from its beginnings in the OBAR project 
of the Ohio State Bar Association. 

Introduction 

. . , First, a matter of terminology. The correct term is computer-assisted 
'\· legal research, not computerized legal research. Does it make any difference? 
,~-- The lawyers who conceived of and developed the first practical computer­
• ~ assisted legal research service thought it did. Because they considered themselves 
. t the creators of something new and important that might effect a revolution 
;,/ in the practice of law and the administration of justice, they thought it their 
\ -~ responsibility to create the right terminology to go with it. The term "com­
',,; puterized" implied that the computer would take over the whole function, 
• .,._ do it all; whereas "computer-assisted" suggested what they believed was true: 
f:· that the computer would be a handy helper for the lawyer's intellect, not 
'.~-- a substitute for it. 

Looking back at the original technology, it now seems primitive, something 
·,. from a distant past. Remembering the way many lawyers and librarians first 
: • reacted to the advent of computer-assisted legal research, it is hard to iden-
,.; 

:~ tify such Luddites with the twentieth century, much less with the past ten 
• :· or fifteen years. Today a LEXIS or WESTLA W terminal, or both, can be 
,.;. found in nearly every major law office and law library. Still, computer-assisted 
-:.· legal research is less than twenty years old. The history is short in terms of 
: time, but long in terms of achievement. ,, 

How It All Began 

It is not fanciful to say that the history of computer-assisted legal research • 
f began with the invention of cuneiform writing. Computerized information 

-; management, after all, is simply a late development in the ancient process 
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of recording and later retrieving information, and computer-assisted legal 
research is only one manifestation of information-management technology. 
The bells and whistles have been arranged to suit the needs of legal research, 
but for the most part, the basic hardware and software is shared with the 
whole world of information management. 

This is not , however, a history of the whole concept of using the com­
puter as a means of managing large bodies of textual information . Let us 
go directly to specifics. 

By the early I 960s, there was much talk in the legal profession about 
the geometric rate of increase in the amount of material a lawyer had to 
scan to do a comprehensive job of legal research . Simply said, there was 
more law. Lawyers had begun to see legal research as becoming an almost 
intolerable burden. What could be done about it? What about those huge, 
mysterious, and temperamental machines, computers? Could they somehow 
be programmed to do some of the work of legal research? 

Committees were formed . Seminars were held. Panels were organized. 
Talk, talk, talk. And papers, learned papers. Progress? No. None. 

The Horty Project 

At the University of Pittsburgh, however, Professor John Horty created 
; an electronic library of the public health statutes of all fifty states. University .. ·-~·­

employees, working at card-punch machines, converted those statutes into _ " 
a digital form that a computer could read. The codes on the cards then were • ~­
imposed on magnetic tape. The university computer could scan all those • •• 
statutes and identify every one that used terms the researcher had included 
in the search command . By 1965, Professor Horty's team had begun to put 
some United States Supreme Court cases and Pennsylvania cases on tape . 
to demonstrate how the system could cope with longer documents. 

To a limited extent, the Horty group would accept search requests from 
outside lawyers . The search was communicated to the group by telephone 
or mail; it was run overnight, and the results were reported to the lawyer 
by telephone or mail the next day . 

This was not just talk. This was the computer at work, beginning to 
do the kind of thing that lawyers were hoping it could do. The initial Horty .. , 
system was, by today's standards, extremely primitive. Professor John Horty , 
and his group deserve major credit, however, for demonstrating the feasi-

_ __ l]_ility of the concept of using the digital computer for legal research. 

Origins of the Ohio Project 

Contemporaneously, another organization was passing from the talking , 
stage to the point where it was ready to commit resources to the building • 
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of a practical, working system. That organization was the Ohio State Bar 

~ -
The Ohio Legal Center Institute, under the directorship of James L. 

Young, already had done some preliminary exploration of the concept and 
technology and had been in contact with Professor Horty. Leading members 
of the bar association had heard Professor Horty speak at the annual dinner 
of the Ohio Bar Foundation in November I 965 and were mtngued . 
----rI1e president of the Ohio State Bar Association for 1965-66 was James 

F. Preston, Jr., a senior partner in the Cleveland firm of Squire, Sanders 
& Dempsey. Preston was determined that his presidency should be remembered 
for the initiation of a computer-assisted legal research service for Ohio lawyers. 

In November of 1965, William G. Harrington 1 became research counsel 
to the Ohio State Bar Association. He heard Professor Horty's talk and learned 
of Preston's commitment . He volunteered to take charge of the bar associa­
tion's computer project, and for the next five years he would devote most 
of his time to the Ohio project. 

Beginning early in 1966, Harrington began an examination of the available 
' hardware and software that might be used for a system of computer-assisted 

legal research . He went to Pittsburgh to meet with Professor Horty and to 
work with the Horty system. He contacted various hardware and software 
suppliers and invited them to demonstrate their wares. A large number of 
suppliers came forward with extremely varied offerings, none of which could 
be evaluated rationally until the projected service had been defined . Until 
1966 the idea of computer-assisted legal research had remained vague. Lawyers 
wanted it, but were not sure exactly what they wanted, partly because they 
had no idea of what was possible . The Ohio group set to work to write a 
definition. 

T • was the most important achievement of the Ohio pro-
jep.iirsL~r-perhaps of the proJect s en ne 1ve years. he definition 
written by the Ohio group more than eighteen years ago is the basic defini­
tion of LEXIS and WESTLA W to th is day. 

The Basic Definition 

In a few words, the Ohio group defined what it wanted as a nonindexe 
·~:: full-text, on-line, interacti ve, compll.te - d le al research service. 

The Horty system was nonindexed. It operated by the application of 
:;.· Boolean-logic specifications to the text of legal materials. The distinction 
..;;· is by now well known and probably does not need a full explanation here. 
,/·}" 

·~k.-~ I. Al this poinl I must ask lhe indulgence of readers . I became deeply involved in computer­
:. assisted legal research from this point, and I must mention myself often . I will use the third person . 
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Suffice it to say that the Ohio group wanted to free the lawyers from the 
constraints of indexing . Boolean-logic searching, in effect, would allow eac_h 
researcher to create an ad hoc index specific to the problem at hand_. It 1s 
amusing today to recall the furor this proposition engendered whe~ 1t was 
released for discussion . Self-annointed experts pronounced a nonmdexed 
system a major error. Many law librarians were appalled to learn _that the 
new concept of computer-assisted research would operate free of their dearly 
beloved elaborate structures of indexes and digests . Some of them were 

' ~ 

int e per-a-t-~ --i-f . 
The next element of the definition was that the system was to search , 

in the full text of legal materials, not in headnotes or d. • s, once . 
again, was highly controversial. Some of the many obj~ctions includ~d: that 
searching in full text would be a prohibitively expensive way of usmg the 
computer, that full-text searches would be too broad _a~d ne:,rer could be made ._ 
sufficiently specific, that lawyers educated in the trad1t1onal mdex-base~ forms .. 
of legal research never would learn the new system, and that generat10ns of -·: 

scholarship were being thrown away. : 
"On-line" meant, of course, that the work was to be done by resear~h:rs • 

in direct and immediate contact with the computer, not by intermedianes : 
accumulating a number of searches and doing them at specifi~d hours in a · 
batch-processing mode. In short, the definition required wha: ~rnght be called 
"live" research. This time, objections came from the technicians, who pro­
nounced on-line research in large full-text data bases impossible. 

"Interactivity" meant that the researcher could conduct a dialog with 
the computer-transmitting a search, scanning the results or a part o~ t~e 
results and amending the search as the results might suggest. Interact1V1ty .. _ 
was to' overcome the objection that full-text searching invariably would be -~ 
too broad. If a search proved too broad, the researcher could narrow it by ·_ 

additional words and logic specifications. 2 

Perhaps it should be mentioned that the Ohio definit~on was reach:d ~ 
with minimal interaction with other groups or their committees. The Ohio • 
group struck out on an entirely independent quest, mostly because they were • 
impatient with the endless reports and speeches being genera~ed for AB~ • 
and other meetings. Harrington wrote the definition, presented It to the Ohrn 
State Bar Association Executive Committee, and it was adopted. No one had 
any real sense of how great would be its ~ltimate i1:1p~ct. . . . : 

Having defined what it wanted, the Ohio group ms1sted on this def1ru- , 

2. WESTLA w is nor ro rhis day a completely interactive search system. A researcher cannot_ 
add to a standing search, as he can with LEXIS. When complex searches ran several min~tes, the distin~-} 
tion was vital · now it is almost insignificant since virtually every WESTLA W search ts completed tn .: 
seconds. The :esearcher dissatisfied with a search can recall it to the screen, change it as he o~ she wi~~es, :, 
and retransmit it. The speed of the present WESTLA W system has created a sort of de facto mteract1v1ty • • , 
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. This frightened off many hardware and software vendors and re u 
to a few the companies that offered to undertake to build a service so defin 

Data Corporation 

Originally, the Ohio group had hoped to enter into arrangements whereby 
the Horty system could be improved, expanded, and made the basis for the 
Ohio service. In time, however . it became apparent that this could not be 
done, and the group undertook an investigation of hardware and software 
tofind an alternative. By December 1966, only__fentra!Jyledia Bureau, a New 
York c a.n.y, ceruaioed io caoteotiG-;;:_:p:j,(e' b oc1at1on opened negotia-
1ons for a contract whereby the bar would fund the software development 

- necessary to build the serv· as defined. 
When this contract was in draft form and probably within two weeks 

of being signed, Francis L. Dale, president of the Ohio State Bar Associa­
tion, received a call from William F. Gorog, president of Data Corporation. 

- Gorog had read an article in the Wal/ Street Journal about the Ohio project 
and believed his company could build the required system. Dale suggested 
Gorog contact Harrington. 

Early in January 1967, Harrington travelled (most reluctantly) to Beaver 
.;,, Creek , a suburb of Dayton, to see a demonstration of yet another system. 

This one was called (Data) Central, and it was a nonindexed, full-text, on­
Iine, interactive system that had been developed by Data Corporation for 
the Air Force, to search huge files of procurement contracts. An hour's 

J demonstration was enough to convince Harrington that (Data) Central was 
by far the most advanced and sophisticated system he had seen. He returned 

.. to Columbus and persuaded the bar association to suspend negotiations with 
Central Media Bureau and enter into a discussion with Data Corporation. 
Those discussions, carried on over a period of months, resulted ultimately 

):' in the creation of OBAR-Ohio Bar Automated Research. 

Developments under OBAR 

Although the Ohio State Bar Association was the sponsoring organiza­
tion for a computer-assisted legal research system for Ohio lawyers, the associa­
tion was without the funds to build a system. It had been understood from 
the beginning that when a project had been defined and a capable partner 

,. identified, the association would have to create a subsidiary organization to 
t. raise the necessary funds and administer the program on the association's 

.· behalf. When it became apparent in the spring of 1967 that Data Corpora­
~. tion was the partner the association had been looking for, the needed vehicle 
~ had to be created. 
_ Ohio Bar Automated Research (OBAR) was a not-for-profit corpora­

l' tion organized under the Ohio cornoration cocll' . ThP pypr11ti"P ,..,.._,..,..,,..,..,;,. 00 
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of the bar association was, ex officio, the board of trustees of OBAR. James 
F. Preston, Jr., was elected president and William G. Harrington executive 
vice-president. The contract for the development of the system (which also 
would be called OBAR) was entered into bet ween Data Corporation and 
OBAR. OBAR ra ised fund s by selling a bond issue to Ohio lawyers. Subse­
quently , it also would borrow funds on notes , chiefly from Squire, Sanders 
& Dempsey. In tota l, it raised and committed approximately a quarter of 
a million dolla~rs . The amount turned out to be ludicrously inadequate, but 
this first quarter of a million dollars was the seed money that changed a 
nebulous concept into a reality that later would attract many millions of dollars 

of investment capital. 
The original contract between OBAR and Data Corporation provided, 

in substance, that: 
1. Data Corporation would modify its (Data) Central software to make it 

more suitable for legal research. OBAR would pay a fee for such modifica­
tion and would own the exclusive right to use the resulting software for 
legal research in Ohio or elsewhere. 

2. Data Corporation would con vert a body of Ohio case law, plus the Ohio 
statutes, and make that data base available for computer-assisted research. 
OBAR would pay the cost of conversion and would own the data base. 

3. Data Corporation would run the operating system, providing all the 
1 

necessary hardware, software, communications, and personnel to offer 
and sustain a computer-assisted legal research service for Ohio lawyers. · 

4. OBAR would market the service. 
\ 5. Sales revenues would be divided between OBAR ~n_d Data Corporation • • .- .. 
~ ata Carpmati.on-S.Oitware had to e mod1f1e m man o • 

make it suitable for legal research. To begin with, it was capable of Boolean '~· 
searches but only on an AND, OR, and NOT basis; there was na proximit;r • 
connecto r. OBAR regarded proximity searching as essential. (It was at this . 
time, incidentally, that the decision was made to write the proximity logic _:, . 
on the basis of numbers of words, not sentences and paragraphs . That deci- '" 
sion was made by the lawyers, not the programmers.) Also, the Data Cor- _;. 
poration noise-word list, though it was standard for the industry, included : 
such words as "will" (as a form of the verb "to be") and was unsuitable ,' 
for legal research . A new list had to be defined . Data (Central) communicated -
on IBM printing terminals, and OBAR was to be teletype-compatible . 

These are only examples of the many design changes that had to be made. • 
What is more, converting hundreds of volumes of Ohio case law to digital '• 
form presented many problems . Two years were spent meeting the challenges 
of making Data (Central) a practical legal-research system. . 

During the years 1967-70, while OBAR was being developed and tested, ·, 
visitors from all over the United States and from many foreign countries ·, 
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travelled to Ohio to see it. Prominent among these were two men who subse­
quently would play important roles in making LEXIS a nationwide service­
Thomas Plowden-Wardlaw of New York and Judge David Dixon of Missouri. 
Both of them became enthusiasts for computer-assisted legal research and 
returned to their state bar associations with optimistic reports . Many other 
visitors came, including delegations from France, Belgium, Germany , and 
Scandinavia. 

Preston and Harrington travelled constantly in Ohio, selling the OBAR 
bonds and, perhaps more importantly, encouraging Ohio law firms to become 
the initial subscribers to the OBAR service. Squire, Sanders & Dempsey was 
the first subscriber, and a substantial number of other firms subscribed as 
well. They became the guinea pigs, investing time and money in what was 
still a primitive system . Their experience with OBAR-much of it negative­
became an invaluable learning resource for those who shortly would set to 
work to make major improvements to the system. Other members of the 
Ohio group travelled to other states, speaking to bar groups and reporting 
on OBAR. Twice, Harrington published reports of the experiment in the 
American Bar Association Journal . i 

By the middle of 1969 , it was possible to evaluate the OBAR experiment. 
It was a mixed success. On the positive side, OBAR had demonstrated clearly 
the feasibility of computer-assisted legal research . It also had demonstrated 
something that its sponsors had not foreseen entirely: that computer-assisted 
legal research would be not just faster and more efficient but would be better 
research, more comprehensive, regularly finding cases that even the most 
careful conventional research overlooked. 

On the n e ga ti v e s id ::,e~co~m~p~u~t;e~r~s~y~s t;-::e::m:-:a::n:-::di::i t:s-:c::o::m::m:-:u~n=-:i-::c:a:t i-=o~n:s-:\:-:v:er::e:---

nrelia bl e, the search protocol was less than transparent, there was an un­
cceptable degradation in response time when more than a few lawyers were 

doing research at the same time, and the data base was too small for muc 
practical research t ese pro ems could be solved . Their 
sou 10n, owever, would require more money than OBAR had available or 

3. HarringlOn, Comp111ers and Legal Research, 56 A .B.A .J . 11 45 (1970) ; Harring1on, Wha1 's 
Happening in Comp111er-A ssisted Legal Research? , 60 A . B.A .J . 924 ( 1974) . 

Although almost everything in those articles is by now outdat ed, rh e substa nce o f another articl e 
published by a member of the OBAR staff remains valid and ofren has returned ro haunt the proprietors 
of computer-assisted legal research systems. Diana Fitch McCabe , an assistant ro Harring ton in 1970, 
published an article critical of OBAR . McC abe, A 11romated Legal Research , 54 J u o,c ATURE 283 ( 1971 ). 
She wrote that the system was failing conspicuously to meet the promise some of it s founders had held 
for it : that computer-assist ed legal research would give solo practiti o ners and small firms as much resea rch 
power as large firms had and , there fore , would bene fit lower-income and middle-class clients . Ins tead . 
she wrote, OBAR was developing into a service onl y big firm s co uld afford. This article by Mrs. McCabe 
(now Mrs . William G . Har rjng1 pp l slill is ci1 ed by those who remain di sappo inted with the social impact 
ofcomputer-assisted legal research . 
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could raise, and probably more than Data Corporation could commit. The 
OBAR experiment was in danger of failure. 

Within months, the Mead Corporation would commit the capital needed 
~o save OBAR and create LEXIS. Before turning to that element of the story, 
1t should be nored that the OBAR experiment was not the only experiment 
in computer-assisted legal research going on in the world. There were others 
in Canada, Italy, and in the United States. Unhappily, one purported service, 
widely promoted in the United States in these years, was an outright fraud. ·~ 

The Origins of Mead Data Central 

In the spring of 1969, the Mead Corporation acquired Data Corporation 
as a whorfy owned subsidiar I no acquire ata orpor • ecome 
a partner in the OBAR experiment, but to acquire other Data Corporation 
technology more closely related to Mead's traditional lines of business in 
forest products, paper, and printing . Indeed, it has been said that Mead was 
not even aware that Data Corporation was committed by contract to an effort 
to build a computer-assisted legal research service. Nevertheless, Mead rescued 
the OBAR experiment from imminent financial failure and in time invested 
the tens of millions of dollars the development of a nationwide system for 
computer-assisted legal research would require. 

n ugust . ea contracte wit Arthur D. Little (ADL) to under-
take a study of the potential market for computer-assisted legal research. -~ . 

ead wanted to know if there was a sufficient market to justify a major 
vestment. Mead also wanted to know how much further development OBAR 
ould require to make it a marketable system and how much money that 
evelopment would cost. 

H. Donald Wilson, an AOL partner, was sent to Ohio as head of a con­
sulting team. Wilson, a lawyer and former director of the Peace Corps in 
Ethopia, brought Edward J. Gottsman as a consultant in system design, and 
later, seeing the need for an actively practicing New York lawyer on the team, 
he added Jerome S. Rubin. The ADL study took sjx months. In February 
1.21-Q., the team reported that its market survey indicated that compute~ d 
legal research was potentially a profitable business, but making a marketable 
business on the basis of the OBAR experiment would require extensive .' 
redevelopment and a major investment. The ADL team also offered a business 
plan. 

Mead accepted the recommendations of the ADL team . It separated the 
legal research apphcat1ons of (Data) Central from all other existing and poten- • 
Lia] applications. It formed a new subsidiary, Mead Data Central (MDC), . : .: 
to develop and market a nationwide legal research service and entered into "·' . -. 
a contract with Wilson and Rubin for management services for the new cor-
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poration. H. Donald Wilson became the first president of MDC, and Rubin 
became executive vice-president and general counsel. Many Data Corpora­

, tion officers and employees were transferred to MDC. 
During the years 1970-72, MDC made major improvements to OBAR. 

MDC had to make OBAR a practical, working service that lawyers would 
use, plus a potentially profit-making business that would justify further 
investment by Mead. For the most part, MDC provided technical and business 
expertise, and the Ohio lawyers who had created OBAR continued to speak 
for the profession. It should be emphasized that the basic definition of the 
system was never altered: it would remain a nonindexed, full-text, on-line, 
inte ~Y,J:':S~t~em!!!.,_. _________ --::::::::=::::------ ----

The most conspicuous change was abandonment of the printing terminals 
and the introduction of terminals with screens. This made the system faster 
and easier to use, and it also made the KWIC (key word in context) feature 
feasible. The first terminals used Sony color television sets for their screens, 
and the legal materials appeared on the screens in gaudy colors-case names 
in green, citations in yellow, KWIC words in red, ordinary text in white-all 

• ht blue background. 
Less obvious changes were equally important. The logic was made more 

complete and flexible, and a new system of notation was developed for it. 
The language with which the system communicated was revised to make it 
speak specifically about legal research and in more user-friendly terms. Efforts 
were made to eliminate the plague of communications failures. The system 
was made capable of working for more simultaneous users. 

It is amusing today to recall that searches typically ran five minutes, often 
twenty or thirty minutes, and sometimes more than an hour-and still the 
lawyers thought the system marvelously fast. One demonstration search, run 
on a terminal in a hotel suite in St. Louis during an ABA convention, ran 
four hours! Wilson and Harrington took the interested lawyer-a partner 

,.:· in a major New York firm-to dinner while the search was running, and 
it was not finished when they returned. Still, the lawyer was impressed with 
the efficiency of the system, which had found a case his firm had overlooked 

' after weeks of conventional research. 
,, e chief esigner during this period was Richard Giering of Data Car­
, : poration, who had been the chief designer of (Data) Central. William K . 
~;; Thomson, also from Data Corporation, Arthur Dana, a consultant from 

;: California, and Edward J. Gottsman w; re other ma·or con • 
unn • same penod, OBAR as an organization gradually faded from 

the picture. It sold its proprietary interest in the legal research applications \\ 
q.," of (Data) Central, plus the Ohio data base, to MDC. In return, it was entitled 
i to receive certain royalties for ten years. Since the system was not yet earning 
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revenues on which royalties could be paid, OBAR took advances against future 
royalties to enable it to pay its staff salaries and other expenses. It played 
an active role in the test marketing of the second-generation OBAR system 
in Ohio, and it assisted the MDC marketing staff in obtaining Ohio subscribers. 
Harrington continued to participate actively in the definition and implemen­
tation of changes in the system, and he continued to travel throughout the 
United Stares, showing the system to lawyers. As an organization, however, 
OBAR contributed less and less./ 

In February 1971 , Harr ing to n resigned as executive vice-president of 
OBAR and as counsel to the Ohio State Bar Association. He returned to 
the private practice of law and also became a consul Mead---Da-t-a--G@n--- _. 
tral, which he would continue to be for ars. The rest of the OBAR ~ 
staff were 1sm1ssed or rransferred to the association staff, and the organiza­
tional office of OBAR was moved to Cleveland. From that point, neither 
OBAR nor the Ohio State Bar Association made any further contribution to 
the development of compurer-assisted legal research. 

The LEXIS System 

By the end of I 972, the Ohio marketing test of the second-generation 
OBAR had been completed, and the system was almost ready for nationwide 
marketing. Before it could be offered as a service to the lawyers of states 
other than Ohio, however, it would need a new name . The new name was 
LEXIS. 

Although some people assume that the word "LEXIS" means "law in­
formation service" ("LEX" for law and "IS" for information service), the 
name is not an abbreviation or acronym. It originated with a firm of con­
sultants in New York whose business was to suggest corporate and business 
names . Their theory was that names with an X or two in in the middle (such 
as EXXON) were intriguing. Hence, LEXIS. 

Two more changes are worth noting. The Sony television sets were retired 
as terminal monitors, and a new desktop terminal was introduced. The new 
LEXIS terminal featured function keys that allowed the researcher to give 
the computer commands with one tap, rather than two or three. Also, the 
keys were printed with legends appropriate to the legal research functions 
they performed. It was the first proprietary terminal, no good for anything 
but LEXIS research." 

_ 4. Why proprietary terminals, incidentally? The company barely broke even on terminals, so there 
was no economic motive for insisting on proprietary terminals. Rather, i1 was because, at first, lawyers 
approached 1he terminals wi1h fear and awkwardness, protesting 1ha1 they had no idea how to type, 
much less how 10 control a computer. They called themselves technological illiterates, and MDC personnel 
were glad to join them in applying 1he appellation . Ten years would pass before MDC deemed it safe 
10 1urn lawyers loose on LEXIS wi1h multipurpose 1erminals. 
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The second major change betwee~ nd LEXIS was the introduc­
tion of new data bases-a federal library consisting of the U.S . Code and 
a body of federal case law, and a federal tax library consisting of the Code, 
the regulations, and some cases. More state data bases, New York and 
Misso • ded short Iv . 

LEXIS was introduced to the world at a news conference held at tn 
Overseas Press Club in New York in April 1973. Introduction was followed 
immediately by a concerted drive to sell subscriptions, principally to major 
New York law firms . The drive was successful, and by the fall of I 973 a 
few major New York firms-plus, of course, the Ohio firms that had hun 
• h thick and th' - , ~ with LE . 

From this point forward, the history of LEXIS was one of constant pro­
gress. New data bases were added. The software was improved. The amount 
of computer power committed to the system was increased constantly to cope 
with the growing demand. MDC opened regional offices throughout the United 
States. The number of subscribers and, more importantly, the amount of 
research done with LEXIS increased each year. 

Beginning in 1980, LEXIS subscribers were given access to NEXIS, a 
data base of news and business information that could be searched on the 
same terminals and with the same protocol. NEXIS has expanded into what 
is probably the world's largest full-text data base of news and business infor­
mation, offering research in a wide variety of publications, ranging from 
leading newspapers and magazines to wire services and newsletters. 

During almost all of these years of progress, Jerome S. Rubin was presi­
dent of Mead Data Central. He had replaced H. Donald Wilson in that posi­
tion in 197 I. Under Rubin's leaaers hip, rvIDC turned the basic ideas inherited 

ri'oi'nOBAR into an actual working service and established it in the offices 
of scores of thousands of lawyers throughout the United States. In September 
1981, Rubin and his principal subordinates were replaced. A new Mead 
management team now runs MDC from Dayton. 

The Development of WESTLA W 

It was not until 1973 that the management of the West Publishino Com-. ~ 

pany decided to enter the market with a system of its own-WEST LAW. 
The first WESTLAW subscriber went on-line in April 1975. 

The initial WESTLA W system was primitive indeed. The software was 
balky and unreliable. Communication was by expensive leased lines. Worst 
of all, the data base consisted solely of West headnotes. If the OBAR and 
LEXIS experience had not proved the superiority of full-text searching over 
headnote or digest searching, the early WESTLA W experience certainly did. 

In December 1976, the West management decided to begin building a 
full-text data base. The WESTLA W data base would consist of both rhe fnll 
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text of judicial opinions and the West headnotes and other West editorial 
features . The idea was to give the researcher the best of both worlds-the 
comprehensiveness of full-text research plus the research advantages afforded 
by the editorial features of the West National Reporter System. . . 

The theory was good but WESTLA W initially remained sadly def1c1ent 
in execution, owing ;hiefl'y to the weaknesses of tht softwa'.e and ~ifficulties 
of communication. Searches \Vere slow. The sequence in which retneved cases 
were displayed was mysterious. Searches were interrupted frequently by hard­
wa re problems or difficulties with the communications networks. From 1~79 
on West undertook an aggressive program of data-base enhancement, creating 
ne~ topical libraries of federal law, expanding state libraries ~ackw~rd 
chronologically, and entering contracts with other publishers, mcl~ding 
Shepard's , so as to offer research in materials outside the West family of 
publications. The value of all this continued to be obscured, however, by 
the hardware, software, and communications problems. 

Beginning in 1980 West began a thorough redesign of WESTLA W. 
Features were added a; they were developed . One by one, the deficiencies 
were remedied. Search time diminished until most searches were completed 
in a few seconds. The reliability of the overall system was improved, so that 
interruptions became rare. New search features we_re added. Retrieved c_ases 
began to appear in reverse-chronological order (with th~ old order retained 
as an option) . A LEXIS-style logic was offered as an ~p_t1on, so that lawyers 
originally trained on LEXIS easily could make the trans1t1on to WESTLA W­
or, better still, readily could switch back and forth from one to the other 
as necessary. By 1983 or 1984, virtually all the software problems had been 
solved, and WESTLA W was a highly sophisticated, user-fnendly research 
service . . 

West took the lead in offering its service on nonproprietary terminals. 
Although it introduced the WALT (West Automated Law Teri:ninal) in 1982, 
it made WESTLA W available on virtually all minicomputers, microcomputers, 
personal computers, and mainframes. . . . ,, , 

In 1984, WESTLA W made MCI Mail avaJlable on its WALT terminals. 
This means that any WESTLA W subscriber with a WALT can send a message 
electronically, and at minimal cost, to any other subscriber with such_a 
term inal as well as to other MCI Mail subscribers . Through MCI Mail, 
WESTLA W subscribers also have access to Dow Jones News / Retrieval, an 
extensive electronic library of market and business news and other information. 

WESTLA W, as much as LEXIS, is a beneficiary of the experience gained 
through the OBAR experiment. Although West elected at first to try a dif­
ferent approach, its computer-assisted legal research system today may be 
defined in the terms chosen by the small group of Ohio lawyers who created 
OBAR . LEXIS is the direct descendant of OBAR . WESTLA Wis not, but 
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by experimenting with alternative approaches, WESTLA W proved once again 
the validity of the OBAR definition . 

It is, of course, to the benefit of the law profession that there '!re com­
peting computer-assisted legal research services. Each of the two major com­
peting systems, LEXIS and WESTLA W, offers advantages unique to itself. 
We will not attempt here to compare their many features. We might point 
out, however, that many law firms and law libraries today subscribe to both 
services and have developed an informed sense of when to use each. 

The Future of Computer-Assisted Legal Research 

From time to time someone is foolhardy enough to attempt to predict 
the future of information-management technology and its likely impact. 
Everyone who does it winds up eating his words . We have all eaten a few, 
probably, and none of us seems to die of it, so here are a few guesses. 

Within a few years, all lawyers will have on their desks some form of 
computer or terminal that will give them access to the growing variety of 
services that will become commonplace and essential. Computer-assisted legal 
research services as we now know them have a limited life expectancy. Within 
a few years, lawyers will 110 longer be willing to use MDC's or West's big 
mainframes as their research computers. Their in-office computers will have 
the power and the memory capacity to perform almost all the functions the 
big mainframes now perform . 

West and Mead Data Central will still offer an essential service, however­
that of gathering information and putting it in such form that lawyers can 
find it and use it. They will be in the business of gathering cases, statutes, 
regulations, and so forth on a timely basis and sending them to the lawyers 
in electronic form. West will continue to do its editorial work on these materials 
and to facilitate finding, and MDC may decide to add finding helps to its 
data bases. These companies, in short, will be publishers-electronic publishers. 

Electronic libraries will continue to expand, and there will be more and 
cheaper ways of using them. Print publication will not disappear, but elec­
tronic publishing will be the principal way the law profession obtains current 
information and digs through the world's archives. 

Someday before long the computer in your office may be wakened at 
2:00 a.m. by a signal from a satellite. Down from the satellite will come a 
stream of information, which your computer will receive and file in the 
appropriate electronic cubbyholes in its memory. When you arrive at your 
office in the morning, your computer will have prepared a daily digest for 
you of information selected according to instructions you have left with the 
computer. When you want to do research, you will use your own computer 
to scan the information in its own memory, information that is updated daily 
and perhaps even more often . 
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What happens to libraries and librarians? They become more important. 
The function of a librarian, after all, is not just to act as the custodian of 
an information warehouse; it is to make information useful, which of course 
means being able to call it out when it is needed. Already there are profes­
sionals who specialize in helping people to select the right electronic library 
and retrieve information from it. These specialists know what each library 
contains and how to use the various search protocols to retrieve it. With 
more and more information being created and stored, finding it and bringing 
it out becomes an increasingly important speciality. Rather than making 
librarians obsolete, the development of computer-assisted legal research makes 
librarians even more valuable. 

Planning a Publication Venture: The 9L,ment of 
Legal Information Management Index* 

Elyse H. Fox** 

Ms. Fox describes rhe development of; Legal Information Management 
Index from concept to reality. She e1amines editorial and business con­
cerns and offers practical advice °/ how ro begin a new publication. 

Legal Jnformarion Managemedt Index (LIM/) grew out of my own in 
formation needs as a law library c6nsultant. During several consulting jobs 
I needed an index to literature 0 ating to law librarianship and legal infor 
mation management. Nothing/ xisted . Although Current Law Index (CL[) 
Legal Resource Index (LR[), and Index to Legal Periodicals ([LP) index man: 
legal periodicals, and Ligr /y Literature indexes many library periodicals 
no one source specifically indexed law library literature. The informatio1 
I sought either was scatter, d among various indexes or was not indexed at all 

After speaking to o tl er librarians about the need for such an index an, 
researching the work ayci financial risk involved, I decided to edit and publis 
the index myself. After one year of planning, I began indexing in Januar 
1984. I edit LIM!; fa y consulting company publishes it. 

This article describes the development of LIM! from initial idea to ac 
tual publication~ 1ith attention given to the editorial and business issues 
encountered. It , an be used as a guide for anyone interested in starting 
publication . It ncludes with a description of the responsibilities and rewarC: 
of a publisher,1/editor. 

I. The Idea 

Defining Your Publication and Determining Who 
Your Potential Subscribers Will Be 

undertaking a publication venture, the first step is to define the public; 
hat does it do? Ideas, however wonderful they may be, are only ide, 

• © Elyse H. Fox, 1985 . This article is based on the author 's prescma1ion al 1he panel discussi< 
"Starling a Publishing Ve111ure, " 771h Annual l'vlee1ing of 1he American Association of Law Librarit 
July 2, 1984, in San Diego, California. 

•• President, Fox Information Consultants, Inc. Ms. Fox is a law library consultant in Bost 
and editor/ publisher of Legal fnformation Management Index. 



CHARLES BOURNE AND ASSOCIATES 

Prof. Robert Oakley 
Director, Law Library 
Law Center 
EB Williams Library 
Georgetown University 
lll G. Street, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20001-1417 

Dear Bob: 

1619 SANTA CRUZ AVENUE 

MENLO PARK, CALIFORNIA 94025 

July 7,1995 

I I 
TEL. (41!!) 322-7101 

Now that I've retired from DIALOG, I am able to spend more time working with Trudi Bellardo, 
formerly of Catholic University and SLA, to write a book for Academic Press on ihe early (pre-1977) 
history of the online search services. 

The Mead and Westlaw story will be a part of that text, and at this time we are actively reviewing the 
final text of that story. Because you were so closely involved as a participant, witness and reporter of 
those activities in those early times, we'd appreciate whatever help you can provide with our final 
review. We've gone about as far as w_e can go from the published material that we've been able to get 
our hands on. Now we need to have the current draft checked by the people who were on the scene at 
that time -- to correct the factual mistakes, fill in some of the missing pieces, and to provide 
additional comments as appropriate. We'd also appreciate any stories or anecdotes that we can 
repeat for our readers. 

With that introduction, I invite you to review the attached draft text of the Data Corporation, Mead, 
and Westlaw activities for this pre-77 history. I've also enclosed some text to describe the JURIS and 
LITE history; I hope that you can review that material also. 

You'll notice that some of the text is in boldface. That's just a temporary artifice to permit me to keep 
track of my own text, so that I can keep track of where things came from. You'll also see some notes 

_ passed between Trudi and me as part of the dynamic text-building process. We want to get your 
comments early enough in the final editing stage to permit us to make use of them. 

If you have any questions or comments, please give me a call. Just annotate and return the draft if 
that's easier for you. I look forward to hearing from you. 

Best regards, 

4-_ 
Charles P. Bourne 

Enclosure - Chapter 8 (3/11/95 edition) 
Mead, Westlaw, LITE and JURIS text and cites from Chapter 10 (5/20/95 edition) 

P.S. Do you happen to have an address for Jerry Rubin, Bob Bennett, ~ Dick Giering 
or any of the original Mead staffers? Or George Kondos? 

xc: Trudi Bellardo (letter only) 
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1 vWc~SATI text and supporting cites ~ Ur,4 Cu.,.~ ? 

1.1 First paragraph: "disseminating scientific and technical 
information , .. " dealt primarily with the use of form 1498 
form, NASA form and other departmental forms of similar or 
identical nature). 

1.2 Second paragraph: sentence containing Landau reference: As I 
remember it, Battelle was also invited to participate in the 
evaluation. They declined. Note they made their own movie. 

1,3 Second paragraph - even though the information was published in 
the 1969 ASIS proceedings, the work was accomplished - as I 
remember it - some time (maybe the year) before. This goes along 
with the RKS notes referenced on page five. 

1.4 It should be noted that prior to 1969, the names DIALOG and Data 
Central were not in general use, Only the corporate names -
Lockheed and Data Corporation were used, 

1.5 Page 7 4, 11
• • • two of the systems ( __ and __ ) 

memory serves me correctly, the two were Lockheed 
answer to your question in the CB Note: I believe 
later, in 1969 or 1970. 

II If my 
and Data. In 
the demo was 

1.6 Next paragraph, question note: I believe the Noreen Welch/Mitre 
report was that issued officially in August, 196~, but it was 
unofficially distributed in spring, 68 to the COSATI members and 
to the involved members- for comment. After issue, I believe it 
was available from NTIS. 

1,7 Page 75, bottom paragraph: I believe CCA also participated. 
Battelle partially participated by using their a.,n data base of 
library collections (see previous paragraph) and some dictionary 
definitions. 

1.8 Page 76, top: I don't knaw when George Tressel did all of the 
filming, but do remember that the film had four vendors: Battelle, 
CCA, Data and Lockheed. 

2 Chapter Eight - Data Corporation 

2.1 Page 6, bottom: The initial computerized system for RECON CENTRAL 



paragraph, the late 1967 contract wa3 for a fea3ibility te3t and 
required the loading of the 50 million character data ba~e. 
Subsequent amendments to the contract (subsequent to feasibility 
being e3tablished) called for the online service, etc. 

Charlie: you might want to consider contacting Bill Harrington 
(LEXIS and/or Don Wilson might give you information on aw to 
contact him) to get OBAR's view of the picture at that time. Thi3 
might include the answer to what other firms made presentations to 
OBAR at that time. 

2. 7 Page 12, top (and bottoru of page 11) : OBAR: a salient point you 
might wish to include, although it may not be germane, is that in 
Ohio and many other stat-=:s (at least at that time) the copyright 
to the printed court decision publications was in the hands of the 
state bar association. 

------~:-::--:=::-=-=-===~----,~~..,.......-a.--Note on top paragraph: The modifications- -"deemed necessary" were --
a 11 in the original functional-item list discussed earlier 
concerning the movement from the RECON CENTRAL breadboard to the 
"full production" system. They were all in process of being 
implemented at that time (time of the subsequent modifications to 
the original 1967 contract - aft~he 
modifications were to be finished prior to the contract amendments 
taking affect. An aside: "changing the stop word list" required 
that the generalized capability for having different stop word 
lists for different applications be finalized (see above for 
comment about Generalized Data Base Definition. 

Note as middle paragraph: While the contract was substantially as 
stated in the paragraph, subsequent amendments and modifications 
essentially nullified all of the elements. Thi3 is especially 
true about exclusivity, · OBAR paying for and awning the data base, 
and the division of revenue. 

Last sentence and note - bottom of page 12: While it is true that 
GOROG sought out the Ohio Bar Association, it has been the OBAR 
contention that, since they had a "comparative 5tudy" (especially 
vs. Berty's ASPEN) they sought out Data Corporation. Whether 
Preston•~ opinion is valid or not i5 moot. Whether the subsequent 
ADL study would have been so emphatically in favor of the legal 
research market or not, or indeed if an ADL study could have been 
afforded or not are all open questions. I agree that the sentence 
needs to be amplified to clarify the apparent conflict. There 
were a number of other applications available (as is seen later in 
the text) that were available to Data Corporation a5 it wa~ 
seeking customers for it~ retrieval ~oftware. 

,: , .,. .. . , .. 



To: History File 

From: Charles Bourne 

Re: Notes of20 October 95 Menlo Park Meeting with Dick@ering 

Pre-Data Corporation Activity. In 1965, Giering was an Army captain, working at the Defense Intelligence 
Agency (DIA) as Chief of a Military Capabilities Section, ADP Systems Center, with an assignment to 
develop a Defense Ground Order of Battle System for the Army (an inventory of enemy ground forces­
numbers, strength, location--for a designated geographic area), making use of data processing equipment 
and the Fonnatted File System (FFS). He had, received an early training in data processing, including a 
degree from the Systems Engineering Department of the University of Arizona. 

The use of FFS required that a large number of codes would have to be used in the operation of the system 
(e.g. a Russian Tiger tank would have to be entered from an authority code list as a code such as V-127). 
When the design was finished and published, Giering concluded that such a system that operationally 
required large code books and authority files would not work in field use, and that what was needed was a 
means to search the text of situation reports ("sit-reps") and action reports from the front. He looked for, 
and located infonnation about a research project at Northwestern University that was sponsored by the 
Recon Laboratory at WP AFB, that had developed a set of programs for the IBM 7094 to do batch 
searching of text that was stored on computer tape. He called the WPAFB project monitors requested more 
information about the project, and found that the project had been completed, and that the programs 
(BIDAP--Bibliographic Data Processor) had been filed away. He arranged to get a copy of the programs 
out of the warehouse and then started to experiment with them on an IBM 7094 computer at DIA. 

Giering's first experiment was with airborne photo reconnaissance analysis reports. These reports were 
essentially narrative comments by a photo interpreter about a single photo image (e.g. "there is work 
underway to lengthen the runway."), and each photo image had its own separate printed report. Intelligence 
analysts regularly received large stacks of those printed reports for review. Giering proposed to replace 
that practice with on-demand searches of the narrative text itself. Using sample queries for topics of 
current interests, he demonstrated that approach to one of the Army intelligence analysts at DIA, and found 
immediate acceptance of the idea. And in one of those accidents of historical coincidence, the Air Force 
intelligence analyst at the adjacent desk overheard the conversation, jumped in, and arranged for this 
approach to be used with some current Air Force work at WP AFB. That work was the Recon Laboratory 
activity. While still on active duty with DIA, Giering worked to help Data Corporation install the BIDAP 
programs on the RECON CENTRAL computer facility for use by Air Force personnel. It turned out that 
DIA was coincidentally funding the CIRC/COLEX/CIRCOL activity at WP AFB, and in conjunction with 
that activity, had installed a computer terminal at DIA for use of the CIRCOL system. Giering made use 
of this CIRCOL terminal at DIA to work with the BIDAP programs that were now being operated at 
RECON CENTRAL. 

The SDC CIRCOL system, and the beginning of the Data Corporation system crossed paths at this time, 
primarily because two people in different branches of the Armed Services happened to have their desks 
located together in one government office building in Washington. The Air Force and civilian project 
personnel at WP AFB associated with the SDC CIRCOL and Data Corporation DATA CENTRAL activity 
knew of each other's existence, but not the details. 

Initial Data Corporation Activities 



Giering retired from t,he Army in early 1967 and accepted a position with Data Corporation later that year, 
working for Peter Vann (Vice President, and Eastern Representative) with an assignment to build a regional 
office (computer facility, optics work) in the Washington, D.C. area. They located office space in 
Arlington, Virginia (across the Potamac River from Washington, D.C.) on the second floor above a large 
metalwork shop. This was a shop that worked with large metal pieces, and used large stamping presses 
and other heavy equipment. Giering had an arrangement whereby he received advance notice of any 
scheduled work to do heavy stamping, or cutting ofl-beams, so that he could shut down all the computers 
to avoid problems due to the shaking and vibration of the building and everything in it! 

Data Corporation had been running the RECON CENTRAL library as a contractor-run facility for several 
years before Giering had his first contact with them. Their library collection contained no image collections 
to begin with; those were added later. They did have large collections of specification and descriptions of 
cameras and associated equipment, used to help in Air Force make-versus-buy decisions about camera 
systems. The numeric search capability in this search system was desired for use in searching the 
specifications data (e.g. lens descriptions, film speeds), not for searching geographic coordinates of images. 
Gorog had been using some small IBM equipment at the RECON CENTRAL facility, and was talking with 
Air Force officials about a possible upgrade to one of the newer IBM 360 machines that were now starting 
to become available. He use the Northwestern project results and Giering's experiments with 
Northwestern's BIDEP text searching programs to argue their utility to the RECON CENTRAL activity. 
The Air Force officials agreed, and let Data Corporation acquire the IBM 360 as part of the existing 
facilities contract. Subsequent early work on the Data Corporation system then made use of the BIDAP 
programs from Northwestern, and the Air Force's IBM 360 computer being operated by Data Corporation 
as part of a facilities contract. 

The BIDAP software was meant for batch processing, and when initially used by Giering it was 11sed with 
a dedicated machine (i.e. fast batch, with no other jobs or users on the system), with the operator either at 
the computer console, or at a remote terminal (but not both at the same time). Thus it was online, but not 
interactive, and not with multiple (parallel) users. 

Post-Mead. Giering left MTL in December 1977 to start his own company, Infotech. He installed his 
newspaper editorial text editing and retrieval system at the Globe during the Christmas season of 1980. 
This was the~ of the major newspaper databases other than the NYTIB. 

Don Wilson. CONQUEST (Contextual Query) is essentially an upgrade of the LEADER approach, and 
now a commercial venture. 

Horty. Doesn't know what happened to him. When Aspen didn't do well (financially), the financial 
backers forced him out in 1971 or 1972, and Larry Berul came in and turned Aspen around. (Larry Berul 
was later associated with Amicus. 

Harrington. Don't know how to reach him. He separated from Diana McCabe, and was a consultant to 
Mead. He was also writing mystery novels under another name. 

KWIC and Highlighting. At the same time that they introduced highlighting for color terminals, they also 
developed equivalent schemes for monochrome terminals (blinking characters, underlining, special 
characters before and after the term). For printing terminals that could not backspace for underlining, they 
used inequality signs as arrows (>TERM<) to show the search term. 



Carrier Corporation . . They sold the Data Corporation software to the Carrier Corporation in 1973 or 1974, 
but the installation was a failure because the operating instructions for the computer people (not the 
searchers) were not well documented. 

In the small-world department, this was the same crew at Carrier Corporation that later provided the 
computer support to the initial BRS service. 

Mead Financials (Chapter 10, page 36). LEXIS may have turned a profit in 1977 in 4 years after it 
started, but that was 7 years after the launch of the OBAR service. In 1969, when Mead made the 
investment in Data Corporation, profitability of the online service bureau activity and software sales was 
projected to be in 3-4 years (i.e. 1973-74). 

Data Corporation Start. Don't know when Data Corporation started. He suggested that we ask Bill Gorog 
or Don Wilson. Gorog was with a magazine publisher 8-10 years ago. 

Alternate Address. Giering is fully retired now. For part of the year, he stays at their condo in Florida: 

xc: Trudi 

Dick & Carol Giering 
2866 N.E. 30th Street, Apt. 16 
Ft. Lauderdale, FL 33306 
(305/566-2238) 



CHARLES BOURNE AND ASSOCIATES 
1619 Santa Cruz A venue 

Menlo Park, California 94025 
(415) 322-7101 

June 18, 1997 

Bob Bennett 
2471 East Stonebrook Circle 
Sandy, UT 84092 

Dear Bob: 

It was good to talk with you the other day. As I mentioned, now that I've retired from DIALOG, 
I am able to spend more time working with Trudi Bellardo Hahn of the University of Maryland, to 
write a book for Academic Press on the early (pre-1977) history of the online search services and 
technology. 

Because you were a direct participant and observer in these activities, we'd appreciate whatever help 
you can provide in our task. We've gone about as far as we can go from the published material that 
we've been able to get our hands on. Now we need to have the current draft checked by the people 
who were on the scene at that time-to correct the factual mistakes, fill in some of the missing 
pieces, and to provide additional comments as appropriate. 

With that introduction, I invite you to review the enclosed draft text of the chapter that describes the 
Data Corporation, OBAR, and early Mead activity. 

You may notice that some of the text is in boldface. That's just a temporary artifice to permit me 
to keep track of my own text and source material so that I can remember where things came from. 
You may also see some notes passed between Trudi and me as part of the dynamic text-building 
process. 

I know that you will be on travel until early July. But I'd like to get your comments back in a week 
or two after that if that's possible. Just mark up and return the text if that's easiest for you. If you 
have any questions or comments, please give me a call. I'd also appreciate your suggestions for 
additional reviewers, I look forward to hearing from you. 

Best re~ 

Charles P. Bourne 

Enclosures: Chapter 8 ( I. I, j /97 edition) 

xc: Trudi Bellardo Hahn (letter only) 

P.S. Can you tell me how to get in contact with Don Wilson, Jerry Rubin, ~ 




