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CHAPTER L. SUMMARY

For several years, the Detioit Main Library's reference and research
facilities have becn used by increasing numbers of non-residents. The
reasonableness of such use, i.e., the role of a central city research
library in a metropolitan complex, was recognized by the library admin-
istration. However, there has never been a reciprocal contribution from
the suburban area to the library budget. Costs, meanwhile, were mounting
while the city tax base was declining.

In its desire to continue to operate as a metropolitan research

library, the Detroit Public Library sought to resolve the financial issue.
To do so, they joined with their neighbor, Wayne State University, and
with the Michigan State Library in launching the Detroit Metropolitan
Library Research and Demonstration Project in August, 1966.

The objectives of the project were:

1. To provide area-wide research-level service and free borrowing
privileges from the Detroit Main Library to all residents of the
six-county metropolitan area.

2. To measure analytically the resulting use in terms of the user's
place of residence, educational level, occupation, age, sex and
kind of use. :

3. To measure costs, also analytically.

L, -To create a design for permanent continuance and improvement of
the service, with a formula (or alternative formulae) for equitable
support thereof.

5. To "sell' continuance of the service and equitable distribution of
support. '

The project was divided into three phases:

Phase | ==-a research design study completed in January, 1967 and
rep.rted under the title of Methods and Procedures for
Measuring Patron Use and Cost of Patron Services for the
Detroit Metropolitan Library Project, by Nelson Associates,

Inc.

--a study completed by Miss Helen Kremer of the Michigan State
Library in June, 1967 entitled Background Data, which
assembles and presents relevant demographic ecological
data for the Detroit metropolitan area.
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Phase | was supported by a grant to Wayne State University from the
State Board of Education under Title | of the Higher Education Act of 1965
with local contributions from Detroit Public Library, Michigan State
Library and Wayne State University,

Phase Il =-opening the Detroit Main Library in February, 1967, to
free walk=-in service to all residents of Wayne, Oakland
and Macomb counties. ' ' '

This phase was financed with a combination of federal, state, and
local funds. .

Phase |1l =--enlarging the geographic area of service in July, 1967,
to include the counties of Monroe, St. Clair and Washtenaw.

==conducting two periods of intensive study of Detroit Main
Library use, one in October, 1967, and the other in February,

1968.

-=analyzing the use made during these periods of intensive
study, the characteristics of the library user and the costs
of the service.

This phase was financed by a grant from the Bureau of Research of the
United States Office of Education under Title I1-B of the Higher Education
Act of 1965, plus local contributions.

To gather the data, a new registration card was designed along with

special forms to measure use. Some existing Detroit forms were also adapted
for gathering data.

More than 41 percent of the people who registered for borrower's cards
from February, 1967, to March, 1968, were non-residents. More significantly,
more than 38 percent of the people who entered the Main Library during the
two sample weeks were non-residents of the city-proper.

Non-resident use of the Main Library was largely limited to residents
of a three county area. (f the six counties involved in the project, only
the people of Macomb, Oakland, and Wayne counties made ''substantial' use
of the library. ‘

0f 25,700 survey cards! analyzed, 14.6 percent were from residents of
Wayne County (outside Detroit), 14.3 percent were from residents of Oakland
County, 6.9 percent were from residents of Macomb County, and only 2.3
percent from all other non-residents combined. Wayne County (outside Detroit)
has a third more population than Oakland County, but Oakland County has a
higher median income and a greater percentage of white collar workers and
college graduates as heads of households. |

I see Appendix A for form, which was handed to each person entering the

Main Library during the two sample weeks and returned in useable form by
25,700 visitors.
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Non-residents made relatively greater use of the reference and
research facilities than of the privilege of borrowing materials. They
accounted for 39 percent of the periodical requests, 39 percent of the
call slips received in the reference departments, and 37 percent of the
in-person reference questions. The percentage of loan charges by non-
residents was considerably lower == 24 percent =- indicating predominantly
in-the-building research=reference use by the non-resident. Charges from
the Schools Department were also low, 19 percent, but higher from the
Educational Film Department, 31 percent. This would suggest among other
things, (1) greater mobility of adults than of children, (2) relative
adequacy of juvenile literature in the suburban community libraries, (3)
school libraries which meet the fundamental school needs, and (4) lesser
availability elsewhere of films and film strips.

Fiction charges were proportionately higher to resident than to non=-
resident (approximately 23 percent and 15 percent), another indication of
the research/non-resident relationship. Major non=fiction loans to non-
residents fell in the Dewey classes of the 300's, 900's, and 600's in that
order,

In contrast to the lesser borrowing by non-residents, charges to
companies whose offices were outside the city limits were relatively
higher, accounting for 37 percent of all company charges.

Non-residents asked 27 percent of the telephone reference questions,
a lower percentage than in most .other categories sampled, On the other
hand, non-resident telephone questions required more time per question
tc answer, The same time relationship applied to questions asked in-
parson. This would suggest that the non=resident tended to use the
central resource library for the more difficult questions.

Extending access to the metropolitan area did not significantly
increase the work load of the reference departments of the Main Library.
This could mean that without the open access, there might have been
substantial decreases, or that non-resident use remained relatively con-
stant, i.e., independent of the project. There might have been a
noticeable increase had the civil disturbance not have occured midway

during the life of the project.

Students were thelargest group of users. Student use was 64 percent
of the total, i.e., 64 percent of the survey cards collected and analyzed
during the two survey weeks. Forty=two percent of all survey cards were
from college and university students and 22 percent from non=college
(primarily high school) student.. Wayne State University students accounted
for 36 percent of the total use. An average of 60 percent of all people
who visited the library, regardless of occupation, came for school work,

"Professional' use was 17 percent of the total with teacher use higher
than that of any other profession, Teachers were the second largest
occupational group of users over-all. Engineers came next among professional
users. More than one-half of the engineers who returned survey cards were
non-residents. The same was true for designers and draftsmen, personnel
and labor relations people, and sales workers.




Sixty-one percent of all non=-resident survey cards returned were
from male uscrs; 75 percent of the survey cards were returned by users
less than 30 years of age. Sixty-three percent of the recorded visits
by non-residents were by students; 19 percent were by teachers, 3 percent
by engincers.

{ ' Eighteen percent of the materials lent to non-residents were Dewey
300's; 15 percent were fiction.

Thirty percent of the non-resident visits were for half an hour to
one hour; 38 percent were from one to three hours.

Seventy=four percent of the non-resident visits resulted in user
satisfaction.

It seems apparent that a part of the cost of operating Detroit's
1 Main Library should properly be born by the non-residents who use its
resources, or by the governmental units in which they live. The
practiability of equitable contributions by municipalities would appear
to be doubtful. There are too many of them, each with many urgent needs.

g

]

Theoretically possible solutions to the problem of equity include:

g 1. State support of the costs of Main Library service to non-residents
of the city proper;

g 2., Contributions by the three counties, proportional to use of the
’ Main Library by residents of each county;

ﬁ 3. A matching=basis combination of 1 and 2;

L, A metropolitan library district (or authority of broader than
library scope) with taxing authority; the function of such an
ﬂ authority might be provision of back-stop library service, com-
plementing the autonomous local library districts, or it might,
theoretically be total public library service to metropolitan J

g Detroit, or it might be a '"cultural' authority encompassing
responsibility for metropolitan cultural services of broader
scope;

Support of Main Library service to college and university students
by the state, of service to high school students by the intermediate
‘ school districts, and of service to all other users, in proportion
y to use, by the counties and the city.

\n

. Any of thcse support patterns possibly excepting the first, would
probably require a corresponding change in control of the Main Library.
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CHAPTER 2. INTRODUCTION

Here is a description of one Main Library user selected from the
25,700 who returned survey cards during the two sample weeks. '

Subject: A 33-year-oid male with 17 years of education.
Lives in Berkley in Oakland County.
Teaches in Wayne County.

Actions: On October 24, 1967, he visited the Main Library for
school work and used library materials in the Philosophy,
Religion and Education Department for less than % hour.
On February 27, 1968, he visited the Main Library for
school work and used library materials in the Technology
and Science Department, requested two books on social
science from the Sociology and Economics Department's
stacks, and charged out two books on public health.

Reactions: On his first visit he did not ask for assistance. On
both visits he was satisfied. His trips were solely
to visit the library and he drove. He is a regular
user of the Detroit.Main Library.

This is a profile of a library user == a computer assembled profile
which resulted from data from several sources. More than a profile, it
is a concrete example of a major function performed by an urban public
library =- a function which transcends the political boundaries of the
governmental unit which maintains the library.

Specifically, this is the profile of a particular Detroit Metro-
politan library user. He is one of thousands of non-residents who use
the Detroit Main Library. His use illustrates the purpose and dramatizes
the plight of today's large urban library. It is a plight nearing crisis
proportions, a crisis of indeterminate length, with solutions discernible
but not immediately accessible.

When the fact of increasing non-resident use of the Detroit Main
Library was fully realized at the beginning of this decade, it was not
seen as a problem. Such use was accepted as a normal and permanent
pattern. Other factors contributed with appalling rapidity to create
acrisis,

The change for the library mirrored the total problem confronting
the central city in its urban-suburban context. The library could no
fonger function in its traditional role as a rescurce center for city
residents alone. As the city had become metropolitan in nature with
residents moving freely across boundaries, the library changed from local
orientation to a regional one, and so it should, if it were to remain
a healthy, vital component of the metropolitan educational and cultural
community. To qualify as hecalthy, a new injection of funds has become
a prime requisite.
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The very size and nature of the collection made the Detroit Main
Library in fact a regional reference and research resource. Over one
million volumes, many of highly specialized, technical nature, plus
other large collections of unique material, were already in the Detroit
Main Library collection. Many of these materials could not be or should
not be duplicated by the suburban communities because they were either
out of print, too expensive to purchase, too specialized to justify for
infrequent use, or too voluminous to house. At the same time, a newly
expanded Main Library building provided space for growing collections,
users, and personnel.

Requests by the increasing suburban population for access to the
library's resource collection were part of a pattern of demands being
made on other central city public service institutions. |t seemed logical
and economical to give such service, complementing local suburban resources,
through a central source.

Another factor was the decline of Detroit's population. This feature
first appeared in the 1960 census when a decrease from 1950 of more than
179,000 was registered. Even more significant was the decrease in the
percentage of metropolitan population living in Detroit from 6L percent
to Ll percent. This was accompanied by a corresponding decline in tax
revenue with the decline in the financial base further accelerated by
the decentralization of industry, the new suburban industrial parks, and
the proliferation of multi-million dollar shopping centers, not to mention
freeways.

Neither could increasing costs of library operations be overlooked,
nor consideration of new patterns of service, nor the desirability of a
library network which might be superimposed on existing operations.
Progressively larger budgets were required to maintain status-quo service
in the face of increasing needs and demands and costs.

Existing needs alone provided sufficient pressure for librarians
to explore a broader base of support to make available materials to satisfy
current demand. Growing needs were most evident in the demands of the
student and the professional worker.

It is hardly necessary to argue that the Detroit Main Library should
be a research center for the region when in fact it was already serving
in this capacity, though without appropriate recognition. A door check
conducted by the library staff in 1966 revealed that 35 percent of a
sample of 15,000 people entering the Main Library during an eight-day
period were non-residents of Detroit. In the two-week sample conducted
during this project, the percentage was 38.2.

With less than one percent of the financial support of the Main
Library coming from non-residents, the question of equity in financial
support becomes a paramount issue, which will become increasingly urgent
as non-resident use continues to increase in volume and in percentage of
total use. Something must be done to distribute costs. The tines demand
recognition of the research center role, and of the necessity of commen-
surate financial support.
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In an effort to resolve the problem, the Detroit Metropolitan
Library Research and Demonstration Project was initiated in August,
1966, through the joint efforts of the Detroit Public Library, Wayne
State University, and the Michigan State Library. '

The purpose of the project was to find a new financial structure
for metropolitan area-wide research and reference '"back-stop'' service
from the Detroit Main Library, complementing and adding depth to the
public library service available locally in the suburban communities -in
a six=county metropolitan area based on a carefully documented analysis
of use and cost.

Two weeks were devoted to an intensive study of the user and his
use. The user was analyzed in terms of the geographic location of his
residence within the six=county area, his educational level, occupation,
age, sex, school, and the kind of use he-made of the library. Informa-
tion gathered from these use studies and from borrowers' registration
records provided the basic data for this report.
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CHAPTER 3, METHODS OF SECURING DATA

Two basic blocks of data were collected, one being on characteris-
tics of registrants, the other on the nature of use and characteristics
of actual user. The registration card supplied user characteristics for
those who applied for borrowers' cards; the survey card fulfilled the
same function for users without borrowers' cards. |In a comparison of
tabulations from the two sources, such as the number of non-residents
who registered for cards compared to the number of non-residents who used
the library, the greater weight is placed on the use factor, since it
is use that largely determines costs.

During the I3-month period for which registration data were collected,
a special registration card was used (see appendix A, page 72). The
information required of the registrant included not only the traditional
facts necessary for the files of the Main Library's Loan and Registration
Bureau, but also additional items which were utilized only in the research:
highest year of.school completed, year of birth, sex, and name of public
library used regularly. These, combined with answers to inquiries listed
below, completed the registrants' profile:

Place of residence (city, village or township) -
County of residence-

Occupation

Firm or school (only colleges were coded)

County in which person worked or attended school

(See appendix A, pages73=7lifor listing of total items coded from the
registration card.)

To gather information on use, six forms were utilized:

Loan charge slip
Reference charge slip
Periodical request slip
Call slip

Record of service
Survey card

(See appendix A, pages 75-79.) The first two forms were existing Detroit
forms which were used without change. Data for loan charges cover items
borrowed from the loan desks at the Woodward Avenue exit, the Cass Avenue
exit and the Children's Department, but do not include company charges

nor materials lent from the Schools Department or the Educational Film
collection. The next two were also Detroit forms which required only minor
adaptation, adding a line for library user's borrower or identification
number. 'Call slips'' are those presented at departmental desks, requesting
material housed in the department in either closed or open stacks. The




resulting data are for books requested via call slips, whether delivered
or rot and whether used within the building or withdrawn from the building.
The last two forms were developed especially for the project.

hereas registration data were collected and coded on a continuous
basis from February 1, 1967, through March 3, 1967, use data were based
on two sample periods only, October 23-29, 1967,and February 26 - March 3,
1968.

Every person who registered for a borrower's card at the Main Library
during the collection period received a numbered borrower's card. Regis-
tration data were coded, key punched, and stored on magnetic tape. The
registration number provided access to the facts about the user for each
incidence of use during the two weeks of intensive study. In order to
provide as large a data bank as possible, borrowers who had registered
prior to February, 1967, at the Main Library were encouraged to re-
register during this period. Each borrower who used the library during
the two weeks of intensive study could then use his borrower's number
on the use forms and a correlation of use to personal data was possible.

With the realization that many people use the library without bor=
rowing material, or without even qualifying for a borrower's card, a non-
borrower was supplied with an identification number via the survey card
during the survey weeks. This could be used in a manner similar to the
borrower's number when requesting service., The identification number
was keyed to the same information as that in the borrowers' file. This,
along with all information on the six 'use' forms, was also coded, key
punched, and stored. Thus a data bank was created which could be used
for analyzing both borrower and non=borrower.

During the two survey weeks in October and February, each person,
except children not yet in school, entering the library was handed a
survey card. Instructions on the card as well as signs throughout the
library urged completion of the form, which was collected at the exits.
The user was also asked to (1) write his number (borrower's or identifica-
tion) on any call slips he used, (2) write his number on periodical
request slips, and (3) give his number at reference desks when asking
a reference question.

At reference desks, the user's number was entered on the '‘record of
service' form along with the amount of time spent on the questions, the
source of answer and the general subject of the question. For telephone
reference, the staff also recorded the location of the source of the call
and whether it was from a home or a business or institution. On all loan
charges and reference charges, the borrower's number was recorded by the
staff.

Responscs received during the survey weeks are summarized in the
following tabic:




Table 1.-=Summary of Responses. Survey Weeks

10/23-29 2/26-3/3
1967 1968
People entering Main Library 34,119 34,613
Survey cards distributed 23,609 22,664
Survey cards completed with codable information 14,813 11,838
With borrower's number 8,029 6,426
With identification number detached L 795 3,772
With idc tification number undetached! 1,989 1,640
Survey cards not complete (and not coded) 2.392 1,657
Circulation charges 15,438 20,246
Loan charges 12,047 15,232
Schools Department 2,679 3,304
Educational Film Department ‘ 400 525
All_other charges? 362 1,185
Record of service (codable) L, o0k 4,18}//
With borrower's number 5438 603
With identification number - 955 e 828
Telephone - 2,501 -~ 2,750
Call slips “ 73,649 L, 560
With borrower's fumber 2,044 2,906
With identification number 1,605 1,654
Periodical request slips : 2,139 3,335
With borrower's number 1,137 2,075
With identification number 1,002 1,260

lIdentification number not retained for use at another time.

2Reference and company charges not made at the loan desks,
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Observations from Table 1:

. Although each person entering the library was handed a card, not i
every one accepted it -- 69 percent did so in October and 65
percent in February.

2. The return of completed survey cards was also lower in February
than in October == 62 percent of those distributed in October b
and 52 percent in February. The fact that fewer cards were
distributed and completed in February is not unexpected inasmuch
as users were requested to fill out a card only once in February,
whereas in October they were requested to fill cne out each time
they entered the library. Many college students were repeaters
and many of them refused to fill out more than one card during
the October survey week, '

3. Of the survey cards returned and coded, both weeks showed a
return of 54 percent with borrowers' numbers. Of the 46 percent
without borrowers' numbers, most probably did not have borrowers'
cards. Also included in this group would be a small number who ‘
-did not record a borrower's number because (a) they had a branch
library card without a number, or (b) they had an unnumbered
Main Library card issued prior to February 1, 1967, or (c) they t
were not carrying their borrower's card.

k. Many more questions were tallied at the reference desks than
shown in the number of '""Record of Secrvice' forms returned by
the staff. An attempt was made to limit the reported questions
to those requiring professional knowledge. (See appendix A, page 80
“Guidelines for using 'Record of Service' forms.") This included
'guidance and selection'' questions and ''reference' questions,
both in person and by telephone, but not ''other requests.'' Other ;
requests covered title requests which did not involve bibliog- ‘
raphies, also directional questions, and instructions or assistance
with equipment. Of the people who asked in=person reference
questions, 63.5 percent in October and 57.8 percent in February !
did not have borrowers' cards.

To overcome user resistance during the survey weeks, an attempl was *
made to make the process of reporting as simple and as painless as possible. :
To some degree, this attempt worked to the detriment of the sample returned,
It should be acknowledged that the survey weeks were difficult Tor all
concerned; they required a great deal of extra effort, understanding and
co-operation, and unfortunately resulted in some misunderstanding and
irritation from the user who didn't have ''the time to be bolhered by such
honsense.' Insistence upon morc complete co-operation from the user would
have been desirable in the interest of larger and more representative
samples. Libraries undertaking to conduct such intense survey weeks should
prepare the public by wide public information programs.




It is recognized that the significance of some of the data.is, at
best, highly questionable because of the small number of cases. Despite
this fact, some data have been included for their methodological implica-
tion.

- Two important factors worked against the collection of a larger:
sample. One resulted from the time == the timing in history -~ and the
other from the physical location of the building.

The survey was conducted during the fall of 1967 and the spring of
1968. Both periods were many weeks after the July, 1967, civil disturb-
ance in Detroit. During the intervening time, many people had been asked
to complete an unusual number of questionnaires for the many surveys which
flooded the city. To some people, if we could interpret their comments
correctly, the project questionnaire was one too many.

College students, as predicted, did not co-operate as fully as could
have been desired. With the main campus of Wayne State University adjoining
the Main Library, a large number of college students flowed through the
doors of the library. Many visited the library several times during one
week, and in some cases even during a single day. Although the majority
of college students were interested in participating in the study, others
were un=-co-operative.

The continuous collecting of registration data for the 13 months
was probably unnecessary. If all users could have been required to
complete the survey cards and use their survey card identification
numbers, the process of analysis would have been simplified and the
resulting data would have been more reliable.

Certain items on the '"Record of Service' form could have been
omitted without loss of useful information. Information tallied as "Other
Service'' was not carefully enough defined to be useful. '"Source of Answer!'
had some internal significance but little relevance to the project proper.
Reference charges were not used because of the large number of pictures,
book jackets, and other similar charges which tended to inflate the total
charge picture.
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CHAPTER 4. FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS

Geographic Distribution and Categories of Use

The six=county area defined as Metropolitan Detroit for purposes of
this study has 3,977 square miles and an estimated 1967 population of
4,676,000, Its 1960 population was 4,143,121, slightly less than 53 per-

cent of the total population of the state. The percentage now exceeds
53 percent.

Figure 1 is a map of the six-county area showing the geographic
relationship to Detroit of the counties involved in the study.

Figure 1 Map of Six=County Area
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Table 2 shows the areas of the major geographical units included
in the project, the population of each in 1950 and in 1960, and the
estimated population as of July, 1967.

Table 2,-~Area and Population of Detroit-and Suburban Counties

Area Population Est population
County (sg miles) 1950 1960 1967
Detroit 139.61 1,849,568 1,670,144 1,620,000
Macomb 481.00 184,961 405, 80k 577,000
Oakland 897. 64 396,001 690, 259 865,000
Wayne (excldg Detroit) 483.39 585, 667 996, 153 1,152,000
Three-county total 2,001.64 3,016,197 3,762,360 4,214,000
Monroe 561.90 75,666 101,120 121,000
St. Clair 696.82 91,599 107,201 116,000
Washtenaw 716.48 134,606 172,440 225,000
Six=county total 3,976.84 3,318,068 4,143,121 4,676,000

Source; ''Population and Occupied Dwelling Units in the Detroit Region,"
Southeast Michigan Council of Governments.

Table 3 shows the geographic distribution, by residence of user,
of the several categories of use of the Main Library during the two
sample weeks == also the place of residence of registrants. Of 25,700
survey cards tabulated, each representing a visit to the Main Library
during the two sample weeks, 61.9 percent were filled out by residents
of Detroit, 14.6 percent by residents of Wayne County outside Detroit,
4.3 percent by Oakland County residents, 6.9 percent by residents of
Macomb County, and the remaining 2.3 percent by residents outside this
three-county area. Of all visits reported by survey card, 38.1 percent
were by non-residents of Detroit.

It is apparent that relatively little use of the Main Library
during the two sample weeks was by residents of Monroe, St. Clair, and
Washtenaw counties. Residents of Macomb, Oakland, and Wayne counties
(including Detroit) accounted for 97.7 percent of the usable survey
cards and 99 percent of the registrants. Incidentally, these latter
three counties constitute the Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area of
Detroit. Their combined area is 2,001 square miles and their 1967 popula-
tion is approximately one~half the total population of Michigan.
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