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and professional staff attitudes and background. Twenty of the
universities are in the United States, and two in Canada. The
vroposal was to examine the campuses at first hand and then intervicw
not only librarians but also a selected number of faculty members and
students. The purpose was to try to get a balanced view of the actual
status of these libraries. Medical libraries were excluded in order
to avoidr having too broad a scope for the project. This report
describes the plan for carrying out the project, the detailed
results, and some general conclusions. DeBcriptions of the library
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UNTVERSTTY SCIENCE AND ENGINEERTNG LIBRARTIES-A SURVEY
£1lis Mount

I. Introduction

This report summarizes a project, sponsorcd by the Council on Library
Resources, in which the science and engincerving libraries at 22 sclected
universities were studiced.  The study was concerned with only certain aspects
of such libraries, namcly collection development, rcader services, physical
facilities and professional staff attitudes and background.  Twenty of the
universities were in the U. S. and two in Canada,

During these days of more restrictive budgets the opcration of university
libraries is difficult enough, and in the case of scicnce and engincering
libraries there are additional complications. One of these problems is that
of finding the proper role in connection with the many bibliographic scrvices
now available on magnetic tape, for computer searching. Most of these services
involve the sciences and cngineering, where the burden of coping with them
falls, as contrasted with the relative paucity of such services in the
humanities and social sciences. Another vexing situation is that of managing
the current tight budgets for collection development in light of the high
prices for technical literaturc, as contrasted with lower average prices for
books and serials for non-technical subjects. Still another problem
generglly common to technical libraries at universities is the question of
location and quantity of facilities in relation to the placement and numbcer
of buildings housing science and engincering classrooms and laboratories.
It is by no means a new matter, but still one that continues to puzzlc
library administrators. These were some of the considerations which made a
survey of libraries in this category seem worthwhile, one which has probably
not previously been done in quite the fashion proposed.

. 4
The pr?EQggi was to examine the campuses at first hand and then intervicw not
only librarians but also a selected number of faculty members and students.
The purpose was to try to get a balanced view of the actual status of thesc
libraries, which required hecaring from both sides of the fence. Medical libraries:
were excluded in order to avoid having too broad a scope for tife project.
The following pages describe the plan for carrying out the project, the
detailed results and some general conclusions. Various related information
is found in the appendixes.

II. The Plan for the Project

As mentioned previously, the goal was to study the following aspects of
science and cngineering libraries: reader services, physical facilities,
collection development and professional staff qualifications and attitudes.
Inclusied in thesce topics were such questions as the use of automation,
budgetary problems and their effects and the matter of centralization of
technical library facilities versus decentralization.

In selecting the schools to be visited on this project the goal was to get

a good mixture of universities in regard to enrollment, library size, type of
setting (urban versus non-urban), degree of centralization of technical librarv
facilities, interest in automation, type of funding (private versus government
support), etc. A brief description of the schools can be found in Appendix A..
It was not casy to make the selection, and many potentially interesting
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universities had to be celiminated because of the limitations of tire.

Rather than get just the viewpoints of the librarians, at cach school a
cross-scetion ol users was also intervicewed, picked at random, consisting of
professors and graduate students, with a few undergraduates included.  ‘The
latter scemed to have sueh meagre obscervations to make about Fibrarmy opera-
tions that 1t scemed wiser in interviewing students to coneentrite on
graduates, who, in gencral, were mueh more concerned about and aware of
library econditions than undergraduates.

Two types of questiomnaires were used, one for librarians and the other for
the users (see Appendix B and C respeetively). In many cases the questions
had to be carclully explained to users, several of whom had difficulty
grasping what was meant by some questions, as routine as they seem to
librarians. On the other hand, interviewees would often volunteer informa-
tion that was just as valuable as the answers called for in the questionnaires.
Such instances helped confirm the belief that personal interviewing ecan be
more accurate and informative than mail surveys. As usual a few questions
were found to be a bit awkwardly worded, but for uniformity the same
questionnaire was used throughout the prgjeet. Even during intersessions, or
near holidays, there was no real difficulty in loeating professors and grad-
uate students, who seem to work long hours during summer months. In many
cases the offices of variak departments of instruetion were helpful in indi-
cating which professors were apt to be on hand. By using a random selection,
the problem of interviewing users known to be favorably inclined towards the'
performance of the libraries was avoided, a case which would have cast doubt
on how well they represented all users. Almost without exception they were
very cooperative in their attempts to give their opinions.

Some universities had so6 many librarians serving in science and engineering
libraries that only a portion of them were interviewed, whereas in some smaller
schools each librarian in this eategory was interviewed. Librarians also were
extremely helpful and showed great interest in the project.

In the case of both users and librarians, efforts were made to get a good
cross-section of different diseiplines and physical loecations (elose to the
library versus far from the library, ete.). A few professors who were on
library committees were inadvertently ineluded, and they often had a greater
amount of information to eontribute than their colleagues.

For what it is worth, members of minority groups were not very numerous among
the. librarians interviewed. This was probably merely a refleetion of the
number of sueh librarians working in university libraries of any sort. Women
were well represented, the ratio being two women librarians for every man.

No female professors happened to be interviewed, while 12 of the 60 students
were women, most of them in the 1lifé seiences. No effort was made to include
or ecxelude uscrs because of their sex, but it was obvious that men were in
the preponderance both amorg the faculty as well as among the students.

In addition to users and the librarians serving in the seience and engincering
libraries, interviews were also held either with the direetor of each library
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system or with an associate divector (with but once exception, where the top
administrators could net be reached on the date of the interview).  Such
interviews were unstructured, with the aim being that of getting an over-all
view of what was happening on that campus as well as learning how such
administrators viewed the operation and funding of university scicnce and
engincering librariecs versus libvraries serving the huminities and sceial
scicences at their schools.  Onece again the cooperation was excellent, and
many uscful ideas came to light. Visits were made nuceli casicr due to their
assistance. The duration of the visits was generally two days for the
larger systems and one day for smaller ones, yielding acceptable results as
far as having enough time to sec the librarics and conduct the interviews.

-
In addition to the top library administrators, 67 sciencce and engincering
librarians were interviewed, along with 83 faculty members and 60 students
(all but four of whom werc graduatc students). A breakdown of the subject
arcas of thosc intervicwed is as follows:
Subiject Areas of Those Intcfviewed
Chemistry Physics Math FEngng Life Earth General Misc T:7:
' & Astron- Sciences Sciences Science
omy & Enon
Librarians 10% 1094 5% 30% 10% 10% 2285 395 Ll
, ' v
Faculty - 17 18 8 24 22 10 - 1 Il
Students 17 13 3 .32 28 5 - 2 1T
Total 1098 149 6% 293 20% 8% 7% 205 LIl

So, while the total number of interviews is not large, all major ficlds arc
represented, and no one ficld overwhelms the others.

All interviewees were promised anonymity of their responses, so care will be
taken so as to fulfill this agrecment in the data disclosed in this report.

ITII. Tabulation and Analysis of Intervicws

All interviews, whether with technical librarians or users, covered the same
four major topiecs, although only some of the questions were identical. The
unstructured discussions with library directors also centered around these

same topics. Therefore in showing the results and-qanalyzing them the material
will be divided into thesc four miajor topics, with the results and analysis of
each source- librarians, users and directors included under cach of the four
topics, wi.ich are: 1) Reader Services; 2) TFacilitices; 3) Collection Developmerns
and 4) Pr¢ fessional Staff Attitudes and Background.

¢
o

In answering questions involving evaluations of library features, intervicwces
were asked to maoke their judgments in terms of the level or quality of library
performance they would expect their school to provide, keeping in mind its size.
goirlls, cte. This method was adopted in lieu of having users trying to make
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comparisons wilh Tibraries they may have known clsewhere, or tryinc to have
them visualize a national model of Tibrary excellence with-which to compine,
It is readily admitted that making Judgnents of this sort on any basis of
comparison is a subjective process, dependent upon the person's proevious
expericences.  Nevertheless, such questions were felt to provide useful in-
formation as to how users generally regarded their librarics.

A. Reader Servieces

1. This question revealed the rating librarians themsclves pliaced on
the quality of their reade» services. For a compuarison of how
uscers viewed this same topic, sec #2.

Would you characterize the services normally offered by vour
library, on the whole. as

Excellent . . . . . . . 21% " .
Better than average . . 52
Average . . . . . . . .21
Unsatisfactory . . . . 6

2. Responscs.by users to the same question as #1. Note that users
were more favorable in their ratings than librarians.

What is your opinion of the quality of service offered bv the
libraries devoted to sciencc and engineering on your canpus, for
an_institution of the size and status of your school?

. . Faculty Students
Excellent . . . . . . . .. .. 35% 2754
Better than average . . . . . . 50 52
Average . . . . . . . . . ... 13 21
Unsatisfactory. . . . . . . . . 2 -

3. The librarians describe the particular services needing bettcrment.
Note that 159 could not name one.

Whicl: service offered scems to you to need the most improvement?

Reference (general) . . . U42% Hours too short . . . 8%
Reference- bigger staff . . 17 Photocopy service . . 5
None . . . . . .. ... .15 Circulation & recall 5
Interlibrary loan speed. . 10 Technical report

Library instruection . . . 9 ; service . 5

. The librarians describe their concepts of their users? complaints.
For the users' version, sce #5. Correlation is spotty.




1\.. Reade: Scamviccs ((‘_UUL'_(‘]')

What is the most common _complaint of your uscprs recapdine vonp seprvices:

Hours too short . . . . . 18% Not awarc of . . . . . 77
Circulation vules . . . . 18 " Bindery slow o . . . . 7
Missing books (scceurity) . 17 Tuterlibrary loans touv <low o
Hard to find books. . . . 13 Layout eonfusing . . . 6
More copies of key books 10 Fines system o . . . . 5

5. The users' cequivitlent of #4. Note the high percentage of users who could not
name a major complaint when intervicwed.

What is vour bhigeest complaint about: serviees offered?

Faculty Students
None . . . . . . . . 3% None .. . . .. .28
New books slow to be llours too short . , 23
ready. . . . . 11 "~ Longer loans. . . . 1Z
Hours too short. . . 7 - Circulation ruiles . 10
Binding too slow . . 7 Security. . . . . . 9
Hard to find books . ©6 Reshelving too slow ©
Security . . . . . 0 Interlibrary loans .

too sjow . . . . . 7

6. Librarians name the unusual services offered, or services they would like
to offer. Note that one-fifth-had none to suggest.
. . N :
Do you offer any unusual services to your users? If so, what? If not,
what services would you like to add? -

None . . . 21%

Scrvicqs Offercd

Q

Own tape searches . . . 26% Pre-prepared bibliographies . . 5%
Regional tapes . . . . 13 Electronic desk ealeulator ... 5
Messcnger service . . . 13 Computer terminals . . . . . . 5
Libravy instruction . . 12 Linguistiec skills . . . . . . . 5
Profile preparation . . 10 Audio/visual aids (library

instruetion) 5

7. The users state the new services they would like. The percentage of those
unable to name one is quite high.

What, if any, new services would you like to sce instituted?

- Faculty ’ Students
None . . . « « . . . . OUS None . « « « o « « . . 77%
. More computer scarching 5 Computer tape secarches 5

Better photocopying. . M




A. Reader Scepvices (Cont'd)

8. LifTcects on reader scrvices of automation (any service or product in-
volvine o computcer) in current use arce desceribed by Librarians.  Examples
are dincelnded,

What effect has automation had on the scvvices rendered by your library?

Cxamples
Little or none . . . . . 2208 Union lists of scerials. . . 167
. Rather helpful o . . . . 30 Tape scarches « . . o o . . 22
Very helpful . . o . . . UG In-process status lists . . 2]
Not involved at present. 2 Circulation records . . . . 10

| MARC tappes .+ o ¢ o o o 0 . T

9. Future types of automation desired by librarians, as distinet from the
current situation as rated and listed in #8.. Note the high ratings civen
union lists of serials in both questions. '

What uses of autopation would vou like to see instituted in your library
(in regard to services to the public)? :

Circulation records . . . . . . . 30%
Union lists of serials . . . . . 26
In-process status data, . . . . . 23
Tape searching .-. . . . . . . . 20
On-line catalogs . . . . . . . . 15
No comment . . . ... ¢« ¢« ¢« o « o 7
Book catalogs . . . . . . . ... . 5
MARC tapes .« « ¢« ¢« « ¢« « « o« o « 5

Analysis of Questions 1 - 9

Vv
One outstanding feature is the relatively high regard users had for these
libraries and the high percentage of users unable to name major complaints or
to list new services desired. It is possible that many of them have never
thought hard about what they are getting or should be getting in the way of
library service. A few professors who worked in industrial laboratorvies where
special library service was available seemed to be more aware than their
colleagues of what better service consisted of.

1t is evident in #5 that graduate students are upset more than professors by
reduced library hours, especially during sunmers and holidays. Their 25%
response was one of the highest totols for a specific topic in any question
involving a free choice, for students or faculty.

[
Library Divectors Comments on Reader Services:

As previously mentioned, they werc asked to comment on the four major topics ot
the survey but also on a broader scope, if they so desired. A summary of their
.comments on this particular topic follows:

Several directors expressed a need for more information as to how scientists
and enginecrs work and how- they use technical information. (Current resecurch
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v

on this topic is avidilable and is being inercased remularly, but they did oo
soem satislicd with the information known to them).  Others spoke more con-
lul(nt]y about how such uscers work, primarily feeling that sceientist:s and
cneineers usuitl ly knew: exactly what speeific vefcerences they wantaed when
they contacted. the librvavies, in contrast with the humanists and sdeial -
scicntists, who were morce apt to be looking Tor material on certain subjecos
rathor than specifie citations. On the other hand, scme thought health
.scientists were apt to demund wire individual reference service than thelir
colleasues in other arcas of science. $till other directors felt that the
socinl seciences would begin to catceh up with scicnce/enginecering as far as
miachine-readable data bases and tapes were concerned. Yale University, fer
one, is developing a centralized social seience data“urchives,

.‘)4

Several libwarics operate delivery systems to get requestediitems to faculwy
members, particularly Georgia Teeh und the University of Toronto, who scew
the most advanced in their operations. The latter schoal makes, twice a day
deliveries to a possible 60 points on the campus, with three library trucks
involved. They felt delivery systems took the pressure off the librory
systems who were operating under a centralized library plan,as at Georgia 7o '
Many expresssed acdesire to do morce in the way of offering automntcd SDI
service although they reported that there was no overwhelming demand for

o it from the faculty so far.

Morc of their comments on SDI systems will be found in the collecetion devel:y—inz
section. Automation was seecn to be a necessary and desirable practice in
librarics, but the extent varied greatly. As for other new techniques, the
use of a microfiche catalog at Georgia Tech was the most outstanding use oI
microfilm noted. Their collection of 750,000 volumes is cataloged on some
700 microfiche, of which 50 sets are found across the campus, some being .
located in departmental offices. Users were said to like it. COM (L()m“U"“.'
output ricrofilm) equipment was used to produce the microfiche’ invelving
thosc items in machine-rcadable forin in the collection. Supplements arc
planned.

Author's Comments on Reader Scrvices

It was apparent that some library systems visited were much more service-
oriented than others. Some were almost at the point of being too innovati-:
as Tar as their rather conscrvative faculty members werc concerncd. Two
libraries- Stanford and Georgia Tech-seemed to be the most active in soliclz-
ing reference work from business and industry. The former has been at’ this
since 1959, having around 500 companies, not all active, on their rolls.
Among other charges there is a $5.00 fee for cach loan of library materiz!.

i

The greatest coneentration of automated SDI service wis at the University
Georgia, where a large covernment grant was in Tull force. Some 3000 RRET:
(on - ad off campus) were bi o . profiles run, with the results beins used

.(‘

approximately 5,000 people, due to sharving of information. They have arouns
12 diforent data bases available. On-line experimental service is corr! G

~on with Lehigh Univers ity, using CRT equipment. No chavges are made to
“in the Coorgia cducational complex as long as the grant continues, but thi
have little data yet as to uscer reaction to' paying lor the service.

Q
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Libvary instruction is begiming to goet more attention, with Georain Teeh

HCIA alno has an aetive covernment areant for SDT service, and they are makine
this service aviti lable to Yibeary systems in Calid fornia and nearby ~uvates. It
is interesting to note that repeatedly librarians voluntecred theis feeline:
thitt word of mouth advertising wias their hest way ol goet ting seient =08 in-

trerested in such servieo,

having one full-time professional stall member devoted to this duty.  Other
schools, such as Columbidl, arve appointing librarions with this function as
a major portion of their dutices.  The Iniversity of Pittsburgh held & teem
paperelinic, advertising it in the student newspaper, offering liravy
assistanee to students.. Dozens signed up, and volunteer librarians were
matehed with the students' subjects so as to give persond 1 attention to cach .
student. Next year they plan to do it nearer midtepms, when the topic is :
more prominent in student life.
-
Probably the library open the most hours .was . at Johns Hopkins, opcen from
8 AM to midnight, 365 days a year. Therg is also.a nearby reading room opon
for five nights from 11 PM till 8 AM, thus giving students 24 hour:access to
either the library or a study area. The University of Georgia science library
was open until 2 AM, as was California Institute of Technology. In most cases
only one person was on duty during the late hours at these schools.
y

To aid users in a new library, the University of British Colunbia has a plastic
model library on display, with lights showing the directions to .a particular
area when a button is pushed. No count was made of the number of extended ref-
crence problems handled or bibliographies prepared, but it appeared that the prvc-
fessional staff in centralized libraries had more time to concentrate on such
matters as compared to the smaller onc-man (one professional) libraries. Securi—
affected many libraries, with only a few using special detection systems to comb=z
book losses. :

B. Physical Facilities

.
2

This seetion was concerncd with the loecation, design, layout and
cquipment of the libraries-serving seience-engineering.

10. Librarians rate the libraries in whicli they work. Sece =11 for
user ratings.

Would you rate the physical facilities and loeations of vour -
librarics, on the average; as?

Txcellent ... . o .o . ..200%

Better than average . . 36

Averagé*. . . . . . . .2 ,

Unsatisfoctory . . o . 20

11. Each user rvates the seicence/enginecring library he usecd the most.
Note that their ratings are more Tavorable than the librarians.

What is your opinion of the physical facilitices of scicree and

engincering libravices on your campus, agai considerin: whot is
appropriate lor local s tandards ? :

. Faculty . Students
Excellent . . . . « « « « « « . . 306% H1%
Better than average . . .« « « . 35 31 )
AVOLOEC o v v v e o e e e .o o. . 19 @ 22
Unsatisfactory . . . . . . . .. 10 o 6 .

S R o
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i B. Physical Tacilities (Cont'd)
’ ] . B . .
- 12. Librarians itemize the main problems with facilities. Note how
i of’ spate predominates the answers’.  Sce #13 {or wsier ratings., '
~What is the.mojor problem in this veeard? '
Morve space o 0 0 0 0 o . 615 Noise . . . . . . . . .10
General oo L L 3008 o Heating & vengiletine . 10
Collections . . 21 : None . ... . . . . . .10

Seats . . . . . 06 Lighting . . . . . . ©
General layout o . . . . 30

b

13. Uscrs give their reasons Tor complaints about facilities

. Note iz
large number 1mnb]e to name a major complaint.
What is your main complaint regcardinge.the facilities?
Faculty ; Students
None . . . . . ... . Uur% None . ... o . . ... 50¢
Too crewsic: o . . . . 13 Too crowled . . . . . . 17
Too fau wwry o 0 .o . . 8 Poor 'layouts . . .. . . 10
Too many small libs. . 7 Lightfingbad . , . . . ., 7
Poor layouts . . . . . 6 Heatmg& ventllatlng . 7
Catalog not convenient 6 . .
- ! Lad
14, The questlon of centr'lll/atlon of facilities.is asked of lib .‘:r*'*—‘. .

Since "stay about as is" is rather meaningless unless the locs
situation is known, "the author has: assigned such answers to u move
definite status, as shown in question 1Y b., using his knowle

the campus to do so. Sce #15 for user: ratings.

What is your feeling about centralization of facilities?

a. Become.more centralized . U2% b. Favor centralization . . ~f
Stay about as is . . . . U6 .. Favor less centralizatios
Become less centralized .. 12 ‘
. . - . 3
15. Users answer about centralization prefercnces. The same techniz:zs
used in #14 are applicd here to make "stay about as is” more rmezn-
ingful. Note that both user groups are nearly evenly divided on =
) subject, in contrast to the librarians.. It should be noted t?.a:: A
. ' users who were satisfied with centralization were. so because of
departmental reading rooms in the buildings in which they weve I1::a=z:.

What is your feeling ubout centvalization of Facilities?

Eaculty Students , ,

a. Should be more centralized . . . . . 13% 127 . <
Should stay about as is . . . . . . 81 83
Should be less centralized 6 5
b. 'avor centralization®. . . . . . . . U3 ys

I'avor less centralization. . . . . . 47 5§
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TH. Librarians o Fimate how theiv opimions agreee o disaarece with those
ol their uscrs.  In ogeneral they are oo optimistic abont agrecment.

Do you think your icelings on quest Lon E i mateh those of?

(a) Tacnlty mepbers (b) Graduatce stndents (¢) Indevaraduates

Vos . . . 5% . .. .. . 62500 Lo
No o b e 28 e e e 17 S 10
Don't know 20 « « « « .« 2L o oo .- 50

17. Librarians comment. an automation and facilities. Note. high order
‘ of agrcement. ' U ' C
2 v What effcet do you think the changes caused by automation have had
, in the mmber. location and desiem of your librany Tacilities to
e date? ' R ' :
S ' Little or nonc . . « . . 92%
: Some effcets « « « « ... O . ) |
- . Major effecets . . o « 2 b

18. Librarians estimate future cffects of automation on facilities.

Tn what ways do you expect this'to chani;e 111 the next 5-10 years?

g . ¢ Computer terminals . . . u0% ' , /
Little or no changes . . 32 ‘
Some chanfes . . . . « . 18 : .
No comment . « « « - - « 10

o - Analvsis of Questions 10 - 18

) : One of the.thorniest problems on $ome campuses is that of dceiding whether. or not -
to centralize science/engineering libraries, and if so, which oncs and where.
.Local Factors, such as size of campus, prcvious library patterns and "other
factors had much to do with the reactions of users., Reading rooms,under the,
care of depurtments of instruction and manned by non-librarians
were sccn by most users (about 603% of the faculty members) as being an in-
dispensible part of a policy of contralization of libraries. On the othecr BT
| K hand, the librarians ‘clearly favored contralization. Users complained of
- greater distances to travel, Yess concern for their necds and greater diffi-
oultics in finding what they wuanted as major reasons against larger, mereed
P ' libraries. Librarians saw pentvn]izntion» as an opportunity to offer longer
hours of service, better refercnce service, fewer places to look fov material
and reduction of duplicated libravy materials as their chiel reasons for ’
o ‘ Favoring centralization. Cven some of the uscrs agreed that centralization
eliminated going to sevgral libpavies in scarch of certain materials. Delivery
 service and good photocopy service (including phone service and allowing S0
“charges to Taculty contracts afjd grants), were majon factors which helped win
acceptance of centralized libravies in soveral schools. A very good refercnce
staft also was considered important in such situations. “The University of
Georgia and Georgia Teeh were two large campuses where centralization, of
T ’ librarics was apparently well accepted, and where the above-mentioned eoxtra
features were in evidence. '

EY
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It was elear that lack of space wis the most eommon conplaint of 1ibearians
regardine Faeilities, and, on a smaller seale, was the most comnonly ¢ betd
point by users also.

The offect ol automation on facilities was generally ;1;:(1(('8(1\\[:() he minimnl,
with only two or three lTibravices having computer terminals in them.  The
mos b common physical offeet of automation wias the veaveancement of cireunla-
tion deshks due to relionee on computer-produced civealation records, usually
in book™ I'onrn. ' ' "

Librarvy Dirvectors' Comments on Physieal Tacilitices

Many of them expressced concern about the question of centralization, some
being resiwmed to decentralization beeause of tHe size of their campus, orv
the political aspeets, or the type of organization (since nol ald library
systems had full responsibility for all campus libraries), cte. Most of
them saw centralization as involving a trade-off betwezn efficiency and

user convenience. They were awvare of the resistince to cenbralization QIMONT som2
users. Strong university administration backing was scen as a provequisite
for centralization on most campusces. Most scicence librory [acilities were
viewed as little difTevent than those for other diseiplines, althouch photo-
copying facilitics were thought to be move important Lo ‘scientists/cngincers.
Directors too, werc uncertain about the number of terminals nceded fov

- Future automited projects; some had desiuncd newer facilities with wirineg

nceds for tewmninals in mind. .
L .’

Most directors were sympathetic to the desiie scientists/enginecrs had for

departmental recading rooms.as a sort of substitute for a full-fledged library

in their building. Such. reading rcoms werc generally watched over by secretarics

in the department, with ‘the library contributing litltle to the systom. AL the

‘University of British Columbia, on the other hand, they have 3% reading »ooms,

with one professional librarian assigned to visit them weekly and help train ,

the departmental secretaries, with the libraries purchasing thousands of ‘
dollars worth of books and journals for the reading rooms (with faculty ’
membors contributing ¢ift books and journals too). - One of their reading

.rooms had 50 scats and was beautifully equipped. The dverage reading room,

at schools having them, had around 20 journal subscriptions and 500 or so g
books, often requiring a key for graduates and faculty members Lo enter, @nd

" they were thus open as long as the buildingshousing Lhem were open. Most of

their holdings duplicated items “in the official libraories.

Author's Comments on Library TFacilitics

[
The universities visited hatl a wide vange of science/engineering libravy
facilities. At one extirenme were the new ones, with attractive equipment,
carpeting, air-conditioning, good layouts and plenty of spiace for growth.
At the other extreme were old ones, marked by crowded conditions, lacek of
air conditioning, noisy and with poor equipment and bad layouts. Althouch
uscers were relatively patient with Library conditions, being reluctant to
term them as wnsatisfactory, they really had every rvicht to be dissatisficd

‘with some of the libraries screving thdm when they were rating the latter

class described above. Certainly librarians were not abashed about it,
naming 207 of them as unsatisfactovy. The fact that they spend all theiv
working hours in the facilities understandably made them more aware Lhan
their users of the defieicncies.
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Collection Development

e

This scetion was concerned with
and Gouraals and related materials, as well as the oatlookh for corgov

1, *
[N

the selection and budootine For

rive activiltties involved in collection development.
19. Librorvians comment on their collections.  Note lower ratins: for
monosraphs  (books). Sce =20 Top uscr reaction.
S Would vou vite vour current collection  development activitinsg o<
{
. . \ Books Scrials
Excellent o o o v v v o o o . .o W 1500 L L 30T
Better than average .« . oo o o .« « 57 o . . . 50
AVETOEE v v v o o s o e s e e wo. .22 o . . .20
Unsatisfactory . . . « . « « ¢« « o 06 . o o -
20. Uscrs cive their opinions of the colleetions. Lower ratings for botis
arce apparent. '
How would yvou rate the collections in these libraries?
_ Books Serials
Faculty Students Faculty  Studer=z:
_ Excellent . . . . . . 2u% 23¢% 3435 31°:
Better than average 50 54 52 57
Average . . . . . . . 23 18 12 6
Unsatisfactory . . . 3 5 2 6
21. Librarians evaluate offcets of bhudgets. Books. are seen more affects’ =
serials. ' :
What effect have recent budeetuanry levels had on collection develenmzns
activities and purchuascs? '
(a) Monographs (b) Serials
Sienificant reductions . . 35% Significant veductions . . 17’
Minor reductions . . . . . ld Minor reduections . . . . . ©L
No offect . . . . . . . . 18 No effeeclt . . . . . . .+ . 1%
Improved . . . . . « « « . 5 Improved . . . . « . « . 7
022, Users list their complaints about collections. Note large numbher wmzz_:
. o
o name cne. '
What is your main complaint vowsionding the collections?
Farully Students . )
None . . o v o v o o ow oL 2 None « « ¢ o o o o o ..U
Not cnough books . . « . . 19 - Not cnough Journals. . . 20
Nol cnough journals. . . . 18 Not cnoush books o . . . 1%
Textsoutdated., « « o o o . D Necd more copies of key
TLost books not replaced . N hooks ¢
Weak dn particular subjects 4 Weak in certain subjects 7
. Longor runs ol key
Q journals .07

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




C._Collection Developaent  (Cont 'd)

23, Libravians commenlt on projeclts with other libraries.

¢ CHowvould vone vate the prospecet forr new cooperative aorcements betoeo s
m school and other sroups as addine vour collection develovrons - 00
—— bl

\ (1) Local and yvecional areancement s M) National arrancements
Ixcellent benelits likely . 150 Ixeellent beneflits ldkelr o 7
Some benelits likely .o . .. G065 Some beneftits likely 0 . -
No benetiits likely o o . .0 20 No benefits likely . . . .o -
Negative changees likely . .0 - Negative chanees likelv . . L

2U0. Librarions cite speeial projeets they Favor. They apparvently have 12::7:
to suggest.,

What would be the most dimportant cosoperative procvam Fop vour scienc: =73
cneincering libravies to entor into with outside gvonps?  Whe

None to suggest . . . .+ « . . . . 065%
Colleetion policy coordination . . 22
Special union lists of serials . . 13

: 25, Machine-readable data bases are evaluated by librarians in terms of <-z7
' can be afforded. (The question was put to them in terms of what pricric:
such data bases would have if they could be obtained only by using funs-

now allocated for books and journals for this purposc).

.

What role do vou recomnend for your libraries in revard to the use <7
. data bases in machine-rcadable form. assuming funding stays about sz
present levels?

Should lease many of them and offer complete services . . . . -
Should lease only onc or two of the most important ones. . . 137
Should patronize other organizations, suel as regional service
groups sclt up for this purposce. . . « . « ¢ ¢ ¢ & ¢« ¢« « . .20
Should merely act as a source of information for users,
telling them of outside agencics to use « & ¢ ¢ o o ecce o o D3
011101\2

20. Users rate machine-rcoadable data basces in terms of budect consideraticn:.
(The same conditions of fimding nentioned in £#25 were used hore). Note —-:
high proportion unwilling to sacrifice books and journals for tape
scrvices. .
' What are vour comuents vewravding the Jibrarv's role in connection with
data bases _available in maciine-readabloe Form?

.

Tacul by Studoents
- Not worth it . . . .+ . « « « « .89 . . . . . 734
Might be worth it o o ¢ o o o o 7 o o .+ o 20
No comment o ¢« ¢ ¢ v o o & o o o 12 o o o . . 7

ERIC | - Ll
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C. Collecetion Development (Cont:'d)

Analysis ol Questions 19-26

TE was apparent in speakineg with both nsers and technical Tibrarions S

the purchases of books were being reduced at most libraries so that soyvioils

could be given fivst priorvity for Nunds, since journals are so inporient In

such librarics. However, there were complicints about the effecis of oo o
- spending on hooks Lrom hoth Yibeavians and users.  Theve were o fow librario-

as yet largely untouched by tighter budgets, but they were avound =770 <
the total studied, being definitely in the winovity.

Cooperative projects scemed of value to most librarians, althoush s 2
gronp they had surprisingly litlle to suggest for new projects. In scre

; schools energetic coopevative efforts are underway already, althoush tre
results are still not spectiacular.

The question about machine-rcadable data bases was pul in terms of a prics
tag, since if money were no objeet it is unlikely Tthat anyone would rvec:—-zri
against getting them. As asked, it is definite that traditional liternzu.:
still iates hicher for most users and librarians than machine-readnble Zaz:
bascs. This should not be construed as meaning that they lacked interss:
in modern searching and SDI technigues. It is just that many of them sav

the tapes as essentially a duplication of what is available in printed |
form at a much smaller cost, and, where costs arc a factor, the overall o
opinions were that they would have to take a second priority to the
literature, especially the key books and journals. If mancy were no obiioT
it is certain that they would have liked to have computer tape scrvices. C2
should be noted, however, that many users, including professors, were tovi v
awarc that such tape services existed, much less what they could oifer =
user. Scveral professors felt that computer searching was still not ==z
isfactory.

Library Divcetors' Comments on Collection Development

Directors generally agreed that it cost more to provide a collection for

a faculty member or graduate student in science/enginecring than the socis
scicnces or humanities, and that journals were the most important twvpe o
litcrature in téchnical university libraries. They predieted that the
usc of machine-rcadable data bases would spread to the social scicnces ozl
humanities in duc time.  One administrator said that computer-based ser-
vices were foreing cooperation which might not otherwise have occurred
because of the costs involved. Yet several of them vemarked that ot
present they have not been awarc of any grecat amount of pressurce on thc
part of uscrs Fow the providing of -tape scrvices. '

One dircctor lamented the poor showing of cooperative cfforts so Tur,
althouch he was strongly in favor of the ¢oals they sought. Most coorwr -
tive clforts weve government supported.  The Pagilic Norvthwest Bibnliozv.
Center, loecated at and operated by the Univeesity of Washington Tilmury,
was one notible example of a government-supported (state) cooperative
project, answering 500-1000 vequests per month-which result in around @
loans per month. Another example is in New York where the state pays
parvticipating tibrarices a Flat Fee for cach request and caeh loan nade

to libraries within that state, thus reimbursing costs for libropies,, su-:

o~ ) o —
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C. Collection Development (Cont'd)

as Columbia, who were seleclted to take part in the progran. Ove =00 re-
ques bs are received per month at that school on this project, I Sanda

the National  Science Libravy had taken the steps to obtain sever.l

computer tapes, thus saving other Canacian libraries From havin-: oo
Jease their own ib they were willing to handle queries and vun rooTiles
on a mail basis. The University ol British Columbia Librarvy was [aving

all or most of the scervice [ee for its professors using thesce tors
services, mostly to cencourage greater vsc.

Approval plans operated by jobbewrs were uscd by many librarvies, .riic-
ularly the Univeesity of Toronto, wiich was comnitted to a heayvy Luving
program for monographs.

Most schools let cach librarian  in science/engineering libraries et
rather independently in making scleclions ol books and journals, ut
others used a divisional librarian to make Uinal sclection deeisicns

or elsc someone in the main library's acquisition department. Im o few
cases departments of intruction played a big role in muking fing? sclections.
and in morc than one case cacn department had a professor actinz To review
all requests wilthin his department prior to submission to the libravy.
Often faculty pirticipation is not casy to ootain. One dircctoy spoke of
the greafer difficulty in making selcctions in tecimical fields compaved
to those in noa<teclmical subjects and the need for subjecl comp:tence

for good sclection deeisions by the library staff.

Only one directo» mentioned the growing problen of obtaining audico-visual
materials, which scemed to be growing fast.in popularity at his school.
Apparently it was not yet a problem common to all schools.

Author's Comments on Collection Development

Onc prominent feature of the prescent picture is the relatively slow progress
beine made on cooperative decisions within a region or a state (or a
province) in oblaining working agrcements among the libraries in the arca

on colleclion development. Often each library was going its own inde-
pendent way, seemingly unwilling or unable to make decisions in o cooperativ:
way. Rivalry was strong in some cases, with the resulting dupliocation in
large part unnccessavy. Tighter budgets have literally- Foreced :ive attenti:s
_to this problem, but the results to date arc not impressive. No doubt legal
and practical problems of 1elying upon other institutions -arc fovaiddable,
but one wonders if lack of effort to overcome such difficultics is not the
real reason for lack of progress. One plan being studiced involwesiseveral
larce university library systems located in different states whe are con-
sidering a daily messenger traveling on public buses Lo carry incerlibrary
loans, thus conceivably allowing the librarics to find it easier o makc
rediictions ol purchases in certain agrecd npon fhiclds now lavecl duplicatue:l.
Implementation has yeb to come. Many faculty members and graduste students
gave the impression in interviews that il interlibravy loans coulld be ob-
radod in o few days there was little likelihood of this being to. slow,
assuming rhat basic -materinls usced constantly werc still obtain.:le locally,
So it is likely that there would not be sltrong pressures amoi o=ors For
librarics to hold onto little-used or cven lesser-used materials if good
interlibrary loan serviecce werc available.

One library (Columbia) has coded its collection policies lor cach library
in machine-readable Form so that amual npdating will be Facilivoved. It
is based on major Fopies in the G elassilication. : MES
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Most Jibravies usine approvil scervices 1ooked upon them as bhasically a
means to get a lavee portion of the newer monographs inlo the Libravy
casily and at lower costs than individual orders would have permitted,
but that perusal ol advertisaments, book sclection tools, hibliosraphics,
cte., were still necessary For a good colleetion development proepan.
Scverul Librarians complained about the tendencics of cortain commercial
publishers o issue an overabundance of now serials, most of them un-
neeessary. A bibliographic birth control progrim in this [ield would be
welcomed, since established seprials already cost so much in teclmical
librarices.

' D. Professional Stafl Bnukgfnund and Attitudes

—_—

» This scetion was concerned with the training, background, performance and
attitudes of the professional staff in science/engincering libraries.

27. Librarians deseribe their collegiate training in the scicnees
or enginecring and their prior job expericnce in thosce Tields
- (not in librarianship). Note that almost three-fourths had
‘ had collegiate level science/engincering training, with nearly
' hall having degrees in these ficlds. Most had library degrees (937).

What Dbackground have you had in the sciences or_enginecrine?
(Assume Library degrce unless checked) _ 793

el - Previous job experience . . . . . 17%
" No collegiate training . . . . . 24
Some, but no degrce . . . . . . . 30
Bachelor's degree . . . . . . . . 22
Master's degrec . . . . . . . . . 20
Doctorate degree . . . . . .. . 1

28. Librarians describe their fitness for their jobs.

Would you say your backeround and training were, o

. Adequﬁte for your job as now set up. . . . .-. . . 7u%
) Inadequate for your job as now set wp oo, .. .. .11
More than adequate for your job as now set up . . 15

29. Librarians describe the utilization of their training and job ex-
. - pericnce in the scicneces/cngincering at their present jobs.

Do vou feel that vounr job, as now set up,

Fully utilizes your background and training. . . . . 35!
Only partially utilizoes your background and training 62
Makes little.use of your background and training . . 3

\\v-s
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N, Prolessionad stal’l” (Cont'd

30, Users rate the prolessional stafl. Note that over threoe-{ourths 7

them cave hetter. than average or higher ratings to the libvarion=.

What dis your yatine of’ the professional stafl servine in the
scicnce and onrinceering libvavies?

Tacully Student
Fxeellent o o o o o o o o o o 37% . . .. . . 387
Better than average . . . . . U8 « « o . . . 38
Averagce B s I
UnsatisfTactory . . . . . . . 2 e e e e .. 2

No opinien . . . . . . . . . 1 .. ... .10

31. Uscrs list speceific complaints. Note that over threc-fourths
could not list a major complaint.

What is your main complaint recarding the professional staff?

Faculty Student
None . . o « ¢ e« ¢« « & « « . . 785 None . . . . . .87
More science training desirable . 6 More hclp needed ¢
More professional help necded . 6 Miscellancous ™ . &
Incompetent e + e+ s« « « « - o4

Too much turnover . . . « « « o . U
Miscellancous . « « « « &« o « o« o 2

32. Librarians describe their overall feelings about their jobs.
Note the high level of satisfuction.

Lverything considercd, what is your feeling regavdine vour prescnc
> fe ia )
position:

Very satisfied . . . . . . . . 50%
Reasonably satisfied . . . . . U2
Othe» . ... ... ... .. 8

33. Librarians describe what they like best about their work.
('Professional status" was defined as all that goes with being a
Iibrarian at their school, regardless of type of assignment invel- =2,
versus being a professor or in some other line of work there.

"Matics of the position” concerned the actual details of their
particular positions.) Note that being a librarian rated very hizl:,
with dutics sccond. '

. » What factors (munber in decreasine order of priovity) econtribuce
the most to your job satislaction?®
| #lo®2 =3 =
Salary . . . L 0 e e e e e e e e e e e ow 3% 100 370 u
Professional status (in a general sense .51 . 25 13 s
Dutiecs of the position . . . . . . . . . 33 58 7 -
Physical faeilities o . . . . . . . . . 2 7 37 i
Other (Stafl relationshipss; academic
' world). . . . 11 - 3 3

*Not all named I choices (some only 2 or 3)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

&




, - 18 -
D. Professional Stafll Cont'd)

M. Libvarions deseribe what they disliked the most ebout the i work.
(The same definitions in #33 applicd hewpe). Note that cislike of
their salary was nol as great as the dislike of physical Toeilitios

or dutics, as Tar as a #1 choice was concerned, ul thongh it was versy

What Tactors (mumber in decrcasine opder of priority) contribuloe
the most to vour job dissatisiaction?s

21 = #3 =l
Salary . . . . o o . e e e e ... L 18Y% 23 20 5
JLrofessional status (in a general scnse) 10 23 13 20
Duties of the position . . . . . . . . . 20 20 15 17
Physical facilitdies. . . . . . . . . . . 27 17 10 12

Other (budgets, staff relationships, . . 12 =
seeurity) '
None . . . ¢ . . o o . o0 0 o . .. . .13 - - -

*Not all named % choices (some only 2 or 3)
’ !

Analysis of Questions (27-34)

The fact that nearly half the librarians. had degrees in scicnce or engincering.
in addition to their library degrees, may give some reassurance to those who
Teel that such librarians are difficult to find.- Adding in those wvho at
least had had some collegiate science/engineering courses raises the total
to nearly 75, It was interesting to note that those 11% who felt they were
inadequately prepared for their jobs included 30% with a Bachelor's degrce.
while the rest had cither no technical trainihg or only some courses. On
the other hand, of those who Telt more than adequately prepared 807 had
cither a Master's or a Bachelor's degree, the other 2034 having al least had
some courses bult no degree. But in general, most librarians fTelt they were
adequately prepared, in many cases achicving a good deal of competency from
on-the-job experience. It should be noted that 10% of the professors -des-
cribed the librarians as cither incompetent or lacking cnough technical
background, so the matter of baeckground did not go unnoticed by the faculty
members.* The small percentage without a library degree seemed largely to
be long-time employces who learned most of their skills on the job, perhaps
having a degree in the sciences/engineering to help qualify them for the
work. Most librarians felt their background and training were so diversi-
Tied that they did not consider it unusual that’ their work utilized their
backgrounds only partially. . )

It might be “eassuring to library dirvectors to leamm that 92% of the
Librarvians intervicowed were reasonably satisfied or better. It is intorp-
esting to note that while salarices were by far the last choice for job
satisluction, they were second to physical Facilities or dutics as a prime
sourge ol dissatisTaction. Appuﬁontly while librarians in these jobs are
far fPom satislied with their salaries therve are other Tactors thit causc
them more dissatisfaction. It was also discovered that some librarians
found that une factor- usually dutics- was both the source of their
greatest satisfaction as well as their greatest dissatisTaction.
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Professional Stall” (Conl'd)

Libraawv Dipectors' Comments on Proflessional Staff Mattowes

Dircotors woere almost cvenly divided as to whether or not it was hecoming
casicr to Find vood librapians with scicnce/engincering training and
backgrounds. In some regions wherc industry had cut-back, such librarians

were more available than formerly, whercas in other arcas it was still not-

an easy recruiting task. Howevér, most directors agrecd that while such
a technienl background is hidhly desirvable for scimmcece/engineering
libraries at universities, it was no guarantee of success, nor was lack
of such a background nccessarily a guarantee of a librarion's failing

or doing poorly at the job. ~All things being equal, directors felt that
technical training wos highly desirable buk not an absolute nccessity.
Directors pointed out that another feature of the current scene is a
lower turnover rate in thesc jobs, due no doubt to thce diminished numbert
of alterhate jobs available.

In recard to the question of the professional demands madc of librariaons,
several directors felt that centralized scicnce/engineering libravies
made for more professionally challenging positions than thosc in smaller
libréaries in decentralized systems.

Author's Comments on Professional Staff Matters

An informal correlation of users' ratings of librarians and the background
and training of the librarians showed the author that such expericnce is
not a guarantee of success, as the, directors stated, although they (the

users, the Jdibrarians and the directors) all seemed to agree that a good

teehnical background was desirable. But some librarians without good
technical backgrounds made up for it by learning on the job and by having
an unusually high level of interest. in making a success on the job. A few
well-trained librarians seemed a bit on the complacent side, which did
little to further their status with their users. " :

One of the subtle factors which affect a librarian's job satisfaction has to
do with relationships with top administrators supeirvising the libravian.

Several of the librarians indicated they felt a need to be more involved in

administrative decisions copropriate to their jobs. Some of them felt that
being left out of such de ision was morc of a hurdle to job satisfaction
than salary levels, althcugh few of them felt they were completely satis-
fied with their salarics. But job satisfaction to them secmed intimately
concernced with the amour ¢ of challenge offercd by. their jobs. OFten the
small libraries did mt resent cnouWh of a challenge to sustain the interest
of an alert, ambitious 11bveran many years after leavrning the job, while
many of the larger, contralized libraries seomed to contain movo sujtable
positions For profe: sionals in terms of a long tinme period. OFten Autside
assisnments involving libravy-wide problems or tusks added the extra in-
terest needed to keep libraprians satislicd in these positions, particularly
those who had been at their assigmnents for many ycors. [Full utilization

of their talents is often the difference between librarians who are
"peasonably satislied” dnd those who arve "very satisficd”.

'

@
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In terms of orcanization and supm‘vn ion, several of the schools had one
person servinge as head of the sceid (:noo/cnaneer:ing Library division or
grouping, while others had scveral librarians responsible for such librarvies.
Where there were many libraries and where there was no one person with
this rvesponsibility, it appearcd that coordination and cohes 1vcncss
suffered somcwhat. .

It was noted that the larger library systems all had professional stalfl
associations in cxistence, serving as a forum and focus of professional
opinions. Most had elccoted executive coimittecs Peer gvaluation, job
classifications, and promotlona] policies were pleO topics of activity
and study.

IV. General Comments and Conclusions of the Author

One fact which stood out ‘during this projeet is the rather low degrce of
commmication between librarions and their users. Time after time an
interview would show that the faculty member or student had some deeply
felt comménts to make about library service but no anehad ever made it
easy fTor him to express himself. Human nature being what it is, few
people take the trouble to seek out those who operate service groups
until or unless they are deeply troubled over the service, at which
point it is often too late for a quiet, thoughtful discussion of library
service.» Librarians should regularly and systematically talk to their
users- not just the "friends of the library" type, who can be counted
upon to drop in frequently, but those who are not known to the staff, or
perhaps do not use the library much at all. Their needs and their dis-
satisfactions should be studied, and efforts made thereafter to remedy the
situations they complain about. As an example along this line, there is
a notebook for complaints and comments which is kept at the desk of the
Engineering Library at MIT. The user writes his comment or complaint
(and his name) in the book, then in due time the answer is recorded along
side his remarks. One advantage of this simple system is that it shows
other users that complaints do get answered, and perhaps someone browsing
through. it may either learn something new or even Tind his own qucstlon

answercd by a previous complaint. .

In genera}, science and engineering libraries in universities are doing a
creditable job of keeping their users satisfied in spite of tighter funds
for eollections' and other budgetary restraints, including Jolr freezes.
Automation is gradually finding its way into these libraries in uscful
projects, with computer-printed union lists of serials for a given
university (and even J.neludlng other schools in a closely-knit region) as
probably the most useful type of project so far in use. Most librarians
do not have as nuch reference work as they would like, and word of mouth
advertising by satisfied uscrs was said by them to be one of the best
means for building up the level of refer( nce work. There is still a
slight feeling of distrust-on the part of some professors regarding the
use of computer secarching, while others are still quite ignorant of what
is available, much less be interested in it for themselves. So a large
selling job is necded before most faculty members are going to be avid

.customers for tape services, and most librarics do not have the funds to

furnish the service if it were requested. Use of the professors's grants
and project money is one solution, but first he has to find out that it

cye
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is worth it. Tt is obvions that most ol the tape serviee praject-
arce Fedevally-Tunded: little ds known about what their status will! e when
the funds are all spent. '

st schood -

Librarians scem generally Lo enjoy a position in the eyes of users =s beins
coempetent and helplul, with but few exceptions.  Yet many ol the w-=ors are
not what could be called heavy users of their lYibravies and often =2cemed
Lo be satisFicd by rather simple services on the part of the libear. .
Again, there is mueh to be done to inercase the amount ol referencz use of
the librarices. '

There is no doubt that libraries have had to recduce the purchase oI nono-
graphs in order to keep the scrials going, although the latter ave Leing
subjected to serutiny and the reduction of locally-duplicated titles or
little-used expensive items. There is o neced for much more progress in
cooperative collection development in local and regional cireles, =a that
the expensive duplication so common up to now is broucht under. conzrol.
Libraries should not, and cannot, continuc on their old independen: ways.
Scveral users criticized this tendency ds being too wasteful in view of
the Tinancial conditions of the present time as well as the much-cdizcussad
crowing flood of information available.

The facilitics of the librariecs visited cever a great range - from exccllent

to incredibly bad. Those schools with fewer library buildings seen to

have the best ones, especially those with only one science library, most
of which were ncw and verypleasant to be in. -Yet one school which has
only one library had one of the worst oncs scen, so generalitics arve
difficult to make. But longer hours of service and better reference
service are apparcently casier to provide where centralization is being
tried. Yet wmany uscrs are afraid ,to lose their local libraries, and
when centralization takes place the crcation of departmental 1‘cudn"1~'
rooms seems a necessary related step to take. On the whole it appears
to be a recsonable price to pay for centralization. The needs of
scientists and engincers Tor quick access Lo a few key journals ru::s
and to important reference books is understandable, espccml]y on tn
larger campuscs. Delivery service to faculty mcmbcvs. is another reg
ment .for successful centralization of facilities, as well as simple.’
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_quick photocopying service. lours of service in the summer dnd at inter-

sessions have understandably been cut to save money, but graduate =tudents
and Taculty members complained that these were the very times whenr they
liad hoped to get extra work in at the librory. It is no accident ihut
the longest hours were offcred in librarits which were heavily ceniralized,
with the 305 dayg per year scrvice from 8 AM to midnight at Johns topkins

probably the Dest sctup scen during the project, coupled as it was with

a midnight to 8 AM rcading voom nearby, open five nights a week.

Science and cengincering librarvics arve working well, often under difficult
condi ltions, but some local soul-scarching and .a reexamination of priovitices
and standards would be well advised for all of them.

* * * * Co& %
Appreciation is expressed to the Council on Lﬂ)lm-y Resources  fov the
fellowship which Funded this survey and to Columbia Uni vcr:ﬂ’Ly Libroaries
For granting the leave which made it possible to carry out the project.
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| Description of Univer_sity Library Systems Visited
|

As previously stated, the sclcc tion of unlverblty library "systems to visit
‘'was made on the basla of attemntlng to get a well-balanced mixture of types
of library systems in regard to size, type of funding, geographical location,
setting (urban or non- urban) , organization of facilities (centralized vs.
‘decentralized), interest in automation, etc. Naturally many interesting
systems could not be included because of the limitations of time. How-

ever, it is felt that the ones selected do present a reasonable cross-
section of university library systems, particularly in the United States.

The two from Carala, being large, are thus. typical of only a portion of that
3 country's unive®: uw librsry systems, but they do add a very useful and
welcome source of data for the study.

Together these 22 library systems represent schools serving a total of

around 340,000 students, having a combined collection of over 52 million
books and bound periodicals and having a total of 1,960 professional
librarians.. They range from schools hav1ng a few thousand students to

those in the 30,000 bracket, and library sizes range from under half a million
volumes to over 8 million, whlle professional staff sizes go from under

20 to over 200.

Collection sizes are restricted to books and bound periodical volumes, and
enrollment is usually in terms of full-time students. The figures for those
professionals serving science/engineering are restricted to reader service

positions, not including technical services or other functions. Figures
are for 1972 unless otherw15e indicated. :

United Stafes

California Institute of Technology. Pasadena, California.
Enrollment-1500. Library size-254,000 volumes. Professional staff-7,
of which U4 serve smence/englneerlng. Has 6 library units under
professional supervision, of which 4 serve science/engineering In
addition there are 3 reading rooms under the control of departments of
instruction. Partially decentralized system, Small campus in a
suburban setting. Privately supported.

Columbia University. New York, New York. - '
Enrollment-14,500. Library size-4,354,000 volumes. Professional . !
staff-139, of which 7 serve 501ence/eng1neer1ng Has 35 library units '
under professional supervision, of which 8 serve science/ engineering.
Decentralized system. Small campus in an urban setting. Privately
supported.

. )
Q . : . . Pyorre




Appendix A Cont'd)

Flowida Atlantic University. Boca Raton, Florida.
Enroblment-5,000, Library size-U75,000 volumes. Profoessional stall-1
ol which 1 scrves seience/engincering.  Has one library, with one [loov
devoted to seicnce/enginecring.  Centralized system. Moderate-sized
campus in a suburbian setting.  State supported..

“

Georwia Tnstitute of Technolooy. Atlanta, Georgia. : N '
Inrollment-8,000 (1971). Library size-761,000 volumes. "Professional’
staff-35, of which 9 serve science/engincering. Has main libravy and one
branch under professional supervision, and main unit serves science/
engineering. In addition there are 3 reading rooms under the control
of depurtments of instruetion. Centralized system. Large campus in
an urban setting. State supported.

Harvard University. Canbridge, Massachusetts.
Enrollment-15,000. Library size-8,607,000 volumes. (1971). Professional
staff-228, of which 9 serve science/engineering. Has 46 library units
under professional supervision, of which 9 serve science/enginecering.
In addition- there @areabout 50 other libraries and reading rooms under
the control of departments of instruction. Deecentralized system. -
Moderately large campus in} an urban setting. Privately supported.

Johns llopkins University. Baltimore, Maryland.

: " Enrollment- 3,500. Library size-1, 900,000 volumes. Professional
staff-32, of which 2 serve science/engineering. Ilas one library unit,
with one floor devoted to science/engineering. In addition there are
6 reading rooms, all but one of which are under the control of depart-
ments of instruction.. Centralized system. Moderate-sized-campus in
an urban setting. Privately supported.’

Lehigh University. Bethlehem, Pennsylvania. '
Enrollment-4,000. Library size-565,000 volumes. Professional staff-14,
of which 3 serve science/engineering. Has two library units under -
professional supervision, of which 1 ‘serves science/enginecring. In
addition there are several reading rooms) under the control of depart-
ments of instruction. Centralized system. Moderate-sized campus in
a suburban setting. Privately supported.

'

Massachusetts Institute of Technolouy. Cambridge, Massachusetts. :
Enrollment-06,000. Library size-1,383,000 volumes. Professional staff-58
of which 1M serve scicnee/enginecering. lHas 11 library units under

- professional supervision, of which 6 serve seienee/engineering. In
addition there are about 30 reading rooms under the control of depart-
ments of instruction. Relatively decentralized system. . Moderate-sized
campus in an urban setting. Privately supported.
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Orvecon State Miveesitv.  Corvallis, Oprewon. : ‘ i
Enrollment-16,000.  Libeary size-670,000 volumes. . Pholessional «talf-30,
of which 3 serve scicnce/engineering.  Has one Library, with one [logmse
devoled to science/ceneineering.’ Tn addition there are 9 readinegs 106 A
under the coritrol ol depavtments of instruction. Centralized systom.
Laprge campus in a  subuvban setting. State supported. o

-~

Polytechnic Instilute uf Brooklyn. Brooklyn, New York. ‘ |

Enrol lment-3,200.  Library size-200,000 volumes. DProfessdional staff-10, - |

'y - of which 3 c.er\rL c.cu:nco/('nmnwvmm las.one library (on main campus),
mostly devoted to sclence/('nglnwmng, TIn addition therc, are a few

reading rooms under the control of ‘depavtiknts of instrmeliion. .

Centralized system. Smal] ‘campus in an urban settmn. cPartially state .

supported. - : k , . "V

) . ~ * N

Stunford University. Stuanford, California. S AN L o
Enrollment-12,500. lemry size-3,825, OOO vo'Lumcq * Professional. '
staff-110, of whleh 10 serve scuncc/cnglneernu_,.- llas 50 ll])I‘IL“}" -, 8
units under prof(_ss:Lon.ll supervisign of whigh 17 serve scicnee/enginecring
In addition' there are several reading rooms uhder the contiol of depart-
ment$§ of instruction. Decentralized system. Moder'xtc ed campus in .

a suburban setting. Privately c.uppovted SJ

i L

_ , S , .
University of Arizona. Tucson Arizona. . ! : . h
Enrollment-27,000. L:Lbrary size-764,300 VO]umes., Professional staff-
%6, of which 5 serve scmncé/englneerln Has 8 library.units under '
professmnal supervision, ,of which 1 serves scmnee/englnecrlng. +In '
¢ addition there are several reading rooms ‘under the ‘control of depart-
o ments of instruction. Centralized system. Moderately large ‘campus in
an urban setting. State supported. ' .

3

* . "4
University of California, Berkeley. Berkeley, California. i

4 Enrollment-28,000. Library size-#,000,000 volumes. Professional

staff-140, of whleh 16 serve sc:Len((*/enn‘lneermﬁr Has 33 library

: units under professional supervision, of which ]1 serve science/
engincering. In -addition there are sevceral reading rooms under the
control of departments of instruction. Decentralized system. Lanrce

0 campus in an urban setting. State supported i ' :

University of California, Los /\nrr(*]os. L.os Ang,e]os California.

Fnrollment 25,000. Library size-3,164,000 vc‘)]umm . Professional

staff-159, of which 8 serve phvslcd] sclqnce/engmeermg Has 15

libravy um ts under professional supervision, of which 8 serve

;. I)hyS.LCd] HPLG]ICL/C’]I}.{.LHC(‘I‘lllg.. In addition there are several reading

» . rpooms under the control:of departments of instruction. Dcocntral ized
system. Large campus in an urban sctting. State supported.
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iversity of Georain,  Athens, Ocorcia, )
nrollment-18,600.  bLibrary size-1,205,000 volumnes.  Professional so07 -
71, of which 6 scrve scicnec/cncincering. Has 3 library units unde:
professional supervision, of vhich 1 serves scicence/encincerine, I
addidion therve arce 10 readine prooms under the control of depareme:
of instruction. Centralized system.  Large campus in a semi-rural
setting.  State supported.

University ol Miami. Coral Gables, Tlorida.
Enrollment-12,000 (1971). Library size-1,037,000 volumes. Professi ool
_ stalf-u5, ol which 2 scrve science/cengineering.  Has 6 library units
under professional supervision, of which 3 serve science/cnginreerin:.
. ’ ' In addition theve is one reading room under the control of a depart-eons
of instruction. Relatively centralized system. DModerate-sized camics
in a suburban sectting. Privately . supported.

Universitv of Michigcan. Ann Avbor, Miechigan.
Enrollment-36,000. Libravy size-1t,556,000 volumes. Professional stz
123, of which 12 serve science/cngingerlng. Ifas 30 library units und
professional supervision, of which 13 serve science/engineering., In
addition there are several reading rooms under the control of departc-
ments of instruction. Decentr1112ed system. Large campus in an urbk:zn

[
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1

'?;f} ) setting. State supported.
, Unlverqltv of Pittsbhurch. ittsburgh, Pennsylvania '
. ‘ .. Enrollinent-21,000" 91}). Library size-1,580,000 volumes. Professic-il
) - - 7 " staff-113, of “which 3 scrve science/engineering., Has 18 library unics
‘ ' "- under professional supervision, of which U serve science/engincering
Lz In addition there are 10 reading rooms under the control of depart-oc:nzs

of instructien. DeLentfallzcd sybLem.
. Partially statc supported.,

. .

University of Woshington. Seattle, Wnshlngxon.
" . Enrollment-33,000. leravy 51Ae 1,877,000 (1971) volumes. Profe=si’-::
staff-113,9f which 9 scrve 501ence/en"1neer1nW. -llas 21 library :
- o . »under profes sional supervision, of which 7 serve science/enginecerin;.
. S In 1dd1L10n there are several Peadlnn rooms under the control gf de Ly
ments of instructionl Decentralized system. Very large campus in &n
~. urban setting. State supported.

~— '

Lo Yale Univewsitv. New Haven, Connccticut,

o s Enrollment-9,000. ldbrary size-5,994,000 vo]umcs Professional st
v, .o 181, '0f which 5 serve SCiCHUU/UnanCLP1HU. las 32 library units unmiov
' ' pvofeq51ona] supervision, of which 7 scrve scicnhee/enginecring. Iv

,addition there are about 30 rcading rooms under the control of dep.
K o ments of instruction. Relatively decentralized system.  Moderd Lc]y
I - h large campus in an urban scetting. Privately supported.
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Canada
v’ - - » . N - Q - - ° .
University of Beitish Columbia. Vancouvor, Briti-ch Columbin.
Enrollment-19,000. Library size-1,335,000 volumes. I'rofessional staff-

101, of which 12 serve science/engineering. Has 13 library units under
professional supervision, of which ' serve scicnce/en;pinvering. In
addition theve are 38 reading rooms under the control o! departments

of instruction. Decentralized systemn. Large campus in a suburban
setting. Government supported.

University of Toronto. Toronto, Ontario.

Enrollment- 25,000. Library size-3,648,000 volumes. -Professional
staff-151, of which 18 serve science/engineering. Has 14 library
units under professional supervision, of which 6 serve science/
engineering. In addition there are 38 librarfes and several reading
rooms under the control of departments of instruction. Decentralized
system. Large campus in an urban“setting. Government supported.
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Survey of Opinions ol Professional Librariuns

- -7 . I

Serving in University Science and Engineecring

I.ibraries
Interview No. b

Note: Unless otherwise stated, the term "Libraries" is meant to recfer only

B e e T D ISP S RSP e e ——— e e s St m e el e

to library units primarily serving in the subject areas of engineering
or science. Questions involving evaludations are to be answered in
terms of the goals of the library being studied.

Services offered in Science and Engineering Libraries

1. Would you characterize the services normally offered by your library,
on the whole, as .-

Excellent?

Better than average?

Average?

Unsatisfactory?

2. Vhich service offered seems to you to need the most improvement?
" o .

L Al R s S

-

3. What is the most common complaint of your users regarding your
services? '

4. Do you offer any unusual services to your users? If so, what?
If not, what services would you like to add?

’

5. What effect has automation had on the services rendered by your
library?

Little or none

Rather helpful

Very helpful .
Not involved at present 8

oy




6. What uses of autumation would vou like tu see instituted in your
library (in regard to services to the public)?

|
|

IT. Physical facilities of Science and Engineering Libraries

1. Would you rate the physical facilities and locations of your
libraries, on the average, as

Excellent?

Better than average?
Average?
Unsatisfactory?

2. What is the major problem in this regard?

'

N 3. In regard to centralization versus decentralization, would you
' say the science and engineering library facilities should

v become more centralized?
stay about as is?-
as become less centralized?

‘4. Do you think your feelings on question #3 match those of

(a) Facultvy membergﬁ (b)Graduate students? (0)Undereraduates?
Yes Yes - : Yes
No No No
Don't know _Don't know Don't know

5. What effect do you think the changes caused by automation have had
in the number, location and design of gyour library facilities to
date? '

Little or none
Some effects
Major effects

6. In what ways do you expect this to change in the next 5-10 years?




TTT.

1.

Collectrion Development Fuor Science and Enaincerine Libearies

Would you rate vour current collecrion development activities as

Excellent

Better than averasc?
Average?
Unsatisfactory?

What effect have recent budgetary levels had on collection
development activities and purchases?

(@) Monographs (b) Serials
Significant reductions Significant reductions
Minor reductions Minor reductions
No effect No effect
Improved Improved

How would you rate the prospect for new cooperative agreements
between your school and other groups as aiding your collection
development goals?

(a) Local and regional arrangements (b) National arrangements

Excellent benefits likely Excellent benefits likely
_ Some benefits likely Some benefits likely

No benefits likely No benefits likely

Negative changes likely Negative changes likely

What would be the most important cooperative program for your science
and engineering libraries to enter into with outside groups? Why?

What role do you recommend for your libraries in regard to the use of
data bases in machine readable form, assuming funding stays about at
present levels?

Should lease many of them and offer complete services.

Should lease only one or two of the most important ones

Should patronize other organizations, such as regional service groups
set up for this purpose

_Should merely act as a source of information for users, tclling

them of outside agencies to use

Other (specify)




V.

Staffing of Science and Encgineering Librﬂrieg (Professional staff)

Lo What backgrouil have you had in the sclences or engiien ving?
(Assume Library degree unless: checked ).
Previous job experience
No collegiate training
Some, but no degree
Bachelor’s degree
Master's degree
Doctorate degree

2. Would you say your background and training were,

Adequate for your job as now set up?
Inadequate for your job as now set up?
More than adequate for your job as now set up?

3. Do you feel that your job, as now set up,

Fully utilizes your background and training?
Only partially utilizes your background and training?
Makes little use of your background and training?

4. Everything considered, what is your feeling regarding your present
positioen?

Very satisfied?
Reasonably satisfied?
Other (specify)

5. What factors (number inAdecreasing order of priority) contribute
the most to your job satisfaction?

Salary _

Professional status (in a general sense)
Duties of the position

Physical facilities

Other (specify)

6. What factors (number in decreasing order of priority) contribute
the most to your job dissatisfaction?

___Salary
Professional status (in a general sense)
Duties of the position
Physical facilities
~_Other (specify)

14
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1972

Survey of Opinions of Faculty Members,
Research Personnel or Students
Using Science and Engineering Libraries

Interview No. U
Status

_Faculty Member Research Personnel - . _Graduate  _ Underaraduate
: Student Student

I. Services Offered in Science and Engineering Libraries

1. What is your opinion of the quality of service offered by the
libraries devoted to science and engineering on your campus, for an
institution of the size and status of your school?

Excellent

Better than average
Average
Unsatisfactory

2. What is your biggest complaint about services offered?

3. What, if any, new services would you like to see instituted?

II. Physical facilities of Science and Engineering Libraries

1. What is your opinion of the physical facilities of science and engineering
libraries on your campus, again considering what is appropriate for local
standards? ‘

Excellent

Better than average

Average

Unsatisfactory i

2. How do you view the facilities regarding the question of consolidation of
subject libraries versus more decentralized libraries?

Should be more centralized
_Should stay about as is
Should be less centralized

3. What is your main complaint regarding the facilities?

. o
Q ey )

M‘ . . : Sor o




-32~

ITI. Collection Developunent in Scieace and Enzinecring libraries

1. How would you rate the collcctions in these libraries?

____Excellent :

_____Better than average
Average

_ Unsatisfactory

2. What are your comments regarding the library's role in connection
with data bases available in maciiine readable form?

3. What is your main complaint regarding the collections?

Staffing of Science and Engineering Libraries

1. What is your rating of the professional staff serving in the
science and engineering libraries?

Excellent

Better than. average
Average
Unsatisfactory

2. What is your main complaint regarding the professional staff?

LI
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