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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION, METHODOLOGY, AND OBJECTIVES

Introduction

What is the reason tor étudying how anthropologists
use thg library? Why bother to study how they‘use anthro-
pological literature? These are some of the questions |
asked of the researchervduring the course of this study.

The easiest answer and the original cause for the research
lie in library pfoblems the author himself experienced while
studying anthropology at Duke University from 1970 to 1971.

The author's interest in the nature of anthropological
literature began when it first océurred to him that the
sheer bulk of anthfopological literature was forcing anthro-
pologists to become specialists in sometimes minute areas
of the entire field. Personal experience, thus, led to

. curiosity about the relatively untouched subject area of
anthropological information retrieval problems. - The primary
reasons for conducting this research were simply to find
out more about library and literature problems which anthro-
pologists experience and to find out what kinds of information
retrieval prbblems they do have. Exploratory research of
this sort would logically be the first step towards solving
any kinds of pfoblems anthropologists do have.

It is an understatement to say that very little




research has been done in the area of anthropological

information retrieval. A search through Library Literature

and Library and Information Science Abstracts over the

last twenty-three years discovers only four articles spe=-
cifically related to this problem with a few other articles
less closely related, The anthropological;literature on
bibliographic problems is, however, growing, particularly
in the arcas of African and Asian bibliography. Also;
anthropologists have been publishing more on the teaching
of anthropology and how the field fits into the university
‘research and teaching contexts. The Human Relations Area

Files organization publishes Behavior Science Notes, which

sometimes includes articles on the organization of anthro-
pological information. lNevertheless, researcﬁ showing
how anthropologists go about using their libefature and
research showing what they really need and use is extremely
rare. This paper is intended to contribute to this limited
literature by exploring the information needs and biblio-
graphic problems of the anthropology departménts of Duke
University and théfﬁﬂiversity of North Carolina.
Anthropologists have long experienced extreme biblio-
graphic problems and have long realized their difficulties,
even if librarians have not. George Peter Murdock, one of
the founders of the Human Relations Area Files, wrote in 1953:
| In sheer bulk, the mass of descrirtive material
of interest to the anthropologists probably exceeds
by several times that of all the rest of the social
sciences put together. Psychologists, sociologists,

economists, and geographers derend in the main upon
the materials they themselves have accumulated, but -




for the anthropologists the data assembled by them-
selves constitute but a small proportion of the
descriptive materials upon which they depend and must
be augmented by vast quantities of information gathered
by travelers, missionaries, government officials,
artists, natural scientists, and historians, as well
as by social scientists of several sister-disciplines,
Not only the size of the literature, but its sheer
eclecticism appeared to the author to present problems for
the academic library. One problem discovered through
personal experience involves the classification schemes in
use in academic libraries. The Dewey Decimal System, for
example, separates general anthropology and biological anthro-
pology (572 and 573) from linguistic fields (400's) and
from historical fields (900's). The Library of Congress
system separates the main anthropology section (GN) from the
archeological and historical sections {C to F) and from
linguistics (P) and from biological fields such as natural
-history, zoology, and anatomy (QH to QM). In addition,
government documents are often separated from both of these
schemes because many libraries use the 3Superintendent of
Documents c¢lassification system.2 All of these factors
make browsing and keeping up to date with what the libraryw
has to offer extremely time-consuming.

To the aughor, it seemed that there were many other

difficulties. Many libraries would probably be unable to

lGeorge Peter Murdock, "The Processing of Anthro-
pological Materials," in Anthropnology Today, ed. bv A. L.
Kroeber (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1953), p. 476.

" 2Charles Frantz, The Student Anthropologist's Handbook{'
& Guide to Research, Training, and Career {Camoridgec, lass.:
Schenkman Pub. Co,, 1972), p. 106, p. 124.




subscribe to enough of the foreign newspapers, ephemerél
literature, and foreign journals crucial to anthropologists
who concentrate on exotic geographical area interests., Even
ifwihis literature were not too expensive, it likely would
be difficult to order and would likely not be long available
for purchase. FRurthermore, if an anthropologist specizlizing
in the ethnography of a particular ethnic unit decides to
move to another university, the faculty member who replaces
him may be interested in a different ethnic unit on a
lhgpmpletely different continent; thus, it likely is very
difficult for a library to maintqin continuity in its
collection building,‘especiaily in times such as these, when
there is often a high rate of faculty turnover. .

There were many other questions that needed to be
asked. From firsthand experience it appeared that Duke
faculty members relied lieavily on their persohal collections
and their own personal contacts for learning about progress
in the field. Conferences and prepublication communication
seemed to play an extremely important role in tﬁe information
retrieval process anthropologists used., These were just
a- few of the natural questions to be asked in an exploratory
study of this field. Many other questions relating to how
anthropologists use forms of literature and types of library

services were, therefore, asked in the process of the research,

Nethodology
The form of research used involved surveying and

interviewing members of the anthropology departments of Duke



University and the University of North Carolina at Chapel
Hill (hereafter referred to as U, N, C.). Although many of
the topics for research derived from personal experiences of
the author, the final form of the survey questionnaire was
heavily based on reseafch published by Diana Amsden in 1968.>
In seeking to study the information problems of anthropolo=
gists, she prepared a vefy thoroughgoing survey, which she
mailed to an international sample of anthrqpologisbs. A
great amount of credit belongs to her for both the inspiration
for this study and for the actual content of many of the
survey questions, Although the precise wording of her
questions was unavailable at the time of ﬁhis research,
survey questions for this research were constructed so as
to provide data closely comparable to hers.

The questionslfof this survey research were devised
in the earlf months of 1973, and in this period attempts
were made to publicize the forthcoming survey in the anthro-

pology Newsletter printed by the U. N, C. department. Signs

were placed on the bulletin boards and in the offices at
both departments, apd publicity at Duke University also
included some word of mouth communication to fellow students
and faculty. | _

Before the prospective survey was mimeographed, it
was shown to five people, including‘anthropology students

and faculty and one library science professor. Changes

3Diana Amsden, "Information Problems of Anthropol-
ogists,”" College and Research Libraries, XXIX (March, 19638),
117-31.




were made {0 improve the survéy before it was mimeographed

in its final form. Surveys were finally placed in the

deparbﬁental mailboxes of both universities in the lasﬁ
two weeks -of March, 1973, and they were distributed to faculty |
and registered graduate students in residence at that time,
U. No C. subjects were asked to return their surveys to a
large box in the departmental office, and Duke subjects
were asked to return theirs to the departmental secretaries.
All responses were anonymous.

It will readily bo noted that the survey return from
Duke University was extremely good. This may be credited
to the secretaries of the department, one of whom volunteered
to keep a list of those who had returned their surveys.
After a few weeks those who had not yet returned their
surveys were sent personal reminders. At U, N, C. those
who did not return their surveys in the first two weeks
were remindad by signs in the office and on departmental
bulletin boards, |

Interviewing of faculty members in both departments
began after the survey was distributed and continued through
the remainder of the spring and eafly summer, The object
of the interviews was to gather further information on
related topics of information retrieval problems of anthro-
pologists and also to learn more about how faculty members
use the library resources in the Triangle Region of North
Carolina.

Interviews were open-endéd and usually lasted a

half-hour or longer. Because of the length of the interviews



and because of the difficulty of scheduling appointments,
it was impossible to interview all faculty members at
both departments.  As the best alternéﬁive the researcher
decided to interview as mahy faculty members as possible,
making certain that a socio-cultural anthropologist, a
physical anthropologist, a linguist, and an archeologist
were represented from each university. Also, since Duke's
department was smaller in numbers, it was necessary to
intérview a higher proportion of their faculty in order to
give some balance to the results.,

By using the method of interviewing, the author hoped
to strengthen some of the findings of the survey and also
to learn some of the faculty members! opinions on what could
be done to improve library serv;ces at the two campuses.
It will ﬁot~be claimed that their opinions are representative
of all anthropologists, but hopefully, librarians reading
this paper will give their recommendations serious consider-

ation, . ,

Objectives

Throughout the research the overall objectives were
to provide answers to the following ouestions:

l, Do the problems and needs of these faculty members
and graduate students differ from those found in
the above-mentioned survey by Diana Amsden, and if
so, how do they differ?

2: In what waysv(if at all) do the information needs
of graduate students differ from those of the
faculties at the two universities.

3. Are there differences between the responses of
Duke faculty members and graduate students and



U. N. C. faculty members and graduate students,
and if so, why do these differences exist?

Findings from this research will be presented in the
following manner: The first major section will include
findings from the survey research together with comparison
with Amsden's research, generally question by question,

Tﬁe second major section will present the findings from the
interview data, question by quéstion. The final chapter
will summarize conclusions,

This is an exploratory study in that it covers a wide
range of topics in a field where little has been written
‘ énd where little is.known. It does not pretend to be the
final word on these matters, nor does this sample of sixty-
four represent all anthropologists. It is fair, however,
to say that the sample is representative of the anthropology
departments at U. N. C. at Chapel Hill and Duke University,
and the author is much indebted to all who gave of their
time to participate. Conclusions from this research should,
hopefully, apply to a great number of anthropology depart-
ments in American colleges and universities, but until
further research is completed, we have no way of knowing for
‘certain., Some of the possible variations should be mace
clear by comparison between this data and Amsden's data.,

Hopefully, in the process of this survey, anthro-
pologists have learned more about what libraries can provide,
Through the interview process, they have in a few cases
learned more about why librarians do things in the ways

they do. Perhaps, this research has given the subjects pause



to reflect on the ways libraries do help them out, If

this is so, then the study should help to strengthen good

will between the departments and their resvective libraries,
If nothing else, it should encourage members of one depart-
ment t5 explore the collections of the other university's
library, and hopefully, it should encourage closer cooperation

between the two departments concerned.
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CHAPTER II
ANALYSIS OF THE SURVEY DATA

Academic 3tatus of the Sample

The first nine questioné of the survey attempted to
discover various facts about the education and exberience
of the sample pcpulation. The sample grouplwas composed of
sixty-four respondents, twenty-three of whom were faculty
members and forty-one of whom were graduate students in
anthropology. This represents a reasonably good return
overall. For Duke it accounts for twenty-seven out of thirty
departmental members in residence (90 per cent). For
U, N. C. the sample population included thirteen out of
twenty~two faculty members in residencel (59 per cent) and
twenty-four out of forty-five registered graduate students
in residence (53 per cent).

One of the objects of this paper is to compare the
newly found results with those collected by Diana Amsden,
and these comparisons will be made as the survey results
are discussed, generally question by cuestion. Because her

survey was mailed to anthropologists listed in "Associates

17he U. M. C. sample included one professor from
the Linguistics Devartment. This individual's courses
were cross~listed with anthropology, and his interests
were reascnably closely aligned with anthrovological
linguistics.,



in Current Anthropology"
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in the Current Anthropology for

December, 1965, her results were based solely on professional

anthropolozists, and one would expect her findings to

correlate more closely with this study's faculty results

rather than this study's student or total results,

TABLE 1

CONMPOSITION OF THE SAMPLE

' Duke U, I, C, Total Percentare
Faculty members 10 13 23 (367)
(37%) (35%)
Graduate students, 11 20 31 (48%)
non-teaching {(41) {54%)
Graduate students, 6- I 10 (16%)
teaching (227) (117
Tctals 2 37 ol
% of total samnvle {42%) (587 (1007%)

Amgden mailed her survey to 250 anthropologists; yet,
she received only 76 usable responses (30.4 per cent). The
Duke~U. N, C. research produced a substanﬁially higher rate
of return, but such a sample based on faculty and students in
residence should be expected to provide a higher rate of return,
especially considering tﬁe ease of dropping a survey into a
box when compared with mailing it. Also, it should be noted
that the Duke-U. N, C. research does not cover everyone
affiliated vith the two departments., Duke University had at
least five graduate students writing their dissertations,

teaching, or doing fieldwork in other locales, U, N. C, had

Y at least twenty-six graduate students not registered or not

in residence because, in practice, one does not have to register

%2

to study for doctoral exams or to write master's and doctoral
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parers. SYince many are out-of-town and therefore less closely
concerned with the use of U, !y C, libraries, they were not
included in this study. Nevertheless, out-of-town anthropolog
students have probloﬁs of their own which deszrve attention,
and perhaps the next research can attack their information

retrieval problems directly.

Years of. Ixnerience in the Same 3tatus

When asked "How many years have you been a graduate
student‘of a faculty memoer?M, gubjects naturally provided
~a wide range of response. The range at Duke covered from
one to thirty-four ysars, and the responses from U. N, C,
varied from one to twenty-six years. Fértunately, all of
the cases of extremely long tenure renresent faculty members
rather toar graduate students!

‘While €0 per cent of the Duke faculty havé been
faculty members for four years or less, 90 per cent have
been faculty members for eight years or less. Thus, Duke's
department has changed markedly in the last few years, By
contrast, tae faculty of U, ¥, C. has changed much more
slowly. Only 25 par cent of their faculty report being faculty
members for four years or less, SQ per cent reoort being fac-
ulty members for six years or less, and only nine out of twelve
cases (75 per cent) rerort being faéulty members for eleven
years or less. Three of the U, H. C, faculty sample had been
faculty members for twenty years or longer, while this waé

the case with only one Duke professor,
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TABLE 2
YEARS IN THE STATUS OF FACULTY

Duke U, N, G, Total
lean 7ol 11,5 9.5
Median L 7 ' 6

{n=10} (n=12) (n=22)

One problem with interpreting this information is that
.a few of the faculty members (under five) most probably took
this question to mean "How many years have you been a faculty

member at this institution?", even though the question was

_not phrésed this way. The answers given in these cases

- could not be discarded, because survey returns were anonymous,
- and there was no way to-tell for certain which answers would
distort the picture. The object of the question was really
to determine how wuch experience individuals have had in
their present status as either faculty members or graduate
students--not to find out how long they have been at their
respective universities, N=vertheless, from the data collect=-
ed in Question IV, it appears that most people have answered
Question II as it was intended.

As for(the graduate students, the most obvio&s differ-
ence between the teaching and non-teaching graduate students
was the fact that no teaching graduate student was in his
first year. Because of this, the non-teaching zraduate
students showed a higher mean number of years in the graduate
student status, although the most frequently answered number,

the mode, for graduate students was two years.
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TABLE 3
YEARS IN THE 3TATUS OF GRADUATE STUDENT

_ Duke U. N. C. Total
GNT™ Gl Gal Gl
Mean 2.5 3¢2 2.7 3.5 2.8
Median 105 2.0 200 305 2'0
n 11 6 20 A L1
AQGNT=non=tecaching graduate students, GT=teaching

graduate students,

There was little differehce between the figures for
Duke (mean for total=2.7) and U. N. C. (total for mean=
2.8}, The slightly higher mean number of years for U, N. C,
students is probably attributable to the fact that they are
not required to take their doctoral exams at a specific
time in their first few years of graduate study. Thus,
U. N. C. students may stay on longer before taking any exams,
while Duke students are required to take their comprehensive
exams at the end of their first year. The weeding process
involved may have its effect on the statistics for number

of years in the graduate student status.

Hiprhest Academic Decpeg Hnld

Of the survey snngloe twenty=-four held 3,A.'s or
B.5.%s, seventeen held .A,'s or M.S;'s, and twenty-three
hield Ph.D,'s. All faculty members checked the categéry of
"PheDs or ecuivalent advanced degree," One Duke faculty
member listed his as AJB.T., thle one U, . C, faculty
member held an [, D,

The other significant observation to be made regarding

the sample is that U, M. C, students have a strikingly higher
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number of M.A?s. Only four out of seventeen graduate |
students at Duke (23.5 per éént) have M.A?s, while thirteen
out of twenty-four graduate students at U, N. C. (54.2 per
cent) do have them. This can easily be explained because
Duke's anthropology departrent does not normally give mastoer's
~degrees, while at U. N. C. it is normally a prerequisite for
working on the doctorate. Although Duke does give master's
‘degrees in rare cases, it 1is more likely‘that the four Duke
students who hold master's degrees have earned them from

other universities.

Year Mbost Recent Degree 'Was Farned

For the date when these degrees Qere earned, there is
naturally a wide range in both universities. For faculty
members at Duke the range runs from 1973 té 1937, and for
fzculty members at U. N. C. the range runs from 1971 to
1946. The median value for Duke is 1969 (n=9}, whereas for
U, N. C. the median is 1966 (n=12}. Together with the data
from Question II, these statistics can ben interpreted as
showing that U, N. C.'s faculty has had slightly more ex-
perience in teaching. These conclusions are, however, based
on responses from only half of the U, N. C. faculty, so
they should not be stretched too far., | ‘

The graduate students natdraily showed 2 much narrower
range in terms of when the last degree was earned, For
Duke answers ranged from 1973 to 1967, while the U, N. C.
answers ran from 1973 to 1968, This is a little surprising

‘because it implies that both departments admit few if any
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students who have been outside the educational process for

very long. Not one graduate student out of forty-one in

this study had earned his last degrce more than six years ago.
- Differences between non-teaching and teaching graduate

students were minor even though teaching graduate studonts

at both universities received their last degree more recently

than did non-teaching graduate students. For all of the

Duke students the modal year was 1971, and the median year

was 1970. For all U. N. C. students the modal year was 1972,

while the median year was 1971. The median and modal ye;rs

for the total sample were both 1971. The more recent figures

for U. N. C. students can again be explained as a result of

the higher proportion of master's degrees they hold.

Subject Areas of Specialization Within Antﬁropology

In attempting to learn what subject areas these
anthropologists were intefested in, the question was delib-
erately left open ended: ’"What are your most important areas
- of specialization within the broad spectrum of anthropology?"
Although a wide range of different fields was expected, the
actual variation of different specialty areas was extra-
ocdinary. The 64 respondents cited a total of 115 different
areas of specizlization within anthropology, although many
of these topics are closely related to each other,

In order to make this data more manageable, specific
subject areas have been grouped into larger fields as

indicated in Table 5.



TABLE 5
SUMMARIZED SUBJECT AREAS WITHIN ANTHROFOLOSY?

N Duke U N C. Total
Life SciencesP. 19 24 43
Physical Sciences
and Archeolozy 3 6 9
Applied Fields 1 9 10
Sociocultural and
other Related
Fields 43 52 95
Linguistics 11 9 20
Area 3tudies 9 13 22
" {n=64} 86 113 199

4The complete results are included in Table 20 in
Appendix C.
DIncludes medical anthropology.

From this breakdown it is clear that interests of
all of the traditional broad areas of anthropology are
represented at both universities. Interests in sociocultural
anthropology and the life sciences run strong at both
universities, although physical anthropology appears slightly
stronger at Duke than at U. N, C. Special cultural interest
areas were cited fairly often and more so at U, N. C. than
at Duke. Archeology was cited surprisingly few times, partly
because Duke'!s anthropology department has this year for the
first time hired an archeologist for its faculty. The small
number of U. N. C. department members who mentioned arche-
ology is likely misleading; it almost certainly does not
well represent the total number of U. N. C. graduate students
and faculty members working in that area. The clearest
finding from this question is that the U. N, C. department

shows a much greater concentration in applied areas of

18
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anthropology, and interviews of the faculty reinforced
this finding.

Assistance in Library “Work

Next, it was asked whether teaching members of the
two departments have assistants who help in doing library
research. This was asked in order to find out if profeséoﬁs
have to do their own library work by themselves, and results
showed that they normally do. Only three faculty members at
Duke and one at U, N. C. gave indication that they had such
assistance in this way., The U, N, C, respondent answered
by saying, "No or vefy seldom,'" implying that he or she did
have assistants who did library work océasionally. Later,
in the process of interviewing, it was discovered that two
Us N. C., faculty members had in past years had student
assistants Qho served as bibliographic searchers. At present
one U, N. C. faculty member has several graduate students

‘working for him on a major research project which involves
library research, Individual students do the portion of the
library research which correlates with their segment of the
overall project. JSince this professor did not answer "yes"
to this survey question, it is clear that the question did
not ferret out all of the cases in which a faculty member
is assistéd in library work. Nonetheless, the conclusion
that faculty members have very little assistance in library
work still holds true,

Since faculty members gave only three descriptions

of the types of library work assistants do for them, all
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three cases may be readily quoted here. All three were Duke
faculty members., The responses were, "All sorts, check '
references in most casee," "Sorting out sources for research,"
and "Bibliography; getting books; checking card catalog for
correct veferences," Thus, at least three-tenths of the
Duke faculty wno responded enjoy assistance in their library
work; yet, in no case was there mention of an assistant who
abstraétéd or sunmarized the contents of the sources being

" yresearched. A faculty member who had an assistant available
for doing library research would not ﬁecessarily lose famil-
iarity with the library's resources. Nor would having: such
an assistant prove that these particular faculty members are
especially heavy users of library resources, although from
interviews the author suspects that this is the case., In
sum, these figures simply show that three out of ten of the
Duke faculty members who responded enjoy this luxury,‘while
only one out of thirteen U. N. C. faculty members even

mentioned it as a possibility.

Comparison with Amsden's Background Characteristics |

To compare the results from the firsp few questions
with Diana Amsden's results, figures from thé Duke and
U.-N. C, faculty will be most germane. In brief, her sample
had seventy-six usable responses from sixty-two anthro-
pologists with Ph.Dfs, five with Master's degrees, four with
Bachelor's degrees, and two with other kinds of degrees
awarded in foreign countries. Her sample included four

people who earned their degrees between 1910 and 1929 and
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only ninetéen who earned their degrees in the 1960's.,

The modal decade cited was the 1950's, and over 40 per cent
of her sample earned their degrees at that time. She felt
her sample was disproportionately young, but in relation
to the faculties of Duke and U, N. C,, her sample was dis-
proportionately old.

Her sample was also different in that it included
anthropologists not working in co¥leges and universities.
When she asked what types of institutions her subjects
worked at, the categories "University" and "College'" only
amounted to fifty-four out of eighty-four total answers,
Some answered more than one category, but regardless, up
to 35.7 per cent of her sample were not working in an academic
setting. These others were teaching in high schools and
prep schools or doing research or work for governmental

organizations or museums.

Most Time-Consuming Activities

Interestingly enough, differences between her sample
and the Duke-U., N, C, faculty sample were minor when subjects
were asked to rank their most time-consuming activities.

For her sample group teaching was "far in the lead mentioned
first or second by forty-six respondents, followed by admin-
istration, writing, non-fieldwork resésrch, fieldwork, and
museum work."1 der rank order is figured by adding together
the number of times an activity is mentioned as being first
or second in importance,

When the same calculations are made on the Duke-

lAmsden, "Information Problems of Anthropologists,!" p. 124,
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U, N, C. faculty data, we find that teaching again is far

in the lead, followed by administration, writing, other
research, and fieldwork. If the three most time-consuming
activities ars totalled for the Duke-U., N. C. sample, the
order becomes: teaching, writing, administration, M"other
research," with a tie between consultation, fieldwork, and
"other research," with editing-in last place., For the
entire sample of Duke and U. N. C. faculty members, teaching
was clearly the most time-consuming activity, while writing,
administration, and the "other researéh" category are consisé-
ently ranked in the top four time-consuming activities.

There was only one signifiqant difference between -

faculty members of the two univeréities. Duke faculty |
members place far less emphasis on administration than do
the U, N. C. respondents.2 The survey did not determine
.whether this results from a higher amount of paper work at
U. N. C. or whether it is a function of truly different
types of roles at U. N. C. Interview research seemed to
supporﬁ the latter answer because several faculty members

at U, N. C, participate actively in applied programs, and

Q

oi@'ﬂs ‘primarily involved in administering grant funds.,
‘ s
,;E} Since this question was oriented mainly towards faculty

.members, students considered their most time-consuming activity

2The Duke faculty also appears to place heavier:
emphasis on the "other research" category if oné only caunts
first and second most time-consuming activities; howeyer,
if one includes first, second, and third rankings, then the
U, N. C. faculty lists this category more often than does
the Duke faculty. Co

PRATRE |
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to be "other." They specified reading, stﬁinng, and going
to class within this category, instead of considering reading
and studying to fall into the category of "other research."
If one totals responses given for first and second most
time-consuming actiﬁities, studentc ranked the possibilities
in the following order: ‘'"other," writing, "other research,"
teaching, fieldwofk, editing, with no answers given for
administration or consultation.? If one totals;responses
given for the first three most time-consuming aétivities,
the shift is slight: fieldwork and teachipg trade plaqes
in the order, while "other," writing, énd "otheb research"
still remain most important. Differences between Duke and
U. N. 3. students are insignificant. v

This information is valuaﬁle only insofar as it
clarifies how students and faculty spend their time. Several
péople had difficulty answefing this block of questions, and
one U, N, C. faculty member made the observation that some
of the categories were not strictly comparable. Fieldwork
may be coﬁcentrated into a summeﬁ.or an entire year, when
one would do nothing else. The é;swers of anthropologists on
campus would likely reflect iow'importance,for fieldwork

unless the respondent tried to;esﬁ%méte how time is spent

over a period of many years. l?h;s}is}adm;tbédly a difficult

task, and even if it were possih}é,iaﬁswers based on time

3It’should be mentioned that Amsden included the

category of museum work. Since ‘the U, M. C. archeolog ‘.
y

museum nad been closed before the survey began, the author
felt this category would not be useful on this survey.

*
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use for the current year would be more relevant to the
purposes of this barticular study. Work done five years
ago might have involved totally different ﬁ%es of time and
information.

As expected, activities such as studying ("other"),
"other research,'" and writing take much of the students!
time, and these are all areas where libraries can be useful,
Faculty members spend a much higher proportion of their
time in administrétion; this may possibly reduce their time
available for library research, but this is a hypothesis

which was not tested in the Survey.“

Publications

This composite question was asked in order to find
out how productive Duke and U. N. C. anthropologists were
in terms of publications. Although pure numbers of pub-
lications are not a direct function of raesearch activity
involving libraries, numbers, hopefully, do reflect to some
extent the total research activity of a faculty. There is
no objective measure of the quality of publications, but the
prolificness of an author should normally reflect to some
extent the amount of background information retrieval he has
done, whether it be through letters to friends, information
gained at conferences, or information gained through other
means, If we assume that a published article reflects

genuine creativity, taen the numbers of publications a person

bSee pp. 39-l2 for the amount of time spent in-
pursuit of anthropology.
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produces should be a measure of the creativity of the indiv-
idual and the university he represents.

The question was worded "How many publications have
you produced in\the last'fivé years?", and this c¢reated the
problem of whether or not to count works edited or coauthored
as equivalent to those authored individually., It was decided
to include these on an equal basis because all demonstfate
the creativity qnd industriousness that are being measured.“

At neither Duke nor U. N. C. has a studént authored
a book, although one U. N. C. student has cosdited & book.

At Dﬁke two faculty members have produced one book each, one
has produced two monographs, and two have-produced three
books each. At U, N, C. three of the faéulty members in the
sample have produced one book each, and one other faculty
member has procduced two books inﬁihe last five years.,

In terms of articles, the ten Duke faculty members
claimed sixty-threée, over haif of which were accounted for
by two professors. The thirteen U. N, C. professors produced
fifty-nine articles, and seven of the seventcen U. N. C.
students who responded accounted for twelve articles. None
of the sixteen Duke students who responded had published
an article, '

Of'the ten Duke faculty, six accounted for thirteen
published conference papers; of the thirteen U, N. C.
professors who responded, four produced a total bf six
conference papers. While none of the sixteen Duke students
had published a ponference paéer, two of the seventeen

U. N. C. student respondents had published a total of two.
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Of the ten Duke faculty seven produced a total of
fifty-one book reviews, thirty-five of which were accounted
for by two professors., Of the thirteen U, N. C. faculty
eleven of them accounted for twenty-seven book reviews. None
of the thirty-three student respondents had published a book
review in the last five years.

In the category of "other published items" one of the
sixteen Duke students had produced a rocord and a film,

One of the U. N, C. professors edited a major journal,5
another edits an annual catalog of U, N. C. research activity,
and another had produced two published comments. One U. N. C,
student had published his M.A. thesis, another had published
a '"short essay," and a third U. N, C. student had published

an appendix in a book.

TABLE 8
PUBLISHED ITEMS (1968-1973) 4
Duke U, N, C. Totals

Fac. Grads Fac. Grads

Books 10 -0 5 ‘1. 16
Articles 63 0 59 12 134
Conf. Papers 13 0 6 2 21
Book Reviews 51 0 27 0 78
Other Pub.

Items 0 2 A 3 9
Totals 137 2 101 18 258

During the past five years the two departments produced

5A1though editing a journal is not really "producing
an item" in the same sense as editing a book, it nevertheless,
requires considerable time and creative effort.
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258 items? 238 of which were published by the 23 faculty
members., Duke's total was heavily weighted by prodigious
publishing efforts of two professors, while U. N. C.'s totals
were more evenly divided between faculty members of the de-
partment. These results obviously demonstrate a substantial
amount of publishing, but comparison with Amsden's data is
quite surprising. The Duke and U. N, C., faculty members
together produced a ratio of 10,3 items per person, while
Amsden's 76 professionals produced 1339 published items, or
& ratio of 17.6%;§emé per person over a five-year period.7
It is difficult to understand how Amsden's anthro-
‘pologists could have been so much more prolific. If we
accept that there are more anthropological works published
in the early 1970:s than in the early 19¢"'s, one might
expect to find a proportionately lcwes ¢ .. of total
publishing in Amsden's survey. It is true that ti. Duke and
U. N. C, faculties are less experienced (in terms of years
since the doctorate was earned; see Table 6). Beyond tﬁis,'

other explanations are not clear from the data gathered in

this study.

Foreign Lanruare Usare

This‘question asked, "What foreign languages do you

read adequately for your anthropological research interests?

6It should be added that in-press items were counted
in the totals.,

7Amsden, "Information Problems of Anthropologists,"
Pe 124, ‘
P



TABLE 9
FORLIGN LANGUAGI USAGE

Duke Us Ne Co ﬁtal

| PG 7 P G i F G T
Chinese 1 1l - 1 1
Danish ' 2 2 2 2
- Duten 1 2 1 1 2
French 8 12 20 7 15 22 | 15 27 L2
German 5 8 13 5 10 15 {10 18 28
Greek . 1 1 1 1
Hindi 1 1 1 1
Italian 2 1 3 2 2 2 3 5
Japanese 1 1l 1 1
Latin 1l l 2 1 1 2
lMarathi 1 1 1 1
Norwegian . 2 2 2 2
Portuguese 1 1l 1 1
Russian 2 2 1 1 3 3
Spanish 3 2 5 5 9 14 8 11 19
Swanili 1 1 1 1
Swedish 2 2 2 2
Turkish 1 1 1 -~ 1
Total 2 27 51|19 LS5 64| 43 72 115
None 1 1 2 1 3 3 1 h
Total 25 27 52 21 U6 671 b6 73 119
n= 27 34 61

“F=faculty members, G=graduate students, T=total.

30



Please list." GSixty-one respondents reported knowledge of
eighteen different foreign languages (see Table 9), Only
four of the subjects stated that they knew no foreign
language adequately, while the other fifty-seven respondents
mentioned a total of 115 foreign languages (1.9 foreign
languages per respondent). The ratio for Duke was only
slightly higher than that for U. N. C. Interestingly enough,
the ratio for students was & bare fraction above the ratio
for all faculty members,

By far the most popular foreign language was French,
and together with German and Spanish, these three langnages
represented 89 of the 115 cases mentioned (77 per cent).

It should also be noted that range of languages mentioned
shows a healthy variety. Faculty lgnguages included Chinese,
Swahili, Turkish, Hindi, and Dutch, while student languages
included a variety of Scandinavian languages, Greek, and
Russian., |

Amsden's sample of professional anthropologists
claimed a reading cavacity of between two and three (more
towards the higher figure) foreign languages.8 Her article
only mentions the nine most ffequently mentioned languages,
and for these there are 125 cases. French, German, and
Spanish represent 69 per cent of the language cases she lists,
but surprisingly cnough, there are over twice as maﬁy
Russian speakers as Spanish speakers in, her sample; thus,

French, German, and Russian were the top three languages in

8

Amsden, "Information Problems'of Anthropologists,
p. 125,

31
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her sample, and they accounted for 76 per cent of the
language cases she lists, The fact that her sample had a
lower proportion of speakers of French, German, and Spanish
1s possibly due to the fact that twenty-six of her seventy-
six respondents (34 per cent) were employed in foreign
countries. 3ince they would probably be less reliant upon
languages commonly taught in American schools, they would
naturally be expected to have a greater facility in fofeign
languages and in more unusual foreign langu53es,9 as they

apparently do.

Ways Used to Gain Information About Anthropology

This question investigated the frequency with which
anthropologists used different sources of information, and
possibilities included "frequently," "sometimes," and "never."
It was expected that the majority of the answers woﬁld fall
into the "sometimes" category, but the question aimed at
determlning which sources of informstion were used frequently
or never,10

Judging from the results of the "frequently" category-
(see Table 10), conversation with other anthropologists and

footnotes and bibliographies in books are by far the most

important sources of information. "Book reviews or publishers!

FHer sample included five speakers of Afrikaans and
three of Japanese,

4 104 few respondents treated the possibilities as a
continuum and checked between '"sometimes" and 'never",
and in these cases answers were counted in the closest
category.

P



TABLE 10
WAYS U33D TO GAIN INFO:MATION ABOUT ANTHROPOLOGY®

Frequently Sometimes Never Total

Conversation with other

anthrovologists L7 15 1 63
Conversation with non-

anthropolozists 9 hs 8 62
Social gatherings with ‘

colleagues 15 38 10 63
Conferences and other -

fornal neetings 9 [ 9 62
Visiting speakers g 56 3 63
Correspondence 3l 20 62
Prepublication

information 6 32 24 62
Non-anthrovological

literature - . 18 Ll g 63
Library card catalog L 3l 1 6l
Indexes and abstracts 12 bl 10 63
Footnotes or biblio-

graphies in books L7 16 0 63
Separate or monographic

bibliographies 23 33 3 59
Book revisws or pub-

lishers! announcements 26 32 Iy 62
Seninar presentations 9 119 L 62
Qther 10 0 0 10
{n=6l)

8see Tables 21 and 22 in Appendix C for breakdowns by
acaderiic status and by university.
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‘announcements" and "separate or monographic bibliographies
were also frequently consulted, although the latter cate-
gory was cited much more frequently by students than by the
faculty members {see Table 21 in Appendix C). Seminar presen-
tations were cited as frequently used by nine respondents,
all of whom were students, It is interesting that non-anthro-
pological literature and social gatherings with colleapues
were cited as more frequently used than the library card
catalog. Students used the card catalog much more often
than did faculty hembers; the library card catalog was cited
as frequently used by only one faculty member out of twentye~
three. This implies that faculty members use the library by
browsing and by searching in familiar areas of the stacks.

Visiting speakerg were cited as being frequently used
by only four people, and all who cited this source were
students. Indexes and abstradts were cited as‘frequently
used by only two faculty members, while indexes and abstracts
were cited as frequently used by ten students. Conferences
were cited as frequently used by six faculty members and
only by one graduate student., |

A look at the '"never" category also proves‘interesting.
Prepublication information, correspondence, the'library card
datalog, indexes and abstracts, and social gatherings with
colleagues were the categories most4often cited as never used.
Students accounted for eighteen out of twenty of the 'never"
responses (90 per cent) for correspondence and nineteen out

of twenty~four of the "never" responses {79 per cent) for
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prepublication information. Students accounted for all nine

_of the M"never" responses for conferences, which is logical
because few students can afford to gé to conferences. Students
also accounted for all three '"never" responses for'visiting
speakers and all four "nevar'" responses for non;anthropological
literature. MNMost remarkable of all, the faculty provided

five out of the ten '"never" responses (50 per cent) for use

of indexes and abstracts and nine out of the sixteen (56 per
cent) of the "never" responses for use of the library card
catalog. .

Differences between Duke and U. N. C, responseé were
on the whole inconsequential, although U, U, C; faculty
members place more emphasis on conversation with other
anthropologists than do Duke faculty 'nembers. U. N. C.
students place less reliance on social gatherings with col-
leagues than do the Duke students. Duke faculty members also
emphasize footnotes and bibliographies in books more than
do U, N. C., faculty members.

Amsden's data on this block of questions is not entire-
ly comparable because her question did not provide a category
for "never". The Duke~U. N. C. faculty data does, however,
agree with her findings in considering conversation with |
other anthropologists, footnotes or bibliographies in books, and

book reviews as the most frequently used sources »Hf information,t}

11Actually, Amsden's question had the possibility of
"anthropological literature,'" which was cited by more sub-
Jects as frequently used than these three categories; however,
these three categories ranked in her top four possibilities,
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The Duke-U. N. C. faculty data also supports her finding
that indexes, abstracts, and the library card catalog are

not used nearly as often as any of the above three sources.

Subject Areas Qutside Anthropology

W2 L
Next, anthropologists were asked to list the suquﬁ%
F-Au
areas outside of anthropology whosedgiterature they searched.12

Again, as with Question V on subJect areas within anthro=-
pology, responses demonstrated a wide range of special interest
areas. The fifty-nine respondents cited a total of seventy
different topics, which have been grouped together into

larger fields in Table 11. - .

o 47%
B

TABLE 11
SUBJECT AREAS OUTSIDE ANTHROPOLOGY?

N Duke U. N, C. Total
Life Sciences * 21 23 - Lb
Physical Sciences 5 iy : 9
Applied Fields 5 9 14
Social Jsciences,
Humanities, etc.© 40 58 98
Cultural Area Studles 1 L 5
{n=959) 72 98 170

8ror complete listing see Table 23 in Appendix C.
Numbers refer to citations rather than to indiv1dua1o.

bIncludes medicine and dentistry,

®Includes linguistics.

leubJects were also asked to check the freguency
these subject areas were searched, out for most subject areas
listed there were very few cases. Even for the ten most
frequently listed subject areas, there were so few cases that
the frequency data collected was not useful.



TABLE 12
TEN MOST FREQUANTLY CITED SUBJECT
AREAS QUTSIDE ANTHROPOLOGY

N
~

Igu.ke UO N [ ] ‘ C ®
F a F__'G £ 8 Total

Biologyb 2 2 2 5 1 6
Geography 1 2 3 3 3 6
Geology 2 2 . 2 3 5
History® 2 2 2 9 9 6 15
Linguistics 3 3 L 2 6
Medical. ‘ - o |

Literature 1 1 5 .5 2 7
Political |

Science 1 L 7
Psychologyd | L 5 6 13 19
Sociology® an 3 12 10 9 19
Zoology 2 2 oy 5 3 8
{(n=59)

aF=facu1ty members, G=graduate students, f=frequently
searched, s=sometimes searched.

bThis category includes evolutionary biology.

®This catemory includes Amorican Colonial, Spanish
Colonaal, and econonic hlstory.

dThlS catesory incliudes cognitive osycholopy and
mathematical psychology.

. ®This category includes historical sociology.

£
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From the grouped data on Table 11 there are no signif-
icant differences between the two departments, except that
U. No C. respondents place higher emphasis on cultural area
studies. From the itemized data in Table 12, however, there
are a few differences. U, N, C, anthropologists méntioned
the fields of medical literature, history, geography,. dﬁd
sociology significantly more times than did Duke résézgéents.
Duke respondents placed considerably more emphasis on 1in~
guistics than did U, N, C. respondents., :

Responses were scattered into so many different fields
that for ipdividual subject areas themselves, there“wéféﬁfew@w
significant differences between faculty and student responses,
For the grouped subject areas on Table 11, the one signif-
icant difference between faculty and student responses is
that all of the responses given for cultural area studies
came from faculty members. In additioﬁ, Table 12 shows that
students are conéiderably more interested in sociology than
are the faculty members. R |

The Duke-U. N, C, survey results agree with Amsden's
results in showing strong connections between anthropology

and the humanities and natural sciences, Fvom’her data

‘the'most frequently searched areas outside of anthropology

‘ftwere history, geography, biology, psychology, geology”ﬁ%eol—

‘-_b

: °EY: and economics in that order,l3 The ten areas cih{f

'(»-

G -
‘K

. 13Her survey specificd twenty-one possible fields
instead of-asking respondents to list subject arecas them-

et

- selves,
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most frequently by the Duke-U. N, C, samplelb were sociology,
psychology, history, zoology, medical literature, political
science, linguistics, geography, biology, and geology. Since
linguistics and sociology were not included among Amsden's

possible answers, the most valuable observation which can be

made here is that most of the areas important to Amsden's

sample were also important to the Duke and U. N. C. anthro-

pologists,

Hours Spent Per Week Getting Information

This question asked, "How many hours per week do you

spend getting information related to your interests as an

~anthropologist? (This includes time spent gathering inform-

ation in subject areas outside of anthropology per se}." The
Question was meant to discover the total amount of time phe
subjects spent in pursuit of anthropology, and it was expected
that respondents would‘includé in their estimate time for
reading, conversation, classes, library work, and many other
meanéffor getting information,

| Unfortunately, several of the subjects were confused

by the wording of the question, and several commented that

-1t could be interpreted in different ways. One asked if it

meant reading the information or finding it. Another said
that he could not answer the question because he could not

separate thinking and observing from other means of getting

Wity g evident from Table 12 that faculty results
rarely amount to more than two responses per ciategory, so a
ranking based on faculty responses would not be worthvhile,

1

-



TABLE 13
HOURS SPENT FER WEEK GETTING INFORMATION

Duke Us No G, Total

pa G F "G F G Total
0-9 3 2 6 A 9 ) 15
10-19 3 A 4 4 7 8 15
20-29 1 4 2 9 3 13 16
30-39 0 4 0 by 0 8 8
4,0-49 1 1 0 1 1 2 3
50-59 0 1 0 0 0 1 1
60-over . 0 1 0 0 0 1 1
Total 8 17 12 22 20 39 59
No answer 2 0 1 2 3 2 5
Median :
hrs/wk. 20.7 18.8 11.4 22.1 19.7

8F=faculty members, G=graduate students.,

information. Those people who thought the question referred
only to finding information may have omitted the time spent
reading that information, and thus, they may have undéres-
timated the total time they spend in gathering information.
Because of these differences in intefpretation,_the data
collecved for this ocuestion is of uncertain value.
Nonetheless, there were significant differehces be-
tween the results for faculty members and students. The
category most frequently cited by faculty members was 0-9
hours per week, while the category moét frequently cited by
students was 20-29 hours per week. . The faculty members!
median estimate was ll.4 hours per Qeek, the students!'! median
estimate was 22.1 hours per week, and the median estimate
for the entire sample was 19.7 hours per week. Students
claim to spend considerably more time per week than faculty

members do in gathering intormation.
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The reason for this may be that students consider.
class tiime as time spent géthering information, while some
faculty menbers might not., If a faculty member generally
lectures the onbiré class period, he may seldom gain new
information himself, although hismstudents will be gaining
information for their needs. Qlass time, therefore, may bias
the results in favor of the students.l5

One faculty member from Duke commented that the es-
timate he gave reflected time spent during the academic year
and that he spent more time gathering information during
the summer. Faculty members from both departments often do
much of their original research during summers, when they are
teaching fewer courses or no courses at all. Since this
survey was administered during the spring, teaching interests
far outweighed research in importance., A survey administered
in the summer might discover far different estimates of time
spent in gathering information.

When the Duke and U. N. C. results are compared for
this question, differences are slight. The median estimate
of time spent by Duke anthropologists is 20.7 hours per
week, while the comparable figure for U, N, C. anthropologists

is 18.8 hours per week.

lSStudents also in their first two years may take
four to five courses, while faculty members generally only
teach two or three coursec per semester. This effect may
be cancelled out by the fact that students may stop taking
courses completely after two or three years.
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When Amsden asked a similar question16

of professional

anthropologists, she found that the "typical respondent spent

ten to nineteen hours per week getting information, the aver-.
age being twelve hours.17 Her results, therefore, correspond

very closely to the results given by the Duke and U. N. C.

faculty members,

Serials _

When subjects were asked to list the five periodicals
they used most frequently, they cited a wide range of diversg
serials. Respondents listed ninety different serial‘ﬁitles,
including museum bulletins, newsletters, journals, and popular
magazines.l8 The most frequently listed periodicals were

American Anthropologsy, Current Anthrorology, Science, South=-

western Journal of Anthropology, American Journal of Physical

Anthropology, Nature, Human Organization, American Antiauity,

19

and Lanruage. Albhough the majority of periodicals listed
were cited only once or twice, these nine most frequently
cited periodicals account for more than half of the total

citations.

16Personal communication. Hers was worded, "Approxi-
mately how many hours per week do you spend obtaining infor-
mation for your major areas of interest and activities?"

6 17Amsden, "Information Protlems of Anthropologists,"
p. 126,

180ne student noted that he reads Playboy "to keep tabs
on modern U, S, culture." .

197he faculty listed the first nine journals in the
same order, except Language and American Anticuity reverse
order in their ranking.
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TABLE 14
MOST FREQUENTLY USED PERIODICALS
(BY ENTIRE SAMPLE)

Duke U. N. C. Total
g G F G
American Anthropologist 7 15 12 20 54
American Antiquity - 0 2 2 5 9 .
American Journal of
Physical Anthropology A A 1 4 13
Current Anthropology 2 10 g 18 38
Human Organization -0 0 3 6 9
Language 2 3 1 ] 7
Nature 4 .5 0 1 10
Science 3 b 5 5 17
Southwestern Journal
of Anthropology 1 5 4 7 17
Total 23 48 36 67 174
(n=6l)

8p=faculty members, G=graduate students.,

Differences between U, N. C. and Duke anthropologists

a

are generally insignificant, although U, N. C.'respondents

cited Human Organization considerably more often than did

Duke respondents. This would indicate a stronger interest
in applied anthropology at U. N. c.?0 Also, the Duke faculty

appears to rely less on Current Anthropology than does the

U, N. C, faculty. MNature, the British journal which publishes
many articles on physicai anthropolory and fossils, was cited
far more often by thie Duke respondents than by the U, N. C.

respondents,

zolnteresu in medical literature, another indicator
of intersst in apprlied anthropology, was also stronger at
U. N. C,, as shown in Table 1z,



Differences between faculty members and students are
even more negligible; both tead to cite popular and highly
specialized journals, and both use the same major journals
with fairly similar frequencies.
| Comparison with Amsden's data demonstrates the wide-
spread use of a small number of core journals. Her respon-

dents most used journals were Current Anthropology, American

Anthropologist, Southwestern Journal of Anthropology, Science,

Royal Anthropological Institute of Great Britain and Ireland

Journal, Sciertific American, and Mﬁﬂ.21. Although few anthro-

pologists from Duke or U. N. C. cited these last three}jour-
nals, both Amsden's sample and the Duke and U. N, C, fespon-

dents agreed on the faur most important journals.

Number of Periodicals Subscriptions

Table 15 summarizes the numbers of anthropological
Jjournals which were cited and subscribed to by Duke and U. N. C,
respondents. Although differences between Duke and U, N. C.
were insignificant, there were substantial differences between
faculty members and students; Clearly, graduate students
place heavy reliance on the library for supplying periodicals,
since twenty-five of the forty graduate students (63 per cent)
subscribed to one or less. Faculty members place compara-

tively little reliance on the library for supplying the most

21The fifth and seventh of these had merged before
Amsden's article was written. Perhaps, these British journals
were cited more frequently by her sample because her sauple
includz2d twenty-six antnropologlots employed outside of
America.
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TABLE 15
NUMBER OF PERIODICALS SUBSCRIPTIONS

|

Duke TN, T Total

F G F G F G Total
None 0 i T 5 I 12 13
1 2 5 0 8 2 13 15
2 2 2 1 5 3 7 10
3 o 2 2 5 2 7 9
A 1 0 3 1 I 1 5
5 5 0 5 .0 10 0 10
n 1016 1224 22 40 62

important periodicals, since fourteen of the twenty-two fac—
ulty members (64 per cent) subscribed to four or five of the
- five most frequently used periodicals. This is one of the
mést striking findings of this survey because it indicates two
sharply different patterns of library usage. While students
rely on the library for almost all periodicals, faculty members
only have to rely on the library for more specialized and
less commonly used journals.s

Amsden's survey posed this ocuestion in a different.
manner; and her results showed professional anthropologists
placing heévy reliance on library subscriptions for periodi-
cals and other forms of literature. This may be explained
bécause her survey listed eighty-four publications, and the
respondent could check as many as he used. Since her respond=-
ents were not limited to five, they checked considerably more
and included more specialized publications which were library
"subscriptions. Her results indicate that professional énthro-
pologists use a wide variety of publications, regardlesskof

the frequency with which they are used., Her results agreed
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with the Duke and U, N. C. results in showing that major
journals used by professional anthropologists are far more

often personal subscriptions than library subscription.

Abstracting anq Indexing Services

Abstraé&ing and indexing services were seldom used by
U, N. C. and Duke respondents, and answers indicated that
many of the fespondents were uﬁcertain about what abstracting
and indexing seévices really are. Twenty of the sixty-four
subjects did not respond at all, and another eleven answered
that they did not use abstracting or indexing services; thus,
only half of the subjects claimed to use any abstracting and
indexing services at all. Forty-four respondents listed
only twenty-nine different titles, none of which was mentioned
more than five times. Out of all cases cited less than half
were mentioned as frequently used. The most frequently cited

titles were Biological Abstracts and the International Index

to the Social Sciences. Results are shown in Table 25,

Neither students nor faculty members made much use of
these reference tools. Titles were cited so few times that
there were no major differences between faculty and students,
Similarly, differences between U, N, C. and Duke anthro-
pologists were not significant. Even very expensive and
useful tools such as the Peabody Museum Catalog of Harvard's
anthropology collection were seidom used. Ironically, the one
person who used Duke University's copy of the Peabody luseum

Catalog was a U, N, C. student, who used it frequently.22

221n the process of. interviewing it was learned that
a U. N. C, professor also uses it frequently.’
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Responses to this question indicated that anthropol-
ogists place little importance on indexes and abstracts, and
so did Amsden's survey results. Unfortunately, none of these
questions reveal wny anthropologists bypass these resources.,
Either the available services are not up-to-date enough or
accurate enough,opr else the anthropologists do not know

what services are available or how to use them.

Importance of Forms of Literature and Ease of Success in
Their Use

This question investigated the importance of eighteén
different forms of literature and the ease with which they
are used. A small number of respondents commented that they
did not know how to judge the "ease of success in use." Some
forms of information, €e8e) technical reports, may be diffi-
cult to use because of problems in access; others, such as
foreign publications, may be difficﬁlt because of language
problems.

For the total sample American journals and all mono-
graphs proved to be the most impbrtant categorieé, far sur=-
passing the next most important category "advanced (grad)
texts." Encyclopedias, government publications, handbooks,
international organization publications, and the Human
Relations Area Files were cited least frequently as being of
great importance. Remarﬁabiy, the Human Relations Area Files,
which are available %E\U. N. C. at Chapel Hill, were described

as being of little,fhportance more often than any other form

\_,’\
of literature. \
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TABLE 16
TMPORTANCS OF FORMS OF LITERATURE AND
TAST OF 3UCCESS IN THIIR Usz®

bImportance zase
G- M L 7T ‘

=
- e
(.
3

Elementary (under=

grad) texts 7 18 3 59 39 11 2 52
Advanced (grad)

toxts 19 32 9 60 32 17 3 52
All monogranhs W 20 6 61 25 25 L sk
Forol~n rmonocrophs 11 16 23 65 10 15 19 L4
American journals b3 13 2 63 39 14y 2 55
Foreien Journals 13 26 18 57 12 22 15 U9
Review oublications 10 27 19 56 25 13 L 47
Governmont publie

cations 3 16 39 53 13 15 16 L4

International orgsan-
ization vubl*ca-

tions L 27 24 &5 12 22 7T I
Technical roworts 5§ 22 26 53 8- 21 14 L3
Eneyclopoedias 1 8 3 13 32 6 3 41

‘ Dictionariesdand ‘

glossarics 15 23 24 62 3 5 3 L3
Handvooks 5 20 26 51 21 15 L4 110
ilaster's theses,

manuscripts, and

other unnuolisiaed

material® 13 1L 32 59 12 15 21 48
Doctoreal gisscr- -

tations” 13 21 25 59 13 15 19 47
Nowspapers 5 15 3 sh 22 6 39
laps iy 21 20 55 19 15 10 Uk
Humsan Relati?ns

Area PFiles it 10 1O sl 12 13 13 38

8For breakdowns by academic status and by university,
see Tables 206-29 in Appendix C,

=sreat, H=moderate, T=1ittle, %T=easy, D=difficult,
thot‘alo .

one regpondent answercd "not applicable," and one
ansvered "never consulted,"”
Yone respondent answered "not applicable,"
®One responient answercd "never consulted,”

Lo respondents answered '"never consulted,!" and one
implied "not annliconle."
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The sources of information which were most difficult
to use were "master's thesés, manuscripts, and other unpub=-
lished material," doctoral dissertations, foreign monographs,
government publications,23 foreign journals, technical reports,
and the Human Relations Area Files in that order., The forms
of information which were easiest to use were American jour-
nals, elementary texts, dictionaries and glossaries, encyclo-
pedias,'and advanced texts.

Overall, there was no direct relationship between the
most important and easiest to use sources. American journals
were both easy to use and the most important form of litera-
‘ture; yet, dictionaries, glogsaries, and encyclopedias were
easy to use, while being of little importance. It is possible,
however, that there is a more direct relationship between
those sources listed as being both difficult to use and of
little ibportance.

The difficulties in using govérnment reports, inter-
national organizaticn publications, and technical reports
may be largely a'problem of finding thém, since these are
often segregated'and organized by government document c¢lass=~
ification systems; ign9rance of what is in these sources
may be the reason they are considered of little importance.

Masterts theses and doctoral dissertations may often be

23In a 1992 citaticn analysis study, Jean B, Lord found
that government documents are seldom used by anthropologists
("The Use of United 3tates Government Publications as Research
Literature in Anthropology," American Anthropologist, LXVI
(February, 1964), 132-34.) The fact that these documents are
difficult to use likely accounts for the little use anthro=-
pologists make of themn,
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difficult to find, unavailable, or only available on micro-
film, and difficulties in access may account for their rela-
tive unimportance in the perception of these anthropologists,

There were major differences batween student and
faculty members' use of these forms of information. Students
valued foreign monographs and journals far less than did the
faculty members, and students made proportionately more use
of the Human Relations Area Files than did faculty members.
Elementary texts were only cited as being of great importaﬁce
by students, and students also placed higher emphasis on
advanced texts than did faculty members. Faculty members
valued review publicétions and newspapers proportionately
higher than did students.

Students had more difficulty than faculty members in
using many of these foerms of information: particularly all
monographs, foreign monographs,. foreign journals, review
publications, technical reports, master's theses, doctoral
dissertations, and maps. The sharp differences between
students and faculty members (see Tables 26 and 27 in Appen-
dix C) lead one to believe that factors of comprehension
affecteq this question. If a student had difficulty under=-
standing information fbund in these sources, he conceivably
would find them more difficult to use than a faculty member
would, regardless of problems of access., Any future survey
should separate vroblems of comprehension from problems of
access in using these materials.

" There were also éeveral differences between the Duke
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and U. N. C. departments, Duke's department relied more on
foreign journals, dictionaries and glossaries, newspapers,

and maps than did the U. N. C, department. U, N. C. anthro-
pologists also valued doctoral dissertations, master's theses,
and the Human Relations Area Files slightly higher than did
the Duke anthropologists; yet, these three differences are
surprisingly minor.24

The two departments were generally in agreement about
which forms of literature were easy to use, Duke anthro-
pologists did find newspapers and maps easier to use than did
U. N. C. respondents, but U, N. C. anthropologists found
~government documents and technical reﬁsrts easier to use than
did Duke respondents. Whether‘this reflects on\éhe organiz-
ation of tﬁeir respective libraries or on differences in
experience using these forms of literature, it is impossible
to tell from the survey data,??

The Duke-U. N, C; results correlate very well with
Amsden's main findings. She found "jof%nals publishing papers
of original research" and "all monographs" to be the most
important types of anthropological literature. She also

found lack of accessibility to be a problem in obtaining

‘th. N. C, maintains a substantial collection of :
master's theses in its departmental office, while Duke does
not. Also, the Human Relations Area Files are located at
U. N. C., and. one would thus expect more anthropologists
there to value them highly.

25Questions on ease of success in use were not answered
by ten to twenty subjects, which might indicate that several
subjects had not used all of the forms of literature listed.
Only four respondents wrote that they had not used particular
forms of literature.
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"foreign materials, masters theses, and other unpublished
material, doctoral dissertations in particular.26 Differences
between the Duke«U. N. C, results and Amsden's results

were meager, although_Amsden's sample emphasized the impor-
tance of foreign journals andg encyclopedias more than the
Duke-U., N. C. sample, and they also found the Human Relations
Area'Files more easy to use than did the Duke-U. N, C,}Sample.

< ar

Importance of Library 3ervices

My

(3
Table 17 summarizes the importance of eleven type 

library services for Duke and U, N. C. anthropolog&s&s‘{:eeds.

Since not all of these services are available, the question
was used tO“find'which services would possibly be important
for the respondents.27 For the entire sample of Duke and
U, N. C. anthropologists, the most useful servicés woeld be;‘r
loans and photocories supplied, comprehensive lltera {e . |
searches (e.g., bibliographies), cricical surveys of tﬁﬁg
literature, ana guidance by the library staff,

For the future most respondents felt they would need
more loans and photocopies.28 They also wanted other services

such as brief literature searches and quick reference service

in the future. Although a large number ol anthropologists

‘. 26Amsden, "Information Problems of Anthropologists,"
p. 12

27'I‘he question asked, "what is the importance of
library services for your inform: tlon needs? (Please assume
that these services are available).

280ne respondent asked for photocopies at a less
expensive rate,
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saw comprehensive literature searches and critical surveys of

the literature as valuable now, far fewer respondents said

they would need more of them in the future. A few people

reacted strongly to this question and wrote that they wounld
never want someone else to survey the literature for them |
becaube they felt no one else could do it for them.

- Although one might expect that otudents would want
critical surveys of the literature more than faculty members,
this is not the case; they value this service approximately
equally. Students do place a much higher value on compre-~
hensive literature searches than do the faculty members,
and they also place a higher value on library accession lists
and loans‘and photocopies. For the future students also
desire quick reference service and brief literature searches
more than do the faculty members.

Differences between Duke and U, N, C., respondents were
in most case3 insignificant. Duke aﬁthropologiSts more fre-
quently wrote that pérticular services were "never important" |
or ''never consulted" at presentﬁ U. N. C. respondents more
often wrote particular services would not be needed more in

the future. Duke anthropologists stressed the importance of

~ help in locating audiovisual materials more so than the

U. N. C, resvondents; this may be partially due to the lack

of a centralized film bureau at Duke University.29 More

29U. N. C. Has one centralized office where one can
rent, or receive films on loan. At Duke University each
department purcnases, rents, or borrows films independently,
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U, N. C. respondents believed that translations would be more
important in the future than did Duke respondents, and perhaps,
this implies U. N. C. anthropologists intend to use more
foreign publications than do Dukz anthropologists. A larger
number of Duke respondents than U. N. C. respondents felt
that guidance:by the library staff would be more necesséry_
in the future,

Ahsden's results differed somewhat, although her
sample likewise appreciated loans and photocdpies far more
than the other possible services. "Library accession lists,
guidance by the library staff, quick reference services;
bibliography compilation, end location of audio-visual nmater-
ials" were next in importance for current needs. The services
desired most by her sanple were "bibliography compilation,
brief literature searcﬁ, continuous literature scanning,

translation, and abstracting."Bo

Problems in Gathering Information

The last block of questions on the survey investigated
the frequency with which anthropologists experience seventeen
typus of problems in gathering information.3! For the entire

Duke and U, N, C. sample the most critical problems were not

30There were many missing answers from the Duke and
U, N, C. faculty members, so ccmparison with Amsden's data
was of little value., Amsden, "Information Problems of
Anthropologists," p. 130.

JIFOSsibilities included "frecuently," "sometimes,"
and "never." One who never experiences a problem, such as
finding indexing unsatisfactory, may possibly never use
indexing services; thus, a "never" response implies only that
the respondent has not yet experienced that problem,



TABLE 18
PROBLTMS IN GATHZRING INFORMATION®

.
R N Total

Not knowine where to go

for information 7 50 It 61
Incomplete coverane by index

and abstracting services 19 36 5 60
Unsatisfactory indexing by

indexing and abstracting

services 18 33 7 - 58
Inadequate or insufficient ' ‘

halp from library staff i 32 26 62
Inadequate cataloning of

1ibrary materials 19 35 5 59
Difficulty in obtaining

foreimsn publications 13 33 10 .56
Difficulty in obtaining

unpublished material 30 18 11 59
Difficulty in obtaining

technical revorts 8 22 20 50
Not enough copies of some

material 32 21 6 59

Published information in
your area of snecializa=- :
tion is insadequate 20 30 5 55
Library collections in
your area of specializa-
tion are inadequately

orzanized 26 19 12 57
Information published is

not up-to-date 25 23 9 57
Information available is

not up-to-date 26 23 7 56

Difficulty in locating

material listzd in

card catalog 17 28 15 60
Library collections in

your home university '

are too scattered 26 13 1 58
Tdbrary collections in

your home university

are inadeauate 22 26 9 57
Library conllections in "3 -

the Trian=le Region

Lare inadecuate 11 23 18 52
(n=6l)

For brea%downs by academic status and by university,
see Tables 3}-37 in Avvondix C,

bF=frequent1y, S=some times, N=never experienced.
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finding enough copies of some material, experiencing diffi-
culties in obtaining unpublished materials, finding that
library collections were inadequately organized and too
scattered, and finding that the information available was
hot up~to~date,

Althbugh inadequacy of collections was the major
complaint listed by Amsden's anthropologists, this problem
ranked only as seventh most important by the Duke and U, N, G,
zample, a fact which indicates relative satisfaction with the
collection at the two universities. 3cattering of materials
was “ie second most important problem Amsden discovered, and
that also appears to be a major drawback of the Duke and
U. N. C. libraries.

Possibilities which the Duke and U. ™, C. anthropolo-
gists citéd most often as never being problems include
inadequate or insufficient help from library staff, diffi=-
culties in obtaining technical reports, and finding the
library collections in the Triangle Region to be inadecquate.
The>1atter two possibilities are probably not problems because
the respondents make limited use of these resources; the
first was iikely not a problem because of relative content-
ment with the help already given by library staff members.
Several faculty members who were interviewed commented: favor-
ably on the assistance they had received from librarians,
so apparently, lack of staff help is a relativély minute
difficulty. Anszsden aiso fouqd this to be the case.

Amsden ascertained that inadequate caotaloging was her
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sample's third most important problem;.yet, this problem was
only of medium importance for the entire Duke and U. N. C.
sample. The Duke and U, N, C. faculty members, however,
ranked cataloging in the top four most imporﬁant problems,
along with not enough copies, information published ﬁot being
up-to-date, and library collections being too scattered. The'
difference between Amsden's and the Duke-U. N. C. results on
cataloging is that students are far less aware of problems

of inadequate cataloging than are faculty members.

Students' problens are generaily very similar to those
of faculty members; students! greatest problems are not findn
ing enough copies, difficulties in obtaining unpublished
materials, library collections being inadequately organized,
and information available not being up-to-date. The second
and fourth of these are only partly the problems of the
library and partly the problems of the discipline and the
publishing industry.

Differences between Dukevand U, N. C. respondents were
also generally insignificant; however, Duke anthropologists
more often complained about not having enough copies and about
their library collections being too scabtered.32 The latter
finding is extremely surprising because U, N, C.'s library
system is far more decentralized than Duke's is. Duke's
book collection is classified completely in the Dewey Decimal

system, while U, N, C.,'s collection is divided between the

323ee Tables 36 and 37 in Appendix C.
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Dewey Decimal system and the Library of Congress classifica-
tion system., Furthermore, U. N. C. has Setween three and four
times as many departmental libraries as Duke. Clearly, more
research is necessary to find out why U, N. C. anthropologists

are more content with their more divided collections.

Summary of Conclusions

In sum, the results of the survey show that:.

1. The .1ke and U. N, C. faculty were somewhat less
experienced than Amsden's sample; yet, the Duke and
U, N. C., sample demonstrated interests in a wide
variety of subject areas within and outside of the
broad spectrum of anthropology. They usually
identified their interest areas within anthropology
in relatively specialized, precise terms, rather:
than in very broad terms such as "physical anthro~
pology." Faculty members ordinarily lacked any
assistance in doing theiriown library work.

Teaching was their main preoccupation, while reading,
studying, and classwork were the main time-consuming
activities of students. Although both departments
produce considerable amounts of publications,

neither faculty produces as rmch proportionately

as did Amsden's sanple. The Duke and U, N. ©C.
anthropologists generally read adequately we.l in
two foreign languages.

2, The Duke and U. N, C. faculty members, like the
Amsden sample, place greatest emphasis on conversa-
tion with other anthropologists, footnotes or
bibliographies in books, and book reviews as the
most important sources of information. Conversa-
tion with other anthropologists and footnotes or
bibliographies in books were also th§ most important
sources of information for students.>J

3. Faculty members spend an average of between ten
and twenty hours per week in getting informaticn
related to their interests as anthropologists,
while students average between twenty and thirty
hours per week.

33inthiropology classes were not one of the possible
categories for this question,; so students likely considered
classroom information as coming through conversation.
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Both students and faculty members make use of a
wide variety of periodicals; yet, neither group
makes extensive use of abstracting and indexing
services, Faculty members usually subscribe to
the journals which are most important to then,

Of the forms of literature American journals
surpassed all monographs in importance, and many
forms of literature, such as government public-
ations, foreign monographs, etc. were found to
be of particularly low importance by both Duke
and U. N, C. anthropologists. Master's theses,
doctoral dissertations, foreign monographs, and
government publications were the most difficult
forms of literature to use.

The library services which are considered most
useful by the bDuke and U. N. C. anthropologists

now are loans and photocopies supplied, compre-
hensive literature searches (such as bibliographies),
critical surveys of the literature, and guidance

by the library staff. For their future needs the
Duke and U, K. C. anthropologists consider loans

and photocopies supplied to be the most important
library services.

The most severe information retrieval problems
cited by the Duke and U, K, C., anthropologists
were not finding enough copies of some material,

. experiencing difficulties in obtaining unpublished

materials, finding that library collections were
too scattered, and finding that the information
available was not up-to-date. Both departments
are relalively satistied with their respective
library's collectionec, wiien compared to the dis-
satisfaction Amsden found in her survey.

Differences between faculty and students and

between Duke and U, N. C, do exist in many small
areas; however, on the whole, similarities are more
striking than the differences between these rairs.
Differences between the faculty members and Amsden's
professional anthropologists are also relatively
small.
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CHAPTER III
ANALY3I5 OF THE INTERVIEW DATA

In the spring and éarly summer of 1973, twenty faculty
nembers from the two universities were interviewéd, in order
to gather further information on library use and information

needs.l

The sample represents nine of eleven faculty members
in residence at Duke {88 per cent) and eleven of the twenty-
two faculty members in residence at U, N, C, (50 per cent).
The composition of the sample by field 6f specialization is

shown in Table 19,

| TABLE 19
COMPOSITION OF THE SAMFLE
(BY FIELD OF SPECIALIZATION)

Duke U, N, C. Total

k
Applied Fields 0
Archeology 1
Ethnobotany 0
Linguistics v 2
Physical anthrorology 2
Sociocultural and

related varieties _

of anthropclogy L I ‘ 8
Total 9 - 1T 20

FF AN

@Includes one member of the Linguistics Department
whose courses are cross-listed with anthropology.

lyith two exceptions interviews were taped.



Interviewees! Reactions to the Survey

Four of the interviewees commented that many of the
survey questions were not re¢levant to their use of the
library. Othef interviewees found that some questions were
difficult to answer because they had not had experience with
certain forme of literature and because they simply did not
use the library frequently. Only three volunteered the
opinion that the survey was valuable and a good idea., Five
did not remember the survey well because of the time which
had elapsed between the survey and interview period and also

because they were so frequently surveyed.

Years of Experience with the Respective Library System

The faculty memvers interviewed had used their res-
pective library systems for an average 6f eight years,
Although ten interviewees had had less than six years of
experience, -five had used their libraries for over fifteen
years each. The sample was therefore diverse, including
professors with less than a year's experience and those who

had had up to twenty-seven year's experience,

Extent of Satisfaction with Collections

The great majority of the faculty members interviewed
found the collactions in their special interest areas to be
quite good. Often the interviewees commented that they almost
never-have trouble in gétting what they need, although in a
few cases this may require a last minute rush order for a

book to be placed on reserve. [Duke anthropologists were
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somewhat more enthusiastic than were those from U, N, C,:
one Duke professor volunteered that he was "quite surprised at
how good the collections are."

Only four professors out of twenty expressed signif-
fcant discontent with the collections, and three of these
cases resulted from lack of past faculty interest in their
specialty areas. Three of these professors teach at U. N, C.,
and one of these was considerably less severe than the other
two; his opinion was that the U. N. C. anthropology collections
were "OK," but he Jjust "doesn't expect miracles™ in finding
esoteric items. One U. N, C, professor was well aware of
financial restrictions which prevented his library from buying‘
expensive reprint sets of Spanish language materials and well
aware of difficulties inherent in acquiring out-of-print Latin
American publications. Another U. N. C, profess¢r qualified
his criticism by saying, "I haven't really got any serious
criticisms of this library system over any other one. I find
these same kinds of problems everywhere." Still, these four
faculty members found substantial gaps while searching for
library materials in their specialty areas. .

When asked about specific forms of library materials,
sixteen out of the twenty interviewees (80 per cent) found
both book and periodicals collections to be adequate or
better. JSubjects, however, often mentioned that they wished
their library had a few more periodicals which they specially
needed, |

then asked to judpge their library's collection of
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monographic bibliograrhies, indexes, abstracting services, y
| and newsletters, interviewees generally side-stepped the "
question and mentioned specific titles that they had used.

A few commented that they seldom used monographic biblio-
graphies bacause these elther were not up-to-date enough, not
available, inaccurate, or else they contained too many
irrelevant citations. The majority of anthropologists admitted
that they rarely or never used indexes. Only two said they

used indexes heavily., Two professors were not familiar with

the Social JSciences and Humanities Index. One faculty member

reasoned that he seldon used indexes because he already knew
the literature well, Abstracting services were also infre-~
quently used. One professor stated bluntly that there were
no abstracting services specifically for anthropology. Only

&y
four people (20 per cent) mentioned knowledge of Abstracts

in Anthropology, only two mentioned actually having used thenm,
. and one of these said that they were not valuable for him.

Several others had never heard of Abstracts in Anthropology.2

Newsletters were almost universally described as
unimportant, and none of the twenty interviewees used them in
the library. Jeveral ahthropologists complained that news-
letters were nothing but trade gossip, grantsmanship, and
"political hassles," and because of this one observed that
newsletters were of far more benefit to graduate students

than to faculty members.

2This publication has been in existence since 1970
and is available at both university libraries.
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In sum, the interviewees found fhe Duke and U, N. C,
library collections to be adequate overall, They generally
found book and periodicals collections to be sufficient.

They were, however, unable to evaluate the adequacy of library
holdings in monographic biﬁliographies, indexes, abstracting
services, and newsletters because they seldom used these .

sources,

Use of Resources OQutside of the Home Universities

When asked if they felt they were making the best
use of resources available in the Triangle Region of North
Carolina, the interviewees responded almost unanimously that
they were not. One Duke faculty membervcommented that he
was possibly not making the best use.of Triangle Regién re~
sburcés but that he felt overwhelmed by Duke's own resources.
Only one of the twenty interviewees had been to North Carolina
State University's library. Reasons given included, "in-
convenient and too lazy," "too damn far to go," '"not enough
time," and similar responses. These results are extremely
surprising considering the relatively long time several of
the interviewees have been living in the area.

Considering only U, N, C. and Duke's libraries,
eleven of the twenty faculty members (55 per cent) have
never been to the library of the neighboring university.
Three Duke faculty members use U. N, C.'s library occasions..
ally, and only one uses it “fairiy regularly." Three U. N. C.
faculty members use Duke's library occasionally, one has not

used it in ten years, and one uses it frequently. On the



66

whole, faculty members make little direct use of the other
librarie§ in the Triangle Region,

6n the other hand, all but two of the faculty members
had made use of interlibrary loan at their home universities.
Two U. N. C. faculty members had not used it themselves,
but students working for them had used it. Only five of the
interviewees (25 per cent) use interlibrary loan frequently,
while the others use it sporadically or seldom. Few inter-
viewees volunteered comments on the quality of interlibrary
loan service, but for those who did, reaction was mixed at
both universities., For example, Duke faculty members' opin-
ions ranged from "It doesn't work at all" to "absolutely
first-rate!"™ This service, however, did prove useful to many
faculty members, and as one U. N, C. professor commented, the
reason he did not drive to Duke's or N, C., S, U.'s libraries

was because it was much easier to use interlibrary loan.

Orientation of Information Needs

When asked if their use of the literature was more
theoretically oriented or more geographically oriented, ten
anthropologists answered that their work was more theoreti-
cally oriented, and only one U, N. C. professor said that
his work was more geographically oriented at present, The
remaining nine interviewees answered that their intérests
were equélly divided between theoretical and geographical
interest areas. Differences between Duke and U. N. C. responses
were negligible, even though in the survey sample the U, N. C,
department had shown a heavier emphasis on cultural area

studies.
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Part of the rationale for this question was to see if
thié factog might affect use of the Human Relations Area Files,
The card files available at U, N. C. are organized first by
geographic and cultural areas and only secondly by theoreti-
cal topics. Therefore, a person interested in everything
related to East Afr;ca;would only have to use a limited section
of the files, while a person interested in a particular
theoretiéal topic would have to locate the correct drawer
in every relevant section of the files. In this sense, one
would expect the card files to be easier to use and, pérhaps,
to be niore heavily used by those anthropologists who were
cultural area specialists., One might also have expected more
U. N. C. professors to consider the HRAF important, simply
bocause it is located at their university. As we have seen
(Tables 16 and 26 to 29), there was little difference in the
U. N. C. and Duke evaluations of the HRAF. The high emphasis
on theoretical concerns expressed by'the interviewees may
be part of the reason why anthropologists at both universities

make little use of the HRAF.3

3This is not to s5ay that the HRAF cannot be used for
theoretical formulations, It has frequently been used in
that way for cross-cultural studiesj nevertheless, it is a
time-consuming process to search through large numbers of
drawvers. Tne information coded for the Ethnographic Atlas
and other information already coded for comouter retrieval
makes the coirputer a relatively faster way to use HRAI data.
There are other proolems with U, R. C.'s HRAF, including
filing backlozs and cranped quarters. These problems and
the relationship between usage and general information
retrieval orientation recuire further investigation. MNot
every sociccultural antnropologist is interested in cross-
cultural research, and at U. N, C. the heaviest users of the
HRAF are mambers of the sociology, Psychology, and Public
Health derartments.
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Interviewees were next asked how their information
needs had changed over the last few years, in order to deter=
mine any patterns which might affect library usage. Four
felt that theirvneeds had changed very greatly, eight beiieved
that their needs had changed somewhat, while eight anthro-
pologists! needs had changedeery little or not at all,
Although it would serve ligtle purpose to list all of the
individual changes in interest areas, the Qariety of responses
was most interesting, and several of the cémments were -en=-
lightening.

According to one young U. N. C, faculty member, there
i1s a major change in information needs beﬁween the time one
is a graduate student gnd theAtime one becomes a professional,
In his opinion, the graduate student reouires the classic
statements of anthropological problems, while the professional
most ﬁeeds the current, up-to-date statement. Although this
would not hold true fof those faculty members involved in
historical research, it does seem to be a productive general-
ization which will bear further investigation.

Another professor believed that her information needs
changed in a cyclical pattern governed by which stage of
research or teaching she happened to be in. In beginning
to teach a topic, she would make use of elementary texts.

In beginning a new research topic, she would normally refer
to more specialized rapers in the field., If periods of
teaching alternate with reriods of research, then changes in

one's information needs become more cyclical than progressive.
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There also may be a great change in information dsage
Petween the time an anthropologist takes on his first»faculty
position‘and several years thereafter. When one faculty
member first arrived at U. N, C., he needed to finish his
dissertation, which required one set of'specialized information,
At the same time he was beginning to teach beginning anthro-
pology courses, so he needed to exrand his factual knoWledge
in a broad range of areas. Now, his interests revolve around
more theoretical topics, and he finds interaction with other
faculty members to be most fruitful iq satisfying his inform~
ation needs.

This question was set in the context of how changes
in anthropological information needs would affect the library.
Almost all felt that changes in their information needs would
be reflected in the book orders they requast from time to
time. Only one of the individual faculty members felt that
changes in his personal needs would fequirééan extraordinarily
large investment in library resources, and this particular
professor did not feel he was justified in making such de-
mands on the U. N. C, library. Most interesting of all, the
vast majority of faculty members implied.that their own
actions, changing their own book order requests, would be all
that would be required for the library to respond to their
individual needs. 0Only a very smali proportion of the inter-
viewees revealed that they realized librarians select and
order books independent of faculty recuests. Almost none
saw any reason to inform lilrarians verbally when their subject

wa

intercsts did change. 3
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Interviewees were also asked if they saw a change in
the orientation of tﬁeir department, and they found this a’
particularly difficult question to answer. The majority at
both universities did not see a particular departmental
orientation; they feic that the departments were no more than
the sum total of individual faculty members. %When a faculty
member leaves or when a new one arrives, then the department
changes., Duké's department will soon be gaining a new chair-
woman, and one professor at Duke suggested that this might
make a slight chang®, but Duke faculty membefs generally saw
their department as an eclectic collection of individuals.
One Duke professor commented that the only fundamental change
in its orientation was the addition of an archeologist for
the first time this past year. One Duke professor and three
at U. N. C. believed that their departrents were shifting
more towards avplied fields, but these were the only ones
in the sample to see a change in departmental orientation.
Since the field is still extremely eclectic, libraries will
have to ccntinue acquiring materials in a myriad of different

subfields within the broad spectrﬁm of anthropology.

Library Research in Relation to Field UWork

Anthropologists were asked if they thought library
research would become more important in relation to field
Qprk as time goes on, and orinions were very much divided on
this question. The fgéld experience and the process of part-
icipant observation have traditionally been seen as distinc-

tive trademarks of social anthro»ology, and anthropologrists
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still see fieldwork as important in oreventing ethnocentri-
city and in teaching the student how to do social fesearch

in foreign cultures. The }nterviewees take this position,

and linguists, archeologists, and physical anthropologists

interested in primate behavior all agree that fieldwork is

extremely important.’ .

Nonetheless, today there are at least tnree difficul-
ties in arranging field work in the so-called "primitive"
cultures: acculturation, volitical problems, and financial
problems. As Western culture sprzads around the globe, the
folk cultures traditionally studied by anthropologisﬁé be-

Y

‘:‘come increasingly integratoed into the urbanized, Westernized
;xjworld culture, and this makes holistic studies of primitive
culture increasingly difficult. Many of these folk cultures
éfe also located in Third World countries increasingly hostile
to the United States and to anthropologists in general. In
the 19€0's the Préject Camelot scandal in South America
lwplicated anthropologists in research on subversive activity,
and since then, more and rore countries have begun to doubt
the intentions of anthropologists., Consequently, more and
more countries are closing their. doors to anthronologicel
résearch. Also, federal and foundation money, which in re-
cent years has been the source of funding for most anthro-
pological fieldwork, is decrcasing. With less money available
for research, anthropologists will have to turn to less
exp=nsive areas for research, such as applied work or social

research in America, or else they will have to conduct their

o research on secondary sources in libraries and archives.
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Even though the interviewees agreed on the importance
of fiéldwork, sixtesn of the twenty ahthropqlogisté {80 per
cent) expected that library rescarch would become more impor~
tant in the future., One épecialist in American Indian
languages felt that an increase in library research would be
inevitable as these Indian languages die out. Others, in-
cluding two physical anthropologists, answered that it would
Be inevifable because there is so nuch literature being
produced now that no one has time to read and synthesize it.
A few expressed tnhe hope that library research would become
more imgortant because they felt no one now is doing enough
background raesearch before doing experiments or their own
field work; this is a slightly different problem. Neverthe-
less, the finding that anthropologists expect to be making
much more use of the library in the future is a highly signif-

icant one, snd librarians would do well to take heed of it.

Prepublication Communication

When asked about the importance of prepublication
commnication, interviewees ; oved to have several different
conceptions of what this term means. Some‘considered "pre-
publication communication” to include letters asking questions,
conversation at conferences, and all forms of information
exchange on a rasearch topic. dthefs took the term to mean
only manuscripts written and passed among friends or papers
typed and distributed at conferences,”yet never published,

Reactions to prepublication communication were highly

\
variable. Three of the f®ur physical anthropologists said
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that the exchange of papers was unimportant, and two were
particularly upset by the low quality of these papers; They |
saw informal conversation, letter writing,'and receiving
advance papers for editorial review as considerably mo}e
important than these papers not intended for publication.
| Linguists, on the other hand, thriye on prepublication
papers, and all four in the sample commented that these were
extremely important. Two noted that they were far more impor-
tant in linguistics than in sociocultural anthropology. This
is partly because linguistics is still a small field in terms
of numbers of professioﬁala and because the number of people
knowledgeable in each specialized subfield is very small, it
is hard to make publishing financially profitable. According
to one Duke linguistic anthropologist, linguists are more
prolific than most anthropologists, and so, they have arrangéd
for certain organizations to duplicate and circulate their
papers. Ohio University Department of Linguistics,. for
example, makes these informal papers available; yet, they are
difficult for a library'to acquire.. According to a U. N. C,
professor, they may be available only for a short time, and
then they may never be available again, or they may not be
formally published for up to seven or eight years later,
Since it is hard to retrieve these publications, friends form
cliques based on subfield interests and often only exchange
papers with each other. This appears to be valid for lin-
guistic anthropology as well as for other areas of linguistics,

Of the two archeologists.one answered that prepublication
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communication was extreusly important because it takes five
to seven years to have research publishad., He felt that it
was this publication lag that makes meetings, papers, and
informal networks so important. For the other archeologist
prepublication comgunication (in the form of vapers) was

"moderately importiht
4

_%hropologists six felt that it was

" and he wished that it would becomnme

"totally uninmporta
Of the other
extrenely important Mfﬁ?éspecially so within narrow interest
groups. One ansuerﬁ;f%between very and moderately important,!
and only three an if$ed,that prepublication communication (in
the form of papers) was relatively unimportant. One of these
said that it was unimportant for him but that it was very
important for the young anthropologist. Although he would
not circulate his own papers "unless it was a very special
occasion," he felt it was his duty to help out young anthro-
pologists who sent their own papers for his criticism,

In sum, twelve of the twenty anthropologists (60 per
cent found prepublication communication to be very :tmpor't;am;.l+
Although one might expect that those relying heavily on
prepublication comtunication {e.g., linguists) would be less

heavy users of the library than those who relied little on

hThis does not correlate very well with faculty
members! survey resnonses for the use of prepublication
information, although it azrees well with the survey data
which indicat2d the importance of informal cowmmunication
between anthropolosists. Survey results showed that faculty
memoers used prepuvlicaticn communication nore often than
students, but the interview samnle of faculty nembers
apparently valued it more than did the survey sample (see
Tables 10, 21, and 22).
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it (e.g., physical anthropologists), the sample was too small

to establish such a pattern.

Field and Lab Notes

It was hypothesized that field and lab notes of other
anthropologists would be useful to Duke and U. N, C. anthro-
pologists. Since field notes contain masses of information
which are often never published, it was felt useful to
determine how often these are exchanged and what role a
library shouid have in acquiring them.

| Surprisingly enough, the vast majority of anthropolo--
gists haa not circulzted their own field notes, did not want
to, and did not want to see anyone else's field notes. 3ev-
eral answered ggét if they needed a particular bit of infor-
mation, they would write ﬁo the author, but they would not
ask for field notes; publishing someone else's data before
he had done it himself would be a form of robbery. Also,
most people's notes are ldiosyncratic, are written in short-
hand,‘and incorporate abbreviations that are incomprehensible
to others without a code. There is also a problem in confiden=
tiality, and some anthropologists are éxtremely concerned
about reveéling explicit personal information about informants
who may still be alive and whose security may be threatened
by the release of such information. A U, N. C. professor
said that he wouldn't release his own because they wvere im-
preséionistic, they included much that was only relevant to
his mood at that particular time, and that important nuances

would not necessarily make sense to others. Jeveral of the
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1nterviekees miade clear that what they found important was
the researcher's synthesis of his data, not the raw data
itself,

Of the whole sample only one made his notes available
to colleagues, one had used others' field notes forty years
ago, and one showed hers to graduate students working in her
specialty arca, At leuast for field notes of iiving 3cholars,
these anthropologists make little use of this form of infor-
mation, and librarians may texe this finding into considera-~
tion. Collecting field notes of deceased anthropologists

may, hovever, be another matter,d

Value - -of a Hypothetical Newsletter Information‘Service

It was hypothesized that a frequent'newsletter service
would be useful in keeping anthropologists up-to-date with
the latest research and the iatest findings in their fields

of interest. Uhen asked about the usefulness of such a service,

i
opinionfwas widely split. Many had misgivings about news-

letters in general because of the trivia and gossip they often

A
con ., but half of the interviewees appreciated particular

lo question was asked concerning the archival value
of fizld notes in the Duke and U, N, C, livraries, but
comments gathered in the interviaws seem to inmply that few
of these anthropologists would use them now. According to
the intarviewees, tne Awerican Philosonhical Society and the
Smithsonian Institution do have arcaival collections of field
notes. One professor from this sample will probably give
his field notes to a university or to sucnh an archive in the
future, If future antnropologists do mak: more use of li-
‘braries and archives, then these sources may become more
important then.
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ome had doubts about how current a newsletter could
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newsletters within their specialty areas. One ethnobopanist
sald that he would be willing to pay a fair amount to‘keep_
up-to-date by newslettar, but that there were not enough
people working in his specialty area to make a newsletter
economically viable. J3everal regretted the deaths of par-
ticular newsletters, and others were hopeful with the birth
of others.

One problem appears to be that no newsletter service
can keep anthropologists up-to-date with progress in the whole
field. Anthropology is simply too large and splintered, and
newsletters, as they exist today, usually help reinforce
fragmentation, raﬁher than helping to integrate the field.
The- Duke and U, W, C. anthropologists read the newsletters

which they receive on subscription, e.g., the American

Anthropological Association Newsletter; yet, not one in twenty

mentioned using other newsletters in the library. Many of
the interviewees were unfamiliar with newsletters besides

one or two within their own specialty area. Librarians, if
they continue to store newsletters, could perhaps supply
bibliographies of newsletter titles, so that anthropologists
would at least know what other publications are available for

keeping themselves up-to-date.

be. It takes people tire to learn information, to send it
in to the newsletter, and to publish and mail the newsletter,
Journals such as American Antiquity carry current rasearch
information, but soue of tnis inrformation may often be a -
year old at time of publication. Horefully, a newsletter
service could publish infornmation faster.
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~Computers

Although many of these anthropologists had not given
much prior thought to using computers in anthropological |
information retrieval, they generally felt that some compu-
terized system would be useful for their needs. Their re-
sponses had very little in common, but some of their ob-
servations are worthy of note.:

Three people felt that a computerized bibliography
for historical information would be very useful and far rnore
useful than a couputerized bibliography of recent publicaﬁionsf
As one Duke professor said, iﬁ "orobatly would take the samne
amount of work to do this from 1850 to 1950 as it would from
1950 to now, and from my standpoint it would be considerably
more valuable." ‘For those who use old, obscure, and foreign
languagé publications, flipping through tables of contents is
a waste of time, and many obscure sources are not covered in
monographic bibliographies.. Another felt that by the time a
computerized bibliogfaphy of recent titles was published, he
would already know about the important titles anyway.7
o Subject headings, which would be crucial for retrieval,
were seen as a major problem by a few interviewees, Two
found keyword systems to be greatly inadequaﬁe for their
needs, while three expressed guarded approval for them. An-

other anthropolozist commented that Current Anthrovolosy's

keyword system may save time in indexing, but it is not

7This does not consider the possibilities of on-
line retrieval or JSelective Dissemination of Information.
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rcally better than other types of indexes for finding things.
One liked the HRAF subject headings, while another thought
the entire HRAF system was rubbish, It appears that no one
system will satisfy everyone.

The interviewees also saw other problems. Any com-
puterized bibliography of adequate scale would cost millions
of dollars, and while thit would represent a modest sum for
the federal government, it would probably be overwhelming for
the discipline of anthropology alone. Others felt that there
was too much anthropological information to develop an "op-
timally useful” bibliography, much less a machine~-readable
equivalent of the Human Relations Area Files. Another
person saw difficulties in drawing the boundaries between
what is anthropology and what is not. Another wondered how
current citations would be entered intc the system, i.e.,
whether they would only include citations to publications
compilers received or whether compilers could afford to scour
the globe for everything published.

Some saw uses of the computer more for data retrieval
than for bibliographic retrieval. One linguist wanted to
find qll languages lacking nasal consonants, and he would
like a computerized sy:stem to be able to provide that kind
of information. An archeologist was interested in pottery
data, and as he made élear, photographs of pottery shards
are more useful than elaborate, computer-coded descriptions;‘
in other words, textual materials are more easy to cdmputerize
than illustrations, and illustrations are very valuable.to

archeologists,
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When asked about the usefulness of statistical data
in a computerized retrieval system, seven (35 per cent) were
frankly not interested, six (30 per cent) said it might be
useful in an ideal system although not for them, and seven
(35 per cent) said it would be useful to then, Those who
needed this type of information wanted statistics to answer
questféns about how many people speak certain languages by
ethni¢ unit, degree of sociocultural complexity, and time
depth or questions requiring statistics on seed size or on
biometric data on bones and teeth. Qne stated that he would
not trust sociological survey datavuhigésihe knew the sampling
Amethod used; it would be necessary for any data bank to in-
clude information about how the data was gathered.

Qne person wanted information on where to locate book
reviews,}and several felt that abstracts would accompany
citations in the ideal computerized bibliography.8 Almost
all wanted access to both theoretical and geographic topics.
Most important of all, almost everyone wanted citations to
books, articles, and all printed information; anthropologists
need a master bibliography which would be éompréhensive and

which would be the final authority.

Miscellaneous Observations, Criticisms and Recommendations

Several of the interviewees offered extended opinions

8Opinion on abstracts was sharply divided, whenever
interviewvees expressed an opinion. J3ix peonle would include
them, wnile three distrasted them ané did not want them in
such a computerized system.

=2
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and criticisms which are highly relevant to questions of

library and literature usage.

Duke interviewees:

1.

2.

be

5e

6.

A few Duke professors were concerned that browsing
was difficult in the Duke libraries, and one
mentioned that he liked small college libraries
because they were easier to browse in and were,
therefore, more '"usable'" than Duke's library.

One was highly critical of Duke's policy of not
placing order cards in the main catalog when books
are ordered. This, he felt, made checking this
type of informgtion very time-consuming for both
librarians and aculty members,

Two Duke professors were unhappy with the way book
order requests were handled within the departnment,
One was unclear about the form to use in requesting
book orders because he had been given a detailed
card relevant for the librarians! own process of
searching.: More communication is needed here.

One anthropologist despised filling out individual
McBee cards for each book checked out and felt this
was a terrible waste of faculty time. He much
preferredigpe old ®ook pocket card circulation

system in e at the library where he did his grad-
uate hork

La

&’}‘
One Duke profeﬁsor felt the library was doing a
superd job overall and-that what it needed most
was much more money and a more centralized organi-
zation., He was extremely unhappy with the growth
of departmental libraries at Duke University.

Two Duke professors complained about ineffective
interlibrary loan service, while another said,
"The interlibrary loan is absolutely first-rate
here." ‘Bhe latter professor was also very happy
with services provided by U, NI, C.'s library; he
telephones librarians at U. N. C.,, who either
provide reference information or send books over
to Duke 'f‘ore him.

One Duke': iprofessor sugzested that undergraduates
be given a coutrse in llbrary usaze because he was
convinced that students do not know how to make
the best use of the library.

Another Duke professor wanted to turn Duke's open

s
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stacks system into a completely closed stacks system
and employ students to retrieve books on reaunst,

In most cases he felt he knew what book he needed,
and that browsing was not necessary.

9. One felt that Duke ought to organize‘a central film
bureau, such as U. N, C.'s, in order to facilitate
the loan, purchase, and rental of films.

10, One greatly resented Duke's circulation policy for
books in storage. For a historical source that he
needs he has to wait three days for the book to bhe
retrieved from storage, and then ne is oply allowed
to keep the book for one day before returning it.

o 11. One #reatly disliked Duke's policy of letting facul- .
ty members check out books for a year because other
faculty members apparently ignore notices when he
attempts to call them in for his own use.

U, N. C. interviewees:

l. One U, N, C, professor wanted a revolution in li-
braries: a push button, computerized system to
elither bring the exact book or page to the patron
or else to print out the exact information needed.

2. Two anthropologists arsgued for more modest changes,
such as more flexible check-out periods for reserve
books and at least a partially open reserve system.9
Another felt that there were not enough duplicate
copies available for the reserve system., 3Jecause
of this, he made little use of the reserve systen
and assigned nmainly irnexnensive paperback books for
his undergraduate courses.,

3. One U, I, C. anthropologist was unhappy about the
waste involved in placing book order reguests
through the library. ¥o one had explained to him
the amount of searching that must take place before.
an order is sent, and no one had explained to him
that V. Ny C. had stopped its practice of using
blanket orders for many publishers. He was unhappy
that he was never nctified when his book order
requests were processed and books were received;
he was only notified when the book had previously

IPhe U, . C. reserve system already has two-hour,
twenty-four hour, and seven-day optional check out periods
to be selected by the faculty wmerver. The seven-day option
is an oren reserve option.

¢
.
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been ordered or when it had been in the library

. before he recuested it. He tnought that this was
wasteful, but he felt it was too time-consuming
for him to check the catalos himself before making
book order reouests. :

4. Two mentioned the problem of missing books as being
severe at U. N. C. Not only were books often hard
to locate; cetermining the status of books within
the graduate library was a problem because books
were often not traceable. One felt that an imnortant
improvement would be to make certain that guards at
the door searched. peopl~ thoroughly., This anthro-
pologist felt that some guards were not doing their
duty, -and books wvere easily being taken without
being checked out. ‘

5. One was unhappy with U, N, C.'s policy of allocating
tne lion's share of book funds to individual depart-
ments., He felt that acquisitions should be "done
centrally with some sort of well staffed biblio-
graphic service in the library." This service would
be staffed by bibliographers who know the field and
who would acquire the major publications. The de-
partments would be able to request other things. to
fil1l in gaps the bibliogravhers would miss. He
believes this system would be less haphazard than
passing around Library of Congress proofslips and
publishers! catalogs, which sometimes are not seen
by all faculty members before departmental money
is all encumbered. He felt that many important
items would not necessarily be in the Library of
Congress proofslips or the vublishers' catalogs
whicn are circulated. .

6. One felt that U. N, C., does not adecquately subscribe
to the little knovm foreign language journals and
newspapears, '

7. One said that the U, M., C. graduate library was poor
in terms of ease an¢ comfort of use.

8, One anthropolosist believed that many undergraduates
probably do not know how to use the U. N. C, graduate
library and that more research is needed on this
question. ‘

Comments shared in common:

1. lany anthrovologists do not use the library fre-
quently. Tour of the Duke faculty members and four
of the U, I, C. faculty members (40 per cent of the
sanple) voluntarily admitted that they did not often
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use the library. Another U, N. C, professor said
that he viewed the library as "just an extension
of his own personal library."

Use of the Human Relations Area Files has been very
limited. Only one Duke professor mentioned having
used them, while four volunteered that they had
never used them, two others said they were irrelevant
or worse from the point of view of physical anthro=-
pology. Of the U, N, C, professors at least four
have used the HRAF successfully, while two others
have tried unsuccessfully, and one said that they
were of no use tor him,

Six anthropologists (30 per cent) offered complaints
about cataloging or classification problems., Two
Duke professors complained about how Dewey Decimal
Classification splits the materials they need. One
Duke linguistics specialist had grave doubts about
the inadequate and irrelevant Library of Congress
subject headings used at Duke. Two U, N. C. lin-
guistics specialists were critical of their library's
cataloging, and one of them specified insufficient
subject headings and split series as major probleus,
Two other U, N. C, anthropologists criticized the
inadequacy of Library of Congress subject headings,
and one of these also criticized the library for
1nconsistent treatment of Spanish last names; some=
times authors -are entered under their mothers' names
and sometimes under their fathers! nanes.

Sumnary of Conclusions

1.

3.

These anthropologists rely heavily upon journals
and books and seldom use monographic bibliographies,
indexes, and abstracting services. The only news-
letters they read are their personal copies.

They are aware of the fact that they are not making
the best use of library resources in the Triangle
Region., Out of twenty only one hsd been to.North
Carolina sState University's library. Elevén

(55 per cent) had never been to the neighboring
university's library only ten miles away. Almost
all had, however, made use of interlibrary loan

at their home university. ’

Nearly half of these anthropologists see themselves
as theoretically oriented, while one half see them=
selves as equally interested in theoretical and
geograrhical orientations. Only one anthropolorist
sald he was mainly gzeograthically oriented. This
high emphasis on theoretical orientations may be
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partially responsible for the low rate of HRAF
usage,

Information needs change-at far different rates
for different professors. As one might expect,
the information needs of young faculty-members
seemed to change more rapidly than those of older,
longer established faculty members, -Anthropolo-
gists felt that changes in their needs would be
reflected in their book orders, and they showed
virtually no knowledge that librarians might be
interested in hearing about their changes in inter-
est. Only a small pronortion of interviewees
apparently realized thrat librarians select books
too.

The majority of anthropologists did not see their
department as having a svecific orientation, They
view their departments as groups of eclectic spec~
lalists "doing their own thing." For this reason
very few foresaw a change in their department's
own orientation; more U, N. C. than Duke faculty
members saw a shift towards applied or practical
anthropology.

Although fieldwork is still seen as crucial to
anthropolo :y, acculturation, political problems,
and financial problems are making fieldwork in
exotic cultures more and more difficult., Conse-
quently, anthropolosists will be turning more
towards fieldwork in America, action anthropol-
ogy, and more library research, FEighty per cent
of the interviewees felt that library research
would becore more important for the discipline.

The importance of prepublication information (in

the form of papersg was extremely high for linguists,
low for physical anthropologists, fairly high for
archeologists, and of varis ble importance for
sociocultural anthropologists. Sixty per cent of
the sample found prepublication communication to be
very important, and all felt that informal means of
communication were important.

Anthropological field notes are very seldom used
by other anthropolosists, and few of the inter-
viewees exrressed the desire to make use of archi=-
val collections,

Althouzh half of the interviewees appreciated
particular newsletters, many were unenthusiastic

about a hypothesized current awareness service in

newsletter form. lewsletters read by anthropolo-
gists are rersonal subscriptions, not library
subscriptions,
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11.

12,

13.

Few of these professors had had first-hand exper-
tence with computers, but most saw the usefulness
of a computerized corprehensive bibliography.

Some suggested that a historical bibliography would
be more useful than a current one. Most of these
anthropologists did not n¢ed data banks of statis-
tical information.

Anthropologists find problems with the cataloging
at both universities, and Library of Congress
subject headings seemed to be inadecuate or irrel-
evant for several of the interviewees! needs.

Few faculty members of either department used the
HRAF. Some expressed great distrust for its samp-
ling and distrusted the cross-cultural generaliza-
tions it has generated.

Forty per cent of the sample do not use the library.
frequently. DMNost rely on their personal collections
and information from.colleagues in keeping upn-to=-
date, Libraries are generally used for background
reading for research projects or for checking
information for lectures, but libraries are not
normally used on a day-to-day basis, Professors
sometimes have little more contact with the library
than sending their lists of books for raserve to

the library reserwve room,

C e N
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CHAPTER IV
CONCLU3IONS

‘Since this research was concecived as exploratory
research, it was not intended to solve all possible questions
in the realm of anthropological information problems. Many
more areas need to be exrlored, namely the importance of
browsing, information problems of undergraduates, differences
between beginning gradyate students and those who have comn=
pleted their fieldwork; differences bethen faculty infor-
mation nceds for teachiﬁg and for research, and different
pathways for research strategies. This study has emphasized
the use and value of sources of information more than it has
the paths students and faculty take in research activity.
Mevertheless, the two most important findings of this study
are tne hizh importance of footnotes and informal communi-
cation and the low importance of card catalogs and bibliozraphic
'aids for anthronolozistse Both of these findings imply clear
patterns in the way anthrqpologists make use of their litera-
ture and libraries, and ramifications of these patterns will
be discussed shortly.

Prime objectives of this research were to discover
differences between U, B, C. and Duke respondents, between
faculty members and students, and between the Duke-U. N, C,

sample; the surprising finding is that there were so few
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differences between these pairs,

Us N. Cu's department is more oriented towards applied
anthropology and sociology than is Duke's department, but
neitner departicent has a clearout orientation. Students
spend more time per week than faculty members do gathering
information related to anthropology, students make more use
of bibliograpnic aids than do faculty members, and students
have more difficulty using certain forms of the literature.
Faculty members are able to subscribe to the most imnortant
Journals themselves, while students must either borrow them
or use them in the libra}y. The Dike-U, . C. faculty‘sample
was less experienced anc less pnolific than the Amsden sanple.,
Duke and U. N. €., faculty members were considerably more sat-
isfied with their lioraries' c¢ollections than were Amsden's
professicnals; yet, on the whole similarities between these
pairs outweigned the differences.

Both students and faculty members nroved to be extreme-
ly specializeé in their interest areas. All of these groups
relied heavily on a small number of major American journals
and found certain forms of literature, such as foreign mono-
graphs, governmenrt publications, handbooks, technical reports,
and encycloredias, to ve of far less imnortance. All felt
that loans and photocopies supplizd wiere by far the most
important library services. All agroed that scattering of
" library materials was a major problem. Both Duke and U, ¥. C,
faculty merioers and Amusden's sample agreedithég teachihg was

their most tine-consumini activity., ltost important of all,
%
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all groups 4. r:ed that conversation with other anthronolo-
gists and footnotes or bibi&ographies in books were the most
important ways tney use to obtain {information.t
This study found that professional anthropologists do

maxe considerable use of the vast literature available, but
the library is often not central to their work. Survey
results demons*trated the low value fqpulty members and--to
a far lesser extent--students placefﬁ% the library card cata-
log., Interviews showed that facult? memters generally buy
the books and journals most of'ten used in their work, and theyi
use the 1i » ry for the more esoterié?\out-of-print, and ex~
pensive publications. They receive many recent books as gifts
from publishers, and part of their information comes t'rom
sources they have collected themselves. As one faculty member
said: .
‘ My use of the library is pretty narrow at this

point. If I could afford to buy the books, I probably

wouldn't go over there at all. . . I'm mostly concerned

with ana1y21ng field data, so the library is not that

crucial to me, although it can become cruclal when you

need a book that you have to have in order to make your

[paperd] complete,

No students were interviewed, although from many

Jengthy, informal convervat19ns with bteginning Duke graduate
students, it appears that sbﬁdenb are generally more reliant

upon library resources than faculcy members are. Students

loomments made in tne Duke and U. N. C. interviews
made it clear t.at footnotes in journals were caqually impor-
tant as those in boeks. Arain, Anmsdonts survevy had the
caterory of ".nthropolcpical literature, ' which for her
sarple was consideravly rnore important than even conversation
or footnotes., ‘
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normally have ruch less develoved networks of informal con-
tacts to rely on for current information, and they can not
usually afford to go to conferences., They can afford fewer
information resources of their own and, thus, are forced to
use library periodicals or those that they can borrow from
other students and faculty members. This is not to say that
all students use the library more than all faculty memhers,
dome facﬁlty memoers do extensive historical research, and
do make considerable use of library resources,

Informal conversation is extraordinarily important
foﬁ students, just as it is for faculty members, but students
have less mobility than most faculty members, From the
author's personal experience it seems fair to say that stu-
dent sources for informal cowrmunication center on fellow
students and faculty members within their department. The
faculty members' informal communication is also strong with
students and colleazues in the deparﬁment, but it also in-
cludes many other contacts with professionals around the
country or around the world.? These provide a crucial source
of current information from which graduate students--at least
beginning graduste students--generally do not benefit.

Forty per cent of the facilty members interviewed made

20ne of leredith Altshuler's findines in her research
on medical antanropologists was that they wanted irmproved
conmunication vetween collea-nes, They wanted "increased
circulation of working papors, me2tings of small grouvns for
discussion rather than reading papers, and a letter journal
of field worx reports" (i'edical Anthropolozy: a Case Study
of Inter-discirlinary Information Needs, Unpublished re-
search paper, Schceol of Librory science, The University of
horth Carolina at Chapal Hill, p,32)
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little uso of the library, and it is important to ask our-
selves why this is the case. It is true that some anthro-
pologists are involved in working over their own field data,
but there are other reasons., Keeping up with teaching, ad-
ministrative duties, and writing takes a considerable amount
of ﬁime, and there is an avalanche of journal articles and
book'reyiewg to read. Even those who often use the library
feel that it is hard to find time to use it énough.

These anthropologists feel that conversation with other
anthropologiéﬁs and footnotes enable them to select what is
most important for their information needs. A4s J. M. Brittaih
has written, "The increasing reliance placed upon informal
communication is the scientist's way of adjusting to the in-
formation explosion and satisfying those information needs
which formal channels do not or cannot fulfil."3 The rela-
tively sparse research in behavioral science information re-
trieval has demonstrated the importance of informal communi-
cation or what has been called the "invisible college."h

These informal channels provide current relevant information

3d. M. Brittain, Information and its Users; a Review
with Special feference to the Social sciences (hew York:
Wiley~Interscience, 1970}, p. 78.

hlational Research Council. Committee on Information
in the Behavioral Sciences, Communication Systems and Resanrces
in the Behavioral Sciences (Washington: Lational Academv of
Sciences, 1Yc7), p. I3, oGee also Amsden, "Information Problems
of Anthropologists,” p, 125, John 3. Appel and Ted Gurr's
study of behavioral scientists, which included one-thirdé an-
thropologists, ("2ibliographic Needs of 3ocial and Rehavioral
Scientists: Report of a Pilot Survey," American Sshavioral
Scientist, VII (June, 1964), p. 52) found "personal cormruni-
cation” to be somewhat useful, but far less important than
"conversation with anthropologists" was for the Amsden and
Duke~U. N. C., samples.
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unavailable in published sources, but do so in an inefficient
and temporary fashion. Not ever&one is kept up~to-date on
a wide variety of subfields within anthropology. The strength
of informal channels for communication seems to be both a
product and a reinforcer of extreme specialization within the
field.
- Duke and U, N, C, respondents also considered footnotes

to be extremely 1mportant,'and this might well support L,
Uytterschaut's findings on the research patterns of social
scientists, His interviewees' main concern was "io locate
as quickly as possible the leading authors and standard works
in the field" with the hope that thesc leaders would provide
selected bibliographies of the most important literature.5
In order to updatc these bibliographies, Uytterschaut found
that social scientists turn to secondary sources and major
periodicals. Duke and U, N} C. anthropologists also make
considerable use of book reviews and publishers' announcements.

Duke and U, N, C. professional anthropologists evaluate
. the library card catalog as relatively unimportant., This
fact, coupled with the importance of footnotes and the relative
unimportance of bibliograrhic aids, lcads to several inter-
esting questions about library usage.

For journal articles this researcnh did not show whether
anthropologists more often browse or more often seek specific

articles; each university has a serials catalog with which

’L. Uytterschaut, "Literature 3earching Methods in
Social science Research: a Pilot Inouiry," American 3e-
havioral Scientist, IX (May, 1966), p. 24.
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: onexcan locate serials without going to the card catalog.
For books, however, the unimportance of the card cabalbg
either implies that library books are not often used or that
browsing is a more common practice than seeking specific
titles. Since, according to survey data, these anthropolo-
gists rate books almost as important as American journals, it
would be logical to expéct browsing to be the more. common path-
way to information in library books. FHuture research on library
usage should test this hypothesis.

From a librarian's point of view, the unimnortance of

bibliographic aids was one of the most interestihg findings
of this research, Anthropologists were often unfamiliai with

Abstracts in‘Anthropology, and when asked to list the indexes

and abstruacts they used, twenty of the sixty-four survey re-
spondents skipped the question, while eleven of the remaining
forty-four answered that they used none. Only thirty-three
of the sixty—four'used and listed indexes or abstracts, and
on the average they only cited between one and two titles each.
In this area librarians can provide an important service by
teaching both students and faculty members how to use the
available bibliographic aids.

Amsden's research also showed that anthrovologists
make relatively little use of indexes and abstracting services,
and that there are sometimes problems of incomplete coverare

and unsatisfactory indexing by these services.6 Likewise,

6Amsden, "Inforration Problems of Anthropologists,"
po 125, P- 129‘
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Appel and Gurr found that only 15 per cent of the anthropolo-
glsts in their study wade use of abstracts.7 Also, 89 per
cent >f the social scientists they surveyed did not know of
the Unesco international bitliozraphies or else felt they
were "irrelevant or seldom useful for their work,"

Opinions of Duke and U, N. C. intervieweés on the value
of abstracts were mixed--some liked them and some highly dis-
trusted ﬁheir accuracy. Cleariy, abstracting services need
improvement, and perhaps indexing services do too, but Duke
and U, N. C., anthropologists are almost certainly not using
these services to their full potentisl.

In addition, the Human Relations ‘Area Files, located
at U. X. C. are rot often being used by members of either
department, One reason is that the files are of limited
value to archeologists, linguists, and physical anthropélo-

gists.8

There arc considerable methodological problems in
doing cross-cultural statistical research.? Some professors
interviewed had qualms about the sampling used in creating
the files, others did not find the kinds of information they
needed in ths files, and others simply did not find time or

reason to use them. This problem reouires a full scale study

7hppe1 and -Gurr, "Bibliographic Needs of Social and
Behavioral Scientists: Report of a Pilot Jurvey," p. 52.

8These fields account for six of the eleven Duke
professors and six of the twenty-two U, N. C. professors
surveyed.

9Karvin Hlarrvis, The Rise of Anthrono'orical Theory;
a_History of Thaories of Julture (inew York: ‘Thomas Y.
Crovell GO., 190:’;), PP« C‘lu'b-l5, P 632. '
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itself, but the files can still be profitably used, especially
for rapid fact finding. It is possible that anthropologists
need further education in using the HRAF; it is also likely
that the HRAF may need to be improved to make different types
of theoretical research more convenient. The computerized
index to the contents of the HRAF is certainly a step in the
right direction}o the HRAF bibliographies should be useful foi
all sociocultural anthropologists, but at present U. N, C.
and Duke sociocultural antﬁropologists are not very interested
in the files. |

In genetral, the two departments are relatively satis-
fied with available collections at both libraries; however,
many faculty members make heavier use of their personal re-
sources than library resources. This is probavly the major
reason why anthrapologists make little use of bibliozraphic
aids. Many rely heavily on conversation and footnotes for
information leading to prime sources. If they can not buy
or borrow crucial publications, then they make use of the

library,ll

Faculty r=actions seenm to correspond to what Fremont

10Donald Horrison, "Indexing the Human Relations Area
Files," American OJehavioral jciéntist, VII (June, 1964),
pp. 49-50.

llThe importance of browsing was not determined in this
research, althougzh from other data collected it also avpears
to be a significant pathway to library usage. From personal
experience students doing term papers often use footnotes and
conversation to learn the most iuportant sources and then go
to the library to browse the shelves surrounding the criucial
sources. 3rowsin;; may, thusy be more useful for finding
secondary material,
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Rider called "the demand for book irmediateness," the desire
"to have their research materials availabie. . . under their
own finger tips vherever they may happen to be working."l2

In this case coﬁvenience of access makes pefsonal pOSSGSSion;
or borrowing from colleagues preferable to searching through
libraries. What any anthropologist has to do 1s select the
important literature and gain access to it. Faculty members
generally build relatively large personal collections of the
most useful works, and they go to the library for the less
often used material, Students want to build their'oﬁn personal
libraries too, but can not afford much of what they need.
Beginning graduate students make heavy use of the library's
mulﬁiple copies of crucial works, while advanced graduate -
students make use of more specialized material as well. Con-
venience of access is important to all, and personal possession
is the most convenient means of access.

Deseription of anthropological information retrieval-
is" further complicated by the fact that faculty members desire
some sort of comprehensive computerized bibliography. The
idea behind indexés, abstracts, the Peabody Museum Catalog,
and the HRAF is to make literature searching ecasier and more
systematic; yet, these aids play a minor role at Duke and
U. N. C. This might imply that these anthropologists have

a limited amount of time available for comprehensive literature

12This phrase was actually used in the context of
library cooperation, but its truth applies here as well, See
Fremont, Rider, The icholar and the Future of the Research
- Library (Hew York: Hachan Press, 1944), p. 82, 83.
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searching. Part of the problem may be that there are still

too many sources to consult in making a comprehensivé litera-
ture search. The main benefits of a computerized bibliographic
system, as the facuity see¢ it, would be in speed énd compre~
hensiveness,

The réculty members of the two departments have not
yet given enough time to consideration of what a computerized
bibliography could do for them. They have not yet discussed
or agreed upon factors which would benefit their own depart-
mentg, much less the entire field of anthropology. Judging
from faculty orinions, it seems that no one system will satis=-
fy all of their needs. Many see a computerized bibliogravhy
as useful within their specific subarea but view a computer=-
lzed bibliography for the entire field as a dream too expen-
sive to realize. |

Famiiiarity with the computerized systems discussed in
Ameden's article would help anthropologists to decide on what
they need. Also, the Human Relaticns Area viles Automated
Bibliographic 3ystem (HABS) is making significant strides in
developing computerized bibliographies useful to anthropolo-
gists., | |

Advantages of‘this system include the following pos-
sibilities: 1) multidimensionai analysis-~the ability to
specify subject, time and area; 2) multilevel analysis--~the
ability to classify cach major variable (i.e., subject, time,
area) in both broad and specific terms; 3) integrated approach

to analysis~-the ability to index both generic and specific
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concepts; 4) data quality control and annotations=-information
fegarding the‘author and the nature, language, and source of

the data; and %) the ability to produce varied types of out-

put and the capability to produce "tailor-made" bibliographies.13
All of these features would likely be useful in a computerized
bibliographic system for all anthropological information.lh

In any case anphropologists realize that in the future
they will have to make rore extensive use of libraries than
they do now. As the number of anthropoldgists continues to
rise, so will the quantities of publications they will need
to read in order to keep current. The longer anthropologists
wait, the harder it will be for threm to establish any kind .
of comprehensive bibliographic control.‘ In the future anthro-
pology will probably remain an extremely heterogeneous field
which borrows from many other fields of behavioral and natural
science,

At present'bhese anthropologists are reasonably con-
tent with available library collections, although they find
them to be too scatterad and not well enough orgaﬁized.

Many of these problems seem to derive from classification

systems which separate anthropological materials, and for

now these schemes are too well entrenched to be done away with,

13See Hesung C, Koh, "An Automated Bibliographic System:
HABS," Behavior Science llotes, IV (1969), 70-79.

thor more informaticn on anthropolozy and computers,
see publicaticns by Hymes and Pelto on the bibliosraphy., For
riore on automited bibliographies, see publications by .avis,
Garfield, Koh, Pecarson and Jones, and Dehavior Science 'otes,
IV, no. 1, 1969. L
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Both Dewey and the Library of Congress classification systems
cause dissatisfaction; yet, replacing them is a tremendous
expense, and alternative classification systems are of
questionatle value,1? Perhaps, librarians can help out here
by pressuring Library of Congress and Dewey editors to make
these systems more responsive to the needs of anthropology.
Lastly, few of the faculty members interviewed revealed
an underétanding of how fast library expenses are rising.
Many seened to take the library for granted as a nice asset
to the university, but nothing to worry about. As the cost
of informatioﬁ rises, as publishing increases, and as the
ground conditions of anthropology change, they will have to
rely more and more on library resources. Academic libraries
rely heavily on faculty support for gaining more money from
the university administration and the state legislature.
Professional anthropolegists have a role to play in preserving
the quality of these libraries, and ﬁhey should realize that
their support is necessary for the libraries of thé-future.
In supporting litraries, they will preserve an important
link in the information transfer chain, and thus, ensure the

future of superior antiropological research.

15ur. Kotei in a revort presented at the international
conference of tie International African Institute, Hairobi,
1967, found that "thre much used library classification schemes"
are generally inadeguzte for African studies. He felt that
Bliss would prodably be more satisfactory than U. D. C.y D2wey,
or L. U. for use in ifricanz litrsries interecsted solely in the
social sciences and humanities. Jee J. D. Pearson and Ruth
Jones, "African Biblio-raphy," Africa, XXAVIII (July, 1963),
p. 313.
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Pleas¢ place check marks by the appropriate answers. There {a space allotted for
comments on page four, Pleage feel free to use {t,

I,

II,

111,

IV.

VI,

VII,

VITY.

Which are you? faculty member
graduste student, non-teaching
gradusto student, teaching

How many years have you been a graduate student or a faculty member?

What is the highest degree that you hold?

B.A. or B.S.

H.Aq or MoSl

PhD. or equivalent advanced degree (please specify)

A —————

HWhen was this degree earned?

P ———————

What are your most imporiunt srans of speciaglization within *ie broad
spectrum of anthvopalogy?

s ton. - e, i . i

Lf you teach, ¢~ you have'assistants who help you in doing library research?
yes
no

If yes, then what kinds of library research do they do for you?

o mrmtrime st . oa e a e

— - e

————

-———

What are your most time-consuming activities? Please rank them in order,
with 1 teing the most time-consuming activity.

administration
consultation
fieldwork

other research
editing

teaching

writing

other (please specify)

How many publications have you produced in the last five years?
books

articles

conference papers (only those published)
book revieuws

other published {tems (please specify)

Khat foreign languages do you read adequately for your anthropological
research interests? Please list,

——— . = 4% L mken e e siman e am s

M r e e ek e e - o A . v e % o o
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X, What ways do you use to get information about anthropology? Please check

the appropriate frequency.
FREQUENTLY SOMETIMES NEVER

Conversation with othtt anthropologists
Conversation with non-anthropologists
Socisl gatherings with colleagues
Conferences and other formal mecetings
Visiting speakers
Correspondence
Prepublication information
Non=anthropological literature
Library card catalog
Indexes and abstracts
Footnotes or bibliographies in books
Separate or monngraphic bibliographies
Book reviews or publishers' snnouncements
Seminar presentations ‘
Other

HTHTTTHTT

[HTHTHTHT
T

B L T SR Wy * R

XI, Please 1list the subject areas outside of anthropology whose literature
you scarch, and please check the frequency,
FREQUENTLY SOMETIMES

|

|
[
111

XII. How many hour: 2.t week do you spend getting information related to your
interests as an snthvopologist? (This {ncludes time spent gathexing
information in subject arcas outside of anthropology per se)

0-9

10-19
20-29
30-39
40-49
50-59

60 or over

—

XIII. Please list the five periodicals you use most frequently,

Hovw many of these five do you subscribe to personally?

X1V, Please list the sbstracting and indexing services you use and check the
frequency of use., . -

FREQUENTLY SOMETIMES

]
1
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XV, What forms ot literature do you use, how important are they to you, and how
easy are they to use successiully?
IMPORTANCE EASE OF SUCCESS IN USE
: Creat Moderate Little Easy Moderate Difficult
Elenogtary (under-
i grad) texts -
Advanced (grad)
texts ‘
All ronographs
Foreign monographs
Amarican journals
Foreign journals
Review publications
Government publications
International organiza-
tion publicatiens
Technical reports
Encyclopedias \
Dictionaries and
glossaries
Handbooks
Masters' theses,
manuseripts, and
other unpubiishked
material
Doctoral dissertaticna
Newspapers
Maps
Human Relations /i2&
Files

RIREREREEREEE

1

XVI. What is the importance of library services for your information needs?
(Please assume that thrse services are available)

NOW - IN THE FUTURE
Sometimes Very ‘ We Need
Important  Important More of This

Loans and photocopies
supplied

Quick reference service,
e.g., telephone

Brief literature search

Comprehensive literature
search, e.g., bibliography

Critical survey of literature

Translations

Abstracts of specified
articles

Edi~ourial assistance, e.g.,
peoviceading

Heip in location of audio-
visual materials

Guidance by lihrory staff

J{Ycary accnstion list:

T ————
.
——————

IINENInin
HEREINN

T
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XVIXI. How often do you experience the following problems in gathering infor=-
mation?
FREQUENTLY SOMETIMES KEVER
Not knowing where to go for information
Incomplete coverage by index and
abstracting services
Unsatisfactory indexing by index and
abstracting services
Inadequate or insufficient help from
library staff
Inadequate cataloging of library -
materials
Difficulty in obtaining foreign
publications
Difficulty in obtaining
unpublished material
Difficulty in obtaining technical
reports
Not encugh copies of some material
Published information in your area
of spevialization is inadequate
Library collections in your area
of gpecialization are inadequately
organized
Information published is not
up-to-date
Information available is not
up=to-date
Difficulty’ in-locatirg material
listed in card catalog
Library collections in your home
-univereity are too scattered
Library collections in your home
university are inadequate
Library collections in the
Triangle Region are inadequate

||

NINEEREEE

HinEEN
]

N
N

BEREEN

| ]
n

COMMENTS:
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APPENDIX B
INTERVIZW QUESTIONS




11.A,
B,

E,

F,

106

INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
First of all, do you have any comments to make
rogarding the survaey?
Did it cover the ares you expeoted?
Did it aocomélish'what you expeoted it to?
‘

Aro there other related areas that you would like to
see investigated more thoroughly?

How long have you been using the library here?

'How well does the libfary here fulfill your special

information needs, and along with this, what are your
special needs?

Next, I would 1like to ask about the difforent forms of
library materials and how well the available resourcos
at' this library satisfy your library needs,

To what extent do the avallable books satisfy your
needs?

The available periodicals?

The available monographic bibliographies?

The available indexes?

The available aostracting services?

The available newsletters?

Are the overall anthropolomy collections here adequate?
If not, do you have any ideas on how they could be
improved?

Do you feel you are making the best use of resources
available in the Trianmle Region?

Do you often use U, N, Cs's or N, C, State's libraries?
Do you often use interlibrary loan?

Is your use of the literature more théoretically oriente
ed, or is it more geographically oriénted?

A ma jor function of the library is to support the needs
of the faculty, If the information needs of the facule
ty change, then the library should react to these changes
in terms of its collection building, Have your own
information needs channed over the last few years?
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K, Have tho information needs of the department changed
recently? 1Is this due to the changing composition of
the faculty, or do you see a chaneing orientation in
the anthropology department here?

L. Do you think that library research will become more
important in relation to field work as time goes on?

Ms How important would you rate prepublication communi-
cation in anthropolozy? ‘

Neo What about fiocld notes of other scholars who have
worked in your area of specialization? Do you use :
them, and can you net to see them when you need to?

0, If a special information service were available cover=-
ing your main fields of interest throush frequent
newsletters, and assuming it wasn't overpriced, would
that be useful to you in kecping up~to-date?

II11.A, If some computerized system could be designed to re-
- trieve anthropolozical information, do you have any
.~ 1deas as to how you would 1like to see it organized?

B, VWhat forms of information would you request be included
in this system?

Citations?
Abstracts?
Other information?

C, VWhat about statistical irformation such as Harris poll
data, which 1s commonly vresented in tabular form?
Yould you want this information, e.g., voting analysis
by etnnic group, included in tnis system?

IV.A, Are there any areas of information needs or library
problems which interest you and which we have not yet
covered?
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TABLE 20
SUBJECT AREAS WITHIN ANTHROPOLOGY

~Duke U, N, Co Total

Life Sciences

Ecology
Cultural Ecology
Hunan Zcology
Paleoecology
Ethnobotany
Evolution '
Human and Primate )
Evolution
Human Bvolution
Molecular Evolution
Primate 3Ivolution
Fossil Man
Functional Morphology
Genetics
ledical Anthropology
Hedecine and Anthropology
Osteology
Physical Anthrovology
Primates, Primatology
Primate Adaptations
Primate Anatomy
Primate Bonavior
Primate Palzontology
Totals :

PO DD = b ps

= ONp

~—
aHNHHNOHHﬂHHHHHHH N s

-
cbmwwwmw I Sy

Physical Scisnces and Archeology

Archeology 1
Archeolosy (Zastern U.S,)
Archeology (llesoarerica)
Archeology (01ld World)
Archeolory (Paleolithic)

Pleistocene Geochronology

Totals :

«
bttt

Rl ad "

o
QFHH

o

Avplicd Fields

Applied Anthropology
Photography 1l
Population
Population Anthropology
Population Tcology
Totals

—

,—

dHNN =
hmmw

o
o
o




TABLE 20~«Continuod

Seciocultural Anthropolosy
and Othor Helcted rields

Aging
Anti-imperialist Anthropology
Black Studies
New World Nesgro
Comparative Family
Cognition -~
Complex Socloties
Cross~Cultural Studies
Cultural Anthropology
Culture and Personality
Culture Chanme
Intentional Culture Chanre
Distribution Systems
Zconomic Anthropology
Education
Educational Anthropology
Ethnography
Ethnography (Southeast U.S.)
Ethnogravhy of Humour
Sthnohistory
Ethnolozy
Ethno-~Psycho Pharmacology
Exchange Metworks
Field HMethods
Folk Culture (Zurope)
Folklore
General Systems Thsory in
Anthropolopy
History (Southeast U,.S,)
Kinship
West African Kinship
Minorities
{odernization
Peasants
Political Anthropology
Socio~Political Organization
Proxenics
Psycholonical Anthropologny
Relirion
Primitive Relision
Socioloey of Relision
Social Antnropoloqy
Social Organization
Social 3tructure’
Social Control and Social Change
Social Psychiatry
Sociel Science Methods
Socio~Cultural Anthropoloay
Techno=. nvironmental Determinism

Duke U, N . C, Tota_,!..
1 1
1l l

1 1

) 1

1 1

1 )

1 1
2 2

3 2 5
3 3

1 1l
1 1l

1 1l
2 1 3
1 1

1l 1
1l 1l

) 1
1 1l
1 1

2 2

1 1
1 .1
2 2

1l 1

1l 1

1 1

1l 1
3 3
1 1
1l 1

3 1 Iy
1 1 2
1 1
1l 1

2 ! 1

3 g 3
2 2
1l 1
1 1
I 9
1 2
1

1l 1
1

1

3

1

L W 2 el A V2t
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TABLE 20-=Continuod
DUi(e UQ N. CQ TOt_g_l

Sociocultural Anthronoloev and
Othsr selated ields--Continued

Theory
Anthropological History and
Thoory _
Anthropological Theory
Urban Anthropology
Urbanization
Homen's Roles and Fertility
Totals

=

ﬂ el ol ol S
¥
ﬂHHmHH o

Linpuistics

Cognitive Anthrovology
Language Acquisition
Languane of Culture.
Languages (American Indian)
Linguistic Anthrovology 2.
Linguistic Theory

Linguistics s 3
Phonetics

Phonology

Semantics

Sociolincuistics 1
Syntax '

Totals 1T

Y

dw =B ol SV I
n
dHHHHHmHmHHHP

Area Studics

Africa 1
Bast Africa 1
Amerindians
North America
North American Indians
Carivbean
Corsica
Xurove
Latin America
{oditerranean
liesoamerica
111ddle Fast
New Worild
Nortn Carolina (Rural)
South Asia
Southern Appalachians

O W

= oH
)
NFHHHuHHHHHNHHHH:

QFH L

(n=6l)
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TABLY: 23
SUBJECT AREAS OUTSIDE OF ANTHROPOLOGY

Duto U, N, C, Total

ILife Sciences

Anatomy
Human Anatomy
Non-Prinate Anatomy
Animal Behavior
Animal Ethology
Biology
Evolutionary Biology
Botany
Economic Botany
Dentistry
Drug Literature
‘cology
Genetics
Medical Litersture
(Including surgery, etc,)
Mycology
Ornithology
Paleontology
Primatology
Psychiatry
Zoology
Totals

Wy QY
f

W R Sy I
O e\ U VY
ﬁmmmmwwﬂ b D T D

ﬂrwwmw =
N

Physica; Sciences

Acoustical Literature
Geology

Physical Sciences
Physics

So0ill Science

Totals s

=
Ol =

P

Applied Fields

City Planning 1 1
Communication 1 1
Community Jovelooment 1 1
Film Making _ l 1
Radio-TV-ilotion Pictures 1 1
Photograchy . 1
Physical Therapy 1 1
Population 1 1
Public Health 1 3 I
Social “ork 1 i
Statistics 1
Totals B 9 hin
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TABLE 23-=Continuod

Social Seiences, Humanitioes,

ste.

Art History 1
Claesica
Dooision Throry
Econonies
loo=Marxist 'Jconomics
anglish
Ethnohistory
Folklore
Genoral Systems Theory
Goography
Gerontoloay
History
Amorican Colonial
Spanisa Colonial
Zeconomic History
Linguistics
Litorature :
Modern ani Contemporary
Literature
Mathematics
Peasants, Rural =uronean
Philosovhy :
Political 3cienceo
Psychology
Cognitive Psycholopy
Mathematical Paychology
Religious lritings
Social Psychiatry
Sociolozy
Historical Sociology
Urban Studies
Totals -

e e o
e

e

-
00 O W b
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Cultural Area Studies

African Journals

Arctic

Cariboean Stu.iies

Middle Xast Studies and Jrurnals
Totals

(n=59)‘
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TABLE 2}
SERIALS®

Academy of Political 3olence .
Proceedings !
Africea 1 8
Akwesasne Notes ' g
American Anthropologist 22
American Antiquity . T2
° . American Assooiation of Geographers
v Annals - s
"~ American Journal of Human Gensties 1
American Journal of Physical
Anthropology .
American Journal of Psychiatry
American gournal of Public Health
Amepican*%burnal of Sociology *
Américgn Sociological Review
Anatomical Record -
Anthropologica A
Anthropological Linsuistics
Anthropological Quarterly
Appalachian Review
Asian Perspectives .
Behavior 3cience Notes 1
Bi jdragen tot de taal~, land=- en
Volkenkunds van Nederlandsche
Indie o o P ‘ 1l
Biochemical Genetics ‘ 1
Black Scholar 1
Bulletin of. the History of Medecine 1
Bureau of American Zthnology
Bulletin R !
Canadian Review of Sociology and
Anthropology . d
Caribbean Monograph Series S :
Caribbean Studiess 1l
Charplain Society publications 1 "
Comparative 3Studies in Soclety and
History _ 3 ,
Current Anthropology 12 36
Daedalus - v W
Demography ’ i , 2
_ Econonic Zotany _ < ' 1
Economic Uevelopment and Cultural
Change
Etlmmohistory
Ethnology
Folie Frimatologica
Poundations of Languages
History of Religion

w
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TABLE 2li--Continued

' Dukeo Uo NQ CQ Tot%l
Human Biology 1

1l
Human Eeology 1 1
Human Orpoanization 9 9
Indian Linruistics 1l 1
Instituto llacicnal de Antrovolopgia
e Historia Boletin ) 1
International Journal of Ameriocan ‘
Iinsuistics 2 1 3 .
International Journal of Middle
o Bastern Studies 1 1
Journal .for tho Sciontific Study
-~ of Religion ‘ 1l l
Journal of African distory i 1 1
Journal of Asian Studies T 2 - 2
Journal of Comparative Family :
Studies h 1
. Journal of Dental Research 1 1
© ‘Journal of Seonomic History 1 1
Journal of Human <volution 1 1.
Journal of Marriage and the Family 1 1l
Journal c¢f Social 'lork “ducation 1 1
Journal of Zoology (London) 1 , 1
Language 5 2 7
Liberian 3tudies Journal . 1 1
Linguistic Inquiry l 1l 2
Lihguistics. 1l 1l
London Times Literary Supplement - 1 1
Man .. L
Medical Anthrovolory Newsletter 7 1 1
Museo NHacional de Antropologlia
Historia Boletin 1 1l
National Geogranhie . ) 1
Natural History - 2 2 L
Nature 9 1 10
New York Academy of Sciences Annals 1 1
Neurology® : 1 1
Niewe West-Indischs Gids | 1 1l
Orbis . z 1 1
Orthopsychiatry L 1 1
Poeterson's Pnotographic 1 1
Playboy [ ! 1
Program in Ethnogravhic Film
Newslotter 1l 1
Psychology Today g} 1
Royal Anthrovolomical Institute 5
of Great Britain and Ireland
Journal (now mersed with lan) 4 1 1
Rural Socioloey | 1 1
Saturday Roview of Science 1 1
Science 7 10 17
Scilentific Anorican 12 1 3
Semiotica 1 1
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TABLE 2Lh-=Continuod

Duke U. N, C. Total

Social and Tcononmic Studioes 2 2
Social Cascwori 1 l
Social Forces 1l l
Southwestern Journal of

Anthropology 6 11 17
T 1 b
Transcultural pPsychiatry 1 1
Urban Anthrovology 1l 1 2
World Archaeslopny \ 1 1
Total 122 166 288

%me v, M. c, anthropvologist included renorts of the
American Indian luseum and Hoye Foundation, and one Duke
respondont included memoirs and vulletins of the British
Musoum, 3mithsonian Institution, Yale, and Peabody Museum,
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TABLE 25

INDEXE3 AND ABSTRACTS®

» ‘ Duke U, N. Co Total
Abstracts In Anthrcpolony 1
African Abstracts 2
American Doctoral Dissertations 1
Arorican Mammulian 3ocioty
bibliogravhies
Bavarian National Library Catalogue
Biennial Review of Anthropology
Blological Abstracts
Bibliotheque Nationale Catalogue
British liuseum Catalogue
British Musoum of Natural History
Cataloguo
Current Contents
Current Primate References
Dissertation Abstracts International
Bxcerpta Medica
Goographical Abstracts ‘
Harvard University Peadody Musoum of
Archaeolomgy and Zthnology Catalogue
Index Medicus 1
International Anthrorological and
Linguistic Revizsw
International Bibliography of
Sociology 1l
International Bibliography of the
Social Sciences _ 1
International Index to the Social
Scioences
" . sDanguuge ond Language Behavior
Abstracts
New York Tirtes Index
Psychological Abstracts
Roaders! Guide to Pericdical
Literature
Royal Anthronological Institute
Antnropological Index to
Current Periodicals 1
Sociological Abstracts 1
Unesco Index 1
World Agriculture, Sconomics and
Rura). Sociotory Abstracts 1
5
6

ACTRE T = VY HWN L e =
T N
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Total 25 2 50
None 5 11

n= : 19 25 lih

87en other responscs include library card catalog,
N. C. union catalog, Carolina Pooulation Center Library's
computerized index, serials catalogs, and indexes within
Journals, ’
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TABLE 26
IMPORTANCZ OF FORMS OF LITZRATURE AND EASE OF
SUCCESS IN THYIR USE (FACULTY RIESPONDINTS)

Inportance Base

. 68 M L 7 E_M_D T
Elementary (undere

grad} toxts 0O 9 11 20 10 6 1l 17

- Advancea (grad)

texts b 11 6 21 1 h 0 17
All monographs 12 g 2 21 1@ 1 1
Foreign monographs 6 5 19 ﬁ 5 17
Amorican journals 16 5 1 22 17 2 0 19
Poreign journals 7 10 L4 21 9 8 1 18
Review publications 6 7 7T 20 13 2 2 17
Government publica~

tions o 7 14 22 T 4 6 17
International organ-

1zation puvlica-

tions 1 11 7 19 5 8 3 16
Technical renorts 3 8 8 19 3 9 3 15
Zneyclopedias 0 3 17 20 10 L4 1 15
Dictionaries and

glossaries 6 5 9 20 L, 2 1 17
Handbooks 1 10 8 19 7 6 2 15
Mastor's theses,

manuscripts, and

other unpublished

materials L 3 15 22 8 3 7 18
Doctoral disser~

tations 5 5 12 22 8 lt 6 18
Newspapers 2 9 10 21 10 5 1 16
Maps b 9 7 20 8 7 1 16
Human Relations

Area Files 1l 2 17 20 6 6 L 16

(n=23)

aG=great, moderate, L=little, IZ=easy, D=difficult,
T=total, :

®one respondent answered 'never consulted,"

®One respondent implied "not applicable,”
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TABLE 27
TMPORTANGT OF FORMS OF LITIRATURE AND HZASE OF
SUCCESS IN TH{ZIR UST (STUDZNT RI3PONDENTS)

Tmportance Lase
. 6® ¥ L 71 E M D T

Blementary {(under-
~ grad) texts 7T 9 23 39 29 5 1 35
Advanced (grad)

texts 15 21 3 39 19 13 3 35
All monographs : 22 1y L Qo 11 22 3 36
Foroign monopraphs 5 8 23 36 2 11 1 27
American journals 32 8 1 I 22 12 2 36
Foreign journals 6 16 14 36 3 1y 14 31
Review publications b 20 12 36 12 1 2 30
Government publicas

tions . 3 9 25 37 6 11 10 27
International organ- '

ization publica- y

tions 3 16 17 36 7 14 L 25
Technical reports 2 14 18 134 5 12 11 28
Encyclopedias 1 4 26 31 2 2 2 26
Dictionaries and

glossaries 9 8 15 32 21 3 2 26
Handbooks® 4 10 18 32 iy 9 2 25
Master's theses, -

manuscripts, and

other unpublished -

materials® 9 11 17 37 L 12 1 30
Doctoral disser-

tations® 8§ 16 13 37 5 11 13 29
Newspapors 3 6 24 33 12 6 5 23
laps 10 12 13 35 11 8 9 23
Human Relations

Aroa Filesd 3 8 23 3 6_ 7 9 22
{n=41) |

8G=great, l=moderate, L=little, S=easy, D=difficult,
T=total,
b

One reé%ondent answered "not applicable,"
®one respondent answered "never consulted,"

o rospondents answered "nover consulted,"
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TABLE 28
IMPORTANCE OF FORM3 OF LITIRATURS AND BASE OF
SUCCE3S IN THSIR USE (DUKE RISPONDAUTS)

aIﬁFortance , ase
G 1 L 7T 8 M D 7
Elementary {undor-
grad) texts 2 9 13 24 17 4 2 23
Advanced (grad)
toxts 10 12 3 25 13 9 1 23
All ronographs 1 11 2 27 13 10 g 26
Foroign monopgravhs 3 7 14 24 % 9 21
American journals 2l I} 2 27 1 6 1 25
Foreign journals 9 9 7 25 6 10 8 24
Roviow publications 7T 1 & 26 i 7 3 24
Government public=
ations 3 4 18 25 5 8 8 2
International organ-
ization publica-
tions 1 lg 11 25 4L 13 5 22
Technical rovQrts 3 1L 25 2 10 10 22
Encyclopadias 1 L4 117 22 17 2 1 20
Diotionariosband
glossaries 10 5 7 22 18 3 0 21
Handbooles l 10 11 22 11 7 1 19
Master's theses,
manusceripts, and
other unnublished
materials 5 6 15 26 7 17 9 23
Doctoral gisser-
tations ™ h 9 12 25 7 6 .9 22
Newspapers g 5 15 24 i, 5 3 22
Maps 7T 09 24 i 4 5 23
Human Relatiaps
Area Miles 1l I 317 22 6 L 5 15
(n=27)
aG=great, M=moderate, L=1little, E=easy, D=difficult,
T=total,
one respondent anawered "not applicable,"
COne rosponden: answered "never consulted,"
Two resvondents answered "never consulted," and one

implied "not applicable.”
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TABLE 29
IMPORTANGZ OF FORMS OF LITHRATURE AND TASE OF
SUCCS3 IN THIIR USH (U. N. C. RESPCNDINTS)

Importance ‘Iago
6 ML Ly E M D T

Elementary (undore

grad) texts 5 9 21 35 22 7T 0 2% .
Advanced (grad) 3 '

texts 9 20 6 135 19 8 2 2
All mononraphs 20 10 L 34 12 15 1 2
Foreign ronographs 8 9 1 3N -6 6 11 23
Amorican journals 27T 9 .0 36 2y 8 1 30
Foreisn journals L 17 11 32 6 12 7 25
Review publications 3 13 14 30 11 11 1l 23
Government publica-

tions 12 21 4 37 8 7 8 23
International organ= -

1zation publica-~

tions 3 1 13 30 8 9 2 19
Technical repprts 2 1 12 28 6 11 L 21
Encyclopedias 0 L4 26 30 15 4 2 22
Dictionaries and

glossaries 5 8 17 30 17 2 3 22
Handvooks b 10 15 29 100 8 3 21
Master's theses,

manuscriovts, and

otner unpublished .

materials -8 8 17 33 5 8 12 25
Doctoral disser-

tations 9 12 13 34 6 g 10 25
Newspapors 1 10 19 30 8 .6 3 17
Maps 6 14 11 31 5 11 5§ 21
Human Relations

Area Filss 3 6 23 32 6 9 8 23

(n=37)

| 8G=great, M=moderate, L=little, E=easy, D=difficult,
T=total,

bOne respondent answered '"never consulted.'
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TABLE 3
PROBLES OF FACULTY MIMB7RS IN
GATHZRING INFORMATION

3 N Total

Not knowing where to go

for information 2 16 3 21
Incomplete coverame by index
and abstracting services : 6 1l 2 22

Unsatisfactory indexing by
index and abstracting

services | . 8 11 3 22
Inadequate or insufficient ‘

help from livrary staff 1 10 11 22
Inadequate cataloging of

library materials 10 10 2 22
Difficulty in obtaining

foreign publications . 5 13 3 21
Difficulty in obtaining

unpublished material 9 7 s 21
Difficulty in obtaining

technical reports 3 10 5 18
Not enough copies of some
~ material 10 10 1 21

“Published information in
your area of specializa-
tion 1is inadeocuate. 8 9 l 21

Library collections in
your area of specializa-~
tion are inadequately

organized 8 5 8 21
Information published is ‘

not up=-to-date 10 6 5 21
Information avallable 1is

not up-to-date : 8 8 I - 20

Difficulty in locating

material listed in ‘

card catalog 7 8 6 21
Library collections in

your home university = -

are. too scattered 10 It 7 21
Library collaections in

your home university :

are inadecuate _ 6 9 6 21

. Library collections in ' P f

~the Triansle Region

_are inaleguate ” 5; 8 ;8 ”: i;ZL '
(n:éj)ﬁo‘f it : : e
8

‘P=froquently, S=somotimes, Nenover, .
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TABLE 35
PROBLTHS OF 3TUDZNTS IN GATHIRING INFORIATION

i S N Total
Not knowineg where to mo
for information 5 ) T, | 110
Incompnlete coverase by index
and abstractine seorviceos 13 22 3 38
Unsatisfactory indexing by
“index and abstracting
services 10 22 L 36
Inadequate or insufficient -
help from library staff 3 22 15 Lo
Inadequate cataloging of :
library materials 9 25 3 37
Jifficulty in obtaining
foreign publications ' 8 20 7 35
Difficulty in obtaining
unpublishod material _ 21 11 6 38
Jifficulty in obtaining -
technical revorts 5 12 15 0 32
Not enoucn covies of some
material 22 11 5 38

Published information in

your area of svecializa-

tion is inadeouate 12 21 1 34
Library collections in
" your aref of snecializa-

tion are inadequately

organized 18 1l Lo 36
Information published is '

not up-to-date 15 17 i 36
Information available is K

not up-to~date 18 15 3 - 36

Diffieulty in locating

naterial listed in o ‘

card catalog 10 20 9 39
Library collections in '

your home university

are too scattered 16 il T . 37
Library collections in
- your home university . .

are inadequate 16 17 3 36
Library collections in ‘ :

the Triansle Region TS r
are inadeauate _ % 6 15 10 31
{n=}11) - |

BP=rpequontly, S=somatimes, N=mever,




TABLE\36
. PROBLINS OF DUK'3 RESPONDINTS IN

GATHERING INFORMATION

Not Tnowine hers to go
for information

Incomplete ¢overame by index

' and<abstraqting services
Unsatisraotory indexing

by index and abstracting

sorvices
Inadoquate op insufficiont

holp from librapy'stgff'

Inadequate cataloning of
library materials .
Difficulty in obtaining
foreign pudblicationy
Difficulty in obtaining
unvublished materisl
Difficulty. in obtaining
technical reports :
Not snough - -copies of sone
material E
Publisheg information in
Jour area of.specializa.
tion is inadeguate
Library ¢ollections in
Jour area of specializae
tion are inadequately
organized
Infornation published is
not up-to-date
Information aveilable is
not up~to-date
Dirficulty in locating
material listed in ‘
card catalog '
ibrdry c¢ollections in
your homne university
.are too goattered
Library collections in
Your home university
are inadequate ,
ibrapry ¢ollections in
the Triantle Region
—are inadequate -

3 N Total
5 20 2 . g
Ty 26
R
2 12 13 27
6w .y 2l
7 A3 -, 8 25
11 10 g 26
w5 0 9 g
w6 ‘a2 s g
8 12 3
- h
5 .
11 8. 6 * 25
12 9 vy " oy
12 -8 N 2l
7 1l 6 27
W6 6
9 m g 25

130

v,

&y

5.8 9.

L

 Fefrequently, S=somstimes; Nenever,
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TABLE 37
PROBLZS OF U. N, G, RIESPONDINTS IN
GATHIRING INFORMATION

F 3 N Total

Not knowing whare to go

for information 2 30 2 3l
Incomplete coverats by index
and abstractinz sorvices 12 21 ! 34

Unsatisfactory indexing by
indexing and abstracting

services 10 20 .3 33
Inadequate or insufficlent
help from library staff 2 20 13 35
Inadequate catalozing of
library materials 13 21 1 35
Difficulty in obtaining ,
foreiagn publications 6 20 5 31
Difficulty in obtaining ‘
unpublished material .19 3 ) - 33
Difficulty in obtaining
technical reports 3 12 11 26
- Not enough conies of some
; material 15 15 L .3

Pyblished information in

your area of svecializa= ‘

tion is inadequate 12 18 2 .32
Library collections in

your area of spoecializa~

tion are inadequately

-organized 15 11 "6 - 32
Information published is
~ not up-to-date 13 1 5 32 -
Information availavle is :

not up=-to-date Uy 15 3 32

Difficulty in locating

material listed in

card catalog 10 1l 9 .33
Library collections in .

your home university .

are too ascattered 12 12 8 32
Librury collections in

your horie university

are .inadequate 13 15 L 32

- Library collections in

- the Triangle Rosion ;

are inadequate = - .6 15 9 30

 (n=37)

anrrequentlyi:S=30métimesy~N#never; “_
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