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ABSTRACT

The study dealt with collection evaluation praetices in
libraries supporting coelleges which emphasize four-year under-
graduate programs. The purpese of the research was to see whether
and to what extent the evaluation methods described in the pro-
fessional literature had actually been used by practicing librarians
in 111 libraries in ten of the western United States. On the basis
of a search of the literature, a questionnaire was constructed
which covered most of the basic evaluation methods, dividing them
into quantitative and qualitative techniques. The questionnaire
was sent to the directors of the libraries in the population., The
assumptions tested by the study were three: 1) that collection
evaluation in the population would be more heavily weighted toward
the quantitative techniques than the qualitative; 2) that evalua-
tions would tend to be limited in scope rather than comprehensive;
and 3) that evaluation activity would not be formalized by written
final reports and recommendations., The data from the quesfionnaires
were analyzed with the aide of a computer., Analysis of the data
supported assumptions two and three, but not assumption one. The
author concluded that collection evaluation activities were more
widespread in the population than had been expected. However,
much of this activity was ineffective because of a failure to cone

ceive of evaluation as a process,
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INTRODUCTION

Any human endeavor, of an individual or an organization,
requires an element of planning if it is to meet with success,
Such pianning must be based on an appraisal or evaluation of the
current state‘or condition of the endeavor., The "Ig" must be
ascertained in order for the "Ought” to be attainable. It is a
truism that progress requires locating where one is in order
to move to a more desired position,

A library is a social organization the basic purpose of
which is to provide deesired information for a specific community
or'public. That community may be a group of elementary school
children whose information needs are very broad and general, or a
group of research engineers whose information needs are highly
focused and technical., An overall evaluation of a library ought
to be based on its relative success or failure in meeting the:
actual and potential information needs ofithe community which it
serves., Of the numerous facets of library practice which relate
to fulfilling the primary goal of supplying information, technical
services, circulation, reference, or administration, for example,
none is more basic than the development of the collection itself,
Information cannot be supplied unless the library has it available
within its "memory bank." In academic libraries, the information

store must reflect and meet the needs of the educational program

of the sponsoring institution or it has failed relatively. Most
1l

"7
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of the activities that go en in libraries look to the collection

and the use made of it for theilyr raison d'etra,

Often the library's collection of books and periodicals is
evaluated on the assumption that the state of the Qellecticn will
provide the best concrete evidence of how the library is fulfil-

ling its mission. The evaluation or survey of the collection may

~aim at such secondary goals as discovering and making known the

strengths and weaknesses ¢ the collection for researchers, facili-
tating library use by acquainting the faculty with relevant col-
lections, and aiding interlibrary lending. However, Edwin Williams
saw all evaluations as aiming ultimately at the improvement of the
collection by pointing out aeficiencies as well as strengths.l
Louis Wilson and Maurice Tauber saw the evaluation ofthe collection
as being the necessary first step in any collection building pro-
gram.a Only on the basis of a preliminary evaluation of materials
whach the library already poasessés'can the library staff formulate
a realistic and intelligent acquisitions policy with a statement

of priorities., Not only does the evaluation provide focus to the
acquisitions program. William Webb of the University of Colorado
Library argued that an evaluation can demonstrate library needs

to administrators in such a way that they can act upon them and

are motivated to do so.3 Several librarians saw an increased

1Edwin E. Williams, "Surveying library Collections," in

Library Surveys, eds. Maurice F, Tauber and Irlene R, Stephens
{New York: Columbia University Press, 1967), p. 27.

‘)

“Louis R. Wilson and Maurice F, Tauber, The University
Library, 2d ed., (New York: Columbia University Press, 1956),
P. 350

Bwilliam Webb, "Project CoED: A University Library

8
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level of staff professionalism as being a by-preduect of the colw
lection evaluation process.

The literature of librarianshiplis replete with the prineci.
ples and techniques to be used in evaluating book collections.
These metﬁoda have been developed by librarians who wanted an
answer‘tO'the‘question "How good 1s this library's collection?"
lScme methods reflect a primary concern for qualitative information,.
Other techniques employ quantitative measures based on statistical
comparisons with other institutions and have 1itfle or no direct
relationship to the inéelléctual content of the books themselves,
Some methods are very time consuming, while others are relatively
quickly performed. Some methods require a knowledge of biblio-
graphic search techniques, while others require statistical expér~
tise, Regardless of the methods discussed, underlying all of the
literature is the implicit assumption that the evaluation of
library collections lies at the heart of the professional respon-

sibility of the librarian. This is the fundamental assumption

upon which the following study was based.

Collection and Development Program," Library Resources and Tech-
nical Services 13 (Fall 1969): 462,
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CHAPTER I

THE PROBLEM: COLLECTION EVALUATION
IN THEORY AND PRACTICE

Statement of the Problenm

The prgcess of collection evaluation is one which concerns
librarians of all §ypes ofllibraries. and which, according to the
liierafure.‘should;occupy a central position among their profesge
siénal regponsibilities. The purpose of the study was to £ind how.
the ideal world deécribed in the literature was reflected in the
world of practice in college libraries in the western United States,
The'prdblem was to find._ﬁhrough the use of a questionnaire, the
extent to which the basic methods of evaluation outlined.in the
literature actually had been employed in the college libraries sur=-
veyed. Had librarians evaluated their collections? If so, which
methods and tools had been used most, which had been used least?

These were the basic questions which the study sought to answer.

Methodology

The general methodological approach to the problem was as
follows. The professional literature was first searched for dis-
cussions of ;he rationales and methods of collection evaluation,
On the basis of this search (the results of which comstitute chape
ter II of this paper) a questionnaire was constructed to serve as

a tool for surveying collection evaluation practice in college

4
20



5 BEST COPY AVAILABLE
libraries. The questionnaire covered mogst of the basic techniques
fdund:inltﬁe literature. The questionnaire was malled to the
directors of college libraries in ten of the western United States .
for their responses. The information from the returned question=- -
naires was keypunched and c§mputer tabulated into frequency di@tri-“
butions. The resulting data described evaluation practices in the
libraries which responded, and provided a basis for answering the
questions ovigiﬁally posed by the study: “Are college librarians
in the western States evaluating their libraries' eollections?" and

"Which methods and tools are most and least used'byAtheae libray=

jans?"™  (For a detailed discussion of methodology see Chapter III

on data collection,)

Delimitation of the Problem

The study was concerned only with collection evaluation in
academic libraries, and more specifically, with college libraries,
as opposed to those associated with junior ceolleges or universities.
The 1959 "A.L.A. Standards for College Libraries" ("Standards")
provided the definition of the term "college library" which was
used in identifying the population to be surveyed., According to
the "Standards' college libraries are those which support~inatitum

tions of higher learning ". o . which emphasize four-year undergradu-
™,

SR

0

ate inatructisn and may or may not have graduate programs leading
to a Master's degree."l For the purposes of the study, then, a

"college" offered at least a Bachelor's degree and at mest a

l"A.L.A. Standards for College Libraries," College and
Research Libraries 20 (July 1959): 274,

x

;_Ll‘z
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Master‘eAdegree in one or mqrgﬂsg?jects. Junior colleges offering
trade-technical edueation ahd an Asseciate degrée, and universities
stressing advanced research beyond the Master's degree were both.
excluded. There we%e otﬁer reasons for excluding'theée two'types
and settling on the college library. Too often, junior colleges
lack the size and finaneial support necessary to a fully funciion-
ing library operatioen. On the other hand, the problems of collec-
tion evaluation in a library supporting diverse and advanced
research by graduates and faculty are inéreased by a magnitude over
those of the coilege library. |

The eoncern of the study was to examine what tnese college
librarians had done regarding collection evaluation. The study
did not deal with what these librarians thought they ought to have
done. The study sought to describe practice, not attitudes per se.

Because of the centrality, in theory at least, of collection
evaluation to library functions, the researcher raises inevitably
at every turn other closely related issues which in themselves
could constitute worthy topic¢s for research, and which at the
least invite comment. The area of acquisitions is a case in point,
It is nearly impossible to separate the processes of colléction
building and collection evaluation since both employ parallel pat-
terns. Tor example, acquisitions programs will usually specify
depth levels to which collecting in the various subject areas is
to be done, e.g., basic reference, basic instruction, werking col-
leetion, and definitive research collection. These same basic
clasgifications are used in evaluating the collection. Thus.

collection building and collection evaluation are two sides of the

ALes
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same coin., The study foecused on the evaluation aspect.
| Guy Lyle suggested that a colleection evalﬁation should
include the acquisitions program and procedures of the 1ibfary.1
This makee,eminent sense for the practicing librarian, but makes
the topiec .unmanageable for a research project of the scope
envisiénea here. While it is true that wise gcquisitions policies
for current materials will result over time in an excellent col-
lection, this study dealﬁ only with the evaluatior of collections
at a given point in time, the present. Mary Cassata and Gene Dewey,
librarians at the State University of New York at Buffalo, provided
support for thls decision in asserting that the methods of selection,
of current materials have no direct relationship to the evaluation
of the library's extant collectionsaz‘ Thus, selection procedures,
acquisitions policiés, and subject profiles for blanketeorder.ofl
:approval plans, while béing,closely‘related to colleetion evalua-
tion,  were excluded from direct consideration in the questionnaire
and the paper.

Library statistics are most important in collection evalu-
ation theory and practice. Yet the practice of éollecting these
statistics is in a state of chacs. The study was concerned only
with the question of whether statistics had been collected and
consulted, and specifically which statistics had been collected;

The study was not concerned with the standardization or validity

lbuy R. Lyle, The Admlnlstratlon of the College Librazx,
3d ed. (New York: H. W. Wilson, 1961), p. 40l.

2Mary B. Cassata and Gene L. Dewey, "The Evaluation of a
University Library Collection: Some Guidelines," Librar
Resources and Technical Services 13 (Fall 1969): L54
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of the statisticse collected, or the procedures used in generating
them. Both library étanda?ds and accreditation requirements were
excluded from explieit treatment in the study, in spite of the
fact that fhey loom large in the background of collection evalu%
ation activities.

Finally, to underscore a point made earlier, the study did
not deal explicitly with attitudes or motivations oif librarians in
collection evaluation activities. Nor did it deal with long~term
results of such evaluations. The only concern was with the fact
that evaluatioghactivities had or had not taken place, and that
Qarious.types of evaluation tools and procedures had or had not

been used.,

Hypotheses

The research plan was neither constructed nor intended-to
generate data by which hypotheées could be statistically tested..
The study was of a purely descriptive nature. The data from the
quéstionnaires did yiéld percentages aﬁd frequency distributions
which provided a description of evaluation practices within those
libraries in the population which returned the questionnaire. Tt
was assumed that 1) quantitative techniques involving the use of
library statistics would be used by a higher percentage of the
libraries responding than qualitative techniques involving biblio-
graphic checking; 2) in the majority of libraries responding cole
lection evaluation would be 9f the limited type involving specific
parts of the collection, rather than comprehensive; and 3) in the
majority of libraries collection evaluations would not be formal-

~,

ized by final written status reports and recommendations.

o
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CHAFTER II1
COLLECTION EVALUATION IN THE LITERATURE

Introduction

A search of the iiteratute revealed one basic principle of
collection evaluation which is applicable broad;y regardlessjof
~ the particular methods employed. Any collection evaluation must
be based on a conscious and deliberate consideration of the goals
and objectives of the library.1 A regularly-updated. written
statement carefully determining and clearly stating the objectives
of the library should serve as the framework within which an objec-
tive evaluation of fhe‘collection can be made. This principle of
tying the evaluation to the objectives of the library has important
consequences in determining which specific methods and tools shouldA
be used,

Two other ideas have general relevance. First, the tech-
niques discussed can be used within the context of a comprehensive
ahd systematic evaluation of the library's entire colilection, or
in more limited evaluations which focus on specific subject portions
of the collection. Second, implied in all of the literature is the
idea that genuine evaluations will produce written status reports

or recommendations to guide future collection building.,

1George S. Bonn, "Evaluation of the Collection," Library
Trends 22 (January 1974): 296,
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Lewis Steig wrote, "Any evaluation of the boek collection
is usually entirely subjective in nature and is based upon the
opinions of 1ibrafiane, faculty members, and, all teo rarely, of
students."l -While a subjective evaluétién by experts is still
considered to be a most useful and legitimate technique, numerous
other techniques have Eeen digecussed in the literature, all of
which are calculated to move evalugt;on from the purely sﬁbjective
to the objective realm. These techniques have been broadly classie
fied by Alan Covey as being either primarily qualitative or quantie
tative.2 Qualitative techniqueé are concerned with the informational
quality of the books within the context of the individual library's
situation., The quantitative approach to collection evaluation
employs the use of statistics exclusively, and is nqt explicitly
cencerned with the informational qualities of the coilection. it
is perhaps more accurate to say these methods assume that the aspect
of quality is reflected in the various statistigal:indexeé that are

used.

\

Quantitative Techniques of Evaluation’

Covey stressed the desirability of qual%&ative criteria
over the quantifative variety.3 Guy Lyle flatly denied the pos-
sibility of measuring the adequacy of the collection in quantita-

tive terms, '"To judge a collection superior cr inferior on the

lLewis F, Steig, "A Technique for Evaluating the College
Library Book Collection,'" Library Quarterly 13 (January 1943):
3.

2Alan D. Covey, "“Evaluation of College Libraries for Accre=-

ditation Purposes" (Ph,D dissertation, Stanford University, 1955),
Po 61.

JIbid. .
b 16
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basis of the veolume holdings is as absurd as rating a college on

the bascis of its enrolment."l Nevertheless, various statistics

‘and a formula based on quantitative measures, the Clapp-Jordan

formula. are regularly used by college librarians in making evalu-

. ations of collection adequacy.

Collection of Statistics
Among the most commonly collected library statistics are:
total volumes held, volﬁmeé added per year, subject balance of the
collection, unfilled book requests, interlibrary loan requests,

circulation figures, and book expenditures.a

Total Volumes in the Collection

This measure is simply a straight count_of thé total volumes
in the library. 1t may be broken down by subject area or class of
material, and it is used in the per capita indexes which are often
reported in statistical sources. Inspite of Lyle's objections,
it is widely agreed that library size, pafticularly.in the acédemic

3

area, does reflect quality to a certain degree.”

Volunes Added Per Year

Again, this measure is simply a straight count of total

acquisitions per year, Some consider this figure to be more

lLyle Administration, p.: 399,

2For surveys of the quantitative methods discussed below
see the following: Benn, "Evaluation of the Collection," pp. 267-
743 Covey, "Evaluation of College Libraries," pp. 61-72; and
Elizabeth Q. Stone, "Measuring the College Book Collection,"
Library Journal 66 (November 1941): 9b4l.3,

3Williams, “"Surveying Library Collections," pp. 29-30,

iv
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significaat than the growth rate. For evaluation purposes it ig
usually considered along with gross slze. 7%his statistic reflects

on the recency of the collection,

Subject Balance of the Collection

This measure analyzes the collection by the proportion of
‘heldings in the various subject areas for thé purpose of indicat=
ing subjeet strengths and weaknesses. These figures are often
then compared to similar analyses of opening-day collections and

recommended percentages.

Unfilled Requests

These figures are kept for books and periodicals. They are
of value in that they tie user needs directly to the holdings and
indicate subject areas as well as titles that are either deficient

or not available.

Interlibrary lLoan Requests

These figures are closely related to the unfilled fequests
discussed above, as well as the circulation figures discussed
below. Analysisof interlibrary loan requests by suﬁject can have
important implications concerning the state of the collections and

the focus of the acquisitions program.

Circulation Figures

Gross circulation statistics can be useful in indicating
library use through codparisons, and are often broken down by type
of user., Proportionate circulation statistics by subject class

can provide a check on the focus of acquisitions when they are

il
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ccmpared‘with astatistiecs on the proportionate subject holdings

of the library.

Annual Expenditures

Annual budget figures are given for books, périédicals and
salaries. They are deemed useful in evaluating‘colléctions on
the assumption that collection adequacy depends on continuing
financial support for new materials and for professibnal develope-
ment, Nevertheless, "bad" books can be,purchaged as éésily as

Wgood" ones. Selection makes the difference.

Clapp-~Jordan Formula

A new development in the quantitative evaluation of academic
library collections came in 1965, when Verner Clapp and Robert
&ordan published their formula., Clearly drawing on approaches
developed in the 1959 "Standards."l the Clapp-Jordan formula allows
a librarian to éstablieh a quantitafive standard of adequgcy of
library resources for his college or university. Factors providing
input for the farmula include a caréfully chosen%core collection
of about 50,000 volumep, plus}g specified number of additional
books, periodicals, and gove;nﬁent documents per student, per
faculty member, and per suhject field on the Bachelor's, Master's,
and doctoral levels.2 The formula has received widespread consid-

eration and use. The formula makes no differentiation between the

lugtandards," p. 278.

2Verner W. Clapp and Robert F. Jordan. "Quantitative Cri-
teria for Adequacy of Academic Library Collections," College and
Research Libraries 26 (September 1965): 371-82.




BEST COPY AVAILABLE
14 .

types of information needs of the various disciplines. Because

of this fact the formula gives very little information en what

the internél conmposition of the collection should be, either for
the purpose of evaluation or of guiding acquisitioens. The formula
simply provides gross totals, The authors indicated that intel~

ligent selection is assumed.

Summary

Socrates pointed out that to define man as a c¢reature having
two legs and_no featﬁers is unsound, for the definition applies
equally weli toAa plucked chicken, To define a "good" library cole-
lection, or to evaluate a callection.;exclusively by counting its
books ia perhaps equally dangeroua. It is conceivable that a
library's collection could meet the explicit guantitative standard
of adequacy established by the Clappebordan formula, or compare
well statistically with other admittédly “good" libraries, and
yet fail miserably in meeting the information needs of its public.
Sophisticated users of library statistics recognize that caution
must be used in interpreting them.,l

The quantitative methods attempt to provide unambiguous and
easily acquired data by which the collections may be judged. These
techniques represent an attempt to accommodéte the need for evalu-
ation and contrnl of the collection with the practical constraints
imposed by the library routine and budget. Clearly, however,
quantitative methods alone are insufficient, for the quality of

information in the collections must also be determined.
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Qualitative Techniques of Evaluation

Assegsing the quality. as opposed to the Quantity, of a
eollectioﬁ is a relatively difficult endeavor, yet-one which nmust
be undartaken if evaluation is to be meaningful. The three most
commonly discussed methods of examining the quality of the cf):l.-‘j
lection are: the use of user opinion, the use of checklist biblice
graphies, and finally, the use of direct, physical observation of

the collection by an expert.1

User Opinion

If libraries are meant to fulfill the information needs of
their users, then it follows that the users should have a gpecial
knowledge of relevance to the qualitative character of the col-
lection. They will be acquainted with specific weaknesses and .
strengths of the collection although it is probable that the general
state of the collection will be a matter of indifference to them.
Harry Bach claimed an advantage for this method over bibliographic
checking when used with faculty, because the faculty member will
be familiar with the use of the cpllectioh by himself &hd his
studenta.2

If user opinion is to be effective in collection evaluation

lFor surveys of the qualitative methods discussed below see
the following: Bonn, "Evaluation of the Collection," pp. 274-83;
Covey, "Evaluation of College Libraries," pp. 72-92; and Rudolph
Hirsch, "Evaluation of Book Collections," in Library Evaluation,
ed, Wayne S. Yenawine (Syracuse, N.Y.: Syracuse University FPress,

1959), pp. 13-16.

-

“Harry Bach, "Evaluation of the University Library
Collection," Library Resources and Technical Services 2
(Winter 1958): 26, ‘
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it must be systematically sought, although this méy be done in a
formal or an informal manner., An impressive egample of the use of
this methéd was the survey 6f the Célumbia Uni;ersi§y Libraries.
Three specialized questionnaires were developéd to poll the opinion
"of faculty members, researchers, and studenﬁa, and follow=up inter;
views were held with key faculty members.l

One difficulty in this method lies in the fact that “experts"
sometimes disagree. IMinally, even 1f the collection is meeting
the needs of its users, it does not necessarily follow that the

collection is good and cannot be improved.

Checklisthibliographieg
Perhaps the most widely used technique for evaluating the .
quaiity of the information content of a collection is checking the
library's holdings against book lists. Wiliiam Randall employed
this technique in his 1932 evaluation of several liberal arts
colleges.2 The moét.massive use of lists in a sinéle library sur- ,
vey was in the University of Chicaéo Survey of 1932. Under the

direction of Llewellyn Raney over 400 bibliographies were examined

and checked against library holdings.3 More recently the University

lMaurice F, Tauber, C. Donald Cook, and Richard H, Logsden,
The Columbia University Libraries (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1958), pp. 259=-306. -

aWilliam M. Randall, The College Library: A Descriptive
Study of the Libraries in Four-Year Liberal Arts Colleges in the
United States (Chicago: American Library Association and the
University of Chicago Press, 1932). '

_ M. Llewellyn Raney, The University Libraries (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1939), p. 4.

e
X



17 BEST COPY AVAILABLE

of Idaho published evaluationg of portions of its collections
which relied heavily on the use of ehecklists.l It is perhaps
signifiéant to note that the 1959 "Standards" directed that
"Library hdldings should be checked frequently againat standard
bibliographies, both general and subject, as a relisble measure
of their quality."a

When a list is used as an evaluative tool the procedure is
to chéck the holdings of the library against the biblicgrapﬁy énd
indicate the percentage of titles held,  William Webb indicated
that a sampling technique had been used initially at the University
of Colorado to cut down the amount of checking necessary to iden?ify

gaps in the collection which could then be filled'.3 The survey

. report should include the percentége figures and may also include

lists of desiderata, If books to be acquired are listed, however,
the process has changed from évaluafion to selection and acquisi=
tion.

There are numerous types of lists which have been used in
collection evaluation, Eachk type serves a different purpose and
ia more or less appropriaté depending upon the status of the col-

lections and the roles envisioned for it. Some of these basic

' 1See the following: Richard J. Beck, "Evaluation of the
Holdings in Science and Technology in the University of Idaho
Library," Bookmark 11 Supplement (June 1959): 1-25; R, W,
Burns, Evaluation of the Holdings in Science and Technology in
the University of Idaho Library, (Bethesda, Md,: ERIC Document
Reproduction Service, ED 021 579, 1968): and Charles Webbert,
"Evaluation of the Holdings in Social Science in the University
of Idaho Library," Bookmark 14 Supplement (March 1962): 1-18,

d"Standarde." Peo 277,

JWebb, "Project CoED," p. 458,

ey
ey
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types ineclude standardized general lists, gpecialized subject
bibliographies ‘and guides to the subjeet literatures, lists of
reference works, lists of periodicals, ad hoc lists, citations,

and current lists.

Basic Genersl Liats

Threej%fhies which typify this group include Books for

College Libraries,l Julian Street Library,a and Catalog of the

Lamont Library.3 The first list is a list prepared originally for
the new camﬁuses program of the University of California. The
latter tw@ are shelf liéta of the undergraduate‘libraries at
Princeton and Harvard respectively. Each of the three lists books
thbught to be of_primary importance to a-ccfe undergradﬁate col=-
lection. With this in mind, it is obvious that theée ligts will
be of most use in evaluating the smaller, newer, less well-éstab-

lishedi academic libraries,

Specialized Subject Bibliographies

ILists in this group are usually published by professional,
technical or learned societies. The group includes guides fo
subject literatures and definitive bibliographies of subject areas,
Such lists are often used in conjunction with the geﬁeral lists,

or alone for evaluating more heavily developed collections,

;Melvin J. Voigt and Joseph H. Treyz, Books for College
Libraries (Chicago: American Library Association, 1967).

2Princeton University, Julian Street Library (New York:
Bowker, 1966).

3Harvard University, Catalog of the lLamont Library (Cam-
bridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1953),

to
P
e
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lLists of Reference Works

Probably the most widely used list in this area is Winchell's

Guide to Reference Boaks.l Oneﬂresearcher concluded that the qual-

ity of the reference collections directly reflects the quality of

the collections generally.e

Lists of Periodicals

In academic libraries the periodical holdings are of
particular importance., Lists of preferred titles include Guy

Lyle's Classified List of Perijodicals for the College Library,
3

which now goes by the name of its new editor, Evan Farber,” and

Charles Brown's citations study, Scientific Serials,“ The various

periodical indexes are also useful in evaluating holdings in this

area.

Ad Hoc Lists

These lists are drawn specifically for the evaluation of
a collection by the evaluator, and thus, are mateched to the
library's particular objecfives and interests. TFor this reason,

d hoc lists are considered to be considerably more effective

and reliable evaluators of quality in a specific library thad

‘Constance M. Winchell, Guide to Reference Books, 8th ed.
(Chicago: American Library Association, 1967).

2Bonn. "Evaluation of the Collection," p. 277.

3Evan I, Farber, Classified List of Periodicals for the
College Libpary. 5th ed. (Westwood, Mass: Faxon, 1972).

uCharles Brown, Scientific Serials (Chicago: Association
of College and Research Libraries, 1956).
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basie general lists.l

Citations

The questinn asked when using this method is: "Could this -
research have been produced in this iibrary?" Sources of citations
include theses, dissertétions, journal artibies. definiti?e wdrks.
and texts; to name several. The two basic'assumptioﬂé of the
method are first, that the two libraries being compared, the one
being evaluated and the one hypothetigally used by the author,
are similar in size and purpose; and second, that the work being
checkea is of the type that ought to be writtenjin the present:
library. If either of these two assumptions does not apply, then

the citation method is inappropriate.

Current lists

This group of lists includes "best book" lists of various
sorts, and in practice is not 80 much a guide te the evaluation

of quality as it becomes an acquisitions list.

Course Reading Lists

Such lists as course bibliographies will rank high in
priority for acquisition, They are, however, relatively less uses
ful for the purpose of evéluation.

The checklist method has been criticized on several points.
Bibliographic checking is tedious, time~consuming and costly. The

lists themselves by their nature represent arbitrary selections

lSee Bonn, "Evaluation of. the Collection," p. 27%, and
Hirsch, "Evaluation of Book Collections,”" p. 15.

¥
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of titles which have no necessary relationship with the particulg?
~needs and goals of the library being evaluated., Published lists
rapidly become outdated unless they are regularly revised. The
list may previously have been used as a selection-acquisition
guide, in which case its value as an evaluator is nullified, The
list cannot take into account books which the library has but which
do not appear oh the list, Yet, such books may he equal ti%zor
better than, the books which appear on the list, Finally, me

- eritics maintain that.because standards of quality are so elusive,
bibliographic checking canngt evaluate-quality any more effecﬁively
than the statistical approach. The result with a. checklist survey
is simply a statistic, too, the absolute ﬁumber or peréentage of
works listed which the library owns. In spité of its weaknesses,
the checklist method is 5till considered by many to be the best
evaluator of quality in a collection, providgd the list is up-to-

date and viewed in the light of library use.l

Direqt Observation
Rudolph Hirsch has labeled this method "impressionistic."®
(No negative connotation is intended.) Lyle refers to this method

'!3

as "firet-hand examination, The technique is admittedly unscien-
tific and subjective, yet-it is still considered by many to be
legitimate and useful. The method fequires a subject expert who

is very familiar with the literature and with the library. To

1Bonn, "Evaluation of the Collection," pp. 275, 279,
®Hirech, "Evaluation of Book Collections," p. 13.

3Ly1e Administration, p. 399,
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such a person, direct observation can indicate such factors as

size, balance, scope, depth and recency of the collections,

Summary

The search of the literature revealed numerous evaluative
techniques which, for the purposes_of exposition here, were classi-
fied as being primarily either qualitative or quantitative measures,
although the distinction on close examination begins to break down.
Generally speaking, qualitative measures emphasize the information
content of the books held, while quantitative measures deal with
tﬁe collection in the aggregate through the use of statistics, It
was geen that strengths and weaknesses are associated with each
technique and tool discﬁssed, and that, consequently, the evaluator
would have to exercise judgment in their selection and use, There
was general agfeement in the literature that methods from both
groups should be ;sed simultaneously in complementary fashion in
any collection evaluation, eipher comprehensive or limited in
scope, in order to provide checks against the weaknesseg of each
technique. Finally, any evaluation must be done on the basis of
a consideration of the goals of the library being eQaluated. And
if the evaluation is to have an impact on collection development,
it was ;hought that a written report of some type would improve

that prospect,

3
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CHAPTER III
COLLECTION OF THE DATA

The Questionnaire

The search of the literature identified most of the basic
principles, methods and tools associated with collection evaluation
in academic libraries. On the basis of this information a question-
naire was constructed to survey the use of the various methods in
the college library setting. The questionnaire was shorﬁ, consist-
ing of thirty-eight closéd questions on two pages, and reflected
collection evaluation ags a process of interrelated steps. The pro-
cess begins with a written statement of library goals, and is fol-
lowed by the-use of the various methods including the collection
of statisties, the application of the Clapp-Jordan formula, the use
of user opinion surveys, thé uge of checklist bibliographies, and
the use of direct observation of the collection. The process ends
with a written statement on the status of the collection and on
recommendations for future collection building. Two of the questions
explicitly asked whether a comprehensive evaluation involving all
of the collection, or limited evaluations involving only portions
of the collection, had been done, and if so, when it had been accomp-
lighed.,

The last seven questions asked for the following specific

statistics for each library: total volumes held in 1970-71,

23
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volumes added in 1970-71, book expenditures in 1970-71, volumes per
Full Time Equivalent (FTE) student in 1970, expenditures per FTE
student in 1970, librarians per 1000 FTE students in 1971, and
librarians as a percent of the total library staff in 1971. In
keeping with the convention that information which can be found

in published sources not be requested in questionnaires, these
figures were supplied and actually written en the individuval |
questionnaires'bef;re mailing for each library found in the Library

Statistics of Colleges and Universities.l If the information was

not available in this source then the librarian was asked to furﬁish_
these statistica.‘

Several of the faculty members of the Graduate Department of
Library and Information Sciences at Brigham Young University
reviewed the questionnaire making helpful'suggestions which were
incorporated. The questionnaire was pretested with ten librarians
at Brigham Young University's Lée‘Library during the second week in
May. Several revieions of a minor sort resulted. (The cover let-~

ter and questionnaire are found in appendix B,).

Identifying the Population

For the purposes of this research, ‘''college library" was
defined as one which supports an academic institution which grants
at least the Bachelor's degree, and may or may not have Master's

programs. The basic information source used to identify these

1U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare. Office
of Education. National Center for Educational Statistics. Library
Statistics of Colleges and Universities. Institutional Data, Fall
1971. (Washington, D.C.,: Government Printing Office, 1972).

390
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schools was the Education Directory 1969-70, _Higher Education.l

The Education Directory lists all Ameriean colleges and univer~

sities by state and prevides, among other facts, information on
the highest degree offered aﬁ each institution. Thus, it was a
relatively simple matter to identify the "colleges" asldefined
for this study.

Sampling techniques were not used in the study. Instead,
it was decided to survey cecllection evéluation praétice in all
colleges found in the eleven contiguous western United States,
The population included 111 libraries in the states of Arizona (2},
California (55), Colorade (10), Idaho (4), Montana (6), Nevada (1),
New Mexico (4), Oregon (15),’Utah (3)._and Washington (11)., The
state of Wyoming had no academic institutions that met the estab-
lished definition of college.2 (See appendix A for the list of
libraries surveyed.)

Having ldentified as of 1970 all of the colleges in the

ten western States listed above, the American Library Directory

was consulted to identify the names of the library directors as

¢ ’well as the mailing address for each library. The cover letter

lU.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, Office
of Education, National Center for Educational Statistics, Education
Directory 1969-70., Higher Education, (Washington, D.C.: Govern-
ment Printing Office. 1970).

2The Claremont Colleges, Claremont Men's, Harvey Mudd, Pitzer,
Pomona, and Scripps, were not included in the population because
they are supported jointly by one library, Honnold Memorial Library.
It was decided that this fact of joint usership would make Honnold

Library atypical of the other libraries in the population.,

3Helaine MacKeigan, comp., American Library Directory.
1972-723, 28th ed. (New York: R.R. Bowker Company, 1972),

¢
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was in each case addressed to the director. He was invited to
respond personally to the questionnaire or to have another staff
member more closely asseciated with collection development answer
the questionnaire instead,

The refined questionnaire was mailed under the cover letter
to the directors of the 1lll libraries in the ﬁopulation on May 17,
1974, and it was requested that the completed questionnaire be
returned as soon as possible, A stamped, self-addressed envelope

was provided for this purpose,

Analysis of the Survey Returns
By June él, the cut-off date for returns, eighty completed
questionnaires had been received of the 11l originally mailed. No
follow-up procedures were used for those not responding. This 72,8
percent return was considerably higher than the 50 percent return
which had been expected. While itﬂwaséonceivable that the remain-
ing 27.2 percent of the population might change thé results obtained

from the survey, the author thought it unlikely.
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CHAPTER IV
PREPARATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

Preliminaries

The information from the eighty questionnaires was transfer-
red to computer cards and the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS) computer program was used to generate percentages
and ffequency distributions for the various categories established
inthe queetionnaire; In addition, responses for the questions on
comprehensive and limited evaluations were cross-tabulated with
the three library variables of total volumes held, volumes added,
and librarians as a percent of the total library staff.

The research design had important implications forlthe types
of analysis which were appropriate for the data, and for ﬁhe,kinds
of statements that could be supported by the data, Of prime impor-
tance for the analysis was the fact that no sampling techniques had
been used. Rather, a population had been defined, every member of
which had received the questionnaire. Consequently, statistical
testing of the data was inappropriate. The results of the survey
were descriptive only of the activities of the libraries responding

to the questionnaire.

Quantitative Techniques

The quantitative methods surveyed included the collection

27
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of statistics and the application of the Clapp-Jordan formula.,
The.qvgrﬁhelming majority of the responding libraries (91.3 percent)
claimed to colleét statiét;cs of one sort or another. The total
volumes and volumes added statistics were the most widely collected
varioties with 83.8 percent and 83.1 percent respectively of the
respondentes indicating that they used these measures, Circulation
figures and annual book expenditure statistics were next with 70
percent and 72.5 percent respectively. Proportionél analysis of
holdings, and interlibrary loan requests were both checked by 57.5
percéut of the respondents. Finally, pnfilleﬁ book requests were
checked by one~fourth, or 25.percent, of the respondents. Thus,
those statistical measures which give relatively more general
information about the qualitative characfer of the collections,
proportional analysis of holdings by subject group, interlibrary

; loan requests, and unfilled boock requests, were less widely col-

: lected and used than those which deal with gross totals.

Less than one-fifth of the respondents (18.8 percent)
claimed to have applied the Clapp~Jordan formula to their library.
Of these libraries, three had collections oflless than 50,000
volumes. Since the formula requires a basic core collection of
more than 50,000 volumes before any of the other factors come into
play, the auther wondered of what possible value the formula had
been ﬁo them., It is probable, then, that the 18.8 percent figure
868 a description of the authentic use of the formuia among the

respondents is inflated (see Graph 1),
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The qualitative methods surveyed included the use of user
opinion surveys, checkliat bibliographies, and direct observation.
The sﬁrvey guestien on user opinion was phrased to emphasize the
idea that opinion.must be systematically sclicited; of the respond-
ing libraries, 26.3 percent claimed to have done s0. Use? groups
sﬁrveyed were faculty (22.5 percent), students (21.3 percent), and
1ibfarians (8.8 percent).

The use of checklist bibliographies was by far the most
widely used qualitative method-with 92.5 peréent cf the responding
libraries claiming to have.uséd it. An analysis of the types of
lists used provided some insights into the process. The ieast—used
type was the ad hoc list_with 2133 percent. Because such lists can
be spécially tailored to the goals of the indi§idpal library they
are most highly recommended in the literature. The lists most
criticized in the literature were the basigsgeneral lists which
82.5 percent of the respondents claimed to have used., Current
“best books" lists (60 percent) and course reading lists k65 percent)
were used by a majority of libraries responding. These ﬁinds of
lists were considered in the literature to be less.validfés evalue-
ative tools than other kinds of lists., Winchell's standard work
was used by nearl& three-fourths of the respondents (?2.5lpercent).
and subject bibliographies were used by 71.3 percent, Lyle's
periodicals list was used by about one~half (53 percent), while
the use of citations in evaluationwas reported by only 25 percent.
Exactly 50 percent of the respondents claimed to have used direct

observation, the third qualitative technique surveyed (gee Graph 2),
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Comprehensive or Limited Evaluation

Having surveyed the use of the individual evaluation teche
niques, the questionnaire asked whether formal collection evélua;
tions, either comprehensive or limited, had been performed. The
question on comprehensive evaluations required that four criteria
: be'met in order to answer positively. Firét. the evaluation must
have exte%ded over a discrete period of time, thus requiring that
it be organized; second, the evaluation must have dealt with the
library's collections in their entirety; third, the evaluation must
have used checklists of some sort; and fourth, quantitative-mean
sures must have been used. A second question asked if subject
ﬁortions of the collection had been evaluated using both checklists
and statistical_measureé. Among the respondents, 70 percent claimed
to have performed evaluations of limited scope, while'only 47,3
percent indicated that comprehensive evaluations had been performed
within the definitions established in the‘;uestion (see Graph 3).

These two questions on the scope of evaluation were cross=-
tabulated with the data on library size in volumes, acquisitions
rates in volumes aaded. and librarians as a percent of the total
library staff, to see how these factors related to evaluation in
the libraries responding. There appreared to be a tendency for the
use of limited e*aluations to increase and for the use of compre-
hensive evaluations to decrease with increases in total volumes
held. For example, among the eleven libraries holding less than
30,000 volumes aboﬁt Sk percent claimed a comprehensive evaluation
and about 62 percent claimed evaluations of limited scope. How-

ever, among the twelve libraries holding more than 150,000 volumes,

P
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only 25 percent claimed comprehensive evaluations while 75 percent
~elaimed evaluations of limited scope, With all groups but one,
iimitud evaluation had been uéed more than comprehensive surveys
.(éee Graph 4). |

Basically.-the same relationship appeared to exist between
the scope of evaluation and volumes .added per year. With an
inerease in the acguisitions rate the use of compreﬁensive SUre
veys decreased while the use of limited surveys increased. Of
the twelve libraries ha?ing aéquisitiona rates of lessrthan 2000
volumes per year, 50 percent claimed to have made,é\comprehensive
evaluatioﬁ;and 58 percent.claimed to Rave made limited evaluations.
of tﬁe'sixteen 1ibraries with acquisitions rates above 10,000
volumes about 31 percent clﬁiﬁed to have had comprehensive evalu-
ations, while nearly 89 percent claimed t;.have had limited evalu-
ations.- Hére again for each group limited evaluations were more
used than the comprehensive fype‘(see Graph 5). |

The relationships'befweeﬂ the factor of librarians as a
percent of the.totalllibrarj staff agd the scope of evaluation
" activity appeared to bc less clear-cut, Interestingly, in the
group of libraries claiming more thdn 80 percent librarians on the
staff (a number far in excess of current library standards and
personnel trends) comprehensive evaluations were more often per-
 formed (68 percent) than the limited variety (58 percent). In
this instance, too, except for the group of libraries just discuse
sed, iimiged evaluations had been made by higher percentages of

the respondents than the comprehensive type (see Graph 6).

40
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. ,w.:vﬁ/
The questionnaire was eonstrucﬁedito reflect collection T '
evaluation as a process. The first question dealt with a currentl
written statement/of library goals within the framework §f which
an objective evﬁluation could take place, Questions tﬁen proceeded
to survey the‘use of the various quantitative and qua}itative tools
of evaluatign. Two questions were asked on the scope of the evalu-
ations which had been made, and finally it was asked;if the evalu-
ation had produced written status reports and recomméndations.
(The responses to the questionnaire are summarized iﬁ Graph 7.)
Particular importance was attached to the condgpt of evalu-
ation as a process which consists of three basic compénents. The
first of these is the current written statement of goalg which
provides the framework for the evaluation, Of the 1ibraries .
responding, 38.5 percent indicated that they had such a statement, B |
The second component consists of the use of the evaluation tools
themselves within a structured evaluation of either limited or come
prehensive scope. ELEighty-one percent of the libraries responding
indicated that some such structured evaluation had been done. The
final component consists of_a written report on the status of the
collections and/or recommendations for future collection building,
again within the context of the written statement of goals. Only
18 percent of the libraries responding, which had done some organ-
ized evaluation, claimed that a status report or a recommendation
after the evaluation had “always'" been written. This was tI "~ same

percentage: of libraries in which there was "never" any written

feedback after an evaluation. Another 38 percent of the libraries

A./l s‘,
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responding whieh had evaluated in some fashion “sometimes" wrote

reports and recommendations (see Graph 8),

4O




BEST COPY, AVAILABLE 4

- 10% . 20% 30%  LO% 50%

" f 1 4
q

60% . 70%

80% .

90%

v L4 |

Written Statement of Goals

a Iy FY
v v v

-

L

R Always 18%

o m-

 No 13%

Do Not Knéw 6°

 Written Report and/or Recommendations Aftér Evaluation) )

' sm times "'389%

Gr’aph 8.

The Evaluation Process:
Responding Libraries Having Written

a———pare

Percentages of
Statement of Goals,

Making Collection Evaluation, and Writing Report and/or

Recommendations.

A7

100%



Q*'-:’("?“
v 259"
R
"

| g - BEST COPY AVAILABLE

CHAPTER V
CONCLUSIONS

Restatement of the Problem

The study compared the principles, techniques, and pro-
_cedures of collection evaluation found in the literature with
collection evaluation practice as found within college libraries
in the western United States. The purpose of thé study was to see
if gcollege librarians had, in fact, evaluated their collections, |
and if evaluation had taken place, to identify the methods used
and the relative degree to which they had been employed. It was
assumeé that quantitative measures would predominate bver the-use
of qualitative techniques; that(collection evaluations of limited
scope would be more prevalent than comprehensive evaluationso; and
that evaluation activities wou1d generally not produce writtenA
status reports and recommendations for future collection develop-

ment.

Conclusions

While the author had no reason to thimk that the picture
painted here of collection evaluation was not typical of other
college libraries, still the methods used and the data generated
did not support generalization of the findings beyond the geographic

area specified, nor to any other type of library within that area,
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Having analyzed the data concerning the use of gquantitative
and qualitative_techniques among.the respondents, the author cone
cluded that the first assumption, that quantitative techniques would
have been used in more libraries than the qualitative methods, was
not supported. The overall use of collection statistics (the main
technique in the quantitative group) and of checklists (the main
method from the qualitative group) among the population was Qery
high, and almost identical. The use of statistics was répqrted
by 91.3 percent of the respondents, wh%ﬂe 92.5_percent of the
respondents reported having used checklists.

It was important to ask if the use of.these tools and me£hods
had been actually integrated into an organized process of collection
evaluation. The answer tc that question was perhaps beyond the
power of the questionnaire as a research instrument to provide.

The second assumption, that limited evaluations would be
used by a greater percentage of responding libraries than compre-
hensive evaluations, received strong support, df the respondents
70 percent claimed to have performed limited evaluations while 47.3
percent claimed to have conducted comprehenaive evaluations of
their collections., The data indicated that the greater prevalence
of limited evaluations was generally characteristic of all libraries
responding, whether analyzed by gross totals in the population
(Graph 3), total volumes held (Graph 4), volumes addedi(Graph 5),
or librarians as a percent of the total library staff (6raph 6).

The third assumption, that evaluations of either compre-
hensive or limited scope would generally not result in a written

final report, was also supported by the data. Eighteen percent
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of the respondente. which had\glso claimed to have evaluated their
collections, indicated that a figel report had always been written.
An egqual number of evaluating lib}eries indicated that written
reports had never been prepared on EYeluatmons. Thirty~six percent “
of the respondents, which had elae evé{eated, elaimed that final
reports had sometimes been prepared. |
On the basis of the analysis of the data the author econcluded

that in the college libraries surveyed, librariaue claimed to have
made wider use of the evaluative tools than had been anticipated,

. yet it was thought that.there had not been a proportionate amount
of authentic evaluation that had taken place. The author contended
that because of a failure to conceive of the evaluation of collectzon

adequacy as a process, much of the evaluation actzyity that had
taken place was not functional. Of the librarians responding,
81 percent claimed to have performed soﬁg organized evaluation of
the collections, yet less than one-half of these (38.5 percent of
those responding) had a current statement of library goals. More
than 50 percent of the librarians responding had no statemeet of
goals or objectives which could serve as the basis for an evalu-
ation. Finally, in only 18 percent of the libraries responding
was a finel report of the evaluation always prepared. /

| It would be arbitrary to insist that no useful cocllection
evaluation can be done without producing written results. However,
the author was not convinced that the negative assumption was not
warranted. If the evaluation was not taken seriously enough by

the library to merit or require some written document that could

serve as feedback to the system, then it either was not collection
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evaluation as described in the 1iteratu:e. or it was non-functional
evaluation serving no constructive end but the satisfaction of the
livrarian’s curiosity. If the evaluation is to guide acquisition
policy in the future, then documentation will be needed at least
for the ?nternal usge qf the library staff, Suéh reports provide
for a continuity of policy. Edwin Williams contended, however,
that eollection evaluations are very often made for the purpose

of exerting influence on decisionumaking outside of the librar&
organization, notably within the budgetary machinery of the college
'or university.l If either of these considerations is valid, then
to neglect the final step of making a written report which meets
the bureaucratic needs discussed above is simply to short-circuit
the evaluation process and to dissipate its thrust. On the basis
of this line of argument, the author concluded that in only about
one-fifth of the libraries responding had collection evaluation
beén performed in such a way as to maximize its‘impact on the devel-

opment of the collection.

Recommendations for Further Study

It was propable that some libraries in the western States
which met the estébl;shed definition of college library in 1974
were not included in the population surveyed. The statistical
aource used in identifying the population contained information
which was valid for 1969, not 1974, In the interim, junior col-
leges could have become cclleges. By the same token, some colleges
could have become universities by adding doctoral programs., Further-

more, schools were listed in the Education Directory only if they

1Williams, “Surveying Library Collections," pp. 35-6.
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had furnished current information for inclusion by a certain cute-
off date. Finally. simple physical oversight Qhen using the sourcé‘“
te identify the.ﬁopulation,cou;d account for the absence.of a
library which shou;d have been included. The author was confident
that the population which was identified for the survey included
the vast majority of college libraries in the states surveyed.t

A matter of greater significance to the study involved the
adequacy of'the definition of "college library" which-was used.,

The definition required that very dissimilar libréries be treated
as though they were in fact similar., Another study of this sort
‘should perhaps be more selective in choosing the libraries to be
surveyed. Librarieé supporting educatio#al programs of similar
scope, in breadth as well as depth, could be investigated.

This study identified three library.variablea and described
what appeared to be their relationship to the collection evaluqiion
process., It would be useful to test dut other variables and
identify patterns of collection evaluation with othef types of
libraries, e.g., university libraries.,

While this study was concerned only with desqribing collec~
tion evaluation activity within the college library setting, other
focuses on the problem would have particular relevance., Of great
significance would be a study of practicing librarians' attitudes
about the role that collection evaluation can and should play in
‘the process of collection building.- It would be useful to know
whether practiciug college librarians found the concepts and prin-
ciples discussed here to be unrealistic and incompatible with the

facts of library l1life, and, if so, why?

[andS
e
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Ultimately, the limitations of.thefquestionnaire format
as a tool for gathering the kinds of infofmation sought by this
study must be considered. A library may collect statistics and
leave them in the book, never to refer to them. It‘is one thing\
to use a checklist for evaluation purposes and a far different |

thing to use it unintelligently as a buying guide, WIf it's good

i

enough for Harvard's Lamont. Lidrary, then it'e geod enough for us.
Order every book we don't havé." There is no way that such varied
uses, or misuses, of the tools of evaluation can be differentiated
at iong distance through a questionnaire, To find how these tech-
niques were actually applied within the libraries studied would
have required at least some pefscnal contact in addition to, or

in plade of, the simple questionnaire. With these considerations
in mind, the author thought it would be useful to identify "evalu-
ating'" and Pnon—evaluating" libraries and to stu?y personally
these.individual organizations ih gome depth. The study would
determine what effect, if any, the use of the various evaluation
techniques and processes has on the library in terms of the col-
lections and the way the library is able to'respond te the infor-

mation needs of its patrons. The question to be answered would

be, "Are the benefits claimed for collection evaluation real?"

&a
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APPENDIX A
LIST OF COLLEGE LIBRARIES SURVEYED

Arizona

Grand Canyon College, Fleming Library, Phoenix
Prescott College Library, Prescott

California

American Baptist Seminary of the West, Clark Hall Library, Covina
Armstrong College Library, Berkeley

Art Center College of Design Library, lLos Angeles

Azusa Pacific College, Marshburn Library, Azusa

Bethany Bible College Library, Santa Cruz

Biola College, Rose Library, La Mirada

California Baptist College, Gabriel Library, Riverside
California College of Arts and Crafts, Meyer Library, Oakland
California Lutheran College Library, Thousand Oaks

California State Polytechnic College Library, Pomona '
California State Polytechnic College Library, San Luis Obispo

- California State College-Dominquez Hills Library, Dominquez Hills

California State College-Fullerton Library, Fullerton

California State College-Hayward Library, Hayward

California State College-long Beach Library, Long Beach

California State College-San Bernardzno Library, San Bernardino

Chapman College Library, Orange

College of Notre Dame, Belmoént

Dominican College of San Rafael, Alemany Library, San Rafael

Fresno State College Library, Fresno

Holy Names College, Cushing Library, Oakland

Humboldt State College library, Arcata

Immaculate Heart College Library, lLos Angeles ,

los Angeles Baptist College and Theo;oglcal Seminary, Powell
' Library, Newhall

LaVerne College, Hoover Library, LaVerne

Loyola University of Los Angeles, Von Der Ahe lLibrary, Los Angeles

Menlo College and School of Business Administration, Bowman

Library, Menlo Park

Mills College Library, Oakland

Monterey Institute of Foreign Studies Library, Monterey

Mount Saint Mary's College, Co2 Library, Los Angeles

Northrop Institute of Technology, Alumni Library, Inglewood

Occidental College, Clapp Library, Los Angeles
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Otis Art Institute of Los Angeles County Library. Los Angeles
Pasadena College Library, Pasadena

Paeifie Christian College, Hurst Library, lLong Beach
Pacific College, Hiebert Library, Fresno

Pacifie QOaks College, Norman Library, Pasadena

Pacific Unien College, Nelson Library, Augwin

Pepperdine University Library, Los Angeles

Sacramento State College Library, Sacramento

Saint Patrick's College Library, Mt. View

San Francisco Art Institute, Bremer Library, San Francisco
San Francisco Conservatory of Music Library, San Francisco
San Jose Bible College, Memorial Library, San Jose
University of San Francisco, Gleeson library, San Francisco
Simpson College, Start-Kilgour Library, San Francisco
Southern California College, Budge Library, Costa Mesa
Sonoma State College Library, Rohnert Park

Stanislaus State College Library, Turlock

Russell College library, Burlingame '
Weet Coast University, University Center Llibrary, Los Angeles
West Coast University-Orange County Center Library, Orange
Westmont College, Voskuyl Library, Santa Barbara

Whittier College, Wardman Library, Whittier

Woodbury College Library, lLos Angeles

Colorado

Adams State College, Learning Resources Center, Alamosa

Colorado College, Tutt Library, Colorado Springs

Conservative Baptist Theological Seminary, Thomas Library, Denver
Fort Lewis College Library, Durango

Loretto lHeights College, Stanton Library, Denver

Metropelitan State College Library, Denver

Regis College, Dayton Library, Denver

Saint Thomas Seminary Library, Denver

Southern Colorado State College Library, Pueblo

Temple Buell College, Porter Library, Denver

Idaho

Boise State College Library, Boise

College of Idaho, Terteling Library, Caldwell
Lewis and Clark State College Library, Lewiston
Northwest Nazarene College, Riley library, Namm

Montana

Carrell College Library, Helena

College of Great Falls, Great Falls

Eastern Montana College Library, Billings

Montana College Mineral Science and Technology Library, Butte
Northern Montana College Library, Havre

Rocky Mountains College, Adams Library, Billings

rese

9LV



0 BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Nevada -
University of Nevada at Las Vegas, Dickenson Library, Las Vegas

New Mexico:

-College of Santa Fe Library, Santa Fe

New Mexico Highlands University library, Las Vegas
University of Albuquerque, St,. Joseph's Library, Albuquerque
Western New Mexico University, Miller Library, Silver City

Oregon

George Fox College, Shambaugh Library, Newberg

Lewis and Clark College, Watzek Lidbrary, Portland

lLinfield College, Northup Library, McMinnville

Marylhurst College, Shoen Library, Marylhurst

Mt . Angel School Library, Saint Benedict

Mount Angel College Library, Mount Angel

Multonomah School of the Bible lLibrary, Fortland

Northwest Christian College lLibtrary, Eugene

Oregon Technical Institute Library, Oretecn Branch, Klamath Falls

Pacific University, Scott lLibrary, Forest Grove

Reed College, Hauser Library, Portland

Southern Oregon College Library, Ashland

Warner Pacific College, Linn Library, Portland

Western Baptist Bible College Library, Salem

Western Conservative Baptist Theological Seminary, Cline~Thunnell
Iibrary, Portland '

Utah

Southern Utah State College Library, Cedar City
Webér State College Library, Ogden
Westminster College, Nightingale Library, Salt Lake City

Washington

Fort Wright College library, Spokane

Gonzago University, Crosby Library, Spokane

Northwest College of the Assemblies of God Library, Kirkland
Pacific Lutheran University, Mortvedt Library, Tacoma
Saint Martin's College Library, Clympia

Seattle Pacific College, Weter Library, Seattle
Seattle University, lLemieux Library, Seattle -
University of Puget Sound, Collins Library, Tacoma
Walla Walla College Library, College Place

Whitman College, Penrose Library, Walla Walla
Whitworth College, Cowles Library, Spokane
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May 16, 1974

Dear

I am studying the evaluation of library collections. The
enclosed questionnaire, which 1 am circulating to the disectors
of academic libraries in ten of the western states, is meant to
provide me with descriptive data on collection evaluation prac-
tices in those libraries.

I solicit your help in my study. I am anxious to have
either your personal responses to the questionnaire or those of
another librarian on your staff who might be more closely asso-
ciated with collection development than you. I want to make it
clear that your responses will be kept confidential. I will
make no effort to identify sets of data with individual librar-
ies. I am interested only in the data in the aggregate. The
information on each questionnaire will be keypunched and tabu-
lated into fregquency distributions by a computer.

I would be very grateful if you would give the question-
naire five minutes of your time at your earliest convenience and
then mail it back in the stamped, self-addressed envelope which
is enclosed, :

I do appreciate your help., Thank you.

Sincerely,

Douglas M, Abrams

o | © BEST COPY, AVAILABLE
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COLLECTION EVALUATION IN ACADEMIC LIBRARIES

Pleage ignore the numbering which is used only for conm-
puter tabulation purposes.

l. Do you have a current written statement of goals, objectives
and functions to be served by your library which includes a
collection development statement?

(1) No written statement

(2) wWritten statement, but out of date

(3) Yes, current written statement

(4) Other.(specify)

|11

2. Are library statistics, like those listed in #3-9 directly
below, systematically collected in your library?
—. (1) No
. (2) Yes

If your answer to #2 is yes, specifically which of the follow-

indexes have been used in the evaluation of the collections?

(Mark all appropriate answers.)

3. Total volumes in the collection

t, Volumes added per year

5. Proportional analysis of holdings by basic subject class

6. Unfilled book requests

7. Interlibrary loan requests by your library's patrons

8. Circulation figures for groups of users, or proportional
analysis of circulation statistics by subject classes

9. Annual expenditures for books, periodicals, and salaries,
and comparison of similar data from comparable libraries

___ 10. Other (specify)

EiliH

13, Has the Clapp-Jordan formula been applied to your library to
establish a quantitative standard of adequacy of library
resources for your college?

— (1) No
___ (2) Yes

14, Have formal user opinion surveys been used in evaluating
collection adequacy?
(1) No
___ (2) Yes

If your answer to #1k is yes, which of the follow1ng groups
of users were queried? (Mark all appropriate answers,)
— 15. Teaching faculty
—__ 16. Students

—_ 17, Librarians

___ 18. Other (specify)
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Have checklist bibliographies been used in your collectien
evaluations?

(1) Ke

__ (2) Yes

If your answer to #21 is yes, which of the follewing tXET—

of lists have been used? (Mark all appropriate answers.

22. Basic general lists like Books for Cellege Libraries
or catalogs of libraries like Harvard's Lamont, or
Princeton's Julian Street

23, Guides to subject literatures; specialized subject
bibliographies

2%, Lists of reference works like Winchell's Cuide to
Reference Books

25. lLists of periodicals like Lyle's Classified List
of Periodicals

26. Ad hoc lists drawn specifically for your evaluation
project

27. Citations (footnotes, bibliographies) of theses,
journal articles, definitive works, etc.

28, Lists of "best" books published in speclfic or cur-
rent years

29. Reading lists and bibllographlee for courses taught
on your campus

30, Other (specify)

Has direct and organiéﬁd observation of the collection to
determine size, scope, depth, and recency been used to eval-
uate your collections?

(1) No

___(2) Yes

Has a systematic and comprehensive evaluation of your libe '
rary's collections been done? (The question implies that the
evaluation process 1) extended over a discrete period of time;
2) involved most of the library's collections; 3) employed
checklists of some sort; and %) used quantitative and other
techniques.)

(1) No, there has been no such evaluation

(2) Yes, within the past year

(3) Yes, within the past 3 years

(4) Yes, within the past 5 years

(5) Yes, within the past 10 years

(6) Yes, more than 10 years ago

(7) Do not know

RRRRN

Have specific portions of the collections, e.g. psychology
or physics, been evaluated within the past 5 years using
checklists and other evaluative techniques?
(1) No

(2) Yes

(3) Do not know
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36, Did the evaluation(s), either comprehensive or limited,
result in a final written report on the status of the cole
lections?

(1) Written report(s) never prepared
(2) Written report(s) sometimes prepared
~ (%) Written report{s) prepared for each evaluation
(4) Do not know |

SR

BRI

37, Did the evaluation(s), either comprehensive or limited,
result in a final written statement which included recommenda-
tions for future collection development?
(1) No recommendations proposed
(2) Recommendations sometimes proposed
(3) Recommendations proposed with each report
(&) Do not know '

The following data for your library were obtained from the Statis-
tics of College and University Libraries 1970=-71. The data are
given below so that the anonymity of each questionnaire can be
maintained in the keypunching process. Data for items marked NA
below were not available in my source. If they are conveniently
available to you please supply them for 1970-71.

38. ___ Total Volumes held in 1970-71°

39, Volumes added in 1970-71*

Lo, Expenditures for books and other printed
materials 1970-71

41. Volumes per FTE Student, Fall 1971

b2, Expenditures per FTE Student, Fall 1970

43, Librarians per 1,000 FTE Students,
Fall 1970

L, Librarians as percent of total regular

library staff (FTE), Fall 1971

* Exclusive of government documents and mocroforms; inclusive of
bound periodicals.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR HELP!
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NOTE: Responses to questions 38-44 were keyed into the following
breakdewns for the keypunching and tabulating process after the
questionnaire was returned,

%8. Total Volumes held in 1970-71
(1) 0-29,999

(2) 30,000-49,999
50,000-69,999
700000“990999
100,000-149,999
150,000-249,999
250,000 and above

Not available

PN o~
CoO~3 N\ &\
Nt s o o

NRRRRRN

29, Volumes added in 1970-71
(1) 0-1,999

(2) 2,000-2,999

) 30000‘30999

) Q.OOO-5,999

) 6,000-9,999

) 10,000-19,999

) 20,000 and above
) Not available

(
(
(
(
(
(

CoO~2 N\t &\

ERRRRRE

- 40, Expenditures for books and other printed materials 1970-71
(l) 0-89.9990 .

) $10,000-$19,999

) $20,000-$39,999

) $40,000-899,999

) $1C0,000-8199,999

) $200,000 and above

) Not available

~N AN\ N o

(
(
(
(
(
(

4l., Volumes per FTE Student
(1) 0-19.9

(2) 20-39.9

(3) 4o-49,9

(4) 50-79.9

(5) 80-119.9

(6) 120 and above
(7) Not available

42, Expenditures per FTE Student
(1) 0-8$39.99

(2) 840-$59.99

(4) $75-889.99

) $90-8104.99

) $105-149,99

) 8150 and above

) Not available

ERIC
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43, Librarians per 1000 #TE Students
___(2) 1.,5-2.4
(3) 2.5-3.b4
(u) 305'“09
(5) 5.0 and sbove
(6) Not available

L4, Librarians as percentage of total library staff
_ (1) 0-29.9% -‘
— (2) 30-34,9%
(3) 35-39.9%
“0-“9.9%
50-59,9%
60-79,9%
80% and above
Not available

f e Y Wy oWl

O~ W\ &
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