R e - Y- -

oA

!

1

i

" AUTHOR Olson, Paul E.; Pletzke, Chestér J.
TITLE" Analysis of the Midwest Medical Union Cataloq. Final
. ‘ ' Report. /
INSTITUTIOCN hlduest Health Science Library Network, Chlcago,
11. “

NOTE, 87p. _
EDRS PRICE MF-$0.76 HC-$4.43 PLUS POSTAGE
DESCRIPTORS *Cost Effectiveness; Data Bases; Information

: Dissemination; &Interllbrary Loans; *Library . .

. Cooperation; Library Networks; *Library Research; = —
: Medical Libraries; Medicine; National Libraries;
e ‘ . Program Evaluation; *Union/ Catalogs
IDENTIFIERS *Midwest Medical Union Cafalog
ABSTRACT/ ° ‘
A cost=benefit analysis of ;ié\gg library,

' conduct d from June, 1973, through May, 1975, under grant from the.

~ cooperation, and eight evaluatlon criteria were applied to eight

' DOCUMENT RESUME ‘ S C.

N .
f [

ED 108 704 s . IR 002 242

SPONS AGENCY National lerary of Med1c1ne (DHEH), Bethesda, Md.
PUB 'DATE May 75 -

260,000-title Midwest ﬁedlcal ‘Union Catalog (MMU\{\oi;:ooks,x

National Library of Med1c1ne, studied the 49-year-old ratalog in the
context of the interlibrary loan activity of the Midwest Health
Science Library Network. The study tested the MMUC agaiﬁst other
methods of locating materials and against the alternative of using a
large backup 11brary--the Natlonal Library of Medicine--to fill
requests instead of routing requests throudh the network. The results

of the hypothesis testlng, a theoretical model of library

options for locational control of monographs. It was recommended that
the network utilize exlstlng»or developing computerized data bases of
monograph titles but that the current catalog be maintained at a
minimum level until such time- 35 these data bases provide the
locatiohal probability .current possible with the MMUC. Other
recommendatlons pertainlng gener?lly to unlon catalogs are included.

(Author/SL). - \ T ““““”“_““”*;”“ -

\

\ ' L
\ . )
|

. | K - ;

s

***********************************************************************
* Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpubl;shed *
* materials not available frqgm .other’ sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to obtain the best copy ava ilable. nevertheless, items of marginal *
*'reproduc1b111 ty are often encountered and this affects the gquality *
"% of the.microfiche and handcopy reproduction® ERIC.makes ava;lable *
* %
* *
3 *
* *

V1a\the ERIC Dccument Reproductlon Service (EDRS). EDRS is mot -
respon51ble for the quality of the original document. Reproductlons

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original.
*********************************************************************

T A T T -




H

ED108704

FINAL REPORT |

.. ofthe,
- Midwest *
Inion R

MidwestHealthScience Library Network

ILLINGIS 'INDIANA /IOWA /MINNESOTA
NORTH DAKOTA /' WISCONSIN




"ANALYSIS OF THE
- MiowesT Mepical Union CATALOG

-
o~

FINAL ‘REPORT

Submitted by

Paul E, Olson .
Regearch,Aséociatég

Chester J. Pletzﬁe
Principal’lqvestigato:

Midwest.Héalth‘SciencevLibrary Network
' The John Crerar Library

. ' :Chicagg, I1llinois

May, 1975,

I . N

3 ' . ‘
- . t
= . *
- ¥

,

,

9 This publiégtibn was supported ini.part by NIH Grant
LY 01397 from the Nationgl Libréry of Medicine

V.. 0EPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
-—- s < EDUCATION & WELFARE,
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
N EDUCATION
: THIS- DOCUMENT HAS BCENREPRO.
', OUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
N THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN.
ATING IT, POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
. STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY ,REPRE.
'3 SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
1 .LDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY.

f




-1

-large backup 1ibrary (The National Library of ‘Medicine) to

A

A cost-benefit analysis of the 43 library, 260 000 title .-
Midwest Medical Union Catalog of books, conducted from

June 1973 tﬁ?ough May 1975 - under a grant from the National
Iibrary of Meoicine, studied the 49 year-old catalog in

_ the context of interlibrar; léan activity of the Midwest'

Health Science Library ‘Network. The study tested the . .
MidwestiMedical Union. Catalog against other methods of
locating materials and against the alternative of using a

fill requests instead of routing requesta through the network. -~ .a,
The results of ‘the hypothesis testing, a theoretical model of - X

g liprary cooperation, and eight evaluation criteria were

applied to eight options for locational control of monographs.
It was recommended that the network utilize existing or
developing computerized data bases of monograph titlés but
that 'the current catalog be- maintained at -a minimal level until’

such time -as these data bases -provide the locational probability .
currently possible with the Midwest ‘Medical Union Catalog.. |
Other recommendations pertaining generally ‘to union cf%alogs N -

are included. . & ‘ -
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At the time. of . publication of thiS'reﬁprt, fhe
rgcomméhdatibns contained in it that pertain

to thebMidgest Health'Science_Library»Netwdrk . \ ’ , 7;
have begn,presenﬁed to the Assembly -of Resource 7

Libraries and have' been acted upon by the Assembly.
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Recommendations Specific to:the Network:

i . ' . : B B R ' o ¥
Recommendation #1:

‘Ihet location oi'ﬁonographs for integlibrary:ioen in the Midwest Health Science -

Library Network be achieved by utilizing existing or developing,computerized
T~ : - .
data bases of monograph titles instead og,the Midwest Medical Union -Catalog.

R \
. “e

‘

= 'Recomuendation f2: s - ) L
;¢W{A That the Midwest HGALth Science Libraty Network continue to. study the variouf\
existing :and developing systems, continue to encourage ‘the part.cipation of
!
the:netwotk,libreries>in~thjse systems, and contiuue—to encoutage—the 1

\

of the network..

]

B
Recommendation #3: - S /
S . -

That the network maintain the present Midwest Medical Union Catalog, if .only

_at.a minimal level, until such time as these other computerized'data'bases

g’)) -
o
. providc the locational probability currently possible with the Midwest
X bh—Medical-Union Catalog. | '
r.z 9 e AN
l\ \r;. 4 >

e
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- Generdl Recommendations: . ’ :
& e
Recommendation #1: = , ' 7 ' .
. . - . . .
That in-a network ﬁ’which interlibrary loan requests are referred in a
' ) » } ] - ) -
‘hierarchical manner to the larger libraries, and in which -the. union catalog
1s used only for locational purposes, only ﬁhg,ls or 20-larger libraries,
or libraries with 5peé1a1,—ﬁniqﬁevcaileqtibqsxbe ithudéH'in—a~qentréiizea
" catalog. Vo a ' - .
i ) oo
- S ’ .®
'Recommeqdation #2: - S ' . ' b

“That the -problem of locatipnal control (traditionally the primary function |

of a union catalog) not be|treated as separate and -distinct from the picblems.

of .cooperative acquisitions cpopérativ'\e——cgtaiogn}gi anid- bibliographic control;
3 N = 7 ) \ L .
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- - ) / ) 2 ' . - i
. - At -a time when costs of books and Journals, and the -aggunt of available :
R ' . . . "‘ . ‘ 7 : ’ . .

: scientific literatyre have increaged -dramatically, libraries are turning to w
. ',\-4;‘-% -

. . . . ’ . 3 o
cooperative efforts in order to c6ntipue;to:provide adequate gervices to their |

. : A\ Y ! .
patrons. -Union cat2logs and union lists are usually congidered the first step
. ; - 5 4 -L-—.'

necessary in Such cooperative efforts. This study attempts-to determine
_ : - cooperd ° ) m .

-whetheér 5r'not'a,regiohalnnnion catalog»of,health sciehcéfmonographs.does—
! ' . - S
o 7 7 W o ) .

me?surably,aid-such efforts. The 'study attempta—tordetermine—whether or not
/

g

¢ ¢

1
: . the/benefits derived from that catalog.justify the costs of maintaining it. ) }

) \ '_ While the catalog studied is an existing catalog, future
- . - _ K
;algernatives>are 3180—examined',the:study~is—baseduon*the~present —but_l oks:
S ]
) \ .
:toward%the—fhture. Thelpresent analysis ig unique in that -a- union- cata% g

/ : .
t fréthet'th§nf8$fﬁn'180lated¥collec§109“°f'CﬂtdS% 'rinally; theiatudy’eyamipgs 5,

fot only the physical characteristics of a-catalog, ‘but -also -the theory

" upon which that catalog is based: = . T
7 tHistory of the Midwest Health Science Library Network (MHSLN) " f‘i'%
é i; ‘The Medical Library Assistance actmiwhich ‘was passed in i96$¥and / ] g

extended\in 197¢: and 1973, authorized -among:-other graht—in-aid programs- i : -

~.
-the. Regional Medical Library Program ito esta lish .a formal -network to. equalize

:andiinproie—access to the world's bilomedical. information. This~program
-provided for a ‘hierarchical -structure Within -each region for staring of
Lo ) :

resources, Interlibiary loagérequests withinaa'region are rtouted from the

/




’, Lo

<

*
3

+ smaller librarfes (primarily hospital 1ibraries) to the medical scho%l

’ . .0 N .
libreries, to the Regional Medical Libtrary, and finally to the National
3 - 0

>

Libraty—of Medicine (NLM) as.library of last resort, o

Region 7 within this network,is known as the Midwest Health-Science

had »

.n < " J . B 4 toe
Library Network, (MHSLN) ;and. includes the states of I)llinois, Indianaé}lowa,

Minnesota, North Dakota,tand Wisconsin. MHSLN began in 1968 as a centralized
! -
*egion when the John Crerar Library was- designatedxas the Miawest Regional oe

Medical Library. In i973—the—Midwest Reg;lon"1 V'sdical Library decentralized’

o

*

and- became the Midwest Health Science Lib: .atwork. ’qurently eleven

_Resource Libraries share the responsibility for coordination of ‘resource - )
v i}' »

sharing wiFhin -the region. Furthei‘sharing of local,reaources:haslbeen encou-

r]

raged: through an interlibrery loan program which gives incentives to libraries

-
J 1

that. join consortiaAOr share their resources An other ways.

A primary form of cooperative activity within HHSLN is tbat of .

13

/\'. C.
interlibrary loans. .In 1971 tiere were over 100 000- items loaned by health o

science libraries in the region, of which about\2020were supported by

AN

oNstional Library of Medicine funds..,(Crawford, p. 17)

e 0 & \

N N - / .‘: N . \?‘ ~
] .% I ' NS ',?(4 - ' . \ .
".?. [ y b R . 7‘ \ .
‘DPevelopnent of ‘the Midwest \Med4.cal Urniion -Catalog (MMUC): *
. — T : — —— —— :
: = . S b P e
The Midwest Medical Union Cltalog.assistswith the -location L

7 . . ) \ o o ) ‘
of monographs in.MHSLN. It is a main-entry card catalog containing 260,000
> - : f
cards reflecting,therholdings of 43 heélth,science~libraries in_ the. six-
‘ “\ ' g //- S N
state'network. The cataleg is in two parts: Parx One started at the John
Crerar Library in 1926 before the existence of MHSLN and shows ‘the healtn—
\\
science holdings of seven Chicago-area libraries (The John Cre—-r Library,
Northwestern Universityﬂ;:dical School Library, University of Chicago Biome-

"dical'Libraries, qhicago Medical Schgol Library, UniVersity of Illinois at \(

- , . -

rd

— ' f:l:i RN




eventually 43 libraxies contributed cards._

‘and“ﬁental School Libraries and.Rush Medical éollege Library).

N\
AN

\, /"
the Medical Center's Library of the Health Sciences, Loyola University Medical

@

contained lﬁlrbéq\cards in 1969 when additions to it ceased.

Part Two, of the catalog begdn in 1969 when MHSLN started.

.|
~

7

This catalog

Twentyl\
f

seven libraries from throughout the region contributcd cards at that time and

o

Currently 35 libraries contribute

/

ne, .

main eptry cards, and Par* Two -of the catalog contains cards for 100,000

A list of contributing libraries appears in- Appendix I. .,
/
In June, 1973 under a grant from the- Nationaleibrary of Medic

titles.

£t

7
a cost-benefit analysis of MMUC was begun. 1974 Progress Report #1

/

In May

/ ’ ,
ofthig study W&S published. It contains the objectives of the study, a

'regiew of the literature, a description of ‘the hypotheses;, and a description

- of the methodology. The Final Regort you are nog reading goes beyond

-

Progress Report #1 by updating the literature review, -giving the result q E

=the hypothesis testing, analyzing the options—for locational control, and
A N ) o - ' :

_presenting the fecommendations of the study.
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A sumhary of the literature review in Progress Report {1 stated

that,

. . .the literature on union catalogs can be character-’
ized\ as having much information about the objectives of
union catalogs and -about' the procedures to be used in
creating .and maintaining union catalogs, a few generally

. ) applicable studies. with quantitative information, much.

nformation relevant to particular catalogs only, and e

" geveral studies of the Midwest MEdical Union .Catalog,

The literature also indicates that little reliable

data about costs .are available; that union catalogsr

‘have only infrequently been studied in the context

of the traffic\ gainat these catalogs, and that

technological developments ‘are forcing changes in our
‘thinking about union- catalogs. It is in the: context

-of this historical material -and these current trends
‘that the present study is taking place. (Olson & Pletzke,
ip. 15) - f s H

T Thefliterature'on,union—catalogsihas:deueloped further in:the{ e
¢ 1 . /

last few &ears. There ‘have been several excellent reviews of/the literature-

/ ¥

A on union catalogs that were written -ag: preliminaries for studies of specific

fcatalogst Goldstein, in a stupy'done for the—Newrgngland Library Information—

Network -(NELINET), provideSgan:excellent literdture review, espécially of
union—catalpgs.in New England. Goldstein's reviewjglso gives'gpod'back—

ground information concerning numerical registers. (Numerical fegistersl '

use a format such as that in.NUC's'Register:ofrAdditional Locations.)

Gleaves and Martim, in a study of the'NashvillenUnion Catalog,

provide a good review of the literature, and in addition, give cost estimates

—for—microfilming a union catalog and for converting union catalog information'

into machine-readable form.

Keller uses California as avmic;ocosm for the copntry, surveying

union catalogs first on & national level and tﬁen in California. Keller
4




-

i of'che.qbllecfipne,of small libraries in a union catglqgk

also proviges an excellent bibliography of materials on union catalogs.

' ' 3

~

Palmour, in a study conduc&ed for the’National Commission for Libraries and

—

. _ _ ’
Information Sciénce, presents an inventory of statewide union catalogs and
ce, P : £ : :

indicates the dates of toverage, format; and types of libraries included.

-

'Progre;s Report #1 of the Analysis of the Midwest MedigalrUnion—

~

Catalég in@iéated a lack of generally applicable -studies with quantitative

information. That situation hae been partially remedied recently. Arms

—

developed a mathematical model of duplication likely to occur in a union

catalog. The model was based on a random sample of titles in-the catalog

of each library studied. These titles were then searched in the catalogues

-

of other libraries. Results of testing the model indicated' that the percentage

.of gniquéftitles held by a library depends not ‘on the size of the library,

but on the ‘type and age of library, and that when--adding new ilbraries to

'the,éet,éf éontribucing 1libraries, the law of diminishing returns-acts more

slowly than previously thought. (Arms, pp. 378-379) B R

-‘Also attempting to -predict the uniqueness of materiais:in—lib;égy

?

-collections and to quantify thé overlap, O'Neill used marginal analysis- to-

determine the d&stribdpieh of- resources in a network. McGrath,.in a study
Qf:the Louigiana Numerical Register analyzed the correlation -between the-
number of titles cogtfibﬁ;ed'ﬁy a library to the regis;er anﬂ-the—numbef of

titles searched Ly that contributing libréry. ‘McGrath found a negative
: ‘ I ) -
correlation (~.30) and, noting that this was not as strong al negative

correlation as énticipatég; condlndéd';hat the results support the inclusion
. . \ = B o -

<




_ Of the interlibrary loan requests senf cb the eieven':esource
libraries of the- ﬁecwork each year, 60-70% éffthe; are~filled—$y the,A
reséu;qe—libragies. The remaining requests;are‘reférréh ;g other 1ibrérigé .
in the network q@at hold them, or to other Regi§nai Medical Libraries, or
to the Natign?l Library of Medicine. Generally, tée requeéts for,mbéog:aphg
that areiunfgl;ed:by other resource librarieS‘aggus%pcwgqrﬁhg John Crerar
Library for séafching~;here, and then, 1f£ not foupd; fqg»séarching;iﬁ;

MMUC. It is these requests, about 2,500-3,000 a ig;f,qhat the-study
concerns itself with: feqneéts:that h@Vé~b?énf§eér¢§§dxi9;§£ 1@@5;?Tﬁé =
\ ,

Johgzcteigr,Libfafy,3nqt.1bcated there, and,qhénJgégghhgdfiﬁaMMHC,
) - - ) / § =

., - y . " R
The data collection tookiplaég;ﬁnom—ngcembgf,719?33chrough August,

s e

1974, and all 1811 requests searched against MMUC during. that time are

included in thégpépg}ation, ‘However, of the 1811 requests studied, 159-did

¥

-not have ajgguate'verification,aand:these;werc'hot'éxgmingd; rApﬁeéfgnée;in
an unpnblishéd'papé:fcéiréépondgnse,-orza publisher’s catalog were not
considered adequate verification. . Thus, 1652:rgqugéts:wgrgcuéedaag,qhg

\population from which the samples for the various hypotheses were.-drawn. (Of

7% M
these requests, 34% had been searched by another resource: library befo
being :sent:to- the John: Crerar Library.

qu‘pu:poséglof this study, it is assumed chd; thg_:eaearch:pgpﬂ;

lation ie infinite, and that these 1811 requests are representative of

“ -]

-




.

that infinite pbpulatian. Por tais assumption to bec accurate, the tesfing
. \

period should be a normal one for interlibrary loan activity in the network%

>

There are geveral difficulties with this asﬁumption. The period
dnder*scudy'was one during which the ﬁetﬁork was imilemehtihg:néw inter-
library loan procedures, particularly following May, 1974. _However, .
available interlibrary loan statistics do not reflect any great change
AQ. in,activity. Figure 1 in&icates the number of requests sent to the John

Crerar Library by the network from January 1974 through January 1975. , \K{\\\\

While there are variations from mbnth to month, they are not unique to

T \\\ the period undeér study. .

\.' ; , FIGURE 1
\ . REQUESTS SENT TO THE JOHN. CRERAR LIBRARY, JANUARY 1974 - JANUARY 1975
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Furthermore, the imprint date of monqg;hphs searched in MMUC does not
vary. much during the test period. Table 1 indicates month by month the
pérceﬁtage of requests for titles published within various time periods. These

" figures vary little from month to_month, ‘Other statiscics collected show the

. o { ) ‘
' , \\ ~ TABLE 1 LERT
. PUBLICATION DATE or P REQUESTS smcaxp IN MMUC: J_‘___,’“ o
S & msa *1900=55 | 1955-6&5 ms-ea '1969-72.'1973-74 | No pATE}!
Déc ~Jan. || | 6% | 7% | 158 | 1% | 36% | 18% | 2%
Pebruary - }4 111 1718 ; 18 28 \2a ; 0 _
March B R A 1 1 13 2 25 4 L -
dpril ¢ 10 0 8 ;12 3, 3w T s, 2
Hay* |2 | a2z o} 13 24 | 15 4
June. - § .4 12 W60 14 . 30 | 16 1
¢ July ’. 3 § " [ 6 14 PR 2 22\ 7
August . I, 6 | 2. w1z 26 b o3 e
1z s ogox o2z J

same minor montﬁly variation, indicating that the program changes that
occurred at aboﬁt the mngoint in the testing period .did not markedly change.

‘the-nature of , the monograph requests searched: in MMUC.

*During May, 197&, and to ‘a lesser extent June, 1974, a higher percentage
of requests for -older materials were searched in MMUC. Thege requests-for
older materials -came ptimarily from- one- library and arrived in ‘batches at .
:this time, preaumdbly because -that library; with the advent .6f the new fiscal
year, had a quota of -aubsidized ILL requests available.
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ResuLTs of HypotHEsts TESTING:
“~

4+ hRN

N

Theghjpothesés below were franed to proyiae\a\t:orough analysis of

the Midwest Medical(Union Catalog in the context of interlibrary loan requests

searched in that catalog.. These hypotheses are also re1ationa Iin that they

- test the catalog, against other methods of location. Finally, the hypotheses

take into account the role of  the NationalrLibrary,ofoedicine as a backup

library to the network.

For most of the hypotheses, only a statement of ‘hypothesis and a
statement of the result are,giyen;, Discussion of the implications of the
results appears later in this'report. SincerProgress=Report #lxéescribed-
‘the methodology used,in,eachfhypothesis, snch akdescription—appearsébeIOV
only where the methodology was altered—fro@,that in ‘that report.

‘Only the sample mean -or. the sample probability appear in the

i

"Result" section of -each hypgthesis. Appendix. 11 contains ‘the statistical
statement of the null -and- alternate hypotheses, type of test used, level

of error, and result of ‘the statistical analysis. Finally, the hypotheses
‘beiow are statements of the Research (Alternate) ‘hypotheses rather than of

the Null hypotheaes.

Research Hypothesis s A greater number of interlibrary loan requests for'

monographs can be located in the Midwest Medical Union Catalog (MMUC) than

in the National,Union,CatalogA(NUC),

¥

Resdlt: “The- research hypothesis cannot be accepted. The probability of a

request being located in MMUC is 40,2%. The probability of a request
.« - -



being located in ‘NUC is 66.6%.

Research Hypothesis 2: Of the requests located in NUC, more than' 50% either

N ,
have no locatién»g}ven~(catalbged only by the Library of Congress) or are

o

i located outside ‘the geographic area included in the Midwest Health ‘Science

/
N 1

Library Network. -

¢
/

Result: The research hypothesis is accepted ‘when NUC's Register- of

Additional-Locations is not dtilized in the. experiment. In this case, 68. 8%
of the requests located in NUC do not have locations within the six-state

area of the network. However, when the Regiater of - Additional Locations
/

is dtilized the hypothesis is not accepted since 48.5% -of the titles
/ .

s\\\\\\ located in NUC cannot be located within the region. This means that,

using NUC aad the Regigter of Additional Locations, the probability of

/

locating a requested title in NUC and within the region is 34.4% It

/
should be noted that location of ‘a requested title within the region

by using NUC does not necessarily mean that ‘the title is held by a, health

“ / 2%.
R sciencewiibrary in the region. ) o &
SR “é' . -;
/- i ' g .
‘Research Hy%othesis 3: A greater number of titles requested can be locatad
- / - - - §.

1n'MMUC than can be located by usingzan extended directory to select the

probable holding library without checking any union catalog.

Selection using an ‘expanded directory was done iu two ways, First,

a student assistant with an undergraduate degree in the sciences created a
¢oordinate index to the subject areas covered by 63 of the health science

4

Then the student assistant selected a gample of

libraries in the region.

k]




scierice background and formerly unfamiliar with the index made the selections’

requests, and using the index, assigned the rquLsts to probable holding

libraries.on the basis of subject implied in the title of the request. The

requests were then sent to the selected libraries for searching in their -

catalogs..

Since the student assistant's'background.infthe sciences and
the fact that he had created the subject index, might have influenced the
results, the experiment was later repeated using another sample of requests

and, the same coordinate index. However, a clerical person without ‘a

in the second sample. . ' \ ) l. \

Result: The student assistant had a success rate of 41.4%. In this»case,‘ |

the research hypothesis cannot be accepted, since the success rate for MMUC?;.
was 40.2%. . . ' R . ./
The clerical -person had a success rate of 30.0% and in this'case%

the research hypothesis is accepted. - '_ - ﬂ

Research Hypothesis 4: It costs less to search MMUC for. titles requested

&

fhan to search NUC.* ) S P

~ Result: This research—h§bothesis is accepted. Cost is here-expressed ﬁn

-~

terms of time for manual searching, since all other costs Were\the samé for :
- \ .
both methods. The average time to search MMUC was 113.6 'seconds. The -

average time to search NUC (Not including the Register of Additional/

LocatiOHS) vas 270.6 seconds. S - ) / )

3 /

1
: /
.

*Cost here is a partial cost for searching the files only and does -/
not: include maintenance gosts. . . /
? h . ’
- 13 -

[




Research Hyﬁo;hesis-S: It costs iess to maintain MMUC than to mainégin
'§g§o -
Maintenance costs of MMUC include both the cost to the contributing
| A libraries of making one extra card per set for the union catalog and the cost
of combining and iqterfiling cards into the union catalog. A standardized
cost~analzsis form was used to obtain card production information from 32 of
the 43 libraries and cost data from 22 of these libraries: This form was
combined%with visits ﬁy the researcher to 8 of the librariés to obtain cost
inﬁormatién. (The form used in the qosﬁ analysis and the ﬁnit cost per type .

e e A'\

of reproduction method are in Appendix III.) : . \
: .

Tpé cost of the National Union Catalog is the yearly‘cosg'df
obtaining- the monthly and annual volumes, plus 1/5 the cost of purchasing
the quinquennial edition plus the average yearly cost of obtaining the
Mansell volumes. Tﬁis,is a rough estimgte only, not including the cost to
six of the libraries in tﬂe network of contributing cards to NUC, nox
accou;ting for thé percentage that the uge of NUC as a loc;;ing deQice
would be pf the total use of NUC in a library. However, the primary focus

» of this study is éhe\coééngf;MMUb rathar}than tpe.cosq of NUC. - - - '
gggglgz -It cost ﬁor;‘po maihtain-MMUC than té'maintain‘ope set of NUC.
Thé yearly cost for one set of NUC was $2437, ﬁhile the yearl& c&st for MMUC
was $4559 ($2358 for local card production and $2201 for combining énd f;iiné

N “gqlpgphcarda). However, if it were assumed that the same libraries contrib=

uting to MMUC also c&ntf%ﬁuééa to Nﬂc;iand 1if -the cost éf card pr;dhctiop |
were added to the single-set NUC cost, then the National Union Catalog
would cost $4795 versus $4559 for the Midwest Medical Union Catalog.

Finally, Vhen,the cost gf MMUC is expreésed in unit'cost--the

|
cost of maintaining the Eatalog and searching MMUC divided by the total

.~:14--
ERIC =3




number of requests searched against the catalog--then the cost is $1.90

“

‘per request.

{/4..
/ /

Research Hypothesis 6: In the case of a request loéatea—ln‘MMUé and referred

to another library in the region, of the total time from origination of a

i
request to receipt of the monograph or status report indicating monavailabil—
- ] ~

. ~

ity of the monégraph; err 20% of that time is spent transmitting the request

to MMUC, broceséing it there, and serding it to a holding libg¥ary. ’ -
Result: The hypothesis is accepted. The amount of time taken to send a

request to MMUC, locate it there, and:refer'ip on to another library is 49.17%
\ .

of the time necessary to process the'request in the netwwrk.. Of the time

spent processing a request, 80% is time for transmitting a request to and

.

from MMUC By mail or teletype. X ) oy

~

Research Hypothesis 7: Og‘the requests located in MMUC, fﬁe percentaée of "

items that could not be located in the Index~Catalogue of the Surgeon Genera}'s

1

Office, the National Libr&rqﬁgf:Medicine; Current Catalog, or CATLiNﬁ‘is

greater than 30%. . N ‘ ¢

This hypothesis and hypothésis number 9 examine MMUC in relation to
the National Library of Medicine, the backup library of the network.
_ngglg:’ The hypothesis is not accgpted. The .percentage of reéﬁébts located
in MMUC that could not be Iocat:7 in the Index-Catalogue of the Surgeon .

General's Oﬁfice, Current Calalgg,' or on CATLINE was 23.0%.

—— e . . _ _ - e [,

/ !

Research Hypothesis 8: The percentage of Eitles requested and located in

&

£

- /
MMUC; that are held by only one librarz,igigreater than 307. ot

Result: The hypothesis, is not acqepted.\ When the catalog is examined outside

/

/ ‘ '
/ - 15~ g
/ ;341




" library, 33.9% could not be located in the Index~Catalogue of. \the Surgeon

Result: The hypothesis is accepted The Pearson product-moment correlation

Y

*

of the context of ILL requests, there does indeed appear to be a high number
of unique items (52% of the 1969-Present imprints are uniquely held--the only
years when allvcurrentlyacontributing libraries were scnding cards to the

Cataloé): However, the ‘percentage of requested items held by only one library

20
0"

¢ . L . \
is 30,2%. This is -not sufficiently greater than 30%, according to standard

statistical criteria, to accept the research hypothesis.

o : " = '
Research Kypothesis 9: Of the above titles in MMUC held by one 1ibr4ry, the

J

percentage that cannot be located in the Iﬁdem—CataZoque of the Surggon

General 's Office, in Cuprent CataZog. or CATLINE is greater ‘than 30.4.

Result: The hypothesis cannot be accepted Of the titles\held by only one

General's Office, in Current ‘\;'qtal g or CATI’.INE. 'J.‘his is not: sufficiently

greater than 30%, according t\ standard statistical criteria, to accept the ’ ..

| ‘ . o .- NG
research hypothesis. ) Sk P

|
A . - \ .

N \ . ) . \
Regearch Hypothesis 10: There ig. a positive linear correlation between size

(in terms of number of cards contributed to the union catalog) of contributing

librarzfand ability of that library to satisfy requests referred to the \

Midwest Medical Union Catalog \

'.»l -
»J

A positivé linéar correlation indicates. that the ability to satisfy

requests increases with an increase in the size of the contributing library.

This hypothesis has implications for the prblhlem of which libraries should be

)

included in _any union catalog.

.

coefficlient is a positive .89, indicating a high linear correlation between

25 s ‘16 -
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K *nuovber of cards contributed to the catalog and. ability to satisfy Tequests. )
A . N i L N [,
This result is graphically depicted in Figure 2: As the percentage of cards
. ) . f : * . '
# contributed to MMUC increases, so also d?es Qhe percentage of requests that a

’

. library can fill.

-

*®

Research Hypothesis 11: There are libraries contributing to the Midwast

. s . i
"Medical Union Catalog whose contributed cards can satisfy less than 1% of -

-

the interlibrary loan requesfs referred tc the catalog.

*

Result: There are no currently contributing libraries .that can satisfy less

than 1% of the requests, However, there are .fourteen libraries that can

) ) ‘ . ¥ :
, -satisfy 1-57 of the requests searched iq,the catalog, and some of these

- \

libraries have had féw requesfﬁ referred to them in the five years they have
contributed to the ci;7log. . . : ’
These, then, are the results of the hypothesis tests. In addition
to the information obtained from the literature search and the results of |
" the hipothesis testing, a theoretical model of libiary éooperation\and some
. . ;2

&

)evaluapion criteria are used in deriving the recommendations of the study.

Fifst, the theoreticalgmodel of library cooperation is described.

.

S
-
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. ! . . N
Theoretical models often have the advantage of crystalizing and <
Rl

°
<+

clarifying ideas. One way to create a theoretical model 1is to apply
h A\ ] “ / i -
structures or patterns from one realm of ideas to a different realm. In

e
P

the thecretical model below, some concepts of mathematical set theory are

applied to cooperative efforts of libraries. First, a'short introduction
t . . .

to some set theory concepts, \ . '

, A set. 18 a collecticn of distinct objé?ts_of any sort, and -these.

objects are called elgmengsf/)For~examplé, if we consider the monograph
7 ' <

titlés held by one library to be a set, then the individual titles would
be the elements of that get. A union of two sets involves all the elements

5

coatained uﬁiqueiy in each set and the elements'in both getgiiéée Figure 3).

°

" FIGURE 3

// Union of Sets

L

1

If the sets were the monogrgph-collectionsgof two lipraries, then the union

of thége two sets would be all the monograph titles hgld by either library or

both' libraries.

An intersection of  two sets involves only those elements which are

contained in both sets (See Figure 4).




FIGURE 4

Intersection of Sets

For exanple,\if we again considerlthe sets as the modograph collections of
twaiibrar. 8, then the intergection of these two sets'would be only the
monpgtaph titlesvéhat appear in the collectioné of soth“libra;ies.

Figure 5 represents an intersection‘of sets where'the intersection

ié large. An example of such a set cohfiguratioh using libraries, would be

<

FIGURE 5

Large Intersection of
Library Collections

a public library system with many branches, where the sets are the monographic
holdings of the branches, and whe¥e the collections in the various branches
are quite similer, so that one title may.be held by a number of libraries. In

such a Casé, the intersection of all the branches (sets) is large because the

number of common titles held by all branches is high. Libraries with this

-921 - -
<9




type of intersection are traditionally considered ideally suited for co-

operative cataloging and book processing ventures because one title may be
x - - ﬁ.‘ a

processed for many iibraries at the same time, thus cutting costs.

. e

Figure 6 ropresents a union of sets whe;e the union is iarge.

-

FIGURE 6
Large Union of
Library Collections

13

An example of this szt is a group of libraries not Epving many monographic

titles in common (the intersection is small), but the total number of

i

" titles held by all the libraries. together is high. Such a group of libfa%ies
would ?e a consortium of multitypenlibrari?s, with c911ectiona in many }
subject areas. A grouping of libfaries.wiéh a large union is well suiteé
for cooperative ventures such as 1nterlibrary loan and coordinated colleétion

N
3

development. . ,
Another kind of set mix (possible variations are mﬁny) is onefin

which there is a large basic set that encompasses most of the items 1n{

] e
‘ !

30 | ‘;,
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FIGURE 7 °

" Large Basic Set-

\thgt cooperate using a large data basé of bibliog?aphic records in an
interactiée way for purposes of cooperative cataioging. The Ohio College
Library Center (OCLC) is an example of such a system:, In thia’arraugement
thé large set ;eprésents the records in the OCLC data base, whether MARC )

‘records or records added by member libraries. The smaller sets represené
thé member libraries. In thisfset mix, 1t &oea not matter so much for

purpcses of cooperative cataloging and processing, that there is no;za'
large intersection of ﬁember libraries, since in many casés, the basic set

contains the biblidgraphic record. And since tﬁe union of the member sets

is not diminished by striving for a large intersection (normally desired

for cooperative cataloging), the opportunities for interlibrary lozn and

-~

o

coogerative collection develgpment remain strong. However, the key to this
type of set mix is the large Basic Set. This kind of set configuratd.

represented in Figure 7, is making possible,different approaches to th

%
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union caﬁaldg function. This theoretical model will be applied later in the

recoimmendati.ons section of this study.




-

"—Iﬁfﬁaéigiﬁﬁzio the review of the literature, the results of the
“hypothesis testing, and the theoretical model, eight criteria are used in

evaluating the options for locational control. Thesz criteria are:

\

-~Location probability: Probability that an integlibrary loan request will
be iocaied as held by one of the libraries in the network. This is the

primary criterion for évasluation of a union catalog.

-—Coveragef‘ Extent to which the records in the union file reflect the

total ‘collection of health sciencé titles in the network.

--Currency: Rapidity‘with which név titles cataloged in member libraries
) i . .- '):rj
are added to the union file. i O

-

--Speed of delivery: Time necessary for locating and filling interlibrary

loan requests.

A
--Cost: Dollar costs to- the network and participating libraries in the
. 3 N

/ network to maintain a file or to keep ac%Fss to a file.

-~Enhancement of Cooperative. Efforts: Exéent to which a type of union:

file facilitates cooperative efforts other‘Fhan interlibrary loan.

i

--Network interface: Degree to thch a union file facilitates cooperation

with other networks, such as state and national networks.

\

--Survivél: Probability that a union file wilﬂ\continue to exist even
\

without government subsidy. \

- . i | \

a
"
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These eight criteria are applied to eight options for locational control

of monographs. For a summary ‘of that evaluation, see Table 2 on page 43.

4
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NO UNION CATALOG: o
/
In this arrangement, libraries in the network would follow a set
pattern of sending a request through the network~~to one resource library
and then to the National Library of Medicine ag a backup library~--or else
they would make one or two educated gueepes about possible holding libraries

before sending\the request to the National Library of Medicine,

--Location probability: The probability of locating a request by sending

it directly to a rassource library is fairly good. . Resource libraries

currently £ill 60%-70% of the requests sent to them. However, the
probability that a resource library will in turn be able to locate a hoiding
library in the network if it cannot fill the request is unknown.

The probability that NLM owns the materials is fairly good. NIM

holds 61.2% of the requests searched in MMUC and 77% of the requests ;égnted

in MMUC (Hypothesis 7). Also, NIM holds 66.1% of the reduested items that

-~

are listed in MMUC as Being held by only one library (Hypothesis 9).
--Coverage: Not applicable.
—;Currency: Not applicable.

~-Speed of delivery: Unknown. The average number of calendar days for a

request to be initiated, be checked in MMUC, be referred to and filled by

a holding library, and be received by the requesting library, is 20.6

calendar days (llypothesis 6). However, there are no comparable statistics

- 27 =
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for the total time it would take if requests were sent to one other resource

i

library or’directLy to NLM. .

i /

I

: , ' ’ / . X
-~Cost: The cost of maintenance would be nonexistent; however, repeated
l /!

searching for requests in different libzaries would ﬂé costly.

i

-~Enhancement of cooperafive efforts: This method would not enhance other
< " r ‘
cooperative efforts,

] - /'

--Network interface: Lack of a union file diminiéhes the chances of network
- ! -
. .- o/ .
interface success, because without knowledge of the various collections, the
ol

location of items in the region by 1ibraries'07%side of the region is
/

1 difficult.

/
ft

--Survival: Not applicable.

. . o




EXPANDED DIRECTORY:

This type of location device also depends on the backup role of
NIM. 1In this metho? an expanded directory of health science libraries is
created. In additipn to usual directory features, such as those found in

the 1971 Directory published by the Midwest Health Science Library Network,

this directory would contain a detailed subject index representing collection
strengths of libraries. Such a subject index was used in Hypotﬁesis 6.
.Interlibrary loan personnel, when deciding where to refer a request,

would determine the implied subject of the request from the title of the

1monograph, look up the,subject in the subject index, and assign the request

on the basis of subject strength and collection size. Such a directory
would augment the .eéducated-giess approach discussed ia the previous option/
N\
There is precedent for such a device. Markusou reports that

Conrecticut prepared d simildr directory as an interim location device for

monographs held by libraries in that state. (Markuson, p, 75)

--Location probability: The location probab.ility for such a device is

'average. An expanded directory was tested in this study, and when tne

creator of the directoty (a Student assistant with a science degree) used
it, theé location probability was 41. 4%, When an interlibrary loan clerk
without a science degree and without former familiarity with the directory

used it, the location probability was 30 0Z. (Hypothesis 3)

-~-Coverage: Coverage of the collections of a number of libraries would be

‘eagy to attain, but reflection of actial titles would depend on accuracy

3

and specificity of collection assessment and on the extent to which titles .

4
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analyzed by ILL librarians suggest the true subjects of those monographs.

! . --Currency:‘ Below average because the directory would probably not be

! .
- " sensitive to changes in collection development. \

-~-Speed of delivery: Unknown. i

3

--Cost: The cost would vary with the number of libraries included. However,

M

if the location device were an expansion of an already existing directory,

published; for other purboses, the marginal cost may not be much. N
i ‘

‘o . . oy v ¢
~-Enhancement of cooperative efforts: The 2ffect of this tool on cooperative

efforts would be minimal. The tool both enhances ILL efforts and identifies

collections, and can thus be used for coordinated collection deve10pmen¥, but

it is not sufficieﬁtly narrow and specific for extensive use in this area.

~--Network interface: Minimal. Again, it is not sufficientlf specific to

-

allow other networks to use the tool with confidence.

. ~--Survival: Below average. The marginal benefits (benefits beyond those
e

b achieved through educated guessing) are slight. The biggest probiem is
that the expanded directory does not afford referral éentainty, since even
if a uéer located a subject, he would not be certain of locating a requested
fffffié; —Consequently there is also time spent in repeated searching for
' titles at various institutions. However, this tool could have applicétions,
i for example, in a consortia of a small number“of libgaries wich limited ™

money to, spend on union lists and a potentdel f3r very spe-~ifir collection

description.

38 4.




CENTRAL UNION CATALOG:

In this configuration there is -one central union £i1e that users
]

communicate with by mail, teletype, or telephone in order to refer items.

The Midwest Medical Union Catalog is of this type. Main entry cards are sent
to the Midwest Medical Union Catalog and are filed in a central catalogt,'/
. W
e
—

: e

-~Location probability: Average. 40.2% of the ILL requests searched against
,/

this lee .are located as being held by a liBrary in the network. These are

I
requests that have already been searched but not loceted in the John' Crerar

/

-

Library.

--Coverage: Above average. The coverage of such a central Lilelis above

~

average if the larger health science libraries aﬁd’librapies with special
collections contribute to it. The file ?s then an approﬁimetioc of the
monographs in the region during the.existence;of the file: In-the,case dEl
MMUC, 35 libraries contribute to the catalog, and care. was taken when the

file was created to include large and special collections.

-

-~Currency: Average. The catslog is fairly current, with cards being added )

to it one to two months after they are sent to the catalog.

»

--Speed of delivery: Below average. Items must be transmitted to the
catalog for referral. In the case of MMUC, 49.1% of the total time r
necessary to process a referred request within the region is spent transmifcing

.. o~ ; ~ .
the request to the central catalog, processing it there, and transmitting
e

—

it to the holding lib:ary (Hypothesis 6). However, this.deliveri speed

can be improved by using other means of communication with the centray catalog.

i

'
/




\.
! s

Recéntly, several libraries have begun telephoning to have their requests

1

sgaréhed in MMUC. This practice 'will be encouraged in the future.

--Cost: The total cost of the maintenance of the union catalog is low. _}he
yearly‘cost for MMUC is $4559 ($2358 for local card production by contributing
libraries\and $2201 for combining and filing 34,000 ca-ds at the managemenf

office--Hypdthesis 5.) However, when the cqst,is‘expressed\iﬁ unit cosE

total number of\searches made against -the catalog--the cost seems Higher.

-

Calculated in tﬁis way, the unit cost is about $1.90 per request searched
against: the caFaiog;(Hypothesis 5). This qhit cosy results from the low

volume of searche% against the catalog.

--Eﬁhancement of cooperative efforts: Below averagé. Because the catalog.
ie not physically present at the individual libraries, or easily accessed, it
\ N .

does not contribute to other cooperative efforts such as cooperative collection

1

\ -
development., o )

~

--Network iaterface: Below average. This type of catalog contributes only
" glightly to network interface, with few libraries outside of the region

utiliziag it. . s

--Survival: Above avérage. The maintenance costs are low ($2291 for

-

combining and f£iling) and libraries are willing to continue to bear the cost
4 o ‘! '
i f

? /

of ccntributing cards to it.

4

/

Vo .
terms--the codt of maintaining the catalog and searching it divide by the \
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DISTRIBUTED CATALOG:

/
This catalog is essentially the same catalog as the central one

except that multiﬁle'copies-are made for distribution to libraries in the

.region. nggributed patalogé can take many forms. They can be microform

versions of the central catalog, or book catalogs, or," in cider to reduce

v

) prinfiﬁg costs, registers of numbers listing somz identifying number such

as ISBQ number, NLM citation number, or LC card number, and then the

kolding libraries.\

. k , .
=-Location probability: Average. The same as for the central catalog.
—-Céverage: Average. The same“as for thq\central catalog.

~-Currency: “Below average. These types of catalogs.require frequent
supplémgnts, and the literature study of union catalogs indicafes.that,
shile it is often possible to obtain the funds to publish an original

disétibﬁted4catalog, it is often difficult to @aintain a level 6f funding

sufficient to publish regular supplémenﬁst g
3 > Ve M . -

an

3

--Speed of delivery: Average. Thts,is the main advantage of such a catalog.

With the current centrél‘cagalﬁg, 49.17% of the time is spentoreferring a

\\E?queét to the cata}Q&;igearching it there, and referring it on to the:

o

holding Tibrary. With a distributed catalog, this time would be

h eliminated.

-

f—dbst: More than average. A rough estimate of the cost of a register
of numbers for the M;dﬁest Medical Union Catalog indicates that the cost

for *he original volumes would be $16,000. This estimate includes locating
¢\ - . -




a unique identifying number for each title, converting data, programming,
photocomposing and printing 500 copies of the registerf At any rate, any

distributed catalog would cost more than the present central card catalog.

~~Enhancement of cooperative efforts: Average. Libraries could easily
check the file for other holding libraries in the region before purchasing

expensive or low priority items, but such a usage would depend on the currency

of the tool.

N

~--Network interface: Average. Such a distributed catalog|\would facilitate

’ network interfa-2, since it would be available to other networks.

i

13

--Survival: Below average. The cost of keeping such a file current would

be high and this would diminis~ <8 chance of survival.

‘The options for loceation of monographs discussed above (except for
no catalog at all) have some characteristics in common. They require the
mg;ntégcncg of a data base by the network, and their main fuﬁction=is a union

N e

catalog function: the location of titles. Further, thesé filés répresént

only the holdings of libraries in the region. . , ' ‘
The following oﬁtioné\dq not require maintenance of a d;:;jbas¢'
by the network, and their union catalog function is a byproduct rather than
a primary activity. In other words, the union catalog file is gener;ted
through shared cataloging activity. Finally, they are mostly larger data
bases reflecting the holdings of libraries other than those in the .ietwork.
Generally, these data bases better fit the theoreéical model of a large Basic
Set whose';ecords generally include the titles held by thg individual

v

librarieg.

-3 -
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NATIONAL UNION CATALOG: ’ /
--Location probability: Average. While 66.6% of th: requestg may be located
in NUC (Hypothesis 1), the probability of locating a requested title in NUC

and within the region is 34.3% when using the Register of Additional Locations.

However, the Register has recently been improved and, partly due to automation,
a backlog of reports has- been removed. Location probability using the

Register should improve in the future. : .

—--Coverage: Below average. The coverage of this file is partly a function
of the number of libraries that contribute to it. Currently, six of -the

libraries that contribute to MMUC also contribute to NUC.

--Currency: Below average. This 1s the biggest problem. While the

. . A % -
original cataloging will appear in the monthly volumes, the hoxdings
information for libraries in the region méy not appear until the annual

I
or quinquennial editions because of the timing of the cqulgtibpe.

~-Speed of delivery: Average. The NUC acts as a distributed catalog with

resource libraries doing their own searching without sending the request to

a central location.

--Cost: The cost to the network is minimal since the network does not have
to maintain a central catalog. The cost to a library of obtaining the
monthly, annual, quinquennial and Mansell volumes as they come out is about
$2500 a year. Clearly the libraries in the region would not purchase NUC

for 1its locational information alone. Furthermore, the search time using

NUC is over twice as long as that using MMUC (Hypothesis 4).

- 35 =
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~-Enhancement of cooperative efforts: Below average. The holdings information

l . - - ’
is not sufficiently current to facilitate cooperative acquisitions.

I
h
i

* 1
,

! . ° I
~--Network interface: Average. Network interface is facilitated because one
. - I

f
location device lists the holdings of librazies both An and out ofjthe

[ ‘
network. % : : $\+ ~
‘ i - } , .-
==Survival: Above averageT y ;
| I
J / |
‘ £ ‘
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THE NATIONAL LIBRARY OF MEDICINE'S CATLINE:

&
v

In this option it is assumed that NLM ig willing to adﬁ locatiop
symbols of the major Libraries in the region to CATLINE in ; way similar
to the way the§ are added to the serials - cord in SERLINE. The file
structure of CATLINE is such that loca’ on s§mbole for up fo 160 librariée-

could be added to the CATLINE recor. -.

f . . T +

--Location probability: Average. 61% of the requests for monographs in
the network can be located at NLM. Furthermore, only 9.6% of the requested

items can be located in MMUC buf not at NIM.

-~Coverage: Below average. :This system'does npt allow libraries {other _,
than the three libraries cooperating in cataloging for it) to add titles

thét are not already con the file, Hence the file would be a ﬁartial

|

|

reflection of the titles in the network. - / w
|

~--Currency: Thé'cufr ncy of the file would vary, depending on how location

symbols were added to the file. If;they were added on-line by the holding

4 A+ ——

;ibrary,“cdrfeﬁcy'woul be above average. If they were batched and added

periodically, currency wouIﬁ\be~average.

~-Speed of delivery: Average. Because of the availability of terminals
in the health science libraries in the'ngtwork, and the ability to refer

-a ‘request directly without sending it to a central catalog, speed of

delivery would incréaaﬁ.
~~Cost: The cost of this tool to the Management Office of the Network

would be.small, though there would be a cost to the National Library of

- 37 -
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Medicine and to the health science libraries supplying holdings information

to 1it..

s

~-Enhancement of cooperative efforts: : This option would enhance some other
éooperative.efforts, especially coordinated collection develépment, and would
also make possible better coo?@ination betweén ;hé network li§raries and

the backup library. ‘However, the system does not allow cooperative cataloging
to the extent afforded in the systems described below, nor do;s it result in

prodﬁction of catalog cardé for libraries in the network. .

~-Network interface: Above average. This option would increase opportunities
for network interface; however, this interface would be primarily with other

reglons in the Biomedical Communication Network and with NIM.

~~Survival: Unknown, since the tool does not currently exist in the format

described.

-

4G
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UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA BIO-MEDICAL LIBRARY'S MINICOMPUTER SYSTEM:

\
\

This stand-alone, on-line, mini-computer system'is designed to handle
data ménagement for all library operations and to be an in-house system for

/ a medium-sized library. Three other health science libraries in the network

z

have plans-for fepiicating the system dn their own libraries) and such

!

repliéation would make posaiblé the linking together o% éheseVﬁinicomputgrs 80
that each mini cquld rapidly search the files of cher librarigs if 1t could
not locate é@ item in its own files. If the number of files became too

large for such searching, then a central abbreviated index to aﬁi_the fiiés’

could be developed. . ’ ‘ \
\

. In this option, there would be no complete and separate %nion

1

catalog file as such, but the union catdlog function would be accodpliéhed
by rapid switching and searching of various data basis, or, if that ?ystép
became overloaded, an index to the various files. 1In any case, the égioq

catalog function would be a bypredﬁét of the system, rather than a primq%y

A
v
Y

objective. . ] Vol
. . d .\ .
X

~~—-Location probability: Unknown. It would be a function of the number of

libraries participating.

~-Currency: Above average. Records would become searchable as soon as

created, and in-process files would be available for searching.

—-Speed of delivery: Above average. Since the mini-computer system %p )
designed for handling all library operations, it would be possible not only

. 4
to query the catalog file, but also the circulation file of a library,

-39 -
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and to leave a message that the book has been requested on interlibrary loan.

This switching of interlibrary loan requests, would improve speed of delivery.

--Cost: There is no cost to the Management Office of the network. There would -
be substantial cost to librgrieé wishing to replicate the eysteg,/éﬁd the ///
system would not be chosen by a parpicipat;ng library for its locational

func;ion. How much of the system cost would be ascribed to the locational

function 18 unknown at this time.

e
~-Enhancement of cooperative 2fforts: Other Yooperative efforts would be
much enhanced, including cooperative écquisitions (from the sharing of

in-process and cataloging files), cataloging, and collection development.

--Network interface: This is below average, sinte the system is not designed
to utilize a larger data base with location symboils reflecting the holdings

of more than one network.

--Siirvival: ‘Unknown at this time because the system is in developmental and

eaély implementation stages.

48
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. THE OHIO COLLEGE LIBRARY CENTER (OCLC): \
OCLC'is an on-line cooperative cataloging éro1ect utilizing MARC

records and input from member libraries. When a library insgructs the '
system éo produce library cards for.it, OCLC also enters that library's
symbol as a holding library, tﬁus_creating a union catalog as a byproduct.
OCLC is becoming more attractive tou°medical libfariés because several other
medical libraries are.now using itvfofAcétaloging, bec;uqe Washington
University Medical School Library could eﬁEe; its 18,000 gscord, 10 year file
of MARC-format records into dCLC,.and because NLM may deﬁeloé a conversion’,
prdéram to convert its records to MARC format such that they can be put into
the OCLC file. Six health science libraries in MHSLN are currently making
plans to obtain services of_ocic, with several other libraries seriously

considering using the system.

--Location probability: Unknown. This depends on the number of libraries

in the network which utilize OCLC.

<==Coverage: Unknown. This also dépends on the number of libraries using

the: system.

¥

--cufréngy: Above average. Records are in the union file as soon ag catalog

cards are requested.

--Speed of delivery: Above average. There is ' no need to send requests

to a central catalog to be searched.

,~=Cost: As with the mini-computer system, there is no cost to the network

but therz is a cost to the individual library based on the number of OCLC

- 4] -




records used for cataloging. Recently, OCLC instituted search costs for

terminals in public service areas) and some of these searches would be for
interlibrary loans. For those termipals in cataloging areas, however, the cost

that is attributable to the location\kunction is unknown at this time.

--Enhancement of cooperative efforte: Abgve average. Because of the currenc&
of the file,_it is well-suited for such pro ects as cooperatiVe acquisitions.

_And of course, the OCLC system itself is based\ on cooperative cataloging.

—-Network interface: Above average. An advantage of a large file such as\
OCLC, which is used by many libraries in a number of networks, is that
network interfacing becomes much easier because there 1s a large, shared

data base.

--Survival: Above average. This system has been operational for several

- years and continues steady growth. .

These, then, are the resulce of the hypothesis testing, the
theoretical model of library cooperation, and the analysis of options on the

basis of evaluation qriteria. All of these, together with theaipformation

from the review of th@ literature, are now brought together in the

: /
recommendations for the Midwest Medical Union Catalog.




TABLE 2

_ SUMMARY OF OPTIONS FOR LOCATIONAL CONTROL .

3

ria

Cri :
Enhance~-
cation] . .+ |Speed of ment of |Network
roba- |Coveragefurrency}Delivery] Cost Coopera=-|Inter- [Survival
ilicy tive face -
N\ Efforts
No . ﬂot Not Efloa Not |
Catalog|| Unknown|Appli~ |Appii- |Unknown |None one vera s | Appli- |
cable cable {. | ‘cable ;
. f 7 |
\ ) |
.
p ) ‘ 3 ’ - ’ ‘
ExpaqaL Above Pelow . Less . - [Pelow ﬂhﬂﬁgrffrﬁelow |
ed Di~ ﬁxerage Average | Average Unknown,tthan verage (Average [Average |
rectory Average ' ‘
Central Above {Belcw | Less Below  Below lAbove :
Catalog|l Average Average }Average |Average | than Average [Average |Average
’ Average . '
Distri- ~ Below More . Efldw“ .
buted Average !Average \Average |Average | than pweragg @Nerage verage
Catalog Average '
. {Bedow |[Below ﬂelov.} Jbove
NUC fAverage égffage Average {Average | Average HKverage HMverage [Average
S | elow JAveraget = iless | wbhnve q_
RLM  IAverage |Average [Above [Average |than pverage Mverage [Unknown
Average Average -
tMinne~ -
sota Above [Above . bove low
Minicom-{nknown FUnknown Average |Average {Unknown HMverage MNverage [Unknown
puter '
r.’
o ¥
_“& Above |Above Above bove lAbove
OCLC  Rinknown rUnkno Average [Average |Unknown Rverage Rverage lAverage

Cost evaluation on this table reflects the cost to the Haﬁagemant Office of.

the network only, not the tost to individual libraries.
these costs, see the text.

no precise definition,

the same criterion.

The term

| vl o]

oL

For a diacussion of
"Average'" as used in the table has

To get an approximation of the meaning of the term )
within each criterion, compare the use of the term for different options vithin

Ai,fJ‘




. AN

RECOMMENDATIONS : . ~

Recommendations Specific to MHSLN: -

Rgcqmmendation'#b: ’ ' : ~ )

That loéétion of monographs for interlibrary loan in thé\Midwest Health

Science«hibrﬁf&’Network be achieQed by utilizing exisfing or dévelog;ng

computgrized data bases of monograph titles instead of the Midwest Médical

] s L

Union Catalog.

Thié recommendatior recognizes that there are changes and developments
"in the methods of locating materiagls that are Becoming more attractive to the
network. in a sense, the recommendation is a recognition ofv&evelopment
already taking place in the Midwest Health Science Library Network, and a
‘recognition of’the implications“of these developments. Specifically, six

health science libraries in the network are already preparing to utilize

OCLC, and several other libraries are giving this option some consideratioy.

Futhermore, several libraries are makiﬁ% plans to replicate the University of

-

|

Minnesota Bio-~Medical Library's Minicomputer system.

These developments make it '‘possible to anticipate a time in which

—— e | e cem v e

;he‘locational function for pufposes of interlibrary loan is a byproduct of N
cooperative cataloging rather than a sep;ratg function. And this kind of
system is one that more closely resémbles the theoreticélimodei in which
thgge is a large basic set that encOmpassés the smaller sets a;d makes both
locational control and othexr -cooperative actions possible.

> While the overall costs of maintaining the present catalog are not

high, the unit cost per ré&uest seems high because of the low volume of

N )
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requests againsg\fhg/éata%ogr—'ExpanBton~or increased sophistication of the

N e far i "
present catalog into some f?rm of distributed cataldg should not be an option
chosen; such an option woulé further. increase the unit costs.of the catalog.

o

Finally, while the present‘catalog dogs p;ovide.good pfobability of

- location of materials within the network, it dges not provide for other

benefits éﬁch as cooperative acquisitions or increased\net&ork interface. And

AN
the literature search indicates that there is precedence for generating the °
location function as a byproduct of coopéerative cataloging. Iﬁ 1974 the
Union Library Catalogue of Penﬁs&lvania urged its éontribhting libr;;iés to
join OCLC and‘;o send to the Catalogue only those foreign languesge titles
not ipcluéz% in OCLC or those titles not cataloged onKOCLC. (Campion) ’
: - .
\
s - . ‘ -
v\ ’ "
= \ 1
\ T >
- \‘
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Recommendation #2: , -

That the Midwest Health Science Library Network continue to study the various

existing and deté\oping systéms, continue to encourage the participation of
- - . .

thé'networkulibraé;es in these systemg, and continue to encourage-the compat-
£y 7 -

ibility and interface between the various systems used by the libraries of
the network. K

This recommendation recognizes recent changes and developments in
the area of bibliographic and locational control of'monographs.and the’need
for libraries in the network to stay.abreaat of these developments. It was .
in this vein that the Management Office of the Network'initiated a1 -ussions
;ith OCLC to enable interested network resource libraries to participate in
that system. Similarly, the network should study other systems such as the‘
Minicomputer systenm in Minnesota, INCOLSA in Indiana, the BIBNET system from
Information Dynamics Corporation, the Midwest_Library~Network (MIDLINET),

_ the Illinois State Library Network's usage of the OCLC system, and other

e e

gsystems to determine their—implications for the netwerk.

The Midwest Health Science Library Network will, in several ° ,

years, be in a unique position of being able to-examine the effectiveness

of several different computerized systems to see how well they fulfill the

union catalog function. Results of such examination can then.be compared
v

with the results of the present study./

H
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Recommendation #3:

¢ -

That the network maintain the present Midwest Medical Union Catalog, if only

at .a minimal}ieval, until such time as these other computerized data bases

provide the locational probability currently possible with the Midwest Medical

S~

Union Catalog;

) . ¢
/ This recommendation recognizes that the preseat catalog does an

adequate job of locating materials in the network (the primery function of
2 union catalog)! that the catalog's cost to the network 1s low, that the
other alternatives mentionel cannot provide adequate locational contpvol at

' _ﬁhis time, ° that locational control is necessary until they do provide-

such control. !

Y

- The recommendation is based on the state of the art in locational
control of monographs in %he network area. OCLC is just beginning to extend
\ .
: \
its services to the states of MHSLN, and medical libraries are increasingly

pa;clcipating in OCLC. Thé University of Minnescta Bio-Medical Libxary's

!

minicomputer project is entering implementation stages. BIBNET has only
recently been offered to libraries. The NIM file of moncgraphs may soon

be- convertible into MARC format. The INCOLSA prolect in iIndiana is beginnipg.
f

The Illinois State Library Network's participation in OCLC will soon go
: .
beyond the pilot project stage. The Midwest Library Network is in formation

stages, and the National Commission is studying the feasibility of a national

]
~

L

network. ; . .
.9 ' ‘
How rapitly these systems attain full development in {he network is

. uncertain at this time, and since the locational function is the p%imhry one

for a union catalog, the current centralized catalog should be maintained

&

until these developing systems satisfy this criterion at a success rate equai

to.that curfently possible with MMUC,

[

o~




'Maintenance\gf M?UC is already at a minimal level, as can be seen N
in the discussion of the Central'Cétalog optior (p. 30). &he cost for
combining and filing the cards sent to MMUC is kept at a minimum b} not ’
doing any verification of contributed cards to resolve differeﬂées in main
entry choice on the part of contributing libraries. A study of a sample qf

P .

titles in the catalog to determine the effect of this minimél maintenance
" indicated that 5% of the titles in thénhatalog are duplicate cards filed in
'3 i difﬁerent locations because of different main-entry choicz.

This is a tolerabple leyel of duplication, especially since the
catalog is not used for such functions as locating all the books written by
ong author. With any index or catalog, the cost is either spent creating ahd
maintaining the catalog or searching the catalog, and the two costs are
usually inversely related. In the'case of MMUC, the wolume égainst the
catalog isllow. It is thus preferable that the unit cost of maintenance of
the catalog be low gnd that the ccst of searching be allowed to rise.

¥inally, the number of librafies contributing to the catalog should
be reduced. Eight of the 43 libraries that formerly contributed to the
vatalog né longef contribute. 1In addition, libraries that can currentl& £ill
less than 5% of requests and less than 2% of unique requests should be asked
to discontinue their contribution. This would involve 14 litraries and about
5,000 cards per year. If these 14 libraries nc longer contributed to the
catalog, the number ot uniquely-held, requested items in the catalog would be
;educed by less than 4%. Many of these libraries have teceived few, if any,
referrals fron the catalog, and the tities that they could fill are held by
larger libraries in the network.

AN




iGeneral, Recommendations:

'
\

Recommendation #1:

That in a network in which interlibrary loan requests are referred in a

hierarchical manner to the larger libraries, and in which the union catalog

is used ornly for-lacational purposes, -only the 15 or 20 layger librariésl;or

libraries-with apeciali;gnigue collections be included in a cemtralized

\

catalog. : t

There is some controversy about which libraries should be included

/
in any union catalog. Merritt studied theloverlap of library coliections
. ’ . ’ N
in six union catalogs and suggested that, because of duplication patterns, ///
+only the 10-15 largest libraries be included in a union catalog (Merrite,

P. 92). On the other hend, Arms found thit the percentage of unique itﬁ%s
X
in a library collection is reldted to age and type of library rathér than

to size (Arms, pp. 378-379). ‘
From the data collected in Hypothesis 10 of the present study,
it would appear that Merritt's suggestion is more appropriate in cooperative
situatiéns where requesté\h e referred in a hierarchical.fgshion to larger
\ libraries, and where the unz;;\Eagg}og is used for locational purposes only.

In MMUC, the correlation between numgér‘of ca}ds contributedrto tt atalog

~

and ability to f£ill reqhesﬁé Searched in the catalog 1s a positive .89,

The difference between\the findings in the Arms' atud§‘and those

-

in the present séudy might be accounted for by the fact that Arms examined

A]

catalogs of potential contributing libraries, while the present study

\ .
examined a union catalog in the context qf requested items. It is possible
-, N

* for a library with a highly unique collecti n to contfibute to a union catalog

¢
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but rarely have any items requested by other than its own primary users. Arms

provides valuable data for planning unioh catalogs, but such planning should

\;I.

also take into account the requests to be gsearched in the catalog.

In terms of thé theoretical model, when the locational function N
alone is considered, only those libraries should be incluEed in the union
catalog that significantly increase the union of sets when those sets are also

|
defined in terms of requested item. i

This recommendation, on the other hand, does'notjintend to suggest
that smaller libraries not contribute to any location tools at all, or that .
they ely entirely on the larger libraries of a network. If these libraries ' \i
intend to cooperate in loaning materials to eacﬁ ;ther before reqhestiné

those materials from the larger libraries, and if there were no distributed

union catalog, then it would be to theilr advantage nghhave a locational tool.

at that local level to facilitate such cooperation. \

\

LY
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Recommendation #2:

That the probiem of locational control (traditionally the primary function

of a union catalog) not be treated as separate and distinct from the problems

of cooperative acquisitions cooperative cataloginglAgpd bibliographic control.

Thi? recommendation looksztoward the future. In the past,
cooperation in a union catalog dctivity has been the eaéiegt first step
towargyany kind of cooperative activity. This effort should not be discounted
or discontinued in lieu of other forms of cooperative activity. However, the
teuhnology now béing utilized by library systems is such that it is becoming
possible for different t&pes of libraries to cooperate in different ways with-
out one kind of cooperative effort détracting from another kind.i ”

Specifically, when the model of cooperation is a 1§£§e basic ‘set,

with the possibility of quick access by a number of libraries, then it is no

long necessary to limit cooperative cataloging to certain types of libraries,

" or resource sharing to other types of libraries. A basic file becomes the

means of bringing different kinds of coopeiatioﬁ together by many different

kinds 6f libraries without the need to maintain separate data bases for each

of these cooperative activities.

g .
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APPENDIX I
Contributing Libraries

Midwest Medical Union Catalog

. ILLINOIS
American Dental Association \‘\
American Hospital Aséociagion

American Veterinary Medicéi Association \\\

Children’s Memorial Hospital, Chicago

Cook County, Illinois, Hospital

Chicago Medical School’

Cook Céunty, Illinois, School of Nursing
Chicago Coilege of Osteopatiiic Medicine
I1linois College of Optometry

The John Crerar Library

Loyola University of Chicago Medicai Center
Illinois Masonic Medical Center

Michael Reese Hospital ana Medical Center
Rush Presbyterian St. Luke's Medical Center
University of Chicago, Bio-Medical
Northwestern University Dental School

Northwestern University Medical School

\
ICADA
\
ICAH.,

ICAVS\\\
Tcch
IccH |
ICCM
ICCN
1CCO
ICICO
163

ICL
e~
ICRH
ICRM
ICU-M
IEN-D -

TEN-M




National College of Chiropractic ILoC ’ //
Illinois State University at Normal ) Iﬁs
Un;versiq} of Illinois at Urbana, Biology " Iw-B
qUniversity of Illinois at the Medical Center ) TU-M
University of Illinois at Urbana, Veterinary Medicine IU-V \
’ INDIANA .
Butler University College of Pharmacy ' InIB-P
Purdue University, Life Scieunce InLP-L )
Purdue University, Pharmacy InLP-P
Purdue Univexsity, Psychology inLP-Ps ~
Purdue University, Veterinary-Medical InLP-V ‘
University of Notre Dame, Life Sciences InND
Indiana Univérsity, Anatomy-Physiology : IInUfA
’ Indiana University, Biology InU-B
Inhiana University, School of Dentigtry . InU-D
Indiana University, School of Medic}ne ] InU-M '
Indiana University, Optometry Libr;ry InU-0
IOWA
Iowa State Medical Libra?y Ia-}M

U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, Agricultural Research Service
National Animal Disease Laboratory TaAAR

College of Osteopathic Medicine and Surgery,
Des Moines 7 IaDmS




M{FNESOTA
]

Mayo Clinic
Universiti'of Minnesota School of Agriculture

A

University of Minnesota Bio-Medical

- NORTH DAKOTA

University of North Dakota Medical School.

WISCONSIN
Medical Coilege of Wisconsin,, Medical-Dental
University of Wisconsin Medfé;l School

Uﬁiversity of Wisconsin School of Pharmacy

MnRM

MnU-A

MnU-B

NdU-¥

WMM-M

WU-M

Wu-P
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.

_ Research Hypothesis 1: A greater nuuber'of 1nté?1ibrarf loan requests for

AR

monographs can be located in the Midvest Medical Union Catalog (MMUC)

than in the National Union Catalog (NUC).
)

H Y P = Ppc
' / K = .05

He: Ppguc > Pruc

A

i Pre-1956 imprints in the alphabetical range from Ko--Z are not

“x

incluged in the tabulation for this hypothesis.

requests located in mmuc :
- 3 . = 402

D omuc " 555 P
m=uc 555
. o :é%uestl located in nuc ﬁ
n. ° = 504 = . - » 667
nae & mue : 504
I .
! D.R.: Reject B, if 2 > 1.64.
P -5 ’
Zm ol zﬁ/\ = < 8.63
] »
V/péaA/nl + Poqq/“z a
" - u’p‘ + nzsz
N * where ﬁb - —E-l-wo---- = 528
N nl + nz
S, . ’ )
- 5.63 1@ less then 1.64 therefore Ho cannot'be rejected. H, is acceptead.
7
‘.
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-

Research: Hypothesis 2: Of the requests located in NUC, more than 50%

either have no lééacion given or are located outside the geographic area

included in the Midwest Health Science Library Network.

H: P s 50 ~

o . -loc
: ‘>' oA = .05
Ha' P-loc 50 _ | . \\\
vhere P_joc 38 the probability that a request located in NUC has no location”

- | : .
given in the geographic area included in the Midwest Health Science Libracy
Network. ‘

¢

\

A, Without Rbgiatgr of Additional Locations:

Requests outside region .f

ns 336 ’p\ a A bad 0688 pO - .50
. o 336 . \
f-p
Z - _..-_Q.. = 6.9 .
VPod /2 C
. ‘ " .
6.9 is greater than 1.64; therefore, reject B .
S. Nith Register of Additicnal Looations:
Requests outside region _ X
nw 3% = \ - 485 Py = +50

333

D.R..: Reject H  if Z > 1.6%

eve——




¥ . f)\ - Po . /
. Z B weemamcne 8 - '549 N
. \[poqq/n

i

- 549 is less thar 1.64; therefore, Ho cannot be rejected.

Ho is accépced .

s

l |
;
*

7 ] N ‘ '

scarch Hypothesis 3: A greater number of titles requested can be

located in MMUC than can be located by using an_exp: .ded-directory to

select the probable holding library without checking any ‘union caialog. ‘
| Ho: P e ™ Pdix‘ —i ’ ’ -
]‘ ° , o e s y
| Ha: Pmuc > Pdir j .
A. Library Clerk: ’
‘ Requests located b§; MMUC .
Bome * 535 Pomye ™ b = 402 )
. ’ . 555
A Requests located expanded ‘directory 0 /
n,, = 240 A - - - = 3
| dix: ¢ dir . 240 .
D.R.: Reject H 1if Z) 1.64.
| I o
§ ' ~ A
Py - P '
i 1.2 - 2.73 N
N

!
f A
z n.p, + P2
| where ‘30 T 5 o = 371
. ‘ n; + 1,
I 2.73 is gré?afer than 1;64; therefore, reject Ho . 1 . —~
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B'. Studeat Assistant:

Requests located by MMUC

n ~ 555 », - ; - 402
mmuc ‘ nmuc 555
-~
- A Requests located expanded directory
Dify = 302 Pdir ~ - - 414

302

D.R.: Reject H if 2 ) 1.64. ' ) '

\ .
)

Z = -~;—1-~—-—3-~- = - 0.342 \ PR

Veoo/ny + B ae/m, \\ ) /
) n,8, + np }
where i)\o - ..l..l..-.._.z...g .(‘066 e ! .
nl + 0y ) /1 ‘

\ — \ -

- .343 is less'than 1,64, ° /

Therefore H cannot be rejected. H_ 1is accepted/. \
» o \
s

-

Note: The significanc. i the test was not 1imited by the percentage of
questionnaire return because the return on both parts of the test was 100%.

/

/

Research Hypothesis #4: It.costs less-fb‘search MMUC for titles requested

<

"than to search NUC.

*

where x is time to search MMUC and y is time to search NUC. .
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=76 | X =113.6 $2 = 3504.6
» . by - 2 [ ] )
ny, = 142 T = 270.6 Ss = 26114.6

Test for equal variances:

r

HO:O—I ‘0-2 ‘ (
& = .05
, Ha:O"l "crz < _
s2  26114.6
o FPm e w ccmaeme = 7,45
\ sg 3504.6

-

<\L/ D.R.: Reject H if F > 1.47 (the table value of F at 141 sud 75 degrees
I 0" :
\ ‘ of freedom). ‘ . “

7.45 18 greater than 1.47.

Therefore reject H,.
Since the variances are not equal, the t' test for-populaticns with unknown

L d

and unequal variances' is used.

. ]
D.R.: Refect H 4f £'>t ..

- .- ‘ ‘ . E::}'

~ - <
- X

P t' = v.mmmf;_g_.\.t 10.4 ' .
EANE - KT
(s2/n, + 82/n )2
-2 w198

" Ym0 + 1)] + [s¥op 2 g + 1) | ‘

ran




\
it to a holdfng library. - i \ '
y .

" : . .
H: xX = '20
- [¢] - 3
.y ' K= ,05
H : f x .20 .
a - P 2
y .

tev = £.95;198 ™ 1.64
r

10.3 is greater than 1.64. Therefore reject Ho .

/

‘ Vi
Research Hypothesis #5: It costg less to maintain gyﬁc thap to maintain

- 7

. // - .
No statistical analysis was made to verify this research hypothesis. The .

/
cost for NUC was obtained from past expenditures. Cost for MMUC was
) .

obtained using a combination of systems analysis techniques with repeated

/
observations, and of dividing the cost 7: combining and filing cards in _—
the catalog by the total number of cardz filed. -

=T

Research Hypothesis #6: In the case of a request located in‘MMUC and

~,
»

f
referred to another library ian the region, of th; total time, frow - 4

origination of a request to receipt of the monograph or the status report
< ’ i

indicating nonavailability of the monograph, over 20% of that time ig |

spent transmitting the request to MMUC, proceesing it there, and sendipg

where y is the total time for a requeat o be filled and x is the time for

receiving the same request at Hnﬁc. proceseing it there, and sending it
) P .
to another library.




n = 238 %[y = 491 S, = .183 /‘o - .2

D.R.: Reject Ho if t M1.64.

24.5 18 greater than 1.64.

Therefore H, is rejected. -

Note: Inferences made from this test should be limited because the sample
was drawn from a questionnaire return of 70.6%Z and because mail service

andylibtary procedures at participating libraries vary from time to time.

Reseatch Hypcthgsia #7: Of the requests located in MMUC, the parcentage of

itens which cculd mot be located in the Ihdax-Futalogue of the Surgeon

Ghneral'a Office, the National Ltbrugy of Medioine; Current Catalog or

CATLIHE ig greater than 30%.

BO: P-nlm‘" .30

. X = 05
Ba: P_nlm ;).30 ‘

vhere p nlm is the probability of not locg ing the item in NLM's bibliographic

5

. tools.
_. Requests not at NLM
n = 313 P = - .230 py = +30
313

D.R.: Reject H_ 1if ZD 1.64.

t—a—




A
P - P

28 comemeoe ® = 2,7

Polo/ B

~ 2.7 18 not greater than 1.64.

Thezefore H, cannot be rejected. Ho is accepted.

v
|
1

Research Hypothesis #8: The percentage of titles requested and located

in MMUC which are held by only one library is greater than 30%.°

Ht Pope 14p © +30 - —
X = .05
Bt Pone 11b > .30

where p__ . 141 18 the probability of an item being held by only one library.

N

Requests held by.one library
n = ¢35 P = = .302 p, = -30
635

D.R.: Reject H if 2 > 1.64

T-r
Zu-.—-—.—g = .11

VPoq;7“
; ]

.11 is not greater than 1.64; therefore, H  cannot be rejected.

Ho is accepted.

|

Research Hypochesis #9: Of the above titles held by Lne library, the
: -

percentage which could not be located in the Index-C@fangue of the

Surgeon Gensral'e O0ffice, in Current Cbﬁa}oQ!.Ot cn CATLINE is greater

than 30%._
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B:P? = ,30
"

K = .05
E [

P 30

vhere p_,,, 18 the probability that an item which is uanique in MMUC will mot
————%e located in NLM's bibliographic tools.

~

Requests not }ocdted at NLM
= 189 P a. b od 0339 p o 030
) 189 . o

1

D.R.: Reject H) 1f 2D 1.64

p -
AR n—-n-g - 1,17
Podo/0

1.17 is not greater than 1.64. Therefore, H  cannot be rejected.

Bo is, accepted. ¢

y Research Hypothesis #10: There is a positive linear correlation between

/ ! '

size (in terms of mimber of cards contributed to the union catalog) of

contributing library and the ability to satisfy requests referred to the

Midwest Medical Union Catalog.

. BO:,O ) .

s = 05
H : 0
P

where /a is the Peavson product-moment correlation coefficient.

D.R.: Reject H 1if Z is greater than 1.64. h

-
- 68 - 7S




3-43 r-089'

Wm-3 C fl4r '
. )
2 l1-1r

8.99 is greater than 1.64.

Therefore reject Eo .

Research Hypothesis #11: There are libraries contributing to the Midwest
Medical Union Cafalog whose collections can satisfy legs than 1% of

the interlibrary loan requests referred to the catalog.

340 requests for titles with 1969-1974 impriﬁts (the only years all
libraries contridbuted to the catalog) were searched in ¥MUC._ There
are no curreatly contributing 1ibraries whose collections -in MMUC

satisfy less than 12 of the rs .sTs.
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Analysis of the Midwest Midwest Health Science

Medical -Union Catalog—-— Library Network
Cost of Card Contribution . Page 1 |
: 4 . - : =~ )
LIBRARY: | ‘
< y &
{
- = L = ’ >
4 - “s R ; Y ) ‘ ' 1
RESPONDENT & Please print the name and Job title of the person respondings
(Name ) P (title) (date) i

Phone number of respondent :

(area code) (number) - (extension) ‘

A. GENERAL INFORMATION:

1. Did your library prepare card sets for libraries or branches other than

QUESTION 2.

- Set of cards: A group of catalog cards, including main-entry and
heading cards. and cards to be sent to union cabalogs,
pertaining to one title. Identical sets produced for
two libraries are considered twe sets,

Prepared: Brought into existence, whether by local reproduction or |
through purchasing or botg:

your own in 19737
J4

v

(Yes) (No)

If YBES, please indicate the total number of sets of cards prepared in
1973, including card sets prepared for your library and for other
libraries or branches, even if these libraries or branches did not
contribute to the Midwest Medical Union Catalog. THEN GO ON TO

(total number of sets)

If NO, please indicate the number of sets prepared for your library in
1973 and the average number of cards per set. THEN GO ON TO SECTION B.

'(number of card sets) (number of cards per set)

PLFASE RETURN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE BY OCTOEER 161m£?7b
-72 -
' 79
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2.

—

Midwest Health Scigggg_wéi

Library Network
Page 2 -

3

For each of the libraries or branches for which you prepared cards in
1973 and which contributed to the Midwest Medical Union Catalog,
please indicate the number of card sets prepared in 1973 and the
average number of cards per set. If your own library contributed

to the Midwest Medical Union Catalog, please list it first.

(Name of library or branch) (Number of sets) (Cards per set)

3

=~ {Name of library or branch) (Ndmber of sets)

(Cards per set)

.

(Name of library or branch) (Number of sets) (Cards per set)
; )
%

’

(Name of library or branch) (Number of sets) (Cards per set)

B. METHOD OF CARD PREPARATION:

1.

Purchased caéﬁs: (Printed cards obtained for a price from a source

external to the library. Cards for which a master is prepared-by
the library, but which are then senc to a commercial firm for pr;nting
should be reported in answ%; C of this question.)

Please’indicate the percentage of card sets purchased from each
source (percentage of card sets out of the total number of card sets
prepared by the library).

a. Library of Congress

(%)

Out of the cards ordered from Library of
Congress, what percentage are ordered by
using the LC Card Number?

b. Washington University School of Medicine Library
%) )

i




. Midwest Health Science
Library Network

! Page 3
c. ) aun Cards sent to a commercial firm for printing.
(¢3) . . -
What is the cost to you for the extra card
ordered for the Midwest Medical Union Catalog?
{Cost per extra card) "
d. | Other (Please Specify)
- ' ‘

What is the cost per extra card ordered?

(Cost per ‘extra card)

L}

Local\ Card Reproduction: (Cards are created in the library through

phénting, typing, photocopying, -or some other duplicating
pronzs, rather than through purchasel.)

S—f

reproduced?

‘What perce Q:ij of the total number of cards sets\prcpared are locally

’ ( ot R
\ ). v
\ \ )

THE PERCENTAGES IN QUESTION 3.1. a~d AND B. 2 SHOULD TOTAL 100%

Y

4

Preparation Steps:

N .

Please describe briefly how each step is done (if at all) in your

library.

a. Stencil, photoduplicdtion master, mig;afilm master preparation:
(type of stencil, nutber of cards on a stencil, etc.)

Y

. b. Typing, Printing, or photoreproducing cards:




Midwest Health Science
Library Network

Py ) Page 4

c. Finish\ng the set (Finishing the set here means adding any
information, such as call number, to the cards which 'the
reproduced or purchased unit cards do not contain):

— e \

C. ORDER OF STEPS IN CARD REPRODUCTION: ¢

Please indicate the order in which these steps occur in your card producti o
system by placing the numbers of the activities in their ap?ropriate ordeq
on the line below. (For example, the order in your library'might be:
1, 2, 3,6, 7, 5,78, 4, 9, 10) You may wish to use a number more than once
and may leave out numbers that do not apply. When card sets are separated,
please gpllow the flow of activity which pertains to the cards sent to the

. Midwest,‘Medical Union Catalog. Activities 12 and 13 are blank and may be, \

3

used té include any activities not anticipated in this'quesggonnaire.

/ ki
p ) - 4
+ -

(order of steps)

A. Stencil or master preparation
72, Printing, typing or photocopying of cards.-

3. Proofing cards or sets of cards for r errors: N )
4. Cutting or separating card sheet//into sets of cards ,\
5. Drilling holes in cards — )

7. Alphabetizing cards or- sets of cards
8. Finishing the card’ sets "
9. Splitting up.a “set into subsets or individual cards
10. Separiating cards appropriate to the Midwest Medical Union Catalog
11, Stamping cards for the Midwest Medical Union Catalog with the
identifying stamp of the library

’ 6., Interfiling purchased cards and locally reproduced cards - ) ’

~ i

D. EQUIPMENT: (Any tool or machine or device used in the card production
process- which costs more than $100. For purpoges of this
study, .desks. tables, and chairs are excluded from N
consideration.) . \\
—

Please list any equipment used in the production of catalog cards: ./

\ .

\




Midwest Health Science
Library Network

Page 5 o

E. SUPPLIES: - . IR

\o

1.. How many cards Ao you print on each sheet of card stock?

o

™~
’

2. Vhat does it cost you to purchase card stock (please give the cost
per hundred sheets of card staock.):’

.
N
\
> . . * 4,
_— - = -

P :
3. What percentage of: the card stock purchased is wasted during the ) -
. card reproduction process? -

F. PACKAGING AND SHIPPING: . )

Since packaging cards for shipment is a function which happenu infrequently
at most contributing 1'braries, the researcher will calculate costs of

this function for all libraries based on observations done by the
researcher at tne John Crerar Library,

1... Do you send your cards to the Midwest Medical Union Gatalog via the

United sStates Postal Service? .
} . *

(Yes) ° (No) .

‘ . “
2. If YES, please go on to section H; the researcher will ~alculate your S
postage costs based on records he has kept at the John Crerar Library
feor the past year. .
If NO, how do you send your cards ta the Midwest, Health Science Library
Network?

,

A

-2 -7
The approximate cost to you per package of cards seng.

| . ‘ ' ~\

i b . L

| . ~76 - 83 ‘
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| 7 .
G. FRIM  ENEFITS: ¥
‘v |
Sect. . H fivolves an .analysis .0of your direct labor times only. Eringe |
benefits will be calculated by the researcher based on the fringe lLwenefit ‘
percentage that you report in Section G. Fringe benefi.s are such
advantages paid indirectly to the employee as social security, retirement ‘
and in some instiﬁutions, health insurance.
. .
Please give the fringe benefit rate for yow employees (Over and above
regular salary and as a percentage of direct labor coste):

*
} . ¢

T 'Professional:-
T, C Nonprofessional:a. ’ . ’ . )
¢ -_?srt-time: . N
- H. DIRECT LABOR TIMES' . /

Piease record your results on the DIRECT LABOR OBSERVATION FORM which is . -
attached, A sample form is included shqwing how the form would be used

by a-library which purchases 20% of its card sets from the Library of

Congress and produces the rest using a Gestetner duplicating machine witb

1 six cards to a stencil : » v /
: < .. ; -
. ] ‘ - - . . _ x:
g 1. Name: use the ndmes of functions similar to _those used in Section C ‘
. a of\ this. questionnaire (Order of Steps in Card Production). ‘
;. Ttis unot necesssry to record the time that it takes to pre-

pare & master or stencil, eince marginal costs of preparing
an extra dard are unaffected by this function- (the function .
1 . would continue just the szme even if no card were contributed
B . to the union’catalog). However, do ‘not leave out any other
function iisted by you in Section C unless it does not pertain
to cards pro.aced for the union catalog.

* . *", \'

, ! Beginning: Pleasetﬁescribe the action in the function at which your
" . timing will begin. Please be specific. See the sample

. form if necessary

Ending: Please describe the action in the function at\ which your
- timing will end. Please be specific See the sample form
if necessary: . . "

+




\ Midwest Health Science
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: ‘Page 7

2, Tiwe: Please indicate in minutes and secords the amount of time
which the function in part 1 was observed. This should be
productive time only, not including time for rests, coffee
breaks or lunch. These unproductive times will be added by |

It is not necessary to time each'regetition of a function. For
‘example, on the sample form, instead of timing the additional
revolution of the Gestetner machine needed to print an extra

n sheet of cards for the union catalog, the time needed to print

< 20 stencils is recorded. The researcher can determine the

time it takes to produce extra cards for the union catalog

from this information and other information in the questionnaire.

. i
3. Type and Number of Units: Please record the number of units and
. describe the !'ind of units observed during the time period
| \ listed in - 2. Please observe at least 50 repetitions of
’ a function whexre possible. o

1 T ] . b

. 4, Hourlw pay of employee: Please indicate’ the hourly wage of the
employee observed, not including any fringe benefits.

M A}
@ Y
¢ ' A
- - .

3

5. Type of employee: Please indicéte whether the employee observed is
professional, nonprofessional, or ‘part-time. ¢

\ -
!

A

=) 6. Relative speed: Tnis is an optional itém. You may wish to indicate

. S that rhe employee obsexved wds faster, .slower or of the same

/ speed as the average employee doing the same job. If you
don't know, please leave the item blank.

4
< . ’

7. Comments: Please use this space .to indicate any unusual events which

, may have affected the observed times. __

// < .o, ] i /

-

- t ’ . -
PLEASE RETURN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE BY OCTOBER 1€, 1975

i <

- THANK YOU VERYYMUCH FOR YOUR HELP!

]

the researcher based on a peggentage of productive time. “K{i:D

R




DIRECT LABOR OBSERVATION FORM

1. - Function L

2. Time (in$}
iputes &. squd

hno. of unit

3. Tyve and 4. Hourly

pay of ‘empd

5. Type of

employe

@ . mmurmdmudm'
speed

ﬂ.. Comments

-

Name:.

Begainning:.

e

s

- 79 -

L)

. . . .,
o , .
e e e A e




CARD QUESTIONNAIRES FOR HYPOTHESIS 6

ILL FORM # DATE

Dear Librarian:

You are listed in the Midwest Medical Union Catalog as helding
this item. Please loan the item if possible and direct all replies
to the requestor. Do not return this ILL form to the John Crerar
Library. .

) ~ We ask your help in gathering data for our union catalog study. .
\\\\ Please fill in the information requested below on thé day you
receive this referral and mail this card to us.

Thank you very much for your help.

1N

\

DATE REFERRAL RECEIVED:

ILL FORM'#\»' AUTHOR

TITLB: )

Dear Librariaa:

The monograph which you requested on the attached ILL form has been
located through the Midwest Medical Union Catalog and re.erred to
‘for procé%sing. Please

contact the above library directly if you have not received the item.
shortly. . /

We ask your help in gathering dﬁta—forfoﬁf’EEEZE canhlog study.
Pl-ase fill in the information requested below.on the day you receive
ejcher the status report or the requested monograph frcm the lending
library, and send the card to us. -Thank you very much “or your help.

DATE OF RECEIPT OF STATUS REPORT OR OF MONOGRAPH

DISPOSITION OF REQUEST: Request filled .
(check one) _ Request unfilled
/
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