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This study ;\;i‘fl'examine data relevant to the library

segrnent f the acc‘red)tmg processes of the Southern Assoc1a’hon

N3}
e e

) of Collegas and Secondary Schools m order’ to collect and focus

upon the knowledge common to the 11brary eva}uat1on process

Of the institutions of hlgher education in tl{\\mrld only

N \

. ‘ those,of the Umted States, its terr1tor1es and possessions, are

o
Ll

unique’in the area of accreditdtion. 1 No other mation approaches

- the :problem ofsupexvising educational institutions through

voluntary accreditsrinn as does the Usi.'ted States. 2 Most other
Lo 3 . '\' :
~wit1es have the power of accreditation centered in ttT_eir

{;-*rgental agencles dlscharg‘a the1r respons1b111t1es of ac:.LrednatIon

Xé?ivthrough flex1ble methods of appra1sal and mspecuon co pled with

- )
Y

’ 1Paul L. Dressel "Accred1tat1on and 1nst1tut1onal self-
B study, " The North Cengrai Asc‘bcuatlon Quarterly, ,’{‘XXXVI n. 1,
v .~ (Fall, 1971), 277 o 2

]ames D. Koerner - "Preserving the status quo. academia’s

'hlddﬁl‘l cartel, " Change, III no. 2,. (March A.pr11 1971), 50

government usually in the m1mstry of educat1on., -These govern—



[} . ' ’ .
. L - kv

1 Needless to.\say,, the\"agéncy

a very rigid control of the budget.
which®wvields strict control of budgetary matters is an absolute

1 ’ . L * . v‘v .
authority. : o P . R -

. . . B
A . ’ . [

In sharp contrast with those countries that exert direct,\

U . A ' - s,
3 ) ; . ‘o

po'werful control of their edutatiopal institutions, the United

:

States has no mini.stry of educatioh nor does the Federal~' -

C,overnment exert any direct control over the 1nst1tut1on5 of .

‘h1gher education. 2 The govemmental contr ol that eoes exist is |

lodged m ‘the md1V1duaL states. States may possess the authonty

on ,

to charter 1nst1tut"'10ns of hlgher education, byt the mere fact of

s

obtainin-g a-m,char't'-er does. not imply that the parricular institution

.- :has_ complied Wl Ay s’tandard:s that would in.s- ure-a quality,

P -

) program. In addition, once the 1nst1;ut10n is chartered the states
“5. - - 2

2 o

assume no contmumg contro’ to maintain whatever quallty that
ex1ated at the time the charter was granted 3

Smce the governmental control of. htgher edcbanon is so . ,,

dnfused aad because of the varlous etates avmdance of the '
N

— - " - . . . L]

e,
1Koerner "Preservmgathe status quo, "p. 0.
2Lloyd E. ‘Blauch, (ed )s Accreditation in higher: educatlon -t
"(Washmgton D.C.: Governmeht Printing Offme, 19 ), Ve >0,

-

]ohn DalesRussell, "The accredising of mstltutle)ne of hlgher
educatlon " Thejournal of Teacher - Educatton 1, n. 2 (June, 1950), 83

b
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responsxbllxty of super\nsfhg. educational programs, the quality

of educational })rograms varles widely, Accred1tat10n is the
B

»

) .procedure dev1sed to combat these potentlal var1at10ns and to

. . mainrtain acf:eptable standards. b R :

» \
. » ..

a

.“d
T‘he acey rediting agenmes in the Uruted States are vol,untary R
orga /&atmns wh1vn derive the1r operatmg income from, member~

B «

. ship/dues. - These agenmes possess no mherent ;legal power over

their members in pracuce, however they do exert f con51derable L
. & .

mount of mfltbevce 2 As one cr1tlc has obset‘ved the 1nfluence

/ exercised 'by the accrediting' agencies is so str-ong-,that the S

v : potentlal member faced W1th the ques‘tton of becoming accredtted

'/ N

-/ has no practical option’ 1f it wants to survive, 3 .On the other ha.nd - :
// | - non mentbershlp in an accredltmg agency precludes SO many ’ .
R .

/. . 'V1ta11y lmportant cond1t1ons that there is hardly a viable reason
.for an 1nst1tut10n o come mto ex1stenoe v,nthout accepting the fact

.’ N t 7

‘ 'y

that 1t must be accred1ted to ex1st Fos oxample non- membershr;;\_,/

- t -

. inan accredltmg agency meang that the mstltutlon is not allowed to

v ]om the ﬁssocw,uon ot Amer1can Colleges or the Amencan Councﬂ "

\
'n o

» . \ o - . . o ‘ .- A
oo 1Russe11 "The agsg?edttmg of 1nst1tufions of higher - E

zlbld., P 84 il(\ ' v - \ . . . \' |

’ %
.

- ?Koé;_rner, "PreserVing the ‘status quo, "' »; 52.

. s i, vy 4 . . ’
% . i N - ) ~ ‘
RS Lo ] L - . 1 i . 1 } - g
R . - i o - .. . oo ) - . r
~E f\.- ) S . . R l e, . . ;.
. , ' N L. -t
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The function of.ac reditat on, as it is known today, was =
(’- )

first 1mplemented by regional SSOClatIOnS most of which were

established imtially to prométe good relations between secondary E

schools and' institutioris of laigher education,' . and to 'improve the K I

latter s admission standards ancl reqmrements. Admission to

)

e v membership, however, was not synonymous w1th bemg accredited

B

Y. .
»

The.se associations began as follows: (1) The New England

Assoc1ation of Colleges and Secondary Schools established as the

New England Association of Colleges and Preparatory Schools (1885);

. (2) The M1dd1e States Assomation o Colleges and Secondary Schools \\
. ’ orgamzed as the College AbSOClathl’l -of’ Pennsylvama (1887) and e

c_hanged to its pre'sent name in 1931; (3) The North Central,

 Association of Colléges and Secondary Schools (1895); (4) The

' | T ‘1WDillia‘m‘ K. Selden, Accreditation; a struggle over standards
in higher education (New York: Harper and Brothers, (1960), pp. 4-o.

BT
L

»
. o - . A3
Ty o o 9 .




" Southern As‘sOciation of Colleges and 'Secondary Schools,- organized'

. as the ASSOCIdthl‘l of Colleges and Preparatory Schools of ~the
: -

Southern States ( 1895) (5) The Northwest Association of Secondary~.
; C 3 and Higher School§\¢1917) and (6) The Western Gollege ASSOClatlon

organued as. the Southern Califorma Association of Colleges and

' Umvers1t1es (1924) 1 . - : . _
! . . - ’

[‘o serve the nurpose of this study, attention will be focused

upon only one of the six regional accreditmg agencies the Southern f‘

A,ssociation of Colleges and Secondary Schools, and its higher

¢« " '

education membor mstitutions that are grouped mto the Commissior},
’
on Colleges. The Southern Assomation of Collegks and Secondary
~s R r
" Schools hereafter. will be referred tn as the SQuthern Ass iation: -

- The Southern Association encompas's‘es eleven states:
’

Alabama Florida Georgia Kent'ucky, Louisiana,\ Miss1ssipp1

AN

._.,u'.i North Larolma SOuth Carolina, Tennessee, Texas and Virginia

“ | , "E"he%outhern Assocmtion is the second largest regional accrediting

o o . ttiad
(S » * \ '{41

. agency, the North Central Asqocmtion being the largest with nineteen
states. The Southern Association began functioning as'an accrediting
agency for institutions of higher education when, in.1917, it éreated.

the Commism m on InstitUtions of Higher Education. The

+

o

lBlauch, Accreditation jin higher educatio_rl, P 10, | .

A 1

o - N .
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Commission was charged with tho respons1b1hty of’ prcparmt, a

statement of standards that could be applled to member 1nst1tut10ns
These standards were to be used 211so as gu1de11nes to determxne the

acceptability of any new applitants for membership. 1
Since its beginning, the werk of the Southern Associatidln ‘

H '

’ ~ . has increased in si.ze_and complexitv. In,1949 the central office

-

was established in Atlanta and in'1951, the separate office of

)
Al

*  Executive Secretary of the Commyjssion on Colleges and Universities

-

. joined the eentral office, where it is still‘ldcated,.Z
From this central office in Atlanta, the e'valuation team is
) gathered from anywhere in the eleven state reglon to- meet at.a
single 1nst1tut10n that has prepared for the evaluationvism The

evaluatlon may begin with a request for an evalpation from an
_ b. : . ' * . N
institution which desires membef‘ship in the Southern Association,

.

+ or it may begtn with a not1f1cation from the Southern Assoc1at10n
that the Associ idn is ready to re- evaluate a member institution.

There is a preliminary visiny representatives of the Southern
» R \ o :
Association at which time a"date is set for'the evaluation team visit.

This date,is usually at least a year away from the initial visit, The
[ P ¢

-
1

g -

Blauch,“‘Accreditation {n higher education, p. 64,

“21pid. , p. 64,

[N
ro..~
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institution.then begins preparations for the.r'r_lost imbdrtant
segment bf,the evalua;ibn, the self-study, in which it evaluates
it oses. ;\15-0, it seeks to find out if, i‘t has been.su'ccé_ws.;sful‘ |
> ning its goals and if&not, why r;ot. o

- .

Evaluation teams are camprised of as few as five or six

[

-

/~

members for 'small colleges, or as many as fifty or sixty r(nembei's
for Jarge multi-purpose universities. Librarians are always
mermberd of these teams and there may be as many as t_hre'ef or:

4

_four librarians -on the large teams. el

Team members usually receive the institutioqal self-study,

*
v

4 college catalogs, faculty Handbooks and other materials several
weeks in advance of their visit. After a visit, which is normally

- completed within three days, a report is forwarded to the Commission

L : -~
on Colleges by the chairman of the evaluation.tétam. The Commission *
studies this report.to determine if the institutidn should be -+ -
- accredited or re-accredited. ' The institution undergoing evaluation =
ot co \ . : [ ) . o ’

will be notified by,the Commissiop as to its status, not by the

. visiting team,




Statement of the Problem

- Fhe purpose of this study, is to exarhine, . analyze and,
clas51fy existing data relative to library evaluatlons along with
: additional data that can be collected by a d1rect—mail questionnair(
The study ‘will extract from the data certa1n princ1ples and
: procedures whic.:h will form the basis of an effivijznt new, 2
standardized apprbach to the evaluation oftlibraries TheSe data
'f‘w1ll help fulfill specmcally ‘the goals of formulatmg a profile of |

/
the ideal evaluator and determining if the evaluative criter1a .

ut1lized by evaluators dre based with an alternate authority or

., . .. !
. ’ . -
s

1nfluence other than those supplied by the Southern Assoc1e?on :

-éignificance of the Problem

The role of accreditation has been the sub]ect of conflictmg
| , Opi'nions' since its 1nception Its benefits are difficult tq proye, and

its deficienmes are dlfficult to document 1 Although the 11terature .
on acoreditation is sparse and mostly historical 2 Koerner,” a-very '

l"Basic policies for accreditation, " Education{ll:e‘cord LIII,
no. 2, (Spring, 1972), 149. L 7

&> 8 .
' L4

2Herbert R. Kells, “[nstitutional accreditatlon new forms of ‘
self-study, '* Educational. Record LIII, no. 2 (Spring, 1972), 143




3

4

vocal critic of accreditation has prov1ded food for thought when
L)

«+ he asks for the abolishment of voluntary accreditmg agenc1es in -,
favor of ones which would operajte more publicly. 1 However

Kells thinks that Koerner 8 argument however well‘(qntenuoned

conta1ns undocumentea ar dated cr1ticism 2

Frederick W Nes« ‘ormer president WSSGC1on

of fxmerlcan Colleges, stated the d1lemma neatly when he said:
~On the one hand the critlcs of regional accreditation T
- are many. On the other hand; apart from dismissmg
" ‘accreditation entirely- ~and some have suggested *
" this~most writers afe at.a losh, tq guggest Hevelopment
« oOf sorgeth;ng other than tl;g 'yoluhtzg' system we now

‘..-w' \we 3

A Stallman predicts that unless accreditm.g is 1mproved and”
accepted the Federal Government will enter the accrediting field 4
. o -
- Dickey and Miller thmk that\the’Federal Government and accrediti’ng ¢ o

[T

., EPSEN

SR agencies are destined towarc‘l’»‘m tual mvollement especially if the

_ accrediting agencles continue to seek such nivolvement Continuec_l‘ e

7 1 ' ‘ l

1l<oerner "Preserv1ng the status quo, " p. 54

v

2Kells, "Inst1tutional accreditation " p 143

3Allan 0. anister, "Regional accreditin@ agencies at the _
crossroads, " Journal of Higher Education, XXXXII, n. 7, (October, -
1971), 559 R Y o

4Esther Stallman, "Accreditation, " Drexel Library Quarterly, ‘
L n 2, (April, 196Z), 194 L B
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, involvement Would~ result in a natu1sal 'adjun'ctof Federal control,

, A .
- wh1ch the aCCredlting agenmes do not want. If, ina move to ‘ '

-

P

proye/ct themselves from Federal control the agencies would
msassomate themselves from the Federal Government and fail
to serve it, then the agencies would leave themselves open to

e charges of non- aCCOUI'ltablllty and soc1al 1rrespons1b111ty 1 Thie

1

the agenmes do not want either! ™~

.2 s <

- o Stuxt and Eckelberry3 have stated that accreditation is / I

. "L_,_

not« W1thout ts-eritia but most wppld agree that the advantages

s )

of accreditatipn outweigh the disadvantages However, &t must o~

\\.

.. , = be noted that there is a mmoruy who beheve just thg opposite.
The cr1t1cs~of accreditation range from fac"lty al 1d alumni to_ ‘\v‘i\

. \'\ L'i .'- . trustees ano college presidents and from small struggling institutions
. ‘. - to the large, ‘well established imposing institutions of higherr: ‘

r.

.education in the» United Sta_tes.‘«- - |
| K . , } " ; » ! . ;
b lFranEG Dickey and ]erry W. Miller, "Federal involvement

', in nongovernmental accreditation, " Educational Record, LIII, n. 2
(Spring, 1972), 141. A ,

A

: 2Dewey B, Stuit, "Accreﬁation--its problems and its future, "
SN  Teachers College Record LXII, .n. 8 (May, 1961), 633.

f v

, 3Roscoe H; Eckelberry,‘ ,"Accreditation ina pluralistic .
" sooiety," Journal of Higher Education, XXXI, n. 6, (June, 1960), 344,

.o
. . .
* - " -
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; . - e




L "' Nor 4re all the critics ‘on the outside looking iny adminis-
trators f.r@?'w-ithin*"accred_i-ting'“s_.gencies have offered critical

»

suggestions .also. .For example, Felix Rob_b,-f‘di'rector of the
Southern: AséOciation'asserts 'that-the critics who have wr"itten off

voluntary accreditation are wrong, although he does not think the .

PR

" Southern Assouation is able to rest upon 1ts past won laurels.;1 "

[y

He adrmts thag accreditation 1n~*sp1te of he good accomphshed

(i\_

R some d1sarray, and cohtends that 1ts problems stem in part AP

¢

from the failure of the various assomations to work together closely

’ \

R

He. warns that unles,s accrediting agencies are able to pull-them- .

®

selves together, there-is the dangér that soc'iety_'w'_ill bypass

accreditihg ag’eno‘ie's as'vv'iable .forc'es'--*iii higheir education. 2 While' DR
not stated as such Robb S 1mplication seems to be that ublquitOUs -

. . \ 4 . . ‘_ . “ o e . .- ‘ )
threst governmental control '_ S | '. oo

Anothen administrator from within the ranks of accrediting' o

- agenmes, WilliamK Selden, former executive director of the

\
- _‘“

h . National Commission on Accreditmg, has eXPIOI‘ed fhree POSéible . \

- ' Felix C. Robb “Annudl report of the director, " Southern
" Association of Colleges and Schools Proceedings, XXIII, n, 9

KUIY’ g:I)’ . . ) ; | . T
; 2Ibid.,xp 3 oo ’ '

.-
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alternatives to accredita'tion. The 'first possibility is thar coulleges
- . s

and unjversities need no external check-on their act1v1t1es,

L., a

- | .Competltlon would then be the great eliminator; the 1nst1tut10ns w1th

quahty programs would win all the students “and the 1nadequate

.-t -~

1nst1tut10ns would have to close the1r doors. Selden, however,
\

~dismisses this'pocf-* e o01nt1ng out that suth AP OIp sdi
: S, Sy
R : .
» . - " lacks an understand1ng of h1°tory and soc1al development because
: 1] N
o if the force of accred1tat10n were removed from educatlon, it

. \ )

. .would create a void that would be ‘f,llled by the government. 1 For.
without governmental or voluntary accred1tat1on standmg ready

¢ & ,\\ *

with the threat of pun1t1ve actlon the pubhc would bé’victxmlzed

. 0 \

vv1th 1nferlor hools to. a much greater extent than it is today

Ve

T The second possib1llty would be to. create, as have mOSt

.

other countr1es in the world a mmistry ot' educatlon and to endow
f / it with strlcﬁ power and authority Sugh a drastic cha.nge wauld.

S A necess1té.te a const1tutional rev1sion, wh1ch in all probabihty

’ could not be achieved The th1rd pos 51b1l1ty as a replacement to
I

the gresent voluntary accred1tat10n would be to eStabhsh a federal

°

* 3

i PR Lwiltiam K. Selden, "The place of accreditation in the °
o o governance of higher education, " Journal of Teacher Educatlon
. . nXV, n.- 3, (September, 1964), 264.. -
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‘agency and place at its disposal huge amounts of money to be.

] . - . B ) ]

130

g distributed as it deemed necessary. - 1In establishing the crite-ria

for 1nst1tunons to bewme rec1pierts of the gmnts, the federal

agency\ would then become in effect, an accredltmg agency. Only

R
.
e, ‘ o7

the' reciplr‘nt inat urions - uld liswd i ot ‘ioatl(w:. vy the ) 2

L
o

agency, 1 and the pubhshed “las\t would‘be. tantamount to" accred1tat1on N
» i s \) . "“.’ o -

L .
Selden, then sees on one hancit ' 'j»ci‘it} ‘who say that . LT

/ .
. . . J .‘- L— ;. S
accreditation ag we know ite hould be élbohsh 'jlbut offer no alrernate '

.....

solutions on the other hand he se€s critlcls wﬁd dét{‘ (;
SRS

accredlcation and offer up one or moré of the above three' posfs1bi11t)es. ’

- - ..v-.r__.r_’

But he d1sm1.,se§ these three alternarrves’ as' bemg impractlcal
Ll

and 1ncapable of bemg 1n1t1ated unless highé{r education wOuld

a/bdlcate its accredlting ob11gat10ns o the Civ1l government Allow1ng

the government to prov1de for accredztatlon wonld be aﬁ' admiss1on
IREN V.

by h1gher educatlon that it .@ould not or no longer wlsfled to govern

its own accredltmg pohc1e and procedures. Higher educatlon-

' 8 .
caririot allow itself to commit such an'act uo'f -social irresponsibility. 2

o N
-0
o

.

. “‘I -

‘ 1Selden, "The plar'e of accreditation in the governance of 4
h1gher education, " p. 265 : : Co . ) oo

it

zl_lgg_d_;,p.265 L o

-
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. .higher educatlon,

Y
14 7. ‘ ', ’ Y

*

4 -

Since, apparently, there are no, alternatives to voluntary o

3 *

;accreditation, the present system needs to engage in a self- . "
- ] . . - N

examination an! emeore with S0 interna. revi ons xt would

, aid it in no(,()mmb a stronger more socially respons1ble

s

. -mstltution 1 Robb exliorts the Southern ASSOCL"'IOH to becon,e

T

-

1nvolved in a s1m11ar actlon when he says ‘ . |
v, . ,' . v . :
o ktrs strate ically 1mpoftant that the Southem s SR .
T ssociation Colleges and Schools assess it&" . -
' - own role;’ résoureés abll1ty and effectiveness N
. as it seeks to hélp m?fhe South's educational -
LS needs. In short we' should engage in an evaluation
_of ourselves, - a self-study as comprehensive and
penetrating as the- ‘yery best done in the accred1tat1on

'process bya,an member 1nst1tut1m'l.2 o .

As the accred1tat10n agencles become 1ntrospect1vely .

4 ° ey U

concerned about the1r roles, there are two basic cr1tic1sms thattr

: n°ed to ‘be conmdered "The f1rst cr1t1c1sm is dlrec'ted toward the
. - -.:' ] ’ . I M .
'fallure of any system to evaluate effectlvely the, methods and

- ¥

' proCedures--essentlal to produce the necessary output of .the edu’:ational
' systemy;, ‘the educated mghwdual” "t Accredltmg agenc1es do not yet

know, after many years of searchmg’, what are the component parts

r -t

that compmse a quahty 1nst1tut10n, an excellent professional school,
: \_ ‘. ) \ \ . . .

- v ¥

|‘ ' - . . 1

Selden "The\glace of accredltation in the governance of

1
6003 T
e v %

2Robb "Annual report of the directop, p,”""é. 3 - Ve

\ A Y
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or o ~nperior acad ic department. The - cond critici .o i

poi: . towarq the individuals who perform the evaluations, 1f . O

the first crititism is valid and evaluatioﬁs are truly imprecise, - L

V. ) iy

., , . - ) (r‘ ot
v Y the adml‘mst ators of mst1tut1ons being ]udged ‘for accredimtion o ’

o .

. wish that a11 possible margin of potentia} error be removed by o

pt1liz1ng the serv1ces of evaluators who are w1se, comprehending,

- important part 1n_, accredltanon and even in.the estabhshing of

standards, it 1s a prime requ1s1te for evaluators 1 - .

\‘-.

A C.r1t1c frorr"i\without the confines of ac~ rediting agenmes

is john Dale Russell High updn Russell s list of critrciSms .
1 48 : o

. directed towar dhmtar accreditation is that of inade uatel
y q!

S . qualified evaant’ors. Comatent evaluators are difficult to find and

3 »

~ this cond1tion is attributable to the fact that well quahfi,ed people are

. too busy W1th teachng, research and other academic duties J:hey

o

- " . are, ~therefore, able go give oply a marginal amount of thei fime

~ . \

and energies to the accredlting process of evaluation. 23 - | .
1 - ' N
. Selden, "The place of accred1tation 1n the governance of L
higher education, " p. 266. R ) | ey
b - ' 2RUssell YThe accreditmg of institutions of higher ‘ . N

education, ' 'p,.'90. S o

” . , - , 3
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6 AN '
o ’Movmg away from the problems}assa111ng accred1tmg
*agenqus and accred1tat1on 1n general and closer to the crux of- |
'i - “this study, Pattlllo focuses upon the spec1f1c problern of library_ . k <,
_ evaluation when he states‘ that "The library is one. of the most,

»

difflcult phases of an mst1tut1on s program to evluate adequately "1 |

e

By way of erplanation, .he continues by saymg that 1n alrnost every

\A

othenarea of an mst1tut10n 'S program the mspectmg personnel ‘
el have a good 1de,a\of what to look for and how to draw conclusmns. - |
S .Th1s is not to say that these evaluators have an easy task°of it. 'In

-

general there is agreemen‘t on what is important and agreement

s
- 1

upon the tcchn1ques af da‘ga gather'ing necessary for ndmg what is

¢

/' ’

Unfortunate],y, in the area gf library evaluat1on there exlsts

LY TN

no corpus of knowledge that allows 1tse1f to be applicable to’ all

) 3 N

' ... -the'various 11brar1es. -Pattillo contends that there are faults in all “
pan a ‘
‘_ methods. of determmmg the effect1veness of a college library, and .

\ l I ? - . e -
. : beyond Certain w1dely accepted tenets he isa pauc1ty of-eonstructlve

o N

~ ) hought~as to how 1o proceed 1n a spgciflc s1tuat1on. 3

. : o
. C* o ~ ey )

S 1Manmng M. Patnllo "The appraisal of ]UniO’I‘ college and
, ~ college libraries, " College and Research L1braries, XVII (beptember,
S 1956), 3977

. . . - )

u'-- "_ o lbld.‘, p. 397 |
P Y o Ibid. ’ p. 397, co v ‘ ‘ a ‘ .
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As is eVident from the abeve, the process 6f accrediting -

_ has evoked malny cr1t1C1sms. * Equally ev1dent perhaps, is the
_concern of the accreditmg agencies in their search for a hew .
. o departure., The educational profession has lfard from numeti'ous ‘

’;' cr1t1cs, even from those wnhm the- accreditmé agenc1es themselves.

,.-Some have cr1t1c1zed nxa sincere effort to allev1ate some of the .

' pr’oblems; others hav§crit1c1zed and offered ‘no alternative .

- 5, - -

) " golutions.
ﬁ . Very few people in higher edugation are neutral.on the ?

sub]et:t of acgrednation, 1 ai}d it is quite agreed that accredit‘atiou

A

~ is beset by numerous problems\ However, of s1gmf1cance t’o

o

. - this study are (1) the’ quest1on of the competence of the evaluator .. ,_

-

(because thlS competence to make ]ngmentSI derlSlOnb is bas1c to L,

the success of the ‘role the Southern Association has‘ set.for )

w

T
' itself) ~aml (2) the question concerning the validity of present ,

»
/

. . " . P . \ .
— . L N < SN
- g
. - : \
: w

Henry C. Mills, "The effects:of accreditation procedures, ¥

L ]ournal of Higher Education, XXXI, .. 6, (june, 1960), 312.. °
..‘, L Stuit, "Accreditation--its problems," p 633 o L:
T ) 3Norman Burns, "The task°of accrediting in highe; education '
+ ' today," North Ceniral Associatibn anrterly, XXX1V, n. 1, _(]uly,
1959), 233 - i ,
-t w S , L ¢ ‘
~ Fa ® '




C 1mprov1ng the qual1ty of l1brarv evaluat1ons, the results )::ould

-

o

18

BN \

9

BN . 9 v . . ’ .
standards used in the accrediting ‘process. 1 o i

: : o - & . )
; A competent libraty evaluator should have a correct .

Py

— e 1. i R
perception of his role 2 and a§ we have seen an awdreness and
P
o) .

commancl’ of proven evaluat1ve te.chn1ques. If th1s study is

successful in determmmb that these factors are mstrumental m .

’\ v 4

be generahzed for use by future l1brary evaluators lﬂ)raﬁans -

-

* ~

Comm‘{ssmn on Coll!ages, and even, perhaps, by Other regional .

| acdredmng agencies. The Southern Assoc1at1on m exchange for
-

L its cooperat1on w1ll be presented the data gathered in thrs study

. improvement of the whole‘ o ) IR x ‘

! P , c
to ,us.e as it deems appropriate; © * . e S
- - v . - . A ;\:n\..‘ _.' ." ‘ .. . . RS
_ Since a decision cannot be ! 1de"“o'n‘ho_w to improve the

L] -

quahty of an evaluatlon by look1ng at the sum; of the parts of an P

Y b

1nst1tut1on, 1t is necessary to study rhe mdlv,ldual componepts. '

Although this paper W1ll explore only one facet of the aCsreditation

TN R
' \.1

)
) evaluanon, that . of the hbrary, 1t w111 perhaps result in an improvement‘

. of that smgle segment whxeh woqu be a necessary step towa:rdn

r 3\
. LR - . .
L)

I
LI

. 1Asa S. Knowles, "A report on mst1tutiona1 accrf{;cutation " o
“in higher education, " North Central Assoc1at10n Quarter , XXXXV ‘
n, “2 (Fall, 1970), 282 ‘

. ; ] ‘ »\. {'-f - [ .‘. RO
g ZStmt "Accreditation-~1ts problems, p. 630 | T
. . I ' . . \ \ J‘
» N ] ] ‘ ‘ ! : t)() . . . : ‘\.:»f\; . . ':11 K

R L N L

LT

of mst1tut10ns hoscmg a’ct:redxtmg teams, the Southern Assoc‘atlon s



S . _ CHAPTERII
”\ ) ‘ r, . ‘. 4. o,
~ REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE |

Pattillo has reviewed the important.ehanges in the procedures

for evaluliting college libraries, 1 while this is helpful it still
_r'°mains, of course, largely historical, He does pomt out the |
d1fﬁculty that is encountered in attempting evaluatlons of l1brar1es

.~ and cites the need of developmg a new approach 2

.l

> !

~

or Burns suggests that e\cred1t1ng agenc1es str"lvre to remaln

relevant and flexible through a continuing, self—study of their own

purposes and procedures combined with an‘a *comnlodattng stance

X {
R toward 1nnov1t1Ve and technolog1cal advancements in 1nformat1onal

med1a. 3 W).gg;lns’4 concurs with Burns -recognlzlng 'that there are

1Patt1110t, "The. apprtusal of le‘llOI‘ college and c@.jlege

llbrarles, ""ps 397~ 402 > ‘ _ o~
BT 2lb1d. ;P 397. | .
. LN 3Norman Burns, "Accrediting procedures w1th speual
. teference to K rar1es, ' College and Research L1bra1;1es, X n. 2,
(April, 1949), 156-157. .- . . . . _

\ 4Sarn P. Wiggins, "Accreditation and quahty assarance; "
~:" ' Higher Education in the South (Berkeley, ijorma McCutchan
" . Publishing- Corp., 1966), p. 187-201. e '

R | S ' . . R % h
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J
strengths and weaknesses in the process of evaluating libra rics.

¥
Burns thinks that fewer quantitative standards and more qualitative

1!

ol
!

_ standards would be a change in the Tight direction
In a survey of techniques used by library evaluators, :'
Gelfand has compiled an extensive list of methods used by 11brary
evaluators, plus a more conmse table depicting the benefits that 1
evaluators derived from their experiences The study, although
llmited to the North Central ASSocwtion, should be of value when
v applied to other reglonal acgrediting agencies. 2 Gelfand's study
is fairly c‘or'np'rehensiveﬁléc is unique in that it is the only bit of |
research uricovered that possesses-a direct, useful rélationship
to the topic of this paper. .° '. | | o ﬁ
Although in 1955 Covey completed a study of the evaluation
of certain selected libraries of California teachers' colleges, he
Ly focused u on the library's tangible components such as libraiy
: materials staff building and equiprnent use by the%ademic -

community and fmanc1al support Becau!e the study was directed

»
-

1B"urns "Accrediting proceéure;vith special‘ reference, " p. 158.

~~

ZMOI'I'IS A. Gelfand "Techniques of library evaluators in -
the Middle States Association, " College and Research Libraries,
XIX, (July, 1958), 305-320. . .

| ) -

3
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-toward the physical assets and their effects updn accreditation
and because he excluded university libraries and included librarians t

with no prior evaluation experience, the study‘has less relevance

J‘\' '\.’

than is 1nd1cated by its title, Fvaluation of College L1brar1es for

Accreditation Purposes. 1 However, its comprehensiveness will

allow selected portions to be chosen as being supportive to the

topic of .tnis paper, For example, .the’bibliographif containg

Vee.

pertinent references and the réturhs’ of the Suﬁy.pos-sess__

genera hzable 1nformation o

Al
o . . > ’

Kells states: 'Literature on institutional accreditation is

sparse . . . ';, 2 and literatufe on the spe'cific subject of the library o /
portion of accreditation is almost nonexistent. For,‘ uaf'te'r a '

 fairly thorough search of the literature, only the above titles were

gleaned as bemg,r related hterature. Therefore, it must be .
.concluded that no body of publ‘ished literature exists. - '.Selde.n. !surnmed .

it up when he said: "Of the hundreds and hundreds of volumes .

°

o written about higher education in the Unlted States it 1s surprismg | ,

to note that no mo.re than pass1ng reference, 1f any at all, 1s made

1
-~

1Alan Dale Ceovey, "E‘valuafion of college libraries for
accreditation purposes, " (unpublished Ed. D disseltatlon, Stanford
Univers1ty 1955), p. 1-428. o ) X
. 2l<ells, "Inst1tutional accreditation " p. 143.
R

’ 29




i 22

-
@

3

*to accreditation . . . ."1 So, this study, will be conducted

without the benefit of i;ruidelines usually provided by prior research
D) . ‘ '
and/or a solid base of existing literature,

In the area of unpubhshed literature the library of the

Souuthern Assoc1at1on S central ofﬁce in Atlanta contams a-

°

! wealth of materials. KnoWles has remarked that "There is probabl‘y
‘no greater body of knowledge about all aspects of higher educat1on -
than that contained m the self studiges and team evaluat1on reporta,

in the f1les of the reglonal accrediting corhmissions. 2
» .. . \ . .

vy

e .
o

. )
.X . 5\7 ) '_ % -
’ “la

°

Selden, Accreditatron a struggle, p. 1.

. -9

?‘Knowles, "A report on institutional accreditation, " p. 287.
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CHAPTER I - . C

. METHODOLOGY -

A N U
Lo

C - The Southern Association of Colleges and, Schools

v L g o & e
The Southern Association_of Colleges and Séh/m)ls (SACS).

. ‘ ' . ' f
is composed of four groups, (1) the‘Commission on Elementary

\
‘schools, (2) the Comm1ss1on on Sec‘ondary Schools, (3) the -

Comm1ssmn on Occupat1onal Educatron Inst1tut1ons and (4) the T

<@

Commission on -Colleges. The Corimission on Colleges is the

group in which more than 600 institutions of higher education

’ . s,

have membership. . C ‘ e

~ - . -

E ich ox the 600 plus institutions has. one vote m the Coll ege
' DelegateAssembly. ‘In fact each member of the othex three

’

comnussmm has a vote in its own delegate assembly. Tach
o ‘A :
Aqsembly sets rhe standards for its own memberv’ aud dsmmuueq ‘

.~\ _/

. mstltunonal acored1tat1on of mduudual mst1tut10ns in the boutn..

Through the central (‘ommlssmn on Colleges, wh1ch is located .

~in Atlanta the member hlg”hnr educatlon 1nst1tut10ns are

resp_onsible for "é‘véiluating ‘colleges‘and un‘1ver51t1es4:'and recommeénding - -

-

actions‘to the Commission,'. ™ . St
| | ) 3 :
O K - ' . 31




. ‘ ) N : w . .
/7 v o
/i N
The ,anlluatl.Busine"ss. N(eeting decides QUestions_ that arise &

which pertain to mattérs other than setting of standards and

L

determining accreditation. Each'member institution has one

vote in the Annual Business Meeting.

k . .
The goal of accreditation 1s 1mprovement Accre'ditation

is accompllshed by meet1ng the standards as approved by the

»

Commiss1on on. Colleges Essent1ally these standards are”

Ane

estabhshed by the membersh1p, therefore each institution is + " i '

» '

. .evaluated by its own peers
‘. The evaluation prchess is begun with* the self-study In
A : . ;

a cornplete self—study, which requires a year approxunately,

‘e Sy

A

' e
. the h1gher education 1nst1tution determines its own spemal . v .
\\ i

purpose and goals and attempts to determme if it has been

<.
o v

successful in ach1eV1ng them. After the completion of the self-

v study, the Vismng Evaluation Committee of which the 11brary -
evaluator is a member is sent by the Commissmn on Colleges to L
. evaluate the 1nst1tut10n 1n hght of its self-study T’he Visitmg

£ Committee makes recommendations and suggestions to the College
Eelegate Assembly which determmes whether to award accreditation_!" .

or. reafflrmation of accreditation WthheVEI‘ the case may be L

R 4 Those 1nst1tut10ns acquimng membership in SACS are so

[
oA

‘, 1ndicated in the membersh1p 11sts wh1ch are 1ssued annually by SACS

32 ,'
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we

) s,election as a-libra—ry -evaltiator‘ are rbot known but the study

t 20

e

! ’ N ‘ LI Y
‘ Sy,

.. * ‘SACS accred1ts an institution on balance the awardmg of

accreditation is not d guarantee that each aspect of'the institution

is of equal quality. 1

'Populat_ion and Surveying Procedures

L] : ¢
.

The populati‘on studied was co'mposed of all librarians

1 ‘_

who had made at, least one evaluation visit as a representative of

cUN e X . L
fhe Southern Association during the past five years. The time

A -$
)

‘limitation of five years was 'imposed in order to assure that the

. , [\ : ' ' L’\
- ~ . 4 .
librarians surveyed were reasonably currently active in the

e'Valuative process. The population was defined by alis,t of

evaluators sUpplied by SACS. - This list contained the names of

the evaluators, the instifution at which they were employed and

the name of the, 1nst1tut10n\1s1ted by them. The cr1terla for

\ e} 4

)
& »

‘ explores the selection process.

et . . v {.

Of all the l1braraans Jn the Southern Assoc1ation accred1t1ng
e ‘

_ ‘reglon only those llbrar1ans who had actually performed e\?aluatlons

for SACS were mcluded in the study While it 1s-certa1n ‘_that_so.me

C

2 . AN . . o’

lThe Southern Assoc1at10n of. Colleges and SChools, The e

Sot\them ASSOClatl.Ol‘ of Colleges and Schools: Atlanta, n. d\ n. p.-

L2
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members of the population had served as evaluators f0r other

S §

st of accredltmg agenc1es mcludmg other reglonal agencles, v

nevertheless, to be included in thls\study, it was necessary for
* / \‘

“the evaluator to have performed an evaluat1on for SAGS Therefore

e populatio choéen is unique in that these evaluators possess

If wa des1rous to obtaln 1nput from evaluators who are
currently active in the SACS's -accrediting a ncy. 'Iherefore,'

' the populat1on chosen had performed one e lnation in the paSt o
five years « It is helieved that the #alidity of the study W1ll be

enhanced 1{fhé populat1on had s1gn1f1cant evaluatlon experlence

L]

e as measured by performing; on thé average three evaluat1ons in

© . . . -

the time-limit st forth. v

- k’ ”, K ) ’ ’ ' — .
,\' oo At the t1me of selecthn the characteristics of the populathn

were not know‘n The quest1onna\1€e, however, contamed a sect1on

enmtled Background that#evealed certam characterlstlcs of the _

group For example, the Backg;round scgment was dev1sed to
h R

| determlne how long and in what type of academ1c hbrary the

\ E l1brar.1ans had been employed and how many evaluatlons and in
“what type of hbrary they had been perfo*rmed 4_,_ L '

l . H o . . S
e T .
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Smce this survey ‘was ma1led in Apr1l 1973 the current
year 's evaluators wcre not mcluded in th1s study -To have done -
so would have necess1tated wa1tm unt11 the end of calendar year™"

1973 before ma1l1ng the quest1onna1re. The year 1973 is rather

" unusual inthat more than 1"0 mst1tut10ns ere up for accred1tat1on

» L)

year is approx1mately f1fty Assuming a rate of f1fty evaluator,s

per year for five years, the max1’mum .populatzrlon would be 250 -
N / . . .
"if-each evaluator made oneﬂsit. In fact, the list of evaluators
o ,

supplied by $ACS indicates a maximum number of ninety evaluators.

.

Since nmety is a manageable number, samplmg was d1scarded and _

‘the entire populat1on was surveyed. By surveying the entire

ﬁpopulation, “there SllOUld be no sign'lf1cant.1naccurac1es resulting

from an 1nadequate representat1on. ' oo
The quest1onna1re was developed by gathering rnput from |
personal conferences W1tn l1brar1ans and l1brary evaluators,

researchmg pertlnent l1terature and evaluatlon. reports, and

through :the personal exper1ences of the researcher in evaluaGmg

- 'y

hbraries The quest1ons and comments wh1ch emerged from the

forego1ng were mcorporated into the quest1onna1re.

O ’

"or reaff1rmat1on of accred1tat1on The usual average numb8T each

i
[

\
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\. The questionnaire was pre-tested by the researcher's

major professor and six.other librarians. They we:e requested
/)to point out any ,Ambiguous or 1mprec1se questions, and to comment

upon the arrangement and loglc of questlon progress1on "The.

’

4

Lo rcsearcher Interviewed the md1V1dua1s involved in the pre- testing

b 1

3

to ascertain the1r op1n1ons relat1ve to several quest1ons. The™

“intent of suc'h mterV1ews was o perform a validity check against .

~

: the quesuons as wordeﬁ versus 1mp11ed meanmgs as mterpreted

by by the researcher. “The pre test resulted in ‘several changes ' A
!

- in the instrument, th completed form of which appears in .

« 2 ’ 4

, Append1x B. . '

The questionnaire, bemg rathex lengthy with 128 numbered

fad ;/

1tems, was designed to be answered with a check mark in the 2211 S

o

. ;" f(-'.t '.\,,\
o ‘majoréity of instances to conserve the respondent s time. Lo b
' ' ( The f1rst page of the quest1onna1re gave the purpose and\
> design along W1th defmit1ons of terms that would be encountered s

within the questlonnalre. The questlonnalre was d1v1ded jnto'six

~

" parts, (1) Background Informatlon (II) General Inforrnation A and B

P

- (III) Reports (IV) Techmques, (V) Beneflts Derlved from T‘valuatmg |

berarles and (VI) Comments. The questlons ranged :rom easy to

\ ' ; ax‘_‘. :

not 80 easy and the answers ranged from obV1ous to not so obV1ous. .




1 / N ) : -
The questions that required the most contemplatigtrvvere spaced .
throughout the questionnaire so as not to discourage the respondents

" from cofnpleting the survey.. .o

o The Backgrola.nd sect1on of the questlonnatre was designed
to obtain- mformatlon sucl{as what type of llbrary the reepondent

had worked in mostly and what type of hbrary he had had ‘the

B

most experience in evaluating, The’ latter was needed so that 1t

. would be poss'lble to divf;de the respondents mto fou"r,categories

‘

and compare them for arry possible s1gn1f1cant dffferences. These
categorigs were (1) large universities, (2) srnall univers1ties,

(3) four year colleges and (4) junior colleges

-

Also,. 1nfokjrmat1on concerning the evaluatron experiencc of

r

needed to know how much expenence each evaluator had in order o

e

to cl1scer'1 the val1d1ty’° of 1 the study in general For example

s a group of respondents composed mamly of evaluators who had

.performeo only'a smgle ewaluation visit would not lend as much

-s

credence to the study as a group wh1ch had a~1 average of three

\
.

' visits per evaluator Secondly, it was necessary to’ know when the

| evaluatlons hacl been performed 80 that it could be determmed if the .

p\. ' o . i
: populatlon was, in fact, currently active 1n the evaluatton process. ’

S
=3
!
AY

Meach respondent was desired for two reasons. F1rst the researcher
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Information, Section B" were,' as their titles imply, desugned to .

'I‘he Background section also served as an introduction to

the questionnaire and therefore was designed to ask "you" directed

‘questions. “That is, the questions explored the personal side of

the respondent with such questions as, "How long have you worked?"

ow did you feel on your first V1s1t?" "Do you benefit from an

" evaluation visit?", etc. These questions attempted to obtam ego

1nvolvement of the respondent thereby dlmll‘llshll‘lg any reticence
to continue answermg the remaining questions.

‘The secuons ent1tled "General Information" and "General

- &

]

obtain mformation of various kinds from the respondents The

difference between the two sections is.a matter of degree not of kind.

The sect‘ions were separated SO the questions requirmg 51m11ar

responnes were grouped together. for the convenience of the

respond ent. . , . ,

Prirnarily, the mformatioh gathered from these Sectlons

’ reflected the opinions of the evaIuators relative to the1r perceptions

-

of their roles as evaluators. 'In addition, the opinions of the

o respondents relative to fhe communications between SACS and

“

)

.themselves is revealed The questions ranged from extremely
, »unportant to questions thqx were personally mterestmg The latter

was included smce it was thought t/hat any errors should be-of

S

L]



in the employment of techmques

. libraries.

31
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commissidn rather than omission.

3

. - - : o
. The Reports section was’ designed to gather data relitive to

A

how the evaluators “would react to d certain cond1t10n if it were )
_encounter‘ed on an eva.lmtzon.v1s1t. These data were analyzed to.
determine the degree of consistency present in the reportmg

techniques of the respondents. The data were also analyzed to

e

determite 1f the1e were any significant differencés among evaluators -

(¥

when they are grouped by types of 11brar1es evaluated The groups

were formed by separatlng the respondents into one of four

v ~

categones (1) 1arge universities, (2) small un1verqn.1°s (3) four

year colleges and (4) junior colleges. .
I 2 - : .

In the Techniques section, the purpose was to be able to.”  _

i formulate a list le techniques arranged by order of decreasing

frequency that would reveal the most commonly unhzed techmques .

among evaluators. Agam the respondents were grouped by types

of ltbrarles evaluated to see if there were any s1gn1f1cant dlfferences Q

\ .
i
. »

r

The Beneflts sect1on of the questlonnalre was des1gned to

5 ! S
- ) . . v

‘ascertain what benefits accrued to, the respondents»from ..evaeluatmgn R
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The Comment section was simply. a"‘b'léhk sheet of paper

- upon which the respondents were’ requested to place any comments "

*that"could not be placed in the questionnaire because of insufficient

M

space. The respondents ‘were invited and encouraged to make .

appropriate commernts, but cormments were not required.

; At the end of each section of ¢the questipnnzire & summary .
was made. Pertinent, relevant, similar and keyed questions were

vy taken out of sequence and grouped together so ag to intensify the

. focus of analysis. These Guestions were not grouped together

originally because of the desire to disguise their collective
g irnt')licationsvfrom the respondents and to allow them to act ds N

s

:vahdlty checks

.
¢
>

l*mally, comparlsons were rnade in’ the Reports section and
Techmques sectlon among the evaluators grouped by types of 11brary
_evaluated These comparlsons sought to determme for axample, o _' R

N

if evaluators who con31stentlv evaluate hbrarles.of fou-r year

4)

: colleges vary significantly from those who evaluate other types. RN . ;
\ A

OnAprll 27, I973 ‘the quest1onna1re was malled along with a

) large metered self addressed envelope and a cover letter. The . SRR

cover: letter 1dent1f1ed the researcher

L AD

stated the purpose of the




of the results"fto those who desire_d'them,»"and was signed by the

A

researcher and his 1ajor profes'sor See°Appéndix A,

- The 1n1t1a1 ma111ng and one follow up two weeks later,
'resulted in seventy-seven(85. 56 per cent) returns being received
by Ma;y 27, 1973. | ‘

The high percentage of returns was perhaps attributable to
- several factors? The ciuestionnaire contained 128 numbered qucstions
~and some of the questions hg.d sub-sections " Attempting to collect
.'so much data posed a problem of possibly overwhelming the 3\
recipient with a thick sheaf of papers containlng time- consuming
',questions requiring narratiVe answers. Therefore, the questions
~ were formulated so that they could be answered simply by making
! check mark in the yast majority g instances ‘Thus the ques1on-
| -naire was of the check list'type. 'ln order not to produce any
hes1tancy or resistance in the recipient in answering and >turr ng
the qucstionnaire because of its original size of seventeer' pages,
the questions were typed on extra- large sheets of 12" X 17" paper.
These pages were then photo- reduced to become a more manageable
., size of six'84" X 11" pages.

' ~)
_The first scries of questions which introduced the respondents

to the questionnaire proper, was the Background section. These
™~ : v ' :

A

Y
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, queétions were "irou" directed quéstioﬁs—-qug'asfbi’.bns which got < -
fhéres_pondenf to telling about himself--a technique commonly,
‘employed by members of the selling professioh to "s.oftf:n"’ a
prlpgpective cus‘tomer.. , '

‘Respondents" were requ_equ_& and encourageé to make

| dommerits_withir; the 'questionn;:lire':' whef approi)fjate, but were not
required to do so. An additional sheet' .of»» blapk paper was enclosed -
with the‘ questionnaire so thbsei who wished to make ;omments

" were nét inconvenienc;:d by trying to locate ~sofnething on vyﬁich to

| write. | - .o \ RN ‘

| _Efforts" were made to appfise'thg respondents of the purpose
of the study both in the cover. letter gnd or‘i the..__fhfst‘ page of the
" questionnaire. The researcher ide"ntifi_ed himself as a doctoral __
cand‘i.daté and stated that the data would be used in a doctoral
dis"ser_;ation.. The stuciy wa's legitirr\l\a_t‘iz'ed by ha_ving~ th.e. :eéedfche;r's
major professor sign the cover 1ett2:¥t and by stating that éACS had

‘ provided the fecipient‘é name and was aware of the study. Of

course?, a stamped, self-addresse}d envelope was enclosed with

the cover letter and questionnaire.
. A\ '
It is the researcher's belief that librariang in general and

Y

especially those in the South, are prone" to share readily any

information requested. In this study. the librarians of the iaopulation

12
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numbcrcd fewcr than 100 l‘he fact that only the recipients of the ..
questionnaire, a smail minority, possessed the unique knowledge
necessary to the success of the study was. stated in the cover
letter Therefore, -one prohable reason contributing to the high
percentage of returns is that the evaluators knew that w1th so few
of them being surveyed each. response was sigmficant

In producing the cover letter, every effort was made to

_ produce a quality reproduction that most nearly approximated
o that of an original letter. In fact, an automatic typewriter, an
IBM MTST, was secured and its reproduCtion was compared with
IRT Xerox and photo-offset. The latter was decided upon because of -,
the excellent appearance of the letters The researcher and his
major professjcg actually signed \each individual letter in lieu of
signing one and duplicating it several times The inside address
was typed ‘completely 'to coincide exactly W1th the outside address
’ When the recipient was known to the researcher, the salutation was

on a first name Rasis along with penned notes on the cover letter

Summarizing,~it is thought that the form and size of the |
questionnaire, the personal approach of the "you" directed

questions, librarians inclination to help other librarians, the

lcgitimacy of the study, SACS's awareness of the study and the .

43
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. quality of the cover letter all combined to gain a return of -

L]

.. 85.56 per cent: _‘

Definitions
RN}

1. Accreditation. \The process of applying a stannp of

approval to an, institution, signifying the level of eiccellence it has

attained or indicating that it has been found to be meeting and

' maintaining announced standards for the educational service to’
which the accreditation refers. 1

2, "Library evaluators Librarians chosen by the Southern

,Association' to v1s1t a ‘member mstitution to evaluate the li/hrary and .
to react with professional expertise to the self-study of the
institution s llbrary |

3. Standards, Standard Six of the "Standards of the College
Delegate Assembly of the Southern Associarlon of Colleges and

. Schools" 'pertains to lihr_aries and includes nine illustrations and

.interpretations ranging'from (1) Supplementary Documents to -
QService. L . |

. . ) ;\ ’
,lRussell, "The accreditlng of institutions, " p. B3.’
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4, _Southern Association The Southern Associ‘ation of

o Colleges and Schools is the accredttm&agency that performs the S j,‘l.f
: accred1tat1on process for its member mst1tut10ns in an eleven state

area. compr1sed of Alabama, Florida, Georgla, Kentucky, -

Louisiana, M1ss1s91ppi North Carolina, South Carolina Tennessee, :“"- S

',' and Virginia. . o
5. Commission on Colleges. The Commission is a .

sub-division of the Southern Association and serves approximately . .

\

, . 600 colleges and uniVerstties

6. Semor Group of Cornmission on' Colleges The group of T
evaluators who are employed by and primarily evaluate senior |

colleges and universiues R

Limitations T \

—
————

. 1. Geographically this study is limited to the eleven state

area which comprises the.qregional acti‘vities of\the Southern

' ' e

Association,
4~" 2. The individuals sprveved w_ill.he only thos’e librarians | L
‘who have served on at least one evaluation visit for the Southern B

N ' o . Y
~ Association during the past five years. |

“ . . v . ‘ —

4:) 3 - ;)
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<3, The library e\;a_luators surveYe_d will be only those who -

~have performed evaluations primarily m the Senior Group of the

N \ . oy B
‘Comx‘nission*on Colleges. L ‘ff’i"'"

-

N ey

Research Objectives' S S

1

This study mtends to diminish the mformationa’l v01d

currently existmg in the area of library evaluations for accreditation |

A}

purposes. |

The objective of this research is to answer the following
\ : ’ .

| questfons

f

'based with an alternate authority or. inﬂuence other than those

‘-

. supplied by the Southern Assocmtion? '

(2) Are there certain methods, procedures and techniques ‘

[

employed- by library evaluators which could, be utilized in constructing

a\ profile of an ideal evaluator? o '
Collectidn—Of Data . d
; s o N

Some of the basic data for this study was gathered from SAC§

FLd . .

from the files of the former Committee o] Libraries that SACS

commissioned to reyise the library standard and from various

(1) Are the evaluative critena utilized by librarv evaluators : B
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hbrarles that have undergone an evaluatlon visit. Of-course T
N ‘ Ly . i RN

" the majority of data was gathered from the library evaluators

~The r.laﬁa-gathering mstrument was a check list questionnaire Wthh

R

o> B study Questions mcluded iLn the questionnaire were formulated

by gathering 1nput from rea jing the literature; interviewing ‘

‘ experlence of the researche in evaluating libraries. SACS .
furnished a list identifying the evaluators. The direct mail
diSpersion of the population "rough the eleven state ac:crediting'

. region of SAC.S . : | | L - C S

LY
. B .
', . \

Beca se there was no satnp‘ling in this sttédy, the responses - o
were displayed in numbers and/or percentages. - The percentages
are especially useful in characterizing the profile of the' evaluator .
and in determining any significant differences among the ﬁour s ' o
groups of evaluators The groups are divided into /ltho!se who have
primarily evaluated libraries in (1) large universities, (2) small “
univcraities, (3) four year colleges and (4) junior colleges.. |

Certain key questions which have significant relationship' -~

to each other aregathered from their r_espective positions within *

N -
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.

the questiormaire and are grouped for rocus and analysis. In_. S
. . e N s"
e some cases these groupmgs of responses are tabulated and displaved

. A
in tables for emphasis. .
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' .CHAPTERIV |

- ANALYSIS OF DATA

.o Introductibn

R (nv.
- . - L

The analysis of data is -.presented irl the same format as
that of thequestionnaire'with one exception The seqnence is
' ‘as follows: 1) Background 2) General Injformation 3) General

1 [}

'Information, Section B, 4) Reports, S) Telchniques and 6) Comments._
I
™

. The'Comments section mstead of being handied separately, has been

. broken down 1nto individual comments and placed in their appropri- .

I8
¢

ate places w1thin the other five sections of the questionnaire

Each question of each.segment will be analyzed in the same
order as presented in the questionnaire initially. The quantitati;/"e
d'\ata‘ garnered by each question W111 b‘e presented in numerical and
percentage totals If a question has elicited a comment from the
respondents then, the pertinent comment has been withdrawn from
the Comment section and- placed with ~the prop\r question. In .

addition, the researcher has made comments wherever it was

- deemed neCesSary for expansion, enlightenment or clarity.
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At the end of ea(?h’ sec;ion, a summary' will be made,

At this, stage pertinent relevamt 51m11ar and keyed questions
| L . '
may ‘be-taken out “of sequence ana grouped tog ther SO as to o .
1nt€ns1fy the focus of analys1s These questions were not grouped

O together or1g1nally because of the desire to disguise their .
fa 1mp11cations from the respondents and to act as validity checks

Finally, comparlsons w~1ll be made among the evaluators
grouped by the type of hbrary evaluatecl These comparisons

wﬂl seek to determlne, for example, 1f evaluators who consistently

.,

e evaluate libra'""les of four year colleges varyks1gmf1cantly from

T R 4_,_,_..
. those who evaluate mostly university librarjes. ‘ IR

. Background‘ R Y .

. | R . . .
. " In analyzing the background of the respondents, it is

I

';indicated_ that the'greatest- number of respondents, thirty-eight of

seventy—'seved-'(4..9. 35"per. cent)~ had s,pent the majority 'of.their -
e IR professional careers in. libraries of four year colleges Twenty-one ]
| (27. 27 per cent) had worked for the most part, in large universities, |
‘thrce 3.9 per cent) had worked in.special l:braries Only two ' ‘..
(2.6 per cent) had been employed in junior colleges for the largest

part of thexr careers

) -

:‘.'50
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! 4 o ’
' In résponse to question number two, "The majority 'of

my evaluations have been in, " the break down is»a‘s follows:

forty-four (57.'14 per'cevnt). had prima'rily evaluated ')fOu-r‘year‘ '
‘colleges fourteen (18 18 per«<ent) had evaluated libraries in

small universities. ’Ten (12 99 per- cent) pex formed gvaluations

® .

in junior colleges elght (10. 39 per cent) had evaluated large

»

universitie’s, and only one (1.3 per cent) had performed evaluaticns
of special libraries

Since SACS does not usually utllize Jumor college l1brary

»

personnel to evaluate semor college and university 11brar1es, what K
. \ '
could be construed as an 1ncons1stency should be pointed out

While, in-fact, two (2.6 per cent) of the tespondents had ansWeréd

~ that they had served in junior colleges for the majority og their
careers, one was effiployed in two different j_unior'c'olleges which ‘
had later acquired four year status The other reSpondent had

transferred within the last five years to a four year instltutlon

LY

after lengthy service in junior colleges. o

Of course, there ia no mconsistency in the fact that ten

t

(12. 99 per cent) respondent_s had performed the majority of their
evaluations in junior colleges. Obviously personnel from the .

seni'or college and uniVerS’ity groups'may be called upon to evaluate

| B
.

o
}. -



. junior collegeS' the re-v‘ers;e is not't'rue
" In reply to question number three, "Number of evaluat;lons
perform_ed durmg the past five jears " six (7 79 per cent) had .
performed only one evaluation; fourteen (18. 18 per cent) performed
two; fifteen (19 48 per cent) had- performed three, and,ten (12,99 - ".f.
per cent) had performed four evaluatlons. Fifteen (19. 48 per ceht) N
“oLof the respondents had performed five evaluations and seventeen a R

(22 08.per cent)- had performed more than f1ve N

" The validity of t‘he study is enhanced- by the fact that seventy ~

two (92 21 per cent) of the reSpondents had performed two or more

evaluatlons In fact, each respondent averaged 3. 8 evaluations

» ~ even if thg seventeen responses in the "More than five" category are .
interpreted to mean only six EV1dent1y the population has a strong y

back-ground\in evaluation expenence. ) -

R

The answers to q_uestion number four, "I have performed' :
n .evaluations in the following years, " reveal that forty-nine evaluators . |
had performed evaluations in 1972, fifty .two in 1971 forty- eight in .
1970 forty four in 1969 and thirty- nine in. 1968 This indicates |
the hbrarians comprising the study's universe -are currently active

in library evaluating, having perfofmed most of thcir evaluations

within the last three consecutive years, 1972,.1971, 1970.

;o AN

-en
oo
-
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Sixty-five (84, 42 per cent) ahswered iegatively question
Sixty _ i gatively question

number fi~vei "Have: )"ou ever .worked!as an e_valuatorwit,h one ;

or. more addmonal hbrary evaluators?" Eleven (14.29. pet cent)

PO

had worked with add1t1ona1 personnel Of the eleven nine had

worked with one: addltlonal evaluator and the remalnlng two. T
"respon,dents had. worl'ced as a member of a'.commlttee of three
hbrary evaluators It should be noted that onDthe libraries of

large, multl -faceted umversltles requlre two or more evaluators

Howeverﬁne»respondent cofmmented that he had served | o_n a’

committee of two in evaluating a special library. -Further research .

» et

revealed that this particuiar special lib_rary was a part._.of a lar.g"e" |

university system. , '

Questlon number six-~ 'Do you know of any criteria that must”
be met in orde;t to. become an evaluator?"-\-shows that s1xty two
(80. 52 per cent) do not know of any criteria that must be sat1sf1ed v
to become an evaluator Fifteen (19 48 per cent) stated that they |

%

were aware of cr1teria but only one commented on a cr1ter10n. 'He

Y]

‘stated, that "One must have the recommendation of a. respectqd SACS

'.evaluator before he is 1nV1ted to evaluate libraries, ' _ Ce

Respondmg to questlon number seven -~ "How would you - v
) 4
descnbe your thoughts on preparatlon for you.r very first evaldatlon

Cat [l

50 : ~- :

~
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V1S1t7"--th1rteen (16 88 per cent) said they were 111 p’repared s

Thirty seven (4805 per cent) thought they were only Toderately
-prepared while twemy -inrée (29 7 per cent) thOUght they were .f_

oo . well prepared Only two people out of seventy ftve Who responded

i to th1s partlcular quebtmn thought they were excellently pr'epared

b
for their f1rst evaluatlon V1s1t One gave‘as h1s reason for behevmg @

K s N

?that he had excellent preparatlon the fect that he had attended a
SACS sponsored wo"kshop for hbrary evaluators The other |
offered no statement as to why he thought his preparanon was .,
_.‘jexcelw 6 per cent) d1d not respond to. the questlon
. Seventy one (92 21 per cent) 1n answer to qﬁest1on number

e1ghf~-"Do you beneflt professionally from servmg asta vis1t1ng

llbrary evaluator?"——sald yes, whﬂe one’ (1 3 per cent) said no 2

- “Two (2 6 per cevnt) other evaluators~ had no opinion and three (3 9
- . o e
- per cent) d1d not respond oL .' “ S e T /

The library evaluators who compr1se theopopulation of th1s ¢ .',- i

o . \l;\3. AL
. 3

study-are strongly grounded mevaluation expe_rlence. Those who PR

have performed at least two evaluations in the past five years, t

. -

exceed nmety per cent of the respondents Further tHe librar1ans"’- _ . )
have performed on the average 3.8 evaluat;ons fror‘n 1968-1972,

the time limits of thc study Perhaps it should be not?d that the

S ‘::-_‘: o ‘ K ?\" o
| CBE ] ey ’J

’
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Y
3. 8 average is conservative because the "more than five'" catcgory

in the question was interpreted as inecaning only six. In addition,

most of the evaluations performed by this group occurred during
e 1970, 1971, and 1972. Therefore, the study'has focused-upon and .’
is enhanced t;)y the fact that the 1i51'a__1fians under scrutiny are

experienced library evaluators who are currently active in the-

evaluating processes. The population is uniquely qualified to express

its, opinions and viewpoints regarding the evaluative processes and

techniques.

[he background of the respondents reveals that the majority's
professional experience has been in senior colleges. Correspondingly,
oo ~ L ‘ e ’ i
-the majority of evaluations has.been perfqrmed in senior ¢olleges.

[

=, This is not surprising since, within the SACS's accrediting region,

. the four year colleges clearly outnumber the junior colleges or the -

<

.

univc;:rsitiesf o i .
" In the vast majority -¢ cases the evaluators are the sole
’ members of the cemtnittee absign:ed ES évallgéte the lib,rary ; hence
they becpme the éhairfﬁen. A few of .the librarians have worked with
~ committees which have fwc Qr_‘three mer'nb'ers. ,Howev‘ér,l this only |

occurs orf'visits to large, multi-faceted univer«ities. -

]

(931
o
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It may be uilfortunzltc for an institution to drawa libra ry
evaluator on his l'iffst evaluation visit. For, by their own ud’missions,
most evaluators felt that they were moderately or ill-‘prepared to
perform their initial visit. Only two rés;pondents,;tl1011ght that they
had exccllent prcparatxon

r mallv, the average cvaluaror is convinced that he has bencflted

professionally from serving as a library evaluator.

General Information

“ In this section each quéstion ga)]@a choice of five answers.
The respondent could apsWer by,‘checking one of the following:
strongly agrée, slightly agree, no opinion, slightly' disagree, or
> strongly disagree. . | _ ‘
* Questlon number one, "It is admirable that SACS relies
on qualltatlve and 1nd1v1dua1 approaches toa 11brary evaluation
‘1ather than an approach based upon strict adherence to Standard
Six, " was answernd in the followmg manner. Thirty- seven (48 05
per cent) stroﬁgly agreed, tw'enty-six (33. 77 per cent) slightly

Y
oo

: agreed; two (2.6 per cept) had no opinior'_i;u seven (9 09.per cEnt):=.?7li"""'\“'

©

slightly disagreed and five (649 per cent) strongly disagreed.
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One respendent made the comment "'Strict adherence to
Standard Six includes qualitative and individual approaches. "
Another stated:

[ have always been disturbed by the fact that SACS
encourages the interjection of what in fact must be
subjective opinion. This means that schools are
unevenly rated, depending on the background and
experience of the various evaluators; some are
stronger than others, some are harder to satisfy

than othets. Too, an evaluator will change his
opinions and ratings from visit to visit, depending in
part on the problems to which he may be most
sensitive at a given moment in his home environment,
or to new information which he has himself gained. The
stricter standard and the tighter the means of . !
intérpretation, the better or the fairer with an L
institution any cvaluator inevitably will be.

Question number two, "It is possible to evaluate a library's
collection and staff in a visit of two to three day's duration, "
e'licitéd the follow.ing responsed. Thirty-two (41. 56 per cent)
strongly agreed; thirty (38. 96 per cent) slightly agreed; one (1.3
per cent) had&@ opinidn, with ecleven (14. 29 per cent)'slightly
disagﬁeeing and three (3.' 9 per cent) strongly disagreeing.

Several of the comments to question two were brief sentences

, _ . v
stating essentially the same idea such as "depends upon the
situation, " "'depends upon .the (;\{era-ll situation, " "depends upon

the type Qf institution, " etc. Oihers were a bit more detailed, for .

I

5‘7’_
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example one said:

1 agree that the basic task would be impossible i

the visit werc-all we had to rely upon. However,

one must know what he is looking for prior to
arrival--that should be accomplished through reading -

the self-study docuiment., If the'document is not

revealing enough to give the evaluator a pretty good

agenda for the actual visit'then 1 feel it isn't well done.

[t should tell you what to look for. Then the visit

can be worthwhile and something can be accomplished.

\

Another evaluator said that he had been in the role of the

I ! o 3

host librarian undergoing an evaluation visit and the visiting

evaluaror admitted that to evaluate a staff and collection in 2.3
, _

aays is "an impossible achicvement. " They both agreed that it
could be possible to attain such an achievement in a very small
library, but that it would be ’impossible in a library of "any -

appreciable size. "

The final comment stated that an in-depth evaluation
_ . ) v -

“obviously could not be made in so short a time, but that techniques -

can and should be developed that would enable evaluatoré-to
determine the relative adequacy of a 11brary collect1on in 2 5

days.

A v
%

Quest1on number three stated: "Standat Jd 3ix attempts to

. cover all types of academic 11brar1es prlvate, public, denom1-

nat1ona1 junior colleges, commuter colleges, small un1\?er51t1es

L)

o
re
-
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and large universitles. d Standards 'should be written to take into
account such obviousr'differenc'es among 'sueh'. varied institutional | .
‘libraries " Thirty//(38 96 per cent) strongly agreed; twenty four '
‘(31 17 per cent) sllghtly agreed; three (3.9 per cent) had no -
. .Qpll‘llon ten (12. 99 per cent) slightly disagreed and ten (12 99

per cent) strongly d1sagreed. . !

L\‘./ l With a total of only twenty (25. 98 per cent) d1sagree1ng, it

o Vo is evident that fne evaluators th1nk that Standard SlX is too broad -
and generdl and specificity w__ould be welcome. In answer to
question number one, which in essence states that SACS is flexible
and does not eJtpect each lib_rary'to be 'judg;ed with a strict application
of Standard Six, " a total of sixty~three evaluator's. (81.82 per cent)
agreed, thirty-'seven’strorl ‘ly and tWent)"-’-six>Slightly. This bver-

. whelming ma]orlty, coupled w1th the total of fifty-four (70 13
per cent) agreemg W1th question three, indicates that evaluators are
left to the1r own individual approaches to the evaluation ass1gnments
In lieu of quantitative standards, evaluators are free to apply }.mdefined i

qualitative standards- Evaluators have indicated by their re'sponse'

to question three that they would welcome a standard that ‘would take

'1nto account obvious d1fferences among l1braries This is summed -

up rather well by 'the respondent who commented, "The sthricter '
" . : . .’ )
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the standard and the tighter the means of interpretation, the

’

. better or the fairer with an institution any evaluator inevitably
will be, "

On question number four, forty-two (54. 44 per cent)

f\s

. strongly agreed and’ twenty seven (35.06 per cent) slightly
/l agreed that "A library evaluatbr often acts as a‘catalyst to

speed up - segment of the hOst library%s .program by using the

leverage inherent in the authority of the accrediting agency
Y ! -

Two (2. 6 per cent) had no opinion and three (3.9 per cent) sllghtly
disagreed. There was no one who strongly disagreed. This is 3
the only question in this segment that drew no responses in the

""strongly d1sagree" category Three (3 9 per cent) failed to T,

k3 £y gk N N . . \ LT . ...,.;t,;'t' o
it : T e
\ . ‘ .

W make" re*sponse

_,_mgl _,,a_grée" and "slightly agree oategones, it pnears

\

. that the \ma]orn;y of hbrary evaluators often react ina- benevolent and

3 -

sympathetic manner to the host library s situation By ten acting ,
in a helpful fashion, it could be concluded that library evaluators

S perform their assignments in a positive rather than negative

\ 'av'l

‘manner. SACS requests 1tS evaluators not to- equate their role as -

‘evaluator to that of ins'pector, and obviOusly such an ip.terpret‘ation . b

60
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,is"n‘ot made.
~ Question number five was: "There are absolutely no library . .
standards in the Umted States apphcable to umvers1ty libraries.'
- Seven (9. 09 per cent). strongly agreed with the’ statement twe‘lve
(15. 58 per cent) slightly agreed; fifteen (19 48 per cent) had no
opinion; twenty (25. 97 per cent) shghtly dxsagreed twenty (25.97
per (,ent) strongly dxsag,reed and three (3.9 per cent) made no
+ response.

‘ One respondent while agree'ing that there are not any s
univ.ersity libravry stundards com}mented that there are several
libraryhstandards wtlich are usable as guidelines fo}r comparispn
nurposes, such.as the Clapp-Jjordan Formula, the Washing‘ton'
Formula, and the California Formula. He added that these should
be considéred only, as minimal‘guideposts and each institution sh'ould

< be jud"fed aec()rding to its own needs. Another said that if there
were not any university hbrary standards then "we are 1in sad

’shApe. "" 'I‘he final comment asserted that the quest1on was "D1ff1eu1t “

to answer because,you have not defined standards nor degree of L

.'applicability.
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'-When queried as to their-thoughts c'oncerning.quesﬁor}
number six which read, "Apparently, the process 1eading to
accreditation is of immese = benefit to the library of the institution
concerned, " fort: ~2igla {4, v+ pf * cent) strongf’y egreed and
twehty -one (27. 27 p~ o) hightly agreed. In eddi\tion, ti;vo (2.6
per cent) had no opinuii LT {3.9 per cent) shghtly dlsagreed
only one (1.3 per cent} Cussgrved strong'ly. Of tbe two (2. 6 per ce}s ‘
who did not reSpond 10 the .-;',_.c,-stion, one gave as His reasorn the |
researcher's omrmss1 snoof thes definition of the word "benefit, "'
Another who dieagree'd withi the statement, commented that ""The

accreditation process is valuable in some cases, not as much so in

o . ' . . .
! . - .

~others:"

The value of the accreditatich process depends on such
factors as the degree of involvement of the faculty and
staff of the library. In an instance where a ‘school is

* blasé, the self-study accomplishes little if anything.
This is eapecially true if the procedure is kept the

. activity of a limited number, particularly at the
admmgstratwe level; the learning and self—analyms

. value is obV1ous1y excluded -

i

: 2 _
It is evident from the responses that almost every evaluator

is convinced that the self-study is of vital importance to the

-'libr_ar;r. ' a . ', o .

62 S
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‘Assuming‘ it would be difficult to measure the adequa’cy of a
library collection in a few days, the following q‘uestlon was posed
| to determine: whether evaluators would be receptive to the idea of
sampling the collection: "The evaluating tools presently ernployed
by libraria"’ns to measure the"adeq'uaoy of collections are either too
costly in ume Wthh is money, or they measure 1mperfectly A
poss1ble solutlon, Wthh would be of benefit to hbrary evaluators,
would be tq apply the samplmg technique to measure the adequacy
of collections. " Only thirteen (16. 88 per cent) agreed strongly with
“the statement the majarity, forty (51 95 per cent), slightly agreed
ten (12 99 per cent) had no opinion; six (7.79 per Lent) sltghtly
.‘disagreed; four (5.19 per cent), strongly disagreed and four‘ (5. 19
per cent) failed to respond One of the ten who had no opinion
asserted rhat the question was ''poor” d another\lndlcated that he did
not) understa'nd'the question. It should be noted, how=zver, that the
questton survwed the pre- test unchallenged Another respondent
wh11e not statmg as much seemed not to. understand the’ ques\tton as
J ev1denced by hlS comrment: "A certam amount of sampling is. USed

,,

by most srhools anyvtay, and w1th varymg degrees of r1gor to be sure.

The questlon was not dlrected toward determmlng whether schools

employed ,random samples of collect;ons but rather toward determmlng

)x -

. ) -

. -

].4

e L3

s : . ..' 6:} ) : A N ' :_ 3
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w,hether 11brary evaluators, while performmg eValuatxons, would
be able to obtain a c~1eare1 idea of the relatlve adequacy of a
collectlon throut,h random samphng .
A fourth comment was that regardless of the methods emplﬁeyed
it would necegsitate involving.to.some extent experienced _indiv{duals .
' and it was therefore gomg to be expens1ve However, library
evaluators are experlenced 1nd1v1dua1s and their pay (L$50. 00)
/@ddes their being expensive. The two final c‘Omments were:
"“This .is really what we do now, " and "Sampling would: only serve
well as an evaluatlng tool if done with a high degree of expertise. '
It is rather evident from Jthe"'co,mments that this guestion generated .
a c’ertain amount of confuzion and misunderstanding. ~ This situation
- could be attr1buta ble to a lacx of knowledge about the sampling
techmque by certain members of the populatton e
. S Quest10n nurhber eight asked the respondent 1f "As a hbrary
eva{uator you are more concerned with the educational effectwceness
- of the library rather than it§ eﬁe-rational efficiency. " Tvgenty-se.ven
(35.06 per'cent) strongloy agreed; twenty-six (33. 77 per cent)zligntly
: agreed' two (2.’6 per cent) had :no opinion; thcirteen (16:;88«per cent)
shghtly d1sagreed five (6. 49 per cent) str’ongly dlsagreed and four

‘(5: 19 per cent) fatled to respon_q. E1ght respondents chose tp make

a
& [
F

4

B
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o . - .
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comments rega mnﬁ: this question and all etght were essentially
the same. [ive of the comments were: "Both are equally important";
"Both are very important, ‘and ineffi'ciency in one of these ar'e'as'

- " may affect the efficiency in the ,other ?rea"; "Both are linked
together"; "Both are necessary-~can't have one without the other";
and "Both are so int‘ertw.ined that' they cannot be separated. " The

“ f1na1 three comments, though worded a little differently, reflected
C the thoughts cxpressed by the others These:comments were:
"I think the educational effectlveness depends<t Jo a great degree on’
the operational eff1c1ency ; 't is d1ff1cu1t 1f not 1mpossrble to
separate the two"' and "Operatlonal efficiency is one good measure

, of e.ducational effectiveness / 5

The comrmtteei Wthh formulated the present 11brary
standa.rds thought that‘the r(rost important evidence of a library's
ef\fecclvencss 1s the nature and extent of use of the libraxy by the
academic community. Thereby one would think of the library as
being educationally effecti_Ve if the faculty\anc__l students were

t | * using its services frequently and extensively. The question was

[}

1Letter from thél correspondence files of the SACS Library
Committee on Revision of c1tandards
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intended to imply that there are ekamples where a;library is a
smooth-running, well manage‘d organizational unit, staffed with
A properly qualified personnél but is unable to relate meaningfully

to the goals and purpcses of the institution of which it is a part.

In other words, a library could be drganizationally sound and

operationally efficient, but, could be so (ut of touch w1th the
curricula that it is a‘cquiring 1ibrary rna'teriajs that are not
»

reievant to the edur‘attonal purposes of the institution, In such

a case, it would not matter how qurckly and 1nexpens1ve1y the ‘
b ’ 7 s
' Technical Proc‘esses Department cOuld.order, catalog, process

i

and place cn the shelves a particular title, if that title should

¢

not have been chosen for mclusron in the c’ollectlon No matter

v

how proper the flow charts no matter ‘how qu1ck1y the Clrculatlon

"Department is able to charge a student s books ‘no matter how

ac,cesslble the library personnel are, unless the academic communlty

makes_ extensive use of such’ a library, it 1s n0t'educat10na11y
effective. The Rifajority of the evaluators who responded agreed

with the idea as s forth by the SACS lerary Committee on

Revision of Standards o s : o
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_One of the most ifhporctant_questions in the entire survey
4 i ' N
!

was number nine. It read as follows: "In.view of the fact that

each individual library should be examined or evaluated--with«f,

& on

S an eye toward the parcnt 1nst1tut10n s goals, purposes currlculum

aid faculty, would you agree that SACS s Standard Slx is at best
a pomt of departure for an evaluation that is based more in the

mdlvrdual evaluator s backgtound of expe.mence and profess1ona1
training than in the standards themselves?"' A total of fifty™ nine

- T

persons ag rreed with the questjon; thirty (38. 96 per cent) agreed
e

L srrongly and twenty-nine (37. 66 per’ nt) agreed sltgh.tly. Five

" (6. 49 per cent) stated that they had no op1n10n éleven (14 29

per cent) drsagreed sllghtly and oaly fwo. ('7 6 per cent) dlsagreed

2

~

, There were only two who chose to make a comment relative
to question nihe. ‘One stated rather succmchy, It is dtfflcult

not.to base evuluations on one‘s own experience, but I try not to. "
s p o X . "
The other sald
1 don t really agreé with this although I W111 adm1t L
‘that it has a lot of truth to-it. One has to try to be
objective- and see the library as the institution being
exammed sees it and evaluate that perception rather
than one's own perception. For that reason oné must
always attempt to gain and use: the entire comrmttee 's
perceptlons and not rely excluswely on one's own.
\ IR

i . ) o ’

07 :
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. - From thc abovc. responscs it is evident that the evaluat,ors ot

consider therttsel\res self sufficient and competent to evaluate :

e libraries without maintaining Stl‘lCt adherence to Standard Six. -

. . N.\-‘ﬂ l
The implication is that the libraries are so~var1ed it -is difficuit

to -apply the standard absolutely in each case. Therefore,

T

[ Standard Six which is the authority for performing the evaluation

is used primarily as a point of‘_departure_to_pe form an evaluation
~ that is tailored more to the concepts and training o'f-“the individual -
. : o v . ._ \’ ‘ _
evaluators, ~ - L T ey e

- . . ( ]
. Such evidence -could be construed as an indictment agai'nst

. SACS, 1f it were believed to be occurring W1thout the Association s

' knowledge This is unlrkely However it does reveal that SACS,-

‘while giving lip: serv1ce to strict application of Srandard SlX,

allows flex1ble and 1nd1v1dual evaluations of libraries Additional
. evidence l1es in the fact that the respondents in this study have

» . A :

pe'rfo“rmed, .on the average, 3. _8 evaluations. 'Thus evaluators.'“.

are repeatedly requested by SACS to make evaluation visirs. This,

13 - L

coupled W1th the fact that s1xty n1ne (89 61 per cent, respondents e

b0 chave never received from SACS any analys;s or cr1t1C1sm of their

» r .

reports can jead to only one COHCIUSIOI‘I.‘ The evaluators are

v performing their evaluations with the tacit approval of SACS

4 >
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t o In response to question aumber ten, forty (51.95 per cent) ‘

) of the reél)e)ttdc'\tte agreed strongly that "It would help an i.uexperi- |

enced evaluator to observe at least one evaluation before being
assigned to a visiting evaluation committee. ". Twenty-one (27. 27

per cent) slightly agreed; four (5. 19 per cent) voiced no opinion;

]

seven (9. G5 per cent) slightly disagreed and only five (6,49 °

L4

5 N ) \-ﬂ-
One evaluator added the phrase "Or at least some type of

per cent) strorngly disagreed. R

o

work shop by SACS" as a cori\ment Stmilarly the only other

N

.

comment was that it would hc\ ﬁ,ven better to have uncxpemenced

evaluators to- be att »nd a trammg work anp and have the

opportumty to r(,ad and study reports of prev1ous committees
s ) x\
' Question. eleven was mtended to explore the though%s of

R4

. evaluators concerning the unquestioned leaders among colleges
atttl universiticé and their relatiottship to att accrediting agency.
For example, 'some universities'grudginglv eomply with..the
accrechtmg, aboncy 's qttpulation they undertake a self—study every

" décade whllC opcnly complaming, that such activities are-a monumental

waste of time.. ‘The reason projected for such an attitude is that.

\

a nattonally tccot,ni/cd mqttlution is a pacesettc,t and hardly can

.

be evaluatcd by stantlards that qwcep with so broad a brush, . In

64).




-y,

) .
effects.

| (W

0.

©

other words, standards that apply to small junior colleges

could hardly be used to evaluate a llarvard, a johns ‘Hopkins, or

a UNC at Chapel 11ill. - In fact, some schools have eschewed

)

" mmembership in an accrediring agency, apparently with no untoward

[e]

v

The question (humber eleven) which was formuiated to

explore this facet of the accrediting process was worded thusly: "

"Libraries of large, _wei} established institutions which are not

dependent uyon accreditation (thev have an unquesticned reputation |

for academic excelience) « ¢ ihcir sole Lenefits rrom the
% . .
total review and focusing of effort which is provided in the self-

: {
study." Of the seventy-seven respondents, seventeen (22. 08 per

[

cent) strongly agrecd that standards were essentially meaningless

4

to such librarics. < Fwenty-six (33. 77\ per cent) slightly agreed and

cleven (14. 29_pcr cent) had no opinion, There were 'bnly five

(6. 49 per cent) who strongly disagreed, seventeen (22. 08 per f:ex{t)
' [

who slightly disagreed and one (1.3 per cenf) who failed to respond.
[t would appear to be safe to assume that the evaluators think

1

that institutions possessing unblemished academic reputations do

¢ N \

visit, .

‘ - 70

not benefit from that facet of the evaluative process, the T)mmittec
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, /\ Only one respondent chose\to make a comment regarding

A
1

{ t : "
‘ question cleven. [lis comment? "l don't understand the question.

Question numﬁ)‘er twelve, 'Evaluators need better guidance

i
o+ in the form of quantitative guidelings, ¢heck lists, and/or
’ questionnaires, ' was designed to elicit the evaluators' ideas

. relative to positive forces of uniformity that couid be exerted by

SACS. Uniformity, in this instance, refers to a more uniform

approach by evaluators and does not imply that thér&s‘nould be

v

uniformity among libraries. -~

In. responding to this questifon,. seventeen (22. 08 per cent)
strongly agrecd; twenty-gix k33. 71.7 pér cent) slightly agreed;
three (3.9 per cc;nt) had no opinion; seventeen (22, 08 per cent)
slightly disagreqd; rwelve (15. 58 per cent)' strongly disagreed and‘
there were no resp'onscs from two (2. 6 per cenf). "

One of th‘c rcs‘p(\mdents said phat l'le.strongly supperted the
possibility of utiliiing qﬁan'titative guideli_n.es but did not think that
“check 1is¢s W()l:lld be beneficial, Another suggested that librz;ry |

evaluators shoulc? meet and discuss the féasibili;y of formulating

cither gmitidelines, check lists, or questionnaires. 'The final

t - €
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comment was:

\

This is where SACS would have to differentiate
. between types of libraries and levels of programs
. if check lists were used. 1 think the use of check
" lists, etc. cannot be standardized, but must be
tailored to the particular institution. 1 use check -
lists which ; prepare on thg bases of the self-study
document, the college catalog, and whatever other
. materials | have that may lend themselves :to that.
" ‘The point is, the check list is peculiar to the =
ins- itution, ) ' ’

The lalst;si\cnt‘c’lmce_ of the above cornment is a point well >
taken, lndc;cd, ong:.*’chcék list to apply Itb all institutions would
‘create an unt‘cnu ble situatioix. It would be tﬁe'.same as attér;gptirl’g‘
to apply one standard to the a pprox}mqéely 000 institufions within
v : ~

SACS's membership.

A rather sensitivcz\poil.u \él\mung libliar,iahs ‘was b.roached in
question number thirteen in .the"'following‘nidhngr.: "When SACS
r.cvis\cs Standard Six, a s.tat(::‘ment feq'uiring 'i"nstitutions to grant
full fuc(nlty status-to professional librariang should be included. "
"[‘hif}y-szen (48.05 per ceut) strongly agreed; twenty-.t-hree (29. 87

“per cent) s.lig,htly agreed for a total of sixty (77, 92 per cent)
agreeing in varying degrees.  Of the ot_hef respond;nts, five (6. 49

per cent) had no bpinion and twelve (15. 58 per cent) divided

themselves equally between strongly disagrecing and s,lightly’



disapreing widt «x (7,79 per cedit) each

Personne! at SACS have indicated that librarians are prone

"

to incorporate into their reports suggesti6n$' and/or recommen-
dations re'lmivc. to the host'”li-brqry Staff 's not having faculty
status. Standard Six does.not require institutions, as a condition
of their accréditﬂ:i?n, to yramnt ﬁacy'llty‘sta‘tus to llibrariansﬁ

Although, according to the evaluatior reports received *t SACS

and the answers to questii)n number thirteen, it would seem that
' \ : :

th. cvaluaters very definitely think that their colleagues should

be accorded faeulty status as a Condit;ﬁ@n of accreditation.

‘The majoriry's opinion notwithstanding, one respondent
commented:

. It is becoming incrcasing [sic] apparent to me that faculty
rank is. apt to do libkarians more harm than good. If
by faculty status is raeant such faculty perquisites as
tenure, TIAA and related fringe benefits, then these .
should be included, with the proviso that access to
ihem is-bascd oa criteria unique to and dependent upon
the nceds and characteristics of librarianship, not

. teaching. (Too often librarians, zealous in their demands
for faculty cank and status, forget that they are net
teaching faculty and cannot measure up to the criteria
applicd to such faculty. To demand equality without

- qualification is to hoist ‘one's self on:one’s own peta.d. )

n, K A p ‘ [} ;ﬁ;

\) : r.wr-&;
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Others were a bit more succinct in their commaents.

-
\

While chis is important, other items need more
emphasis. e .

1 just don’ t know whether SACS has the rlght or .
power to do this. -
At least stronger‘ emphasis should be placed un

. profcssional status of librarians.
Some 1nst1tutxons do not have facult v status for any
of their facultv, so this mandate would not be
loglcal :

I havc bccn 1ﬁtcrpret1nu Standard Five (Faoulty)
to cover this.

“'The last u)mmem regardu;g Standard l‘ive (Faculty) is

not clearly undc1 stood for two reasons One, hbrary evaluators
are always requested to serve on Standard S1x (L1brary) and
sometlmes are given double assignnlents. However, this double

L0

assignment is not given with the assumption tuat both standards -

-\w1ll be applied to the. libr?y) Forncx'ample if ‘an evaluator'were |

assigned to Standard Five and the hbrarians of that partioular |

1nstitut10n did not have faculty rank and status, then Standard
. . '
- I‘lve would not enoompass the llbrarians ’l\avo Standard Five

1
N

does not even obhqucly approach the question of faculty status
) /.

~
' i .

for librartans. © : e

' . . <
< B

o

#ia;
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A library dircctor of a large upiversity,, with a &tudent |
p«)ﬁﬁlation of over 20,000 stated that he hardly ever r_nude any
- suggesticys in his evaluation rcports and often wondered if

other cva]uators (Jperatecl m the'same vein. This comment

: promptec' the 1esearcher to incorporate such a statement into . o

the qucstionnaure Fhe dlI‘CCtOI‘ 8, ommon was stated in question

~

| f0urtr*cn thusly "'Due W the fact that suggestions made by the
9
' -l‘ibrary evaluator may be ignorad entlr,ely, it would be proper to .

12 .

elitﬁinate them from -the'report and rely solely upen ‘recom_mendations. "
. Act,ording to mé respenses garhered, the eliminatlon“_lof |
suggestions froni evaluation reports is definitely notl"trend-setting.
Only. four (5.;19 per cerit) agreed strongly; seven (9;09 per, eent).
rccd slightly "l“here was no ene w‘hd was indccisive about this
stadement because the’ ”no opimon" category was rot checked once.
l-loweyer, fiftecu (19. 48 per cent) slightly d_isagreed and an over-
vﬂmlming ntajority oftf.ifty-one (66. 23 per cent) strongly disagreed. )
It is rather svitlcnt thérefore, that evaluators tttlnk that' suggestions -
serve a wor thwmlt puxpost FFive of the rcSponclents made -comments
«supportlng thc use of suggcstmns - ’ o
Suggcstions m.,ty be very helpful. N o o

o “

This is sométinmes an opportunity for an cvaluator s
best contribution,

AP,

-

(v
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Suggestions arc of considerable value to both thc
librarian and the administrator interzsted in
improving library services.

If the library has to compete with the Counselmg
Department or the ths1ca1 Education Department .

for an additional clerk a suggestion by the evaluating
team aocs give the hbrarmn an outmde remtorcement.

. | Qucstlon number fifteen, "The truly 1mportant work hclS been
| | ,. accomphshed through the 1nstitut10n s seh study, w drew the , :
foll"owma responses. Twenty one (27. 27 per tent) respondents :
agreed stmng_,ly with. the statcment whtle thirty-four (44 16

.

“per cert) agreed slightly; sixteen (20.78 per cent) slightly dlsagreed

°

f1ve (6. 49 ler C&lt) sirongly disagreed and one (L 3 per cent)

fa’led to respond Since the self- study takes place over a time

~
0

span of twclvc months or more, the answers 1ndicate that surely
the c,elf stuoy accomphshed i a year can hardly compare in -

importance to a two—and-a-half-day evaluatton v151t.

Y ¥

The comments to question f1fteen were as follows
Depends on the self study Could be too perfunctory

With some quallftcatmns Would not be so w1thout
anticipation of a vis1t1ng committee, ’ :

‘ >

The “seli-study is impor tant, but the follow-up‘.actions
to the self-study «re equally .important.

706
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N Truly important work is also accomplished during
the accreditation team's visit. :
The self-study is very r‘evealing', if done properly
v ' and free from intimidation; but the "force" of a
recomméndation upon the- admmistratlon is the
ultimate goal. .

» : S ‘o

Ql_leStiOl‘lv_"S«iXtt’.(.’Il revealed a major flaw in the thinking of

o »hbrary evaluatore An overwhelmmg majority of respondents

v .

"fmdlcated that evaluators beheve that thetr task is to evaluate the
' hbrary itself rafhcn than the 11brary s self stucl,y However, m

. ‘all probablhty “the blame cannot be placed totqlly on the evaluators
. “but, to a certain degree, up.on SACS for not properly mstructmg;

evaluators. This’is not to state that the evaluators are blameless,

for meti’c{il'ous preparation including careful perusal of the materials
; : . .

fu1mshcd by SACS, woulid have reVealed the'prlolp_er answer at |
}-whi:ch que’stion sixteen was directed. Qtlestion sixteen %aid, "The
- role of the c.\'/a‘luator'is' to react to ﬁand ev;tltxate the' li'brary's self} |
study, not the }ihrary.- " Ten (12. 99 per eent) of the rtspohdehts |
agreed 'strortgly; five (6. 49 per ‘cent.) é}_ightly agreedn'anq two (2.6
pe;r cent) had hQ opinion. The-incrimir_la‘ting answers showed

twehty~nihc (37. 66 per cent) slightly disagreeing, thirty (38.96

per cent) strongly disagrceing, and one (1.3 per cent) not responding.

LI I

" . .‘ .
‘ . ] . ’ . .
o
. ) ’ : 7
. w (]
. .
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The view of SACS toward the visiting committee is revealed
L4 : » .
in Manual for the Institutional Sclf-Study Program of the Commission

\".\b

!

on’ (‘ollege o . ) .

The visiting committee, as representatives of the
Commission on Colleges, will evaluate the completeness
and thoroughness of the self-study and present outsiders'
viewpoints concerning the findings reported in the study.

"+ In this function committee afembers ake educational.
consultants with & somewhat more objective approadh to
the institution thav\. csy be taken by those immedmtely

involved. 1 _ _ rf‘l

An Overwhelming majority' of respondents agreed with questio‘n

,. nurnber} seventeen: "The most irnpdrtant'_ facet of the evellnative

prece.ss. is that it compels tne library to consider the irery reasons

for its existence Thua, ‘the evaluative proc\.ss will aid in b1 inging
: e

;the libraiy p‘urposes clearly 1nto line with the overall ob;ectives

/

of the institution of which it'is a part." Thirty-four (44 16 per cent) |

strongly agreed thirty -one (40. 26 per cent) slightly agreed bnly

one (1,3 per cent) had no opinion. In addition/ eight (10 39 per cent)'

ha

si.igiitly disagreed-and three (5.9 per cent) strongly disagreed

. lsouthern Association of Colleges and Schools. ~Manual for
the Institutional Self- Study Program of the Commiqsion on Colleges.
1972, p. 42,

T4 - . ;
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The single comment was, "'l don't believe this happens

¥ ' ' : ; . .
frequently. " The person wifp made that comment obviously was in

a minority. ft is -difficult to conceptualize a library.thé:t éontinues '
‘ e
to exist over a long period of time if its purposes and goals are
.v contrary to those QE t;ne 1nstitut10n A good academlc library's
't;te-k '1n trade is a complete 1dent1f1cat10n w1th its own 1nst1tut1on.
“In fact one 1mportant measuring ¢ deV1ce for an academlc hbrary s .
:ellence is to determine how far its library resources and service
go in support of the institUtion's objectives. A majority of the !
respo;ndents clearly belie\;ed that the evaluative process aids
in allewing thewi»nst_itution and the Iibrary to seek compatible goals.
In t‘esponsevto question number eiéhteen, twelve (15. 58

p&r cent) strongly agreed that "Other membere o[ an evaluatlon
'”_.team sometimes do’ not completely understand the library
~ evaluator's point of view. i Forty- two (54. 55 per cent) shghtly
agreed with the quest1on six (7 79 per cent) had no 0p1n10n ten
(12 99 per eent) shghtly d1sagreed and seven (9 09 per ce'tt)
strongly disagureed. .

"Library evaluators, and other evaluators for that matter

~are said to be poorly paid consultants" was question number




o

nineteen: ' The answ'e'rs indic:ftc that nincte'en (24. 68 per ccnt)
stronglv ag,tocd and elghteen (23 38 pe1 cent) shght,ly agrecd A
IdthCI large number, twenty (25. 97 per cent), voiced no opmron

six (7. 79 per cent) sllghtly d1sagrced and fourteen (18 18 per cent),

stron’gly disagreed. )

e

The two comments relat1ng to questlon n1neteen were: "I Lt

do not know if this is said, " and, "But th1s it a functlon of a

»

A profe ssional. " It would appear that the latter oomment sums up ‘

the situation, for bACS suggosts that evaluators are, i.. fact,

- educational consultants and the honorarmm is $50.00. However,

~as will be proved later on in this study, the majority of evaluators

o

think that the fee is meportant. Even though one can be-poeorly

\

compensated for his” time in. monetary galns g does-not..negate‘

>

| h1s enthu51asm “for performing the ass1gned evaluatlon visits.

The next questlon number twenty, "A hbrary evaluator

should be a membe1 of each V1s1t1n evaluatlon team " polled
?

: some interesting responses A surpr1smg1y small numbet

twenty (25.97 per ccnt) ag,reed strongly and elghteen (23. 38 per cent)

. slightly agreed. ~ There were twenty (25. 97 per cent) who indicated

that th'c_&" had no opinion. Six (7;‘79 per cent) slightly disagree:d

and thirteen (16. 88 pér cent) strongly disagreed.

"

\ | - 80



The comments were: ''Insofar as the total institution is

concerned’ and, "It depends. upon the size and nature of the

i

institution. "

~

v

| w—

In estaHished institutions it would be next to fimpossible to
have a non- hbrarian to serve as the library evaluator In
: newly. emerging institutions it could be conceivable. However
even the youngest of mstitutions usually has a 1ibrary ln fact, -
,one of the first acts of the pre51dent of a new inst1tution is'to hire
" a librarian and to fashiona library of sorts. A v1S1tmg team of
'evaluamrs ,the'refore“, at any stage of development of an
' .-instltutlon, would encounter a hbrary of some kind It is
lnTeI‘LStlng to ponder who would function ‘in the capaCity of libr’try
evaluator ’lf it were not a hbrariant In answer to this, it should
be pomted out that many librarlans have becn callced upon to
evaluate other.aspects of a universi_ty's program. Perhaps the
revttrsrz could be .true.‘ | |

= The last question of this sec—ti-on’-",' numbeér twenty—One was
stated in the fOH()WmE_, manner: "Standard Six is in fact
uneniorceabic because it does not comg'un adequate normative data
to guide thc libra‘ry evalii:ator-."‘r Onlys ten (12.99 per cent) of the

.\‘\ ’ - \ ~N . ¢ ‘ RS

¥

§7



(18. 18 per wm) a;,wc,d bllghtly with three (3.9 per Lent) holZm

:the chief h‘enefi‘c of evaluation. "

- . e . LR . :
section. “The six questions are listed below and the responses are

l .l B
: . Ml
Y ‘

—— -
—_— “t
v e e . A

respondents e reed s*wn.ﬂly Wlth the statement whl]c four*een .
W

no Opinion. Twenty (25. 97 per LCHI) shghtly disagreed and thuty

-

- (38.96 per cent) rm;pondcnts strongly disagreed.

Only oa2 respondent chose to co:.yment about question

number twenty -one, and he said, "But enforcement may not be

Smce as the LesponSes to. questlon number nine 1nd1catc, ,

Smndard &nc is at best a pomt of departure for an :Z?l,uanon that

is-bascd more Cin the individual evaluator's backgmu‘.u of -

~

expcr1ence and p1ofess1onal, *ammg than m the .:tandards themselves

k4

it is not surpnsmg to note tint the majority. d1sagrees that 1ack

[N ¥

of normatwe data is in any way a hmdrance to effectlve evaluatlons

[ [ 1 : . . -

N . . . . .

Summary

‘ . . 2

, .
. [

The evaluators' gs'sem:ial views are revealed by analyzing
the responses generatd by six specific questions in the above

¢ oo -

illustrated in Tat ¢ 1. e .o

. N ° .

(1) It is admirable that SACS relies on qualitative and

' incividual approaches to a 11brary eveluation 1ather -
thanan approach based upon strict adherence to
Standard Six. . o

" . . - 8d | '
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Stamlard bl)s attempts to cover all types of academic ¥
llbl’drl(,b, private, -public, denominational, junior
colkbes, commuter colleges, small vniversities,

and large universities. Standards should be

wrmen to take into account such obvious differences
among such varied institutional libraries.

v
-

Apparently, the process leadmg to accreditation is of

immense beuefit to the library of the mstltutlon
concerned. - i ‘. :

It view . e faét that each individual library should -

 be examirod or evaluated with an eye toward the

parent ipstitution's goals, purposes, curriculum
and fa~ulty, would-you agree that SACS's Standard
Six is «t best ¢ pomt ofrdepdrture for an evaluation
that is bascd more in the individual evaluator's .
background of experience and profess ional trammg
than fn the standards theu.selves.

“The truly important work has been accomplished

through the institution's self-study.

The most important facet of the evaluative process
is that it compels the library to consider the very

* reasons for its existence. Thus the evaluative-process, —.

will aid in bringing the library's purposes clearly
into line with the overall objectlves of the institution
of which it is'a part. -

[
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- it becomes evident that the cvaluators are of one mind relative

end, evaluators are forced to-rely on their own tra1nmg and

“as an authority for evaluatlons and & point of depe rture for

N evaluators

: takmg into account the obwous dtfferences Jamong h‘*rarles

By looking at the préeponde . ance of answgrs in Table iy

" .

that fall into the "Strongly Agree” and "Slightly Agrec" 'c‘.a'tcgo.t'ics,

o

to the six questions. Therefore, it is safe to make certain |

assumptions regarding the respondents.

) ’ L4

L.ibrary evaluators think that they are left to their own

K« .7

devices and te .hniques whe lperform'ing evaluations. This viewp‘oirtt i

‘,15 based on thc facts\thgt SACS does not expect strict adherence
. to Standftrd Slx and that St’tndard Six. cannot pns sibly be.applied

" equitably and et‘fectively to all 600 Qlus_ libraries of.its member - “

institutions.. Equipped with such narrow standards and faced with

the task of measurmg llbxarles of small JUl’llOI’ colleges at one /

end of the spectrum and l rge university llbrarles at the opposuc

experlence in pertormmg evaluanons Stahda'rd Sik tnerely serVes o

o

. o
- . . . '
k [y . ‘ Y

Evaluators thmk that SAF’S should rev1se the standards

| utandafd Six should conrain qertam spec1fic data that could be

t

applied flexibly w1th1n certam cateoorles or class1ficat10ns of

',‘ ) ' 3 . v. ‘ .. -

(..'C
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libraries. One limited standard cannot, nor should it be expected
to, serve ad'eq,uate'l_v as ,a mea.suring, device to such a myriad of .
libraries. In offect library evaluators are requesting that they be

x! !
releéscd from thc Subjectl\'lsm 1nherent in such a program Sucu

an important sggment of an academlc orgamzatron as the hbrary
. . ‘ - g. ‘ B *
L should not be sub]ected unduly to human capr1c1ousness The
o \ more explicit the standard can be, the better the chances of any -

. ”~ .
~one’ library in retieiving a fair and impartial evaluation. Of . - .

L course the ratmflcatlons to the parent institution are obvrous

L]

’I‘he hb ary evaluatore agree w1th some reservatlons, . o

Aghat it is poss1b1e to evaluate a 11brary S stz)tt and collectibn w1thm

%, a three day v151t Several -respondents believe, however, that i B

t

» »

e T the s1zc of the mst1tut1on s- 11brary and the rehabﬂlty of the library s

3 v .
P !

seh—study contrlbme grnatly to the ach1evement of such a task .

4

Even though‘elght respondents commented that educanonal

"

' effectiveness could not be sepz“r'tted from, operat10na1 eff1c1ency, ]

. ¢ "_.

S .‘ .

the maJonty agreed that as library evaluators, they are more

oy

' concerned with determmmg the educat10na1 effectlveness of a

hbrary *han the operattonal, effICIGHCY I’he SACb lerar\y Commlttee

-

. standardb, thought that the most 1mportant eV1dence ofva hbrary s’

[} .I A
. . ’.

" s .« ) . -' 8'j
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e
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o

[ . \ ¢
effectiveness is the nature and cxtent of usc of the library by .
students and faculty .

N
B

The present stantlard includes. such requtrements as

e

) mamtatnmg a certain number of open library hours, a lxbrary

o~

Jcomnuttee seattng capaclty for one- fou1th of the larg=st number

of students on campus at any one time, etc, Such requtrements

) u

'may 6 may not contribute to llbtary effectlveness they ccrta mly

do not measure effectweness In view of’ the fact that the evaluators

[ i .

are Cl!) erned with l1brary eff,ectweness, perhaps SACS could o [

ye4
cause to be constructed an instrument that would perm1t a

‘measurement of a library s educattonal effectwenes‘s\.\Admtttedlv

ir would be extremely difficuit to devtse an 1strument capa f
¢ . , *

of measur1ng ltb‘rary effectweness

. lt 1s ev1den* from the responses that almost every evaluator ’
‘ ' - BN # i
is convmced that the self—study is of V1tal 1mportance to the llbrary

2

‘Stnce the self study is usually a labor, of melve months or more

Lo
L 3
B3

mvolvmg 1nd1v1duals from several strata of the academu* commu'-ity, L

‘ "'1t is not hkely that a two to" three day evaluauon can excced the

. -

1mportance of the former. oEvaluators agree that a most important

a J : ‘N fl"‘ . ! ‘

facet of the self~st1{dy is that the ll,brary 1s compelled to examine L

Vo . ’ . . t

. . P . IRTEE N . . .
. : . o e ) : - o
- . e 8 ’ L . . .
O ' . !
. . .
,. . . .
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its ra‘ison d'ctre. This mtmspcctmn a]lows tho l1lmuy to nu \kc

'b e

a validity chcck on the tompatlbuty of itg ;,oﬂs and purpose

w1th those of the parent 1nst1tut10n (

y Most -‘Ja'luators think they were (1l or moderately preos,rrsd
. ! ) . e
for thelr 1n1t1a1 cvaluatlon visit. This was establ‘ished in the'

Background section of the study (soe Table 2).

4 S . .- - &

A

g

‘ 6. * Do yon know of any criteria that must be. met in order(to
o ~ become an evaluator? Yes 15 No 62 -

7. . How would yor describe ysur thoughts .on preparation for
’ your very firc: evaluation visit? I was ill prepared 13 ,

1 was moderately prepared 37, I was well prepared 23 23

I had exeellent preparatlon -2 .. , .

-

’-"‘f’f It wenle help an mexperlenced evaluator to observe at
' ‘least one-evaluation before being assigned to a visiting'  ~
. evalu ‘tl(.‘ﬂ committee. btroncrly Agree 40, Slightly -~
R T ~Agree No Opinjon_ 4 _ 4, ohghtly Dlsagreeo e 7,
o) , Strongly Dlsagree 5 R \ _ » o
-l * Background o T : .
Y . j"* General Infogrhation P - o
. ." _|‘ ,\1‘ , ‘."‘ ‘1 v N ) '.. : . “’. -t an
-‘i . ' n" . . . T V "- . ' .. ‘> Table 2_'\ . ’ ‘ . : .

In the. Same sectlon 1t was re; fealed that evaluators do not kngw of

B 4
4

any criterla that must be fulfﬂled in order {0 become an evam lator.  "

Pursuxng thlS further, it was found that rhe respondents felt that’

S R 1t womd be helpful 1f;r nowlyrseleeted evalua’ror eould observe an

: n

. Ca L a’ - B . !
A~ Lo ,89 o N
T N _;




Six'is very good since 84 per cent of the résponding evaluators

N

&

81 oo ‘
' ' - \.’-f\ ) )
ot ' . -” ‘

evaluation visit before conducting onéd by himself. ‘I'he probability

Id

hl
» Ll

of an evaluator’s bcny the sole member assigned to Standard

-1nd1cated that they had worked alone. _ Also, the res‘pondents'

_thmk that there is a need for better gu1dunce from SACS in the o

\J
et

form of quantitative guidelines, check list'and/orAquestionhaires.

'.\ ’ ° . . £ ' t/

This conclusion regarding better guidance from SACS coincides

with a previous conclusion that evaluators wish to be released:

from the subjectivism of the cvaluations.

However, the evaluators.do not think that Standard Six is 7

,/‘

unenforceable because it lacks normative guidelines. On the" !

'_"\__.
contrary, thc 1nherent power W1elded by an evaluator ¢an cause
\

favorable admtmstratlve actlon to be: 1mplemented even though

/ -
some recommendations ‘are not»lgasedns‘ohdly in Standard Six.

: Uncjuést-ionably,;’i SACS does possess the clout to enforce_recom-.

- mendatrons of an evaluator. - \ ‘ :

’s
g
a ' hd

.. L !

f

On’e po'centlal quant1tat1ve requlrement that drew strong

: support from the respondents was the desn‘e to 1nclude in. the

I

standards a statement compellmg 1nst1tutlons to grant full faculty

,w.

L t.

»status to l1brar1ans. The fallure to grant faculty status to llbrarlans

is a growmg problem and SACS could perhaps enforce such an

.-

- "‘ -

»
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autocratic requirement. If this were to happen it would place

the accrediting agéncy in the position of acting as a bargaining

agent. Suc‘h a position might not be accegtable to SACS. It

would galn the symp*tthy and loyalty of librarians but might

¢
¢

: .'team._ . ‘

ahenate the ddniinistrators of the 1nst1tut10ns
lerary evaluators are umf;ed in thelr negatwe reactlon s
to- the p0551b111ty of exclud:,ng the "Suggestion” category from

the reports they f11e with SACS. Also, they agree that their

* role as evaluators is to evaluate the hbrary and the hbrary s

-‘J‘elf‘SfUdY- They may be incorrect in thi is assumpt&&g, however,
l . . ) . . ‘ - )
since SACS inter.prets their role as educatio_nal consultants -wh,o.

will fu»rmsh an objectwe view of the s@lf study The, mference
y
here ,1s that SA(‘S 'has fa11ed td commumcate 1ts conceptton of ;

‘the evaluat01 S. role to the evaluatort n the field. . . R g

o .o Sy
co T IS
. t K . .

| " The respondents shghtly agree | that the1r°V1ewp01nts are

not alwaysaunderstood and accepted by other membe.rs of the | w

valuatlon tC"m And, rather surprismgly they do not th1nk . \

that a hbrary evaluator shou1d be a member of each evaluauon

~ N
- i -
¢ S



| . has a more varied choice .of'responses 1nc1ud1ng the 1nsert10n

‘ found in the L1l\ert scale and addlng comments 1f so desired.

8. S

Geneii:  eformatjon

AT - Section B /\

Section B, while still soliciting information of a general

nature, has been separated bécause of the different types of -

>

' t}nswefs necessary to complete the questionnaire. In the first °

. X . - LN . 5

section of the General Informati.on segmentj, the respondent was

L} N

restrtcted solely to checking one of the f1ve ‘answers commonly

’

e

_ In Sectlon B of the General Inforrratlon segrrmnt the respondent .

.

K . BRI /
L , r .

of written answer§ and comments. The separatlon of quest1ons

reqmrmg s1m11ar answers was done for the conVemence of the’
. ¥, ‘ ST
. respondent ~ : L = N

K3
»

« -

Questlon number one in Sect1on B was, "Would it be adv1sab1e .

| —ey

for SACS to be more-, specific about the 11brary comm_l_ttee?

. ‘Stan'dard Six now states in regard to the 11brary comm&ttee, ""“here

a*“‘ ~
’,,\

should be 4 proper academlc cgmm1ttee concerned for the, l1brary

-"wh1ch should include the hbrarlan." Twenty s1x (33 77 per cent)

: recommended more spec1f1mty and flfty (64 94 per cent) thought

- that S‘XCS was spe 1f1c enough Only one (1 3 per cent) had no

[ . , , e
. . ..
AN

. 9"‘ K : " E . ' .' ‘.,./

’
*

.



]

" specific.

s

\’ ’ (R , v . ] A

opinion regarding the question.  One respondent stated that

“There is too much diversity among institutions to be more
" Another said, "In fact all library committees should
be either-abolished or made solely advi'so.ry. " The final comment -

as, "Advmory should be wrltten in,

‘ -

S1ncc the maJorlty of 11brary commltteec‘ throughout the

. country are advisory, qucstion'numbepone Was devised to

N

determme if evaluators thought that any changes should be made

! r

in the standard :espemally in rcgard to an adv1sory commlttée
versus a policy making commrttee. ,Ob.v10us'1y a more spec1f1c :

statement concerningthe library co'rnmitt'ee is not a great concern

_to evaluators. o ‘. o o B |
Questlon }mmber two asked "Have you ever served ona

v1slt1ng commitree that failed to accredlt/re accred1t an mstltutlon-

because of def1c1enc1es in  the 11brary?" Fourteen (18 18 per cent)

sa1d they had; f1fty nine (76 62 per cent) sa1d they had not and

N

fo'ur (5.19.per cent) fa11ed to. respond
Actuahy thq questaon should have read, "'fa1led to recommend

/ ) .
accred1tét1on/r,e accredltauon, as one respondent pomted out: . - ‘.
The Vi 1s1t1ng Comnnttee as you are doubtless aware

~does not accredit or deny accreditation. It only
recommends mther action to. SACS, the apprOprlate

La

- () ~ e e

\'_l)' .-n-.‘
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ce mmlttce wirhin which considers hoth the Committce’s

review of the self-study wd of its on-campus findings, ‘
. and the original sc¢if-stu ly only if necessary.. The LT

Visiting Committee is not as powerful as your -

questions vould indicate--1 am sure th1s is a matter

of wordiing by you however.

Of the fourteen rcsponses one added that accred1tat1on was

only delayed unt11 the library def1c1enc1es werg corrected Thus,

-

the 1nst1tut10n was never without accred1tat1on _ ; .

”
&

£ A s1m11ar quest1on was posed in number three concernmg
a'ccre_ditat1011 aid re~acc.red1tat1on., It asked, ""Have you ever
served on a‘\vis»i'ting committee that failed to accredit/re-accredit

an mst1tut10n for any reason?" \Twenty one (27 27 per cent)

g

answered in the aff1rmat1ve' thirty-nine (5() 65 per cent) sa’ud
.9 / o
they had not, .whlle flfteen (19 48 per cent) Said they d1d not know. o

Two (2. 6 per Cent) dld not respond : : -- ;/./_,‘ - «-. o

In cetrospect the above QUesnons concernmg accremtatlon

were not suff1c1ent1y ﬁtaﬂed to. allow any slgmhcant conclustons

to be drawn from the responses. However, in V1ew of the fact

A\

: that Standard Slx is only one of n1ne commonly ap )11ed standards

. . : -

and in so‘me 1nstances one of e1even‘ apphed standards, 1t would -

. _appear that perhaps mOre 1nst1tut10ns have the1r accred1tat1on
ALY - SR
' demed or wn:hheld for 11brary def1c1enC1es than for any other reason. T
! . . . . . .\ .

. . .
7 - . ) < e .
-

___'_.____..--_..._..._ -‘ ‘ . »' . . e ,- o S .
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3

In answering question pumber four rcgnrding the honomrium

X

‘ ~($50. 00) pald to hbrary evaluators the majority,, forty one (53. 35
' per cent) stated that the fee was un1mportant ten (12.99 per cent)
" stated that the present fee should not be changed There were —_—

twenty- six (33 77 per cent) evaluators who thought that the fec

o

should be 1ncrea=ed The suggested 1ncreases ranged from $75. 00
‘to $450. 00; thxee respondents suggested $75. 00; sixteen, thought

$100 00 would be approprlate five 1nd1cated the fee should be . <

o

$15() 00; one evaluator suggested'$250. 00 and one hoped for $4SO OO
/
- One of the respondents who stated that the fee is unrmportant

[ 4

said, "Evaluation i®a professional\respons1b111ty " -Another _

o ,added that he normally rece1Ved $100. OO to $150 00 per day for his

’s.-

', .7+ services as a consultant to ltbranes, but he was happy w1th the

present fee pa1d by SACS sir ce it represented at least a token

4

acknowledgement There were not any respondents who thought

o that the fee should be decreased or. ehmmated The conclus1on is ’

that most evaluators do not expect any s1gn1f1cant remuneraugn for

f hd - . 4

L}

the1r services.. . > LTy

S In\jadd1t1on to tghonorarmm evaluators recewe re1mbursement

K

for rr"vel IOdgmg and meals GACS allows evaluators to ut1llze -

whatever mode of transportatlon desxrable and W1ll pay up to tha e

» -
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1imits of first class air travel. There is no limit, within reason, s

for meals o \ ' T -
> . R |
Questlon number f1ve-- ‘Do ycu thmk that ary . new hbrary N

-

. standaios would be more helpful if they wr + 2 to be wr1tten-more '

)

2 from the v1ewpo1nt of the user’?"-—recewed the fotlowmg rephes. T

o ”‘hlgty (38 96 per- cent) evaluators sa1d yes th1rty one (40 26 I

. )

: per cent) said 0, wmle Lourteen (18: 18 per cent) stated they had
ri;o Opmlon.‘ There we e two (2.6 per cent) who fa11ed to respond

to thls questlon. ' N s L e e
\' ' v : R
e T\No succinct comments to question: five were: ”Am%nguogs

‘.,

questlon” and "put not eli'mmaw omé!s:. Auoter more expanswe
!

‘ respond°nt rommem cths would be. most 1nterest1ng to pursue.

L pb

. o I am afra1d that the us\hr does not know what he wants untﬂ 1t 1s
g 2 .

b e T . ~ R ! ©

, Co

pomted out by the hbrarlan. \; ' '

o T‘r}e finil comment stated that ”AH hbrary evaluations are v

' .

Cin terms of chentele " Ideally'thv ; t*'ue, for the 1dea1 evaluation

,4

' of an 1nst1tut10n and therefore any of 1ts components, 1ncludmg the ."'7:: -

t;br ry, would be the va11d measurement of the proouct of that R R
R A B R ‘
insiuputlon, the student The data derwed fr’om suct a measurement

. l.u N
e

however would be meanmgless until they were ]uxtaposed W1th

1 /

ETEN

-y data from s1m1lar mstltutlons. L ?“; S e : ﬁi@ o

Lo e . s ’ .)

. .;: . .
. h . . .
o » . . - . - . 2 .
L AT . . ) ) N
? Tong U .- R : .
. . N LI N . '|."~' .
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e

S A ;

If it were possible td devise a measuring device that would -
. 4

. : 1y ' S t .
sCrve as a valid, reliablec evaluative tool/in discerning the quality
) | v i

-

‘ ' . * R ) / “ * DX
of the zéraduate, then evaludtions would pose’ less of a problem

. ¢ . / . ) ¢ Q

! - ¢ . [ .
than they do.- If library eyaluators/évere ablé to determine the

extent and nature of library-use by the students,. if -would not be "

4

unwarranted to assume ‘that the result would be a measurement ot

«“ 1
educanonal effectlvenes 5.0 At lhlS time, however, it appears that’

the academic 11brary profess1on has only ‘the crudest 1deas ooncerrung

the quantity and qua11ty of read1ng accomphshed by its chentele. PR

If the. profosmon had more premse measures of the readmg hablts

. of college srudents it would enable accred1t1ng agenmes such as

~
-~

SACS not only to measure the effectlveness of the 11brary but the = -

°

: ,vit_ality of the entire instructional program as well” - . >

.
o

Therefore, if standards were to be written from v‘iewpoint

B )
bl

T compat;ble to and in sympathy with the users, they just might

{ 'provide a L’)ase for a whole new concept of standards.  Since |
libraries are service oriented organizations, it would behoove

I -

them to become rn%’re knowledgeable of their patrons. However,

- y . S ¢ o R
the respondents were about ‘equally divided in their decisions as*
to whether user_-oriented standards would be helpful, . ¢ “ ;,-"\

. . . . l‘
' Q! ’ T L
NP * i 4 ,

4
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“ . ) : “.>‘/ : ' {

" t

~ ln answer ring qucstmn numhm svt, the noqundmp ev Jlu.ltors

- werce Lmout cqually divided. Qucstlun six asked "Should S]\(“b

A *

. 1, ‘ , .
-"mtroddte some quant1tat1vo standards 1nto Standard Six?" Th1rt}r -five -
T ce (45 45 per eent) said yes; th1rty two (41. 56 pér cent) srud no; 01ght

) (10 39 per cent) had no- opmlon, and two (? 6 per 'cent) did not
[ 4 / ' ’

respondk 7

One respondent commefited:

. T T s 0
¢

. Evaluators may use qu intitative standards now as

comparative tools for making judgements. “Example:

T ] ) the library collectlon is below the minimur number .
e .. of volumes as recommended by. the ALA standards !
for colleges of cOmparable s1ze . .
. . A Y , » . . *
- o Ot-hers commented that QUantltatlve standards "would be good
- - . 2
¢ ’ 0 L 32 R &

for some 1nst1tut10ns bad for others" and that 1mp1ementat10n

" "+ could only be done ''with extreme caut’ion Another said that _

quant1tat1ve standards should not be 1nc1uded because "standards"

u

, are not quant1tat1vely perfected. " = S
I The f1na1 Qomment warned vabout not learmng from past °
S m1stakes when he said, "We ough,t to av01d r1g1d1ty,, we have been”

’ 4 o

through that. Quant1tat1ve standards could be helpful only if they"f‘
.were f1ex1b1e " Obv1ous1y ‘this comment was refernng to the fact . .

" . that SACS like other accr'eqhtlng agencres, once had a rﬁld set of

-8 . . . . -
. ° o ;- R "» . v B ‘ M -
L R | 98 | - A
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.

: ' said no, and five (6. 49 per cent) had no opimon, . o/

o . . " 90 )
P
' 1y . ‘ . .
critcria to apply to 1nstitutionsascekm&, accroditation m the
|

case of the library, mflexible E]uantitative standards causcd a

cr1pp1mg ccnformity for several decades. Standaj’dé »wh1ch

l'

) nunyieldingly demanded that a library possess a fiit,a number of

books and even. supplied a. biblio,graphy of such booﬁs deteriorated -

to a required buying 11st Libraries would buy the books needed °

Y

to m@t the standards regard]ess of the11 edUCational needs

J

Later it was decided that perhaps the uality of the hbrary s

{

holding was more important than merkly ‘posseéssing a°f1n1te

/.
-

number of tltle::. l . ) : S -

v . . T ) -
~ P : .
. + 5 ~

o
Of those wha oppose re- 1ntroduction of quant1tat1ve standards,

B} . -

_the most w1dely -heatd ar;uments a/re that it has been tr1ed in the ’

past and 1t does not t;tke into account the ‘mstitution s ind1v1dua11ty

[

EV1dently the e\zaluators respondmg to the question are not canvinced

- +

[$] .
) one way or the other. ‘ - R 5 1

s R ) ’ w T 1
Question number seven asked "Do you find the 1nformation

rd

supphed by SACS helpful in hbrary evasluations?" A ma]ority of ©

éixty four \83 12 per cent) answered yes; eight (10 7’9 per oent)
/

~

i‘\
v

Apparently most evaluators are satisfied with véry little

i

- °

1nformation because as.one respondent commented "'All the evaluator

U.rm * N " "' » . L )



. - . \ o ~
" . o ' ' - . , /l

gets from SACS is a copy of the standards " Actually SACS scnds: -

each CValu'ltOI‘ a copy of the standards a copy of the self study
A.
- manual, a travel voucher for cla1m1ng expenses the‘ names and
. ‘ 1

~ schools of other visiting evaluators, and a'mimeog'raphed-sheet

explaining what is expected of an évaluator. ~While such inf,ormation

may be helpful to d f1rst time evaluator it is. of dub1ous assistance

' to expcrlenced evaluators smce the. same 1nformat1on is suppl1ed S
- - 1 ’
e for each v1s1t Perhaps as a way of explanat{on the respondents
' were confus1ng the mater1al rece1ved from SACS and the material-

rece1ved from the host 1nst1tut10n The latter usually cons1\its of )

a copy oﬁh‘eself study, a c0py of the facglty handbook a college or :
“w : L4 \ .

. 'un1ve‘rs1ty catalog and other materml dl.rectly relevant to the ho\.it S

s
-

'1nst1tut10n This*materlal undoubtedly is of immense benefit to \

] T

o - _the evaluat01s wh1le the material rece1ved from SACS pales. in
) SRR R : \ .
' ‘ compar1son : } .
.

Forty ty-three (55. 84 per cent) answered in the affirmative to-
3

question e1ght wh1ch etsked "Have you ever been requested to o o \: _
4 “ P
evaluate any other' aSpect of an: 1nst1tut1on wh1le servmg as the
el } [ ¢ ;
B ltbrary evaluator?“ Th1rty three (42.86 per cent) sa1d no and one

1

(1.9 pcrg'cent) d1d not’ respond - . E \A e o

CoeN i . tH A [ s ' ' T
Y N B ; . O
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!
, A jub-sé'ctionof the above q‘uestion requested thé respondents C e
’ . ) ‘
' to identify. the area in wluch they performed the addltional evaluatlon '

The fo lowing is a list pf sucl\ areas, 1f more than one evaluator

rformed evaluat1ons in smm.r areas the total fumber
)

appeZ:s in parentheses -An "111ustrat1on" isa segment'of a

-

. '"'sta ard "

. Alumni, [lustratioh Eight of STANDARD TWO, Organlzatlon L

o . and Administrat ion -
Audlo Vlsual Department (2) ‘ ’ T Ty ) _
, ] : o o e T
' o : o
.légokstore f | . ., L ., S *d .
| Commerce Department . S R Ty
‘Q A ,-Computer Usage ’f\ S B ._ .
" ’Curr1cu1um, Ihustratlon Two. of STANDARD TIIREE '
' Educat1ona1 Program t L
. | Educatlonal Program, STANDARD THREE -
R Enghsh Department o o ' - i )
t Extra -class. Aot1V1t1es, Illustranon Three of STANDARD ; ’
e * SEVEN, Student Development.S@rvlces {2) \\ _
’ Facu}ty, STANDARD TWO(6) o o
U B 3 Faculty Organ1zat1on Illustratlon Two of STANDARD FIVE
e Faeulty oo s g IR
Graduate Program, STANDARD TENf/*\ | “ .
R Instruction, Illustratlon Three of STANDARD THREE BT
L REE Educat1ona1 Progra%n S . o (




{ Q3
f\,—( S . . . . . C

I 1braly Sc1cnce Departmcnt (2)

()rgaruzanon and A¢lminist mtlo\l,, _"IANDARD TWO, (2)
‘ Phy51cal Educat1on Department

Phys1cal Rlant, STANDARD EIGHT (5)

Plant Fac111t1es Ex1st1ng, and Expansion of, 111UStrat1ons : .
One and TWO Of STANDARD EIGHT, Phys1cal Plant (2)

’ a

- Purpose STANDARD ONE 3)- t‘ o .

' Spee1al Act1V1t1es STANDARD, NlNE (3)
- ~ Student Development SerV1ces STANDARD SEVEN (5)
| '.\ - ‘There 1s a total of eleven standards eaeh ‘of which covers a
d1s’t1nct and separate aspect df an 1nst1tut1on of hlgher educat1on
Tbese eleven standards are: 1 ' .' |
o M STANDARD ONE Purporse (of the mst1tut10n)
- STANDARD TWO‘ Orgamzatlon and Admlmstrauon
STANDARD THREE Educatlonal program |~ - " .
STANDARD FOUR F1nanc1al Resources o |

ST ANDA'RD FIVE Faculty

(..
v . 'STANDARD SIX, Library . -~ - & T ' ,
STA'N"DARD SE.VEN,I Student 'Dev'elopmem Seivices |

- Pl ; . .
= . . (;

lThe Southern Assoc1at1on of Colleges and Schools Standards o

of the College Delegate Assembly. Atlanta, Georg1a? Southern -~ - -*

7 Association of Colleges and Schools, 1972 R RN

o

o -
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,perform more effective evaluations of Research Programs than °

: performing 1n two areas.

; 94

-

. STANDARD EIGHT, Physical Plant
'STANDARD NINE, Special Activities e
-STANDARD TEN, Graduate Program

STANDARD ELEVEN, Research

" L
E

“The first nine standards are usually applied to junior and
senior, colleges, and, of course, Standards Ten and Eleven are

applied only to univers1t1es and/or mstitutions engaged in research

Of the eleven stanaards respondents have performed evaluations

‘within nine of them. Standard Four Financ1a1 Resources is .

trad1tlonally ass1gned to Busmess Managers, Aud1tors, V1ce B

LI

- Presidents in_‘Ch.arge of Fmance, etc. , and no evaluator responding '

" has served ir this arga. S } X

.

Standard Eleven, Research is custorn’arily limited -tola'rge

A 3

3 1nst1tutions and SACS normally s'ends the largest groups of

-'eva]uators to such mstitutions. Therefore, there dre in all

probabihty, more experlenced ‘members of those teams who could

o

Hihrarl) o ln ~ddit iog, e unnplcuty anu size of 1ibraries, of -

j large 1nst1tutions probably preclude thr ! )rary eyaluators from .

e

LN
-
kY

- - IOJ o L Lo _



(‘,onsequontly, {ibrary evaldators have performed evaluations - .
in nine of the areas covered by the tand'a'rds the oxcoptions being

_ Standard Four, T mancml R(,SOUI ces, and "Standard Eleven Research.
‘ v 7 : '-

-~ The respondents have served either as the sole’ c;ommu:tee member-

- L4

or as a committee member assigned to cne ‘'specific aspect or

illustration. in addition, they have been requested, to evaluate .
. . * . " b

. specific entities such as individual instructional departments,

. bookstores, and cosnputer usage. o

[

‘Section B of questioneight asked the forty-three réspondents,
Do yoo think. your qualific.ations enabied you to make an efficient

,and offoctlve evaluation of this addmonal asmgnment?" Of the

N

total’ of forry three, twenty - nine (67. 44 per cent) said they were

«. [

quahi ied and fourtcen (32 56 per cent) said they Were not.

i The Omy_comment was, "l have always felt free to express

~

my opinion about any aspect of the colle'ge and am personally N

interested-in the degree to \%ich the facultv nra ‘~ipates 1
: o ' ' . .
taculty governance The comment was not directly cormected - .

u'smnc the questvon asked if SACS had ever assigned the respondent R
: to another st mdard and whether the respondent was quahﬁ?d to .. <0
‘ . ’ . { . .‘ ‘-v-'

make an efflc1ent and effectlve evaluatlon o



1]

) The nmost s-lgmflcm}t f:mdlﬁ}f, as revealed by questwn

numbcr eleht is tlnt appruxnnately a third (32 56 per cent) of

1]

t.’ne cvaluat(ms who perform other evaluanons do not be11eve ‘that

.

.phey are qualified to do 'So.,; Surely, the inst_ltutions Undergomg

~

evaluations would not appreciate having any facets of their
’ \\. N -

organizations evaluated by one who does not think he possesses
3 S

.

i adequete evaluative qualifications. ‘Certainly SACS should

to prevent the dilution of the a‘gic.rediting p.rocess which is sc

implément more rigorous screening of its evaluasdrs in order

-,

' V1tally 1mportant to colleges and universities. . .

The ninth question was '1 ﬁve part question Lhat d sked:

* -

Do gyou visit the hbrary at mght (l) To observe ubrary usc,

[

-

(2) To .inferwew l1brary users, (3) To determme if the l1ghtmcr is
. . \ 1Y
! (1\ T& observe : ulabllltv of personnel and (5) ever

’
sl the uluarv at night, .

e

1xty one visit the lm(_rv at mght to observc the extent of
55 ,“3 .
u%g#by the academic community. Thlrty seven mterv1ew tJ\e

patronb thlrty elght use this opportunuy to determine J.f the

O

hahtmg is adequate ‘and forty obsegve the ava1lab1htv (khbraly

v

',personnel. v Te,n never visit the hbrary at mght.

o, - . . R \

s

(O



g : . - . N
In addition to reasons mentioned above; one. regpondent
- - h .
. .said that he would “Check noise Jev‘éls, -observe area around thé .-

library and check’safety .fea’tures.-\" Two of the ten who said that
' they never visit the, library at mght gave the followmg 1easonq -

"No time to do-so aud "Lack‘o{ t1me due to commntee meetmgs.

A Question ﬁumber ten asked, "1)0 you have your own check T
o 2 . ~ o
A .hst of items to chserve du1 mg an evalu‘men?" SL\ty one (79. 22 f . o
. . b . . o
per cent) of the evaluators sa1d they did havc fourteen (18. 18 Coot

per cent) saxd they digl. not and two (2 6 per cent) did not respond

Ina smulal vein quesuon number eieven que‘,r‘ed' the.

‘ R T

evaluators wi.th 'Do you have your own list of questions to ask

R . -

inrerviewees’ " Sixty~th: (91.‘82 per'cent)- dld havje e own °

’u)ﬁ quesmonb and thurem (16 88 per cent) d1d not rely upon

. ‘g list of QUCotldllba ~{me (1 3 vper cent) tatled 1o respond 1o the

- -

: question.. . . R B , - . .
- Fmdently homry evaluator have .,acted in a fa‘the;' resourcefal =
| manner in the m"ajomtk of r%es and dev1sed a chcck 11st and a ,M’n .
‘ .éluc.suonnalr\e. The fuct thdt 50 many rebpondent.~ have oé"émt*d o
1t necessary m fabhxon their OWI‘I check lists and questlunnmres :

can onlv lf\aa one tu concludc that tlus was done specmcatly {o -

. fulfm a dcfxmt\e need. It would be nLelgzstmg t6 pool thesc, -self- made

; ? : ._ i “ 106 _' ,,.- . ) S - v\ N '.‘P .'.

. . .
(4 . . 1
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‘
a . " . . 3
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.“check lists and questionnaires witha view toward consolidating

»

the most popular and‘ useful items int'oa "universal” lis't .'.Perhaps

it would be appropr1ate for SACS te obtam input from l1brary

A

o 3

evaluators relat1vé to check llsts and quest1onna1res fIhl-s '

1nformat1on could serve a: Lseful purpose when SACS begms the .

v

-

rev1s1on of tl\e hbrary standn ds.
'Concer‘tﬁng %the rev1s1on of the hbrary standards questlon
. t .
twelve asked the respondents, "Are you dware that SACS Qas now
g

] 1n1t1ated a loug- termcstudy to revise its hbrary standard”"

k)

Th1rty two (41. 56 per cent) said they wewe aware of’ th1s, forty-

four (57.14 per cent) Sald\ they weré not ana thei‘e was one (1.3

~
—

per cent) who made no, response. o : S

M’
-~ s

Returnmg to,,check hsts and quest1onna1res’ quest1on number
thirteen stated "A check list or questlonna;lre\prepared by- SACS

would be helpful as an evaluat1ve tool " Agam, as in questlons

e ki
-

ten and eleven a clear ma] or1ty, f1fty seven (74. u% per cent)

i

v01ced nQ opinion and one (1 3 per cent) d1d not respond | | e

/‘

In analyzmg the responses que°t1ons ten, eleVen and

th1rteén (see Table 3), it is obV1ous that(l) check lists. and questlon— B

>

na1res are used extenslvely by the lrbrary evaluators, (2) these

L
P - .7 . . ) S .
LR . : . ¢ . S . . . e
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documents are produced indiyidually to satisfy an unfulfilled }

nood and (3) the 1espondents thlnk that similar documents

Y K . .

pGC’erd by SACS-wou’ d be helpful as evaluatlvé tools

. .___Q,.:.p..-' ¢ O L N
10. " Do you have your own check list of items ro observe during
an evaluation? Yes 01, No_ 14, No response 2 .1
|111. Do you have y0ur own list of questlons to ask 1nterv1ewees? -

"Yes_63 , No 13 ,~ No response_1

13. AA check hst or questionnaire prepared by SACS wou]d be

helpful as an evaluative tool. Yes 97, No 9"
. No.opinion 10 10 , - No reqponse ]
..« . . Tables. I

uuestlon number. fourteen asked A{ow do you deternune the -

adeqUacy of the llblary colsectlon’?“ Standard S1x ctates, "Tﬁe book

\ and per1odtca}~aollectlon should, by quahty, size and nature support -

and stlmulato the cntlre educauonal program " The evaluators

i

were given five statementb that could be phecked which would %

<

1nd1cate the frequency of the techmques ytilized to determme o

. . v c.

collecuon adequacy. Thesc statements were: ¢

(1) Make extensive checks of the. collecuon against’
standard bibliographies, (2) Interview library staff
faculty and stqdents to ascertam thelr success or

P
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fallure in fmdlng the. materlals needed by them,

(3) Spot check titles against blbhographles,

(4) Compare the numgrical total of the collection e
with some quantitative standard such as given . "

e | ‘py H. E. W., A, L.A., or the Clapp/Jordan

-

* formula, and (5) Assuqe that- if-the collection

+  were inadequate and unable to 'support and
stimulate the entire educational program' it
would S0 state in-the hbrary self-study

*  Thirtéen of the respondents make extenswe c,hecks of ‘the

collectivbn agamst standard blbhographles. Seventy-one mterv1ew

LR hbrary staff, faruxty and students to ascertdm their success OT.

fallure in finding the mate,nals ncedod by them. Forty seven

_spot check _titlcs againSt;_ bibliographles. T 1fty -three evaluatorq

compare the nun’\emcal total of the collectlon with some quantitaiiVe .

: scandard such as glven by- H. E. W A L A. , or the Clapp/]ordan

' formula. Flnally, twelve assume that if the collecuon were

1

. review collcctlons. " Another commem was, 'Hopefully_ the self’-'

progfam, it would SO’ state in- the 11brary self- study

”

"
madcquatc and unable to "sup, yort and stimulate the entire educauonal

. .
. ]

ne qf the comments was, "I do not assume ..., notina

4

naive sense. | request the taculty members on the comittee to

@

study would reflect this ihformation. " The final comment stated,

. \ N X s (]
"1 check.the shelf list in some areas in which 1 have somc e.?‘ﬁéJnlse. '
: » N .

B 109
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lp summary, the evaluator Lletermincs the ;uioqﬁn‘cytof ‘the

. collccuon by 1nterV1cwing 11brary staff flu.ulty a«ﬁd students
,/
pr1mar1ly The second most frequently utl};{ed determmmg factor

. is the comparlson of the numencal tota}r’of the collectlon agamst
) some pubhshed quantitative standar;d The third determ1nant is

* to compa.re a samphng of'tltlesxﬁgalnst bibliographies.

- ' . "Has SACS ever requ fted you to generate fee\dback for the

| purpose of 1mpr0V1ng ev; uat1ve techmques? was quest1on number
. fifteen " Of fhe seve ty-seven resportdentt. fifteen (19. 48 per cent)
| ."answered that thiey had been requested to ?enerate feedback while

sixty-one (79. 22 por cent) said they had not. One (1 3 per cent) LY

- . S
falled to respond / \ o o '

o | A sub questlon to quest1on fifteen asked, "If answer to aboye
, was yes, d1d you cooperate ‘and submit any input?" No one answeredN
“this question. '.“ .
" }/,Queried'about'w ther they apprise the ho;t library directOr

[l ’ »

" of their findingq before leaving, the evaluators responded to question

number sixteen W1th fifty-three (68 83 per cent) replying in.the

affirmative. " Twenty- three (29. 87 per cent) said they did not and
‘
one (1.3 per oent) didcnot respond to the question.

T

3

» . .

110
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One'evaluator stated that he appris‘ed the library director

of any findings only "As directed by the comm1ttee chairman. ’

By

Another said he appr1sed. the director "In gener_al tgrms only and
do not indica .estions.ot r¢commendations. " Another comment

was:

If specific ar(eas of concern to the hbranan have _
. been identified ang answers t0 these .problems have -~ . ¢ o
been elicited from appropriate. .administrative staff "
. 'mempers; this information is passed ontothe _° -’ .
. . . librarian. “The librarian is also generally included .
) ~ in the group invited to participate in the final reporting " e
‘ conference with the yigitation Committee. HoweVer, , - ‘
“ . the librarian.is not apprised of the Committee's findings - '
‘ “which are recommenoations for SACS only, and are )
confidential. o L o
4 . RS — ' o : .

A respondent wamed» in h1s comment that this is "Not the ]ob

' y of the evaluator A simllar comment was, "Qply in 9. general way,

onkthe team chairman can s,peak for the evaluators. HoweVer,

[
—_—
e BT n

. these two particular commentators may be a l1ttle confused SACS

’ . B

does’ requ1re offic1al _omments giVen to the press to be made by

n with members of the institution S adminis-

Y
tratio'n_‘.p‘resent.. At o time are,the’ chairman and the committee

LN ' 4

members free to speak to the question of the institution s accreditation -

the committee chair

’

status, Atany rate, with fift}"kthree of the seventy seven respondents

informing the directors of their finddngs, it is safe to assume that

. Y
r .~ . A - .
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_SACS has not directed the evaluators to do othérw1se .
Quest1on seventeen: stated "Feedback fro,m SACS would help |

.

| you to perform evaluat1ons more cffect’1vely and eff1c1ently o

.+ Fifty- seven (74. 03 per cent) answered yes; f1ve (6 49 per cent)

said no, and fourteen (18 18 per cent) v01ced no op1n1on One
: .(1 3 ‘bcr cent) falled to respond |
When asked, "Have you ever received anyi feedbacx '
from SACS rélative to your reports?" f1ve (6. 49 per cent) sa1d
'that they h/d Jaut su;ty nine. (89 61 per cent) replied that they

- “

" had™not. Three (3.9 per cent) made no response to the question
- ‘ ¢
aThe respondents who answered m the affirmatlve were asked to e

. ; indicate if the feedback from SACS had been helpful non- helpful/ o ;

-

positive, negat1Ve constructive, official and/or 1nformal Only
- one of the five replied \his tluestion and his answer was that

" the feedback had ‘been in an informal COnversation with a SACS s -

-~

officer

>

In responding to questlon number nineteen-é"Have you ever v

attempted toajd a library to gain favOrable administrat%
~ consideration for a long neglected item through your influence as
a library evaluator?"--sixty-two £80. 52 per cent) e[ the respondents

stated they had done this. Five (6.49 per cent) ‘said they had not;
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seven (9. 09 per cent) did not know whéther they had or not'and:
. Y T - . . } . :

.

L.
~ . . g
L . :

th-ree"°(3._9 per cent) did not respond. ' ‘& .

| . Two brief corriments wer};/:'Ambiguous question, "' and

"This constitutes a recomrr‘iendation'gen’e'rlally. " The third p&rson | . 'ﬁ}

. to cowrnrnent'was suspicious of the'meaning of the question. He" :
o ) P : !

o - ' : , ,

sa1d .
The ZOne of the question implies improper use of. - . ‘
influbncé or unethical conduct. . This; of course, ‘ .
-an evaluator should avoid. However, ‘where a.library

. = is"understaffed, or under budgeted, it is the respons1- o
bility. of the evalyator to state the snuation honestly . .
and tactfully, and recommend'changes -and 1mprovement£

<4

" of course, the researcher did not intend to imply that by - , o '\

a1dmg a librar"j the evaluator would be gdilty of irnprbper use of

i

mfluence 1or uneth1cal conduct Rather, the implied meanmg of
! & .\
' question mneteen was to discem if evaluators were kindly disposed

\ ey

,toward th}e host library or unfriendly and aggresswe. The s1xty two

”

affirmatlve answers confirm:that evaluators are, for the most part, .

B gr:pathetic to the plights of the hbraries undérgoing the V1sitation.

~

Question number twenty asked “"Have you ever- .received any
traming from SACS on proper evalt}atlve techu,iques a-nd/or report
writing?" Only thirteen evaluators replied to this question “Ten -y

respon‘c_lents_-had had SACS-sponsqred trai_ning in both evaluative' | -

. ‘o : . v, ¢ v,
: o . o . 1\1 u \ | ) | | ] »
R | . | .‘ / . ‘ ) . \ -‘ \ \

i ~

-
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teehniques and report writmg, and three hbd had txainmg only in

eval“uative‘techmques One, respondent commented that hé had

—— l

"Assisted W1th both in Atlanta several years ago

\ ‘ o When asked, "Have yo’ been inv, ted to supply any mput into
~ SACS' s rev1sion of the librar standa' ds'Z" only eight replied m

.- the affirmative. Significantl ‘, s1xt e1ght (88.31 per cent)

s!ud they had not been, asked LO r{icmate. , One evaluator (1. 3
. \ :

per cent) failed to make a response When asked- "Would you )
participate 1f asked?" seventy (90 ‘)1 per cent) answered yes, three
(3 9.per cent) said no; one (1. 3 pér cent) 'said he did not know if Pi

. would participate br not and there were three (3 9 per cent) who
R N SRR : e : k2
d1d ot respond - E R SRR .;g; R P

h n 1]
..‘M.-,..:.....,..,.o e e o : S * t

As an aid to f0cusing upon the guestions and theu responses R

d

. relative to commumcations between SACS and its evaluators, the
o n questions and answers are grouped in Table 4 ’ .
- i[t is clearly indicated in Table 4 that t‘rie library evaluators
and SACS are not corhmunicating W1th each other The communication |

lin between the evaluators and SACS is, at best, tenuous. With

s ch a vast amount ‘of knowledge about Jaluations residing in one ;

group of people, it is puzzling why SACS has never availed itself

UL DR . - /- . . v " : : B
: - a “ Ve (s : '
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Cof. such,rcspeual}y slnce thc evalu"ttors are pcxfectly w11hna, |

to shmc their cxpcri\nccs and r,,,in l()nS .

B e _«r e e -; : )
/ i ' .
» Lo : . LT
- | ) ‘ . . Lo Y
/ | |
: . | |

j~15. Has SACS ever requested you'to generate feedbaok\
1. .for the purpose of 1mprovm‘g evaluative techniques?_,
3 .

| R oYes 15, No_6 61, ~ Noresponse 1 1

"17. Fgedback frorh SACS would help you to &rform
py T e\;aluatlons ‘more effectlvely and eff1c1ent1y
B Y’es 57 ,> No_J5 5 . No opinion 14 L

I ] response i .\

v 118 Hav\e you ever rece1ved any feedback from SACS
. - . relative to your. re.ports? ‘Yes 5 o, . No 69

|No response 3 . o
] 2L Have you evet been 1nv1ted to supply .any mput mto
| 7 SACS's revi§ion ‘of- the- hbrary standards? Yes 8

v 1. No 68, No response 1 :

1

«

T Wouid you part1C1pate 1fv asked? Yes 70 No 3
» " L Do 7ot know 1 , No response 3

: . -
[ . % . . . N
> - <

PTAIE S ~ g ™
b et

'_ “¥'Tah‘1¢"4~- L

s

Ewdently SACS is under the 1mpress1on that it does not
o : . /
' . need‘any 1nput from the people who are actually executlng the.

)
.

evaluanons._ On the other hand the evaluators feel that SACS
o : d . .
- 3 could help them and the member institutions if it would only

[
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—»gerierate c:ome sort of feedback o ' B
< S{gnlfléantl questlon twenty one rece1ved more o

. comments than any other, smgle quest1on m the entlre quest1onna1re

* b A

- _._when 1t asked, ."What recommendat1ons woald you suggest that | o \

“".1n your OplniOl‘l, would help 1mprove library evaluatlons?" Obv1\usly

[} .o

N the library, evaluators are cononrnod nbout the standards w' ‘C‘h

.

- ‘theygapply and ha ve' gwen the matter rnuch thought as k1s re‘flected TN ( :
4n their commentst ‘ - O

. 7 : e
A S

The comments offered are'

] . .
.' PN [ - a

ReV1se the quesnonnalre form now being usecl f01 S SR
candldacy and initial accredltatlon. R

Yy R T T
3 . o Wk

ReviSe the standard s0 that it W1ll be: apphcable .S e
R ‘l Learning Resgurce Center. concept of mtxed R ST
e T med1a as wella the tradmonal library <

v .
tip. LI
T LTI
- . .

S Slnre an evaluator generally follows the illustrat1ons Lo
S . .88 listed in. Standard Six, the. "Manual for.the [ ~.
ot Preparation (18 the Institutional Self-Study" should
- . provide guideljnes for these same “nine illustrat1ons, -,
o in the Bame. order. e ey . '
» I would stress allowance for indlvidaal differences:
and also the place of other nearby collections. in \,3

the eValuation. : , . , — :
. N : ’ . 2 13 . .
. " (,One generalize standard cannot be equally applicable o
“ﬂ',.'v;., - 'to all types of st-high school institutions. . - | , ~
i 0 K ) - . C ¢ . Y
. h . # & . ;'
T 116 ~ i




L N
$ .
_ 108 - ot ‘
Al \ R . . .
In addition to the college catalog and status report,
~ provide the evaluator with current annual reports,
o ' or statistical reports (Federal, State or local)

« . Visitation.
. We need.élstatement about professional growth of . - .
librorians, i.e., at -ndance ar wo*" ‘hop.,
lasuit o di-service training and turther study _
tor advanced degrees. o
> o, We/neeéf standard questibnnaire‘s.the{t can be used . -
. for faculty and student evaluations of library - -
services. . Thebe instruments could be-designed

i .- . .
'

so that flexibility” can bé incorporated. S

Weneed to obtain feedback from the librarians - . .

to ascertain' if qlantitative guidelines are needed
.and if gualitative check lists, e.g. ;. suggested

"bibliographies are necessary. As it stands now,

. the standards are flexible so that the library can .
. meet itg‘neéds according to the purposes of its
N li/nstitution; | e S e

’

] . h A
.. o (o [

St .cOmpiled by the librarian prior to the accreditation ° C

Begin with what we ha¥é. “They are not too bad.
Work from there«in areas: that need revision.
. R . . ‘..a"w. L

% Y, . . - D

Yoo -1 am not particularly proud of my first efforts .-

- with.no e:é)erien'ce or training, .Fortunately, it
wag a good institution and I feel I did no harm.

" After the Atlanta training sessian in which [ ‘
participgted later, and my own institution's self-
study, 1 feel much more certain of my evaluative .
abilities! o -
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. Develop different sets of standards for differcnt
- types (o sizes):of librarics; up-date the illustrative
.~ ., areas to take carevof newer library contérns-- o .
) .- . management, automated activiries, audio-visual .- c e
.. . . matevials and services, etc. Eliminate illustration
one: the volutie in e o 5 no longer Being
oubliobied, and usiy 18 virtua)]ly inipossible ¢ ayway,
or was, unless one had loads of time.in which to do .
_the caleulations. = More emphasis should be put, too, e
on‘ goals and objectives,.and On services per.se. .
- N . N * . L
- 1'thifk the main weaknesg in the BACS's evaluation - - .. g
. .. procedure if lack of trainihg for the team members.” |

The regult of using bptl@»‘experi’énc_éd;_ahd_-;;:in'e;\{perieric_é,d a7
. people; . and ones ‘who mebet get. feedback except by . - :

' -, being invited to serve again;. is a wild variation of - .
‘ * yeports. A "hard" team, ‘or-one, with a "hard" chairman,
" will make an institution look pretty bad, while the same

institution could have shoyn up.very: well with 'easy’’
ream. 1've been on both Sﬂ{lds. coo .

LY

Aoy -

. ' . ! C e EETEE :
LA ) . At least one visit as an appreintice Member of the team

| . ¥ would help. Guidelines, ‘or check lists, could be an:
oo, aid’ The Manual for the-Self-Study, could sexve this
.. 7 ‘purpose if it were written tQ coincide with the -

~T T illustrations instead of being 0 gaﬂﬂedqulte—dﬁiemmlb__
| | 1 suggest,” mbers shouldbe, < 7 ¢

-~

1 *too, that oply team me : ' )

.. "selected who have had experience in their own instjtution's
selfsstudy. . . . oo T

L - 1 recommend that the self-study compile standardized

N statistits that could be used not for comparison to

: ' other libraries, but in estimating the Tibrary's-own; -

‘effectivéness, user satigfaction, and’succeéss rate.

:1"

e N

D RET. S B
4 s s i

Loy S o P C o
In the uptoming revision of the liprary standards, instead of -
T o , L. L . ‘ v i
. allowing a few librarians to enter. the decision making process:
coneerning standards it seems entirely appropriate to gather the -

. . O Mo 1Y - .

I~
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max1mum inpur noss1b1e from the max1mu‘n,amount of evaluators -

as v sible.” 1 \CS jp willing w0 listen, the librarians arc eager

’ ‘ ;-
. * N

y \

(o

w1thhe1d becaUSe of hbrary def1c1enC1es than for any. other reason

\.

) . The respondents are satlsfled with the current honorar1um ;‘ ’

($DO 00) that 1s now be1ng pa id for, the1r serv1ces. A t'ew would
!

11ke to see*1t 1ncreased~ in varylng amounts, but no one thought

-9

' that it should be- decrfyed’ or ehmmated

A s11ght ma]orfty of the resp‘hdents thought* that the

1

T

By

standards should not be wr itten from the v1ewpomt of the user. If

)

11bra1y standards were to be wr1tten from a v1eWpomt compatlbie

to aﬁd in syfmpathy W1th the users, hey ]ust rmght be able to R -

prowde a base fora totally new cbncept of standards Smce ) |

NS

11brar1es are serv1ce or1ented organ1zatlons, 1t would behoove
é

them to befome. more knowledgeable about their patron§

L)

Library evaluators are d1vided as to whether SACS should

introduce quant1tat,1ve standards into: .Standard Six. A shght

L .',.1:t9[ L oo

SN
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n'r' A m f"wor ot' the addltlon of quanmtatwe’ standqrds Of

those’ who oppos@, re- mtroduct1on of quant1tat1ve standards, the

. . most widely- heq_rd arguments are that it has been’ tr1ed in the

pact and they,do not take into accctunt the instirution 's 1nd1V1dual1ty
Howev } ‘it is doubtful if the same m1stakes would be re\peated ‘

I\tew quantn;atwe standards would probably be wr1tten 1n ranges '

\ of percentages by classes of llbraﬂes or parent 1nst1tut10ns

rather than ong: standarckbelng 1nflex1bly applied 10 all l1brar1es
o A large ma] or1ty & the: respondents be}ieves that*the materlal

¢

supplied by. SACS 1s helpful in their hbrary evaluat1ons I—Iowever,

v

the materlal rece1ved from SACS f‘ons1sts of a copy of. the standar
a copy of’ the seli- study. manual a travel voucher for clalmmg /

ot expenses, the names an& the schools represented by other members
& N
o of the evaluatmg team, and a mlmeographed sheet explalmng what ~

,,&expected of. an evaluator. While such 1nformat1on may be helpful

R

Y
n?‘)'

., - toa flI'St t1me /evaluatOr 1t is of dl.lblOUS as;{ince to exper1enced

“*3:..
) ' evaluators since the same material is-gupplied Yor each succeedn],g
‘(1—,‘. : s - ’ «

- visit Perhaps by way of explananon& the Q‘espondents were

confusmg the m‘ater1al rece1ved from fhe bost 1nst1tut1on Th1s

s ﬂ Iy ’ I

’ materml undoubtedly, is of 1mmense beneflt to the evaluators," :

Yo .,; while the materlal recewed from SACS pales in comparlson. ' 1 v

N
. . et »

- . ) 0 "':1 1&0 ) E .\
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Forty- three of thc seventy-six evanluators respondmg

] stated that, they had been called upon ‘to evaluate segments of an CLt
1nst1tutlbn other.than the l1brary They had evaluated programs, Ty

or parts of prog,rams, in all Standards: except Standard Four
d-
Fll’iﬁl‘lClal Resources and Standard Efleven Research In add1t10n

p
.

they were called upon to evaluate 1nd1V1dual department s of - .

1nstruct1or and in one case, Qe bookstore The evaluators have .

.

Jserved as the sole comrmttee member hence t:hey automatlcally

b me theﬂcha1rman of that comm1ttee, or as a comm1ttee o .

. member assigned to. one spec1f1c asdpect or 1llustrat10n. .

&L

N Of the forty ~three evaluators who\served on other standards, v

- "fourteen said that they were not qual1f1ed to evaluate these addmonal

e

‘ aSSlgnmel‘ltS effect1vely W1th apprommately a th1fd (32 56 per cent)

a \",. ‘
of the evaluators performmg evaluatlons in f1elds in wh1ch they

. " feel no competencs SACS should not ass1gn llbrar1ans to add1t10nal
E \ ,standards. Surely, the 1nst1tut1on undergomg evaluat1on would feel .
some apprehens1veness ‘about havmg\an evaluator assigned a-

_ segment gf its program who by his own .4dm1ss10n, feels unguahfled

A ‘ |

t6 evaluate it. 1 SACS msists upon libranans be1ng asslgned “other b "

tasks, it should 1mplement a r1gorous screenmg of 1ts 11brary Q? )

evaluators to prevent a- member institution from belng evaluated
1

. s
r .




' in part by an meffectwe e“vaiuator T L L

L1b;;ary evaluators visit the i.brary at n1gtﬁ pr1rnar11y to -

, . 'c . k
observe the extcnt of use by the academlc commumty .order

t .
a v

{ “of decreasmg, frequency the \'151ts are “made to determme th;'
A \ a"_s
: ava11ab1hty of 11brary pt,rsonnel to determme 1f the 11ght1ng is -

. . W . LU v ~'\ v ', [ 2
o adequate and o interview'the, patron.)., ale o 7
v EV1dent1y, I1brary evalnators have acted ina rather / A S
B T . “ T e - v'-\.\, A
resourceful manner in the maLonty of ca:-.,es and have deV1sed

. - LT e

, mdxwdual cheék 11sts and q.uesttonna n-es."" The fact that so many

—‘ S

respondents have deemed it ngcessary to {fashieh the;r own check

9
L . .
o X L S

11sts and questmnnalres ‘car only lead one to. tonolude that EhlS was SO

_o'.
'\.. '\ . ° ‘

done st°ec1f1ca11v to fulfill- a uefmlre need It would be mterestmg to . *

»

toward consohdatm;, the most popular 1tems _\.tov "umversal" 11st AR

1;.

Perhaps 1t would behoove SACS to obtam 1nput from hbrar
" evaluators relatlve tQ cheq,k hSt»a and questJonnalres. This mfgrn‘x,ation e
. i .. _.\\ LN
could serve a USeful pulpose when bACS reV1t.es the 11brary . )Ej;,_ e

PYO [

standard's - S Lo

. N < :
a A Vot e

By groupmg and analyzmg three key quest1ons (sée Table 3)

1t is obV1ous that (1) check hsts and quest1onna1res' are used \ : -

\
LI
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produced i \dwu.iually to sat1sfy an unfulmled need, md (">) the

¢

u,Spondents thmk that if SA CS would produce snn11af documents,

/

Voy would be helpful as a\an evaluatwe tool. / : .

/ : t‘“ | . f. "_ 1,
/ S .In order to determme the adequacy of collect1ons library }

)

r/evaluators employ three techniques more frequently than others

(
l

j In ‘order of decr%asmg frequency they are: (1) interviewing

Cem

library staff faculty and students to ascertain their success or

- -

failure m-tlndmg the mater1a1s needed by th m,’ (2) comparmg

the numerical tota1 of the col’lection W1th somne, quantitatlve standard

‘'

sﬂch as HE W, A. L. A. or the Clapp/]or an formula, and o o

"
°

(3) spot checkmg t1t1es m the card cata=1og against bibliographies.

A dlstmct minority assumes that the collection is adequatc if ho _
' 'mention is made of its 1nadeqtuacy in the self-study.

A comparlson of the responses e1101ted by quéstion four)n

‘'

¢ . » S
the General Informat1or. section and the responses garnered by,

-

quest1on nineteen’ m the General Informat1on Sect1on B port1on

is made in Table 5..

The conclusion baSed upon Table 5 is that 11brar1es benefit

i/

, from undergomg evehm\tlons by members of the library profess1on.
¢ 1 :

Obv1ously the 11brary evaluators are sympatheuc withy the phg‘hts S

& P [

rand frustrat1ons of the host hbrary staff and. often take steps to
L Ca ‘ ' . | 29 '
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. |
remedy certain situations through their authority ds SACS

(‘ A represéntatives. This perhaps subverts the purposes of SACS
" but within the ‘wide latitude that evaluators range, it is
' 3

L)

permissible.

’ .

4. * A library evaluator "often acts as a catalyst to speed
. up a segment of the host library's program by using,
o the leverage inherent in the authority of the accrediting
agency. Strongly agree 42,  Slightly agree 27,

~ _Noopinion_ 2 , Slightly disagree 3., |

-~ Vstrongly disagree 0 %response 3 .
19. Have you ever attempted to-aid a library to gain
) . favorable administrative consideration for a long- .
. ' ‘neglected item throygh your influence as a library
evaluator? Yes 62}, No_ 5., ‘Do notknow_7 ,

. | No'response 3 - | i

i

“

. *General Informa\t;mn Section. C o

.
. . .

o | St Table 5. - o

. Reports ’

_)/ . .~ Inthe Reports.section, library evafmﬁfgﬁ vsere asked to
| "make a choice as to how they would report a situation enicountered -

®© a

on an evaluation visit. The specific request was: "Assuming

- .- that you would encounter the 'gonditions_ listed below,.“would' you '

N 9 o .

. ‘.-’ . SR | . ' 121 | ' .

’
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as a libmry cvaluator: (l) 1ncludo a st.lt(.‘munl deser 1h||w the

Honley,

condition in the text of your report but with no specific sug;:,cslion

or recommendation, (2) 1nclude the T’condltion in the category of

Suggestions,‘ ) include.the condition in the category of Recom-'

| mendations or (4) not report it at all?

w~ .
Tae ' -

N It should be noted that a recommendation compels the -
1nst1tution to 1mplement the recommendation or explain

satisfactorily the reasons why 1t cannot be 1mplemented A

.
.

: suggestion is merely intended to be helpful advrce, it requires no
“ac(t’*i\on from the institution The inclus1on of a specific s1tuatiop in
-. the text of the report is: tarftamount to merely describing the

: condition. Naturally, ifa condition is not reported-at all, it has

[
7

been ignored
!

While the Reports section doe\s riot reflect an actual evaluatiori
envn;onment the conditions contained therein are actual segments

e I of reports submitted to SACS by its evaluators. Since these

.

. /
' cond1tions are actual cases, and have been mcluded in reports, there

are, of course no mstanc;es when a correct answer would have

= o

. been "(4) not report it at all, " Naturally this could not have been -

revealed to the respondents smde it would have narrowed the ch01ce
. ‘ v
of Opthl’lS that are normally available to them in actual evaluations. _

o [} -

R - A A




Y
" The analysrs will be accompllshed in the followmg manner.

5,

The responsos w1ll be analyzed and dlsplayed in the order they

appeared in the questlonnalre The numcrlcal t,otal.and the’ per--

centage total wﬂl be g1ven these totals represent the answers
recelved from the total' populat1on respondmg. Then, in order 'to .

TN
L4

determme 1f any d1fferences exist among the d1fferent evaluators, .c .
" the evaluators W1ll be separated and grouped by types of l1brar1es

-

' evaluated. There will be’four groups and they w1ll be des1gnated

. - e ’ . S
< y: as follows:. ,‘ ‘ : : Co .

o . ) - SN
. .

.’ (1) - LU w1ll represent ‘those evaluators who have '
prlmarlly evaluated libraries of large' un1vers_1tles,
(2) °. SU will represent those evaluators who have
' pr1mar1ly evaluated libraries of small umvers1t1es,
o~ “(3) ~ FY will represent those evaluators who have .
" -~ primarily evaluated libraries of four year colleges,

.

‘ (3‘1) | ]C will represent those evaluators who have:
¢ prlmarlly evaluated libraries of junior colleges

Because of the w1de d1Sparity in the total numbers of

evaluators w1thm each group, the compansons of responses W1ll be

d1splayu=d in- percentages only . : .' X .

<

At, the end of the Reports secuon there w1ll be a summary

: of tabulatlons dlsplayed in tables along W1th cross compar1sons of
o A . . T8 G rg . »
St T responses, by groups. ) - . ' '

FAREY




L Table b

- L“ , . !
, g

~ Summary of Responses to Question | -

— :
]

(1) The libraty collecnon in your opmmn, is not sufﬁcwnt to support the mformatlonal
needs of the 1nst1tut1on o

o ' C . . Y
.},1 = ' . ‘ . . T

. . Lo \
5 e . . ‘}J , \ .
. ) ' . ) . o ) . ! ] . ) . I'.!’ o

- B IR y
' ' K B
A

o v ' . L
. R . . . , 15
Co S . ’

v '_ . TTALPESPONDEN " ,

THXT SUGG‘ESTlON RECOMMENDAT [0} NOTATALL\NA/? TOTAL

[}

\
_— '

v /

RESPONDENTS GROUPED BY TYPES O‘F IIBRAR [ES EVALUATED
W

TEXT SUGGESTION SECOENATIGY NOTATALL MG TOTAL
W om0 ' s

wocg 85’7% L g
’ ;'68%-‘-_' 4a%u | 886% N o
10% N o el

« . . ‘ TR e
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390% /a377% U

v "50% : \ 0.3

10% - 80%

w4 - B

. ol 8% “ 6%}
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{

L

 Summary of Resporses to Question 2

}

TOTAL RESPONDENTS \
mw

t

1L

=y

!

TEXT SUGGEST[ON RECOMMENDATION NOTAT ALL NA/NR T@TAL

.

100%_ |

.-T’D' | RESPONDENTS GROUPEDBY TYPES OT LIB RIES EVALUATED
. S s Saaanaes

TEAT SUGGESTION RECOMMENDATION NOT AT ALL NA/NR 0L
100%* |

R
g
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o Tabled

d L v
Summary-of Responges to Question 3 _

e L. o

(3) The calecton s ot tested by checking itagenst biblographies, T

TOTAL RESPONDENTS

.. A

TEXT suGGEsmN RECOMMENDATI jj NOPATALL. My NR TOTAL ; Y
IR T R T no
RESPONDENTS GROUPED BY TYPES OF LhBRAR ES EVALUA T ED '

| -TEXT SUGGESTION RECOMMENDATION NOTATALL NA/NR TO AL

LU'1.1.,1%, 11 1% oy g

i .' o L4 10
Sy 0

0,

BET T S .




D " Tables9

l "
) )

* Summary of-Rgsponses to Question 4

(4) The libfary ,adminiSt%ation continues to hire professional librarians without vegard o
" whether they graduated from an A, L. A accrediteddibrary school of not, o

3 .

\ ’

, TOTAL RESPONDEN’"S o K

o
! N
\ -

TEXT SUGGEST[ON RECOMMENDATION NOT AT ALL NA/NR TOTAL“ ,‘

BN o o S
L6.88% '38.96% Coon 27% 16.‘88%.':-- SRS (/S

RESPONDENTS GROUPED Y TYPES or L BRAR ES EVALUATED

~TEXT SUGGESTION RECOMMENDAf 0¥ NOTATALL NN TOTAL' ‘
L 34% _~333% Cong A
ERTES ,,35,.7%‘,' Coome 21 4 7  0
R "18-'2%. I Y . 11 4%?_. | 'ioonye' . ‘_
PN TR A ;00%.; o

! W o T B : Lo L ‘ ”‘.“
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‘,' R TR 9, Table 10 ‘ ‘ | !

| M Summary of Responses 0 Ques ton5 - .

' | \ - === ==:=mm=W I
(5) ’Ihe 1brary d1rector i§ 0t 8 'rﬂmber o the Gradwate Council,- ~ .- SR

Lo
v

. .
Vo o . ‘
o o ' . . Y
. . ) .

TOTAI RESPONDE NTS

zTY -

,‘ TEXT SU(:GESTTON RFCOMMENDATION NOTATALL NA/NR TOFAL

1

T A C o
s 58%;;” KL oy 29 87% o p§f.19% it 69% 05

RESPONDENTS GRQUPED BY TYPES OF | IBRAR[ES EVAI UATED o e

w-p:;

TEXT SUGGESTION RECONMENDATJ:ON NOTAT ALL \IA/NR TOTAL

w

222% B ‘444% S, oo ,i:-;100%\
21.44% Lo EE 5 N RV
R 11.-4%"  éa;,li%" . f-34 1% o -&'.a% .13-6%* 100% -

Ceom gt ow R 30% 100% o1

iy v : : Ea) . T, .
Tl ! - : T . a e




Table 11

A

< mmaty of Resporises to Question 6
) .

(6) Commumcatxons among the 11brar1ans are not suff1c1ent due, to 1rregular and widely
spaéed sta f meetings: | , .

P ‘ .
~ TOTAL RESPONDENTS
{ . ' a z:, ' »
- TEXT @SUGGES'HON RECOMMENDATION NOTATALL NA/NR TOTAL "
16 } B T TR T |
20.7@% - 55.84% 1B I8 AL & 1004

ESPONDENTSGROUPED BY TYPES OF L IBRARIES EVALUA T ED

Py it ]

- e A e .

- TEXT SUGGESTION RECOMMENDATION NOTATALL NA/\JR TOTAL

ol me o Wg 0
50 2’1'.4;'{, 31% 047 | . 100% |
ooy Mg WE 4] oy
roo s como W B 1)

czT

13
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AT Table 17

‘Sunmaty of Responses to Qestion -

the othet floors, 10 elevators or book lifs.
L N

(1) “The lbrary culy has stairs. connecting

\ t 8 . I

TOTAL RESPON’)ENTS
BT SUGGESTICN RECOMMENDAT[ON NTAT ALL NA/NR T0TAL
T B gy e
By '37.66% o 397 3.90%, 10,
| RESPONDENTSGROUPEDBY TYPES CF | IBRR EALUA 1ED

. TEXT SUGGESTION. RECOMMENDATION NOT ATALL NA/NR TOTAL
S woag "‘3.3% - ong o L %" g

voong B e w0 WG
wopm w0 w4 % 4,59 0y
AT SO S | 100
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w
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Py

a Izo%

T Summaryof

‘s to be the time of lowest usage,
staf nme for per1ods of heav er use

[

Tab1e13 R
Responses 0 Quest10n8 S T

(8) The nbrary closes from 5P M to7 EM each day because experience has 1nd1cated

The Staff thmks that n 1s bes to close and conserve
S **NR

. )
g

, M e : . Lo

, TOTAL'RASPO“NDENTSL e

? ' r,mmm—__—

TEXT SUGGESTION RECOMMENDAT ON NOT AT ALL NA/NR TOTAL

B
146500

5199

RESPONDENTS GROUPED BY TTPES OF LIBRARIES EVALUATED

¢
|

A R T
A&’Qs% . 3.90% 100%

'0 ".

e e e e o o i bbb i e A e — s 15 s 44t

TE'XT SUGGEST[ON RECOMMENDATION NOT AT ALL NA/NR TOTAL

) % -

72% ‘ f
159% 41
| .

444%

R!! l%“ |
21 4%

Sy e

22 2%
71 4%
' | '43.-,,2%

. .
1 o Rl !

g
6 B%*a | 100%,.. . .‘ | l 

0% |
[] | \ . ‘
| — |
. e A .
' | )‘ ‘ . |




| Summary of ReSponses 10 Quest10n9 ‘ T

LT TOTAL RESPONDENTS

9ZT .

TEXT SUGGESTION RECOMMENDATION NO’I AT ALL NA/NR TOTAL

Ry R
CL 69% ‘27.27%' | 53.‘25,0' oo _100%.33

Ve , : . n SN ,
L .‘ ST

RESP@NDENTS GRO‘ PED BY TYP'S OF L BRARIES EVALUATBD
o m#m

‘¢ o
ey iyttt e e e

b - .TFXT w RECOMMENDATION NOTATALL NA/NR Tom
Lo 2% ugo R g 1007
oW osR TR 00%9{,
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Table ‘15

e Summary of Responses to Quesuon 10

,,'-:f‘,(,10) Tha hbrary of a commuter college is not open*60 hours per: weak;.‘-*but,” 'exyevraence has' P
© " shown'that the Hieaviest-use of the library is from 8 &, M. toSP M, Monday - Fnday
Crand Saturday from 10A M 04 P M; - With no students hvmg on campus i ad W1th an’
o []mmgmfxcant number returnmg at mght the libray staff feels that itis giving quahty
" service during hours that it s ‘needed instead of d1m1mshmg the quality of seere by -

;remammg open dunng hours of'httle ormouse. L - **NR

TOTAL RESPONDENTS

L2T

aaxa“ succasnou RECOMMENDATlON NOTATALL NA/NR TonL -

w, 5w B moom
- 48% o 31.17% : 16"88% 130y 100%
Lo RES QNDENTSGROUPED BY TYPES 0 uaaaa ES EVALUATED g
X sucaas'nou RECOMMENDATION Mot ATALL NA/NR TOTAL

',‘Luf*f L1 '_"111.'1%"'. S a% 222% 100%

W ouy oug Wy T 35.7% 71%** 100%
ool onmgo. on® B& o 100%
oy 0. om 0




o Table 16

P

Summary 0 Responses to Questmn 11

(ll) The hbrary does ot have/representatmn on the Cumculum Development Commntee
that would enable itto antlcnpate and meet instructional and reseerch needs MR L

PR

o

I

/T OTAL RESPONDENTS

‘_SZI

T succesnmeconnsnmnon NOTATALL NA/NR TOMAL

] \ I

R EER TN PO A/
LN 7.79% | 40.26% o 49 30%‘ 130% 1%0 100% SR

| RESPONDENTS GROUPED BY TYPES OF LIBRARIES EVALUATED

e suecesnon nncomnenmnon NOTATABL \nn/nn TOTAL
LW o -77.e%; ‘11 1% S 100%
,,"’SU ‘.‘7 5 g Comw . 100% . R
B AT Y SV S 2 100%

e omoowooowm .100% 146




o Tl )

/ | - 8

W ‘ ‘ Lo, v o o | : x( w

\f | /‘Aﬁmmary of R{:spons'e,s toQuestion 13 4
(12) Te) a]or pornons of the ma orlty of the hbrary departmental budget 3llocat1ons are .
" cons tently retumed tot hbrarysGeneral Fund unexpended L

TOTKE”I(ESPONDENTS R

P
‘

! I L \ar o gt
v S .

T SUGGESFION RECOMMENDAT 10N NOTATALL NA/NR TOTAL",- R

g -66% 43.0‘5% | 3.90% : 100%_5«' e

SC L

. 1
9

N S RESPONDENTS GROUPED BY TYPES OF LIBRARIES EVALUATED

TEXT SUGGESTlON RECOMMENDAT ON NOTAT ALL NA/NR TOTAL

. 1% 5 6% %3 3% S 100%

SU Cag e g
Bong sy k% 68% 100%.
I | 100%

—
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IET | Summary of Respbnseé to Quegtion 13 -

. i
1 .
W‘_—_% - ” e e b -~ = w—
—
' v » N ' .

(13) The Faculty I ibrary Committee is pohcy making body Wthh utilizes the hbrary
director to implement its decisions.* o MR

TOTAL RESPONDENTS o
e . ' W !

| o
TEXT SUGGESTION RELOT\MENDATION NOTATAL] NA/NR TOTAL ", &

N

I TS TR ! s oo
o w63 L 68F L0 W L

RESTONDENTS GROUPED B TVPES CE | IBRAR'IES EUALUATED'

o

TI:XT SUGGES'HON REC@MMENDAI ON NOTAT)%L NA NR TO AL

A

W 1L ,33.3%',, s L N 100%’ L
U nag L S (A
RUANE SR/ SN | B /A L

/AN S I 154



Table 19

'Summary of Responses toQuestion 14

. ‘ . , v
o o p—— i
R AN - i o e et e i et = = —
]

(14) Instructional departments, for the most part, are inactive in recommending library

- materials for purchase. ‘
4 - R YR ;
f | TEXT SUGGESTION REC,.OMMENDA-TION"NQT'ATALL NA/NR  TOTAL "
9 R p
LG 64 .66 W%, L7
RESPONDENL GROUPED BY TYPRS OF'ILIBRARIES EVALUA‘TEQ A
TEXT SUGGESTION  RECQUMENDATION NOTATALL"l'NA/NR TOTAL
‘ wony w84 S e B
L1 '* B4, 1437 2‘1.4%",\ 00
B L G 0y | 5% 270 o '100% N
g £om W Mo ) - o b
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" Table X

 Summaty of Responses to Question 13

| y ("15) The library falls below the A, L. A, standard of rece-i'vl-inga minimur of 5 of the '
* total Educational and General budget, i
o | ' l“'
v " TOTAL RESPONDENTS )
. J ‘ PSS b ' S
1 ey anin N
" TET SUGGESTION RECOMMENDATION NﬂTATAIL WG TOTAL .
Y 5 3T :
COL6g 25.--97%-- 58.44% B! . 100%

RFSPONDENTS t ROUPED BY TYPEo Or LIBRAR [ES-EVAI UAT!:D

===‘U-+_~ﬁ='c

b "TEXT SUGGESTION RECOMMFNDAT 0N NOTATAIL NA/NR oL
U °’11,1%"_ 556%"*‘ B3 o 00% ‘
! U 24 . .47 -42.9% -7!.2% . 1007
B T R S SR R
Coow Cm 60% »_,,-_10%' | 0 L




 Table 11

\ ' A : \ o .
' : )

Summary of Responses to Question 16

]
B

— . ‘ , ' ' l . |

" (16) No systerhatic weeding has taken place within the past tenyears. o

|
' L)

e TOTAL RESPONDENTS o R

“’ TEXT SUGGESTTON RECOMMENDATION NOT AT ALL NA/NR TOTAL

e

Ly B i
'11.69% .48, \42.86%_ 7.7.9% oo

‘. RESPONDENTS GROUPED BY TYPES OF LBRAR ES EVA [ UATED

W : W

BT suocssmr« JECONENATION NOTATALL: MR o
o wosw s ong g
W ouy af Y SR TY 100%

' | e B e e TS L

Lo P ’ W [T R D N A
* ' . . I P T oo I R [ . Ve
e B ' h oy 'n‘ _"“-" wee e o
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N . Table 22'7“" ' ’ \
. . ‘ g § C !

.~ Summaty of Responses 1o Question 17

i

u : 0 .
. / ! ' ] ' .
[

(17) The total numAer of volumes does Aot match the number suggested by the Clapp/]ordan
formula for an institut fon of its size and surticulum, .

" TOTAL RI:SPONDENTS

mm N

TET

TEXT SUGGESTION RECOMMENDATION NOTAT ALL NA/NR TOTAL |

5080 \,,16 .
5.4, 24.68% | 3.5.06%~ 20.78% R

o

RESPONDENTS GROUPED BY TYPES QF LI BRARIES EVALUATED

R ‘ . TEXT  SUGGESTION REQOMAA/ENDAT ON NOTATALL NA/NK wTOTAL
‘ woony o owy 8% . oAy .100%
B Y 5 7%"”'“ g ong 1%
L Ry 413.2%‘ L% 0% B

B IR TT I [
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o . . <l
The Summary of Responses on SACS Reports (see Tilble>'_23)
is divided into four categories, LU, SU, FY and JC. Within each

of these four categories the responses will be divided between.

P

" those that agreed or disagreed with the original reports submitted

L e .

" to SACS. The totals within each: cé.'agofy vrepresent the number '

: o : v r . '
of respondents multiplied by the total number of questionsiminus’
the "no responses. ' LU had nine respondents; SU had fourteen
respondents; FY had forty-four regpondents and JC had ten.

J

'fherefore,"' LU (9) X number of questions (17)is 153 minus one

"'no response’* equals 152.

: -Surﬁmary of Respor;ses on SACS Rgppr@ ' )

Agree 67 (44.1%) | | Agree 298 (40. 5B

Disagree 85 (55.9%) | Disagreé 437 (59.5%)

Total 152 (100%) ol 735 (100%)

Agree 81 : (34. 2%5 - Agreé 53 | (32.1%) |
Disagree 156 . (65.8%) | Disagree ‘112 (67.9%)
“Total 237 (100'0!)' - | ffo.tal‘ 165‘1_:(1(}0%)'1

. ,Me('iizin Agreement '37.’7%

Table 23

o 180
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b

It is cvident from Table 23 that the responses frorn the

LU group most nearly approx1mate those of the ortgtnal reports :

4

tontamed in thc questtonnalre However, as a grOup they fa iled
to agrec less than fifty per cent of the time with a total of

44.1 per cent The FY group agreed with the original reports

RS

in 40 5 per cent of the instances; SU agreed 34. 2 per cent of the ‘
_time and the JC group agreed in less than a th1rd of the mstances ‘
with a total of 32 1 per cent

lt is apparent that the respondents who have pr1mar11y |

-

T evaluated large un1vers1ty l1brar1es tend to have selectqd more .

"correct” answers than those of the three other groups. However,

’
t

¥ there is no "correct” answer in an absolute sense because the

. \ N .
conditions that appeared in the questionnaire were reported by the

respondents themselves 1n1t1ally Since ther—e'are few quant'itative
gu1dc11nos that will allowa def1rute reactton tp a cond1t1on by an

'evaluator _the correct answers are,. 1n a large number of mqtances

very ”Ubjecttve in naturez T o . \' )

Sl In an aetempt to explore further the. degree of un1form1ty in,
" b . -, the reports of evaluators »it'was decided o compare the responses

* in.the Reports section to those made most frequently by the

C >0 respondents In other words, each cond1t1on was analyzcd not-by
A N - T . , . ) ‘\ R :

16
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S

~ those who agreed or disagreed with the original reports, but by the

reaction of the majority of responses to a condition.

maybe only twenty-five respondents agreed with a particular- "~ .

For example,

v

reactlon made in the. orlg,mal reports, whereas a maJorlty of -

perhaps tlurty nine agreed on some other select1on

- the ma;oruy of the respondents agreed on a. reaction that was -

" the responses were re~tabulated completely.

Therefore,

. o

" .

In the cases where .

contrary to the or1g1nal reports- the ma]onty opvuon was tabulated

_ in lieu of the "correct” answer. These results are shown in Table 24,

A

Table 24

163

[o—

r
Summary of Responses on the Ma\&aty Opmion, ’ ‘
LU, e BY
/Agree 67 (44.1%) - :g%ree_ 3 394 (53. 6%
lﬁsagree 85 (55.9%) Disagree 341 (46 4%
Toral 152 (100%) Toral 735 (100%) -
Agree’ - 112 (47.'3%) ~ Agree 78  (47.3%) ,
"‘"Disagréé 125 (52.7%) ; ‘Di.sagree’ 87 ('5.2. 7%) .|
Toal 237 (100%) Total. 165 (100%)
: | Me‘clién of Ag'teementl 47. 4%,
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On the average the reqpondent S answers agreed W1th
those cf the or1gma1 reports m only 37.7 per cent (see Talﬂe 23)

r e

» of the instances. On the other hand th°re was an average of
\

agreement in 47 ! e"rcent (see Table 24) of the cases when the

-

maJorlty 0p1n10n was tabulated Th1s could: 1nd1cate that the
‘ responses to the SACS's report are not 1gd1cat1ve of how the
maj ortty of evaluators would respond toa. s1m11qr s1tuatlon. As

~has been stated earlier, there is a large amount of sub]ectl,yism

mherent in *he current accredlttng process in 1egard to 11braries. P

-/

Such sub;ect1v1sm proba’oly accounts for the fact that in none of

~e T

the two taoulatlons did the average response agreemenb exceed
50 per cent.-- Within the 1nd1V1dual groups, LU remalned at

exactly th,e same level in both cases, 44 1 per cent agreement
¢
The other groups bU I‘Y and ]C 1mproved the1r agreement

~.

pcx centage dramatlcally The sU group went from 34 2 per cent

’ C ¢ '

acrreement with the SA’“ report to A7 3 per cent agreement when- - ¢

compared to the majority opmu,n Th1s represented an mcrea e -

of 13.1 per cent for the SU groap The FY group went from R

40 5 per cent agreement to 53.6 per cént, an increase of ld 1

per cent The 1argest mr'rease of agreement was attamed bv the.

= JC group, the increase was from 32 1 per cent to 47 3 per ‘cent,

4

<

* . a . , : o r . C C. o .
. . S = N L3 . . N
BN o L S N 1‘6 ] . L . o ) .
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2

a difference of 15, 2 per-cent.

. The respondents agree more among Lk;emselvcs than with
the e'valtjat_ors who made the actual reports.to Sl.\CS-. Proceeding
pne sfep further, it was dectermined to extract from the Reports
seét‘ion condi_tions'tmt are in direct violation té Stanldard Six.
Thése conditions were numbers th’f"ee, ten and sixteen, . |

Condition humber three stated, "The collection is not

-

. tested by ch‘t;éking it against bibli’ographiés. " Standard Six states, -
.‘ 1i1._11\1ustration 6, Collections: "The collections sh9u1d be ffequently
: tesﬂted against recent bibliographies and other sf;ﬁdzird guides. "l
.Condition ten stated:

The library of a commuter college is not open 60
hours per week," but, experience has shown that
. the heaviest use of the library ig from 8 A. M. to

* 5 P.M., Monday ~ Friday, "and Saturday from
10 A.M..to 4 P, M. With no students living on
campus and with ar insignificant number returning
at night, the libtary staff feels that they are giving
quality service during hours that it is needed instead
of diminishing the quality of service by remaining
open during hours- of little-or no use. -

/

0

Standard Six in Illustration 8, Hours Open, states: "Two '
and four year colleges should remain opén’for service a mir:lin\)m

of sixty hourg per week, and universities eighty hours per week. "2

" ITtie Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, Standardé
of the College ‘Delegate Assembly: Atlanta, 1972, p. 15

21bid. , p. 15

f‘[ 165
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Iﬁ"im‘t'llyz‘ C()Pd‘i‘l{)n 'sixt_ecn stated, "No systematic weeding

. ' has ta];en place within the pas‘t ten years. " Again, Standard Six |

“in Illu_stration 6, Collections, states, "Continuous weeding.should'

‘be followed, with the advice of faculty concerned. "11 co

" Thus, in th\ree distinct instances there were conditions -

~ that revealed -nnqnestidned violations of some aspect of Standard :

- Sixe Yet,' only-in one group (LU, see Table 25) did the maj'ori‘tv
"of respondents agree with the 0r1gina1 SACS S leports in g1l three
-cascs to report these nolatlons as recomrnendanons In another
;group (JC) thc maJorl-y of resoondents ag, +d with the ariginal

~ report on condltlon ten only, In gru s 5L and FY there was no
| signihcant numbcr that agreed W1th the original repoxts,

In the analysis of the answers of the majority of the
resnondents without regard to a "correct” answer (see Table 26)
there was stil] no evidence that there was any agreement upon what
cqnstitutcd. a violation and thereby drew a recommendation. But,
the LU group responded positively, 'with-a majority of respondents
agreeing that conditions ten and sixteen required a reéommendation

| A In the FY group the majority of respondents agreed only on condition

. three to requirc a recommendation, The SU group came close, but

LThe Southern Arsociation of-CollegEs and Schools,
Standards of the College Delegate Assembly: Atlanta, 1972, p. 15.

160
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had only a 50 pér cent agreement on condition three; it took a
minimum of 51 per cent to constitute a majority. As before in
* the comparison yith the original reports, the JC group agreed

only on cbndition ten. v

[

AGREEMENT AND DISAGREEMENT WITH THE SACS REPORTS
- ON CONDITIONS THREE, TEN AND SIXTEEN

.[ .. 43 #10 # 16

LU Agree 7 (77.8%)° 5 (S5.6%) 5 (55.6%)
Disagree ‘2 (22.27) 4 (44.4%) 4 (44.4%)
. Totdl 9 (100%) 9 (100%) 9 (106%)

SU_ Ag‘;ge 47 (28. 6%) 2 (15.4%) 4 (28.‘6%)‘

Disagrec 10 (7L.4%) 11 (84.6%) 10 (71.4%)
Total 14 (100%) 13 (100%) ¢ 14 (100%)
rY  Agree 13 (20.5%) 10 (22.7%) 20 (45.5%)
Disagree 31 (70.5%) 34 (77.3%) 24 (54.5%)
Total 44 (100%) 44 (100%) . 44 (100%)
IC_ Agree | 3‘.(30%) 7 (70%) .4 (40%)
Disagree 7 (70) 3 (30%) 6_(60%)
Toral 10 (100%) ' 10 (100%) - 10 (100%)

Table 25

16
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. /\(;l(l EMENT AND DISAGREEMENT
WITH THE MA]ORIIY OPINION

ON CONDITIONS THREE, TEN AND SIX'iLlJN‘
. £y # 10 T w16

LU Agree 1 (11.1%) 5 (55. 6%) 5 (55.6%)
n Disagree 8 (88.9% - 4 (44, 4%) 4 444..4%)

v Total .9 (100%). 9 (100%) 9 (100%)

. SU Agrec 7 (S0%) 2 (15.4%) 4 ‘(.28. 67) |

lDisagrec 7 (50%)‘ 11 (84.6%) - 10 (71.4%) 8

' Total 14 (100%) 13 (100%) 14 (100%)
FY Agrec 24 (54.5%) 10 (32.7%) .20 (45.5%)

R Disagrec 20 i45. 5%) 34 (77.3%) 24 (54, S%)
Total = 44 (100%) 44'€100%), 44 (100%)

e AgrcT’ 3 (30%) 7 (0% 4 (40%)

Disagrec 7 (70%) 3 (30%) 6 (60%)

Total 10 (100%) 10 (100%) - 10 (100%)

“Table 26

After tabulating, comparing and cross-comparing the .
data gencr'xtcd by the Reports section, there is no evidence

, to suggest that there is any umformity among evaluators in thclr

. o ' 168 <
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& .
' y treatment of coniitions encountered.or evaluation *¢ .ts, inciuding

vxolatlons of Sta'ldard ‘§1x. ’

[

While it is conceivable that a hbrary evaluator 1n an
actual evaluation environment for a number of reasons ranging

o _ from sympathy W]th the host 11brary s program toa personal

belief that, contrary to the standards, he may 1gnore or reduce toa

more 1ns1gmf1c.ant level certain fmdings. However, such should

. g . not be the cage rcgarding 1mpersonal conditions found in a sect.on

H

of a questionnaire. Thus, - 1f a respondent is, -in fact, aware that*
B conglitmr is m V1olation of the standard there is no compelling
e o reason for him not to mdicate this ina questionnalre, unless he
: f. - is not aware of the content of Standard Six., o
S ' There are two conclusions concernmg Reports. The firs,t‘ |
COl‘lClUSlOl’l‘ is that most evaluators cannot tdree on how ta categorize |
conditions encountered in’ evaluations. ‘The second conclusion is’
that ‘with the povstble exception of evaluators of large university '

v

libraries (LU), the rem'uning evaluators are unable to recognize

.

‘blatant V1olations of Standard Six.
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- BT Technigu_e_s_-

<

It 1s not surprising to find that S0 many f1rst tlme
| evaluators considered themselves ill or rnoderately prepared
for the1r 1n1t1al evaluations smce there is no literature available | .
that dascribes the mechanics of an evaluation. : Nor does SACS
provule 1ts flI‘St t1me evaluators Wlth any more literal ure
than it provxdes 1ts veteran evi luators. : Therefore, 1t was
decided that a part of the overall study be gnfen over to gatheru’xg,
and hopefully, dissemmating at a later t} me, a list of techmques
comrnonly ut111 sed by library evaluators in the Southern
ASSOClatIOn accrediting region. | | \ | :

| ’I’his segment of t;he questionnaire devoted to’ techmques
will not result in an, exhaUstive study. One apparent weakness in
th]s check list questionnaire, as is the case of. all check list o
qucstionnaires, is ' that the reseai cher ig burdened with originating |
alfmst all the p0ss1ble techniques that will be placed in the survey

Since there was little material in the literature concerning
: o ¥

evaluative teohniques of library evaluators, the evaluators them-
selves, obviOUs sources of information, were asked in convenient

personal. conforences what techniques they Usqd most frequently. .

i : R . bR : B m.

L NP N i . . . L}
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Thc l1tcmture\ d1d reveal a study done by Gelfand1 in another
aécrediting reg1on in 1958 From these two sources.and personal

obscrvat1ons of tho searcher, a l1st of f1fty four techmques

fmally emergcd R ?' .

¢

“ ‘ It is recognized that. there are over 600 institutions ot
jhigher education that comprise the totai membership of SACS S, | E
'Comm1ss1on on Colleges Still it was determmed that there

: should be some S1gn1fiCant umversality among the evaluative

) techmques employed even in such a: varied range, of the inst1tutions

“'librar1es. Certainly there should ex1st some bas1c techmques '

: which would have eqaal applicabihty over the entire institutional
spec\t-'um.A 1f thls is true, the vast amount,; of lmowledge ﬁelative

to Lechmques residing with indiv1duals dispersed over an eleven-' ,
tate geographical area’ sho.uld be pooled and shared with others. A

The Techniq.ues section will be analyzed in the following

manner, - '1 he respondents were requested to answer by indicating

whether they had utilized a technique (1) Regularly, (2) Occa-sionally:

or (3) Never 'IZhe respon.,es to each techmque inquired about will

| »'be displayed ina table depicting the percentage of responses in

.
A Lkl

IMorns A Gelfand "Techniques of - library evaluators
in thc Middle Statcs Association, " College and Research Libraries,
XIK, (July, 1958), 305- 320

‘ e -

- | 1‘71
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{

"ﬁ_‘each category ‘of answers, withm each category of answers
| there will be a further breakdown mdicating whether the respondent.

L -,had primarily evaluated libraries of large un1Versiues, small

‘.‘ .., X

"”"1}_‘;.. univers1t1es, four year colleges or junior colleges. : The desig- DN
"E"'*i";‘e'-nations for these groups w1ll be respectively (LU), (SU), (FY)

iand (JC) The responses will be dlsplaYed in percentages because o

of the wide disparity among the total number in each group.v The

: responses to ce*‘tam techmques have been grouped accordmg to

similarities For example.k_g\ll techniques pertaining to mterV1ews a

.' have kzen disnlayed in one table for closer analysis.»

Tables 27 u2 represent the. groupings of resoonses accordmg

.

to S1milarit1es._ This group of tables is concerned with techmques R

o employed by evaluators on their evaluation vis1ts. Table 27

-

Interviews, represents the responses to mquiries about practives

employed relative to 1nterv1ews. Table 28 Cost’ Comparisons,

) reflect' the techniques employed m comparmg costs of service and

library materials. Table 29 Readings, depicts the readmg

Fs

‘ prar'ttces of evaluators relative to evaluatlons Table 30, Phys1cal

Facﬂities, indicates the technioues that are employed in assessmg
the phys1ca1 facilities of the 1ib: ary Table 31 Library Staff

reflects the techniques utllized_by evaluators in assessing Th\.

°

172

v
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L . ) . o .
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, library staff. Table 32, Miscellaneous, is a collection of unrelateci'

+

techmques

The numbers d1sp1ayed in. the f1rst c,,otumn of each table

!

n correspomd to.the. numbers of the teehnrques llsted under the

-

‘ Techmques sect1on in’ the questlonnalre whtch is’ 1ocated in

Appendlx B However to Leep the reader from havmg to consult

'

the Appcnd)x conttnually, the analysts of a spec1f1c table will mchcate

- ~

the number of the techntque under dlscussmn by 1dent1fy1ng it
within parentheses. | | |

S | As is 1nd1cateﬂ in '[able 27, Interv1ews, more than 78
per cent of the respondents regularly mterwew members of the’

F ulty 1. 1brary Committee (No 20), the teaching faculty (No 3),

L]

the mstttutton s admmlstrauon (No 4), the professwnal staff N\

(No. /), as we11 as the sttdents (No 5), and the hbrarv d1rector .
© (No. 6). L

The evaluators from the LU grc)up interview these parttoular

individuals more often than any of the other three groups.

. Evaluatoro are less likely to n1nterV1ew members of the

"

- clerical stafi (No 8), the para- protess1ona1 staff (No. 7), and the

president of the institution (No. 11). _ The person 1nterviewed the

- least is 'th.e president of the student’ body (No. 10).

i

173
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. Table 28, Cost Comparisons, shows that the majority. of

only onc group, the LU group, utilizes the techniqUe of determining

«

the cost of per1od1cal b1ndlng (No 14) No'other"grou'p e)tceeded

L]

" ’the 22.7 pe1 cent recorded by the FY group Therefore 1t 1s

assumed that the ma]orlty of evaluators of all groups, W1th the

n

_ exception of the LU group, does not detérmine pemodlcal blndmg. .

5

te

Nor does any orher group primarlly concern 1tself W1th :

vother facets of the cost of a llbrary s operat1on In none of the

[

‘ ~-groups does a. ma] or1ty regularly determme the cost of volumes
' purchasod (No 15), or the cost of b1nd1ng books (No 16)

’Slmllarly, none of the groups has a maJority wh1ch regularly checks :

L]

the average discount rate rece1ved from the book Jobbers (Nd 17)

~

. On the whole, the l1brary evaluators of- all groups are not

r‘onccmed with determmmg what servwes and hbrary mater1als are

1]

. costmg a llbrary

Table 29, Readings reveals that the ma}orlty of the

evaluators read s1m11ar materlals in preparatloh for an evaluation‘

.' visit. They regularly read hbrary consultant s reports (No. 20),

4 i

llbrary annual reports (No 21), the faculty handbook {No. 22), the

library manual (No 24) 1f one has been produced (No 23), the
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.institution' .catalog ( No. '25), the'setf—.study in its,,ents:irety'if»,,the

1nst1tut10n is Sm’lll (No. 26), and selectlvely if the institution 1s

. arge (No. 27) The LU group readq Gthese materlals in 90.3 per

‘cent of th-> c'tses, the FY group 79 8 per cent, the SU group

”'73 2 per cent of the t1me and the ]C group reads them 1n 72. 5 per |

N ccnt of the CN-?S Obvmusly a greater percentage of the LU groQup

vrcads materials relatlve to evaluations than of the other groups
A qortty of the SU and JC groups reads the mlnutes of

the I«aéulty lerary Committee (No 19) ‘Less than a maJorlty of

| the LU and FY groups utlhzes th1s technlque Of those who

examlnc hbrary 11terature for artlcles descrlbmg efflclent techmques :

" 'for e\xaluatlng a 11brary (No 28), a ma]orlty of only the LU group "

3

does so. There is no maJorlty in any group that regularly secures t::‘
mater1a1s from other sources relative. to the host library (No. 39) :
Tablc 30 Phys1ca1 Facilities, reveals that the LU and SU .
groups are not as concerned with determtmng whether the CUStOd.lal
. sérvices arg adequate (No. 29)-as are th FY and ](, groups Only
22,2 per cent of the LU group and 28. 6 per cent of the SU group |
oonccrn themselvcs with th1s technlque On the other hand 99.1

per cent of the Yy group and 70 per cent of the ]C group do determine

' the adequacy of custodial services.

175
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Of all the techniques concernfn.g physical facilities only the
| one cori‘c':ernin custodial services disclOses any variation amon‘g
' _._the groups Of the rcmamlng techmques we see that the ma]orlty, '

ST W1thout dlssent determmes the. seatmg capac1ty (No 30), the :

largest number of students on campus ‘at any one: tlme (No 31),
the adequacy of 11ght1ng (No 32), heatlhg (No 33) antt alr condlttonmg -

(No 33) The 1argest 113101 1ty of the four groups who agree on ,'

the techmques is the ]C group with 82 5 per cent ut111z1ng the above
:.f#i'- o .:__ L t‘echnicLues Followmg the JC group is the FY group with 81. 8 per

cent, the LU group w1th 77 8 per cent and the SuU group W1th 75.0

)
[ per cent’ ut111zmg the techmques BT oo

Table 31 L1brary Staff 1nd1cates that no one in the LU\group

’correbp"nds w1th the hOSt 11brary d1rector prlor to the evaluatlon
e 'v1sv (No. 12) The SU group does so only. 35 7 per cent of the' time -;
whlle the FY a‘nd ]C groups correspond in"only 18. 2 per cent nd
d-‘-’lO per cent of the time. | |
.\ ’ . + In the other nine techniques relattve to the hbrary staff there B

| yvas a majortt) agreement on every techmque w1th1n each group
. Therr /‘ole it is concluded that the maJortty of evaluators checks the

staffing s schedu}e to determme if the. avatlabtltty of professmual

hbrarmns is suff1C1ent (No. 36) and checks the access1b111ty of

e 170
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professmn\al staff to the academlc communlty, both attitudinally

and phymcally (No. 37). They also determine the ratio of -

professxonal staff to cler1ca1 st'n'f (No 40\ if there are regu]arly

B '_scheduled staff meet1ngs (No 41), 1f the 11brar1ans have faculty |

| Vstatus (No. 44), if the 11brar1ans who have faculty status truly
.'\have all the. nghts and pr1v11eges of such status (No 45)){@ if =

| the professmnel s.taff is active in professwnal organizations

(No 49) In add1t10n the maJorlty explmes the pos1t1on of the
libr ary dn*ector in the 1nst1tutmn S admimstratlve hlerarchy '

| (No 43) anl a.ssess\es the morale ot the 11brary staff (No 53)

lChe above nine technlques are employed by 93 8 per cent

=N .of the respOndents in the LU group, in the SU group 83 3—per cent

of the group employ them wh11e evaluatorc. from the FY and JC

T .groups emplby chem at a rate of 85 0 per cent ano 7Q 3 per | cent ‘-

' respectlvely S iy - B o
Qummarlzlng, there were onily two mstances when a maj or1ty

| of'thel grohps agreed, i.e.; when th_ree of the four groups' majority

.exceeded 50 per cent, and: the diseenting m;l'jority was found in

another c;tegory qt"'Occzisionally" of"'Neve_r. "._’ Inv one instanc_e the

JC group‘s m'atjority, 60 per cent, confers with rhe president of the’

T - . : ,
institution (No. '11) only occasionally, while the majority of the

U T
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’ other fr oups“confers rebula

significant.

.. majority of instances.

o !

- !
1152

|
! . . N
I N N

' w
rﬁy However the ranrre of dlfferenceg 5

"

\-w- -

|
among the three groups is only 8. 7 per cent hardly enough to be

In the second mstance again the IC group S ma]orlty

\ N

.determines only occaclonall if there are reéularly schec‘uled ataff

meet1ngs°(No 41) The ma;or1t1es of the other groups determme '

N

th1s regu larly The conclusmn is that there is no d1scer nible

‘

. d1ffer nce in *he techmques» as apphed by the four groups. It

could be assumed the-eforel, that there is a body of vahd evaluatlve

)

tec.mlques that 1s apphed u[uv'ersally by 11brary evaluators ina
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Table 32 - . \ e
§ Miscellaneous ' |
\ (Percentages) )
| “ REGUI CASIONALLY , NEVER
o) o | su ey | jo |1 fsu ey lac |l w syl sy fc
1.1 66.7] 50.~7 75. | 80. | 33.3 | 42.9| 25. | 20, - 7.1 b

13| ssol 74| | s0. o 1n1 | 2s6) 205|200 | | a5
18, 77:8) 92.9] 9. [100. | 22.2 | 7.1|. 6.8 .
134.]. 44.4] s7.1| 636 80, | 444 | 28.6] 29.5) 10. | 1.1} 143] 6.8} 10.
35.| 85.6| 14.3| 341140, | 444 | 643} s0. | 10. | | 214} 15.9) S0,
38.| 100. | 92.9] %.9] 90. | 71| 45)10. vl oas|
42| 44.4| 7141 38.6| 40, | 14,3 45.5[" 10 | 22,2 | 14.3 1?/9 50..
46, 100, | 9290 9.7 %0. | jon1 | L . 3
7. 77.8) 85.7|86.4 | 50. | 1.1 | 143 | 13.6f 0. {1L1| | |2 ]
8. 778| 786 70.5] 60. | 1.1 143) 2905} 30, |{ud | 71y |} T 4
c50.| “ada| 95.7] 4.7 70, | 4dea | 571 86| S0 |11 f 7afae| | L
sl o7ns| soo | san| 6o | 222 | 28.6] 16| 400 |7 | 24| 23
52,0 66.7| 7.4 | 72.7| 60. | 33.3 | 28.6| 25) | 40. | L
{54} 88.9| 85.7] 88,5 90/ | 1.1 | 143] 9.1]10. | 2.3 |
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EVALUATIVE TECHNIQUES EMPLOYED MORE ‘THAN FIFTY e
" PER CENT OF THE TIME ‘ -
- |

90 - 10

97. 4% | :
Interview the library director.

Interview members of the professional staff.

96..1% T
Read the collegc/umverslty catalogs supphecl by the
host institution prior to your visit,

- ~ Determine if the librarians have facilty status. . - . . T
\ . : ‘ | T . O
R Chéck library hours, | -. |

193.5% .
' Intervic - membcrs of the administration,

Rcad the self- study report in its enurety if the institution
is small :

92,29 - .-
. Determme if the Faculty L1br Ty Comm1ttee 1s a pohcy
makmg or adwsory body.

AR " Explore the pos ition-of the library director in the
' : 1nst1tut10n s adm1n1strat1ve h1erarchy

.~ - Interview the meml})ers_of the teaching faculty,- - e

) - ' Interv1ew students ' o VT e
Compare the percentage of the educational and- general

- budget allocated to the library with the accepted stcmdard
stated i the, A.L.A. Standards..

- &

| Check the sea.tmg capa_mty.-

S B
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89, 6%, "
' Determme if the librarians who havc faculty status truly
have all the rights and privileges of such status. .
» g - : g -
Cre 88. 3% - : X - .
Determine the library's success in achieving its goals.

T 85.7% o - - |
: Iur‘),terview the members of the Faculty Library Committee. - -
A‘F 7 - ' ~

_Determme the ratio of professional staff to cler1ca1 staft. __
- '.Assess the morale of Lo hbrary staff, s
iad . ‘ Lk - . L0 A
83, 1%. | - .
: Determme the adequacy of hghtmg g
81 87
Chcck the stafﬂng scheeglule to uetermine 1f the av nlamhty :
nf professmnel lmr“ﬂa- S.is suff1c1ent. o - o BN
J _ ) . ;
- 80. 5 . ‘ v
e~ Read thﬂ library's annual report. -
. L Chec\< access1b1hty of professmnal staff to the academlc '
: & commumfy . | . .
\ ,,_‘. P N .,A TN q 1 v l\\‘w'
R . Detérmme 1f there is ~n alloc:auon formula for the &~ . :
L dl.strlbm ion of the book’ (hbrary maiz 1a1=) budget. o o
e ' 70 S 79%. B
. . . ) ¢ x_:: N | _ ,
Check the 01rcu1at10n statlstlcs. boel o F s | SR
’ S Determme if there i5 an u') to date hbra»ry mamxal. e T
L ' C ,; . t L
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75.39, . % I o N
’ " Read the faculty handbook. : ‘

Determine if heating and/or air conditibning are adequate.

Bowog o B
- Compare' the hbr&ry with standards from other soyrces
‘ such as A LA, .

.
[}

71.4% - B | .
‘ Determine- ‘the larpest number of students that are on
¢ -pus at any one tirme. \ & 7 .

Agssprning that. there are departmental"budgetary allocations,
determine if these allocations are being spent by the
departments. ' .

Determme if the profess10na1 staff 1“ act1ve in profess10na1
orgamzatlons .
70.1% | o : L .
o Utilize. the expert;se of other committee meinbérs to evaluate * -
‘ the. sectlons of the: 11brary collection most familiar & them.
e D Read the reports made by any 11brary consultants it apphca le.

4

Read the self study report selectively if the 1nst1tut10n is |

. X: | lerge multi- purpose universicy. ' O
k4 . . . 13 . . . / \
_ Check faculty use of the .hbrary. -
- / . ‘ . X ’ " A
L. - . . e ' . . '
60 - 6%, - - - , . e
. . . \
(- - | -
’ . . T e . )
68.8%, - - .- e .
: Read the library manual. ™ ) : ‘
Determine ifghere is a continyous weeding program. T
[ .‘- ) . u . . N - ) ‘.. .-
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Lo _ c [
r B A 507- 599% - i
) . : P ’ - ' - ) : g.A
‘e 59.7% , . T oot
" N ~ Determine if there arc regularly scheduled st%ff’ meetings.
: . o R N .
58. 4%, _ L T T
‘ * Interview members of the sub-professional or para-
e professional staff., ’ '
Confer. with the president of the institution.
v ) ' . ’ o . : .
' . " Interview mgmbers of the clericapstaff.
51.9% | L
: Read the minutes of the Faculty Library Committee,
50. 6% M ) T o . .o~ .
v . Deterniine if custodial service, is adequate.
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EVALUATIVE lL‘CH’NIQUES EMPLQYED 1, LSS THAN [ Il“TY
PER CENT OF THE TIME

40-49% 3 B

Lo i A Jrl
48. 1% * . “11' N
.- Sample (spot check) tltles in the ;ga&rd catalog for
avalhblhty _ e T
45.59 ‘ TR

Compare library routines with routines-of other libraries.

4037 '
.Examine library literature for artlcles describing
efflclem techniques for evalvating a library.

{

".

‘,_\ \ . . ' ‘.“ .
' 30-39%,‘; -
33,79, T4 I
' " Betermine if the Acqu1smons Department has a d351derata
_ f11e L o - _ 1
é - . . N ) —‘._ '_ K - B !
' ‘ - 20- 299 :
' "\ . . o - ] R .
24. 7% ) : ’ ; : SR

Secure materials from other gources relative to the host
B ﬂibrary (Other than those supplied by the mst1tut1on 1tse1f )

A
Check the average cost of per1odlca1 binding. .
. . * » T e
ST ° 10 - 19%\__ L / o -
18, 2% . | " ‘ v
" Correspond w1th the host 11brary d1rf‘r‘to P 1or w0 the _
: visit, & s, ] . :
| -'16.9% . - CL ,» | '
Interview the president of the student body.. .
. ' ' . ‘ N . ‘ . ‘ .. . a L
~  _'Check the average cost of volumes purchased., . LT
, . Se T R



?_g_peroentage of returns precluded the ex1stence of any samphng

’ j'the representatlveness of the populatlon

- 164 L T .

Check the average cost of book binding. = .

.~
i -0 ‘9 4 . L ‘_.

9.1% . ' D o

' Check the average discount rate of volumes purchased. '

The statistician who served as a consultant suggested that ’

no test of samphng accuracy be apphed to the data since the high

K

'1naccurac1es. It was also dec1ded that since the ent1re populanon

. E ‘
was surveyed the.h \gh percentage of returns, in a\\l probabtllty,

- €

reflects an accurate representatlon of the populat1on \ In fac t

.«-"‘

after the study was begun and all caiculatlons on the da\ta w'g,re*

v‘s :

P

completed ) several other questlonnalres were retdmed \\Though

they arr1ved too latc to.be 1ncluded they were tabulated to aqcertam
°

8 "1f there were any maJor d1fferences between them and the origmal

seventy seveq returns. The conclus1on was that there were no

£ -
'd1fferences therefore it was concluded that the rema1n1ng mne

N C

questlonnarres« that were not returned would not s1gmf1cantly alter :

r

r v ' LR

(oY

L]



Benefits Derived from Evaluating Libraries, . ) .

Below is the hst of benef1ts ar ranged in order of decreasmg
/
frequency that reflects thc beneflts derwed from evaluatmg l1brar1es

1. Helps to broaden one's own admmlstratlve exper1ences
? 7
2, . Helps me 1o galn a better perspectlve of my own l1brary

program. .
3. Prowdes better 1n531ght 1nto 'the 11brary néeds and attitudes
d of college and un1vers1ty admmlstrators toward these needs.

4: Helps'me.to understand the evaluation. processvthereby

o

enabl1ng e to prepare for my own /self study and evaluation. = ‘,

|5; Prowdes me w1th a better view. of how the 11brary f1ts

/ —_—
L

mto the total institution. of Wthh 1t isa component. L e

" - e . o - v
< ‘ . \
6. Helps me. to. 1mprove my. evaluatwe technlques ‘ '

i

7 W1dcns the scope of my acqua1ntancesh1p W1th 11brary

v

¢ colleagues. = - S » L

ey
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CHAPTER v‘

SUMMARY FlNDINGS CONCLUSIONS :
~AND RECOMMENDA'I’IONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

.

A
. @

_ : Summary .
¢ ' . ' 2 \ . v . . .

Purpose e e )

»
-~

3 . N -

Nm‘ety l1brar1ans located in the elevcn state SOUthern

Association‘ accrediti-ng region we're‘surveyed by a direct'—mail S

quest1onma1re. The purpose. of the survey was to collect and ,
K4 & X
analyze data for two reasons F1rst the data’ was analyzed to
‘ . )

v de;erm1ne 1f the evaluat1ve cr1te1;1a ut1l1zed by l1brary evaluators ., -
- “’ are. based wrrh an alternate authorlty or mfluence other than those "

supplied by the Southern Assoq1atlon Second the data were

/ ’ - ” [

- stud1ed to ascertam if they. wduld reveal certain methods

K . . Tor

procedures and techmques emplo"ed by l1brary evalua~tors wh1ch

‘ 'could be ut1l1zed in consrructmg a pmohle of an 1deéll evaluator T
: - . ‘ ’ N
© . Agreat deal of attention to the»accred1t1ng-prooess thas

ar1sen in the paer few as. This attentiori has resulted in mild
/'/. R X
J/ANN questlonmg of the 'accred1tat1on process iff sormte’ instances to more

o . ) °

severe cr1t1c1sms attackmg the very foundat1ons fof accred1tat1on L
L

A . b . z ".‘ ¥
— o N N ’ o o . ) R :

. : ’
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in others. Nor 'have' the‘accrediting agéncies themselves been B
n - \.'
exempt from criticism w1th1n their own ranks l?or‘as the critics

" of accreditation 1ncre'1sed the accrediting agenc1es have intro-

spectiVeiy ‘turned inward, _ examining‘th,eir owh purposes and

4
\ -

7 .. goals. . s o . o

gl

In the accrediting agency's sglf- examination the entire

accredlting prucess is stud1ed W1thout breaking ‘out any single e
‘ . . N

segm'ent for an 1ntens1f1ed study Heretofore library evaluations - -

have been considered on1y in the overall context of total ‘ _
1nst1tut1c>na1 evaluations. The intent"of' this study is to ana”'lyze :

f
. -

. -"‘the 11brary evaluation segment <f the 1nstitut10na1 evaluation ‘-

- . 1

~ This study has been undertaken in’ the hope that it W111 N

r‘: ’ s

‘result 1n 51gn1ficant findings that W111 improve a smgle aspect of

- . )

accrediting, the 11brary evaluation Wh11e this study cannot cure

- - A

.o all the 111s that currently beset the accreditatioq process and -

sirice a dec131on cannot be made on how to 1mprove the quality of

[ N

- evaluation/by studying thepsums of the parts of an 1nst1tut1’on, 1t

>

" nec PSSdLyytb study LhQ muwruualcomponemst Therefore this

“
. 'Y a

study focuses only on tha unrary, but perhaps 1t.w111 result ih an .
. v . ‘ 3A ' . X

= impro\rement of that si it Jcpect which is a necessary step S
‘toward 1mpr_oveme_nt R Jhole

» S el
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.o Methodology o o ;

The populatmn of this study conswted of n1nety 11brar1ans

- Y \\

who had performed at-least- -one evatluauon visit for SACS durmg

\ -

the past'-five years.. [he populamon was 1dent1f1ed by SACS,. Wthh

» ‘-

along W1‘th the names of the evaluators 11sted the institutions where

emploved and names of .the schools V1s1ted In exchange for its

' cooperatlon, SACS has bcen offered the f1nd1ngs of this study to

! -

treat as it deems appropriate. ..r - - , :

n.l‘

.
~

+ .

out the spectrum of 1nst1tut1ons of higher edUcat1on from small
_]Ul‘llOI‘ colleges to large mu1t1 faceted un1vers1t1es. Evaluatlons had
been performed in the same 1nst1tut1ona1 range The largest

representauons in each 1nstance were the 11brar1ans whOowere

employed by and had evaluated four year colleges. ThlS is

'understandable since four. year colleges outnumber any othertype. in,

» SA
o

the Gouthern Assocmtlon 5 regt

A direct- mall quest1onna1re was | used as the data gathermg
1nstrument Its ch01ce was dictated by tHe untenable geograph1ca1

terrltory of e]even states through whu,h the populatlon was d1spe.rsed
- % \ '\

T’he quest1onna1re was a .check 11st quest10nna1re ‘and was prepared

v

- The 1nst1tuuons rep1 esented by the evaluators ranged through-

v
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\ with every %onsideration given the recipients This consideration
- / /, K ' r "

may account for the hlg,h percentage (85 56 per cent) of returns.

+ -+ " The research Ob]t,CtlveS whlch guided fhe collectlon and
v analys;s of data were:: : - -

N
A\.

1. Are the cvaluatwe cmterla utillzed by llbrary evaluators

»
.

.

.
o L

. . based with an alternatesauthority or influence other than those

supphed by the’ Sovthern Assoc1at1on?

- Y
. ~ .
s 2

- ;2..\. Arc tnere oertam methods, procedures and techmques

- ‘m

-
.

S employed by 11brary eValuators Wthh could be utillzed in- constructlng
.. a profi.»le of 'anmldeal' evaluator? ~
R ¢ . [Findings .

P . Each research objéttive is’stated; followed by the su.~mar ol

- N, ¢

\

findings fon tha: bjective.

nooea rch Objective 1.

¢

- To determlne if the evaluatlve cr1ter1a utlllzed by llbrary
o5
R *“evaluators are based wrth an alternate authorlty oY mt]luence other

than those-supplied by the Soutbern ASSOClatIOH

L} B
e . -

It is: ev1dent that the eyaluators con51der themselves self—

X suff1c1ent and competent to’ evaluate libraries without maintaining - .
. : -ty -
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strict adherenoe to SACS's Standard Six. “The 1mpl1catlon is that
T o -
. the lxbrarles are so varied it is difficuit torapply the standard LT
. c e

. ,absolUtely in each case. Therefore SACS s standard is used

pr1mar1ly as a point;of departure to perform dn evaluatlon that
e

 is ta1lored more to the t:oncepts and trammg of: the 1nd1v1dual evaluator
. _ i . \

A large maJorlty of the cvaluators 1nd1eated that they belleve s

theiy 'task is to evaluate the library rather than the library S o
v .

.selfvstudy This is a conttad,tct1on of: the charge to the v151t1ng

d

P - o

commlttee in t.he Manual for the Inst1tutional Self- Study Program of

the Commiss1on on Colleges R / i

> . e . ' -

The evaluators th1nk there is'a need for betfer gu1dance from

N

. " -,  SACS,in.the “ucm Of—'quantltatl\/é guldellnea, sheck llsts'and/or .

v, quesnonna n:es They also think that they s‘hould be released fromn the
qub3ect1v1ty mherent ima program that requires one standard tO’ | .
measure such a myr1ad of, llbranes. However—, evaluators do not
thmk that. Standard Six is unenforoeable just bechuse it does not
contam r%rmathre gu1delmes .In lieu of normative': gu1del1ne§

- emanatmg from SACS evaluators rely on alternate sources for

quantltat1ve gu1de11nes such as those. foupd in, che A. L A. standards, -

the \Department of Hea'lth Educatlon and Welfare and the Clapp/]ordan
fprmula. A e - | ; .

‘
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- eva.luations The f’tct that so many have deemed it necessary to
evidence *hat it was done speclflcal‘ly to serve an unfulfllled need.

. supphe’d‘by SACS helpful in hbrary @valuatlons w If the meager '

SACS relattve to the1r reports They agrce that such information

e | 71 -

. ' ¢
Also,. we have sce“n that the majority of respondents have

]

devised their own Ch@C& 11sts and questlonnalres wh1ch they use on
[ [

-

Fashl‘on theqr own check hsts and questlonnatres is conclusive t

f

A preponderance of the respondents ﬁnd the 1nfprmatlon -

o

,materlals supphed by SACS are cons1dered helpfuk, then 1t 1s o

L4
assumed that laddltlonal matertals such as quantltat‘lve guidelmes ,

would also be helpful. ' | I ’

o

Iromcally evaluatoré would Ilke to rece1ve feedback from

>
- .

_ would probably be very. useful in performmg evaluatlons. Yet only

\

five evaluators have received any feedback from SACS. The 1rony

v » [ v

lies in the fact that evaluators want feedback ‘they ‘agree feedback

®

) would be- useful and they are“wrlhnnr to gcnerate input to SACS reia\\yce/

“to library evaluatlons,\t SA;CS has never generated 1nput to the

evaluators nor has 1t ever asked for feedback from the evaluators It

* ~

1s clearly 1nd1cated that 11brary evaluators, in the maJonty of

'cases and SAQS are’ not commumcatmg with' each other Ev1dent1y

A

SACS is under the 1mpr%ss‘ton that it does not\need any input from the \

“a ]

) i i ) . e - ‘ .
0 . . . Z 3 s ’ R
’ . . . 'y
o / o o .
. A * . .
. .
. ! .. N

Y

\¥)
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people who are actually pcrformmg th\, cvaluanons or it does not

"*have the time to br1dg;e what cou‘d prove to be a frultful gap

b o

It has been re\iealed that library evaruators have no .

acceptable degree cf uniformity or consistency in their repbrting
- . . o : -

techniques. Even in obvious instances of blatant violations of

Standard Six, the maj'ority of évaluators were unable to. recognize
4
~ them. lf such obv1ous cond1tlons cannot be recogmzed surely more

subtle V1olat10ns must go. unnot1ced also In viewing the evaluators

T

as a group, it is ev1dent that the maJonty cannot agree not even at .

a 50 per cent level on how to report conditions encountered on an -, .

-evaluation, T o ' a A
+ . B . . -

Returning, to the f1rst research obJect1ve, the evalpanve ‘ " S

c11ter1a ut111zed by hbrary eva’l‘uators are based in alternate

author1t1es in l1eu of SACS s cr1ter1a, ack oY cr1ter1a or the failure
Q8

to re"Ebg’ﬁize SACS's criteria. The Southern Assoc1atlon has only a.

small amount of 'mfluence on its "evaluators The'evaluators are

. self suff1ment ‘and rely on thelr’ own resources; a.nd backgrounds of\

o

educat1onal trammg and library erpenence to evaluate 11braries. The

disregdrd for’ Standard Six is- remarkable. . The standard is used for

‘a pomt of departure~-a reason for employmg evaluatrve techmques

that are. batsed in the 1nd1v1dual evaluator background T'he mfluence i

Dren

. -
ey '
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exerciséd upon the evaluator by SACS is minimal.
Research Objective 2. ° o R
To determine if there are certam methods, procedures and

teé’hmques empIOy\ed by hbrary evaluators which could be unlized

’ 1
in constructnu_, a profile of an 1dea1 evaluator,

?

N

In atremptmg to construct the profile of an 1deal evaluatox’
- itis not 1mp11ed that the profile resulting from this particular study .

. 1s gencrahzable to a,ny other evaluators. Nor does it mtend to- imply

~

that adoption bf’ such cpinions, procedures and techmques eXhlbited

s “a .
by the evaluators profile would result in better evaluations by any

one 1nd1v1dua1 The profile appearmg below reflects @e opimons

‘of thc maJority of the evaluators responding to the twrvey It coul_d
L4

be assumed that an evaluator desiring to ac;Cimre lmowledge of

'evaluatmn 1ecnniques as they are 1mplemented ln SACS 8 accrediting
| -region could proflt trom conformmg to the profile, in the instances
where knowledge of others' experience is beneficial,

b ,The characteristics of the average evaluator are that he is

employed by a four year college and has .performed most of his

L] Y

evaluations in four year college libraries during 1970 1971, -and

¢

1972. Although his first evaluatibn visit found him i1l or moderately o

200 *\.\

Zx
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prepared for such a task, he )ias performed 3.8, evaluations for

SACS.. He has never received any tra1n1ng from bACS relative to

]

C.- evaluation tec‘hmques which probably accounts for a feellng of mild

inadequacy dur1ng lris. f1rst eva luation As a solution to poor

preparation for the first viS1t he thinks that an evaluator to- be

I

v *
e

. should serve on one evaluation as an observer

He is not aware of any cr1ter1a that must be met in order tos
)

_ be chosen as an evaluator As an evaluator he works alone in_ fact KN

°

‘he usually is the sole member of the committee ass1gned to the

s

library However he is requested to evaluate,other aspects of

. an institution while serv,mg as the library evaluator In these cases

he is more llkely to be \vorkmg with two or more committee members

On balance he feels qualified to perform evaluations in ether areas. |
The compbsite evaluator prepares a check list of items to

investigate and he prepares a questionnaire to guide fiis. interviews b

while evalug(inlg He thinks that such questionnaires and check lists

are important ang helpful but, he thinks they could become more

meaningful if they were‘produced and distributed by SACS He thinks '

that t,he material presently distributed by SACS is useful
SAC§ does not present any feedback to the'evaluator so he

t

never knows how he m,basures up against other evaluators. He is .

\ | 206
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¢ l

w1lling to share h1s concepts and techmques W1th SACS but there are .

‘10 channels of commtmcation avallable for dialogue between the
. 2 s .
two‘ oL .‘ o ' 3 . R . } . | K .

v

L .

Evaluators are paldan honorarium of. $50. 00 plus expenses

A -

tor workmg as an evaluator th1s is a token payment but it is
perfectly acceptable to the evaluator He considérs other benefité\

derived from evaluating more important than the amount ot' the

4

The evaluator is more concerned with the educational

’

effeotweness of the library than he is W1th the operational efficiency

] [

In dec1ding upon whether a library is effective educationally, the

-~

._ evaluator attempts to determme the adequacy of the book 0011ection

He. does th1s primarlly by mterviewing library staff faculty and

o

stydents to estabTish their success fallure ratio in locating the

materials needed by them. He would like to see a valid sampling

‘1‘ e

technique developed that would enable him to imeasure.a collection s .

adequacy morg precisely than interviewing allows The two and a half _

days. allowed for a visit are adequate but collection sampling would

save valuable time whilé being more precise '

v

Our evaluator visits the library at night to observe library ‘

O

use, to mterview library users, o determine if the lighting is
¢

207 )

“

»

{_.ﬁ'



(]
‘ [}

N . .. X .
T - ' 176 .'?*;:'i; ‘ . oo -
. -

. ..' .o‘

adequate and to observe ava11ab111ty of personnel .

On many occasions the evaluator W1ll use h1s author1ty to
aid the host hbrary s program He often acts in a friendly and
sympathetic manner in aiding the ll.hrary administration to gain

ucousideration on. some lohg- neglected proposal Before l'

l
the campus, the evaluator usually apprises the host lib

director of hie fmdings. | .
e ' e

-'Below’ is a list of the most Widely employed techniques in. o ,l( .
d/c'reasmg order of frequency SRR S e
- | R R
1. lnterwew the library director. . s
P .
2. Interv1ew members of the professionafstaff s -
} 3. Read the college/university catalogs suppltgd by t‘he
- ! host institution prior to’your visit. » .
4. Determine if the librarians have faculty status
P - 5. Check library hours. | | ' )
6. Interview membe‘rs of the administration
\C . 7. 'Réadthe self—study report in its entirety if the o -

institutibn is small - Lyt

8. Determine if the Faculty Library C?nﬁm‘;ee is a
policy. making or advisory body .

9. Explore the position of the libr, Ty director.in the
o institution s administrativ’g;h erarchy.

‘ . #
. 10. Interview the members of the teaching faculty .
' ) . k| v ¢ - .,1‘ .
2 08, - ' i o
{ J . —\‘ >

. . . . . .

. T . * | CT ' ' L

R . P - ; : . R
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U 3 T Interview students. . oo o o / ,
_-&. R . - ‘)- ' N MY - . - B L

12. Compare the percentage of the educdtional.and general‘
* budget allocated to the librafy with the accepted R
standaid stat;ed in the A. L, A, Standards L Ty

‘,.'13: Check the/Seating capacity (\ - Coe

14, Determine if the hbrarians ‘who have faculty status - :
truly have all the rights and privileges of su » status.

o 15 Determm( llbrary 8 success smevin s goarl\s.' .
. o ._ ’ 16 -Interv1ew the members of the Faculty Library Qommittee L
Lo - S 1'_7.\'~ Determine the ratio of - professional staff to clerical staff B
| 18, 'Assess the morale of the* library Staff.t ) f" S “ " A ."“'
| \ | 19 ‘A‘-"Determine the adequacy of lightmg / ! .
g 20. Check the staffing schedule to degérmine iF the availability B
o e of professional librarlans is sufficient : ,. o « -
IR ‘, 21, - Read the library's annual report F | | | -
) " . - 22. ~Check the accessibility qof profesdional staff to the L
| academic community. .' / L S f S
o : 23. Determine if there is an allocatl n formula for thee v . ,
/’ L \ distribution of the book (library (materials) budget. ) .
| 24, Check the c1rculation statistics. j S ‘ |

23. ‘Determlne if there is an up—to-%ate llbrary manual ‘

26. Read the faculty handbook L@ . . | ‘ '
] : -.f { ; o . -
. * " 27. Déteriine if hieating and/or air condltlon_ingé.re
o ‘ adequate : N e
\ . . i
0 ) \ » ! - .
el ‘ / 2 0 9 . A . N
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s Research ob]ective two vlras met there are certain methods,

A
. - -
L —— -

procedures and techni.ques employed by 11brary’ evaluators that o

wqre utilized in constructmg a profile of the. average or 1deal |

evaluator. .,
Conclusions and Recommendations 7
e o . R : B,
. " ‘ - . i v . ' W r: - . -
. 1. .there is a minimum amgunt of guidance giv.... hbrary
"r‘,.evalu'ators.t . S _ ) NV p s - e .»fy.». B

P : o N
o

e ; 2. Communicatfons between SACS and the library evaluators

.are at an insignificant level,. ’I‘he evaluators need and desire a JORRE
downward flow of mformation from SACS relative: ‘to’ their role as
A\ 3 - " . 3 r. )

N pe'rcelved xby SACS . " k"\’x\. . \‘\ ‘ . .'. ) '. ’ ‘. - ) - .. -’. -

N . .'. o

*_‘} | . 3 Librﬁ *y evaluators have ad,ustcd to the lack of gmdance -
S from bACS and have. devised\ chel:k lists and qﬁeStionnaires as ‘. o ' :
| v | ‘_,_ personal evalnating tools; They are to be commended for their |

A admirable professional acceptance and discharge of their evaluation
PR dutie’.. wlth no \centralized supervision,\ evaluators exhibit a . |
3 remarkable similarity ifi the techniques they utilize in the evaluation =

process. HoWaver, in the arga of reports rnade to SACS, the lack

' * of uniformity and consistency is apparent This is a fault that ‘

could easily be remedied but the solution lies' with SACS and not '

. 210 | L .
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the evaluating personnel o : - PR

49. It is recommended that SACS should produce and v_ ‘.. ' | o
distribute publlcations to 1ts evaluators emphasizmg and identifymg
the'differences between° suggest‘ions and recommendations. | 2
| 2. ln v1ew of the,facts 3 it is eV1dent that the connection - _.

,between SACS and 1ts evaluators is, at. best, tenuous. It seems as -

. 1f the evaluators are chosen and assigi}d to evaluation teams with e

‘no instruction as to how. they are to function. In short, library "

;l

evaluations are perfbrmed by hbrarians who brmg to the task

only their own opmions, attitudes, skills, trammg, expenences

- ’ 8

- «and techn-iques. The evaluations are performed m a vacuum as it

, v

were. . . 7 | T Cora

. - . R B : :
5 ‘ . . ; : y

oo 6 lt is 1ecommended that for first- time evaluators, SACS R

should in lieu of more beneficial training, give the evaluators copies
of what it considers to be good examples of past reports. To be L : )
more meanmgful the reports should be from institutions possessing |
| sirmlai characteriStics as the one to which the evaluator is. assigned

v

7. Library evaluators are in/terested in performing ‘

~evaluations as attested ‘to by their repeated acceptances of assignments.

'I'hese assignments are accepted out. of a, sense of duty to their

L AT

profession and the benefits derived are more important rhan any

L . S

N
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The- libraries hosting an evaluation visit are- sub]ugated

“to what perhaps could be labeled as an undue degree of sub]ectivity

on the part of the evaluator

If the purpose of SACS is to expos,e

libraries to sub]ective evaluations by 1ibrary evaluators operating

withm their bwn frame of references, "then there is no ar gument

“

However, if th1s is not SACS s purpose, then it should communicate :

w‘;,,»

its de31red ob]ectives, goals, techniques and purpose to those who |

are perrorming the evaluations. For any accreditation process :

" that lends 1tseif 80" readily to massive subjectiv1ty, cannot be a v

very reliable one.

\ improve a

lanced perspective must be sought

(z

If the proceés of nbrary evaluation is to

.,

60,0
i

+to evaluate other aspects of an institutiOn becaL.lse of the one in

three charke of placing an evaluator,in a rdle hat he is unqualified :

-

not competent

" 10.

to serve as an foeCtive measuring device of the adequacy of a

.

L4

. to fulf*ll Institutions whose vitality hinges u n accreditation N

A

l'~

'library./ This is especially true in light of the fact that one standard

-

certainly are put in an untenable position when a single evaluator is o

Standard Six is too ambiguous, indefinite and unquantified o

=
v o

9.‘ It is recommended that SACS not assigli library evaluators‘"" ._

. -
Koo ¥,
. R
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' normatlve data along with quant1tat1ve gu1de11nes -that could be

-

e 181 _ . T
1.\ . N . . . . .
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¢,

1s applled to more than several hundred librar1es‘ It is not

$

des1rab1e to have a r1g1d 1nf1exyble standard s1m1lar to the

h1stor1ca1 precedents A modern, flex1ble standard that contams

7

applied to ry 28 and mrego‘ T g of llbmrmugh rtccepttn.lc.

-
> s

For example data cou1d be collected from al 11brar1es in the

N

S’6uthbrn Assoc1at1on ,and divided and grouped according to purpose,

goals, size of student body, size of faculty, hold1ngs in the hbrary,

budget etc Then norms could be eStabllsued and 11brar1e§

!

of percentages thereby allQng flex1bil1ty e '~

Ve

11. The evaluators who pr1mar11y evaluate 11brar1es »of e

large un1vers1t1es (LU) are more cogmzant of cond1t1ons that

a

reflect V1olat1ons of Standard Six than are evaluators who mostlv )

Sh

-evaluate small un1verS1ty (SU), four year college (FY), and Jumor

college gC) libraries. T e

{‘. . ' L \ o ~_... ) " -
e Recommendabions for Further Research
* o ‘1‘ . ' . ] o ' T o3

: Jl.' A study be undertaken, s\mllar to the present one; of

4
3.
Y

the library evaluators who are primarily employed by and perfOrm
. . ” . ‘ . . . . . . “ *
“evaluations primarily in junior colleges: .

o B
. .
4 ' LI ) at
. . .

.213

-

measured agamst them. The norms ‘could be expressed m\a_range .

v
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2. 'Perception of li_brary evaluators by librarians,of the-
1 ) o ‘ 3 .. . )
o host mstltutlon\be studled I . L.

t .

3. A study slrrular o the present onc he done o oreri

accreditn -ncy other way, the south2rm A-ssociation‘and comparisons

Y . ‘ .
& - . v

Cdravi, - ; e
| "'4."_ A study, .perhaps utillzing‘ 'the' Delphi t'echn_ique,A be

{
' ‘*“.execured io mtens1fy the focus upon ¢ and to measure mox;e prec1sely

' the techmques employ‘ed“ by ltbrary evaluators m the Southern

-

ASSOClatlon. Once a ser1es of . vahd benef1c1a~l techniques has been :

".p.roduced theyr'should b\c:ssemmated to" evaluators.
‘)8 A SLUdy be

demed accredltatlon or«reaffxrmauon nof accredltatlon because of

-

def1c1enctes in the l1brary0 Results derived from sucha study could

-then be correlated to other standards and to the l rary evaluato‘rs
. - .

4

' themselves in order to a.scertam any mgmhca'nce. ST

' A . 4

6. An in- depth study be made ‘of ltbrary evaluators to

ascertain if there are, in fact certain groups of evaluators who are

(e - " I’-

more competent than others. [t would be interesting and benefic1al
t

to be able to 1dent1fy the character1stics possesse\d by better than

average evaluators.

“Aep S . AN ) . o & - e

de to determine how many mstltutlons are

-t
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‘ S'rr;rst UNIVERST
DlLANDJ FLORIDA
:avzo Y

NT-BALL LisnAry 'r . | ~ .. ' ' APPENDIX A ‘> ) .." ~.. - ‘ ;. ,7 . ’ f
Lo --LE’I"I‘ER SENT TO LIBRARY EVALUATORS - '

»

CE & As one of-a gmup of- approx1mately 200 libratlans located throughout
-} an eleven state. area,;you possess unique information about library:

> evaluatlons that is‘not generally available to tbousands— of othér libranans

cIn an effort to garner such data, and ultimately, to disseminate this® g
‘; Information, a questionnaire Ligs been.prepared to serve as‘a data-gatheting * - E

instrument .o : - Yo
. ! » ,0‘ 7 .
Whlle this questiormaire rriay appear to be quite .;e,ngthyt it actue’ly
. takes only ‘minutes to chéck the answers, If you would be so kind ag to
~ fill in the. enclosed questionnajre and return it.to me, -f'would be most .
appreciarive. A stampea, self—addressed envelope is enclosed for your - o
»;convenience o ; ‘. R N #
R "“' 'I‘he Southern Association.l; S supplied me Wlth your name and they SR
o-rare aware of this study. A copy of this; questionnaire has’been sen to the -,, T
Associage Executive Secretary of the Comrmssion on Colleges ' S
1 plar/: to use the data in my doctoral sertation that 1am cur‘rently
. WOrking on for.the. School of Library Science at Florida: Qtate Uﬁlversity
“Algo, the analysis and conclusions of tht study will be made available o
~‘éveryone who participates in the swudy. purpose. “of ‘the ‘study is to pool
the expertise possessed by a minority of lib riang and make it availablex;

" to'presept and futyre library. evaluators; as well as librarians who, will be
S undergoing an evaluation visit. ; , | : ‘ SR
oo . . ) . [ . » ) l . . s N | . " L ~l
ot /"’\/ .2' 11() TR a, o
¢ . _ ~
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The sharmg of your thoughts, ,opmwns and’ evakiative tecf\mques

.should strengthen the overall effectiveness of library evaluations, whlle

at the-saine time, remove some of the uncertainty professed by librarians
who host the evaluanon visits. S ‘

: Your t1me is valu ble 1 realize. However, you are a meynber of |
. an informal grOUp whose: total number ‘is but a small percentage of the | :
_ totalsnumber of librarians in the Southeastern Un}ted States. Thls fact: ) e
makes your-opinions especially valuable and significant. So, won't you e
blease take. the time to read-the statements and snmply check:-the answers. :

Anonymlty is- assured - Thank you. e T e

V'A\/

P . : Y : .
. "".5. - . . ot . . . L. a .

L B

f R S - Pudley Yates, -~ . - =
’ “ | | S DOCtoral Candldate

..: . - 2 l ’

. John:M. Gou eau

A T . ; MaJor Profegsor -
\ e ' . School of lerary Scienée -~ Y
Flop-ida State Umverslty SRR R
. o C . [ * ) . 4 ‘ / ‘
DY :dky - . ” " . . . EY »
“Enclosure o ST LA B “
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AN ANALYSIS OFF THE BASES USED BY UBRARY EVALUATORS IN THE ACUREDITING PROGLSS Ul 1HE JOU THE LN ASSUAA igns

COF COLLEGES AND STHOOLS - - A QUESTIONNAIRE . - . o
- . ! [ . . * ‘ . n ‘\
1 REOSE ) y . ‘ ) . , ~ o . i
ChiR questionman e is \I‘csp:ncd o generaie data which can be analy zed to dete rming the priovity of the hases atitized i Hibrary -

cevaluations.  Sccondly, the study is designed to allow fuput of the speelalized knowledye possessed by library evilustors, - Such
apecialized data coutd be useful po present and future cvaluators, as well as libraclans who host a commiitee visit. ‘Inirdly,, ‘
another purpose is to bring into focus that facet of librarianship that is a pervading influence of vital inportance to the profession -

but he retofore not widely known gr understood. =17 * . ) |
. E H . .o ) . _' -
~« DESIGN OF T1HE QUESTIONNAIRE: o _ , . B N
- “The questionmnaire is divided as follows: : .
L] v ., A < , N - . . .
L Background Information T e oY ' . ' s
L » . . - 3 K
‘I1.  General Information - . ~g{,§z o ™. . ; - T
. . " . ' A ) ' o B " B
1. Reports ' AN . : t. } ’ u_}’
N Techniques - . - - - : )
e V. Benefits Derived from Evaluating Libraries
. 3 N . . » N | .
V1. Comments . L o . v .
© B . LS ] - - \// S
. To conserve as much of your time as possible, the questions in almost every instance may be answered with a check LN
F However, pleage feel free to make an appropriate cormment at any point in the questionnaire. In fact, the rescarchet values highly
. such commenis bur in :f)e‘h\terest of convenience, whichinsurés a higher percentage of returns, it will suffice only to check the ) .
g answers. An additional sheet has been atrached if you destre to use it for comments. » o ' ~ .
7. - DEFINITIONS: . - . R ‘ ’
SACS. Theacronym SACS should be read as the Southern Assoclation of Colleges .and Schools, Commission on Colleges.
S STANDARD SiX. Standard Six refers to that segmeri: of the Standards of the Coliege D~legate Assembly of the Southern Association
o of Colleges and Schoolé which pertains to libraries. L . ’ - - .
v . . . . ’ “a ~ ! T . ) '
SUC?GESTION.’ A suggestion ts merely a helpful hint made to the host -institution that carries no basis In authority. S
~ . . . . & :
&' RECOMMENDA/TION. A recommendation is one that cannot be ignored by the host institution; it has to be dnswered with an -
explafation as to why it cannot be imple'bmented or it must he implemented. : ' . - . 2
o I o ‘ ’ - .. . - :
“. . . e . BACKGRle) . . L, o ;r . ‘ i
v 3 -t N 4
1. Most of my ?Kpérience as a librarian has been in funfor colleges Four year colleges . $mali universities®
v T S s ' : " . e , up to 7, S00 students .
o s . . . Large upiversities Special ljbrary Teaching .
2. The majority of my evaluations have-seen in , junior colleges . Four yea'x"colleges : o C e
) . . — — ) o
. ' ‘ $mall universitie Large universities. e o
& .. * : ' " ) [] ' ' 7 ;
Number of evaluations performed during the past five years (approximately) . . A
. o > S o1 2 3 s s More than 5 . ° '
1 hage performed evaluations in the’ !oliowiqg years 1972 1971_'_;_ 1970 1969 ‘968 ™.
. Have 'ybu ever-worked as an evaluator with one ‘or more additional library evaluators? Yes No’ '
.~ Ityes, what was the total-number of library evaluators?’ 2 -3 -4 5 More than 5. f
o L ’ ’ . o : - . ) ) A - T
§ 6, sDo you know of any criteria t nust be et in order to becom s
s you k fany c » hq( 2 Ine rder to become an evaluator? Yes, No 4. . , .

v

: -7, Héwrwould you describe your thougfﬁfh on preparation for 'your very first evalustion visit?
i . T

' . 1 was {ll-prepared , lwas moderately prepared - -.

.e L o . e o 1 was well prepared . 1 had excellent preparation___' 3
~ Bo you benefit professionally from serving as a visiting libra ry_evalu,a’tor?-‘ " Yes “Np. No 6plnlon'
L , . GENERAL INFORMATION co s .

- 1t 18 admirable that SACS relles on qualizative and individual approaches to a library evaluation rather:than dn approach baséd upen >
~  vatrict adherence to Standayd Six. ' ‘ : X - : . ¢
" ‘Strongly agree - .- Slightly agree ___ - No opirfiion____ Slightly‘disegree . Strongly disagree 2 1 9 T )
o " Jvis Posgible 10 evaluate a library's collection arid staft in a visit of two to three days duration. - ’ . g
EMC ‘Strongly-agrée - - Slightly agree No opinfon . Slightly disagree Strougly disagree R '

w
2 X 7 :
N2 TR SEETH eyt bl
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GENEFRAL INCORMAPION (continued) . - .
. ' : - ' .

C A standard Sis atterpts o covel albnopes of acadenae bbraries, prvare, b, desombrtimutly pankor colleges, comter calleges,
bl mneersities, ond Bope moversanes, Standavds should he witien o gake oo decomn such obviius Jiffereices among such
varicd msttutiol librares, ‘ . , * :
Strongly agree Shghely apgree - No oplaion__ Slightly djsaﬂg‘rcc e N\ .’_itm;mly (Hsagree

4. Alibrary cvaluator oftch acts as 1 catalyst to speed up a sdgment of the host library ‘s program by using the leverage inherent in the

c-

authority of the accerediting agency. | ; p .
Strongly agree shightly agree - Noophdon_ 7 Shghtly disagrec h‘tronﬁly disagree . ° R
5. There argabsoletely no lihravy standitrds in the United: States ilpplicﬂble to university libraries,
Strongly agree Slightly agree No opiniops Slightly disagree . Strongly disagree ‘ . .
: " _— e — . —_— . —— v
. ' .
6.  Apparently, the process leading to acereditation is of immense benefit to the library of tfe jnstitution concerned. L3
Strongly agree slightly auree Newoapimiong Slightly disagree .. Strongly disagree
— — — e —_—

. LY ) ) . . . )
7. ‘The evaiuating tools presently employed by librarians o measure the adequacy of collections are either too costly in time, which
is money, or they measure imperfectly. A possible solhtion, which would be of benefit to libravy evaluators, would be to apply
thé sampling technique to meagure the adequacy of collections. - ¢ : .- .

) Strongly agree _ Shigheherfigree No cpinion Slightly disagree *  Strongly disagree . N
‘8. Ae a library evaluator, youare-more concerned with the educational effectiveness of the library rather than its operational
efficiency. ; : . . : v L .
Strongly agree * Slightly dgree No vpinion Slightly disagree . Strongly disagree ]

9. n view of the fact that cach individual library should be examined or evaluated with an eye toward the pgrent l’ns,tltutlorl"s goals,
purposes, curriculum ard! faculty, would you agree that SACS's Standayd Six is at best a point of departure‘for an evaluation
that is based more in the individual evaluator’s background of experiende and professional training than in the standards themselves.

. Strongly agvee__~ . Slightly agree ~ No opiniop Slightly disagree Strongly disagree.
‘ c ) ” R oo s
+ 10. it would helpan tnexperficnced evaluator to observe at least one evaluation before being assigned to a visiting evaluation
committec. B ) . .
i Strongly agree - Slghtly agree . Noopinion__-__ Slightly disdgree . Strongly disagree . . _ ot

are not dependent upon accreditation (they have an unquestioned reputation .- .

11. Librarids of large, ‘well established institutions whi
m the total.réview and focusing of effort which is provided in the self-study. g

for academic excellence) derive their sole benefits f

Strongly agree___ Slightly agree_ _~ Noo Slightly disagree__ - Strongly disagree . . ‘
‘12, Evaluators need better guldam"c i‘l; the form of' quantitative guxdeli;\es,’ check lists, and/or questionnaires. ‘ \,
. .\Stpongly agree____ Slightly agree ~ Noopinion____» Sligh’tl'y digagrce__ ‘Sm?ngly disagree . ety ‘ .
13 ' When S_I}'CS revises Standard Six, a stuténlent requiriﬁg institutions to grant-ful’ facully‘sla.lus to proreésional librarians should bev - '
‘Sr(‘f'::\dg({;'agwc;__ Slightly agree__~ No ()pinion_;_ ) Slighll)" disagree____ Slrbngly‘cjisugree_ o . .

14. Due to the fact that suggestions made by the library evaluater may be ignored entirely, it would be proper to.eliminate them from
the report and rely solely upon recommendations, N ! ‘ -~ .
Strongly agrec_~ Slightly agree _ Noopinfon____ Slightly disagree Strongly disagree Q}

15:  The truly important work has bcé:n dccomplished'thr‘ough the institution's self-study.

Strongly agree Slightly agree__ No opinton____* Slightly disagree Strongly disagree
A

16. The role of the evaluator is to react 'to and evaluate the library's self-study, not the library. .
e \itrongly agree ¢ ghtly agree No opinion Slightly disagree Strongly disagreg .
v h —— ¢ —— .. ——— ———

¥

17. The most irportant facet of the evaluative p.focess ig that-it compels the |l_5ra'ry to consider very reasons for its existence. .
) " Thus, the evaluative process will aid in bringing the library's purposes cigarly into line witWighe overail objectives of the
-nstitution of which it is a part. f : R .

Strongly agree___ Slightly agree - No opinion Slightly disagree - Strongly dlségreé - -
. ok : . R - - 3
- 18, (zhey members of an evaluation team sometimes do not completely understand the library evaluator’s point of view., ~
Lo " Strongly agree Slightly agree No opinion . Sllg:z\ﬁ_d.\agrge - Strongly disagree ’
¢ 19, Library evaluators, and other evaluators for that matter, are‘said to be poorly pajd consultants. o

‘Strongly agree Slightly agree___ No opinion  Slightly disagree . ‘Strongly disagree . ' :
‘ . [ . ' _

. 20. A lbrary évaluator should be a member of each-visiting evaluation team. ' ' s . ’ '

‘ Strongly agree . Slightly agree No opinion Slighitly disagree Strongly disagree T

261. . Standard Six is, in fact, unenforceable because it does not contain adequate aormative data to guide the library evalyator,

Strongly agreé__ _ Slightly agree No opinion ' - Slightly disagree ' . Strongly disagree
T A GENERAL INFORMATION  _ - Lt .
v . e . y Section B ' . e "

‘ . . N . L oo
Xy 1. - Would it be advisable for SACS to be more pecific about the library committee? (Standard Six now states in regard to the library
. committee, “There should be a proper academnic committee concerned for the, library which should include the librarian.”) .
Yee - No No opinion : . : :
B o —— A—— . e >

2, Have ydu' ever served on a vi}sltlng committee that failed to accredit/re-accredit ah institutfon because of deficienales in the library?-

D Ye e L : S
“F MC liave you evey served on a visiting committee that failed to accredit/re-aceredit an institut ion because of any reason? . 2 2 0 )
o Yes . . No__- . Don'tknow : ’ ‘ T L L i ‘ o




GENERA]. INFORMATION Scction B (continued) ' BV . _ . )

4. 7 The honorarium fee ($50. 00) puhl to library ovuluatora shuuld be: o, )
Kep( ltw. same__ l-llmluulcd._“_i Increascd o $ Dee reased o $ The fee 8 wrimportant __' . ,

S, yuu think lhul uny new Hbrary stamdards would be more elplol 4 ey wereto be written more from the ‘glvanlm of “lL lllnmy e
user? : \

Yes No . ‘No uplulnn

6. Should SACS introduce some duantitative standards nto Standard §ix?

Yes__ No No opinfon___
7. Do you find the information supplied by SACS helpful in- llbrary evaltations?
Yes No___ Noopinion / ) o
8. Have you ever been requf‘Sted to evaluate any other aspect of an institution while serving as the librayy evalga'tor?
Yes \ . )
Mt yes, go [0 ( y and (b), X . R - i .
- 3 O . ' . ~ A
& (a) Please identify the area of the additional evaluatlon : N
' (b) Do you ‘think your qualiflcanons enabled’ y0u to make Gn éfficient and effective evaluation of this additional °
© assignment?- . . . .
) . Yes No ) . Lot -
9. Do you visit the library at night to: " Observe llbrary use To' interview library users .
To determlne if the llghrlng is adequate To obgerve avallability of personnel Never vlslt the library. at night - N
10. Do you have your own checkllst of items 10 observe during an evaluation? ) s . ] ) a
| Yes_ -, " No____ . S . ,
11. Do you have your own list of questlons to ask lnrervlewees? T ‘ ‘ '
. Yes No .. ' ’ e _ .
' “a ° 0 L : N . s Lo . .
12. 'Are you aware that SACS has now initiated a long-term study to revise its library standatd? (Standard Six). .
Yes -~ No o ' N — . - S .
[ . . - . .
13. K\heckllst or questionnaire prepared by SACS would be helpful as"an evaluatlve tool. . '
Yes_ _° No___  Noopinion }
14. Howdo yQu determine the adequacy of the library collectlon? Standard Six states "The book and periodical collection should, by
quality, size and fature, support and stimulate the entire educational prograri. " C » . . .
- ' . Ty
: Make extenslve checks of the collection against standard blbllographles .t /
o Interview library s{taff faculty and students to ascertain ‘their success or fanure in flndlng the materials needed
by them_: . 7 % . ,
Spot check titles against biblibgraphies____. ' o 4 .
Compare the numerlcal total of the collection wlth some quantltatlve standard such as given by H.E. W., A L.A.
or the Clapp/]ortlan fornula . . . ) . _ ]
. . .
. . Asgume that if the collection were lnadequate and undble to "suppcm and stimulate the entlre edicational program -

it would 80 state in the ubrary self—study

.

o 15. Has SACS ever requested you to generate feedback for the purpose of im;\;\rovlng evaluative technlques?

Py ‘Yes___~ No_ . ‘ ° o
cot If anawer to above was yes, dld you cooperate and submit any lnput? Yes ~ No’ , , W
16. Do you usually ‘apprise the Hbraxy dlrector of your f'indlngs before leaving? .- T o " i : A
i Yes - N_ . o AP ’ P

1T, Feedback £rom SACS would help you to pertorm evaluations more. effectlvely and efflclently B R -

o, Yes_ - o No__. Noopinion____ _ o . ' : . .
18, . Have you ever received any feedback from SACS relatlve to your repons? *. o . ‘ o
R ) Yea i . . : S -

I8 {4 apswer o, aE was yes, has this feedback been Helpful - Non~helphu ‘Posftive ‘Negative Lt
Constructive Official Informal S

(Check all that are‘appllcables

" Have you ever attempted to ald a library to galn favorable admlnlatrative conslderatlon fora long-neglected ltem thrbugh yaur -

lnﬂuence as a llbrary evaluator? . ) ) . N -~ PR
Yes_ . No___ Do not know___ - : e s IR . . o -
Have you ever received any training from SACS on: Proper evaluatl'v'e technlquea "+~ Report wrltlng e

$cve you been tnvjted to supply any mput into SACS s revision of thé llbrary standards? (Standard Slx)

es

" Would you panl lpate it asked? Ye o

- What rocommendctlonn would you suggeat, that, {?\ your opinlon, Would help tmpgove.ubrary evaluations. (Please use comment

sheet uadditionn spuceianeeded ) . : ‘( . o 2 : IR
. 189 221
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L y S REFORTS '
n‘ Aa'auming that you would enc ounter the conditions listed htow, would you as a llhrnry cvaluutur . ' . _‘
, ’ (1 include a statement denoribing the candition in the text of your report but with'no apecific auggestlon or
* recommendation. _ . .
{, ST «2) include the condition in the category of Sugge.ations. : IR - . .
. , (3) include the condition in the category of Recommendatlons.' o ; . - .
O] notreportitntall S, ) o N . .

1. ‘The library collection, in your opinion, is not sufflclent to support “the in?ormational needs of the institution
Text__. Suggeation Recommendation Not at all .

2, Lijbrarians are paid significantly lower than teaching faculty with the same rank.
Text___ Suggestion__ Recommendation ___ - Notat'all )

3, The éollection is not testéd by checking it against bibliographies.
"y Text __: Suggestion Recommendation____ Not at all . .

“Fhe library administration continues to hire professional librarians without' regard to whether they graduated from an [_i.: L. A,

o accredited tibrary school or not. = . o L R
Text - Suggestlon . ‘Becommendation ___ Not at all ¢ : Ty
o - LT .
S, The librili'y director {s not-a member of the Graduate Council : ' .
Text - Suggestion_-_ Recommendation____ Not'at all____ i .
6. - Communications among the librarjans are not sufficient'due to irregular and widely spaced staff meetings. C .
. Text___. Suggestlon - Recommendation : Not atall____ , » !
7. The library only has stairs connecting the other floors, no elevatogs or book lifts.
Text . Suggestion Recommendation Not at all N SR ' R

. - .

;8. The library closes from 5 P.M. to 7 P. M. each day because experience has Indicated this to be the time of lowest usage, The . ~
Y staff thinks that it, {8 best to close and conserve staff time for periods of heavier use. )

PText Suggestion L Recommendation Notatall____

- “eo ey - -

e, The library purchaaes books only and will ‘not provide non~ boolt materials. e - .
40 . Text__  Suggestion Recommendation ‘Not-avall__*_ o e e, : T .

. " “The library of a commuter college is not open 60 hours per week, but, experience has shown that the heaviest use of the library ls

from 8 A. M, to 5 P.M., Monday - Friday and Saturday from 10 A.M..to 4 .M. With no students living on campus and, with an

- nsignificant number returning ag night, the library staff fesls that it is glving quality service dux\ing hours that it is needed instead
.*of-diminishing the quality of service by remainingopen during hours of little or no use. ,

CText__ - Suggestion ____ Recommendation Not atall , - - L C s "o

it to anticipate and megt -

The 1ibrary doea not have representation on the Curriculum Development Committee that would enable

instructional and research needs. :
,’Fext _‘Suggestion '~ Recommendation____ Nof atall____ . -,

The major portiona of the majority of the library departmental budget all0cations are conaistently retumed to the library 8 Genqral

Fund unexpended _
Text__e Suggeation Recommendation ' Not atall - _ . <

—a

The Paculty Library Committee is a policy making body which utilizes the library director to implement its deciaiona. ) S g_- :

";‘Text Suggeation a Recommendation Nonatvall
v lnatructional departmenta, for the most part are inactive in recornmending library materiala t‘or purchaae
U oText - Suggeation ' Recommendation , Not at'all o B

" The. library falls below the A. L. A standard of receiving a mini,num of 5%- of the tota: Educational and General budget.
AText Suggestion - Recommendation - Not at alt - . . .. .

.

,No ayateqmtic weeding has taken pface within the nast ten yeara .
’l‘ext- ; Suggeation s RecommendAtion _ Notarall "~ .. ' v

'l‘he toul numlfr of. volumea doea not match the number auggested by the Clapp/]ordan tormula for an’ institution ot ita size ancl‘ ’

urriculum. o . .
" Suggntion : Recommendation ‘Not at all .

CTECHNIQUES © . o
- ‘Reg'ularly R IOc'caaio'n‘allly s ;';;Ne\_r'er -

' Text’

. Regula'rly_:_:___-;_- :Occasiomlly
Regularly _ Occaaionally

Regularly ‘f,occaaionally- ,

he' 'dministration .
T Ak
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* TECHNIQUES (contlnuéd? o, o o Co R \ S e
5. Interview studentt . L Re'g_ularly_f_ Occaslonnlly Never 2y
-f 6 lntervlew the library director. . R : | Reﬁularl&_’____ OcEaslonally‘____ ‘N6ve;;_ -
7 lntervlcw members of the professional staff. - . O .. vR_egu\'arly______.‘ lOccalenally‘ ) Never ' = :
k 8 lntervlew membera of the clerical staff. ' ' | : _ ’ ' Regularly___ Occaslohnlly Never . .
o9 lntervlew members of the sub-professlonal or para-professjonal staff. Regulnrl);__ Octaslonally . Nevgr_____: R
- 10. Interview the president of the student body. ) R Regularly Occaslonally______ Never . = .
11. Confer with- the president of the lnstltutlon '; : Regularly 0ccaslo'nally___.__ Nevar___: e
12. Correspund wlth the host library dlreCtor prior to the vlslt. Regularly_____ Occaslona_lly______ 'Never___:_-
- 1'3; Check the clrculatlon statistics. - : : . Regularly__ ﬁoceaslonally______ Never )
Check ‘the average cost of periodical blndlng T T Regularly__;__‘ OCcaslbnal_ly___ Never
Check the avemge cost of volumes purchased. | '. - ‘Regularly____“ 'Occaaldna Never___
: Check the average cost of book binding. . - Regularly__, Oc'caslonally_;___ "Never______
L 17 . Check the average discount rate of volumes purchased. . - Regularly_ - Occaslona'l'ly ° Never__
4 l8. ' Compare the percentage of the educatlonal and general budget allocated to the library with the &cepted standard sthted inA 1& A
S stagde” e o , Regularly Occaslonally o Never__“"_’__/_ "l
\ i9 .Read the minutes of the Faculty Library Committee. ' Regularly 00caslonally . .Nc)ver ! . %
2 X ."_Read the” reports made by any library consultaqts, if appllcable ‘RJgularly i Occaslonally i Never;_: ‘
. “.~"ead the llbrary s'annual report o : s .Regularly.;__ lOccaslonally___;__ '_Never__ )
Read the faculty’ handbdok. ' . R R.egularly;_ Occas'tonaity._____ ) Never___
. Datermlne if there is an uufto-date library manual. _ Regularly ' ‘Occasionally . Never___
: “24. : Read the llbrary manual, " o i IR Reguhrly * QOccasionally Ng;ver_____
25. | Read the college/unlverslty catalogs supplied by the hoat lnstltutlon prior to your visit. « . - o
DV . . Lo Regularly Occasfonally . NeVer_____ . Ll
26 " Readthe self-study report-in its entirety if the institution ls ar.nal'l * Regularly ' Occaqlonally . Never____ B
: N TI Read the- sel(—study report selectively if the lnstltutlon is a large, multl purpose uplverslty - ' ?__ Yo . :
o , ’ . Regularly Occaqlonal.y Never .
, -28‘." éxamine library litersture. for-articlés descrlbl'ng efficient techniques for ‘evaluating a ligrary. ' .
R I ' ’ : _ Regularly - OCcaslonally .Never__‘_
‘ ‘l.D.etermlne if custodial service is adequate. . . o . s Rleg‘ularly____ i OCcas_lonslly______,.-_-“ Never_ .~ ‘_ ' a
) 'jj_Check the, seating capacity. . CL Reftularl;?____ ‘Occastonally__, . Never_._ B
Determl.ne the largest number bt‘ students that are on cdmpus at sny one time, . ° C o ‘_ s ,v P AR
okl Regularly _ . » . » Ceoastorsldy - Never . - * ‘
B Qetemme the adequacy of tightlng N ' _ > K Regularly____ Occausit nal.y_;____ Ne\'ur_;w '
Determlne if heatlng and/or air condltlcnlng are adequa,.te . 'Regu,lar'ly .Occ'a_y%il)‘.lkl!y’_’_.__:, . Nevet’_ _ __--_"
Detemléne ngtlwre isa contlnuous weedlng program - , \ ) Regularly Oclcaelqna_lly_-__.__n’. : Never_'_f__'_',"
\terml’ne'lf the Acqulﬁltlons Departmen't' has'a desldersts file. Regularly : ' Occsslonally ____ Never_:_'_:_ o

’Check the smtt vg'schedule to determlne lf the avallablllty of professlonal ubrarlans is sumclent
' S v L Resulﬂﬂy" o

ccess \ lllty of professlonal staff to the academlc communlty (Attltudlnally and'
. e S Regvlarly

ory body

‘stculty lerary Commlttee ls a policy maltlng or advls

:hoa""suppued by tne»tnsmutton ltse\f.~
Occaslonal\v .. Never..
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TECHNIQUES (contlnued) SR o R . y
'\' 42. (‘omparc llbmry routlnes with routines of other libraries, (Circulation routines and mall -handling routines as examples.) 1 .
e L X, , : Regularly _ Occasifonally . Never S
43, Explore tlie_pooltlon of the libra ryxlrcctor in the lnstltutlon 8 admlnlstratlve hierarchy.
. T : P , Regulaxly  Occasfonally .. Never
., DEtermlnc if the librarians have faculty status. . Regularly Occasionally__ Never
- ‘45{ We it the librarians /who have faculty sﬁus trul>( have all the rights and privileges of such status.
o e ' . Regularly _ Occasfonally___ Never
46, Check library hours. . v o . . Regularly . Occasionally " Never
4 7 .
47.. Determlne if there is an allocation formula for the dxstrlbution offthe book (library materlals) budge .
SRVIS . Regularly - Occaslonal{y : Never
B Vo ’ N
: 48. - Assumlng that there are departmental budgetary allocations, determine if these allocations are belng spent by the dels .rm;ents.
. . J ) - Regularly Occasionally _ Nev
' DEtermme if the professlonal staff is actwe in_ professional organlzatlonq., : ' ~
) . _ Regularly . Occasionally - Never
] . N o - .
50. Sample (spot check) titles ln the card catalog for avallablllty . . Regu_larly Occasionally + Never °

,: 5_1.' /Cumpare the library with standards from other sources, such as A. L. A, ‘
o

Regularly Occasionally Never . ;.

' 52. Chéck faculty use o! the llbrary .‘ l : Regularly /Occasionally - Never__ ' |
o - . - L. .
53. Asseaa the- morale of the library staff ! Regularly Occasionally Never ,
'.'. 54. Determlne the llbrary g success in achlevlng its goals B R _Regularly . oopaalona_lly ~ Never, ‘

v .
.

BENEF[TS DER[VED FRQvﬁ EVALUATING LIBRARIES'

Checlt all'that are appllcable S _ L . .o
- . ?
S (8 Helps me to underatand the evaluatlon process,_ thereby enabllng me to prepare for my own self-study and evaluation

?. Helpa me to gain a bletter pérspective.of my own library program L 2
' 3 E-Mpa me to fmprove my_ evaluative techniques. . o S T SN
Wldens thegscope of my acquamtanceshtp with library colleagues. : h : : . . -

a . ' k . i

,' 5. Helpa to broaden one's own admlnlstratlve experlences S _ . , : . R

SEN l6 Providea better insl ht lnto the llbrary needs and attitudes of college nd universi admlnlstrators toward theae needs.
. 4 e t)'

hragA |

Provldes me wlth'a better view of how the llbrary fits into the total institution of whlch it isa component.
L3

-
N
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