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"PREFACE

By 19565, thc concern and interest felt by vari0u§ individuals
involved with academic science libraries (librarians, government of=-
ficials, ALA staff members, etc.) resulted in the realization that
there was & need for formal study of the methods by which titles are
selected for addition to the collections of these libraries. During
the ensuing months, as the idea was discussed, dissected and refined,
it solidified into the concept of having an intensive investigation
made of the selection (as opposed to acquisition) processes in these
libraries.

Studies have been made and‘books written on the techniques of
acquisition methods and procedures, but the subject of selfction--
who decides to add which items to & library's co]lectio?é{jz:s tended
to remain shrouded in the twin veils of mystiqué and art. There have
been papers written on this subject, of course, and some small factual
studies undertaken, but nothing comprehénsive has been attempted in
the area, '

As the ideas for the study were formulated it was decided to
narrow the investigation down to an intensive look at selection pro=
cedures in three sciences=~spacifically, biology, chemistry, and
physics. Ultimately, a research proposal along these lines was pre~
pared by the American Library Association, submitted to the National
S;iencé»Foundation, and a g}ant for the investigation was awarded.

it was decided that ALA would administer the study through its

0ffice for Research and Development (ORD), ORD, in turn, would work

.
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throuch @ subcontractor who would be selected on the basis of com=
petitive bids, and who vould be responsible for formulating the details
of the date=-gathering phase of the study and the actual collection of
the data. |

it was felt that non-librarians skilled in interviewing techniques,
experienced in data collection, and expert in the orgaﬁization of a
study of this kind, working under the direction, and with the advice
of, librarians, would probably carry out the study in a more objective .
fashion than would be possible if all the details of the study were

attempted by members of the library profession.

A request for proposals was submitted to eight research organiza~

tions, ranging from library schools, library school associated research

institutes, to large commerdfal research and development firms. In the
meantime, the Advisory Committee to ALA's ORD had appointed a special
committee of distinguished librarians to advise the ORD h=adquarters
staff on all aspects of th; study. it was this committee, working with
the headquarters staff, that evaluated the research proposals which viere
submitted, and finally selected the firm to which the subcontract was
awarded==Human ScieAEes Research, tnc. (HSR), of Mclean, Virginia.

After the awarding of the contract, the tempo of work on the study
increased, HSR, again working with the ORD staff and thé special ad-
visory committée, refined its research proposal and methods. The tech=

nique agreed upon was to send professional interviewers to 20 selected

colleges and universities across the country to intensively interview
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PREFALE : 3

various people involved in the selection processes. The actual tech-
niques are described in detail in the following pages. The 20 insti-
tutions had been selected by the special advisory comnittee. Those
chosen were carefully selected from small, medium, and fairly largé
(6,000 students and up) institutions representing various types and
stages of academic development and geographical areas. They included
private aﬁd publicly supported'schools; stable and rapidly developing
schools; new and old; small, and as mentioned above, rather large;
urban and rural; Northern, Southern, Eastern, and Western. It can be

. said with some assurance, therefore, fhat even though only 20 institu-
tions were inciuded in the study, that@these inst?tutions are highly
representative of the academic community in the United States.

. It is gratifying to note that of the instituticns originally

selected by the commnittee, @ll 20 agreed to participate in the study,

~ even though it was evident that demahds on the time of the librarians

'

and others was to be considerable.

Once the institgtions had been selected, the interview guidss and
data collection forms and techniques were perfected. The final arrange-
ments for the trips by the interviewers were made, and the author was
selected as the ORD Project Director for the study.

The interviewing and data collection, which was begun in the spring

of 1967, was completed by June, and in December, 1357, Human Sc¢iences

This volume is based upon the data contained in that report. 4

.
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This study has two major objectives. First, to describe the
selecticn processes as they actually exist in academic libraries around
the country, particularly those relating to the selection of materials
in the sciences, and second, to present practical guides designed fo

assist in. the progcess..of selection in the sciences.

o  “£”ﬁéhﬁpJan was straightforward. The required fnfor-
mation §és speéffied, information gathering foaﬁsﬁth&Aprgcedhres were
constructed, interviews were held, and the data was assembled. The
results were then analyzed, and the report and guides based upon these
results were drawn up. |

The primary object of the study was the processes involved in the
_selection of science materials for college and university libraries.
These processes were examined within the framework of the entire in-
stitution, and also in that of the library within the institution.
Therefore, the institution, the libr;ry, and the selection processes
were all objects of study.

No single technique or method of data collection is without bias
or sources of error. The study attempted to minimize that bias and
error by using a variety of techniques which did not share the same
weagﬁesses to examine similar areas in the various schools. The main
techniquss used were questionnaires and interviews. Both of these tech-
niques ware applied to a number of sources of information at each of

the 20 institutions visited.
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An “'Advanced Data Collection'' questionnaire was sent to the head
librarian prior to the visit by the interviewer. The purpose of this
questionnaire was to obtain general statfsfical background data on the
institution and its libraries. .

The interview, however, was the major technique utilized in the

PU——

study. Each institution Was visited for five days. This time was de-
voted to interviews with the iibrary staff, the administration, and the
faculty.

The interviews resuited in over 7,000 responses, a '‘response'

meaning a reply from one person to onz question. In addition, there
.was a great mass of detail gathered through thé use of the “'Advanced
Data Collection' questionnaires. | |

The greatest amount of data collected concerns the decision-making
processes involved in selection. Five levels of decision-making were
identified as ultimately determining-what materials are selected for
addition to a library's collections:

1. The library appropriation decision. The ''library appropriation'
is the total amount of money received annually by the library for all
its operations.

2. The acquisition budget decision. The “acguisition budget"
is the total amount of money designated for the purchase of library
materials. Presumably this amount if a part of the ''library appropria-

tion' identified above. Included are funds for both monographs and

‘serials.



3. The allotment decision. The 'tallotment of funds'' refers to
the ways in which the acquisition budget is distributed to, or earmarked
for, the various departments for subject arecas.

L. The collection decisions. These are the decisions that define
the desired overall makeup of the library collections. The end product
of these decisions might sometimes take the form of a written statement,
indicating in what areas the library should be strong.

5. The selection decisions. These are the decisions to purchase
a specific title or item. *

For each of the above, questioning and énalysis focused on three
major areas: (1) the identification of those people who are in fact
the decision-makers; (2) the identification of the information or guides
used in the decision—makfng process; and (3) an evaluation of each spe-
cific decision-making process }n terms of its efficiency, strengyths,
weaknesses, and suggested recommendations for improvemenf.

It must be made clear 'that many questions yielded more than one
respoiise from each.respondent,'énd the number of these varied from
person to person. For example, one faculty member might indicate six
sources of information about nev/ books , vwhile another might indicate
one. Or one librarian miéht offer five different suggestions for the
improvement of present seiec;ipﬁ_mgghods, while another might. offer

only one or two. 1Ia such cases the replies are usually presented in

terms of the number of times the various comments or suggestions were

:made in the collective replies of all respondents.
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The results presented in this study are, we hape, an accurate
representation of what was found at the 20 institutions studied. By
paying close attention to the data collection methods employed and by
using experienced senior interviewers, we believe that errors resulting
from imperfect comprehension or faulty interprefation have been held
to a minimum.

While one may therefore have a high degree of confidence that the
study has accurately described the selection processes at the 20 in-
stitutions visited, there is still the question of what the results
mean in respect %o the other 2,000 or so in;titutions of higher educa-
tion in the country. As was pointed out earlier, the study was confined
to 20 deliberateiy chosen institutions, gnd did not attempt to produce
statistical estimates of theISelecfion processes at all colleges and
universities throughout the country., HNor did it employ th%rossible
alternative method of randomly selecting the 20 institutéons. A random
selection might have permiéted certain statistical tests of significance
to be applied, but the small sample so selected would have minimized
the chances of reporting statistically significant differences. The
non=random selection finally choser permitted certain infrequent varia-
tions to be observed which probably would not have been included in a
}andomly selected sample. The reader will recognize that there are
some dargers inherent in generalizing from this limited sample to the
larger academic population. Therefore, such generalizations must be

his own responsibility. However, the institutions were selected on

.
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the basis that they represented, as nearly as possible, as large a cross
ser:zion of the total academic community as was possible with the time
and money available for the study.

As mentioned earlier, the institutions were located in urban, sub-
urban and rural areas throughout the country. In terms of growth rate,
four instituvtions were considered to be -still developing at a fairly
rapid rate, while sixteen had reached a state of relative stability.
Nine were rather large (over 6,000 students) and eleven relatively
small (under 4,000), In terms of ownership nine institutions were pfi—
vate, eleven were state supported. |

One indication of the range of variations within the sample is re-
vealed by.the following statistics: ' student enrollment ranged from 900
to 23,500 (mean: 6,909); therg were 54,000 to 750,000 volumes in the
libraries (mean: 358,700); there were 6 to 151 library staff members,
professional and non-profeésional (mean: 55.5); and 17 to 812 faculty
members in the combined chemistry, physics, and bjology departments,
including teaching and research.assisténts (mean: 167). Their library
budgets for 1965-66 ranged from $68,600 to $1,500,000, with a mean of
$625,300.

As might have been expected, no new or radically diffe?ent selection
techniques were discovered in the course of the study, nor was any sudden
insight gained into what has been described as the "mystique' of book
selection. Rather; the invgstigation has provided a stgtistical basis
for a discussidn'of the many factérs involved in the complex field of

collection development.
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Chapter:[. Basic Budgetary Factors Influencing Academic Libraries

It is obvious that one of the basic factors influencing the acqui-
sition performance of any library is the amount of funds available for _
this purpose. This is, of course, as true in the sciences as in any
other subject area. In those relatively few academic libraries where
the funds available are sufficient, or almost sufficient, to purchase
most of the items considered important:by both the faculty and the
library staff, selection decisions are seldom a.problem; everyone can
be Eatisfied.

Unfortunately, this.state of affairs seldom occurs. An important )
factor in the selection activities of any library, therefore, is the
question of thg adequacy of the library's total budget and, more
directly, the sufficiency of funds‘avai?able for the acquisition of
library materials. |

We may assume that in most academic libraries the preponderant
proportion of the total library budget is in the form of an allocation
from the parent institutio$~-the academic administration, or sometimes
the Board of Trustees or the ﬁtate Legislature. Thus the question of
those bé;ic institutional decisions relating to the library's budget,
in other words, who deci@es how much money will be availablie to the
library, and how and why, is also o# considerable importance to the
problem of the acquisition of library matgrials.

An important part of,the present study of science library material
acquisit?ons was the attempt tb discover answers to tﬁese questions in

the twenty institutibns which were included in the study. Some of the

relevant information gathered follows.

11
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First, how doss the head librarian provide information on the
iibrary's financial ngeds to those administrators who make decisions
regarding the total funds available to the library? In most cases,
the initial step is a draft budget submitted to the administration.

In 18 of the 20 institutions studied, the libraries were responsible
for generating this initial budget. In the remaining two cases, the
library either made no draft budget, or provided only general infor-
mation to a non-library group responsible for preparing such a
budget. o

What is the librarian's estimate of needed funds based on? The
18 librarians who did prepare a budget were asked what factors
entered into the library's estimate of funds required. In their replies
to this question, the following factors were cited most often: consider=
ation of the various general budget categories, i.e., book funds,
salaries, supplies, etc. (cited 10 times); the rising co;t of library
materials &nd services (13 times); the number and type of incoming
students (1] times); additions to the faculty (14 times); and curriculum
requirensnts (14 times). It can be seen that, among these féctors, the
curriculum requirements and the nature of the user population were
cited mocst frequently. A wide range of other factors were also cited:
comparisons with other libraries (3 times); requirements of accredita~
tion associations (6 times); the current state of the collecfion as

determined by assessments and inventories (5 times); and relevant

future plans of the institution (3 times). Factors cited only once

.
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or twice included: new areas of research; new library services; néeds
intrcZoced by automation; number of grants and contracts received by
the institution; present uncataloged backlog of books; expansion
limitations imposed by present staffing and space; extent of inter-
library loan operations; and user demands.

"Are there unusual budgeting probiems associated with library
materials for the sciences?'' 0Of the 20 head librarians asled this
question, the majority of the respondents (16) indicated that un-
usual problems did exist, while tHe remaining four felt that they did '
not. fhe types of unusualﬂprobiems cited were as follows: science
materials are more expensive (cited 7 times);‘ghe increasing number
and cost of science journals (5 times); science departments exertihg
"more pressure for departmental or branch libraries (twice); science
departments having a more rapid growth réte (once); the present needs
. of sciences for special services (once). .

The 20 head librarians were also asked: ''Who is the final
decision-maker as to the total amount of library funds?!' Among the
answers to this question the identity of the decision-maker was
indicated as (several respondents mentioned more than one officer):
presicent, chancellor, Vice_presidents or vice chancellor (mentioned
17 tim;é); treasurer, bursar, or business manager (7 times); academic
dean or dean of faculty (5 times); Board of Directors, trustees, or

regents (3 times); and the head librarian himself (once).

13
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Sixteen of the 20 head librarians indicated that the information
they provided to the decision-maker vas iﬁfluential in his final
budget decision. The four remaining head librarian§ felt that their
information was not influential. When asked what factors aside from
the information provided by the library they felt the deéisioﬁ-maker
relied upon arriving at a final total for the library budget, the 20
librarians mentioned the following: total funds available to the
institution (mentioned 7 times); information regarding fhe library
from the faculty (7 timeé); current mood of the state legislature
(3 times); library budgets of past years (3 times); comparisons with
other libraries (3 times); information from deéns and other admini-
strative personnel (twice); whether or not it wés the "library's
year!! (iwice). |In regar& to the money finally received by the library,
the librarians were asked if'tﬁe amount typically represented some
fixed portion of the institution'’s total budget. Three of the
librarians ind}cated that it did, while 17 replied that it did not.

Additicnal evidence on whéf factors influence the final decision-
maker comes Vrom the responses provided by the institutions' admini=~
strators. Seventeen Sf these administrators were interviewed about
their sources of informat%on concern}ng the needs and adequacy of the

library and its collections. This data can be summarized as Vollows:

1 %




Ehapter 1. BastcBudgetary ractors inftuencing Academic Libraries,— .

Information Source Number of Responses

of Institution Administrators On Collection On Collection
(n=17) Adequacy Needs
Faculty 13 10

Deans, Department/Division

Heads . 6 7
Faculty/Library Committee 3 8

Head Librarian i 3 8

Comparative Statistizcs and

- Standards 6 5
Special Studies ' . I 2
Other Library Personnel 0 3
New or Potential Faculty Me@bers 3 1
Students 1 ' 1
External Users - . ' 0 1

The above data appears to indicate that the administrators as a
group relied most heavily on academic personnel for determining the

adequacy of the 1ibrary, but relied less heavily on these sources for

‘assessing its needs. They appear to more often rely on the head

librarian'ahd‘his staff for information about the latter.

. 7Ten;of thev2O’head librarians interviewed believed that the budget

‘de~ision-maker could reach a "better!! decision if he were provided with

.
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Chapter—}.—Basic ‘Budgetary Factors lnf!uencihg Academic Libraries —.—6

additional or different informaticon. When asked what this informa-
tion might be, four of these head librarians mentioned the neced to
direct more information towards the state legislature; two mentioned
the need for more information regarding the needs of the academic
departments; two mentioned more statistics concerning tha book
collections themselves; and two, more Tnformatioﬁ vihich would keep
the decision-maker “"library minded."

During the intérviews, 12 of the 20 head librarians said that
they were satisfied with the present way of deciding what the
Ribrary's.appropriation should be; eight said they were not satisfied.

The 20 head librarians were also asked what the strong features
of the present budgeting_procedures were. One said that their method
" had no strong features. The. remaining 19 identified a variety of
features they considered to be:favorable aspects of their present
budgeting systems., The features ﬁepticned vere; tﬁe independence
given the librarian to assess and ref]ect overall library needs

(8 times); the close cooperatian existing between the library and the
decision-makers in the administration (8 times); the flexibility of
the procedure, it being ngitherltoo.rigid nor too tied to an alloca=
“tion formula (4 times); the informal give-and-take atmosphere, and
tﬁe'oppartunity to obtéin feedback and to defend one's position

(4 times); the recgmmendaFidns made by thé faculty regarding depart-
‘ méhtai ngedg.(hltimeé); £he Suppbrt prdvideﬁ by the faculty (twice);
the‘preSehcéfofvaﬁ éQt6mq£éd_bqukéeping:system (once); the availability

*
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of additional funds when needed (twice); and the stability provided
by the use of an allocation formula (once).

The weaknesses in the present system mentioned by the head
librarians were as fcllows: (11 of the 20 felt that their present
total budgeting system had no major weaknesses): not enough freedom
given to truly reflect the needs of the insti;ution (mentioned 3 times);
the system is too subjective, too informal, and_not based on objective
data {3 times); the allocation formula used is too inflexible (twice);

the major decision is made by people too remote from the library

 (once); there is inability to appeal the budget decision (once); not

enough record keeping is done in order to do advance planning (once);
and the bookkeeping system is not in accord with the purchasing needs
of the library (once).

When asked what suggestions they had for improving the method of
determining the library's total budget, 8 of the 20 head librarians
made no suggestions. In the responses of the remainder, the following
suggestions were included: increase the flexib?lity of the budgeting
procedures fn ordur to allow fo} contingencies (suggested 4 times);
base the final decision on additional or different information

(4 times); change the budget éategcries (3 times); provide for nmore

involvement of both the faculty and the library staff (twice); provide

a stronger role for the librarian in the budgeting decision (twice);

~ “shorten thé time period over whiéh the budget is projected (3 times) ;

ihcrea§é the time periqd«fof Which the budggt is projected (once);

.
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proviis z longer lead time for budget planning (one) ; and on occasion
FAY

use z —a=zgazent consultant. to aid in budget development (once).

T
")
"

Izary component of interest to this study is the portion of
the total library budget dévoted to the acquisition of books and periodicals.
Intter:s of dollar amounts the following ranges existed among the 20 insti-
tutions studied for the fiscal year 1965-66: books - a low of $10,500 to
a high of $434,636 (the mean was $175,000); periodicals - a low of
$3,500 te a high of $345,065 (the mean was $80,000).
The 20 head librarians interevieswed were asked to discuss who con~-

tribﬁted to the decisicn as to what part of the total library budget
would become the acquisitioﬁs budget. The following perscns were named
in their replies: the faculty (9 times); the head librarian in consul-
tation with the library staff (8 times); the head librarian or his
designee, alone (7 times); the president or other administrative members
(twice); and the state legislature is .involved in this decision (once).
In two replies it was stated that the portion of the total budget devoted
to acquisitions was determined by a fixed appropriation formula. It
should bz noted that no head librarian mentioned the library commiﬁtee as
a contri>utor toward this budget question.

. As to what factors enter into the making of this decision; the head
Iibrarians ientioned the following: the needs and uses 9f the various
departﬁa::s in previous years (mentioned 9 times); the rising costs of

library =zterials (8 times); the influences of the future

18
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growth.and institutional changes on the departmental and institutional
balance (6 times); the possibility of receiving additional external
funds (&4 times); standing order commitments (twice); periodical sub-
scriptions commitments (once); and weak areas in the collections
(once). Six of the 20 institutions reported that the sum allocated
for books and periodical acquisitions represented a definite portion
of the total library budget. However, three of these six viewed

this as an unintentional hoppenstance, that is, that it just

happened to occur that way over the last few years.

The quéstion of external grants or federal funds for library
materials was relevant to this discussion. Sixteen of the 20
libraries had received one or more-of these types of outside assist-
ance. Three had not, and one institution was ineligible for federal
funds of these kinds. The 16 recipient libraries all had received
fuﬁds under Title JT of the Higher Education Act of 1965: Six had
received National Science Foundatioh grants, Two had obtained funds
from the Department of Hea!th;'ﬁducatfon and Welfare. Two had
received funds under Title VL of the Higher Education Act of 1965,
and.tw§ had received grants of unspecified natures.

‘In regard to the degree of.thefr satisfaction with the present
methods of détermining their acquisition budgets, 11 of the 20 head
.librariéns said they were well satisfied, five said they were
'satisfied7on'someiaspect51 bﬁt not on others, and four reported thst

they were IargelyfdfssatiSfiéd with their present methods.

-

.
.
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The features of the present method which the head librarians felt
were its strong points were enunerated as follows: the method is
flexible and is not tied to a rigid allocation formula (mentioned §
times); the ultimate decision is based on a variety of factors
(5 times); the library has budgetary control of (3 times); there is
freedom on the part of the library to -seek outside supplemental funds,
grants, etc. (twice); the method provides for the satisfaction of
actual needs {once); since a fixed allocation formula is used, tbe
budget is easy to make out (once); having an allocation formula is
_useful to the majority of libraries in this system (once); having
the departments estimate their book needs fosters their involvement
in cooperation with the library (once). Only one of the librarians
felt that the preéent system:had no strong points.

Some of the weaknesses of the present method were meptioned the
following numbers of times: the pregent method is too inflexible
(6 times); it is based upon inadequate information pertaining to new
academic programs (4 times); it compels the library to act as an
accountant for the various departmants (once); it requires the commit~
ment of the total staff to adhere tc rigid advance estimates (once);
and the inabiiity to plan ahead affects'hiring efficiency (once).

The followiﬁg suggeétions for improving their present budgeting
’methods‘wefe made by the headfiiﬁrarians; greater attention to our

particular fibrary?s needs asidpposed to other libraries within our

220
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state syst== (& times); an increase in the number of decision=-makers
involved (3 times}; greater coordination among the present decision=
makers (3 timas); a better allocation formuia (twice); more consider-
ation of the library's users outside the parent institution's

primary ccmmunity (once); the creation of separate budget line items
for each departmental allocation to increase faculty involvement
(once); the ability to defer a portion of the book funds when outside
money becomes availasle and must be spent quiékly {once); a closer
watch over such importanf shifting factors as total output of new
titles, new media, etc. (ofice); and a more frequent assessment of the
collecticas (once). Seven of the head librarians felt that their
system had no major weaknesses,

After the decision has been made as to what portion of the total
library budgest should be‘use& for acquisitions, it is necessary to
decide hcow much, if anx)ofsthis acqu}sitions fund should be sub=-
allocated to the various departments or schools within the academic
institution. Once this is done, there is still the question of how
much of the funds will be for faculty se!ectioh, how much for
‘library's:aff selection, and whether or aot a totally separate book
budget wili bz set up for ea;h department.

Thirteen of the 20 libraries were able to provide financial data
on the acquisitfon funds spe;ifi;al]y allocated for the sciences

under djécussion ( Siolozy, chemistry, and physics) for the fiscal
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year 1865-66 (books and periodicals only, binding funds excluded):
funds allocated for physics range from a low of $440 to a high of
$15,800, with an average of $5,160. Funds for chemistry range from
a low of $44O toAa high of $23,300, with an average of $7,270. In
the field of biology, the low was $660, and the high $33,825, with
an average of $7,234. ’

In four of the 20 libraries studied, no division of the general
acquisition funds occurs and a first come-firs£ served strategy
prevails. In their responses to questioning, the following methods

of distribution indicating the relative participation of various
Amembers of the academic community and the departmental allocation
decision were mentioned: the librarian decides with library staff
assistance (11 times)# a fixed formula or proportion serves as a
guide (Svfimes); the faculty is influential (4 times); the faculty
.library cz%mittee is influential (3 times); and the decision is made
by a commi%tee composed of 'library faculty and administrative per-
sonnel (onﬁe). '

Of the 17 faculty library éommittee chairmen interviewed, ten
indicateé that their comnittees zre involved in some aspects of the
library budget allocation procedures. The following descriptions of

- the committees' participation in activities relating tu the distribu=-
tion of the acquisitions portion of the total library budget at the

departmental allotment level were obtained: we review the history

Do
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and plans of thea departmentsto determine satisfactory book funding
(3 committess); we review the departmental requests for book funds
(2 comnittees); we use a formal instrument such as a questionnaire,
survey, or formula to determine departmental allocation (2 committees);
our comnittee in effect serves as a rubber stamp for predetermined
departmental allocations (I committee)% vie review and modify as
necessary, predetermined departmental allocations (1 committee); we
are the sole determiner of departmental book funds () committee). .

.

in those 16 of the 20 libraries studied in which the acquisitions

funds were allocated among the departments or schools, it was found
that in 13 of them separate budgets for the various departmznts do
exist. In 11 of these 13 librarieg the departments are informed of
the specific amount of their book fund allotment, while surprisingly
enough, at the remaining two libraries, the departments do not kndw
the exact amount of their book fund allotments.

) .

The answers to & question directed to what influences fhe deter-
mination of the book budgets épeciffcally allocated to Science Depart=
ments in those 13 institutions where such budgets exist, included the
following factprs: the §ize of the department, the number and level
of courses taught, and past book seiection performance (mentioned 9
times); knowledge of the fi.ure plans of‘the given department
(5 times); faculty=library negotiations (3 times); a fixed formula

is used (3 times); negotiations within the faculty library committee

(twice); the comprehensiveness of the collections (once); the direct

+
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influence ¢ the academic administration (once); and a computation
of the yszrly published output in the specific science field times

the averaca book cost in that field yields a relative distribution

pattern 2=2ng the various departments (once).

vt
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Guide I
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I2ZNTIFY AND STATE IN WRITING THOSE POLICIES, OBJECTIVES, ~OALS

A3 INVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS WHICH DETERMINE THE DIRECTION AND
LiERARY
SCOPZ IN WHICH THE COLLECTION SHOULD DEVELOP.

o Kecp ! g,uJe/ 0{“ ILva,/ a*‘( 7& /JQN'I— /1":71 4‘-‘71“‘\
From see—aactomeswts of aolzcﬁes, obgjectives, ete., a statement of the na-

7~ oo A
ture of t7e collection andkcurrent selection objectives must be written

to ineluiz:

a. Service policy. The nature of the user groups served by

the library and its-parent academic institution; the na-
ture of the service rendered to them; and the relative

sriorities of the various library services offered to

tZo9e users.

B. ZIwvirommental characteristics. Any relevant aspects of the
user group$, the Llibrary or its parent academic institution,
cp ke envivonment extermal to these (e.g., study habits

= inez users; location of the library relative to the pa-

rent institutiony aceessibility of other library resources

n AT Ly face ."

2, Trllzoiion Sveeifieations. Those subject arveas which are

2 iwserest o a given library, then within each subject

iz, the naturz of the materials, as well as the depth
4

- - sl TASAN .
13 Trzadth of collectine desired.
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d. Curvent Collection leeds. This is simply the difference

between tne collection specifications as developed above

and the library's collections as they exist at present.

an
One of the major duties of e{{ibrarian should be to identify and
articulate those policies, objectives, goals, and environmental con-

shape aad of e hhe« vy.( colbetron deve lepavmti e
ditions which determine th%qdirect;on Fnd—eeepe—in—whlc -the-eceltec-

~+ionsof-a-given—academic—tibrery——should be-develaping.

These policies and goéls are, at least in part, determined by
the educational and research objectives of the particular institution,
its unique environmental factors, and the nature of its existing col-
lections. |

Additionally, the libfarién must actively seek out any and all
information on future plans of the institution which might have im-
plications for the objectives of the library and the demands which
may be placed upan it. -

Though perhaps obvious, it.is fu&damental to our purposes, and
therefore must be stated, that the head librarian must determine (at
some institutions a more apt ﬁord might be "unearth") those relevant
selectiou policies and objeétives which must exist, even if they have
not been formulated. These policies and objectives may then be used
to make a meaningful statement on the desired nature of the library's
collections and its current selection objectives. The bésic components
of such a statement might iﬁclude thé following factors: service policy,
_environmental characteristicé, collection,specifiéations aﬁd current

collection needs.

526‘
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‘) Ths nature of the user groups served by the library and its parent
A

acadenic Institution; the nature of the service rendered to them; and

the ralz:zive priorities of the various library services offered to

these uszars,
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D {;'-w«._‘f"u.,i*_'-:{-
PN e e )
sinw ralsvant aspect of the user groups, the library or its parent
acada=ic Izstitution, or the environment external to these (e.g., study
habits ¢Z the users; location of the litrary relative to the parent in-
stituticn; accessibility of other library resources in the area).

o Ciftecta ) ,,-«-c- du ey

ihose subject areas which are of interest to a given library, then
within each subject area, the nature of the materials, as well as the
depth and breadth of collecting desired.

d: (woret cu(u:f"l.n acaebss

;Pls is simply the difference between the collection specification
as developed above and the library s collections as they exist at present.

Of the 20 libraries studied in the preparation of this report, 17
did not have a written selection or collection development policy. Of
the three that had such a document, one reported that it was of little
practical use. A complicating factor here is the ambiguity associated
with the term "poliecy". To some, a "policy" is a lofty statement of
noble goals; to others, a written statement of detailed ordering proce-
dures; tc —ost, it seems to be a document of little practical use in
the dav-to~éav activities of libraries.

Such az=biguities do not lessen the overwhelming need for such a

docuzent to ssrve as a firm foundation on which to build the library

r .
collecticzs zeeded for ¢ particulap and unique academic institution.
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Hend in hand with the need for the librarian to be aware of the
overall policies and objectives of his Institution, is the more
specific reguirement that the librarian be kept abreast of, and

participate in, discussions that might lead to a new department,

. school, college, or degree program in the present institution. The

librarian should never first hear of such a program by reading about
ft in the college newspaper (something that has happened all too
often in the past). Rather obviously this requirement places a
burden on librarians to éducate the administrators at his institution )
of the vital part the library can and must piay in all educational
aspects of the institﬁtion. This is not a battle that will be won
overnight. It will require continuing effort on the librarian's
part to "'train" his peers in the faculty and the administration of
the school to remember the l}brary implications of majqr shifts or
changes in its academic programs.
Among areas that the library must be informed of are:

New course offerings

New degree programs

New schools, departments and colleges

New faculty members

Changes in areas of internal emphasis

Major increases in enrollment

Departmental efforts to obtain outside funds

Only by constantly keeping abreast of and, hopefully, participating

in discussions leading to the kinds of activities discussed above will a
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librarian be able to see to it that a collection development policy
or guide is kept up to date and meaningful.

The 20 institutions-studied in the compilation of data and
opinions that consfituted the first stage of this project produced
a number of items of information, both factual and subjective,
pertinent to the problems of selection poiiciés in collection
development. As stated above, three of the 20 institutions visited
had existing collecti&n development or selection p&licy statements.
The head librarians at these three institutions were asked: ‘What

) circuﬁstances lead to policy revision?' In their responses these
head librarians cited various factors which would lead to policy
revision, including the following: a change in the goals of the
instituticn; a change in the administration; dissatisfaction with
the policy among eitﬂer the faculty or the administration; possible
revision due to sheer passage of time; a change in the funding situ-
ation; and technological cﬁanges.

Bringing the ﬁatter close to the primary subject of this inves=
tigation = selection procedures.in the sciences = another question
asked of.the head librarians at all 20 institutions was: !'"Are there
collection policies specific to the sciences?! Eleven of the 20
(surprisingly enough not including the three which had written
policy statements), said that there were selection policies which were
spécific to the sciences. In othzr words, the sciences appcared to

most of these librarians to have certain unique problems when it comes

‘
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to selecting material for them.

The 17 libraries which did not have a written policy or collection
development statement were asked why they did not have one. Among the
mést frequently cited reasons were these: no need felt for a formal
statement; would be too inflexible = library must do the best it can
as needs and resources change; close ;6operation between faculty and
library precludes the need for a written policy statement; comprehen=
sive automatic ordering procedures preclude the need for a written-
policy statement. Less frequent comments included the following:
the inability to develop and agree on a good one; we should write one
but haven't had the time; the lack of a faculty library committee
prevents the important faculty participation which is needed for policy
development; with our pressfng needs the faculty would have been im-
patient with such a statément; we would need specific information from
the administration and it ?as‘not pr;vided it; people dislike rules,
preferring freedom to operate as they see fit.

It is interesting to note that 12 of the 17 head librarians
interviewed at institutions which had no written selection or collec-
tion policy statement felt that they could still control the type of
collection being developed at their iﬁstitution.

Another question asked, this time of both head librarians and
those members of their staffs involved in the selection of science
materials, pertinent to sglectibn policies was the foilowing: "Are

there any selection principles indicative of the nature of the
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desired collection?' In the replies of the 63 librarians who

answared this question, the following statements were made, which

gives scue indication of the kind of collection they were trying. to

achieve, and the collection policies they were trying to establish:

we acquire those works directly supportive of institutional goals

(made 17 times); selections are made primarily in support of the

curriculum (f6 times); we emphasize comprehensiveness, i.e., attempt

to fill in gaps in the collections (13 times); we avoid purchasing text=
.

books (13 times); we acquire textbooks of key authors only (2 times);

we acquire whatever is requested (9 times); we attempt to anticipate

users' needs (2 times}; we emphasize quality, i.e., scholarly works

(11 times); we avoid duplication (8 times); we duplicate only insofar

as necessary to meet departmental needs (2 times); we place emphasis

upon current materials (4 times); we buy foreign language materials

only at the research level (3 times)} the library selects the under-

graduate and inter-disciplinary materials (1 times); and we check other
area libraries before buying expensive reference materials (1 time).
Agzin relating to the question of selection in the sciences, the
following question was asked: ''Do specific selection practices
indicate that the nature of the science collection is viewed differ-
entl§ from the rest of the collection?'' The replies vere: journals
are rore important to the sciences than to other fields = 4 libraries;
science materials become obsolete more rapidly = 3 libraries; the

volums of science materials is greater - 3 libraries; more funds are

<<y -
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available to purchase science materials = 2 libraries; costs are higher
in this field - 1 library; more need for standing ordérs in the
sciences - 1 library; more consideration is given to the individual
scientist's research needs - | library. Additional reasons were given
for specific science selection practicgs that had more to do with
operational problems than with the natﬁre of the collection itself:
less retrospective purchasing occurs in the sciences = 2 libraries;
it is harder for librarians to do the selecting in these special areas :
} library; the presence ;f departmental science libraries creates dupli~
cation problems = 1 library; the presence of departmental science
libraries creates duplication problems = 1 library; broad coverage is
not obtained by science faculty selectors = the? have ‘very narrow
specialities = 1 library.

Fundamental to the éuesfion of what the goal of a specific academiq
library shouid be, is the broéder prsblem of how the parent institution

.

views itself and what it feels .its goals to be. A group of questions
attempting to investigate this problem were asked of various admini-
strators at the 20 institutions studied. Among the pertinent questions
was: 'What are the functions of this institution?’ Twelve administrators
repl%ed that the principal function was to provide a broad basic education
in the liberal arts tradition. A second major function was seen by six
administrators as being the conduct of research and the preparation of
students for research careers. Five reblied, "Graduafe level education,"

and two replied, 'Preparing people for the professions.! Two of the
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17 administrators stated that the institution's primary function lay in
providing basic education in engineering and the sciences. Providing
quality teaching was mentioned by fohr administrators, and preparing
people for teaching careers was mentioned by three. Four other
administrators responded that their institutions' special function was
to be responsive to the needs of the state, i.e., to fulfill a public
service function, while one cited the need to serve the broader pro-
fessional and scientific community. Less frequently cited functions includ-
ed: educating deprived minority groups; aiding community colleges in the *
state; and providing free professional training.

A question asked of 20 head librarians, 175 faculty members, 16
faculty library committee chairmen, and 17 administrators interviewed
in the course of this study was, "what are the functions of the library?"

Their responses and the number of times the various functions were men-

tioned in the replies are shown in the table following:
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It is apparent from the foregoing, that in spite of the fact that a
wide variety of responses were given, the responses of all groups tend
to cluster around the provision of information in support of research
and the curriculum.

Another group ¢f questions was asked of these same people, centering
around the question of whether the librafy actually fulfills its functions
on the campus. There was widesprzad agreemeny.(in the rangeupf_757§52) )
by most of the three groups that their own libraries were fulfilling the
functions expected of them. The complaints voiced rest mainly with the )
collection of books itself and the degree of aceess to it.

0f the 20 head librarians interviewed, eight stated that their library

was fulfilling its function quite weil. Nine said fairly well.
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Three replied not well at all.

Of the 175 faculty members interviewed, 79 replied that the librar:
was fulfilling its functions quite well; 58 said fairly well; 19 said
not well. Most of these 19 mentioned accessibility of the collections as
a major problem.

Among the faculty library committee chailrman (14 of whom were asked
this question), 5 replied that thelr library fulfilled its functionms
quite welly 6 said fairly well; 3 said not well at all. Two of these
three complaints were specifically directed toward the lack of accessi-
bility of the book collections.

Following up this question, administrators and the faculty library
chairman were asked what the parent institution should do to ensure
that the library be able to meet the demands placed upon it, Their

replies are shown below:
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F/L ADMIN,
. (n = 16) (n=17)
Provide money -- funds for expanding
budget costs, etc. I l\
Support and aid faculty to know and make
known their views on library needs 7 "T

Support library staff:
Acquire suffiéé.ént staff

Acquire -types needed for selection and
collection development

Help staff acquire needed materials
Help staff help faculty choose materials
Help staff make materials accessible

Facilitate communication of needs to
administration from faculty to library

Obtain objective data (for assessment,
obtaining support, ''selling'' others on
needs, etc.)

O~
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It can be seen that there was very little disagreement between these
two groups as to the steps that should be taken by the institution in
ensuring the adequacy of the library's collections. Money is seen as a
primary ingredient, followed closely by the necessity for increased sup-

and
port for the library staff i!;\- increased cooperation between the library

staff and the members of the faculty.
At another point in the interview, the same poeple were asked:
"Is appropriate suppec:ii and attention now being given to your library?"
Of the 16 faculty library committee chairmen, six replied yes; four re-
plied yes, but with some qualification; while six were quite dissatis-
fied. Among the major complaints, there were six mentions of a lack of
funds; three mentions of a lack of sufficient space or facilities; four of
inadequate staffing or salaries; and two of inadequate book collectioms.
Of the 17 administrators to whom this question was put, three said
yes; eight replied with a qualified yes; and six said no. Among the

major complaints there were seven mentions of a lack of funds; two of
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a shortage of space or facility; one of inadequate staffing or
staff salaries; and three of the inadequacy of the collections them-
selvas.

The final bit of data pertaining to this topic comes from the
replies to the quesfion asked of the head librarians: !'What are
the major selection-related probliems facing y;u?“ Four of the 20
head librarians stated that there were no current major problems in
selection. Among the replies of the remaining 16 head librarians,
a8 wide range 6f problems'was cited. There were four mentions of fundiné
problems in the budgetary situation; three of the problem of promoting
faculty interest in the library and its selection procedures; two of
the lack of a clear selection policy; and two of the lack of balance
in the collections. In addition, the following problems were each
mentioned once: the growth in the volume of materials available;
preﬁsure toward greater decentralization of book selection responsi~
bflity and for greater decentralization of the library's central
collection; lack of communication between faculty and the library; the :
coverage_of interdisciplinary a?eas not taking up all good material;
faculty couplaints that only material of secondary value is acquired;
the lack of a formal check on whether the selection policy, if any,
is being followed; new faculty who do not know what the selection

policies are.
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DETERMINE THE IDENTIFY OF THOSE PERSONS WHO DO THE INITIAL SE=-

LECTION FOR THE COLLECTION.

GUIDE II

Skills necessary for good selection:

[+

An understanding of vocabulary and a conception of the subject
area for which selection is being done.

4 knowledge of research and study in the subject area and its
relative i{mportance in the pavent institution.

4 quantitative knowledge of the literature of the subject arvea.
An awareness of selection tools for the subject area (and
access to them).

A knowledge of the relationship of continguous subject areas to

the main area of selection.

ONE LIBRARY STAFF MEMBER MUST HAVE THE SPECIFIC RESPONSIBILITY

FOR GUIDING ALL ASPECTS OF COLLECTION DEVELOPMENT.,

GUIDE III

1

Opportunity should be provided:

(299

To perform a balanced selection to avoid undue concentration
on current imprints.
For contact with the users of the material to determine ade-

quacy and approvriateness of the selection.

b1
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in any academic library it is possible to determine those persons
within the institution who do the actual initial selection of additions
to the library's collections. These primary selectors, whether they
a;e library staff members, faculty members, or a combination of the two,
must possess certain skills and must be presented with c~rtain opportu=
nities, among which are the following:
1. A workiné understanding of the basic vocabulary,
concepts and methods of research within the field
or 2reas of interest.
2, Knowledge of those areas of research and study which
| together comprise the specific science in question,
and the relative importance of each area to the
teaching and research activities of the institution.
3. Quantitative knowledge of the past and present
- dimensions of the literature in question.
4, Awareness of and access to an adequate cross=section
of selection tools.
5. Knowledge of th; relationship of a specific field
to its contiguous fieldslwithin the broad framework
of scientific endeavor.
6. Sufficient time in which to perform balanced selec-
tion activities so as tobaQoid undue concentration
of efforts on current imprint;.
7. Contact with the users of the material selected so
that opinions may be obtained on the adequscy énd

appropriateness of the selections.
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i{2zally there should be one person on the staff of the library,

the czisZ of acquisitions, the chief bibliographer, or perhaps the li-
brarizz » s, in smaller institutions, who has the specific responsi-
bilicx Zer guiding all aspects of the céllection development.

Judgiag from the information gathered in the preparation of this
report at 20 academic institutions, and from the general tenor of the
published literature, the actual title selection responsibility is
normally divided among the faculty and the library staff. This makes it
all the more important that there be one member of the library staff who °
has overall responsibility for the development of the library's collections.
Usually this person would bé’the head librarian, the assistant librarian,
¢> perhaps the chief of acquisitions. In practice, as the library system
and staff grow, these adminisprators may have less and less time to da-~
vote to such development supervision. Thus there is a need for a librarian,
whether his title be head librarian or chief bibliographer, who sees to it
that the library's collectioms are developing in accordance with the col-

lection cdevelopment plans discussed in Chapter II. He is the one who must,

on occasion, veto a selection
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request regardless of whether or not it originated with the library
staff or the facu]ty._ He is the one who will, from time to time,
have to order books for the coliection in areas being missad by the
primary selectors. One of his prime responsibilities will be to see
to it that the manner in which the available book funds are distri-
buted over the various subject areas of interest to the library is
équitable and that the funds are, in fact, being spent in such a viay
as to best develop the collection so as to meet the needs of the
libréry and its parent institution and users.

On the more basic level of the individual primary selector,
whether he is a faculty member or a librarian, the requirements out-
lined at the beginning of this chapter must be met; in order to meet
these standards the following factors might be considered:

If a faculty member is dusignated as a departmental library
representative, this position usually requires a cénside}able amount of
time in order to properly fulfill the added duties associated with book
selection. It would be very much to the benefit of the library and thz
institution if this library faculty representative viere to have his other
extra~curricular duties (i.e., committee memberships, etc.}), and perhaps
his teaching load as well, reduced in order that he have sufficient time
to properly execute the demands of such a task. Obviously, the head
librarian cannot tell a professor that now that he is working with the
library he should drop all his faculty Senate duties or cut his teach~

ing load. However, it is not impossible that over a period of time the
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head librarian could influence the policy of an academ;c institution
fo the extent that the Iimportance of the faculty library represente-
tive to the institution would be recognized and the policy changes
mentioned above would be initiated in order to ensure that this
representative would have sufficient time to do the job properly.
{f the importance of this task is not }ecogn{zed by his fellow
faculty members or the administration (as is all too often the case),
the result is usually that the representative will have insufficient
time to do a good job, df that his other duties must be neglected,
which may perhaps lead to a sense of resentment towards the library
on his part for requiring so much of his time. Such conditions canrnot,
of course, lead to the proper eXecﬁtion of this imporiant task.

If a member of the library staff is engaged in the substantial
amount of selection in a parficular subject area, it would be wise
if he had a reasonable background in that field. If he lacks practical
experience in the subject,.or'a formal educational background in it, it
might often be wise to allow Him to audit those courses within the
field which would provide a basfc working vocabulary and an introduc~
tion to the literature of the field.

Obviously a competent librariaﬁ could, in due time, pick up such
knowledge ''on the job", Librarians have been doing this for years.
But it would secm much more efficient if this learning process could
be speeded up and formalized by his enrollment in appfopriate courses

of study (either on a credit, or non-credit basis) ~ assuming that



Chapter H+—~Roles-and—Responsibilities of Book Setectors,

appropriate courses of instruction are availabie. The benefits to the
library, both to its internal operation, to the quality of the result-
ing collection, and last, but by no m2ans least, to its relationship
with the teaching faculty, are obvious.

Ore or two suggestions in regard to procedural details might be
made here as a result of observations made during the interviewing
stage of the study. First, library administration should be sure that
the selectors, especié]ly if they are faculty mémbers, are aware of
the wide range of bibliographic tools and guides available for
current selection. All too often those responsible for the growth of
subject collections are totally unaware of any aids beyond the usuél
journal advertisements, reviews, and publishers' flyers. While these
are necessary and worthwhile sources of bibliographic information,
faculty selectors should be.made aware of certain '""library oriented"

aids such as Publishars' Weekly, CHOICE, New Technical Books, etc.

. Again, based upon observations inade during the interviewing for this
project, many facuity members would be more than happy to utilize such
tools if they were only aware of their existence, Second, mention
might be.made of the small service, one might almost say courtesy,
that could do a great deal toward building goodwill and understanding
betvieen the library and its faculty selectors (staff selectors too, for
that matter). This is for the library to institute some sort of a
form notice to advise the:se]cctor of the action taken on his sugges=-
tion, such as: received, not ordered bzcause out of print, already

on order by the library, etc. This service might seem self-evident
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to many, but it is surprising the number of libraries that do not
provide it.

Various questions were asked at the 20 institutions studied that
have a bearing on the subjéct of the role of selectors and their re-
sponsibilities. These questions were asked of_the head librarian,
members of the library staff, faculty members, administrators, and,
whenever possible, thg chairmen of the faculty !{brary committees on
each of the campuses visited. Among the specific questions asked
were the following: "Wh6 initiates and vetoes or approves~requests

- for the purchase of science library materials?' The responses of the

20 head iibrarians to this question can be summarized as follows:

[ INSERT CHART ON PAGE 6@ ‘i;(j
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" Persons Cited by Number of Responses

~z2Z Librarians Initiation Approval/Veto
Indivicual faculty members A 19 0
Cepartmant (faculty) representatives 6 1

A group decision by the faculty

within a department (0] 3
Depzritment Chairmen ‘ 0% 3
Eead Librarian and/or assistant 5 13
Science~reference spécialists 2 3 )
Orcer/acquisition librarian 7 L
General reference specialists 3 L
Serials librarian 2 L

) Department or branch librarians 2 0
Library personnel (unspecified) 5 ]
Students ’ 1 0

" Department Heads would also be considered as individual faculty

membars for initiation purposes.
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“who has the final approval on the library staff selection
choices?'" The 46 library staff members who were active in the selec~
tion of science materisls were asked this question, and they responded
as follows: myself (22 replies); the head librarian (8 replies); my
superior on the library staff (8 replies); a member of the faculty
(6 replies); and, myself,but only for books costing less than a
certain monetary limit (2 replies).

Do faculty and library staff c0nsulf each other on book selec~
tions?' Thirty-one of the 65 library staff members and head librarians‘
who were asked if they150ught the advice of faculty members indicated
that the faculty were "frequently'" consulted on selections made by the

-library staff. Other responses reéeived were: Yoccasionally, when
faculty expertise is needed, or the item is expensivé? and*no, very
rarelyj\ It is interesting,. however, to note that 39 of the 66
librarians who answered this question stated that the faéulty did not
consult them when making séleétiOn decisions. Twenty-six replied that
the faculty did consult them,lbut at least half of these said that it
was to obtain budgetary or bibliographic information only.

MAre there differences in selection procedures among the science
departrents?'' Head librarians were ssked this question. Fifteen of
the 20 reported tﬁat their science departments all used the same
selection procedures, while five reported that there were differcnces
among the various departments. Some of the latter added that they

thought it was the department's prerogative to establish its own
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“2uzh -2 cuestion of the internal allotment of book funds within

a given Zscar:tzent would, at first, seem to be merely another aspect

of fund z_location, in reality, it becomes a factor in selection. If

all s=lz2ction for a given department is done by one man, obviously the
thao g, —f.wfw-a i kil

criteriz for adding volumes will be different from whae—results when

all mezbers participate in such endeavor.

The head librarians, where it was'applicable, were also asked if
they knew how the funds allotted to the various academic departments .
were distributed within the department. Eleven head librarians
responded, and among their fesponses were the following: (Note: several

librarians responded in more than one fashion to this question): don't

know (4)3; there are considerable variations among departments in this

’V ‘1. N sl\ldl
’ regard (3); ind1v1dual"allotments occur within the same department (3);
: N
everyone is equal, all order as they see fit (3); funds are kept in a

ﬁ/(l «Tiew
departzental pool vwhich the department chairman controls (2); nanéeranee

is tailcred to the individual need, e.g., newcomers and active researchers
may receive more (2). One library employed a unique System which made a
direct =zlilocation to each faculty member. This paréicular system has
been in zxistence for a number of years and, according to reports, has been
well rzceived by both faculty and library.

 Sixzv-six science departments at 20 institutions were visited in the

courss o7 zhis studv. These departments included the subject areas of
physics, chezistry, and Dlology. Where biology did not exist as a
separats 2ntity, two more specific areas, usually zoology and botany,

©  were sutstituted. Usualiy three members of a department were interviewed -
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the departmental chairman, the library representative (if there was omne),
and one other member of the department. Where two subject areas, such
as zoology and botany were involved, this number was limited to the

department chairman and the library representative.

ERIC 51
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How do the science departments do their selecting? Two pre-
dominant types of procedures were in overwhelming evidence. In the
first, all the faculty members of the department were free to select
as they saw fit, and shared more or less equally in the selection,
and no one mamber, it appeared, did more than half the departmant's
total selection. The second predominant type was that in which more
than half of the department’s library selections were made by a single
faculty member.

In one or two instances a third variant selection procedure was °*
discovered. In this the departmental members met periodica]ly and
" voted on selections nominated by all the members of the departmant
over some given period of tims.

How prevalent were these three types of selection procedures?

An evaluation of the 66 departments visited indicated the following
~distribution: multiple selectors predominant (43); singie selectors
predominant (17); departmental vote procedure (3); unspecified (3).
(The 1ast category-includes three departmaents which simply do not fit
into the three other types. One such department had only two members
and could not therefore be categorized adequately. Another used a
strange mixture in which the members voted on some suggestions, and

the remaining selection funds were left to individuals. In the third
department it was impossible to determine whether the library comittee

or its chairman actually did the selection.)
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Another interesting question asked of both library staff and
faculty members was: For whose use are the library materials being
selected? In the replies of the 43 library staff members asked this
question, the following groups were mentioned: the students in
general (35 times); the faculty (32 timés); graduate students in
particular (10 times); undergraduaté student; in particular (7 times);
the library staff (5 times); if users external to the university or
college (3 times). In the answers of the 175 faculty members queried,
the following groups weré mentioned: in general, the students (144 )
times); the faculty (84 times); graduate students in particular (82
times); undergraduute students in particu!aé (56 times); faculty
members other than the one dbing the selecting (7 times).

A related question was: Vlhat purposes are served by the library
materials selected by the faculty? One hundred seventy~five faculty
members were a%s&gasked this question., The following purposes were
mentioned in their answers: the material was selected for teaching
and classroom use (44 times); the material was selected for research
needs (63 times); genecral referénce needs (18 times); to round out a
collection (14 times); 19 other scattered replies were made.

One'interesting question asked of 111 faculty members was: Does
the language, e.g., forcign versus English, in the material influence
the selection decision? Seventy=three replied that language was a
definite factor and that few or no foreign language materials were

ordered. Thirty-eight .replied that language was not a restrictive
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factor and that foreign language material was freely orderecd.

One hundred seventy=five faculty members were asked: \Vhat
selection tocols do you use in deciding on new additions for the
library's collections? HMost of the facultyﬁ?éﬁ?ﬁz;iioned more than
one tool. Those mentioned were: pﬁbiishers' flyers (134 times);
publishers! catalogs (40 times); contact with publishers' represen-
tatives (18 times); book displays at érofessional conventions (18
times); reviews in jodrnals (81 times); adverti;ements in journals
(56 times); references in professional papers (12 times); recom=-
mended lists of books (39 times); contact with colleagues (26 times);
professional conferences {12 times); professional library selection
tools (5 times); the acquisition lists of other libraries {4 times).
The same question was askéd of 45 librarians. The selection tools
mentioned in their replies were:. professional library selection tools
(32 times); publishers! flyers'(IB times); publishers! catalogs (18
times); reviews in professional journals other than library journals
(8 times); advertisements in that type of journa! (5 times); recom=
mended book list (twice); and the acquisition lists of other libraries
(twice).. The above replies indicate that the use of certain types of
selection tools is cormon to both groups, i.e., publishers! flyers,
publishers' catalogs, journal adverti;ements, and reviews in profes~
sional journals. However, the average faculty membér probably does
most of his selecting from these few sources, while the typical

librarian is more likely to use the so~called professional library

selection tools more heavily. A more spacific Jook at the use of
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selection tools is presented in the lists in the Appendix to this
report (see pages ). These lists include the specific titles
of serials, moncgraphs, and other tools used By both faculty and
library staff members, along with an indication of the number of times
each was cited.

The following question was. asked 6f the 20 head librarians: For
what reason might a reqﬁest for a particular title be vetoed? Among
the reasons cited were: budgetary reasons would be most likely, in
cther words, that the title was toq expensive or that acquisition funds
were exhausted (16 times); the lack of relevance of the item (7 times);
confiicts with policy as regards to duplication of titles (4 times);
the item was an unindexed periodicél and its use was therefore limited
(3 times); and that the item did not meet quality standards (once).

One hundred seventy-two faculty members were asked: How familiar
are you with the library's holdings in your area of interest? Ninety-
one replied that they were!very‘familiar; 60 that they were fairly
familiar; and surprisingly, Zl'replfed that they viere not very familiar
at all. 1In general, it could be said that the faculty members con-
sider themselves knowledggable about their own portions of the total
library ccllections.

Thé seme faculty members were asked how they acquired or maintained
their familiarity with the book collections. Of the 121 who replied,
51 said that they had selected much of the holdings thémsclvcs; L5 said
that they browse in the stacks; 19 said simply through normal usage;

and 5 said through the use of periodic inventories of the stacks.
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The question: How much time is spent on book sclection decision=
. making in any given week? wvias asked of both 172 faculty members and
34 library staff members. The average time estimated was 1.2 hours
per week for the faculty, and 4.2 hours per veek for the library staff
members. Though it might seem that all the members of a given depart-
ment spending approximately an hour a week doing book selection could
add up to quite a total, it must be remembered that most likely all are
looking at the same publishers' flyers, catalogs, reading the same
reviews, 2tc. The amount of duplicate work going on at this point.
could be considerable.

Three distinct groups = faculty, library staff, and head librarians
- were asked the question: Are you satisfied with the present procedures
" for selecting science library materials? Of the 175 faculty members, 131
were quite satisfied, while 44 were dissatisfied. Of the L5 library
staff members who were asked this question, 40 were quite satisfied thle
five were dissatisfied. Of the 19 head librarians, 15 were quite satis~
fied, four were digsatisfied.‘ Obviously the majority of those concerned
appear to be satisfied with their present procedures. tHowever, one of
the three interviewers observed that many of the faculty who said they
were satisfied seemad to have said this simply- because they were not
aware there vere other, or perhaps better ways of doing the job. In
other words, their attitude was: 'Yes, | am satisfied, but then how
else could you do it?" Uteful selection procedures or good seicction
tools do not seem to be topics of communication among science faculty

" members.
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"2 abowe three groups were asked the following question: Do you
consiler wcur -resent selection procedures to be efficient? One hundred
seventv-Iour Zzculty members were asked this questionf One hundred
and eighteen replied yes; 24 replied no; 33 replied they could not judge.
Forty-iive library staff members were queried. 38‘replied yes; 5 no;
and two said they could not judge. Of the 20 head librarians who were
asked this question, 16 replied yes, and four replied no,

The head librariansand library staff members were also asked what
suggestions they might have for improving the selection procedures in

their library. Their repliés can be grouped as follows:
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Library Head
Staff Librarians
Acquire bibliographers (coordinators, o 2
collection developers) '
Acquire science-reference specialists /10 3
Acquire more clerical help ) /
Acquire and use better selection tools 2 3
Involve the faculty more in selection 5 /
Involve the library staff inore in 2 / -
selection
Improve flow of information between 7 A
faculty and library
Acquire more funds for selection ] -~ /
B activity ’

Institute more automatic crdering 3 3
Library should be better infcrmed on
plans of departments and institution 3
Each department should have a liaison |
faculty member responsible for selection 2
Develop and use more and better standard 3
lists , '
No suggestions /O 7

-

(=]
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The following additional comments were made by members of the various
library staffs; the library should increase its pre-publication orders;
there should be more involvement of graduate students in book selection;
the library should compile a "selection thesaurus" from keywords ab-
stracted from curriculum catalogs (i.e., course descriptions); it should
scan convention or conference calendars of scientific organizations and
write for any resulting publications; it should develop better methods
for evaluating the usefulness of a bookj it should be able to check
"approval" books against available reviews; somehow, release time should
be provided for faculty selectors; the library should ase faculty selec-

tors as an interim staff until library
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staff subject specialists can be acquired; and, the library profession
should work towards the standardizatice of format and content in
publishers! flyers.

The faculty meﬁbers {175) were also asked what suggestions they
might have for improving the library selection processes. Forty
faculty members had no suggestions to of fer. in the replies of the
others, there were 26 suggestions that there should be more money
and a clearer allocation of funds to the various departmeﬁts; 20 that
there should be a larger library staff with more specialists of one
kind or another on it; 16 that a system waé aeeded for better selec-
tion of the most worthwhile materials in a given area; 8 that there
be better cooperative mechanisms between the faculty and the library;
8 that there be better coopekation within a given department; 5 that
more standing orders and blanket orders be used; 3 that blanket orders
be modified or eliminated; and, 3 that there be releaSed.time for
faculty selection activitiés.

Nineteen head.librarians Qere asked what kind of notices were
returned to the selector after his suggestion for a new title vias re-
ceived.by the library. The following notices were mentioned in their
replies: a notice of arrival of thelbook in the library (mentioned
17 times); a notice indicating that the library already possessed the
requested item (3 times);.a notice of approval or disapproval of the
request (twice); and, a notice of arrival only if Specffically

requested (once). Two head librarians indiccted that the library

provided no specific arrival notice, and that the only information

ERIC returned to the selectors was an acquisitions list.

60




Chapter

Iv. <Collection Development and Librarv-Facultyv Relationships

"GUIDE IV
IS ASTANTAGEOUS 7O DRAW UPOY THE SUBJECT EXPERTISE OF FACULTY

ZVZLOPING THE COLLECTION,

It ray be Zzeirable to do one or morz of the following:

Tez the faculty to assess the collection.
Ir wniversities, use graduate students in selection activities.
Cor.Zucet instruction sessions on bibliographic tools for faculty
.
Lorary representatzves- pr LJV»*
o eq 5?‘5“° " .
Estazlish a separase areaifs a bibliographic center.
Exrlain selection-related routines, procedures, and pvroblems
to t7e faculty.
Fren ook fund allotments are made to departments, periodically

inform them of the specifie amount of the allotment and its

current status.

In most academic libraries it has proven advantageous in the develop-

ment of the lidbrary's collections to draw upon the fund of subject know-

ledge and ewpertise available among members of the faculty. This does

mean that the library should hand over collection building reponsibilities

to the faculty, but simply that it is often beneficial that a working

partnership Setween the two be established.

To ela“orate somewhat, the library might consider implementing the

following zcssibdle courses of action:
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Collection Development- and Library-Faculty Relationships

The library could consider using the faculty to
perform collection assessments by providing finan-
cial support for such work during non=teaching
portions of the year.

In universities the use of graduate students in
collection development and selection activities of

a department might be formalized by creating a
bibliographic assistant=ship within the department
or within the library. The library would Provide
professional guidance on techniques, methods, and
assignments.

The library could consider corducting a snort

course on professional collection tools and other
bibliographic topics for the iibrary representatives
on the faculty.

The library could consider setting up a separate
room Or area as a biblioéraphic center for the repre=
sentatives of the faculty which would contain those
professional library tools deemed most useful to
faculty selection efforts. This would. be especially
essential if the faculty, in fact, selects a large
portion of the materials added to the collections.
The selection aids employed by the primary selection
should go beyond thé usual publishers' flyers and
journal ads and embrace the broad range of biblio=

graphic tools and aids.
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6. The library should explain certain selection-related
routines, procedures, and problems to the faculty,
possibly by means of small "position’' papers.

7. Where book fund allotments are made to the depart-
ments, they should be informed of the specific amount
of the allotment and its status periodically during

the course of the fiscal year.
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Zh2 zanmar in whichk an academic library collection is selected seems
to be, a2z least in part, a function of the size of the library and its
parent Inmstitution. The present study, as well as the pertinent pro-
fessionel literature, would seem to indicate that, in gemeral, and with
certain exceptions, the smaller academic libraries tend to rely heavily
upon the assistance of the faculty for aid in selecting titles and col-
lection development, while the larger libraries tend to utilize their
own staff more for these tasks. However, in both cases the faculty re- .
present a source of great assistance tc the library and should be utilized
as fully as possible in the various tasks of collection building. Not

; )
only does this make sense in the actual building of the collections, but
it 1s also one very good way to show to the faculty members that the

library exists for their benefit as well as that of the students, and

thereby involve them in its growth.
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The faculty members interviewed at the 20 institutions studied in
this project were in general agreement that they should have a say in
the development of the library's collections. From information gathered
during the study, Ztiwould seem that this sense of participation is
satisfied if the faculty know it is free to make selection reconmenda=-
tions, whether they ever actually oxercise this right or not. In many
ways, it could be argued that the most efficient and sensible library
would be one in which a specific book was already in the library and
ready for use at the time a faculty mémber first becomes aware of it,
and suggests it for purchzse.

in order to advantageously involve the faculty in the library
selection processes, several courses of action have been suggested
“above. It would be possible to "'employ'' a bibliographically interested
faculty member for all or part of the summer, or any other free period,
to study in depth that portion of the collection of which he has speéial
knowledge. Such work might consist of the careful weeding of the col-
lection, or an asséSSment of its gaps and weaknesses, or perhaps a
series of detailed studied bibliographies. 1In any event, it might be
possible to rotate such a '"'summer evaluators' position year by year
through the various schools and departmants of the university.

On a less expert level, sufficiently motivated graduaté students
might besimilarly employed. Obviously such a student would not have
the expertise of an experienced faculty member, but there would still
be much he might do that would be above the level of clerical

endeavor, for example, the compilation of lists ard bibliographies,
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the c-zcXing for duplicates, the checking of holdings against standard
lists in tha {ieslds, etc. All these would be worthwhile tasks.

Such a student could be either employed by the library directly,
or by a teaching department; but if the latter, it should be under
the direction of the professional library staff in order to 2nsure
that the bibliographic tasks undertaken were properly structured and
worth coing.

It goes without saying that such employemsnt could be of con-
siderable value to a student in exposing him to the full range of
bibliographic resources in.his chosen field.

One of the more interesting facts to come out of this study was
the rather limited range of bibliographic tools known to and used by
the faculty in selecting material for the library. [t might be quite .
valuable to the faculty if a ''short course' in bibliographic tools and
methcds were organized for the benefit of faculty selectors. Such a
course or lecture,.if propérly presented, could introduce the faculty
to the whole renge of professional selecticn aids. The contacts with
varicus faculty in the course of the present study tends to indicate
that a substantial number might be interested in knowing more about
such gids and utilizing them,

To.follcw this thought ‘one step further, the library might well
set up 2 special arca or room in which the standard library biblio~
grap=ic tools could be made available to faculty sclectors. As it
would -2 wasteful of money to duplicate these for all departments in

the institution, and wasteful of time to circulate them among the
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various departments, the idea of a central research point would seem
to be a uscful one,

A further step that might be considered in improving rapport
between the faculty and the library would be the issuvance of position
papers, or parhaps informative articles in the library bulletin,
should one exi st, concerning specific library routines and operations,
including seiection~related problerms.

The study tended to show that, in general, faculty members have
difficulty in understanding the problems faced by the library in |
acquiring materials and making them availablé for use. They tend to
contrast the library's effort in this direction with the result they
themselves could achieve by going directly to a good book store and
purchasfng a desired item. An example of the kind of thing which
leads to misunderstanding is the fact that some states require their
institutions of higher education to -submit all purchases‘to a central
purchasing agent in the state.capitol. Such a procedure would
obviously have severe effects on the time required to put a requested
volunz on tha.library shelves. It might prove politic for the
librafy to acquaint the faculty with such requirements as it would
seem that in many cases %aculty dissatistaction with certain agpccts
of its'library service is really based on nothing more than the lack
of information.

Anot har recommendatfon derived from the interviews of faculty
membefs in the 20 institutions studied is concerned with the allot~
ment of a portion of the book firnds to the various acédcmic schools

ERIC
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and ¢epzrz—ants. \hen a library does make such allotments or alloca-
tions, it wzuld seem best that the appropriate faﬁulty be made aware
of the a=aunt allocated, and that pcr?odic reports on the status of
the furnd be made during the course of the fiscal year. Though this
procedure might seem self-evident to many, it was surprising to find
a number of libraries where it was not practiced. The result at

these libraries was the general feeling of dissatisfaction on the part
of interested faculty members; the feeling that their help was re=~
ﬁuired, but that their efforts were not considered important encugh

to keep them fully informed of financial decisions made by the library.
It is rather obvious that such é situation does not tend to improve
faculty-library relations.

As another step in improving these relations, certain faculty
members interviewed would appreciate a year-end statement of the
additions to the collection in their areas of interest. This state-
ment could take the form of a classified acquisitions lisf or perhaps
just a simple survey of the total; added to given areas within the
library. Though perhaps some of the faculty would be completely dis~
interested in such information, it would seem that some (those who
perhaps &re potentially the li&rary's best friends and heaviest users),
would é%;reciate such listings and find them useful. Manually pro-
duced lists of this sort_might prove prohibitively expensive, but,
as zutcmztic data handling devices (such as ccmputers) become more

comnon in academic libraries, the expense of producing such lists

might prove to be well within reason.
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Certain questions asked during the course of the interviews are
pertinent to this chapter. These and their tabulated responses are
summarized below.

"Does the library provide the faculty with book selection material?"
A total of 66 head librarians and library staff members were asked this
question. Twenty-eight of this group reported that they did not
routinely provide selectinn information to the faculty; 38 said that
they did provide this.type of information. Typically the information
provided took the form of publishers' flyers, advertisements, catalogs,
and, in one case only, Library of Congress procf slips, The same
question was also asked of the faculty. The response of the 174 faculty
members to this was: no - 103; yes - 71. One might conclude that some
discrepancy exists herg, but since the selection information is generally
transmitted tc¢ the departmental office rather than the individual
faculty members, it is possible that some of the material stops at that
point.

One of the questions which elicited the mostc interestiqg answers
was, in effect, who should be responsible for selecting librar§ materials
in the science fields. Head librarians, library staff members, faculty
members, administrators, and faculty library committee chairmen were

all asked this question in one form or another.
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Some of these iibrarians statrd the reasoning behind their answers.
Four maintained that only the faculty has the necessary expertise for sub-
ject selection in the sciences, while three maintainad that only the library
staff has a full awareness of the need for continuity:?:‘comprehensiveness
in selection. Two stated that the library was, after all, charged with the
responsibility of building collections and should do most of the selection,
and one mentioned that as the faculty had assumed this responsibility for
collection building it should contianue with the job, and one that the
faculty was much too busy to do a great deal of selecting. *
The library staff members had some interesting reasons to give for their
‘various responses. Nine of them stated that the faculty should do all
or most of the selection because it has the greatest awareness of its
own teaching needs and is moreover much more in touch with the litera-
ture of its field; 8 stated that the library should do all or most of the
selection because its staff would have a greater awareness of the need
for continuity and comprehensiveness in the book selections; 7 stated
that only the faculty has the necessary expertise to do competent
selection; 4 said that the faculty was much too busy to do a great deal of
selecting; 2 said that the library is, after all, charged with the se-
lection responsibility and should therefore carry it outj two that a

library subject specialist with the necessary expertise should do the

selecting; and 2 that only the library staff has
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knowledza ¢ 21l available resources., One staff member said that he
thought that the library would be much more in touch with literature
of the £izld.

Arong those faculty members who gave reasons for their answers, 42
said that oaly the faculty had the necessary expertise and chould therefore
make most or all of the selection; 27 said that since the faculty has the
greatest awareness of its curriculum needs, and is much more in touch with
the literature of its field, it should make most, or all of the selectim{
decisions; 4 felt that only the library had sufficient knowledge of all
available bibliographic sources and therefore should do most of the
selecting; 2 said that since the library is charged with this responsibility
it should do the selecting; 2 replied that only a library subject specialist
has the necessary expertise; 2 that since the library has control over the
budget it should also have the selesction responsibility; and two that the
library has a greater awareness of the needs for continuity and compre-

hensiveness in the colleLc- t m s :uma-u:w w [ avse P‘J""o 7141/)

Sazme of the reasons’given were: faculty has the greatest awaremess of
its need and is more in touch with the literature in its field§{given 3
times); the library has control over the budget and therefore should do the
selecting (3 ﬁimes); the library staff has greater awareness of the needs
of contiavizyv and comprehensiveness of the collections (twice); only the

faculty -as the necessary expertise (once); and, the library is charged with

the responsibility and therefore should carry it out (once).
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(13

Perhaps the following quotations will help present the spirit of
some of the individual comments: .

“The faculty members are too specialized to do broad range
selecting.! "The sciences are too subdivided these days, it would
require too many subject specialists to do the job.'' Y“fhe library
can do a better job than the’faculty in the ihterdiscip]enary areas."
'Selections made by the faculty lead to greater usage of materials
by the students; the %acuity should do the selecting because salec~

tion itself is an educative process.!' 'If book funds are scarce, -

Al

then the Taculty should play a greater role in selection.’ "At the
academic level, the librarian should select; at the research level,
the faculty should select.'' VYAt all the good libraries | have ever
been, the books were selected by non-librarians." "At & small
school, the user should select; at a large university, the science
subject specialist on the library staff should make the selections."
‘One administrator would p;efer to have the jibrary do the selecting
so as to ''relieve the faculty of thé tens of thousands of decisions
involved each year." | '

An examination of the above replies shows that all four of the
basic groups interviewad had a wide Qariety of opinions as t6 the
best method of handling selection for their libraries, and that none
of the major groups were unanimous in their convictions. However,
each group can perhaps be categorized in terms of its éenera] tendency
to award the responsibiiit§ either to the librarians or to the

faculty. The administrators genarally answered in favor of the
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faculty. The faculty was predominantly in favor of having its 6wn
members do most of the selection. The librarians, for the most part,
favored the joint responsibility with the faculty. VWhile many dif=
ferent reasons were cited for the various pbsitions taken by these
groups, certain tendencies do tend to emerge. The reasons cited in
-favor of faculty dominance in the selection role center around the
facuity members acknow!edgéd expertise and their greater awareness of
their own needs and those of the curriculum. Justification for a
librarian domfnance in selection was sought, first in the nature of .
the librarian's custodial role which provides them with & greater

\ awareness of the nced for continuity and comprehensiveness in the
collection, and Secbnd, in the nature of library administration pro-
* cedures and controls, and third, that librarians are charged with the
final responsibility for the collections and do possess the budgetary
4 control. | -
~ . Another specific question asked the various groups during the
interviews that haé a bearing on the question of who is, or should be,
responsible for the selection of titles and why, is the question: |
"What factors enter into the faculty's decision to select a specific
title?" The following factors were cited in the answers of 175
faculty members: the relevance to the area of the member's own
.specific interest (cited 128 times}; the author's reputation (84 times);
the quality of the material (33 times); the publisher's reputation

(30 times); the academic level of the material (28 times); the

currentness of the material (15 times); the cost of the material
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(19 tizzz'; the expected useful lifetime of the material (7 times); and
the mazsxrial's relation to curriculum interest (7 times).

Iz rslation to the questidn of written selection or collection guidance
policiss, the science department faculty members interviwed (175) were
asked: 'ces vour science department have a written selection policy?"
One hundrad and fifty-two replied no; two replied yes; two were not surej;
19 replied that there was nothing in writing, but that a poliecy of sorts
existed nonetheless.

Questions as to the acceptability of the wvarious microforms, e.g.,
microfilz, microfiche, micrqprint, were asked of both the faculty members
and library staff members. One hundred seventy-thres faculty members
were queried, of whom 148 replied. Thirty-five replied that microforms
are acceptable; 26 were neutral; 61 actively disliked microform; and 26
ordered microform only as a last resort. Of 31 librarians who replied to
this question, 5 find microforms acceptable; 7 are neutral; 13 disliked
microfor=s; and 6 order them only as a last resort.

In an attemft to discover if there was any significant interaction
among t-2 science department interviewed with regard to book selection

procedurss, 154 faculty members were asked if they were familiar with

Of thess, 2 said that they knew what the other departments were doing;
37 saii zhat thev assumed the other departments were operating the same
wav; and 208 said that they didn't know how selection was handled in other

depart=snts,
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The entire group of 175 faculty members were asked if they knew
of colleagues in their departmant who were not involved in the selec-
tion of library materials. Of the 174 who replied, 75 said that
everyone helps s;lect titles; 84 said that there wére those who didn't
do any selecting; and 15 said that they didn't know. When the 84
faculty members who said that some of their cslleagues did not do any
of the selecting were asked why not, 31 replied that the non-selectors
were satisfied that tﬁe job was being done by others; 17 that they were
oldtimers who were iess interested in new developments; 17 that the9
viere simply apathétic'or indifferent; 11 that they taught only element=~
ary courses and therefore needed only textbooks; 1) that they were
Stnot active in research'; and 3 that they'were new members who had not
yet learned the procedures. |

At another point in the interviews the librarians were asked what
they thought were the strong points_of the selection procedures currently
in use on their canpus. The following features were cited as strong or
beneficial by the 46 library staff members and 20 head librarians
queried. Among the library staff members, 12 said that the present
selection procedures encouraged the aéquisition of relevant materials;
9 said that the present pfocedures ensured the comprehensiveness of
the coverage; 7 stressed the speed of the present processes; 5 mentioned
that the present procedurgs encouraged faéulty invoivement; 5 that the
current selection covcrag; was truly selective and met:the necds of the
users; and 3 mantioned the econonical use of available fund§ and man-

power. Five staff members, however, said that the present selection
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procedures had no strong points worth mentioning. Of the 20 head li-
brarians who were asked this question, 8 responded that present proce-
dures encouraged faculty in&olvement; 7 mentioned the relevance of the
materials acquired; 4 mentioned the speed of acquisition; 3 mentioned
the comprehensiveness of coverage; and 3 the selecfivity of the cover-
age; and one mentioned the economical use of available funds and manpcu=r.
One said that the present selection procedures had no strong points
worth mentioning. |

This same question was asked of 175 faculty members interviewed. N
Forty said that under the present system, the library was sensitive to
‘the needs of the faculty; 30 said that the system is relevant to their
needé; 19 stated that the system promotes good faculty-library inter-
action; 14 said that present procedures entail a minimum amount of faculty
time; 19 cited the comprehensive coverage of their procedures; 9 the
economy in the use of available funds; 9 the responsiveness and initiative
of the library staff; 7 the speed of acquisition; 5 felt that their pre-
sent procedures resulted in a continuing evaluation of the collections;
and two mentioned the selectiveness of the “doverage. Forty faculty
members said that the present system had no strong points worth mentioning.

The question was then turned around, and the library staff members
and head librarians were asked what the weaknesses of ﬁhe present selec-

tion procedures were. Following is a tabulation of the responses.
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71 of these mentioning specific points. Eighteen said that the current
procedures did not result in a comprehensive coverage of the material
available; six mentioned the poor selectivity of the current routine;
four felt that the current methods resulted in inappropriate emphasis

on certain sections of the subject; 17 said that the acquisition

routines were too slow; one felt that they were wasteful of funds.

$even stated that, because of the lack of cooperation on\the part of

the library.staff, there was too little faculty involvement in selection;
two felt that their current procedures produced a lack of sensitiv{ty to
faculty needs; six that the routines required too much of their time;

and nine mentioned that the procedures failed to provide a check on the

adequacy of the coliection. Additional scattered comments included the

) following: the system rests too much on one person; the system can

result in over-representation.in one field; the faculty=library repre-
sentative has little free time to devote to the job and the result ig
a hasty performance on his'part; there is a lack of feedback from the
library, therefore we don't knoiw if a book has been ordered until it
is received; the collections often become slanted because too few of
the faculty are involved; selection is too often done in a hurry and
at the last minute. |

A final query perhaps relevant to the question of faculty-library
relationships was asked of the I7Ifacultf members who were chairmen

of faculty library committees. They were asked what functions vere

performed by their commitiees. The following were mentioned in their

80



Ehapter—itt—eeHectiomDevetoprent—and-Library=Faculty Relationships- - 1S

replies: liaison between the library and the faculty members (10 times);
liaison between the library and the academic administration (twice); the
preparation of the book fund portion of the library budget (once);
personnel decisions relating to new library positions (once); questions
pertaining to staff salaries (4 times); the hiring of new staff (once);
the development of book selection philosophy (once); and the plénning

of new library facilities (3 times). Only three of the chairmen reported
that their committeec was more than advisory in its relation to the

library; that is,that it held decision-making powers. ' .

)

81



Chapter J[. Automatic Approval and Acquisition Plans.

Guide X
THE USE OF ONE OR MORE AUTOMATIC ACQUISITION APPROVAL PLANS
SHOULD BE SERJOQUSLY CONSIDERED.

| PR

Academic libraries should at least consider the possibility of
using one of the various aqtomatic acquisition approval plans now
available. Experience tends to show that such a system is often the
most practical way for a library to obtain the majority of its current
imprints.

Should such a plan be employed, the faculty should be fully informed
as to its mechanisms and the extent of the plan.

One of the results of this study was the observation of the extent
to which such acquisition plaﬁé are now in use, and the extent to which
the reaction to such plans from both the library staff and the faculty
has been favorable. One might say thai these so=called autcmatic acqui=
sition plans were the major ;nnovation found by our investigation into
selection p;ocedureS«

Certain objections still exist, however, to this kind of a plan.

To some it would seem that it represents a default on the part of the
library in its selection responsibility, or that it is simply a method
of taking everything printed and thereby intreducing inappropriate
materials ingo a library's collections. In reality, both of these
objections are based on misconceptions. In any good automatic
approval acquisitions p]an the library does not receive '*everything?,

not even in specified'subject areas. In order to begin such a plan

82

f



Chapier—¥+—nrutomatic Approval-and-Acquisition Plans, -~ _ . .. 1A°

the lizrary is required to detail definite collecting specificacions
regarcing areas ana levels of interest; in effect it is a form of
selection policy, albeit a rather broad one. The plian specifications

are then used by the supplying agency- as guides in directing the flow
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of materials to the iibrary for its approval., Such plans therafore

do not eliminate selection decisions on the part of the library and

its selectors; rather the plans change the naturc of the selecting

pirocess itself. Rather than basing the selection decision on secondary
'sources suzh as advertisements and reviews, the selector can now decide
.wWith'the book in hand, Sufficient feedback can be euilt into such a

system to ensure that omitted and rejeEied items eﬁr be used as checks

on the adequacy of the guides and the degree to/dﬁich they are being

folliowed by the supplying agency. . _

L4 .
Anothier criticism sometimes leveled at such a plan is that once )

a specifia book is in the library it becomes the easier course of action

to simply keep it. !n reply to this, one couﬁd argue that if a selector

cannot be ‘trusted to make»an appropriate decision with the book in hand,
~he could not really be exeecteq to function well when working only with

secondary sources of information.

On the other hand, there appear to be several decided advantages to

this kind of a plen. Without é_déubt they provide for a much more

rapid addition of new imprints.to the collection. If one takes a

"acgivqgjvuew of the role of an academic library, viewing it as a service

agency vitaily lnvoived Jin the teachlng function of its parent institu-

tion (as opposed to a more passive ”purchases required and hold on to

the bocks'' attitude), then it would seem qbvious that it is preferable

fo'have the appropriqte new titles in the library as.soon as, or pre-

ferably kefore, the need ns expressed for them. This is possible under

‘"an autoniulc approval plan.
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Additionally, so-called autcmatic approval acquisition plans can
quite often provide more comprehansive coverage of the world's pro-
duction of scholarly English language publications and is possible
on the basis of piecemsal selection, in which each title must be
expfessfy requested.

‘. Though no complete financial appraisal of such plans in action
was developed in this investigation, it would appea? that certain
financial benefits might accrue to the subscribing library. Among
the services offered by at least one of the firms providing such a .
plan, is the inclusion of completed order department 'multiple slips,"

- with each volﬁme submitted on approval. The multiple form is im~
printed with the name of the library being supplied and is of whatever
design is required by the iddividual library. It would seem that the
clerical services saved by gaving these forms typed out by the jobber
would be considerable.

In any case, these services do.repreSent an attempt at a new and
superior service for libraries, and as stated before, should at least
be considered to see if they might prove advantageous to a given
écaﬁemic library.

Should such a ser;ice be inaugurated by a library, it would seem
prudentithat all the current selectors and interested faculty be made
fully aware of the scope and details pf the plan. |If interested

parties are shown the workings of such a plan, and possibly involved

in the initialhdetaifing of the collection specifications, it secams

o0
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quite 1iusly that, not only are more accurate guides likely to be
dravm uvp, but that the objections of those interested (usually based
on incoriete knowledge of the service), will be forestalled to the
benefit o7 21l concerned.

As ccmprehen;ive approval plans are still quite new, compara=-
tively little data concerning them was develcped during the course
of this study. However, it was noted in Chapter ||} that five of the
larger institutions studied utilized a type of approval acquisitions
plan to obtzin most of their current English language imprints.

It is the impression of the author and the interviewers who
studied these libraries, that all concerned viere quite satisfied with
their approval plans; in fact, considerable enthusiasm was apparent on
the part of many involved witﬁ-this system.

As the approval plan eﬁbloyed.by the greater part of the five
involved libraries now wofks, selection guides based upon the collect=-
ing interests of the individual libréries are first worked out. Then,
comnencing at a specified time, the firm begins to supply the library
with those volurmes that, in its opinion, meet these guides. As the
firm is attgmptihg to obtain copies of all scholarly material pub~-
lished in English in mést parts of the world, it completes book order
multiple Torms for all these, not just those actually being sent to

the licrary. Those multiples sent a library without the corresponding
voluma sacw the library staff what titles it has not received as a

resuit of the supplier‘é interpretation of the collection guides,

! by a Tirm based in Oregon.
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Any beok wanted but not sent may then be ordered from the supplier by
simply returning onc copy of the completed multiple, alrecdy in the
possession of the library.

On the other hand, as ail the items are sent on approval, any-
"thing that the recipient.lib;éry réCeiveé but considers inappropriate
may be returned.

The interaction of baoks not sent, but wanted, and bcoks returned,
serve as checks upon the adequacy and interpretation of the library's
collection guides. It has been stated by an official of the company .

-
under discussion that during the course of the first year or so that
- a library utilizes such a plan, this interpiay of rejects and addi-
tional requests usually serves to considerably refine the initial
selection guides.

The success of such algervice is in large part a function of the
success of the supplier in actually pbtaining copies of all significant
English language volumes in the geographical areas concerned. Additional
complicating factors are reprints, ncw editions, books in series, etc.
It is the impression of the author that most of those contracting for
such a service are, in general, satisfied that the Oregon-based firm
succeeds quite well in overcoming such preblems.

It is the result of the generally favorable reaction to such
automatic acquisition approval plans that the reccmmendation is made

that academic libraries, especially those above a ceitain medium size,

should consider the feasibility of utilizing such a systen.
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Chapter VI. Conclusions. -
Chaprer VT Conclustons——oré -

Certain conclusions based upon data collected at the 20 institu;
tions visited during the course of this study may be summarized in a
rather concise form. These have been, in general, touched upon in the
preceding chapters, but in some cases have been placed in subordinate
positions in order to better highlight ths acquisition guides. There~
fore it might be of interest to present these now in a more Straight~
forward manner: ‘

1. There was a relatively limited number of basic fypes the

selection procedures found across the sample of institu-
“tions studied. | . NoT

2. Selection policy statements generally dg\exist. Where
present, they on occasion provide guidance on necessary
selection decisions.

3. Automatic acquisitioﬁ approval plans are becoming riore
common. These do not eliminate decision=makinyg; rather
they serve to change the‘naéure of the selection tools
from related informatfan, book reviews, etc., to the
material itself.

4, Most respondents feel that their institutions attempt
to adequately suaport their'libraries, but nevertheless
they complain of lack of library funds. |

5. Some of the head librarians feel that the sciences do

present the library with unique budgeting problems.
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”

. “ith respect to the manner and resﬁlts of the selection
procedures utilized, no important differences were
found emong the three sciences studied (chemistry,
physics and biology), even though little communication
regarding selection procedures eéxists among the three
science departmsnts on & given campus.

7. A lack of comprehensiveness or unevenness is a major
complaint lodged against the average library collection.
More money and staff are the'usual suggested remedies.

8. A part of the library:s acquisition funds is usually
subdivided into deépartmental allotments, with the
departments usually granted a considerable control over
its usage.

9. While the head libférians normally have more control than
anyone else cver questions of acquisition and departmental
allotments, the faculty havé méjor influence over the

;
library budget through their contacts with the administra=-
tion. Even though the libraries prepare the draft
budget, the administration is sometimes more influenced
by the faculty on questions of 'collection adequacy"
as it influences the budget.

10. Most administrative personnel and faculty believe that the

faculty should do the majority of the book selecting. On

the othér hand, the librarians often seek a joint respon-

sibility with the faculty.
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12,

13.

14,
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16.

The Taculty mesus - wxre e« st . selectors
with allocated' : i St tiirutions
sanpled.

Even though the fachlty a-. & iE Swant B nvolved
"in book selection on many campuse’ . :-* . of the

" faculty are involved in this process.

The complaints of interested faculty members appear to
be the main continuing evaluative mechanism with regard
to the library's operations as considered in this

report. ,
Al WL AS Moyt o fF

Most of the librarians i\the faculty are satisfied
Qith their present selection procedures. lost faculty
are unfamiliar with alternative procedures.

The administrators and the faculty library cémmittee
chairment at developing institutions were in general
more dissatisfied qith the support and attention given
'the}r Jibrary than were their counterparts at more
stable institutions. fheir coaplaints centered on the
size of the book collections and the inadequacy of the
library staffing. .
"Satisfaction with present science library sclection .
procedures was higher among the head librarians and
faculty at stable institutioﬁs as compared with the

developing institutions studied.,
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17. The lack of a clear selection policy was a major problem
noted by head librarians at developing institutions. At
the majority of those institutions in whizh the library
staff tends to dominate the selection procedures the
library administration does not create separate book
budgats for the various’departments. At those institu~
tions in which the faculty does a preponderance of the
selection such separate budgets are usually created.

18. Head i(ibrarians are uiually more satisfied with their °

selection procedures at those schools in which the
library staff doe;-a preponderance of the selection as
opposed to the faculty. The faculty would seem to be
equally satisfied at both types of institutions.

Some of the above poinﬁs are obvious, some perhaps truisms, while
many have been instinctively felt to be true. Hopefully it has been
worth stating them in the context of this report as there is now a body
of statistical data upon‘which théy can be definitely based. Regard-
less of how many may ''know'* that a certain statement is true, it is,
in most cases, preferable to be able to offer proof in support of its

correctnass.
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Appendix A: Selection Policy and Objectives

Appendix B: Technical Data
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APPENDIX A

Included here are means of implementing some of the
guides cited earlier. Primary attention is given to
the selection policy guide; certain forms useful to

data collection efforts in this regard are presented.
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SELECTION POLICY AND OBJECTIVES

It was stated that information exists within an institution
which can serve as a basis for indicating the particular sei of
selection procedures, principles, and decisions appropriate to a
particular library. This in%onnation was categorized as: (a) the
se;vice objectives of the institution and library, (b) environmentéﬂ
factors that can influence the nature of fhe collection ér selection
action, (c) collection specifications, and (d) current selection
needs.

The following sections attempt to be more specific about the

sources of such information.

Service Policy

Information on this toﬁic is desired so that a clear picture
can be obtained as to what the institution is seeking to achieve and
what groups are most intim?tely invb}ved in these endeavors. As
vith all of the information discussed in these sections, ‘he library
should acquire it in order to deduze meaningful operational staie-

ments relating to the collections.

Institutional Objectives

Three sources of information are suggested for the librarian to
investigate in determining what the institution seeks to accomplish.
The sources differ among themselves in terms of direct relevance to

objectives; some address themselves to the questicn directly, others
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contribute indirectly by providing information on smaller aspecis of
the issue. Taken together, information from these sources can pro=~
vide an over-view of institutional objectives useful to the library

in assessing its own contribution to the institution.

Statements Regarding Major Objectives

jdeally, the major objectives of the institution would be avail-
able in some public document designed to inform all concerned. If
such a statement exists, it should answer such questions as:

What is the nature of its productive goals?
. What activities or standards are most valued
by the institution?
What areas of endeayor or what portions of society
does it claim respdnsibility toward?
Does it seek eminence in some field of endeavor?

Answers to these broaq questions would clarify the dbjectives of
the institution to the extent that the librarian could perceive
certain foci of interest common to all elements of the institution.
If they are not available, then the following items are suggested as
possible sources of statements of major objectives:

. President's or Chancellor's Annual Reports
. Board of Trustee's Reports
. Charter of the Institution

. Published History of the Institution
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. Reports prepared for accreditation purposes
" Various catalogs of the institution

. Faculty Senate documents.

Supplemental information bearing on major institutional objec~
tives may be found. in documents which address themselves to more

specific topics. These include:

. Admission policy

. Faculty employment standards

. Statement of faculty duties and fesponsibilities

. Policies regarding contractual }esearch

. Policies regarding institutes within the total
institution

Attention may also be profitabfe directed toward actions taken
by the institution; the rationale being that even in the absence of
written objectives, the institution has acted in accordance with some
principle or tcward some goal. Potentially relevant institutional
actions or thzir results may be indicated by:

. Budgetary documents indicsting what activities re-
ceived financial support and with what relative
emnphasis

. Advanced degrees held by the faculty

. Occupational data on alumni
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. Registrar's data on present students:
Average family income
Distribution on standard placemsnt tests
Degrees pursued
Career objectives

Part=-time versus full=time student ratio

User Groups

The second p;rt of a service policy statement should identify thosg
groups of people with whom the library will interact in accomplishing
the objectives of the institution; More specifically, the nature of the
demands such groups make upon the library‘Should be detailed and inmpli=-
cations drawn for collection development and for related tibrary
activities.

A suggested data collection form for acquiring such information is
presented herein. It provides for: ’(a) identification of the various
groups, (b) an indication of each group's relative size, (c) the intended
purpose such groups have in using the library, (d) the type of materials
used in accomplishing these purposes, and (e) the physical activities
engaged in during accomplishmeﬁt of these purposes.

The form is merely suggestive; certain items may be changzd to fit
a particular library's needs. Completion of the form is accomplished by
rating each group on each item in terms of the four-point scale shoun

at the bhottom of the form. This scale reflects the general fraquency of
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contact or interaction of a group with a purpose, type material, or
activity.

As a first approach, the information needed to complete this form
could be acquired from the library staff. One method would be to have
those staff members whom you believe to possess this information rate
thertotal.form independently. 'Comparison of their ratings may show
areas of high and low agreement; whe;e disagreement exists, use the
ratings of the person most knowledgeable in that area. It is quite
likely that no one person is fully informed in all areas and all |
groups. This in itself is one benefit of the form - it brings toéether
in one ﬁlace important pieces of information that were formerly spread
among many staff membars and, as stich, were not available for use in a

unified fashion.
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A second approach which can be used at a later stage is to ac-
'quire more objective information upon which to base the ratings.
For example, the users can be surveyed as to their purposes in ﬁsing
the library.
it should be noted that certain sections of this form can also be

used to indicate the desired state of affairs as well as the present

user situation. That is, the statements of objectives mentioned earlier
could be translated into desired ratings for various items and groups.
For example, assume that service to the local comnunity is & desired
objective; it would receive high ratings for recreaticnal reading
(pwrpose§ section), books (type material), and borrowing material
(activities). By having the forms completed, for both the actual and
thg desired situation, discrepancies can be ﬁerceived and appropriate

remedial actions taken.

Environmental Characterist(cs

The librarian should determine and be aware of all aspects of the
user groups, the university, or external eavironment, which could or
should have implications for collection development activities. A
partial checklist of such environmental factors, along with an indi-

cation of their potential impact is presented below.
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Environmental Characteristics

Factor

Relative geographical isolation

of the institution

Financial characteristics of the

students

Degree standards for faculty

employment

Presence/absence of library
resources external to the

institution

Relationship to neighboring

educational units

Retationship to local

industries

-Page—8—

Potential Implications For:

Provision of materials relating to
the cultural/recreational needs of

users

Provision of texts related to course

work

Provision of materials related to
L 3
self-educational efforts on faculty's

part

~ The degree of seif~-suffiziency or

completeness of coverage sought for

the collection areas

* The type of areas in which collection

duplication will and should occur and

‘the level of the material acquired in

these areas

Provision of technical reports and

bibliographic services
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Fsctor Potential Implications For:
Relatiors=ip to iccal profes= Provision of spacialized sub~-
sional ¢roups collections
Contractuzl research per- ) _ Provision of bibliographic services
formed by the institution . and acquisition of specialized

materials

As indicated, this listing is a partial one; its main purpose lies
' -
in broadening the librarian's awareness of those aspects of the general

environmant which have a conceivable impact upon collection planning.

Collection Specifications

The major portions of the total library collections result from the
needs of the academic subjects or fields which comprise the teaching and
research arsas of the institution; smaller portions arise as a result of
special collections and interests not directly related to academic areas.

This szction presents a method for acquiring the information needed
to define tihase specific areas of academic concern and to determine what
actions arz rseded to achieve adequate collections within these areas.
The basic approach is that of a ‘'collection census' and is embodied in

Form 2.7

This information is of an "apolitical'® nature in that it is needed

“Tha ""desired acquisition levels' portion of this form was obtained

from a similar assessment aid devised by San Francisco State College,
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Collection Specifications - Page=t0-

to guide selection decisions regardless of’who is actuall* responsible
for making selcction decisions, Much of it has the department as its
source; portions of it may be generated by the library staff. If
desired, additional information could be sought from the department
at this time. Questions, for example; on the relative amount of retro-
spective collecting to be engaged in; preferences regarding thé
language of acquired materials; whether the departmenf has need of
special materials or facilities, and other selection-related matters
could be included along with Form 2. | _ B
The library could also question the departménts as to the manner
and extent to which the iibrary is expected to aid the instructional

program and research activities of the department.
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{

s
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it shouid be recognized that information of this nature has a
limited lifetime of usefulness and should be periodically updated. The
. frequency of such updating efforts is dependent upon the rapidity of

change experienced at each institution.

Current Selection Needs

Current selection needs are provided to a major extent by the infor- .
mation in Form 2 which indicates the rumber of books desired from retro:
spective and current sources in specific collection areas. These key
areas, as cited by the departments, represent the major subjects of con-
cern but possibly are not the only areas of interest. For example, some
survey of a subject area's present contents is needed to inform the
department of the extent of existing materials in the areas cited. |If
this survey goes further and encompasses the totality of holdings in a
given subject, then areas may be seeﬁ to exist which were not cited
(e.g., past areas of empha;Is, gift collections, etc.). The department
should be informed of their existenée and a decision should be made as

to any further support to be given them. These lesser areas may then

contribute--most likely on a lesser basis~~to current selection nseds.



APPENDIX B

This appendix contains forms used in the data collection

L4
portion of the study and the lists of basic books, journals,
and topics employed. In addition to these, lists of

specific selection tools cited by the respondents are in-

cluded.
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LIST OF SELECTION TOOLS SPECIFICALLY CITED

BY FACULTY AND LIBRARY STAFF MEMBERS
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LIST 1:

SELECTION TCOLS CITED IN INTERVIEWS

WITH SCIENCE FACULTY

Chemistry

* Serials (As a source of reviews, abstracts, bibliographies and

publisher's notices)

Frequency

(3)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(6)
(1)
(15)
(1)
(2)
(i

American Chemical
' d
American Scientist
) Analytical Chemist

Chemical Abstracts

Title

Society. Journal

ry

Chemical & Engineering News

Faraday Society.

Journal of Chemic:
, Nature

Physiés Today

Science

109
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Physics

Serials (As a source of reviews, abstracts, bibliographies and

publisher's notfces)

Frequency Title
(8) American Journal of Physics
(3) ‘American Scientist
! (l) Journal of Research. Section A:

Physics and Chemistry

4)) Mathematical Reviews ‘
(1) The Physics Teacher .
(22) Physics Today
) | Publisher's Weekly
(¢)] Review of Modern Physics
() ~ Science
’ (2) - Scientific American

Monographs ,

(10) American Institute of Physics. Check List

of Books and Periodicals for an Under=~

graduate Physics Library. Lancaster, Pa.,

The Institute, 1962
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Biology

Serizls (~s 2 sourcz of reviews, abstracts, bibliographies and publisher's

—

notices)

Frazusncy Title
(2) Ameriéan Journal of Botany
(1) American Medical Association. Journal
(6) . ' American Scientist
(1) : Bacteriological Reviews
(3) Biological Abstracts
(7) Bioscience .
(2) Current Contents, Chemical, Pharmaco-

| Medical & Life Sciences Edition
(1) ) Develobmental Biology
(1) . Ecology
’ (1) Entdmological Society of America. Annals
(1) Federation of American Societies for
| Experimental Biology. Federation Proceed-
ings

(M Journal of Animal Ecology
(1) Journal_of Biological Chemistry
(1) Nature
(1) Plant Physiology
(2) Publisher's \leekly
() Quarterly Review of Biology




(Biology Serials, =ont'd)

(M)
(1)
(1)
. (27)
(2)

(2)

(1)

(6)

(3)

Royal Entomological Society of London.
Proceadings. Series A: General Entomclogy
Royal Society. Proceedings. Series B:

Biolugical Sciences

" Saturday Review

Science

Scientific American

Turtox News (General Biological Supply
House, lInc.)

L4

Wildlife Review

American Institute of Biological Sciences:
various lists of recommended books
Society of Systematic Zoology: various

lists of recommended books
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LIST 1i:
SELECTiOi! TOOLS CITED IN INTERVIEVS

W!TH LIGRARY STAFF MEMBERS

Chemistry
Serials
 Frequency | . Title
(1) American Book Publishing Record
(1) Analytical Chemistry .
() | Aslib Book-List
(2) Chemical & Engineering News
(l) Chemistry and Industry
(4) Journal of Chemical Education
. (2) “Nature
(1) New Technical Rooks
(2) Science
Monographs
() , Crane, E. J. and others. A Guide to the Lit-
erature of Chemistry. New York, MWiley, 1957
(1) Mellon, M. G. Chemical Publications, Their

Nature and Use. Mew York, McGraw-Hill, 1953




Serials

(m

/
Physics
Title

American Journal of Physics
American Scientific Books
Electronics
Nature
New Technical Books
Nuclear Engineering «

Nucleonics
#Bysics Today
Publisher's Weekly

Te;hnical Book Review Index

Association of Special Libraries and

Information Bureaux: various publications
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Biology
Serials
Frecuanc Title

(1 American Biology Teacher
() American Book Publishing Record
4)] ‘ American Midland Naturalist
() Biological Abstracts
(3) Bioscience
(2) Books in Print .
§)) Builetin of the Atomic Scientists
(1) Cuymulative Book Inde*
Q)] Daedalus
Q) Ecology

) (1) Eugenics Quarterly
M) Mankind Quarterly
Q)] National Library of Medicine Current Catalog
(1) " Natural History
(3) Nature
(1) New Technical Books
(1) Publisher's Weekly
{1 Quarterly Review of Biology
(1) Rescarch Grants Index (USPHS)
(&) Science




(Bicloay Serials, cont'd)

(1) Science and Children

(1) Science Education

(1) Stechert~Hafner Book News
Other

(1)

Association of Special Libraries and

Information Bureaux: wvarious publications
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Science == Unspecified

Serials
Freguency Title
(1) AlAA Bulletin
(1) ALA Bulletin
(3) ) . American Book Publishing Record
(1) . Aslib Book-List
(1) Bibliographische Berichte/Bibliographical
Bulletin
(n Bioscience
m " British Book News
(1) Bulletin of Bibliography and Magazine Notes
(9) . Choice
< (3) Céllegé and Research Libraries
(1) Franklin Institute Journal
. (1) Interdoc
(12) Library Journal
(1) Les Livre du lois
(4) Nature
(5) New Technical Books
(2) New York Times Book Review
(&) Publisher's Weekly
(1) ‘Recorder (Columbia University Engincering
-Library)
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Scienzs = Unscscified (Serials cont'd)

Monographs

T (1)
(3)
(1)
(3)
Other

ERIC ‘2’

Science

Science MNews

Scientific Amarican

Scientific Information lotes

Special Libraries

Stechert~Hafner Book News

Subject Guide to Books in Print

Sunday Times (London) Literary Supplement
Technical Book Review Index .

UNE5CO Bulletin for Libraries

'.Wilson Library Bulletin

Brown, Charles H. Scientific Serials.

Chicago, Association of College and

. Research Libraries, 1956

Ulrich's International Periodicals Directory.

Vol. 1, Scientific, Technical & Hedical...

12th ed., edited by Marietta Chicorel. New
York, Bowker, 1967

Union List of Serials. 3rd ed., New York,

H. V. Wilson, 1965

Walford, A. J. Guide to Reference Material.

2nd ed., Vol. 1, Science & Technoloay.

London, The Library Association, 1956

Library of Congress Proof Sheets
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QUESTIONNAIRE AND DATA FORMS

COMPLETED BY TIE LIBRARY AND FACULTY
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QUESTIONNAIRE

. What was the total number of voiumes in your library

at the end of 19567

What is the size of your library staff (professional

and non-professional)?

What is your total college or university enrollment?
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DEPARTHMENTAL IHFORHATION

College/Univarsity Person Froviding Data
Departmant Date
FACULTY/STAFF

Total Kuzber

Professors

Associate Professors . Assistant Professors

tnstructors

Teaching Assistants

Lecturers

DEGREES HELD (Faculty Only)

Ph.D. M.A., M.S. B.A,

Prescribed College/University Teaching Load

Modal or Average (which) Teaching Load

CURRICULUM

- Total Number of Courses

Lower Division (Freshman/Sophomore)

Upper Division (Junior/Senior)

Graduate

Number of intrcductory Lecture Sections (per semester)

Number of Latoraztory Courses (per semester)

DEPARTHENTAL ENROLLUZNTY

Total Enroliment Fulltime Parttime
Number of Undergraduate Majors —_ Graduate Majors
Lower Divisica (F/5) Enrollment M.A. _ Ph.D.

Upper Divisicn (Jr./Sr.) Enrollment

Q
E;Bdfziase enrollment ficures on previous registration period =~ Fall, 1856

IToxt Provided by ERI



Budgztced Amount and/or Expenditures of Your Institution

For Education and General Purposes

For Past Five Fiscal Years *

i. —- S T L T S

Fiscal Year | Budgeted Amount Expenditures

1961-62

1962~63

1963~64

1964-65 - Hi

P L T YT T At

1965-66

e ats e m s | emr

o’ avcerran

This figure should include budgeted amounts or expenditures for general
administration and general expense, instruction and departmental re-
search, extension and public services, libréries, operations and mainte-
nance of physical plant, organized research, and organized activities

'

relating to educational departments.
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Total Budgeted Amount and/or Expznditures of Your Library
For Past Five Fiscal Years

Fiscal Year Budgeted Amount Expenditures

e d—— e & e { e eyt e e v s [ PR RSP PN L)

1651=52 ! 1

A . A R AN e s Samt b o

1 2

Bookfund Expenditures for Periodicals' and Books

For Past Five Fiscal Years

e —re. @ —r——

Fiscal Year Periodical Expenditures Book Expenditg;g§
1951-62
1952-53
1063~64
1854-65

1565-66

— -

— .

-

i
!
1
l

]A periodical is defined as a serial publication which constitutes one
issue in a continuous series under the same titie, usuaily published at
regular intervals over an indefinite period, individual issues in the same
series being numbered consecutively.

2A book is defined as a unit of publication, either bibliographically
independent or a volume in a series published under the same title, con-
sisting of leaves, sheets, or signatures sewn or otherwise bound together,
covered or uncovered. Bound volumes of pariodicals and newspapers are not
considered books.

TJotal Amount Allocated to Science Area33

For Books and Periodicals fot Past Five Fiscal Years

——— e R L e Ty,

Fiscal Year - Biology Botany Zoblogy Chemistry Physics

1951-62

195253 |
1953-5% ?

..... - e AL AW e

P —— P2 P O et Dkt Mo e,

195455

1955-65 h

PSRN B I T R I L I fenteanImEAL . e
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3Fi}l in amounts for Bioloay Departmant only if there are not separate
Botany and Zooloqy Departmants,




