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CHAPTER I

DISCUSSION OF THE LITERATURE

The problem of book loss through theft in libraries

has been the subject of much discussion in library literature,

but very little empirical or statistical evidence has been

brought into these discussions. Helen Greenl analyzed the

articles indexed in Library Literature from 1953-1963, which

dealt with the destruction of library materials by theft or

mutilation. Her study determined the frequency of discussion

of certain aspects of the subject, using thirty-eight articles

published in sixteen journals during those ten years. She

found that books were mentioned most frequently as the type of

library material most often lost or mutilated; open shelves

and the pressure of assignments, as factors contributing to

theft and mutilation; lay borrowers, college and graduate

students, as the people responsible for lost volumes; false

borrower's cards, other false identification, and trickery, as

the method of acquiring pilfered materials; personal use versus

1Uelen Green, "Analysis of the Literature Dealing with
Vandalism as Indexed in Library Literature 1953-63" (unpublished
Master's thesis, Atlanta University, 1964).

1
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selling the material, as the reason for taking material; se-

curity guards, librarians, and students, as the detectors of

theft; and appealing to the patron's sense of values, security

guards, and penalties, as the three out of the fifteen methods

of curbing losses listed in the articles.

This study gives a good, broad overview of the aspects

of the problem of book losses which have been presented in the

literature. Many of these articles relate the experiences of

one librarian in dealing with the problem or describe the

situation at a particular library. Few of them contain figures

showing the actual number of books lost over a given period of

time. Notable exceptions are Burke's study, 1 done at the George

Peabody College for Teachers Library, which found missing a

mean of 13.8 per cent of the books listed in the shelf list

for the ten subject categories he selected (the time since the

previous inventory, if any, was not specified); Brown and

Kilgour's study2 at the Yale Medical Library comparing the

figures for the disappearance of unbound journals with those

1John Emmett Burke, "Statistical Analysis of a College
Library," Peabody Journal of Education, XXXI (July, 1953), 10-
21.

2Madeleine Brown and Frederick G. Kilgour, "Disap-
pearance of Unbound Journals," Medical Library Association
Bulletin, XLDC (January, 1961), 68-71.
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of other materials in the library; and Van Every's surveyl of

fifty public libraries. Of the thirty-two replies she re-

ceived, the thirteen libraries which supplied figures based

on inventories or estimates reported losses of approximately

0.1 to 0.5 per cent of their book stock per year.

William J. Greaney2 undertook a statistical study of

theft in high school libraries to determine the extent of loss

and the number of damaged books in the senior high school

libraries of Suffolk County (New York). The results of his

study are based on a sample of nineteen questionnaires. The

range of losses for the thirteen schools providing adequate

data is between 0.8 per cent and 5.9 per cent of the library's

collection for 1964-65 and between 0.8 per cent and 5.5 per

cent for 1965-66, with a mean of 2.5 per cent for 1964-65 and

2.2 per cent for 1965-66. Computing the ratio of the number

of books lost to the number of books acquired reveals an aver-

age for the thirteen schools of 22.7 per cent for 1964-65 and

19.7 per cent for 1965-66.

'Joan Van Every, "Is It Worth Doing Anything About
Book Losses?" Library Journal, LXXXVII (September 1, 1962),
2842-2846.

2William J. Greaney, "An Investigation into the Prob-
lem of Lost and Damaged Books in the Senior High School Libraries
of Suffolk County (New York)" (Unpublished Master's thesis,
Graduate Library School, Long Island University, 1967).
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Mary Quick, from a questionnaire survey of junior and

senior high school libraries in Macomb County, Michigan, re-

ported the following frequencies in number of volumes lost

each year: 0-50, 9; 50-100, 3; 100-200, 5; and 200-300, 6.

Distinguishing the loss in junior high school libraries from

senior high schools, she provides the data that yearly book

losses averaged 48 for the former, and 147, for the latter

schools. 1

No similar survey of losses in academic libraries

has been reported, but there have been notable recent articles

giving figures on the extent of losses in individual academic

libraries. These articles include Irene Braden's report on a

pilot inventory at Ohio State University in 1967,2 which found

missing an average of 4.37 per cent of the items searched.

These searched items comprised about 1 per cent of the titles

in the collection and Miss Braden notes that before this inven-

tory, one had not been taken in decades. In an article by

Perry Morrison,3 detailing the methods employed in a lost book

1Mary Quick, "A Proposed Program for Reducing Book
Losses" (Unpublished Master's thesis, School of Graduate
Studies, Western Michigan University, 1964).

2Irene Braden, "Pilot Inventory of Library Holdings,"
ALA Bulletin (October, 1968), pp. 1129-1131.

3Perry Morrison, "Lost Book Campaign at Sacramento,"
Wilson Library Bulletin (February, 1966), pp. 526-529.

13.
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campaign at Sacramento State College, there is a table showing

the figures for volumes lost from 1962 to 1965. The four in-

ventories taken during those years showed losses ranging from

1.5 per cent to 0.7 per cent of the total collection. Matt

Roberts, in an excellent article called "Guards, Turnstiles,

Electronic Devices, and the Illusion of Security"1 attempts to

establish a relationship between thefts and some of the fac-

tors which influence loss. In order to do this, he collected

loss figures in selected LC classification letters for the

years 1963-66. After adjusting these figures for volumes ex-

pected to be returned in the future, he reported an average of

1.06 per cent of the total volumes in the collection missing

for 1964, 1.13 per cent for 1965, and 1.14 per cent for 1966.

The range of the average of the losses for these years was

from 0.39 per cent of the volumes in the class DA to 2.15 per

cent of the R volumes. Mr. Roberts' study is the first pub-

lished attempt to statistically relate variables to loss. He

chose intensity of use, size of the collection, number of mul-

tiple copies, rate of growth, and volumes on reserve as the

variables in his study and found only the first to be closely

related.

1Matt Roberts, "Guards, Turnstiles, Electronic De-
vices, and the Illusion of Security," College and Research
Libraries (July, 1968), pp. 259-275.

14
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Final mention will be given in this discussion to the

excellent annotated bibliography of articles published on the

subject of library security, 1940-67, which appeared in the

Law Library Journal in 1968.1 This four-page bibliography

cites thirty-six articles and books with a brief description

of their content.

We conclude from this survey of the literature on book

thefts that the widespread interest and concern for the problem

of losses has resulted in a large number of articles on the

subject. There isnot much statistical data on the extent of

the problem, however, and no surveys providing data on the

losses in more than one academic library has been reported.

The present study, providing data gathered from academic

libraries throughout the United States, will attempt to fill

at least partially this gap in the literature.

1R. M. Mersky and J. David, "Select Annotated Bib-
liographies on Library Floor Covering and Library Security,
1940-67," Law Library Journal, LXI (May, 1968), 108-114.
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CHAPTER II

OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY

This study was undertaken in the fall of 1965 to ob-

tain an accurate and concrete picture of the problem of book

losses through theft.in academic libraries. It was designed

to ascertain the climate of opinion among academic librarians

concerning the problem of thefts; to gather information con-

cerning methods of ascertaining loss, the extent of the loss,

types of control devices used to prevent it, and methods of

informing the academic community of the problem; and finally,

to try to establish correlations between the loss figures

obtained and various characteristics of the libraries and the

academic institutions of which they are a part.

In November, 1965, with the assistance of the National

Opinion Research Center, a questionnaire was compiled and dis-

tributed, as a pre-test, to a sample of one hundred of the

libraries listed in the U.S. Office of Education publication,

Library Statistics of Colleges and Universities, 1963-64 In-

stitutional Data; the sample was restricted to libraries serv-

ing student bodies of less than five thousand in the belief

7
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that libraries of this size would be more likely to have

available the desired statistics. Experience at the Univer-

sity of Chicago Library indicated that it did not have avail-

able inventory statistics on the number of volumes lost through

theft, partially because of the difficulty and cost of inventory-

ing several million volumes, and partially because its depart-

mental structure makes the gathering of comprehensive and

comparable figures difficult. The writer believed that other

libraries serving large student bodies might experience similar

problems in data collection; therefore, a cut-off point of

5,000 students was established.

The sample for the pre-test was composed of every

fifteenth library listed in the publication. Since the arrange-

ment is alphabetically by state and, within each state, alpha-

betically by name of school, it is assumed that the sample was

random.

After a response of approximately 35 per cent had been

received, the questionnaire was revised and sent in December

1965, to all the remaining 1,582 libraries serving student

bodies of less than five thousand listed in the U.S. Office

of Education publication and its supplement. This document

was used as the population for the study because it provides

information to be used in making the correlations mentioned

previously. With its supplement, it covered 90 per cent of

1?
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all college and university libraries) at the time of its pub-

lication.

After approximately five hundred fifty replies had been

received from the main mailing, a follow-up letter and question-

naire were sent to those libraries which had not responded,

eliciting a further response of about 415 replies.

Having received such a large number of responses, we

decided to tabulate the data by means of electronic data

processing equipment. A number of months elapsed during the

process of applying for grants to process the data; in December

1966, the Council on Library Resources agreed to fund the pro-

posal presented to them. The Statistical Tabulating Corporation

of Chicago completed the card preparation and processing.

In this discussion of methodology, a few comments on

possible biases introduced into the study should be made. The

responses to the pre-test have been excluded from the study be-

cause of the extensive revision of the final questionnaire;

moreover, those schools which did not respond to the pre-test

were not sent the revised questionnaire. Because this sub -

sample was selected systematically from every fifteen school,

however, its exclusion is not believed to affect the results

of the study.

1U.S. Office of Education, Library Statistics of Col-
leges and Universities 1963-64 Institutional Data; Supplement
(Chicago: American Library Association, 1965), introduction.
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A second possible cause of bias is of more concern.

The U.S. Office of Education publication, Library Statistics

of Colleges and Universities. 1963-64 Institutional Data, and

its Supplement include 90 per cent of all college and univer-

sity libraries, according to the introduction in the Supplement.

It is possible that the remaining 10 per cent which did not

respond to the questionnaire on which that report of library

statistics is based, may possess, as a group, certain charac-

teristics which make it a distinctive sub -group within the

universe of academic libraries in the United States. To the

extent that these non-respondents are a distinctive sub-group,

those libraries which did respond to the Office of Education,

and are included in its publication of library statistics,

are not representative of the whole universe of academic lib-

raries. To this extent also, bias is introduced into this

study of book thefts, because' we are using this latter group

of libraries as our population.

A third area of concern is whether the 964 respondents

to this study's questionnaire form a representative sub-group

of the 1,682 schools with student bodies of less than 5,000 in

the U.S. Office of Education report. Here speculation gives

way to concrete data and we can make a direct comparison be-

tween the two groups in regard to specific characteristics

using data from that publication.
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Comparison of the means of seven characteristics for

the population and the sub-group of respondents is given in

Table 1. We find that the likelihood of obtaining from a

sample of 964,1 means as large or larger than those listed

in the column "Sample Mean" is over 1 per cent in only one case,

given that the sample comes from a population of 1,682 having

the means and standard deviations shown in the table. This

data indicates that of these seven characteristics the sample

resembled the population only in administrative control, where

there is a strong probability, almost one chance in three, that

the sample is random. The sample cannot be considered random

in regard to the other six, very significant characteristics,

such as number of students, number of volumes, and total ex-

penditures, the averages of which are considerably larger for

the respondents than for the population. Therefore, we must

consider that the data gathered by the study applies specifi-

cally to the study's respondents. It cannot be considered

valid for the whole population of schools with student bodies

of less than 5,000 listed in Library Statistics. 1963-64,2

11n four cases on Tables 1, 2, and 3, the sample and/or
the population size was decreased if all the libraries did not
supply information concerning certain characteristics.

2
In another important characteristic, concern for the

problem of book losses, the non-respondents can be assumed to
differ from the respondents. It is safe to say that a substan-
tial portion of the non-respondents concerned with the problem
would have shown this concern by responding to the study's
questionnaire.

21
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because it is biased in the direction of large libraries.

Within the sample of the 964 respondents is a sub-

group of 156 libraries which provided loss figures judged to

be accurate and comparable with the figures given by others in

the sub-group. Since the regression analyses run with this

data are a vital part of this study, it is important to see if

the libraries which provided these figures are representative

either of the population of 10682 libraries or the sub -group

of the 964 respondents. Table 2 shows the comparison of the

means of the seven characteristics for the sample of the 156

libraries with the total population. We find that the likeli-

hood of obtaining sample means as high or higher (or low or

lower) than the population means is uneven but somewhat higher

than in our comparison of the means of the respondents with

the population. For two of the characteristics, book expendi-

tures and students, the likelihood is almost 10 per cent; for

another, total expenditures, it is 4 per cent. In regard to

these three variables, we conclude that there is a good possi-

bility the sample of 156 is random. For the other character-

istics, type of institution, number of volumes, hours of

student assistance, and professional personnel, the sample

cannot be considered random.

Table 3 compares the means of the characteristics for

the sample of 156 schools and the 964 respondents. Here, the

22
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sample resembles the respondents only in the characteristic

of student body size, where we have a 43 per cent likelihood

of obtaining a mean as high or higher than the sample mean.

From the results of both Tables 2 and 3, we find that

discussion of the loss data given by the 156 schools cannot be

considered valid for the sub-group of respondents or in general

for the total population although in the comparison with the

population the sub-group of the 156 schools can be considered

random in three of seven characteristics. We shall elaborate

on the effects on the loss data of these differences in charac-

ters in Chapter VI, but we can note here that except for the

characteristic of student body size, the averages of the

characteristics of the libraries supplying the 156 loss figures

are considerably smaller than the averages for the population

or the respondents.

One important point concerning the methodology of this

study needs to be made. Statistical analyses are only as

valid as the statistics on which they are based. In this study,

we are dealing with three groups of figures, i.e., those re-

ported in the U.S. Office of Education publication, the tabu-

lated responses to the questions on the questionnaire, and the

loss figures provided by the respondents. Questions concerning

the accuracy and compatibility of the academic library statis-

tics reported in the Office of Education publication have been

25



17

well-raised.1 The writer is well aware of the difficulty of

gathering statistical data in libraries and the problems

caused by differences in the definition of what is included in

the counts. In general, the data from the U.S. Office of Edu-

cation publication is used in tangential portions of the study,

such as the cross tabulations and the comparison of the popula-

tion and sub-samples. For these purposes, the writer believes

that for the most part inaccuracies in this data will not be

gross enough to significantly affect the results. In the in-

terpretation of the cross tabulations in particular, most of

the errors would not affect the categorization of the data and

wherever possible the writer looked for major trends, not

slight differences in the expected percentages.

Numerous errors were discovered during the tabulation

of the responses to the questionnaire and the recoding of the

data into categories. As far as the writer can ascertain,

careful cross-checking has identified and eliminated these

errors. The careful examination of a substantial portion of

the responses to the open-ended questions reveals that the

coding of these responses was accurate.

The accuracy of the loss figures is a very important and

1See for example Eli Oboler's article, "The Accuracy of
Federal Academic Library Statistics," College and Research
Libraries (November, 1964), pp. 494-496. He discusses the
data in the 1962-63 Office of Education publication.
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unresolved question. Further discussion of this subject will

be postponed until late in the chapter in which those figures

are presented and analyzed.

A large number of cross tabulationS were run between

responses to the questions and school characteristics. 1
The

number of categories in some of the tables was too large to

permit the usually accepted minimum of five responses to fall

into each cell in the table. In these cases, figures indicat-

ing the level of confidence are not reliable. We have only

used the confidence levels to sort out for discussion in this

report the cross tabulations indicated to be significant at

the 1 per cent or 5 per cent level. Our discussion has cen-

tered around the percentages of the responses themselves not

the significance of difference. Unless there is a note to

the contrary at the bottom of the table displaying the cross

tabulation, or it contains a cell with a response of less than

five, the confidence level may be assumed to be 1 per cent or

less.

1See Table 79, Appendix B, for the complete list of
cross tabulations.
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CHAPTER III

LIBRARIANS' VIEWS OF THE LOSS PROBLEM

The first three questions on the questionnaire are

designed to ascertain the climate of opinion of academic

librarians concerning the seriousness and prevention of book

losses through theft. Opinions expressed in the literature

of the profession range from those indicating that book theft

is a matter of very serious concern to those expressed by

librarians who feel that losses through theft are inevitable

and, therefore, should be accepted and not considered a

serious problem. A good example of the first category of

opinions is the following quotation from the University of

Idaho Library's publication, Bookmark:

Book theft and mutilation is a universal, chronic
affliction of all types of libraries. More significant
than the number and cost of books reported missing and
presumably stolen, is the immeasurable frustration and
inconvenience to library users caused by the hundreds
of volumes that are temporarily missing during an assign-
ment and eventually turn up again on the library's shelves.1

1Librarians at the University of Idaho Library have
been concerned with book loss for a number of years, expressing
this concern in a revealing series of articles discussing
several aspects of book losses. "An Exit Control System at
the University of Idaho Library," Bookmark, XVI (September,
1963), 1, provided this quotation.

19
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On the other end of the continuum, V. S. Rastogi ex-

pressed this opinion in Indian Librarian:

If use and service, instead of preservation is the
chief moto [sic] of the modern day libraries then "the
loss of books in a library is a must inspite [sic] of
the best safeguards, the most human treatment and the
vigilance of a high order." It is a simple social
phenomenon.1

Table 4 shows the distribution of answers to Question

1, designed to measure opinion concerning the seriousness of

the problem. Of the 949 librarians who answered the question,

51 per cent chose the middle category: book loss is a somewhat

serious problem. Almost 22 per cent of the respondents indi-

cated an opinion that book loss is not a serious problem, a

slightly lower figure than the 26.7 per cent who felt that

loss is a very serious problem. This table shows that, for

78 per cent of the librarians who answered this question,

book loss is a matter of either somewhat or very serious con-

cern, while 21.9 per cent or over one-fifth of the respondents

do not feel it is a serious problem.

Table 5 indicates that a very lage percentage, 93 per

cent, of the respondents felt that financial loss to the library

was a less important aspect of book loss than the unavailability

of the lost volumes to other patrons. This response may reflect

1"The Library and the Loss of Books," Indian Librarian,
XVII (June, 1962), 28.
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a greater concern of librarians with the service, rather than

the financial aspect of library management; it certainly in-

dicates that the great majority of the responding librarians

agree with the statement quoted earlier from Bookmark, con-

cerning the unavailability of volumes. After the analysis of

the complete results of the study, the writer considers that

this question forced the respondents into a spurious choice,

in presenting these aspects at opposite ends of a continuum.

Both financial loss and unamalability of volumes need to be

taken into consideration in discussions of the loss problem

and, specifically, in decisions on methods to reduce it. In

the final summarization of the study's findings we shall pro-

vide an example of how this dual consideration should be

accomplished.

Question 3 stressed the financial aspect of book losses,

attempting to ascertain whether or not librarians feel that

methods of preventing loss cost more than they save. Table 6

reveals that the responding librarians are split almost

exactly down the middle on this question, with the slight

minority, 48 per cent, believing that there are economically

feasible ways to reduce loss. In our summary, after the

chapters in which we examine the data on the extent of losses

and the methods used to control them, we will return to this

question of the economic feasibility of reducing loss, with

32
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comments on the way in which this feasibility may be determined.

In an attempt to discover whether there is any rela-

tionship between the opinions expressed by the librarians

answering these three questions and (a) their responses to

other questions on the questionnaire or (b) various character-

istics of their libraries or the institutions of which they

are a part, a number of cross tabulations involving these

variables were run. Several of the resulting tables contained

figures revealing a significant difference among the groups

expressing different opinions .1

IApproximately 150 cross tabulations were made. Table
79 in Appendix B is a complete list of the questions and school
characteristics with which we ran cross tabulations. (Each one
is listed only once, so the cross tabulation between Questions
1 and 3 is listed only under Question 1.) In general we have
not included in the study's report those cross tabulations
which are not significant at the 1 per cent or 5 per cent con-
fidence level. The data the cross tabulations supply is
mainly tangential to the primary data of the study, rounding
out our knowledge of the differences in the characteristics
and opinions of the respondents who gave differing answers to
the Questions. Unless we have a large number of tables display-
ing the cross tabulations to examine at once, we will try to
put these discussions in footnotes away from the main text. We
shall discuss them as briefly as sense and accuracy permits,
pointing out one or two differences from the expected percentages
which appear significant to us.

The tables with the cross tabulations are to be read in
the following way: the percentages of the row total for each
figure in a row is in the parentheses at the side of the figure
(read across, they will add up to approximately 100 per cent).
The difference from the expected percentage can be ascertained
by comparing this figure with the figure in parentheses at the
bottom, in the row entitled column totals. Conversely, the
percentage of the column total for each figure in a column is

34
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The first cross tabulation which shows a significant

difference between the responses to Question 1 and responses

to other questions on the questionnaire was run with the

responses to Question 2. We find in Table 7 that the "actual"

percentages in the first row of the table differ substantially

from the percentages expected from the distribution of the

responses in the "total" figures. We conclude from this dif-

ference that librarians who believe loss is a serious problem

also incline a little (we qualify the statement because the

difference in percentages is not great) to the view that the

financial aspects of book loss are more important than the

unavailability of volumes. Table 8, seriousness of the problem:

view of loss prevention, shows us that this same group of li-

brarians who consider the loss problem serious also incline to

believe that there are economically feasible ways to reduce the

problem, while a higher than expected percentage of librarians

who do not consider the problem serious feel that such methods

cost more than they save. Table 9, which shows the cross

tabulation of the question on seriousness with actual losses

suffered by the respondents) has a large number of cells with

underneath the figure. Read down, they will add up to approxi-
mately 100 per cent and they are to be compared with the figure
in parentheses alongside the row totals.

1The 169 loss figures were selected from approximately
415 actual figures of all kinds provided by the respondents to
the study. In considering them, one must remember that they
form a distinct sub-sample within the study's respondents.
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a low number of responses and percentages that fluctuate up

and down the columns, so its interpretation is not straight-

forward. We can see, however, that there is a definite indi-

cation that the librarians who suffer low loss (below 50 volumes

per year) consider, as might logically be expected, that the

loss problem is not serious.

In Table 10 we learn more about the relationship be-

tween loss and opinions on its seriousness. We see that al-

most 40 per cent of the librarians considering loss serious

believe that their losses are increasing. Conversely, the

table indicates that librarians for whom the problem is not a

serious one tend to believe their losses are decreasing or

staying about the same. In Table 11, we compare the responses

to the seriousness question with the control devices used by

the respondents. As we might expect, few librarians consider-

ing the problem not serious employ expensive exit guards with

or without turnstiles. About 30 per cent of the librarians who

do not consider loss serious use only the honor system, while

an additional one-fourth rely solely on a charge desk with

visual control. We note that use of multiple control devices

which include an exit guard are employed in libraries where the

problem is considered only somewhat serious.

The cross tabulations of opinions on seriousness with

school characteristics are also quite interesting. We find

39
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in Table 12 that the differences in the percentages are not

great but we can see a slight tendency of librarians at schools

under public administration to consider the problem serious

and those at private schools to consider it not serious.

We learn in Table 13 that the librarians with low operating

expenditures tend to consider the problem not serious, while

a high percentage of those at schools with expenditures above

$60,000 consider it somewhat serious (we see now why these

respondents can afford multiple controls). The respondents

viewing the problem as very serious show a less clear pattern,

although there is somewhat of a trend toward a greater per-

centage in the high expenditure categories. In the cross

tabulation with students (Table 14) we find the percentage of

responses in the "somewhat serious" category to be higher than

expected from the column totals at schools with middle sized

student bodies (1,000-2,499), while librarians at the largest

schools tend to view the problem as serious, and at the smallest

schools (under 500) as not serious. In Table 15, looking at

the relationship between circulation and the librarians' view

of the seriousness of loss, we again find a high percentage of

"not serious" responses in the lowest category (less than

10,000); we also see a high percentage of "somewhat serious"

responses in the highest circulation category (over 75,000).

The final cross tabulation with this question which

R)
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we will discuss (Table 16) brings to light an interesting

fact concerning the respondents themselves. It appears from

the table that there is a definite relationship between a

librarian's length of experience at one school and her view

of the loss problem there. We see a high percentage of

librarians viewing the problem as serious who have worked in

their library less than one year, and conversely an increasing

tendency to view the problem as not serious as length of serv-

ice increases.

Turning to Question 2, on financial loss versus un-

availability, we see in Table 17 a definite tendency for the

percentages of librarians believing the aspect of unavailability

most important to increase as the expenditure per student in-

creases. This isalogical progression when we consider that

the financial aspect of the loss problem would become less

important as funds became more readily available. We remember

in earlier discussion of Question 2 that Table 7 showed the

cross tabulations of Questions 1 and 2; we saw in that table

that librarians considering the loss problem serious tend to

stress the financial loss to the library.

The responses to Question 3, on the librarian's view

of loss prevention is shown in Table 18 with the view of the

rate of loss increase. The one very significant difference in

percentages shows logically that librarians who think their

47
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losses are decreasing believe there are feasible ways of re-

ducing loss. This result does not reinforce the findings of

Tables 8 and 10 which found a tendency of librarians with de-

creasing loss to view the problem as not serious, and the lat-

ter to feel that control methods cost more than they save.

Apparently a substantial portion of the respondents with de-

creasing loss who considered the problem somewhat serious

tipped the balance in the question directly examining the re-

lation between change in loss rate and loss prevention.

We see in Table 19 the relation between the use of

control devices and the response to this question. We find

librarians employing the most expensive control devices, i.e.,

exit guards, stating the belief that loss can be reduced

without paying more for the controls than the replacement of

the lost volumes. In Chapter IV, when we discuss the other

significant cross tabulations which were run with the use of

controls, we will find that librarians using exit guards,

also tend to have large expenditures, collections, and student

bodies. We may assume, for the present, that libraries with

these characteristics have a relatively high loss rate and

we know from Tables 13 and 14 that these librarians also tend

to view the loss problem as serious. We assume, therefore,

that these respondents anticipate an even larger loss without

exit controls, the replacement of which would be higher than
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the cost of the exit guards. On the other hand, we see the

librarians employing the honor system or a charge desk with

visual control either singly or in combinations with each

other, choosing the statement that control methods cost more

than they save. We have seen some relation between librarians

holding this view and those believing loss is not serious and

we know the latter respondents tend to experience lower loss.

This data may lead us to the conclusion that librarians hold-

ing the view that controls cost more than they save are in-

deed at schools where the loss is low enough that controls

would be more expensive than replacement costs. Or conversely,

we may interpret the results of Table 19 by the simple conclu-

sion that librarians holding this view of loss prevention would

naturally choose the least expensive method of control for

their library. A third possibility occurs when we see in

Chapter IV the responses of librarians to the question on the

effectiveness of these controls. A very small number indicated

the honor system or a central charging desk as effective de-

vices; if they are not effective, these respondents may from

their experience choose the negative response to Question 3.

The rest of the significant cross tabulations with

the question involve school characteristics. We find in Tables

20 and 21 a tendency of librarians at publicly administered

schools, especially universities, junior colleges, and teachers'

53
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colleges to think loss prevention feasible. Tables 22 and 23

can be read together to find that except for the lowest

circulation category, and the three low categories of numbers

of students, there is a tendency for more librarians to think

feasible control methods exist as the circulation and number

of students increases.

To sum up the data in this chapter briefly, we have

seen that a fairly high percentage of the respondents consider

the loss problem serious, while over half chose the middle of

the road category of loss as a somewhat serious problem. These

librarians tend to believe their lossesare increasing or fluc-

tuating. Librarians who do not consider loss serious tend to

experience lower loss and believe it is decreaSing or staying

about the same. These librarians also tend to be at schools

with low operating expenditures, number of students and circu-

lation, and private administrative control. Longer length of

service at a library tends to make librarians view the loss

problem as less serious.

Librarians overwhelmingly replied that the unavailability

of volumes is a more serious aspect of the loss problem than

the financial aspect. As the rate of expenditure per student

decreases, librarians' concern with the financial aspect increases.

Librarians were split about 50-50 on the question of

the economic feasibility of loss prevention. When librarians

5G
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believe their losses are decreasing, they naturally tend to

believe control methods are economically feasible. This type

of response is more prevalent among li-marians at publically

administered schools, especially universities, junior colleges,

and teachers' colleges and at schools with large circulation

and student bodies.



CHAPTER IV

CONTROL DEVICES

We now come to the section of the questionnaire deal-

ing with the devices which attempt to minimize loss. The

answers to Question 9, concerning the respondents' use of these

various devices, are displayed in Tables 24 and 31. In Table

24 we discover that 28 per cent of the respondents use a

charging desk with visual control, while 12 per cent use exit

guards, with or without turnstiles, as their sole control de-

vice. The multiple response categories 7, 8, and 10 tell us

that exit guards are used in combination with a charging desk

and/or the honor system by an additional 10 per cent of the

respondents. Some overlap may exist among these three cate-

gories (i.e., charging desk with visual control and the two

categories of exit guards) and also between them and the

"other" category. When the categories were drawn up, the

writer envisioned exit guards being stationed very near the

library's exists and somewhat away from the charging desk.

Some of the responses in the "other" category mentioned

student checkers at the exits' (rather than guards).
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Turnstiles and exit inspection are sometimes placed at the

charging desk.

Eighteen per cent of the question's respondents rely

solely on what can be considered a minimal control measure, a

student body honor system. The honor system supplemented by

a charging desk with visual control is employed by 15 per cent.

Combinations of other devices, most of them containing a

method described in the "other" category, account for almost

10 per cent of the responses.1

No libraries reported using the newly developed mag-

netic anti-theft system in late 1965 or early 1966 when the

questionnaires were distributed. Since that time, the most

1These responses differed considerably from the results
of the survey studying community use of academic libraries
reported in the article, George C. Elser, "Exit Controls and
the Statewide Card," College and Research Libraries (May,
1968), pp. 194-196. Of the 783 libraries answering this
questionnaire, almost half indicated they had no control at
their exits. The most common form of control they reported
was a guard; the second form of control most often mentioned
was the turnstile. Eighty-six respondents checked other means
of control, mentioning most often location of the charging
desk so that patrons had to pass it in leaving the building.

A second study, based on a questionnaire concerning the
reaction to turnstiles and checkers in libraries, was reported
in Ernst E. Weyhrauch and Mary Thurman, "Turnstiles, Checkers,
and Library Security," Southeastern Librarian, XVIII (Summer,
1968), 111-116. The results indicated that 28 of 73 respondents
were currently using turnstiles. Fifty-eight libraries check
student's books, briefcases, etc.; 21 per cent of these schools
do not use turnstiles. Fifty-three libraries check faculty.
One interesting result of this study was the differing func-
tions reported for the turnstiles. In some libraries they are
only traffic channeling devices and it was a secondary considera-
tion if one had a checker at the turnstile on a full-time basis
or at all.
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well-known magnetic system, Sentronic, has been installed in

over 60 libraries1
throughout the country, many of them aca-

demic libraries. The Checkpoint system, whose development and

testing was aided by a grant from the Council on Library Re-

sources, has been installed in at least 25 academic libraries.2

Other well-known electronic anti-pilferage systems on the mar-

ket at present include the Knogo, Sensormatic, and Tattle

Tape systems.3

The structure of Question 9 did not provide a choice

for the use of no control devices, and, therefore, it does not

permit a precise statement concerning the ratio between libraries

which do and do not use these devices. However, using the

figure of 126 respondents who left this question blank, it is

possible to say that no more than 13 per cent of the 964

libraries included in the study did not employ control devices.

This percentage is probably substantially less since perusal

1
This figure was obtained from Security Diciest, I

(1969), 8. This publication has a marked bias to the Sentronic
system, but if read with care provides interesting comparative
data on the various types of pilferage control systems.

2Figure obtained from Checkpoint systems, "Current
Checkpoint Customers, sheet no. --."

3
Information about

be found in advertisements
obtained directly from the

these, and the above systems, may
in the professional journals and
manufacturers themselves.
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of the other tables reveals some non-respondents in a number

of the questions.1

A number of the cross tabulations run with the answers

concerning the use of control devices round out the picture of

the types and characteristics of the schools which employ spe-

cific devices. In Table 25 we see the logical assumption con-

firmed that the great majority of libraries employing exit guards

have high operating expenditures to fund them. There are only

ten schools with expenditures of under $40,000 in either of the

first two categories although we note that the percentage of

responses in the range of $20,100 to $60,000 is considerably

higher for libraries employing exit guards with turnstiles

than without turnstiles. Likewise, libraries employing both

exit guards and charging desks with visual control tend to have

1We were curious to discover whether the libraries
which did not report control devices suffered greater loss than
those who had devices to reduce it. Of the 169 libraries pro-
viding actual loss figures, 25 did not report control devices.
A statistical comparison was made of the means of the loss
figures of each of the two groups (the entire 169 loss figures,
and the 25 without control devices). The results indicated
that if other sub-samples were to be taken from the parent
group, there would be an 11 per cent chance that the means of
the loss figures from these samples would be as low or lower.
The mean of the 169 figures is 230; of the 25, 148. From
this comparison we see a tendency on the part of the respondents
without control devices to report lower, not higher figures,
than the libraries with control devices, although there is
one chance in 10 that the sub-groups may be considered random
sample.
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very high expenditures, i.e., above $60,100. The percentages

for the category of charging desk with visual control used

alone run fairly much as expected, except that we find a sub-

stantially lower number of responses in the highest expendi-

ture category, above $80,100. Sole reliance on the honor sys-

tem tends to be left to schools with low expenditures, although

the percentages in the low expenditure categories are not

nearly as high as one might anticipate. In fact, only libraries

with expenditures above $80,100 report a substantially lower

sole reliance on the honor system. "Other" devices, when em-

ployed alone, tend to be used by schools with very low expendi-

tures, but when used in combination with different methods,

their greatest occurrence is in the high expenditure categories.

The cross tabulations with number of students and

volumes in Tables 26 and 27, show a pattern basically similar

to Table 25. We see a concentration of the respondents using

exit controls in the high categories of students and volumes.

We see the percentage for charging desks with visual control

running similar to the expected ones, except for the lower

response in the highest category. Sole reliance on the honor

system is definitely favored by schools with less than 500

students, although the collection size at these schools is

apparently not necessarily small. In the combinations of

devices, we see exit guards with charging desk control showing
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a high percentage of responses in the highest categories of

students (above 2,500) and volumes (above 80,100). The com-

binations of control methods with the ones listed in the "other"

category tend to be employed by libraries with large collec-

tions and student bodies. When "other" devices were specified

singly, we find high percentages in the schools with small

numbers of students and books.

In Table 28, control devices: dollars per FTE student,

we adjust the relationship between control measures and ex-

penditures for student body size. We find a low number of

schools with high FTE student expenditures employing exit

guards with turnstiles, probably accounted for by a combination

of the high percentages of responses in the middle expenditure

categories noted in Table 25with large student bodies. We also

find many schools with medium to high FTE student expenditures

relying solely on the honor system, which is probably the re-

sult of the very high percentage of these schools with very

small student bodies.

Table 29, control devices: type of institution, re-

veals a higher than expected number of universities and teachers'

colleges using exit guards without turnstiles, and also, to a

lesser extent, with turnstiles. A very high 37 per cent of

technical, theological, fine arts, or other professional

schools rely solely on the honor system. Another 20 per cent

69



cp

T
A
B
L
E
 
2
8

C
O
N
T
R
O
L
 
D
E
V
I
C
E
S
:

D
O
L
L
A
R
S
 
P
E
R
 
F
U
L
L
-
T
I
M
E
 
E
Q
U
I
V
A
L
E
N
T
 
S
T
U
D
E
N
T

C
o
n
t
r
o
l
 
D
e
v
i
c
e
s

D
o
l
l
a
r
s
 
P
e
r
 
F
T
E
 
S
t
u
d
e
n
t
a

.
R
o
w
 
T
o
t
a
l
s

L
e
s
s
 
t
h
a
n

3
.

3
,

-
 
5
.

6
.

-
 
1
0
.

1
1
.

-
 
9
9
.

E
x
i
t
 
g
u
a
r
d
s
 
(
w
i
t
h
o
u
t
 
t
u
r
n
s
t
i
l
e
s
)

.
.

1
9
 
(
1
5
.
0

%
)

2
7
 
(
4
5
.
0

%
)

1
7
 
(
2
8
.
3

%
)

7
 
(
1
1
.
7

%
)

6
0

(
7
.
3

%
)

(
6
.
7
 
%
)

(
7
.
8
 
%
)

(
7
.
3
 
%
)

(
6
.
2
 
%
)

E
x
i
t
 
g
u
a
r
d
s
 
(
w
i
t
h
 
t
u
r
n
s
t
i
l
e
s
)
.

.
.

.
2

5
 
(
1
2
.
2

%
)

2
9
 
(
7
0
.
7

%
)

6
 
(
1
4
.
6

%
)

1
(
2
.
4

%
)

4
1

(
5
.
0

%
)

(
3
.
7
 
%
)

(
8
.
4
 
%
)

(
2
.
6
 
%
)

(
0
.
9
 
%
)

M
a
g
n
e
t
i
c
 
s
y
s
t
e
m
s
 
(
m
a
g
n
e
t
i
z
e
d
 
p
l
a
t
e
s

0
(
0
.
0

%
)

0
(
0
.
0

%
)

0
(
0
.
0

%
)

0
(
0
.
0

%
)

0
(
0
.
0

%
)

i
n
 
v
o
l
u
m
e
s
)

3
(
0
.
0
 
%
)

(
0
.
0
 
%
)

(
0
.
0
 
%
)

(
0
.
0
 
%
)

C
h
a
r
g
i
n
g
 
d
e
s
k
 
a
t
 
e
n
t
r
a
n
c
e
 
t
o
 
p
r
o
v
i
d
e

5
3
 
(
2
2
.
5

%
)

9
6
 
(
4
0
.
7

%
)

6
1
 
(
2
5
.
8

%
)

2
6
 
(
1
1
.
0

%
)

2
3
6

(
2
8
.
6

%
)

v
i
s
u
a
l
 
c
o
n
t
r
o
l

4
(
3
9
.
3
 
%
)

(
2
7
.
7
 
%
)

(
2
6
.
3
 
%
)

(
2
2
.
0
 
%
)

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
b
o
d
y
 
h
o
n
o
r
 
s
y
s
t
e
m

5
1
4

(
9
.
2

%
)

4
6
 
(
3
0
.
1

%
)

6
3
 
(
4
1
.
2

%
)

3
0
 
(
1
9
.
6

%
)

1
5
3

(
1
8
.
5

%
)

(
1
0
.
4
 
%
)

(
1
3
.
3
 
%
)

(
2
7
.
2
 
%
)

(
2
6
.
5
 
%
)

O
t
h
e
r

6
1
0
 
(
2
2
.
7

(
7
.
4
 
%
)

%
)

1
7
 
(
3
8
.
6

(
4
.
9
 
%
)

%
)

9
 
(
2
0
.
5

(
3
.
9
 
%
)

%
)

8
 
(
1
8
.
2

(
7
.
1
 
%
)

%
)

4
4

(
5
.
3

%
)

rn

D
e
v
i
c
e
s
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
 
1
 
o
r
 
2
 
a
n
d
 
4

7
8
 
(
1
3
.
8

%
)

3
2
 
(
5
5
.
2

%
)

1
3
 
(
2
2
.
4

%
)

5
(
8
.
6

%
)

5
8

(
7
.
0

%
)

(
5
.
9
 
%
)

(
9
.
2
 
%
)

(
5
.
6
 
%
)

(
4
.
4
 
%
)

D
e
v
i
c
e
s
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
 
1
 
o
r
 
2
 
a
n
d
 
5

8
1
 
(
1
0
.
0

%
)

7
 
(
7
0
.
0

%
)

1
 
(
1
0
.
0

%
)

1
 
(
1
0
.
0

%
)

1
0

(
1
.
2

%
)

(
0
.
7
 
%
)

(
2
.
0
 
%
)

(
0
.
4
 
%
)

(
0
.
9
 
%
)

D
e
v
i
c
e
s
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
 
4
 
a
n
d
 
5

9
1
4
 
(
1
0
.
7

%
)

5
0
 
(
3
8
.
2

%
)

4
2
 
(
3
2
.
1

%
)

2
5
 
(
1
9
.
1

%
)

1
3
1

(
1
5
.
9

%
)

(
1
0
.
4
 
%
)

(
1
4
.
5
 
%
)

(
 
1
8
.
1
 
%
)

(
2
2
.
1
 
%
)

D
e
v
i
c
e
s
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
 
1
 
o
r
 
2
 
a
n
d
 
4
 
a
n
d
 
5
.

.
1
0

2
 
(
1
8
.
2

%
)

4
 
(
3
6
.
4

%
)

3
 
(
2
7
.
3

%
)

2
 
(
1
8
.
2

%
)

1
1

(
1
.
3

%
)

(
1
.
5
 
%
)

(
1
.
2
 
%
)

(
1
.
3
 
%
)

(
1
.
8
 
%
)

O
t
h
e
r
 
c
o
m
b
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
o
f
 
d
e
v
i
c
e
s
.

.
.

.
1
1

1
9
 
(
2
3
.
2

%
)

3
8
 
(
4
6
.
3

%
)

1
7
 
(
2
0
.
7

%
)

8
(
9
.
8

%
)

8
2

(
9
.
9

%
)

(
1
4
.
1
 
%
)

(
1
1
.
0
 
%
)

(
7
.
3
 
%
)

(
7
.
1
 
%
)

C
o
l
u
m
n
 
t
o
t
a
l
s

1
3
5

3
4
6

2
3
2

1
1
3

(
1
6
.
3
 
%
)

(
4
1
.
9
 
%
)

(
2
8
.
1
 
%
)

(
1
3
.
7
 
%
)

N
u
m
b
e
r
 
o
f
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s

8
2
6

X
2

7
1
.
7
6
3

d
f

2
7

a
L
a
s
t
 
d
i
g
i
t
 
d
r
o
p
p
e
d
 
i
n
 
c
o
d
i
n
g
,
 
s
o
 
f
i
g
u
r
e
s
 
a
r
e
 
i
n
 
t
e
n
s
 
o
f
 
d
o
l
l
a
r
s
.

7



C
o
n
t
r
o
l

D
e
v
i
c
e
s

T
A
B
L
E
 
2
9

C
O
N
T
R
O
L
D
E
V
I
C
E
S
:

T
Y
P
E
 
O
F

I
N
S
T
I
T
U
T
I
O
N
S

T
y
p
e
 
o
f

I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s

L
i
b
e
r
a
l

A
r
t
s

E
x
i
t

g
u
a
r
d
s

(
w
i
t
h
o
u
t

t
u
r
n
-

2
7

(
4
3
.
5
%
)

s
t
i
l
e
s
)

1
(
7
.
2
%
)

E
x
i
t
g
u
a
r
d
s

(
w
i
t
h

t
u
r
n
-

2
0

(
4
8
.
8
%
)

s
t
i
l
e
s
)

2
(
5
.
4
%
)

M
a
g
n
e
t
i
c

s
y
s
t
e
m
s

(
m
a
g
n
e
t
-

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

i
z
e
d
p
l
a
t
e
s
 
i
n

v
o
l
u
m
e
s
)
.

.
3

(
0
.
0
%
)

C
h
a
r
g
i
n
g
 
d
e
s
k

a
t

e
n
t
r
a
n
c
e

1
0
5

(
4
4
.
3
%
)

t
o
p
r
o
v
i
d
e
v
i
s
u
a
l

c
o
n
t
r
o
l
.
 
4

(
2
8
.
2
%
)

S
t
u
d
e
n
t

b
o
d
y
 
h
o
n
o
r
s
y
s
t
e
m
.
 
5

6
4

(
4
0
.
5
7
.
)

(
1
7
.
2
%
)

O
t
h
e
r

6
2
0

(
4
4
.
4
%
)

D
e
v
i
c
e
s
n
u
m
b
e
r
 
1
o
r
 
2

a
n
d
 
4

D
e
v
i
c
e
s

n
u
m
b
e
r
 
1

o
r
 
2

a
n
d
 
5

D
e
v
i
c
e
s
n
u
m
b
e
r
 
4

a
n
d
 
5

(
5
.
4
%
)

2
5

(
4
1
.
7
%
)

7
(
6
.
7
%
)

4
(
4
0
.
0
%
)

8
(
1
.
1
%
)

.
9

6
3

(
4
7
.
7
7
.
)

D
e
v
i
c
e
s

n
u
m
b
e
r
 
1

o
r
 
2

a
n
d
 
4

a
n
d
 
5

O
t
h
e
r

c
o
m
b
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
s

o
f

d
e
v
i
c
e
s

C
o
l
u
m
n

t
o
t
a
l
s

J
u
n
i
o
r

T
e
a
c
h
e
r
s

T
E
C
,

T
H
E
O
,

U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
y
C
o
l
l
e
g
e

C
o
l
l
e
g
e

6
(
9
.
7
%
)

(
2
8
.
6
%
)

2
(
4
.
9
%
)

(
9
.
5
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

1
(
0
.
4
%
)

(
4
.
8
%
)

1
(
0
.
6
%
)

(
4
.
8
7
.
)

2
(
4
.
4
%
)

(
9
.
5
%
)

3
(
5
.
0
%
)

(
1
4
.
3
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

4
(
3
.
0
%
)

1
1

(
1
7
.
7
%
)

(
5
.
3
%
)

8
(
1
9
.
5
%
)

(
3
.
8
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
7
.
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

6
9

(
2
9
.
1
%
)

(
3
3
.
0
%
)

3
3

(
2
0
.
9
%
)

(
1
5
.
8
%
)

1
7

(
3
7
.
8
7
.
)

(
8
.
1
%
)

1
6

(
2
6
.
7
%
)

(
7
.
7
%
)

3
(
3
0
.
0
%
)

(
1
.
4
%
)

2
9

(
2
2
.
0
%
)

(
1
6
.
9
%
)

(
1
9
.
0
%
)

(
1
3
.
9
%
)

3
(
2
7
.
3
7
,
)

1
(
9
.
1
7
,
)

3
(
2
7
.
3
%
)

1
0

(
0
.
8
7
,
)

(
4
.
8
%
)

(
1
.
4
%
)

4
2

(
5
1
.
2
7
.
)

1
(
1
.
2
%
)
 
2
0

(
2
4
.
4
%
)

1
1

(
1
1
.
3
1
°
)

(
4
.
8
7
.
)

(
9
.
6
%
)

3
7
3

2
1

2
0
9

(
4
4
.
5
%
)

(
2
.
5
%
)

(
2
4
.
9
%
)

N
u
m
b
e
r

o
f
,
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s

8
3
8

X
2

1
3
6
.
5
9
4

d
f

4
5

1
6

(
2
5
.
8
%
)

(
1
9
.
0
%
)

8
(
1
9
.
5
%
)

(
9
.
5
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

2
0

(
8
.
4
%
)

(
2
3
.
8
%
)

8
(
5
.
1
%
)

(
9
.
5
%
)

1
(
2
.
2
%
)

(
1
.
2
%
)

1
0

(
1
6
.
7
%
)

(
1
1
.
9
%
)

3
(
3
0
.
0
7
,
)

(
3
.
6
%
)

6
(
4
.
5
%
)

(
7
.
1
%
)

1
(
9
.
1
%
)

(
1
.
2
%
)

1
1

(
1
3
.
4
%
)

(
1
3
.
1
%
)

8
4

1

(
1
0
.
0
%
)

F
A
,
 
O
T
H
a

T
I
,
 
S
P
b

R
o
w
 
T
o
t
a
l
s

2
(
3
.
2
%
)
 
0

(
0
.
0
%
)

6
2

(
7
.
4
%
)

(
1
.
5
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

3
(
7
.
3
%
)
 
0

(
0
.
0
%
)

4
1

(
4
.
9
%
)

(
2
.
2
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)
 
0

(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
7
.
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

3
6

(
1
5
.
2
%
)
 
6

(
2
.
5
%
)
 
2
3
7

(
2
8
.
3
%
)

(
2
6
,
5
%
)

(
4
0
.
0
%
)

5
1

(
3
2
.
3
%
)
 
1

(
0
.
6
%
)
 
1
5
8

(
1
8
.
9
%
)

(
3
7
.
5
%
)

(
6
.
7
%
)

3
(
6
.
7
7
)
 
2

(
4
.
4
%
)

4
5

(
5
.
4
7
)

(
2
.
2
%
)

(
1
3
.
3
%
)

5
(
8
.
3
%
)
 
1

(
1
.
7
%
)

6
0

(
7
.
2
%
)

(
3
.
7
7
.
)

(
6
.
7
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)
 
0

(
0
.
0
%
)

1
0

(
1
.
2
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

2
8

(
2
1
.
2
%
)
 
2

(
1
.
5
%
)
 
1
3
2

(
1
5
.
8
%
)

(
2
0
.
6
%
)

(
1
3
.
3
%
)

2
(
1
8
.
2
%
)
 
1

(
9
.
1
%
)

1
1

(
1
.
3
7
,
)

(
1
.
5
7
.
)

(
6
.
7
%
)

6
(
7
.
3
%
)
 
2

(
2
.
4
%
)

8
2

(
9
.
8
%
)

(
4
.
4
%
)

(
1
3
.
3
%
)

3
6

1
5

(
1
6
.
2
%
)

(
1
.
8
%
)

a
T
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l
,

T
h
e
o
l
o
g
i
c
a
l

o
r
R
e
l
i
g
i
o
u
s
,

F
i
n
e

A
r
t
s
,
 
a
n
d

o
t
h
e
r
P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

S
c
h
o
o
l
s
.

b
T
e
c
h
n
i
c
a
l
I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
e
s

a
n
d

S
e
m
i
-
P
r
o
f
e
s
s
i
o
n
a
l

S
c
h
o
o
l
s
.



61

use it in combination with charging desks with visual control.

Only one university relies solely on the honor system or a

charging desk with visual control. Liberal arts schools ac-

count for over half of the use of "other" methods in combina-

tion with various other controls.

The final cross tabulation with control devices which we

will discuss was run with the loss figures. We must bear in mind

that these tables never imply a causal relationship and we cannot

state from the results of this particular one that the responses

in the various categories are significantly different than the

ones expected if the librarians using different control de-

vices experience no difference in loss. Since there is no

adjustment in the loss figures for the influence of large col-

lections or student bodies, the most information we can glean

from this table is a descriptive picture of the loss experi-

enced at schools employing various controls. Even then we must

take into account the low number of respondents in Table 30,

compared with the high number of categories. We can conclude

that it is surprising, given the background of the characteris-

tics of the schools which tend to employ different devices,

that the differences in loss are not more marked. We would ex-

pect, at least, *given the high frequencies of large expenditures,

collections, and number of students at schools employing exit

guards, that a very high percentage of their losses would fall

in the high loss categories. Is is especially interesting to note
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that half of the schools using exit guards without turnstiles

lose less than 200 volumes per year. Close to half of the

responses in the three loss categories below 100 are in the

control category of charging desk with visual control, while

the concentration of schools using this control measure in

the low ranges in the tables of school characteristics tends

to be about one-third. The explanation of the surprisingly

high frequency of unadjusted loss figures in the low loss

categories for exit guards and charging desks with visual

control probably includes the effect of these control measures

in reducing loss. However, concrete statements on this effect

must be postponed until further discussion of the loss data

in Chapter VI.

Table 31 displays the dates of those installations or

discontinuations of control devices that fell between 1950 and

1965.1 The pattern evident here is the increasing number of

1As the reader will probably have observed, the number
of responses for the installation of control devices for 1950-
51 is very high. These figures indicate a misinterpretation
of the code established when the data was processed, rather
than a disproportionately high number of installations of
control devices during-these years. The figures in the cate-
gory actually present the installations indicated before 1951,
rather than those confined to the years 1950-51. Since any
response for installations before 1950 were themselves a
misinterpretation of the question, it is best to disregard
this category completely.



67

TABLE 31

CONTROL DEVICES - DATES INSTALLED OR DISCONTINUED

Date Number Installed Number Discontinued

Exit Guards (Without Turnstiles) - Total Respondents - 122

1950 - 1951 5

1952 - 1953
1954 - 1955 2

1956 1957 4

1958 - 1959 6

1960 - 1961 20

1962 - 1963 30

1964 - 1965 47

4

9

Exit Guards (With Turnstiles) - Total Respondents - 88

1950 - 1951
1952 - 1953
1954 - 1955
1956 - 1957
1958 - 1959
1960 - 1961
1962 - 1963
1964 - 1965

1

4

9

6

15

Charging Desk at Entrance To Provide Visual Control - Total Respondents - 498

1950 - 1951 73

1952 - 1953 14

1954 - 1955 18

1956 - 1957 28

1958 - 1959 16

1960 - 1961 60

1962 - 1963 57

1964 - 1965 61

1

3

76
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TABLE 31 - CONTINUED

Date Number Installed Number Discontinued

Student Body Honor System - Total Respondents - 329

1950
1952
1954
1956

- 1951
- 1953
- 1955
- 1957

68
7

3

5

1958 - 1959 9 1

1960 - 1961 13 1

1962 - 1963 17 1

1964 - 1965 10 8

Other - Total Respondents - 129

1950 - 1951 11

1952 - 1953 1

1954 - 1955
1956 - 1957 3

1958 - 1959 3

1960 - 1961 7 1

1962 - 1963 11 1

1964 - 1965 26 3

7?
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of installations. The highest total number of installations

for 1960-65 is of charging desks to provide visual control

over entrances to book stack and reading room areas. We see

that 178 points of visual control were installed during this

period, approximately 36 per cent of the total number of re-

spondents (498) who reported using them.1 The number of in-

stallations of exit guards without turnstiles is also high,

97 for 1960-65. This figure represents a very high percentage

(78 per cent) of the total number reported. It is interesting,

however, that 13 libraries reported discontinuing their usage

between 1962 and 1965. Thirty libraries installed exit guards

with turnstiles from 1960 to 1965; again this is a high per-

centage, 34 per cent of the number in use.

These combined facts, indicating that the number of

control devices installed since the early 1950's has steadily

increased and a substantial proportion of the control devices

in use in 1966 were installed during or after 1960, may be ex-

plained to some extent by growth in libraries over this period.

we have seen that the use of exit guards in particular is re-

lated to schools with large numbers of students and volumes,

and expenditures. As collection size and student bodies grew

1The total number of responses to the six categories
of control devices, those devices used in combination with
others not being eliminated, are given in the footnote to
Table 24.
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from 1960 to 1966, a substantial percentage of library adminis-

trators were likely to have installed control measures to pro-

tect their larger libraries. However, the writer believes

that some of the increase in the use of control measures is

due to the growing concern of librarians with the problem of

losses and their attempts to provide means to control them.

E. J. Josey, discussing the implications of the results

of the survey on the community use of academic libraries cited

in footnote 1, p. 53 states "The evolution of rigid controls

of entrances and exits in academic libraries is more or less a

gradual process of response to the need for security, for

George Elser reported that only half of the 783 respondents . .

had controls."1 The results of the present study give support-

ing evidencd to this "gradual process of response." Figures

from the U.S. Office of Education, Library Statistics of Col-

leges and Universities Institutional Data, 1959/60-1965/66,

reported in a table in the Bowker Annual of Library and Book

Trade Information. 1970,2 indicate that the number of libraries

in 1960/61 was il975, in 1964/65, 2,175. This increase of 200

new libraries during those five years represents a 10 per cent

increase in the number of libraries. Assuming that all 10 per

1College and Research Libraries, May, 1967, p. 200.

2(New York: Bowker, 1970), 14-15.
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cent of these new facilities had control devices included in

their design, we are left with a substantial remainder of

percentages (from 24 per cent to 68 per cent) of installations

between 1960 and 1966 of exit guards with and without turn-

stiles, and charging desks with visual control. Some of these

new installations may have been built into new libraries which

replace or supplement existing library facilities. This prob-

ability diminishes but little the significance of these new

installations as responses to the need for control. The fact

that the librarians designing new libraries, whether they are

at new academic institutions or replacing existing library

facilities, feel the need to include control measures in the

new designs is evidence of a response to the need for security

due either to library growth or increasing concern over the

loss problem)

lAccording to the table in the Bowker Annual., 1970,
from 1964/65 to 1968/69 the number of libraries increased 16
per cent from 2,175 to 2,530. The likelihood that the trend
toward increasing installations of control devices continues
during these years and at the present, both in new and exist-
ing library facilities, is given partial evidence in the high
number of installations of the electronic anti-pilferage de-
vices. Also the results of the questionnaire survey on the
use of and reaction to turnstiles and checkers in libraries,
reported in 1968 by Ernest Weyhrauch and Mary Thurman, 22.
cit., p. 111, showed that while 28 of the 73 respondents were
using turnstiles, six more institutions said they would be
using them in the future.

80



72

One final point to consider in Table 31 is the rela-

tively low number of libraries which have initiated the use of

an honor system to control loss: since 1960, only 40 libraries

reported adopting this measure, less than 13 per cent of the

total number of users. Although this means of minimal con-

trol is surpassed in usage only by placement of the charging

desk to provide visual control, the percentage of libraries

recently adopting it, 13 per cent, is far lower than the 36

per cent installing the method of visual control. In addition,

since 1960, ten libraries reported discontinuing the use of

the honor system, at least in regard to library circulation

policies. The low percentage of adoption, combined with the

relatively high number of reports of discontinuation and the

large number of respondents (153) who use the honor system in

combination with guards and charging desk control (refer to

Table 24, categories 8, 9, and 10, points to a hesitancy to

trust, at least solely, in this "inner-directed" control

measure.

One may consider that many libraries did not actually

"install" the honor system as a control measure, but rather

function with their policies regulated by it as part of the

entire university or college; therefore, the use of the honor

system may not be accurately reflected in the responses to

the question. Even granted the validity of this assumption,
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however, we are still left with the large number of discon-

tinuations and combinations of control measures to indicate a

lack of confidence in the effectiveness of the honor system.

Later in this chapter we shall discuss the answers to

Question 12A, which asked the respondents to specify those de-

vices they felt had effected a change in loss. In that dis-

cussion we shall see that a very small percentage of librarians

mentioned the honor system as an effective control device.

Before leaving Question 9 (Tables 24 and 31) we shall

elaborate briefly on some of the responses received in category

6, "Other." 1 Some libraries reported variations of exit guards

with or without turnstiles, such as

1In order to check on the accuracy of the coding of the
dates of installation and discontinuation of this question, and
of the other "open-ended" questions in this and the next chap-
ter, the responses to these questions in a sample of approxi-
mately 75 questionnaires were examined closely by the writer
and transcribed. These descriptions and comments have been
used to broaden the writer's thinking so that it is not con-
fined to the categories established to structure the questions
on the questionnaire or created later when the open-ended
questions were coded. Despite the fact that a careful examina-
tion of the responses to these and other open-ended questions
in a sample of another 100 questionnaires was made and the
responses to an open-ended question from at least fifty ques-
tionnaires were tabulated and examined before the code for
the question was established, the responses to many of these
questions were so diverse that it was impossible to establish
a meaningful code containing all the interesting or even im-
portant ones. The descriptions of "other" control devices and
the other responses to open-ended questions in these chapters
were taken from the transcriptions from the 75 questionnaires
mentioned initially in this footnote.
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Occasional door check
Student aid checks at door occasionally
Monitors on duty regularly
Charging desk with turnstile
Turnstile with desk assistants watching
Student checking station near main exit (this was

reported as unsatisfactory and discontinued)
Entrance turnstile and visual control at exit

A few libraries indicated as control measures methods

which were also examined in the section of the questionnaire

relating to informing the library community of the loss prob-

lem, emphasizing that these attempts, if successful, do func-

tion as control devices. One librarian noted,

"Faculty who stress honorable behavior our best 'de-

vice.' Student attitude is good, but needs constant build up."

Another librarian wrote, "Try to have a relationship

and understanding with the student body that the library and

the books are for their personal benefit. However, this does

not always produce the desired result."

A third respondent mentioned talks by the President,

Dean, and student leaders. A fourth mentioned "publicity con-

cerning detected missing volumes."

A third type of response stressed the closing of all

exits to the library except the ones near the charging desk:

Check out desk placed by the one [underlining librarian's]
stack exit.

Emergency exits closed off. Two exits some distance
from desk.

83



75

Crash alarm locks on two exits.

A few librarians mentioned restricting access to the

library's stacks or to certain types of material:

Some closed stacks
Popular expensive magazines must be requested and
charged out on loan desk--not open shelves anymore.

Closed stacks to all except the few hundred issued stack
permits

Limited open stacks only
Some reserve books behind desk, mostly psychology and art
Desk reserve of a small number of volumes having a special

talent for disappearing and re-appearing.

One librarian mentioned a very liberal circulation policy,

another that the school's dormitories are searched irregularly

during college recesses, a third, perhaps despondently, "general

watchfulness, apparently not too effective," and a fourth, Book-

a-matic, raised-letter plastic cards in books.

A few librarians commented on or indicated a combination

of exit inspection with a charging desk to provide visual con-

trol, some of the comments pertaining to the next question on

the questionnaire relating to the thoroughness of the exit in-

spection:

Assistants at charging desk examines books. Briefcases
are not allowed in the library

We have a rope similar to a theater rope which guides
all persons by desk. We check all briefcases and books

Statement indicating "All persons leaving the second floor
shall be required to demonstrate that materials being
carried out are either not the property of Library
or have been checked out properly. Persons wishing to
keep contents of briefcases or otter receptacles private
may deposit them at the control point to be reclaimed
upon leaving the library'."
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Finally, one librarian gave no other response to the

question than the laconic comment, "Nothing will deter the

determined thief."

Table 32 displays the responses to Question 10, regard-

ing the type of inspection carried out by the exit guards.

We observe that 36 per cent of the 210 respondents claim the

guards make a thorough search. The terms thorough and cursory

are only relative ones to be sure, but if, in fact, over one-

third of the guard systems are conducting thorough searches,

we should definitely expect these systems to be effective in

apprehending students with uncharged materials and also pro-

viding a deterrent effect on would-be offenders. Furthermore,

we should expect the effectiveness of these systems to be ap-

parent in the responses to Question 12, which asked the librari-

ans if any of their control devices resulted in a change in

losses. When we arrive at the discussion of Question 12 a

little further on in this chapter, we shall see that by far

the largest number of librarians indicating that the devices

did result in a change in losses selected exit guards, exit

controls, or controlled turnstiles as the device responsible

for the change.

Table 33 concerns the formal disciplinary measures pre-

scribed for students apprehended with stolen library materials.
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Over 81 per cent of the respondents said they had no such policy.1

Perhaps the most surprising result of this question is that 10

per cent of those libraries that do have such a policy stated

they invoked it frequently and another 25 per cent use it oc-

casionally. The use of the disciplinary measures presupposes

of course the apprehension of the offenders, an aspect of the

problem of book thefts neglected in this study. How offenders

are apprehended, the number apprehended each year, whether

their offense is made public, and if so, what is the reaction

of the student body, are questions which future studies may

consider. Such studies might also examine the content of these

policies and the relative effectiveness of different measures

and penalties.

Table 34 displays the results of the question designed

to test the respondents' opinion (distinguished from the direct

1In the cross tabulation of the results of this ques-
tion with loss (Table 80 in Appendix B) there is a tendency
for schools with very low loss (less than 50 volumes) to have
a disciplinary policy. Again we must emphasize that this
table provides purely descriptive data, since there was no
adjustment for size of the school or collection. Since we ran
no cross tabulations of this question with school characteristics,
we cannot tell whether these policies tend to exist in schools
with small student bodies and collections (when we would expect
low loss), or whether there is a definite influence of these
policies on loss. The responses to Question 12A reveal that
disciplinary or punitive measures were mentioned as effective
by 15 per cent of its respondents, a response which at best
gives some slight support to the theory of the effectiveness
of these policies.
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evidence of the loss figures gathered in Question 6) concerning

the effectiveness of the control devices and disciplinary

measures. Only 531 librarians answered Question 12, a limited

response which lessens somewhat the validity of the conclusions

we draw from it as we are unable to determine what biases may

be inherent in a response which includes only 55 per cent of the

study's respondents. Of those librarians who did respond, 141,

or 26 per cent felt that control devices or disciplinary measures

resulted in a change in losses. Emphasizing the negative aspect

of the response, 73 per cent felt that the use of these measures

did not result in a change in loss and therefore apparently

were not effective in preventing or controlling it.1

1Two of the cross tabulations between the responses to
Question 12 and school characteristics were significant at the
1 per cent or 5 per cent level of confidence. In Tables 81 and
82 in Appendix B we see that libraries at schools with large
student bodies and high book expenditures (above $50,000), tend
to believe control devices effective. The trend is especially
evident in Table 81 where we see a definite split of opinion
between librarians at schools with greater and less than
1,500 students.

The generally negative result to this question is
confirmed by the results of a study reported briefly by Linda
H. Comet and G. Eleanor Rowe, "60-College Security Study
Finds Few Satisfied," Library Journal, XCIII (May 1, 1968),
1848. Of 52 respondents, "less than half the college libraries
using security systems of any kind were satisfied with their
effectiveness." The study also found that best results seemed
tacome from guarded mechanical turnstiles, a conclusion also
in line with the results of the present study.
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This question was phrased with the neutral wording,

"change in losses," instead of being structured in a more

precise manner (such as "Do you feel that these control de-

vices or disciplinary measures have been effective in pre-

venting loss. Please supply the evidence of the effective-

ness") for several reasons. First, we wished to avoid lead-

ing the librarian into a positive statement he would not have

made if the wording had been different. Second, it is possible

that the installation of control devices may cause an increase

in loss, where students may resent the device sufficiently to

take books they would not have considered taking before the

installation of the device or where they treat the devices as

a challenge to their ingenuity. (Such a negative effect of

the use of control measures did not appear in the coding of the

answers to Question 12A or in the sample of the 76 questionnaires

the writer examined in detail.) Third, we hoped that a neutral

phrasing would compel the respondent to defend a positive

statement with whatever statistical or concrete evidence he had.

Of the 141 librarians who responded affirmatively to

Question 12, 106 specified the devices they considered respon-

sible for the change. The responses to Question 12A, especially

in their precoded complete form, are definitely positive, indi-

cating that the control measures have resulted in a reduction

in losses. Ten of the 47 responses transcribed from the sample
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of 76 questionnaires examined in detail contain actual loss

figures in support of the respondent's opinion.1

Forty-four per cent of the respondents specifying ef-

fective control measures listed exit guards, exit controls, or

controlled turnstiles. A few of the complete responses in

this category, taken from the sample, state:

Inventory figures indicate improvement due to turnstiles
and constant guard.

Book loss was almost cut in half when turnstiles were
installed for half of the year. Close supervision from
charging desk was in effect all of the year. The first
full year that the turnstiles were in operation, loss
was reduced by approximately an additional 30 per cent.

Although we have no statistics to support any evidence
that we have lost fewer books and periodicals since pro-
viding guard surveillance, our staff members believe
that there has been a significant decrease in pilferage
losses.

The categories containing the next largest number of respondents

(16, or 15 per cent), were replies specifying disciplinary or

punitive measures, and the catch-all category of "Other." Most

of the responses in the latter category in fact did not mention

a control measure at all, but simply stated the belief that

1A fact perhaps worth noting at this time is that 6 of
the responses with figures supporting a reduction in losses
specify exit guards or controlled turnstiles as the devices
responsible for the change, while the remaining four list a
central checkpoint or charge desk with visual- control In
Chapter VI, in the discussion on loss figures, we shall dis-
cuss the data from 25 libraries supplied figures before and
after the installation of controls.
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losses were reduced; an exception was this reply:

Merely running the charging desk like a business, being
sure someone is always on duty, being able and willing to
answer where a book is located and why. Being able to
quickly supply a needed book, and thus promoting a spirit
of cooperation for others who might not be able to use a.
book were it stolen.

Of the 16 responses mentioning disciplinary or punitive measures,

a number seemed to apply to charged material that was overdue

or not returned, rather than to volumes that were taken un-

charged, and the persons who had taken them apprehended later.

Some of those that did apply to uncharged material are as

follows:

Stolen property is dealt with by the disciplinary committee
of the faculty very effectively.
In this small college, expulsion or suspension for library
theft becomes known to all, with a probably deterrent
effect.
Dismissal has resulted on occasion. This appears to cause
others to be more careful of actions.
Grades with-held when party known.
On several occasions the culprit has been identified and
discussion of the problem with a $5.00 penalty has been
invoked. They admit the right's on our side but evidently
feel the risk of not "getting caught" is worth taking.
I truly don't think we have repeats. More serious penalty
is promised for repeats. One student had to pay $20.00
at the end of last year.'

Nine per cent of the respondents mentioned a central

check point or charge desk providing visual control. Two of

'An interesting cross tabulation of these five answers
with the respondent's answers to Questions 11 and 11A reveal
that they run the gamut from "No formal disciplinary policy"
to "Rarely," "occasionally," and "Frequently" invoked.
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the responses in the sample seem especially interesting:

Visual control from charging desk has perhaps had some
influence. Exit guard was the result of a new librarian
and the over-all problem seemed so small that an exit guard
was discontinued.

Noticeable drop in count loss. Installation of emergency
fire exits made students more aware of the need to charge
out materials--they now have to pass charging desk.

Eight respondents, or 7 per cent, mentioned other kinds of

physical devices restricting access to materials:

Current popular advertising art periodicals are no longer
stolen since they are now kept behind loan desk and must
be requested and charged out.

The desk reserves worked--previous losses few in number but
were of key volumes at key times. (Often came back later)

Perhaps the most interesting figure in this table is the 4

respondents2 or less than 4 per cent, who listed the student

body honor system as effecting a change in losses. Two of the

relevant sample replies indicate:

Losses decreased after President, Deans, and student leaders
recognized that the student body honor code should be applied.
Publication of Honor Court action in student paper if any
disciplinary matter relating to library takes place.

Although the responses to this question are open-ended

and therefore do not match precisely the categories established

in the earlier question, the above figures on the effectiveness

of controls are interesting when compared with the figures in

Table 24, concerning the use of the various control measures.1

1As we stated earlier, the apparently well-defined re-
sults in Table 24 are somewhat blurred by an overlap in the
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Two hundred ten, or 25 per cent, of the respondents to that

question use an exit guard system, either with or without

turnstiles; referring to Table 34, we see that 47, or 44 per

cent, specified that this type of device effects a change in

loss. This display of confidence in exit systems is even

more impressive in light of the fact that 498, or almost 60

per cent of the respondents in Table 24, use a. charging desk

to provide visual control, while only 10 respondents to Table

34, or 9 per cent, mentioned it as an effective device in

their library. An even larger gap between use and judged ef-

fectiveness is evident in the figures for the honor system;

329 librarians, 39.3 per cent, indicate they use it as a con-

trol measure, but only 4, or 3.8 per cent of the respondents

to Table 34 believe it effects a change in their losses.

categories, "exit guards, exit controls, or controlled turn-
stiles," and "central checkpoint or charge desk providing
visual control." That is, some libraries checking the category
"charging desk with visual control" in Question 9 might pro-
vide a desk with a turnstile or other barriers to direct ac-
cess to exits, the specifications of which in the answer to
Question 12A may have included it in category 2 instead of 3.
Also, some of the responses to the "other" category in Ques-
tion 9 might increase the percentage of responses to the
categories of exit guards. The results are clear, however, that
there are few responses that a charging desk which provides only
visual control is effective in reducing loss and although the
percentage of exit guard systems in use may be more than 25
per cent if some of the "other" responses were included in
it, such systems are cited as effective by the largest number
of respondents to Question 12A.
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The comparison of these two tables, combined with the

figures in Table 31, indicating the dates of recent installa-

tion of the various control devices, leads us to some interest-

ing conclusions. We see exit guards without turnstiles, having

the greatest per cent of recent installations per total

number in use, 78 per cent, and exit guards with turnstiles,

having the third greatest per cent of recent installations per

use, 34 per cent, mentioned as an effective device by almost

three times as many respondents as the next most frequently

mentioned measure, that is, by 44 per cent of the respondents.

Charging desks to provide visual control, in use in almost 60

per cent of the libraries responding to Question 9, which have

the second greatest per cent of recent installation per use,

36 per cent (actually only 2 per cent above exit guards with

turnstiles), are believed effective by only 10 librarians, or

9 per cent of the respondents to Table 34. (As footnote 1, p.

83 shows, however, at least 4 of these librarians based their

opinion on loss figures.) Honor systems, in use in almost 40

per cent of the libraries responding to Question 9, but having

only 13 per cent of recent installations per total use, are

considered effective by only 4, or 3 per cent of the 106 re-

spondents to Question 12A.

Comparing Tables 33, concerning formal disciplinary

policy, and 34, concerning the effectiveness of control
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measures, we find that 18 per cent of the 928 respondents to

the former do have such a policy, while 15 per cent of the 106

respondents to Question 12A believe that disciplinary or puni-

tive measures are effective in controlling loss.

Finally, the data from Table 32 concerning the thorough-

ness of the exit guard inspection reveals that over one-third

of the respondents believe the inspection in their library to

be thorough, rather than cursory. This claim to thorough, and

therefore presumably effective, searches seems to be substan-

tiated, at least in part, by the relatively high number of

respondents to Table 34 who believe the guard system reduces

loss.

Twenty-five respondents supplied actual figures in

Question 6 before and after the installation of control de-

vices. The analysis of these figures, which shall be discussed

in Chapter VI, definitely reinforces the positive opinions of

those 106 librarians, that control devices do produce a marked

change in loss. It also generally confirms the relative ef-

fectiveness indicated by the differences in percentages of

the devices listed. That is, exit guards effected greater

decrease than charging desks with visual control, which in

turn were more effective than the honor system.

To sum up the data discussed in this chapter on control

devices, we have seen that over 86 per cent of the study's
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respondents use a control device to try to reduce their book

losses although 18 per cent employ the very minimal measure

of a student body honor system. A substantial percentage of

these devices, the actual percentage varying with the specific

device, have been installed recently, that is, since 1960.

The largest number of devices presently in use, charging desk

situated so as to provide visual control, have the second

highest percentage of recent installations. Exit guard sys-

tems, with or without turnstiles, though they are used at

present by a considerably lower percentage of the responding

libraries, have a high rate of recent installations per total

use, 34 per cent and 78 per cent respectively. The student

body honor system, though presently number two in total use,

is frequently used in combination with the above systems, and

has .a low rate of recent installation per use.

The opinion of librarians concerning the effectiveness

of these measures in reducing loss is largely negative; 73 per

cent of the 531 librarians responding to the question on ef-

fectiveness indicated that these measures did not result in a

change in loss. However, the 106 respondents who answered

affirmatively and specified the devices which effected the

change gave strongly positive opinions that the control measures

did reduce loss, some supported by the evidence of loss figures.
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CHAPTER V

OTHER METHODS OF CONTROLLING THE LOSS PROBLEM

Let us now turn our attention from control devices

and disciplinary measures to other methods of dealing with

the loss problem, some of which attempt to reach and work

within the larger academic community and the student body as

a whole.

Question 13 was designed to ascertain how many libraries

attempt to inform the larger community of the loss problem. In

Chapter III, where we discussed librarians' opinions concerning

the seriousness of the loss problem, we found that 78 per cent

of the respondents in Table 4 felt the problem to be "somewhat"

or "very" serious. Taking this knowledge as background infor-

mation, we find in Table 35 in this chapter that a similarly

high percentage (almost 63 per cent) attempt to inform the

academic community of the loss problem, presumably because

they feel it is a serious one. Taking our reasoning a step

farther, we may add that the control devices discussed in the

previous chapter are not effective enough to prevent almost

90
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two-thirds of the respondents from trying additional ways of

coping with the problem.1

Two additional questions were included to get the re-

spondents to elaborate upon the kinds of methods they use. The

bottom of Table 35 displays the responses to the structured

portion of the question. The most interesting feature of this

portion of the table shows us that almost half of the respond-

ents use not only one method, but more than one, and 17 per

cent use three or four. Except for the miscellaneous "other"

category, the category "letters to the faculty" received the

largest number of single responses, 13 per cent, and it was

used in combinations with one other method by an additional

20 per cent of the respondents.2

1The cross tabulation of loss with Question 13, dis-
played in Appendix B, Table 83 indicates that it is the
libraries which suffer larger, rather than smaller losses that
inform the community of the loss problem.

2The cross tabulations of Question 13A, which were
run with 4 school characteristics (number of students, total
expenditures, book expenditures, and number of volumes) are
included in Appendix B, Tables 84, 85, 86, and 87 respectively.
Taken as a group, they indicate that the method of posting
notices in the library tends to be used more by libraries with
small collections, budgets, and student bodies, while articles
tend to be placed in campus papers by librarians with larger
collections, budgets, and student bodies. On the other hand,
writing letters to the faculty and the use of the miscellaneous
methods mentioied under "other" are employed by librarians
whose libraries and schools run the whole gamut of large to
small. The combinations of methods follow, in general, the
pattern one would expect from the results of the methods used
individually.
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Many of the responses falling into the "other" category

mentioned other means of communicating with the faculty, such

as memorandums or verbal communication with individual members

or more formal presentations in faculty meetings. Fewer re-

spondents mentioned meetings of a library committee, discus-

sion with members of the school's administration, i.e., presi-

dent or dean of students, or enlisting the aid of the student

governing body. A few librarians mentioned talks with incoming

freshman, and one school listed the circulation of an IBM list

of lost books.

The further elaboration of methods of informing the

community which was elicited in a third section of Question 13

drew responses which are fundamentally similar to the ones dis-

cussed above. A few of the most concise and inclusive include:

Notices in library have simply mentioned . mutilation,
theft, and delinquencies and the resulting inconvenience
to patrons. Letters to College administration have pointed
up the cost of such losses and the deterioration in quality
of service which results.

We notify the faculty member concerned as to the books
lost in their particular area. List books we know are
lost or are reported lost on the bulletin board. Once
a year an article is published in the school newspaper
about reserve books that are stolen.

When there is heavy practice of taking
to the faculty and to the ASB Council.
cussions pinpoint the problem. The ASB
in the papers on campus.

books, we present it
Brief class dis-
hes student editorials

Two of the more unique methods reported are:
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Letter and a list of all missing books is sent to the
parents of each student.

Student body at during 1923-37 was charged for all
missing books. First year, the charges were about $3.50
for each student. After five years, the situation im-
proved and the charges dwindled to $0.15 per student.

A secondary aspect of the attempt to awaken concern in

the community which was not mentioned specifically in the

question on the questionnaire is the possibility of the need

to appeal to faculty members, as well as students, to avoid

taking uncharged material from the library. Indeed, some

librarians consider faculty members as primary offenders and

believe that once their cooperation is secured, the loss prob-

lem in their libraries would be greatly alleviated. The re-

sponses to this study, however, while frequently mentioning

methods of informing faculty members of the loss problem, many

times specified that the information was given with the view

that it would be passed on to the students by the faculty; only

in a very few instances did the librarians indicate faculty

members might be responsible for some of the losses. There-

fore, to look ahead to the next question, evidence of student

concern is considered the primary positive result of a success-

ful attempt to tell the academic community about the problem of

losses and the one most likely to effect a major reduction in

thefts.

A third aspect of awakening concern in the academic
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community which was mentioned briefly in one of the librarians'

responses transcribed above, may be directed at the school's

administration, sometimes in order to persuade them to appropri-

ate funds to replace the missing volumes or to install control

devices. A few of the study's respondents attached copies of

their annual reports to the administration which included es-

timates of the replacement cost of the lost volumes, the cost of

the inventories to identify these volumes, or the cost of in-

stalling or implementing a particular method of reducing their

losses.

Turning to the next part of the questionnaire, we ask,

"Does all this effort to inform the community result in an zt-

titude of student concern?" Question 14 was designed to give

us an answer, and we find in Table 36 that the results are

rather disappointing. Almost 70 per cent of the respondents

indicated that such concern was not in evidence. 1 Of the 280

1Of the cross tabulations run between the first sec-
tion of Question 14 and school characteristics, several are
displayed in Tables 88, 89, 90, and 91 in Appendix B. In the

first, number of students: student concern, we find the sur-
prising result that in the schools with small student bodies
more librarians indicated there was no evidence of student
concern. When the study was designed, the investigator had
anticipated that the small schools, with presumably more co-
hesive student bodies where many of the students knew each
other personally, would be the most likely institutions to
foster an atmosphere of concern. Two related factors may
possibly account for this reversal of expectation. We see
in Table 89, actual losses: student concern, that librarians
who answer "no" to the question of student concern tend to
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librarians who did feel there was student concern on campus,

237 provided a brief description of the form it takes, dis-

played in the second half of the table. By far the most fre-

quently cited evidence of concern is articles in the school

paper, cited as a single response by over 50 per cent of the

respondents, and in combination with other evidence of concern

by an additional 11 per cent. The formation of student com-

mittees and discussion in the student council was mentioned

alone or in combination with articles in the school paper by 27

per cent of the question's respondents. Twelve per cent men-

tioned the concern expressed by students on an individual

basis.

A few of the specific means of expressing concern

which librarians reported include:

Occasional students report missing reserve books to the
Judicial Board of the Student Government Association.

experience lower loss. And we found earlier in the chapter that
where there is lower loss, the librarians tend not to inform
the community of the problem to awaken the student concern.
Table 90, student concern: type of institution, shows that
more librarians at universities, liberal arts colleges, and
teachers' colleges feel there is student concern on their
campuses. And in Table 91 we find more evidence of student
concern where the percentage of part-time undergraduates is
less than 11 per cent. It is logical that part-time students
are less likely to be concerned with the loss problem than
full-time or graduate students are. However, we are unable
to analyze this bit of data further, because neither of the
other two cross tabulations which are counterparts to this one,
i.e., percentage of full-time undergraduates or percentage of
graduate students, was statistically significant.
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The Honor Court has, on occasion, checked student rooms.

The student senate has had discussions of the problem.

About five years ago we had a rash of "temporary" thefts.
Students' organization specifically included preservation
of library materials in the honor code.

We now have a student library committee that is part of
the student government. They help in locating lost books
in the dorms on the campus and offer suggestions about
better library services.

A very few vocal students this year and last have been re-
questing that we hire "book watchers."

One article was written by a semi-concerned student in
the irregularly published school paper three years ago.

In some cases individual students have returned uncharged
books found in dormitories, but this is only an individual
concern and does not reflect general student attitudes.

Students have complained of missing volumes to circulation
staff.

Students are mainly concerned when a book they need is
missing.

In the first part of this chapter, we discovered that

almost 63 per cent of the respondents to Question 13 attempted

to inform the academic community of the loss problem. And we

received a rather poor 30 per cent positive response to our

question involving evidence of student concern. Taking our

discussion a stage farther, we come to Question 15, designed

to ascertain the respondents' opinion concerning the effective-

ness of informing the community or of student concern in pro-

ducing a change in book losses or in library policy. Again

in Question 15, as in Question 12, a neutral wording was used
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so that evidence of an increase, as well as a decrease, in

loss, or an increase or decrease in the restrictiveness of

library policy, could be indicated. In Table 37 we find that

82 per cent of the respondents replied that neither the lib-

rary's efforts in informing the community, nor student concern,

ifs present, effected a change in loss or in library policy.

One hundred twenty-seven respondents answered in the affirmative

and 92 give a brief description of the action they felt pro-

duced the change. It is interesting to note that 26 (28 per

cent) of these responses mentioned the action or concern of

individual students, since only 29 librarians specified such

individual action as evidence of student concern in the previous

question. We find only six respondents mentioning articles or

editorials in the school paper, the category in Question 14

which received 60 per cent of the total responses. A large

percentage of the responses fell into the "other" category.

Some of the replies transcribed in full from the questionnaires

on which the open-ended questions were examined in detailll

indicates that a number of these concentrated on the results

of the change in losses (mostly decreases in losses) rather

than the method by which they were effected, i.e.,

1See Chapter IV, footnote 1, p. 73. Within this
sample, there were only 18 replies to Question 15A.
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Users have become accustomed to signing out material.

Not so many books taken without signing out for them.

At least books unaccountably unavailable are much fewer.

A few of the respondents used the space to elaborate

on their negative reply to the first section of the question:

No, because enrollment is growing so fast. Our library is
so crowded it is difficult to watch students.

It simply advertised what everybody was doing.

Two librarians mentioned the fear of an increase in

loss because of the "publicity," unfortunately without elabor-

ating on the type of publicity they considered might be harmful:

We have felt that publicity would unnecessarily alarm the
academic community and perhaps increase the problem.

It is my opinion that the wrong kind of student publicity
could result in an increase, but I won't know until next
summer's inventory.

Only one librarian in the subsample directed her reply

to a change in library policy rather than in losses.

I have refused to change the library's "open access"
policy, not wishing to penalize the many because of a few.

Within the sample of replies examined in detail, about

one-half mentioned a decrease in loss or a return of uncharged

material as the result of the library's efforts or of the

student concern; examples of these replies not reported al-

ready include,

. . . books wander back after faculty discusses missing
volumes in class.
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Books found in classrooms, fraternity houses, etc., have
been returned.

The other half of the responses are well characterized

either by negative comments some of which are transcribed

above or by the half-hearted affirmative:

As with any problem which arises, the students are mindful
for awhile and then they slack off.

A comparison of the replies to this question with the

response to the question concerning the effectiveness of control

devices discussed in the previous chapter may be fruitful. 1
In

the latter question we found that while 73 per cent of its re-

spondents indicated control devices did not produce a change in

1The cross tabulation between these two questions and
between the other questions discussed in this chapter are quite
interesting because they broaden our knowledge of the responses
to them considerably. Table 92 in Appendix B, effect of in-
forming the community: effect of control devices, shows that
respondents who answered affirmatively to the effectiveness of
informing the community definitely tended to answer "yes" to
the effectiveness of control devices.

In the cross tabulations run with Question 13, we see
in Table 93 in the Appendix that a high percentage of the re-
spondents who attempt to inform the community of the loss prob-
lem feel there is student concern on their campuses. Only 33
librarians indicated the existence of student concern although
they did not attempt to inform the community. Table 94 indi-
cates that, likewise, although to a lesser degree, librarians
who inform the community tend to feel that their efforts or
student concern produce a notable effect, while logically a
high percentage of those librarians who do not attempt to in-
form the community feel that there is no effect on loss (pre-
sumably of the student concern that exists in their schools).
In Table 95 we find also that the respondents who see evidence
of student concern on their campuses tend to feel that it, or
their attempts to inform the community, are effective. We find
only 44 librarians who do not report student concern indicating
a change in losses, presumably because of their efforts in in-
forming the community.

.1ii



103

loss, the respondents who answered affirmatively and made com-

ments in the second half of the question expressed strongly

affirmative opinions that these devices did reduce their losses.

Some of them even presented statistical evidence to back up

their statements. The question on the effectiveness of inform-

ing the community of the problem or of student concern elicited

an even stronger negative response 182 per cent) in the first

part of the question; in the second part, the respondents were

less willing to state strongly that they believed such efforts

led to a substantial decrease in loss. It is also interesting

to note that while only 55 per cent of the study's respondents

answered the first half of Question 12, 106 answered Question

12A; 76 per cent of the study's respondents answered Question

15, but only 92 provided answers in Question 15A.

The writer believes that the significance of this com-

parison lies a little deeper than sole reliance on number of

respondents, although the numerical comparison is an important

part of it. She feels it is very significant that 45 per cent

of the respondents were not willing to make a judgment on the

effect of control devices or disciplinary measures, even

though the wording of the question was neutral and referred

more or less directly to the questions above it, i.e., "Have

any of these control devices or disciplinary measures resulted

in any change in losses?" This response seems to point out

(...1 i°
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the uncertainty of a large number of respondents concerning

the effect of such measures. In contrast, a lower percentage

of respondents (34 per cent) were unwilling to answer Question

15, although the wording of the question did not refer as

directly to the question above, i.e., "Is there any evidence

that either informing the community or student concern has re-

sulted in any change in book losses or in library policy?" The

word "evidence" might have triggered off this larger response,

but there is some indication to the contrary in the fact that

only one of the over 250 questionnaires on which this question

was examined closely presented concrete statistical evidence of

the reduction in loss. 1 It is the writer's opinion that the

larger and more negative response to Question 15 reflects

considerably less uncertainty and a much greater willingness

to say "No, we have no evidence. . . . No, we do not see or

believe these measures affect loss."

Our conclusions from this comparison of the responses

to the two questions asking for evidence of the effect on loss

1We found in Chapter IV that a much smaller sample (76)
of questionnaires examined for Question 12 yielded ten responses
with statistical evidence. Because only 18 responses to Ques-
tion 15A were found in this sample, the writer selected a
larger sample of 250 questionnaires for examination, which con-
tained loss figures judged to be useful and accurate for com-
parison. No cross tab was run between Questions 12A and 15A,
but the brief perusal of the responses to Question 12A as well
as Question 15A on the 250 questionnaires showed that a high
percentage of respondents answered one or the other, not both.
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of regular control measures and the awakening of student con-

cern, are as follows. The lack of evidence of the effect of

either does not necessarily mean that such evidence does not

exist. Efforts may simply not have been made to collect it.

It is also true that we have little direct evidence that either

type of control measure is not effective in reducing loss.

All we can definitely state from the responses to these ques-

tions is that librarians tend to be more certain that evidence

is not at hand concerning the effect of student concern than

for control devices. We may also say that the librarians who

do feel there is evidence for the effectiveness of control de-

vices and disciplinary measures state their opinions more

strongly, and present more actual statistical evidence for

this effectiveness. Since we did not ask for dates for the

attempts to inform the community or the evidence of student

concern, we have no direct evidence of loss figures before and

after them, such as we will discuss for control measures in the

next chapter. Without such evidence, the writer's conclusion

is only an opinion. However, she believes that the poor stu-

dent response to the library's efforts to awaken student con-

cern, combined with the more negative response concerning the

existence of evidence of its effectiveness, probably bodes ill

for future or more large scale attempts along this line. On the

other hand, the figures before and after the installation of
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control devices present positive evidence of their effective-

ness. The writer believes therefore that libraries' major

efforts at combating the loss problem will be more profitable

if made in the area of control devices rather than attempts

to inform the community of the loss problem.

The negative response to Question 15 indicating little

evidence for the effect of informing the community or student

concern on loss was very disappointing to the writer, and she

drew the above conclusions reluctantly. She had theorized,

when the study was in its initial stages, that a successful

appeal to the community, arousing a strong degree of concern

among a substantial portion of the student body, would be by

far the most effective measure for controlling loss.1 She held

that external control measures such as exit controls or stra-

tegically placed charging desks, while being a deterrent to

some students, would not stop really determined thieves, al-

most all of whom possessed enough ingenuity to circumvent

1A number of other librarians interested in the loss
problem and contributing articles on it in the literature,
support this conclusion. Two of these librarians, basing
their opinions, although not directly, on the sound framework
of a good knowledge of the extent of loss at their libraries
for several previous years, are Matt Roberts, whose article
"Guards,Turnstiles, Electronic Devices, and the Illusion of
Security," in College and Research Libraries (July, 1968), pp.
259-275, will be discussed in Chapter VI and Perry Morrison
writing on a "Lost Book Campaign at Sacramento" in the Wilson
Library Bulletin, XL (February, 1966), 526-529.
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these measures. Therefore, she felt such measures were not

really the most effective ones in controlling loss. Internal-

ized control mechanisms, a sense of honesty, loyalty to the

school, knowledge that the unavailability of the stolen volume

would be likely to harm one's fellow students, even unwilling-

ness to risk the shame of being caught appeared to the writer

to be far more effective deterrents to theft and ones that

could be instilled by active efforts on the library's or

school's part. The writer has not abandoned the opinion that

these internal controls are more effective, but it is evident

that the instilling or nurturing of these values is a far more

difficult task than schools have been able to perform success-

fully. The questions in this section of the questionnaire did

not speak directly to the point of helping students internalize

values which would function as control mechanisms. Except

perhaps in schools with strong religious affiliations, the

instilling of values is generally not considered a basic func-

tion of the library. But library efforts in advising the aca-

demic community of the loss problem, in order to engage the

aid of faculty and administrative personnel in stimulating

the students' consciences as well as to appeal directly to ,

the students' values through signs and campaigns, is certainly

the first step in rallying internalized control mechanisms to

the fight against book theft. We have seen that despite the

HG
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involvement of a substantial number of respondents in the

initial skirmishes of this major engagement, success on the

primary front, i.e., the awakening of student concern and

conscience, has been notably poor. We have also seen that

there is little evidence that these efforts, even when they

have been successful in awakening concern, have effected a

change in loss.

From the discussion on internal control mechanisms,

let us turn to the responses to Question 16, designed to elicit

a general statement concerning the whole range of devices and

policies designed to cope with book losses. The response in

Table 38 shows that two-thirds of the responding libraries'

policies and procedures have remained about the same over the

past decade, although over one-quarter feel that the problem

is severe enough that more restrictive action was necessary.

Three respondents in our sample of 76 closely examined ques-

tionnaires chose to elaborate on their response with comments

in the margins; one mentioned exit guards, one a check point

for outgoing traffic, and the third a restrictive shelf for

books most often stolen. It is interesting to note that de-

spite the relatively strong feeling of the study's respondents

concerning the seriousness of the loss problem and the extent

of the problem indicated by the loss figures themselves, two-

thirds of the librarians answering this question have not
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increased the restrictiveness of their procedures or policies.

Part of this response is certainly due to the feeling expressed

by the librarian quoted in the discussion of Question 15A who

refused to change the library's policy, "not wishing to penal-

ize the many because of a few."

One of the most promising methods of reducing loss and

also mutilation which has been developed in recent years is the

photocopying machine. Table 39 shows an impressive 55 per cent

of the respondents who state strongly, in an unstructured re-

sponse, their opinion that loss can be reduced by the availability

of photocopiers. One hundred twenty-three of these respondents

specified an expected reduction in mutilation as well as loss.

An additional 22 per cent of the question's respondents were

more cautious in statements that photocopiers might possibly

reduce loss. Only 11 per cent stated a positive opinion that

they would not reduce loss or mutilation.

Progressing to Question 19, we discover in Table 40

that when the data were gathered in late 1965 and early 1966,

half of the libraries responding to the study had a photocopier

in the library. One-quarter of these libraries had two or more

machines. Taking this response as background to the previous

question, we see that it is likely about half of the librarians

who ventured an opinion on the effect of this equipment had

experience with it in their libraries. In addition, the response
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to Question 221 in Table 41 reveals that a little less than half

of the librarians who did not have a photocopier in their

library had access to one elsewhere on campus that would copy

books and journals. We also find that 45 per cent of these

librarians indicated that it was very likely that their libraries

would acquire photocopy equipment within the next few years.

Only 134 librarians considered the acquisition of such equip-

ment within a few years unlikely; since this figure comprises

only 14 per cent of the study's total respondents, we may pos-

tulate that the percentage of libraries having this equipment

today is very high. If the respondents' optimism concerning

its value in reducing losses was justified, the loss rate today

should be substantially lower than it would be without the

availability of photocopiers.2

1The responses to Questions 20 and 21, as well as to
the second part of Question 19 are not directly related to
this study and will not be discussed in it. These questions
were included in the questionnaire as part of another study,
the grant for which financed the mailing of the questionnaires.,

2
The cross tabulation between loss and the presence of

photocopiers in the library is shown in Table 96 in Appendix
B. We find the not unexpected result that libraries with
higher loss tend to have photocopiers. Since we discovered
the correlation coefficient between loss and total expendi-
tures to be quite high, we can reason that it is the libraries
with large budgets as well as large losses who would have
been among the first libraries to have photocopiers five
years ago.
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The final question to be discussed in this chapter con-

cerns the open or closed status of the book stacks at the re-

spondents', school. Greatly restricting access to the stacks

has always been considered one of the best means of controlling

loss. We hoped to use the responses to Question 25 as we

would the indication of another control device and perhaps

discover a strong statistical relationship between stack ac-

cess and loss. Unfortunately the cross tabulations between

the loss figures and the availability of the stacks to each of

the three categories of borrowers, faculty, graduates and

undergraduates, were not statistically significant. And the

attempt to transform the responses in this question into

dummy variables for the regression analyses was not successful

because at the great majority of schools which provided loss

figures, the stacks were partially or entirely open to under-

graduates as well as faculty and graduates. Only a very few

schools reported their stacks closed to undergraduates. The

question as it originally appeared contained five categories

of borrowers for each of the three degrees of stack availability.

However, the question confused a number of respondents who

chose both the "some" and "all" categories for one type of

access. And many of the other responses indicated that the

two categories for "some graduate students" and "some under-

graduate students" were not really meaningful, that is, not
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many librarians chose to divide the type of access they allow

to one category of borrower. So in order to simplify the

coding and cross tabulations, the "some" categories were

eliminated. Table 42 shows the distribution of responses as

they were revised.
1

Although the responses cannot be used

for the purpose for which they were gathered, it is interesting

to take a brief look at them. We see that the entire stacks

are open to faculty at almost one-third of the schools, while

the other two-thirds allow them access to all volumes except

rare books and special materials. Only 7 schools closed their

stacks to faculty. Only a little more than 20 per cent of

the schools with graduate students allow them access to the

entire stacks, and we find ten schools (only 1.9 per cent)

reporting their stacks closed to these students. We note with

interest that the percentage of schools with graduate students

which allow them access to the entire stacks is a little less

than the percentage of schools with undergraduates which allow

the undergraduates this privilege. This fact may perhaps be

explained by the assumption that more of the collections which

support graduate research are likely to contain special or

1The cross tabulation with total circulation, Table 97
in Appendix B, reveals that a high percentage of the libraries
with closed stacks have a very high circulation and 44 or al-
most one-third of the libraries circulating less than 10,000
books have their entire stacks open.
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other materials which the librarian feels should be restricted.

The most important figure in the table is the 39 responses of

stacks closed to undergraduates. It represents a surprisingly

low 4 per cent of the respondents to this part of the question

and accounts for some of the difficulty in establishing mean-

ingful relations between stack access and the loss figures. On

the other hand, since so few schools have strictly controlled

stacks, it can hardly be considered an important control

measure in the present total picture of academic library losses.
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CHAPTER VI

LOSS FIGURES

Turning from the sections of the questionnaire which

were designed to test librarians' opinions concerning the loss

problems and methods of control we shall discuss the middle

section, Questions 4 through 8, from which we obtain a quanti-

tative measurement of the extent of the problem. These ques-

tions were designed to obtain as accurate and complete loss

figures as the respondents had available. The researcher an-

ticipated, and the pre-test confirmed, that only a small per-

centage of the respondents had figures obtained through regu-

lar annual inventories of the library's entire collection

taken over the past 15 years. If these figures were available,

we wanted the respondents to include them, on the chance that

we could observe, from even this limited number of figures, a

trend toward an absolute increase or decrease in the amount of

lost volumes each year over this period. We saw also the

possibility of obtaining figures before and after the instal-

lations of control devices in some libraries and a correlation

between the latter and a change in loss. If libraries did not
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have such a complete set of data, however, we wished to obtain

whatever figures they did have that might be useful to the

study, even just an estimate of their loss.

In order to separate those figures based on some kind

of record from those which were more or less based on the sub-

jective impressions of the respondent, Question 4 was designed

to lead the former into indicating the procedures by which the

records were gathered and the latter past the section devoted

to concrete data, to Question 7. It also provided us with the

statement (see Table 43) that 43 per cent of the respondents

indicated their library did not have a regular procedure for

obtaining data concerning a problem that such a large majority

of the study's respondents considered serious or at least some-

what serious. This is a fairly high response and it is prob-

ably caused by a lack of the staff and funds necessary to im-

plement such procedures or unwillingness to divert limited

funds from the development of the collection or readers'

services to what may be seen primarily as a housekeeping chore.

In a few cases, where the sensibilities of the librarian are

especially offended by the idea of book theft, it may be due

at least partially to the desire, conscious or unconscious, not

to know the extent of the problem.

Five hundred eighteen of the questionnaire's respondents

were routed to Question 5. In Table 44 we find that 189
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librarians noted that they take an annual inventory of their

entire collection, 480 of a part of their collection, and

another 63 use one of these two methods in combination with

others. The total responsel of 223 libraries taking annual

inventories of their entire collection (as either their only

method of determining loss or using it with other methods)

represents a surprising 23 per cent of the study's respondents.

An additional 15 per cent of the study's respondents indicated

that they take a periodic, but not an annual inventory of their

entire collection.

Five cross tabulations were run with school character-

istics. Table 45 shows the results of the one run with insti-

tutional type. We find that a high per cent of the schools

taking annual inventories of their entire collections are

junior colleges and a very high per cent of the 10 technical

institutes or-semi-professional schools take annual inven-

tories of their entire collection, or use this method in com-

bination with others. Universities reported a high percentage

of occasional inventories, and liberal arts schools, though in

general following the total percentage closely, reported a high

percentage of periodic inventories of their entire collections,

and a lower percentage of annual ones of their entire collections.

1The total responses, without the elimination of
methods used in combination with others, is at the bottom of
the table.
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125

Table 46 shows the cross tabulations with number of

volumes. As we would logically expect, institutions with

smaller collections (below 20,100 volumes) report a higher

percentage of annual inventories of their entire collections;

those with over 20,100 volumes report higher percentages of

annual inventories of part of their collection with one ex-

ception, also of periodic inventories of their entire collec-

tions.

The results of the cross tabulations with total operat-

ing expenditures (Table 47) are similar to those in Table 46.

A higher percentage of schools with relatively low operating

expenditures (under $20,100) take annual inventories of their

entire collection, and a higher percentage of those with high

operating budgets, above $60,100, take annual inventories of

part of their collections. Periodic inventories of part of

the collection tend to be used by the libraries with higher

budgets, as do combinations of methods excluding annual in-

ventories. While at first it may seem to be somewhat sur-

prising that schools with lower budgets take more frequent

or complete inventories, the close correlation) between size

of the collection and operating expenditures provides us with

a logical explanation of these results, that is, schools with

1See the correlation matrix later in the chapter,
Table 62; the coefficient is 0.73.
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lower budgets also tend to have smaller numbers of books to

inventory.

One final cross tabulation is very noteworthy, pri-

marily because it does not show percentages substantially dif-

ferent from the expected ones. According to the results of

Table 48 inventory method does not influence the amount of

loss reported by the inventory. With the background of the

previous tables, however, we would expect that libraries tak-

ing annual inventories would experience lower loss, since they

tend to have smaller collections, than those relying on other

methods, and we may surmise that to some extent the frequent

complete inventory methods identify more losses than the other

methods.

The combined results of Questions 4 and 5 lead us to

the statement, that while over 40 per cent of the study's

respondents do not have a regular procedure for measuring their

loss, 38 per cent claim to take a periodic or annual inventory

of their entire collection. We would expect these 366 schools

at least to be able to provide reasonably accurate data con-

cerning their losses obtained from these inventories.

Before beginning our discussion of the loss figures

themselves and the number of libraries which supplied inventory

or estimated figures, we will skip to the results of Question 8,

which requested an opinion from the respondent concerning



T
A
B
L
E
 
4
8

M
E
T
H
O
D
S
 
U
S
E
D
 
T
O
 
C
O
L
L
E
C
T
 
D
A
T
A
:

A
C
T
U
A
L
 
L
O
S
S
E
S

M
e
t
h
o
d
s
 
U
s
e
d
 
t
o
 
C
o
l
l
e
c
t
 
D
a
t
a

A
c
t
u
a
l
 
L
o
s
s
e
s

1
 
-
 
9

1
0
-
4
9

5
0

-
9
9

1
0
0
 
-
 
1
4
9

1
5
0
 
-
 
1
9
9

A
n
n
u
a
l
 
i
n
v
e
n
t
o
r
y
 
o
f
 
e
n
t
i
r
e
 
c
o
l
-

7
(
5
.
7
%
)

2
5
 
(
2
0
.
3
%
)

2
0
 
(
1
6
.
3
%
)

1
7
 
(
1
3
.
8
%
)

1
0

(
8
.
1
%
)

l
e
c
t
i
o
n

1
(
7
7
.
8
%
)

(
6
7
.
6
%
)

(
8
0
.
0
%
)

(
6
8
.
0
%
)

(
7
6
.
9
%
)

A
n
n
u
a
l
 
i
n
v
e
n
t
o
r
y
 
o
f
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

1
 
(
1
1
.
1
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

3
 
(
3
3
.
3
%
)

1
 
(
1
1
.
1
%
)

c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n

2
(
0
.
0
%
)

(
2
.
7
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
1
2
.
0
%
)

(
7
.
7
%
)

P
e
r
i
o
d
i
c
 
(
n
o
t
 
a
n
n
u
a
l
)
 
i
n
v
e
n
t
o
r
y

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

4
 
(
2
8
.
6
%
)

1
(
7
.
1
%
)

3
 
(
2
1
.
4
%
)

1
(
7
.
1
%
)

o
f
 
e
n
t
i
r
e
 
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n

3
(
0
.
0
%
)

(
1
0
.
3
%
)

(
4
.
0
%
)

(
1
2
.
0
7
0

(
7
.
7
%
)

P
e
r
i
o
d
i
c
 
(
n
o
t
 
a
n
n
u
a
l
)
 
i
n
v
e
n
t
o
r
y

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

o
f
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f
 
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n

4
(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

O
c
c
a
s
i
o
n
a
l
 
(
n
o
t
 
r
e
g
u
l
a
r
)
 
i
n
v
e
n
-

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

1
 
(
1
0
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

t
o
r
y
 
o
f
 
e
n
t
i
r
e
 
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
.

.
.

.
5

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
4
.
0
7
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

O
c
c
a
s
i
o
n
a
l
 
(
n
o
t
 
r
e
g
u
l
a
r
)
 
i
n
v
e
n
-

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

t
o
r
y
 
o
f
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f
 
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
.

.
.

6
(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
7
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e

7
0

(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

O
t
h
e
r

8
0

(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
7
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

M
e
t
h
o
d
s
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
 
1
 
o
r
 
2
 
a
n
d

2
 
(
1
0
.
5
%
)

7
 
(
3
6
.
8
%
)

3
 
(
1
5
.
8
%
)

2
 
(
1
0
.
5
%
)

1
(
5
.
3
%
)

3
 
-
 
8

9
(
2
2
.
2
%
)

(
1
8
.
9
%
)

(
1
2
.
0
%
)

(
8
.
0
%
)

(
7
.
7
%
)

O
t
h
e
r
 
c
o
m
b
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
o
f
 
m
e
t
h
o
d
s
.

.
1
0

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
7
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

C
o
l
u
m
n
 
t
o
t
a
l
s

9
3
7

2
5

1
3

1
9

(
5
.
4
%
)

(
2
2
.
2
%
)

(
1
5
.
0
%
)

(
1
5
.
0
%
)

(
7
.
8
%
)



T
A
B
L
E
 
4
8
 
-
 
C
O
N
T
I
N
U
E
D

M
e
t
h
o
d
s
 
U
s
e
d
 
t
o
 
C
o
l
l
e
c
t
 
D
a
t
a

A
c
t
u
a
l
 
L
o
s
s
e
s

R
o
w
 
T
o
t
a
l
s

2
0
0
 
-
 
2
9
9

3
0
0
 
-
 
3
9
9

4
0
0
 
-
 
9
,
9
9
9

A
n
n
u
a
l
 
i
n
v
e
n
t
o
r
y
 
o
f
 
e
n
t
i
r
e
 
c
o
l
-

1
3
 
(
1
0
.
6
%
)

1
1

(
8
.
9
%
)

2
0
 
(
1
6
.
3
%
)

1
2
3
 
(
7
3
.
7
%
)

l
e
c
t
i
o
n

1
.

(
6
8
.
4
%
)

(
7
8
.
6
%
)

(
8
0
.
0
%
)

A
n
n
u
a
l
 
i
n
v
e
n
t
o
r
y
 
o
f
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f

1
 
(
1
1
.
1
%
)

1
 
(
1
1
.
1
%
)

2
 
(
2
2
.
2
%
)

9
(
5
.
4
%
)

c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n

2
(
5
.
3
%
)

(
7
.
1
%
)

(
8
.
0
%
)

P
e
r
i
o
d
i
c
 
(
n
o
t
 
a
n
n
u
a
l
)
 
i
n
v
e
n
t
o
r
y

2
 
(
1
4
.
3
%
)

1
(
7
.
1
%
)

2
 
(
1
4
.
3
%
)

1
4

(
8
.
4
%
)

o
f
 
e
n
t
i
r
e
 
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n

3
(
1
0
.
5
%
)

(
7
.
1
%
)

(
8
.
0
%
)

P
e
r
i
o
d
i
c
 
(
n
o
t
 
a
n
n
u
a
l
)
 
i
n
v
e
n
t
o
r
y

1
 
(
1
0
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

1
(
0
.
6
%
)

o
f
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f
 
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n

4
(
5
.
3
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

O
c
c
a
s
i
o
n
a
l
 
(
n
o
t
 
r
e
g
u
l
a
r
)
 
i
n
v
e
n
-

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

1
(
0
.
6
%
)

t
o
r
y
 
o
f
 
e
n
t
i
r
e
 
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
.

.
.

.
5

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

O
c
c
a
s
i
o
n
a
l
 
(
n
o
t
 
r
e
g
u
l
a
r
)
 
i
n
v
e
n
-

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

-
-
k

t
o
r
y
 
o
f
 
p
a
r
t
 
o
f
 
c
o
l
l
e
c
t
i
o
n
 
.

.
.

6
(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

C
O

E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e

7
0

(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

C
Z
,

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

O
t
h
e
r

8
0

(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

M
e
t
h
o
d
s
 
n
u
m
b
e
r
 
1
 
o
r
 
2
 
a
n
d

2
 
(
1
0
.
5
%
)

1
(
5
.
3
%
)

1
(
5
.
3
%
)

1
9
 
(
1
1
.
4
%
)

3
 
-
 
8

9
(
1
0
.
5
%
)

(
7
.
1
%
)

(
4
.
0
%
)

O
t
h
e
r
 
c
o
m
b
i
n
a
t
i
o
n
s
 
o
f
 
m
e
t
h
o
d
s
.
 
.
1
0

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
)

0
(
0
.
0
%
,

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

(
0
.
0
%
)

C
o
l
u
m
n
 
t
o
t
a
l
s

1
9

1
4

2
5

(
1
1
.
4
%
)

(
8
.
4
%
)

(
1
5
.
0
%
)

N
u
m
b
e
r
 
o
f
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s

1
6
7

X
2

1
3
.
6
0
9

d
f

3
5

N
o
t
 
s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 
a
t
 
5
 
%
 
l
e
v
e
l



131

change in their loss rate from 1950-1965. The question was

worded with the single phrase "book losses in your library" for

a period of time and it was designed to obtain information about

the changes, if any, in gross number of Joss, not adjusted for

changes in circulation or number of students. The question did

not specify the gross figure however and some of the respondents

apparently were unsure about the phrase "book loss." A few of

them qualified their response by noting that their answer took

into account change in circulation or student body, and others

noted that their response did not take such factors into account.

The respondents' confusion makes the results in Table 49 unreli-

able to an unknown extent, so we will not put much emphasis on

them beyond noting that no more than about 40 per cent of the

respondents indicated their losses were increasing. From

1959/60 to 1964/65 alone, the number of students enrolled in

academic institutions in the United States increased about 56

per cent 1 and although this study has not found the relation

between students, circulation, and loss to be very high, 2 such

a tremendous increase in the first factor brings some increase

1The table with information from the U.S. Office of
Education, Librar Statistics of Colle es and Universities
1951/1960-1965/1966 Institutional Data, printed in Bowker
Annual 1970, pp. 14-15 indicates the number of students in
1959/1960 was 3,402,000, increasing in 1964/1965 to 52:1)0,000.

62.

2See correlation matrix later in the chapter, Table
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in the second and presumably the third. We find the 40 per

cent response of increasing loss lower than we expected there-

fore and surmise that perhaps a substantial portion of the

respondents mentally adjusted their figures for increase in

students and/or circulation. Almost one quarter indicated

their losses were staying about the same, while 13 per cent

found them fluctuating. Only 7 per cent thought they were de-

creasing. Later in the chapter we will discuss the results

of the examination of the actual figures regarding the change

in loss rate adjusted for circulation.

We now are free to devote the remainder of the chapter

to what can be considered the most important data gathered by

the study, the quantitative measure of the loss problem re-

vealed by the figures on loss themselves and their relation to

the characteristics of the library in which they were gathered.

We noted above that 366 schools indicated an annual or periodic

inventory of their entire collection was taken, leading us to

the conclusion that a fairly high percentage of the study's

respondents did have a reasonably accurate knowledge of the

losses suffered in their library. The writer's examination of

the figures in Questions 6 and 7 showed that 418 (43 per cent)

of the respondents provided actual loss figures in Question 6,

336 (35 per cent) gave only estimated figures in Question 7,
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and 210 (22 per cent) libraries provided no data.1

Careful examination of the actual loss figures resulted

in the grouping of them into several categories. Approximately

140 were rejected as not useful, generally because the figures

were gathered from partial inventories only and the attempt to

adjust the figure for a loss for the entire collection could

only be based on speculation. A large group of the other re-

jected figures included volumes lost and paid for or simply

withdrawn from the collection for other reasons. In some cases

it was impossible to tell when the previous inventory was

taken, so the rate of loss for a specific time could not be

ascertained. A few libraries did not supply circulation

figures, and in general their loss figures were not used.

Seventy-eight libraries supplied figures gathered by inventories

taken more than one year after the previous inventory; these

were separated into a special group to determine how much

their rate of loss/circulation dropped as the length of time

since previous inventory increased. Six libraries supplied

data on the number of lost volumes returned after the lapse of

specified periods of time. One hundred sixty-nine schools

supplied figures, gathered by annual inventories of the

1
Of the 520 respondents in Question 4 who said they had

a regular procedure for ascertaining loss, a number noted that
the figures were unavailable or they were able to provide only
estimates.
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library's entire collection in 1963/64 ur 1964/65, taken one

year after the previous inventory,1 and as far as could be

determined were accurate and comparable to the other 168.

An additional 30 libraries supplied annual figures which the

researcher judged in some way to be less accurate or compar-

able, 2 but still useful for the study of the circulation/loss

ratio.

Only 25 schools provided comparable loss figures before

and after the installation of control devices. Twenty-four of

these observations came from the group of 169 libraries supply-

ing the annual loss figures which are designated in the rest of

the report as "actual loss figures." Of all the figures gathered

in the study, the 169 "actual" figures are by far the most sig-

nificant. They were used in 21 cross tabulations with the re-

sponses to questions on the questionnaire and two, with school

characteristics. 3 One hundred fifty-six of then provided the

1Length of time since the previous inventory is impor-
tant in obtaining comparable data because of the substantial
percentage of lost *flumes which are returned after the lapse
of time.

2
In some cases the librarian specified that volumes

were listed as missing for several years before being declared
lost. In others, the figures were not taken from full inven-
tories, although a very large percentage of the collection had
been inventoried.

3One cross '7abulation with significant data has not
been previously discussed. We see in Table 98 in Appendix B
that a high percentage of schools in the category, technical,
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dependent variable for the regression analysis in which we

attempted to relate selected variables to loss. Correlation

coefficients were calculated between these figures and the

numeric school characteristics, which we shall discuss in de-

tail later in this chapter.

The distribution of the 169 loss figures is shown in

Table 50. We find that over 40 per cent of the figures are

below 100 losses per year, while 25 schools reported losses

over 400. The mean is 230, the median, above and below which

50 per cent of the observations fall, is 130. If the figures

are plotted graphically, the form is a J-Curve with the "tail"

extending very far out in the positive direction. The cross

tabulation with school type and the other data discussed in

footnote 3, p..135 tell us that a high portion of these

observations comes from junior colleges and a somewhat lower

theological, religious, fine arts, or other professional
school, experience low loss; junior colleges tend to experience
losses in the low to middle ranges (from 50-149); and liberal
arts schools, universities, and teachers' colleges tend to
report high losses. This cross tabulation is also noteworthy
because, comparing it with the data in Table 73 in Appendix B,
we find that a very high percentage (46 per cent) of the 169
loss figures were supplied by junior colleges (25 per cent of
the study's respondents are junior colleges). Thirty-four
per cent come from liberal arts schools (44 per cent of the
study's respondents are in this category), 1.2 per cent, from
universities (2.4 per cent for respondents), 6.5 per cent from
teachers' colleges (%6 per cent for respondents), 10.1 per
cent from technical, theological, fine arts, religious, or
other professional school (16.3 per cent for respondents), and
an exactly matching 1.8 per cent of both the loss figures and
the respondents come from technical institutes or semi-
professional schools.
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portion (than both the distribution of respondents to the study

and the population as a whole) comes from liberal arts and

teachers' colleges. The number of losses for junior colleges

tends to fall in the low to middle loss range and for teachers'

colleges and universities, in the high range; we surmise on

the basis of this single characteristic that the 169 figures

fall into the middle-to-somewhat-low range of losses experi-

enced by the population in general. We have a much better idea

of the differences in school characteristics between respond-

ents, population, and group reporting the 156 observations (taken

from these 169 figuresl) used in the regression analysis. We

shall speculate more on differences in loss between these 156

schools and these two other groups later in the chapter.

A considerably larger number of respondents provided

estimated loss figures, either as the only figure they reported,

or occasionally, in addition to figures in Question 6. Table

51 shows the distribution of these 392 observations. We note

that well over half the observations (57 per cent) are below

100 losses per year, and we note that the median loss (although

not calculated precisely) must also fall somewhere between 50

and 99 losses per year, considerably less than the median of 130

1
The means of both the 169 figures and the 156 which

form a subgroup of them are very close, 230.0 for the former,
229.9 for the latter.
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reported in the actual observations. Two possibilities would

account for the lower figures. Either these schools may ac-

tually lose fewer books or, not knowing the actual extent of

their losses, they tend to estimate low. Since we have no

evidence at hand to support either theory, we will not favor

one or the other. The calculation of such evidence would have

involved considerable additional effort due to technical prob-

lems in the data processing. Since these estimated figures are

judged to be much less accurate than the actual loss figures,

it was not undertaken.

Both the actual and estimated figures discussed so far

provide only descriptive data concerning the number of volumes

lost per year by a certain per cent of the respondents. In

order to obtain data useful for comparisons and analysis, it

seems logical to adjust the loss figure for some factor relat-

ing to the size of the library or school. That is, it does not

seem reasonable to compare the 1,000 losses per year at school

X with 4,500 students with the 10 losses per year at school Y

with 100 students. The researcher believed when the study was

initiated that circulation, or a flow or use of books in a

library, would be the most reasonable figure to use to adjust

loss for comparisons. Although the correlation coefficients

of loss with other variables which we will discuss later showed

other variables to be more closely related, the other relations
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were not very close and the circulation figures were readily

accessible alongside the loss figures, so they were used to

make the adjustments for the following groups of figures.

Thirty schools provided annual loss figures which were

judged to be useful although for most, the inventory methods

by which they were obtained were not as rigorous as for the 169

actual figures. The mean of these 30 observations was 183, and

the loss per circulation was .0087, for 1 loss for about 116

circulations.1

As we might expect from the less rigorous inventory

methods, the mean is considerably lower than the mean of 230

for the 169 figures, and although the comparison is not exact,

it may be useful to note that the loss/circulation rate is also

considerably lower than the same ratio for the subgroup of 156

observations, .0087 instead of .0098 for the latter group.

Seventy-eight schools provided figures gathered from

inventories taken more than 1 year after the previous inventory.

Table 52 shows the loss/circulation ratios for this data. We

were very interested in determining whether the ratio would

1The ranga of the observations is as follows: 16 ob-
servations have a loss/circulation ratio of less than .005,
with the range being .0001-.0047 and the mean, .0018; 4 ob-
servations are between .005 and .010 with a mean of .0072 and
the range, .0053 to .0083; 7 observations are between .011 and
.020, with a mean of .015 and a range of .011 to .018; and 3
observations are above .020, with a mean of .033 and a range
of .024 to .045.
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decrease substantially as the time since the previous inventory

increased. We see that to some extent such a pattern does

emerge from Table 52. From 2 to 5 years, from 62 per cent to

17 per cent of the ratios were above .010, while no observation

fell into the two high categories after the five years. How-

ever, the pattern within the two lowest categories does not

follow the general assumption, and we find from 8 years on,

the ratio starting at .0015, rising to .0097, and then dropping

to .032 for 17 years. We must remember, though, that these

latter figures by and large are based on a single observation.

The average of the mean where we have several observations

showsa steady drop in the total mean, with one exception, from

.009 for 2 years to .006 for 6 years.

The general pattern of the table does confirm the as-

sumption that the loss/circulation ratio drops with time, due

to the return of volumes reported lost in earlier inventories.

Six schools gave us figures with which to measure the phenomenon

more precisely. Three of them provided an observation of

volumes returned after 1 year. The first lost 82 volumes in

x year of which 35 appeared in x 1 year for a rate of return

of about 43 per cent; the decrease in the loss/circulation

ratio was from .002 to .0011. The second reported a loss of

2,015, of which 661 were returned, for a return about 33 per

cent (loss/circulation went from .021 to .014). The third

1,,

154



146

lost 502 in x year, of which 82 or about 16 per cent were found,

and the ratio dropped from .017 to .014. Thus, these three

figures show a rate of return of from 43 per cent to 16 per

cent of the volumes missing in x year. Two schools carried

their observations to x A. 2 years. The first appeared to be

an estimate although it was not given as such. It reported ap-

proximately 200 losses in x year, of which about 100 were re-

turned in x i land 50 in x * 2, for a decrease of 50 per cent

the first year and an additional 25 per cent the second. (Loss/

circulation ratio dropped from .0002 to .0001 to .00005.) The

second observation is based, on actual figures from inventories

and indicated 59 volumes missing in x year, 29 found in x+ 1

and 6 in x + 2, for a decrease in loss/circulation ratio of

.0008 to .0004 to .0003, and a recovery rate of 49 per cent

the first year and 10 per cent the second, or about 60 per cent

for the two years combined.

One final observation came from a school providing two

sets of figures, loss in xl, xl +1, xl +2, and loss in x2 and

x
2
t 1 years. These figures fall within the ranges of the

figures discussed above. Loss for the year xl was 581, dropping

to 445, for a reduction in loss of 24 per cent, the first year

and to 382 (an additional 11 per cent) the second. The loss/

circulation ratio dropped from .012 to .009 to .008 in this

set of observations.
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In the second set, loss was 1,073 (.02 per cent of cir-

culation) and was reduced the following year to 712 volumes

still missing. This reduction was a 34 per cent drop in the

original loss figure and the loss/circulation ratio dropped to

.013 per cent.

The effect of control devices on loss rate is a sig-

nificant question in any discussion of the problem of theft,

and Questions 6 and 9 were structured to obtain relevant data

on this subject where it was available. We succeeded in gath-

ering 25 observations with annual loss figures before and after

the installations of controls. In order to measure their ef-

fect on loss, the following procedure was followed. The loss/

circulation ratio was calculated and averaged for as many years

of data after the installation as the respondents provided.

Figures for the same number of years before the control device

was adopted were also calculated) The percentage of the de-

crease (or increase) in loss was then ascertained from the dif-

ferences between the averages of the before and after loss/

circulation ratios.

We see in Table 53 that despite some very diverse per-

centages of change in loss, the respondents reported a very

1The number of observations before and after was always
the same. If the library provided two figures after and eight be-
fore, only the two figures immediately before the installation
were used.
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substantial average decrease in the loss/circulation ratio

after controls were installed. A system with exit guards is

by far the most effective. From our 11 observations when this

control method was used, we obtained an average decrease in the

loss/circulation ratio of 45 per cent. These respondents lost

an average of 455 books per year before the control measure

was installed which was almost double the rate of the total 169

actual loss figures of which these observations are a sub-group.

Using this average to calculate the savings in volumes lost re-

sulting from the control, we find that these schools lost an

average of 205 books less than they would have if the controls

were not used and their loss rate had remained constant.

Charging desks with visual controls are shown to be less

effective in reducing the loss/circulation ratio of the 9 re-

spondents who gave us data, but they also are used in schools

which had considerably fewer losses (approximately half) than

those with exit guards. The average decrease in the loss/

circulation ratio is 30 per cent, but the observations are

very diverse, ranging from a 95 per cent decrease to a 90 per

cent increase. An average of approximately 70 books remained

in the library which projections indicate would have been

stolen without the charging desk. Single observations were

reported for the honor system and closing off exits away from

the charging desk. The study provided three additional
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observations not included in the table because they were not

comparable with the other observations. One school experienced

a 30 per cent decrease in its loss after switching from exit

guards without turnstiles to a charging desk with visual con-

trol; another's loss doubled when it used an exit guard with

visual control, then dropped back to the previous rate when

turnstiles alone were used. A third observation came from the

group of 30 annual observations considered less accurate,. Al-

ways using the honor system, it reported a 70 per cent decrease

after also adopting a door check system of exit guards as a

secondary control method.

These figures, indicating for 15 of the 22 observations,

a very substantial reduction (over 20 per cent) in the loss/

circulation ratio after the installation of controls, consider-

ably change the picture of the effectiveness of controls which

was gathered from the responses to the question asking librari-

an's opinion of control device effectiveness. Less than one

quarter of the respondents to that question reported a belief

that control devices or disciplinary measure resulted in a

change in loss, although the 106 librarians specifying the

device which they believed had effected a change, expressed

definitely positive opinions that they reduced loss. It is

interesting that not only are the opinions of these latter re-

spondents definitely confirmed by the evidence of actual
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figures, but we have also found that the device which the

. majority of them mentioned, exit guards, effects the most sig-

nificant change in loss. We will build on our knowledge of

the effectiveness of control devices in our discussion of the

economic possibility of loss prevention in the study's summary.

Before beginning the discussion of the variables which

influence loss we will mention briefly the evidence of the loss

figures which bears on the question of the over-all change, if

any, on the rate of loss experienced by libraries. Disregard-

ing the use of control devices, are losses increasing in lib-

raries throughout the country, as many of the articles on loss

in the literature seem to indicate? Adjusting loss to allow

for differences in the growth rates of various libraries, we

will use the loss/circulation ratio to compare the change in

losses experienced by the libraries providing loss figures

either on an annual basis or from inventories taken after

longer periods of time. The data provided by schools giving

5 or more observations was scanned quickly to note if a trend

concerning the change in the loss/circulation ratio was im-

mediately evident. The results of this perusal indicated a

general trend of fluctuation rather than increase in loss ad-

justed for circulation. Trends were evident in the data of

77 libraries. Forty-three (58 per cent) showed fluctuating

loss, while about one-third (25 schools) indicated a trend
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toward a continually higher loss/circulation ratio. The data

from seven libraries showed a decrease in the ratio, and, at

two, the ratio was about constant.

In order to investigate the question of what specific

variables, such as school characteristics (i.e., number of

students, number of volumes in the library), control devices,

or other measures designed to reduce losses, are related to

loss and to obtain a measure of the relationship between loss

and these variables, the 169 observations designated as "actual

losses," taken from the answers to Question 6, were used in a

simple and multiple linear regression analysis., Of these 169.

observations, only 156 could be used in the program. Of the

remaining schools, 12 had not supplied data, either to the

U.S. Office of Education or on the questionnaire, on all the

variables to be run in the program and therefore were deleted.1

1The remaining observation was deleted for the follow-
ing reasons: it was the only school which fell into the
school category of technical institute or semi-professional
school, and it reported an extremely high loss figure. These
two factors combined to make this observation account for a
tremendously high percentage of the variance in the loss data.
For example, in the first multiple linear regression with
loss/volumes as the dependent variable, the school category
accounted for 37 per cent of the variance. The researcher
judged that while the loss figure may have been accurate,
the consistent appearance of this one variable in the analyses
could prevent the introduction of more meaningful variables
and thus obscure the results of the analysis.
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The purpose of the linear regression analyses was to

try to determine (1) which of the following variables best

account for the variance in the loss figures, and (2) for how

much of the variance they account. The variables used included

both nuweric and non-numeric data.

The numeric variables are:

1. Number of books lost during 1963-64 or 1964-65

2. Total annual circulation, in hundreds of books

3. The percentage of students living on campus

4. The number of students1

5. The number of volumes in the library, in hundreds of

volumes

6. The number of professional personnel in full-time

equivalents

7. The total annual operating expenditures, in hundreds

of dollars

8. The annual expenditures for books and other library

materials, in hundreds of dollars

9. The number of hours of student assistance, in tens of

hours2

1For further explanation of the definition of this and
the following terms, see the U.S. Office of Education, Library
Statistics of Colleges and Universities Institutional Data,
1963-64, pp. 2-5.

2The squares of the variables number 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8,
and 9 were included as a way to allow for the detection of a
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The non-numeric variables used in the analysis are:1

1. Whether or not there is evidence of student concern for

the loss problem

2. Whether or not the library has photocopying equipment

3. Whether or not the school has a formal disciplinary

policy

4. Whether or not the library attempted to inform the com-

munity about the problem of losses

5. Whether the school is a public or private institution2

6. What the type of the school is, i.e., liberal arts,

junior college, etc.

7. What type of inventory is taken to determine loss

figures

8. What type of control devices are used to alleviate

losses.

possible non-linear relationship between the dependent and in-
dependent variables. The squared variables did not improve
the statistical fit and other methods of allowing for non-
linear relationships, i.e., logarithmic or exponential, were
not tried.

1An additional non-numeric variable of this type,
availability of the stacks, was not included in the regression
analysis because none of the 156 schools reported their stacks
closed to faculty and such a limited number reported them closed
to graduates or undergraduates that a meaningful relationship
did not seem likely.

2For further explanation of this and the following
variable, see footnote 1, p. 153.
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In order to be used in the regression program, the non-

numeric variables had to be transformed into dummy variables

(i.e., variables whose value can be only 0 or 1). In the

case of the first four variables, the equivalent of a yes

answer was transformed to a 1, a no answer to a 0. For the

fifth variable, a public institution was given a 0, a private,

a 1. For the last three variables, each type of school,

inventory, or control device was taken separately and trans-

formed into a yes or no category. For example, a school using

exit guards with turnstiles as its only control device would

receive a yes (i.e., 1) in the category of exit guards with

turnstiles and a no (i.e., 0) in the other five categories of

control devices.

For a little background concerning the distribution of

these numeric and non-numeric variables, let us look at Tables

54 and 55. In considering these figures, and all the other

figures calculated in the regression program, it must be re-

membered that they pertain not to the study as a whole, but

to the 156 observations selected for analysis. Some of them

appeared earlier in the discussion in Chapter II concerning

the representativeness of the samples. Looking back at

Tables 1-3 in Chapter II, comparing the means of selected

characteristics of the total population of 1,682 libraries,

the 964 respondents, and the schools which provided these 156
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TABLE 54

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF NUMERIC VARIABLES
USED IN LINEAR REGRESSIONS

Variable Mean
Standard
Deviation

Losses 229.94 363.96

Total circulation in hundreds of volumes 343.54 366.58

Percentage of students living on campus 41.09 37.05

Number of students 1224.2 1096.6

Number of volumes in hundreds of volumes 364.4 339.6

Hours of student assistance in tens of hours. . 376.0 452.0

Number of professional personnel 2.47 1.99

Total operating expenditures in hundreds of dollars 462.4 379.5

Book expenditures 159.6 147.6

Loss/Number of volumes in hundreds of volumes . . . 0.81 0.85

Loss/Circulation in hundreds of volumes 0.98 1.69

Loss/Number of students 0.21 0.19

Number of observations 156
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TABLE 55

PERCENTAGES OF NON-NUMERIC VARIABLES
USED IN LINEAR REGRESSIONS

Variable Per Cent

Disciplinary policy
Attempt to inform community
Evidence of student concern
Photocopying equipment in library

21

69
28

52

Private (rather than public) administrative control 53

Annual inventory of entire collection 82

Annual inventory of part of collection 7

Periodic (but not annual) inventory of entire collection. . . . 10

Periodic (but not annual) inventory of part of collection . . . 4

Occasional (but not regular) inventory of entire collection . . 2

Occasional (but not regular) inventory of part of collection. 8

Estimate 1

Exit guards (without turnstiles) 12

Exit guards (with turnstiles) 5

Magnetic systems (magnetized plates in volumes)
Charging desk at entrance to provide visual control 58

Student body honor system 34

Other 12

Liberal Arts College 37

University 0.6

Junior College 45

Teachers College 7

Technical, Theological, Fine Arts, or other Professional School 10

Technical Institute or Semi-Professional Schoola

Number of observations 156

aSee footnote, Chapter VI, p. 152.
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figures, we find the collection size, operating and book ex-

penditures, and professional personnel for the latter group

considerably lower than for the respondents or total popula-

tion. Less of a difference exists in the size of their student

bodies. In fact, we can assume the 156 schools are represen-

tative of the respondents in this characteristic, although we

note that both the 156 schools and the respondents have an

average of more students than the population. These differences

in characteristics are confirmed a few paragraphs later by the

indication that a high percentage (45 per cent) of the 156 ob-

servations come from junior colleges.1 Assuming the knowledge,

from the correlation matrix which we shall discuss later in

the chapter, that loss is related (although not as closely as

we expected) to professional personnel, total expenditures

and students, we surmise that, given the greater differences

in personnel and expenditures than in students, the loss

figures provided by the 156 schools are somewhat lower than

those which would have been provided by the rest of the study's

respondents or the population if they had been available.

1The averages for volumes, personnel, and operating
expenditures of public and private junior college libraries are
lower than those of public and private other professional
schools, theological schools, technical schools, teachers'
colleges, universities, and liberal arts colleges, according to
Tables 3A-9A in the U.S. Office of Education, Library Statistics
of Colleges and Universities. 1963-64 Analytic Report by
Theodore Samore (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office,
1968), pp. 20-29.
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The standard deviation of all the variables in Table

54 is very high, and they indicate that the distributions are

positively skewed. Three of the most important figures in

the study appear here, the means of the ratios of loss to

circulation, number of volumes, and students. We find the

mean of loss over circulation is very near 1 loss for every

100 circulations, and of loss over volumes, 1 loss for about

every 125 volumes in the collection. We shall find in the

correlation matrix later in this chapter that the relation of

loss to students is closer than of loss to circulation or

volumes. The mean of loss/students indicates 1 loss for ap-

proximately every 5 students.

Table 55 presents the percentages of the non-numeric

variables. By and large, the percentages of variables which

are responses to questions do not differ substantially from

the percentages reported by the respondents as a whole. We

note a very high 45 per cent of the schools reporting these

actual loss figures are junior colleges, which, as we saw in

footnote 3, page' 135, tend to report losses in the low to

middle ranges, from 50-149. The percentage of annual inven-

tories is naturally quite high (82 per cent) because the

criteria used in the selection of these figures specified the

loss figures had to be obtained from a one-year inventory taken

after the lapse of only one year from the previous inventory.
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As a first step in the analysis, a number of simple

linear regressions were run with loss as a function of some

of the variables relating to the size of the school or library.

It would seem almost a truism that the larger the size of the

collection (as measured in number of volumes), or the "flow of

books" (as measured by circulation), or the patron traffic

(indicated to some extent by the number of students) the more

books the library loses. In fact, using the loss figures sup-

plied by these 156 schools, we discover, in Tables 56, 57 and

58 that these variables account for a low percentage of the

variance in the loss figures (as indicated by the coefficient

of determination, r2). The best statistical fit of these

three regressions is provided by loss on students, but only 25

per cent of the variance is accounted for by this variable.

On the other hand, variables whose relation to loss

would seem intuitively less close account just as well for

the variance in loss. Tables 59, 60, and 61 show the results

of the loss figures regressed onto three such variables, num-

ber of professional personnel, total operating expenditures,

and book expenditures. Comparison of these six tables reveals

the somewhat startling fact that the best statistical fit of

all the six simple regressions is provided, in a positive re-

lationship, by the number of professional librarians. In this

instance, the fact that the regression does not imply a direct
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causal relationship cannot help but comfort librarians. How-

ever, it does point out that complex inter-relationships may

be at work in the data and that we should take the analysis

further in an attempt to discover them.

Examination of some of the correlation coefficients

which measure these inter-relationships will help us to better

understand the results of the multiple linear regression pro-

gram where numbers of variables are allowed to enter, in se-

quence as they best account for the variance in the dependent

variable. They are also very interesting in their own right

as they provide insights concerning the variables themselves.

Indications of the relationships between selectedl

variables may be seen in the correlation matrix given in Table

62.
2

The correlation coefficients between loss and the other

1Selection of these 13 variables was based primarily
on the interest value of the correlation coefficient of loss
and the variable. A few of the variables were added, however,
because of important or surprising correlations with specific
variables other than loss. Inclusion of the coefficients of
all of the 46 variables would have made the matrix rather dif-
ficult to read and is of interest probably only to a few re-
searchers with specific questions in mind.

2
These coefficients were calculated for the 156 loss

figures used in the regression programs. Some coefficients
were also calculated for the entire 169 figures used in the
cross tabulations. They are quite similar to the coefficients
in Table 62. For example, the correlation between loss and
students is .53, loss and volumes, .30, loss and professional
personnel, .50, loss and total expenditures and book expendi-
tures, .52 and .42 respectively. The relations between loss
and circulation is a little higher with the 169 figures than
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variables are in the left vertical row. We find the correla-

tions between loss and the use of the four control devices

very low, as is the coefficient between loss and the evidence

of student concern. As we saw in the simple linear regres-

sions, the correlations also are low between the variables

the writer considered most likely to be closely related to

loss, i.e., circulation, volumes, and (though not quite so

low) students. The variables most closely related to loss is

the number of professional personnel, although a coefficient

of .56 cannot be considered very high. We see students and

total expenditures playing a close second, and a .46 figure

for the relation between loss and the schools that are teach-

ers' colleges.

The relationships between some of the other variables

in the matrix are also quite interesting. We see professional

personnel highly correlated with all of the other variables

except student concern, the control devices, and teachers'

colleges. The variables total expenditures and book expendi-

tures show a similar pattern with generally even higher cor-

relations all around, except with loss. Logically, the high-

est correlation, .90, in the matrix is between total and book

expenditures. It is surprising that circulation has a higher

with the 156; the coefficient for the 169 figures is .45, for
the 156, .35. The mean of the 169 loss figures is 230.0, and
for the 156, 229.9.
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correlation (although only slightly higher) with the number

of volumes in the collection than with the number of students.

It is perhaps even more surprising that neither correlation

is particularly high. The relation between students and volumes

is a very low .30. The control devices have very low correla-

tions with all of the other variables. This fact is quite sig-

nificant because we would logically expect a fairly high rela-

tionship between the more expensive control devices, i.e., exit

guards, and total expenditures, students or circulation. We do

find a negative correlation between the use of the honor system

and their three variables, but the coefficients are very small.

Correlation coefficients not only give us some insights

into the relationships between variables, they also are impor-

tant because they remind us of the statistical problem asso-

ciated with multicollinearity, which enters into the multiple

linear regression analysis and our interpretations of it. Very

briefly, multicollinearity exists when two or more of the vari-

ables are highly correlated; when this condition exists, the

regression may be made unreliable to the extent that once the

first of several highly correlated variables enters the re-

gression, the other highly related ones are less likely to

enter; rather, the next variables to enter the analysis are

likely to be among those not highly correlated with the first.

If a second regression is run deleting the first variable,
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however, one of the variables highly correlated with the first

(which did not appear in the first regression analysis) may

enter ahead of those unrelated variables which appear in the

first regression. For example, if total expenditures and book

expenditures of students are highly correlated variables, the

variables entering in one regression analysis might be total

expenditures, then student concern, then a control device.

Running a second regression with total expenditures deleted

might yield variables in the following order: book expendi-

tures, a control device, student concern.

While we are on the subject of the entrance of the

variables, brief mention of the sequence of entrance is rele-

vant. Allowing for multicollinearity, at each step in the

multiple linear regression analysis, we recognize that the

variable which next accounts for the greatest amount of vari-

ance in the dependent variable enters. However, it does not

always enter last in the sequence of independent variables.

To take a hypothetical case, in step 3, the sequence of vari-

ables may have been attempt to inform the community, exit

guards with turnstiles, and private administrative control.

In step 4, with the entrance of the variable, student concern,

the sequence may be attempt to inform the community, private

administrative control, student concern, and exit guards with

turnstiles. Therefore this discussion cautions us against
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placing emphasis on the sequence of the variables (especially

since the multiple linear regression reported in Tables 63

through 66 are displayed with the numbers of steps ranging

from 5 to 9).

One final word of caution is in order before looking

at Tables 63 through 66. The coefficients are related to each

other and cannot be used independently. That is, because we see

in one of the analyses a positive coefficient of 111 related

to a variable such as evidence of student concern, even allow-

ing for all the other assumptions on which the analysis is

based, we cannot assume that schools with evidence of concern

lose 111 more books than those schools where such concern is

not in evidence.

With these words of caution in mind, we will begin the

discussion of the multiple linear regressions. Table 63 shows

the regression with loss alone as the dependent variable. This

regression analysis provides us with the best statistical fit

of the four analyses which were made although even it is not

particularly good. Forty-seven per cent of the variance is

accounted for by the entrance of the 6 variables displayed.

The standard error of y given x, 267, is still quite high.

Hours of professional personnel, which in the early steps of

the regression was the variable accounting for most of the

variance, has dropped to second place, superceded by student
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concern. We see that a variety of variables has entered at

this point: one control device, two school characteristics

(one institutional type and the size of the student body),

two library characteristics (number of volumes and number of

professional personnel), and one semi-control device, evidence

of student concern.

To one familiar with statistical analysis it is evi-

dent that the explanatory power of the data provided by this

regression analysis is not very great and the predictive power

not useful. Looking ahead to the 3 other multilinear regres-

sions, we find similar results. Table 64, with loss/students

as the dependent variable, shows that 6 non-numeric variables

have entered at the 6th step, three of them control devices.

The r2 is very low, only .18, so 82 per cent of the variance

in the dependent variable is left unaccounted for. The r2

likewise very low in Table 65, showing the regression with

loss/circulation as the dependent variable. Four of the five

variables which have entered at this point are non-numeric; one,

percentage of students living on campus has not appeared before

in these tables. Table 66, with loss/volumes as the dependent

variable, has a considerably higher r2, .39, but again the

standard error of y given x is very high. For the first time,

inventory methods have entered as variables, although the ones

entering are relatively unimportant methods of ascertaining loss.
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Considering these four tables together, we ask, "What

accounts for these poor results?" The use of a sophisticated

statistical technique which allows us to see the effect of a

large number of variables on our data, should allow us to ac-

count for more than 50 per cent of the variance in our loss

figures. Three possibilities may be brought forward to explain

why the regression analyses did not provide an equation which

better describes the relation between loss and these variables.

The first possibility, which the writer rejects as improbable,

is that the variance in the loss figures i3 due to chance.

The second is that we have not included among our variables,

those variables which have a significant effect on the loss

figures. This possibility cannot be rejected as summarily as

the first. Perhaps some of the questions whose responses gave

us the non-numeric variables elicited responses which were in-

adequate or inaccurate. If this were the case, our non-

numeric variables could be far enough off the mark that the

analysis indicates there is no close relationship where one

actually exists. Or we may have omitted some variables that

have a significant effect on loss. Perhaps a rural-versus-

urban campus location, differences in the restrictions of the

charging policies, or some subtle psychological effects such

as the scholastic pressure in the school or the degree of

frustration students experience in obtaining needed material,
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account more for variance in loss than the variables we intro-

duced into the analysis. It certainly is true that some of

these variables may effect the loss rate but it does not seem

reasonable to the writer that any variables such as these that

she can think up, should have greater influence on the number

of losses than the flow of booksl or the number of students.

The third alternative seems the most likely to the

writer. Given the background of the respondents' comments and

the close examination of the loss figures, both those rejected

and those used in the regression program, she believes inac-

curate or incomparable loss figures to be the basic reason why

the regression analyses were not more successful. The selection

of the loss figures for the analysis was undertaken with a

great deal of care. At the same time, it was very difficult.

1The writer took a second look at the possible relation-
ship of intensity of use to the 156 loss figures collected in
the present study. She separated the loss figures for the 31
schools with the circulation above 50,000, and within that
group, she examined the figures for the 10 schools with the
smallest collections, below 50,000 volumes. The median loss
for schools with high intensity of use was 364, much lower than
the median of 600 losses for the entire group of 31 schools.
-These data confirm that the loss figures gathered in the pres-
ent study do not have a close relationship with intensity of use.

Additional variables which Roberts, op.cit., pp. 262-272,
found not to be closely related to loss in his analysis are number
of multiple copies, rate of growth, size of the collection, and
volumes on reserve. Intensity of use was found to be closely
correlated. Mr. Roberts was able to measure the circulation of
the specific LC letter classifications in which the losses were
identified, which probably accounts for the closer relationship
with intensity of use his study indicated.
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Figures were rejected whenever we knew that they were not

comparable with the rest of the figures we were selecting.

However, doubt concerning the selection process arose on two

counts. The first was that although some of the figures were

extremely low or seemed very unlikely for other reasons, we did

not feel that we could reject them, unless we had a definite

indication of incomparability, without biasing the sampl., On

the other hand, librarians noted facts concerning their figures,

which caused us to reject them, in enough cases that we began

to wonder in other cases whether such notations were missing

simply because they were not specifically requested.1

Sophisticated statistical techniques are useful because

they allow us to measure relations between variables simultane-

ously. But they also require that precise data be used in the

analyses, particularly in the dependent variables. Two of the

most important variables used in the analyses may well not have

been measured accurately enough in the observations gathered by

this study. Doubts concerning the complete reliability of the

volumes listed as lost in inventories were raised by at least

1For example, the category of volumes "withdrawn" seems
to have much more significance for a number of librarians than
the sub-category of books missing presumably because they were
stolen. A large number of the rejected figures were for such
"withdrawn" volumes, including discards and volumes paid for
after they were lost, as well as volumes missing and not
charged.
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one respondent.1 Another respondent raised a very pertinent

question concerning the comparability of circulation figures,

which is echoed in the recommendation of the A.L.A. Statis

tics Coordinating Project2 that circulation statistics not be

reported nationally. And as far as was reasonable, we held

the factors of inventory methods and length of time since pre-

vious inventory constant (we even held the actual time of tak-

ing the inventories constant within a two-year period, 1963-65,

although later results indicated this was probably not neces-

sary). But it is likely that, in the collection of data on

the scale that this study covered, it is not possible to hold

these factors constant to the precise extent required by the

highly developed statistical techniques.

We conclude that the poor statistical fit was due to

inaccurate or incomparable data, rather than to the exclusion

of more closely related variables. For this reason, we did not

manipulate this data further in an attempt to improve it,

1She commented, "Your questionnaire assumes a perfec-
tion in inventory technique which, in my experience, is unreal-
istic. Not all books missing in inventory are 'stolen'--many
are in that limbo of 'inbetween processing' which plagues all
inventory takers, no matter how thorough."

2The Project noted, "It is not believed possible to
derive nationally comparable data, owing to variation in loan
periods, in 'reserve' policies, and in centralized or decen-
tralized operations." ALA Statistics Coordinating Project,
Library Statistics: A Handbook of Concepts. Definitions. and
Terminology (Chicago: American Library Association, 1966),
p. 22.
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either by introducing the few other variables readily avail-

able to the analysesl or by adjusting loss for expenditures or

personnel as the dependent variable. It is the writer's be-

lief that the technique of using a multiple linear regression

formula to determine the relations of variables to loss is a

very promising one. More fruitful use of it, however, will

require the collection of very accurate and comparable figures

for loss and circulation (as well as for other variables) on a

large enough scale, and from the representative sample, to make

the results significant.

1Such as the number of hours the library was open or
the square footage of its facilities.
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CHAPTER VII

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS OF THE DATA

A study of the problem of book thefts in academic

libraries was undertaken in the fall of 1965. Data on the

problem were gathered by a questionnaire survey which brought

in usable responses from 964 libraries. The tabulation of

these responses, and their comparison with certain library

and school characteristics, was funded by a grant from the

Council on Library Resources. Data on the library and school

characteristics were taken from the U.S. Office of Education,

Library Statistics of Colleges and Universities. 1963-64

Institutional Data, and its Supplement.

In examining the results of the survey, several impor-

tant limitations and qualifications to the data must be kept

in mind. It was gathered a number of years ago, in late 1965

and early 1966. The survey was restricted to academic libra-

ries and to only those with student bodies ,f less than 5,000.

The 964 respondents can be considered characteristic of the

1,682 academic libraries at schools of this size listed in

U.S. Office of Education, Library Statistics of Colleges and
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Universities, 1963-64 Institutional Data, only in regard to

one school characteristic, administrative control. Other

characteristics indicate that the data from these respondents

are biased in that the average collection size, expenditures,

number of personnel, and student body size of the respondents

are larger than those of the total population. One hundred

fifty-six observations of loss data were used in regression

analyses in an attempt to relate certain variables to loss.

These figures come from schools whose characteristics do not

match closely those of the 1,682 schools in the population or

the 964 respondents. Except for larger average student body

size, the 156 observations comes from smaller libraries (in

terms of average number of volumes, personnel, or expenditures)

than those of the respondents or population. Therefore, any

generalizations regarding the 964 responses or the 156 loss

figures must be tempered with the knowledge they may not be

true for the whole population. Furthermore, at present, al-

most any library statistics involving collection size, circu-

lation, or loss figures and their comparison must be viewed

with caution.

Keeping these qualifications in mind, the study has

yielded much fruitful data. It was undertaken primarily to

gather as much concrete data as possible on the extent of the

loss problem, that is, to obtain inventory figures on the
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number of volumes missing through theft, from as wide a sample

as was practical. Four hundred eighteen, or 43 per cent, of

the study's respondents provided inventory figures. Careful

examination of these figures, designated "actual figures" to

distinguish them from data given by estimate, resulted in

grouping them into several categories. Approximately 140 were

rejected as not useful, generally 1:o:cause the figures were

gathered from partial inventories or they included volumes

weeded, and lost and paid for, as well as stolen. In some cases

it was impossible to determine the time of the previous inven-

tory, so the rate of loss for a specific period of time could

not be ascertained.

Of the remaining figures, 199 were gathered in annual

inventories of the entire collection, which were taken approxi-

mately one year after the previous inventory. Thirty of these

figures were eliminated because the inventory methods which

identified the losses were judged to be not as rigorous as the

methods by which the other figures were obtained and an addi-

tional 12, because the libraries in which they were gathered

did not supply data on all the variables considered to be

closely related to loss.

One hundred fifty-six loss observations were used in

regression analyses to try to determine the relation of loss

to variables such as collection size, circulation, inventory
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methods, and control devices. The results of these analyses

were disappointing. We found loss to be much less closely

related to variables such as size of the collection, student

body, and circulation than we had expected. Even allowing the

entrance of a large number of variables in the multiple linear

regression analyses, and using not only loss alone, but also

loss/circulation, loss/students, and loss/volumes, as dependent

variables did not give a good statistical fit. In the best

analysis, with loss alone as the dependent variable, we were

able to account for only 47 per cent of the variance in the

loss figure.

Although the results of the regression analyses them-

selves were disappointing, some parts of the secondary output

of the program provided significant data. The correlation

matrix showed that loss was most closely related to the number

of professional personnel (the coefficient is .56), with number

of students and total expenditures running a close second (.50

and .49 respectively). These three variables were also generally

closely related to the other variables in the matrix. The

average of the 156 loss figures is 229, with a standard devia-

tion of 363, indicating a very positively skewed distribution

of these figures. The average of the number of students at the

156 schools providing the loss data is 1,224, the circulation,

34,354, and the volumes in the collection, 36,440. Dividing

1:9:`,73
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these variables by loss, we learn these schools experience

each year the loss of one volume for about every 5 students,

every 100 circulations, and every 125 volumes.1

The standard deviation of these ratios is also very

high, 0.85 for loss/volumes in hundreds of volumes (the mean

is 0.81); 1.69 for loss/circulation in hundreds of volumes

(the mean is 0.98); and 0.19 for loss/students (the mean is

0.21).

Three hundred ninety-two observations of loss, based

on estimates rather than inventory methods, were also gathered

in the study. Fifty-seven per cent of these estimates were

below 100 losses per year, with the median falling somewhere

between 50 and 99, considerably lower than the median of 130 for

the 169 "actual" figures.

Seventy-eight schools provided loss figures gathered by

inventories taken more than one year after the previous inven-

tory. The loss/circulation ratio was used to adjust the loss

figures used in the comparison and analysis of loss data.

This ratio showed a drop in the mean of the observations as

the length of time since the previous inventory increased.

1It is important to remember at this point that the
comparison of the means of selected characteristics of the
sample of the 156 schools indicate they differ substantially
from both the 964 respondents and the population of 1,682
libraries, being from libraries whose average collection size,
expenditures, and number of personnel are smaller than the
other two groups'.
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The average of the ratio was from .009 for the observations

gathered by inventories taken after two years, to .006, for

those from inventories taken after six years.

Twenty-five observations of loss figures before and

after the installation of control devices are among the most

significant data in the study. The loss/circulation ratio was

calculated and averaged for as many years of data after the

installation of the control as the respondents provided.

Figures for the same number of years before the installation

were also calculated. The percentages of decrease (or in a

few cases, increase) in losses are quite diverse, but generally

show a substantial average decrease in loss after the instal-

lation of the controls.

The eleven observations of schools with exit guards

showed them to be the most effective in decreasing the loss/

circulation ratio. They had an average decrease of 45 per

cent, with the range from a 79 per cent decrease to a 5 per cent

increase. The average loss before installation of the exit

guards was 455; the 45 per cent decrease gives an average of

205 volumes per year not stolen from these libraries after the

control was adopted.

Schools with charging desks providing visual control

had an average decrease in the loss/circulation ratio of 30

per cent. These 9 schools had widely differing changes in loss

197.
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after installing the controlled desk (the observations range

from a 95 per cent decrease to a 90 per cent increase). There-

fore this control method can be considered effective in some

cases, but it cannot be considered consistently effective in

reducing the loss/circulation ratio.

Besides the statistics on loss, the study obtained data

on the extent of the use of various control devices and on li-

brarians' opinions concerning the loss problem and the effec-

tiveness of these controls. We learned from the first set of

questions on the questionnaire that less than 22 per cent of

the respondents felt loss was not a serious problem. An over-

whelming 93 per cent of the respondents believed that the un-

availability of volumes is a more important aspect of the prob-

lem than the financial loss, although we shall emphasize later

that both aspects are crucial to constructive approaches of

viewing the problem. The respondents were split almost 50-50

on the question of whether there are economically feasible ways

to substantially reduce loss, or whether these methods cost

more in time and money than they save. In regard to the actual

use of control devices, however, we discovered that 12 per cent

of the 838 respondents to the question on controls used an

exit guard with or without turnstiles, as their only control

method, 28 per cent rely solely on a charging desk with visual

control, and 19 per cent have only the minimal control of a

198
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student body honor system. Thirty-five per cent of the re-

spondents employed combinations of two or more of these methods.

The cross tabulations of the use of controls with various

school characteristics indicate, as we might expect, that

schools with large total expenditures, student bodies, and

collections tend to employ exit guards. These schools also

tend to be universities and teachers' colleges. The cross

tabulation between the use of controls and view of the economic

feasibility of reducing loss reveals that librarians employing

exit guards definitely tend to the view of a feasible reduc-

tion in loss.

From the results of the question on control devices we

also learn that the installation of these devices is increasing

above the rate of increase in new libraries; that of the 120

schools with exit guards, 36 per cent report a thorough in-

spection; and only 18 per cent of the respondents have a formal

disciplinary policy.

The opinions of librarians concerning the effect of these

types of controls is definitely negative, with 73 per cent in-

dicating they did not result in a change in loss. This response

was tempered by the very positive reaction of the 106 respond-

ents who felt controls were effective and specified the particu-

lar devices which produced the change. As we saw earlier in
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this summary, it is also tempered by the 25 actual observa-

tions of loss figures before and after the installation of

control methods.

The questions concerning other ways of trying to con-

trol the loss problem yielded the data that while 62 per cent

of the respondents attempted to appeal to the community for

help in the problem, using such means as letters to the

faculty and articles in the campus paper, only 30 per cent re-

ported evidence of student concern. We received a very nega-

tive response to the question on the effect of these methods

or the student concern, with 82 per cent reporting no evidence

of a change in loss. However, a high percentage of the li-

brarians who feel that the regular control devices are effec-

tive also tend to believe that the methods of Informing the

community and arousing student concern reduce loss. Sixty-

six per cent of the respondents to the question on library

policies and procedures regarding loss indicated that there

has been no change in these in their library over the past

decade. Fifty per cent of the study's respondents had photo-

copiers in their library in late 1965; there was a very posi-

tive response of 54 per cent to the question regarding the

opinion of the effect of such equipment on reducing loss.

Only 10 libraries closed their stacks to graduate students

and 42, to undergraduates; of these libraries, only a few
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gave annual loss figures so we were not able to make signifi-

cant use of this variable in our study of the factors affecting

loss.

Having summarized the results of the study very briefly,

we now ask ourselves, "What is the significance of this data?

Does it have any practical application? Can we knit it together

into a' meaningful perspective from which to view individual

loss problems?"

Taking the average figure of 230 volumes lost per year

which the 156 schools reported, we see that it represents a sub-

stantial number of volumes unavailable each year when needed.

Projecting these loss figures into today's figures, 230 volumes

would cost a library approximately $2,875.00 to replace;1 and a

loss of one volume for every five students in the country rep-

resents the staggering projected total of 1,440,000 volumes lost

in the year 1968/69.

However, viewing the problem in these absolute terms

does not lead to constructive solutions of it. Rather it tends

to generate resentment against the patrons causing the problem,

despair that effective means of reducing it cannot be found, or

1
To the average of $10.00 per book ascertained from

averaging the cost of a volume in history, general literature
and science, according to the index of prices of selected hard-
cover trade and technical books for 1969, reported in Bowker
Annual, 1970, pp. 39-40, we add a very rough processing cost
of $2.50.
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a desire to withdraw into the custodial facet of the librari-

an's personality and greatly restrict patron access to material

in the hope of preserving it.

There are two ways of viewing the loss problem which

are much more reasoned and lead to meaningful ways of coping

with it. The first method suggests changing the emphasis in

discussions of loss from methods of preventing it to using

loss as an indicator of areas in which the library needs to

improve its service and increase the availability of its

material. The second method uses the reduction of unavailability

of the whole range of material to which a library's patron does

not have access as the perspective from which to view the prob-

lem of thefts. The unavailability of stolen material is seen

as only one component in the total picture of library service

to patrons. This method requires an accurate knowledge of

the extent of loss in the individual library, the cost of

various prevention methods, and their effectiveness, in order

to compare the savings in replacement costs of volumes not

stolen with the cost of the controls. The individual library

must view any differences in these two amounts from the point

of view of the availability of its total resources, to deter-

mine whether additional funds will be allocated to the preven-

tion of loss or the increased availability of other types of

material.
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The first view of the problem has not been emphasized

in this study, and, in fact, we find the study guilty of the

very offense it is attempting to combat.1

A careful examination of the type and subject matter of

the material stolen from any one library cannot fail, to some

extent, to give an indication of the library's failure in its

service or its collection to provide adequate service or ma-

terial to meet its patrons' needs. This study has not been

addressed to the very crucial aspect of the loss problem which

involves the reasons why library books are stolen. Any kind of

in-depth study of this question will require the researcher to

have extensive background in psychology and sociology and

thorough interviewing of students and other library patrons.

It is reasonable to assume that the determinants of book theft

can be well understood only when the reasons behind it are

well-known. But it is also reasonable to assume that however

wide the range of major reasons for theft, from the view that a

book is public property and belongs to the thief as much as to

1Norman Vinnis, who proposed this view of the theft
problem in "A Search for Meaning in Book Thefts," School
Librarian (Spring, 1969), pp. 25-27 writes, "Alas, the emphases
in the literature has been focused on the curtailment of book
losses rather than on the understanding of the underlying
causes of the pilfering. The immediate goal of halting filch-
ing seems to be more important than the longer-range goal of
appreciating the reading needs of the students by analyzing
book losses."
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anyone else, to an expression of resentment against the library

establishment, to a desire to beat a particular control system,

a substantial number of volumes are taken because they are

needed and the patron feels his need cannot be as adequately

filled by playing by the rules and charging the material. Re-

strictive circulation and reserve policies, inadequate recall

service, too few copies of heavily used materials, inadequate

photocopying facilities, and inadequate collections in subject

fields emphasized by a school, not only greatly increase a

student's frustration. They also increase the pressure to ob-

tain needed materials. Eventually, they decrease his willing-

ness or ability to identify with the library's problems and

policies and to work with it to fill his goal of obtaining an

education.

Close examination of the type and subject content of

stolen material will provide clues concerning only the library's

failure in such aspects of service as the purchase of adequate

numbers of copies of heavily used materials or too restrictive

policies concerning reserve materials or unbound periodicals,

for example. A strong emphasis on defining measures of internal

performance, implementing the gathering of data which will help

to measure the library's performance in serving its patrons, and

then action to increase book availability in the appropriate

areas in which the library is not meeting its patron's needs,

2O'
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is necessary to cope with the loss problem in its widest as-

pects and will also, of course, increase the effectiveness of

the library in its primary function of supporting the teaching

functions of the school.

Emphasis on control devices and ways of loss prevention

should not be abandoned, however, There will always be patrons

who will attempt to steal materials no matter how perfectly

the library fills his needs, and his thefts can substantially

reduce book availability and the library's performance in meet-

ing the needs of other students. The very limited number of

observations which the study's respondents provided indicate

that measures such as exit guards and charging desks with

visual control can reduce thefts substantially.

We now come to our second recommendation for ways of

viewing the loss problem, this one placing control methods in

the perspective of the reduction in unavailability of all types

of material in the library's collection. We indicated earlier

that the question in the study polarizing book availability and

the financial aspect of loss introduced a spurious dichotomy

into the question of book loss. They are certainly facets of

the same problem. The use of control methods, and decisions

concerning the type used and the expenditures which will be

outlayeci to employ them, must be based both on the financial

aspect of the cost of replacing stolen material and on the
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equally important aspect of reducing book unavailability.

Regarding the financial cost of controls, we found in

the study a very rough indication that the mean loss to the

schools employing exit guards was reduced from 455 volumes to

205 volumes, a reduction in the loss/circulation ratio of 45

per cent when the guards were installed. The yearly savings

of the control device for a library suffering this theoretically

average loss, using the figure of $12.50 per volume replacement

cost, is approximately $2,550.00. If the guard's only function

is to reduce loss, this library has expended a considerably

larger sum for his salary (perhaps $5,000 above the replacement

costs) than it would have needed to replace the books. In addi-

tion, a substantial number of the books would have been returned

after one or two years. In order to equal the $7,500.00 cost

of employing a guard, the library would need to lose and re-

place an average of 600 volumes per year.

If the average loss to a library using a charging desk

with visual control, projecting again from our figures, is

reduced by 30 per cent, or 71 volumes per year, the library

saves replacement costs of approximately $850.00 to balance

against the additional cost, if any, of keeping someone con-

tinually at the charging desk.

Taking the average of 230 books lost by our subgroup

of 156 schools and applying it to a theoretical use of one of

201;
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the electronic exit control systems, we find that by using a

system such as the Checkpoint system, the yearly replacement

cost of $2,875.00 more than balances the on-going operating

costs of roughly $2,100.001 as long as the loss is reduced by

at least 73 per cent, to approximately 60 volumes per year.

However, the installation cost and the cost of applying the

detector pieces to the entire collection, or a portion of it,

must also be taken into account. Assuming this cost to be ap-

proximately $4,000.00 for an existing collection of 36,000

volumes (at $0.11 per detector) a yearly decrease in loss of

100 per cent for approximately a ten-year period would be re-

quired to balance the installation and operating costs, if

only financial aspects are considered.

This discussion of the costs of control systems in

libraries with theoretically average losses has been made to

provide a background for emphasizing several important points

in our second recommendation for viewing the loss question.

Meaningful decisions concerning the installation or use of

controls can only be made when data concerning a number of

specific variables in the library is at hand. An accurate

picture of the number of volumes stolen, their searching and

1Based on figures of $135.00 per month to lease the
exit control equipment and the application of the detector
piece to approximately 3,500 new volumes.
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replacement costs, the rate of return after their initial

theft, and the relative costs of operating several control

methods must be available to a librarian before he can decide

if the replacement of the volumes lost balances the cost of a

particular device. If it does not, he needs a knowledge of

these variables to determine whether the library considers the

reduction in unavailability effected by the device to be sig-

nificant enough to use additional monies to fund it or, if not,

to choose between other alternatives. For all libraries (small

ones in particular, where neither the number of volumes stolen

or their replacement cost is great), the librarian, in examin-

ing alternatives, may do well to simply consider counteracting

the unavailability of stolen material by rapid identification

and replacement of it and in addition, using his limited funds

to increase the availability of other materials. This latter

approach might include the alternatives of allocating staff and

funds to projects such as eliminating filing and cataloging

arrearages, increasing the speed of obtaining current materials,

or reducing the time material is unavailable at the bindery,

rather than reducing the number of stolen volumes.

As the reader may have observed by this point, these

two constructive ways of viewing the loss problem are essen-

tially opposite sides of the same coin. They both view the

208
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loss problem ultimately in terms of library service and the

availability of material, rather than of the absolute loss of

the stolen material and the need for preventive and punitive

measures to reduce the anti-social and anti-library behavior.

The first method points out the pernicious emphasis on loss

prevention in library literature and stresses an increase in

library service and the availability of material. The second

method builds on the first. Taking the cue that prevention

methods should not be overemphasized, it stresses that given

an accurate knowledge of loss, the effectiveness of specific

control measures, and the individual library's performance in

serving its patrons' needs, the relative cost and effective-

ness of theft prevention measures must be balanced against the

cost and effectiveness of reducing the unavailability of other

types of material.

Librarians considering this second recommendation may

say, "This is all well and good, but accurate data on the

variables on which this meaningful decision is to be based is

not at hand for my library. To obtain data on losses and

control methods is not practical in the midst of all my other

immediate concerns."

The final recommandation of this study is the under-

taking of further ones, to establish parameters of acceptable

loss rates, which are based on an understanding of the
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determinants of theft and can be adjusted to individual libra-

ries. 1 Such parameters would need to take into account a pro-

jected loss rate for a library without the use of controls,

and its relative decrease with the application of specific

types of controls. Using it, librarians could make accurate

judgments concerning the choice of using library funds to de-

crease the unavail.ability of stolen volumes by control methods

or increasing the availability of other types of material.

The present study made an initial attempt to establish

some of the determinants of theft by applying multiple linear

regression analyses to the loss figures it gathered. The

writer believes that the regression analyses accounted for

only a small percentage of the variance in the loss figures

because these figures, as well as the independent variables,

were not measured with sufficient precision. By obtaining

samples of accurate loss figures from carefully conducted in-

ventories and using variables of known accuracy and comparability,

further progress could be made toward establishing these parameters.

Perhaps a team of researchers, knowledgeable about

1Roberts, op.cit., p. 274 writes, in a similar vein,
"The individual library must recognize that it is going to
lose some books, the number being directly related to the
environmental and other conditions under which it operates;
the essential idea is to reduce losses to the lowest possible
level within those conditions."

2
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both statistics and library procedures, with a pre-established

schedule for sampling individual collections, could visit a

sample of academic libraries. This team could train the indi-

vidual library's personnel to collect data from that library,

by identifying the objectives of the study and explaining in

detail the exact inventory and other collection methods neces-

sary to obtain precise and comparable figures. When the re-

searchers are satisfied that they have obtained sufficiently

precise data, further statistical analyses with loss as the

dependent variable will be fruitful. Identification of addi-

tional variables related to loss, not used in the present

study, which could be brought into these future regression

analyses should also be undertaken. Studies of the psycho-

logical and sociological factors influencing book thefts will

round out the profession's knowledge of the reasons why books

are stolen, taking the profession's knowledge of the problem

an additional step beyond the present study.
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In order to round out our knowledge of the study's

respondents and their characteristics, we will examine briefly

several tables displaying the results of several questions not

previously discussed and the frequency distributions of several

of the most important school characteristics.

Tables 67 and 68 show the distribution of the respond-

ent's circulation. We discussed in Chapter VI the various fac-

tors which make comparison of circulation figures not meaning-

ful in many cases. Therefore, we shall put little emphasis on

these tables besides indicating that they contain data not

found in the U.S. Office of Education publications, Library

Statistics of Colleges and Universities. It is interesting to

note the relatively high figures in the lowest and highest

categories, where we find 17 per cent of the respondents re-

porting total circulation of less than 10,000 and one-quarter,

above 50,000.1

Table 69 shows the responses to the question on the

percentage of students living on campus, a variable which

the writer thought might be closely related to loss when the

1The large number of blanks in these tables is due to
the unfortunate coincidence of the column numbers to be used
in punching the tabulating cards appearing to some respondents
to be a request for figures for various years early in the
1960's. The discrepancies in the resulting data made the
misinterpretations obvious and they were not used in the
study.
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study was initiated.) Only 11 per cent of the respondents have

less than 25 per cent of their students living on campus, and

40 per cent report more than three-quarters on campus.

Two tables relate specifically to the responding li-

brarian. Table 70 shows that the great majority indicated

their status as librarian or library director. We find in

Table 71 that the majority are very experienced librarians.

Only 5 per cent reported less than one year's experience at

their present libr4Ty, while 43 per cent have been there for

over ten years. Sixty-one per cent have been in the profes-

sion for over ten years, and less than 18 per cent had less

than five years of library experience. Recalling the cross

tabulation of the opinion of the seriousness of the loss prob-

lem with length of service, which we discussed in Chapter III,

we surmise from this heavy weighting of the respondents with

long service that the study's respondents may have indicated

less concern with the problem than some of the junior members

of their staff may feel.

Brief discussion of the distribution of some of the

more important characteristics of the responding libraries and

the population of schools with less than 5,000 students, as

1The relation between loss and percentage of students
on campus is practically non-existent. The coefficient is
-.004.
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well as their comparison with the 156 schools providing loss

figures, will conclude the study. We mentioned in the discus-

sion of the study's methodology that the two subgroups are not

representative of the population, but we did not specify the

differences in the average of their characteristics. Referring

back to the means in Tables 2 and 3 in Chapter II, we see that

except for the characteristic of number of students, the 156

libraries giving loss figures are considerably smaller than

either the population's or the respondents' libraries. Their

average collection size is only 36,440 volumes, compared with

57,160 for the respondents and 52,530 for the population. Their

total expenditures are $46,240, compared with $60,100 and

$55,540 respectively. The comparison of book expenditures

shows the average figures of $15,960 for the 156 schools, and

$20,270 and $18,740 for the other groups. The number of pro-

fessional personnel employed is much lower, 2.47, compared to

3.34 and 3.11. Also evident from these figures is the fact

that the total population forms the middle group in the compari-

son, having larger collections, expenditures, and number of

personnel than the 156 subgroup but smaller than the respondents.

On the other hand, the 156 schools have the largest average

student body, with the respondents second in size and the total

population last.
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The remaining tables show the distribution of the re-

spondents and population for selected characteristics. We

find, according to Table 72 approximately one-third of both

groups at publicly administered schools. We have discussed

Table 73 extensively in Chapter VI, so we will only remark

here on the large percentage (over 40 per cent) of respondents

and schools in the population which are liberal arts colleges.

The percentage of graduate students (Table 74) in both groups

is low; approximately 60 per cent have less than 10 per cent

graduate students. The distribution of the number of students

and volumes (Tables 75 and 76) reveals that 12 per cent of

the respondents have very small collections (less than 10,000

volumes) and 32 per cent have student bodies under 500 students.

Likewise, the funds for a substantial portion of the respondents

are quite low. We find in Table 77 25 per cent reporting total

expenditures of under $20,100 and in Table 78 20 per cent with

book expenditures less than $5,000.
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TABLE 79

COMPLETE LIST OF CROSS TABULATIONS

Seriousness of the Problem (Question 1)

Questions: 2, 3, 5, 8, 9, 24, 26 (total circulation only), and 27

School Characteristics: control, type, students, per cent of graduate
students, volumes, and total expenditures

Financial Loss Versus Unavailability (Question 2)

Questions: 3, 5, 8, 9, 24, and 26 (total circulation only)

School Characteristics: control, type, students, volumes, total expendi-
tures, book expenditures, dollars per full-time
equivalent student, and dollars per full-time
equivalent faculty

View of Loss Prevention (Question 3)

Questions: 5, 8, 9, 24, and 26 (total circulation only)

School Characteristics: control, type, students, volumes, total expendi-
tures, book expenditures, dollars per full-time
equivalent student, and dollars per full-time
equivalent faculty

Methods Used to Collect Data (Question 5)

School Characteristics: type, volumes, total expenditures, book expendi-
tures, and dollars p'er full-time equivalent
student

Change in Losses (Question 8)

See Questions 1, 2, and 3

Control Devices (Question 9)

Question 25

School Characteristics: type, students, volumes, total expenditures,
and dollars per full-time equivalent student

Effect of Control Devices on Change in Loss (Question 12)

Questions: 15 and 27

School Characteristics: type, students, per cent of graduate students,
volumes, total expenditures, book expenditures,
and dollars per full-time equivalent student

2'30
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TABLE 79 - CONTINUED

Attempt to Inform Community (Question 13)

Questions: 14, 15, and 27

Methods of Informing Ccamunity of Loss Problem (Question 13A)

Question 27

School Characteristics: type, students, per cent of graduate students,
volumes, total expenditures, book expenditures,
and dollars per full-time equivalent student

Student Concern (Question 14)

Questions: 15 and 27

School Characteristics: control, type, students, per cent of full-time
undergraduate students, per cent of part-time
undergraduate students, and per cent of graduate
students

Effect of Informing Community on Change in Losses (Question 15)

Question 27

School Characteristics: control, type, students, per cent of full-time
undergraduate students, per cent of part-time
undergraduate students, and per cent of graduate
students

Availability of Stacks (Question 25)

Question 26 (total circulation only)

Losses (Questions 6 and 7)

Questions: 1, 2, 3, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 12A, 13, 13A, 14, 14A, 15,
15A, 16, 18, 19, 22, and 25

School Characteristics: control and type
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THE UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO
CHICAGO 37 ILLINOIS

GRADUATE LIBRARY SCHOOL

December, 1965

Dear Librarian:

I am doing research at the Graduate Library School of the University of
Chicago for my Masters thesis, written under the direction of Professors
Herman H. Fussier and Philip H. Ennis. We are examining the problem of
book losses through theft in academic libraries. Since the term "book
losses" may sometimes include other things, such as mutilation, I want
to specify that I'm interested in books actually taken from the library
without being charged out.

I hope to use the answers to the questionnaire to obtain an accurate
picture of this problem; therefore I will greatly appreciate your atten-
tion in filling out the enclosed questionnaire. No mention of your name
or school will appear in my study; the information you give will be kept
in the strictest confidence. If you would like to see the results of my
study, I would be happy to send you a summary of the material I have
gathered.

I am especially interested in any trends in losses you have noted over
the past fifteen years. In this regard, I ask that you fill out Question
6 Page 3 in as much detail as possible. Most other questions can be
answered by circling the number next to the answer category you have
selected.

A stamped envelope is enclosed, addressed to the National Opinion Research
Center which is processing the returned questionnaires. I would appreciate
your completing the questionnaire and returning it to us as quickly as is
convenient.

Very truly yours,

-7/Valai.uz. -XX /-4.1.`4-'4414-

(Mrs.) Maxine H. Reneker

MHR:rlt
501
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253
1-4

1. Librarians differ in their views about the importance of book losses through
theft. Which of the following statements comes closest to your own view?

Book loss is a very serious problem 1 10/0
Book loss is somewhat serious problem . 2

Book loss is not a serious problem 3

2. Loss of books involves both a financial loss to the library and an
intangible loss to other users when the volumes are unavailable to them.
Which of these two aspects seems more important to you?

Financial loss to library 1 11/0
Unavailability of volumes 2

3. And which of these statements comes closest to your overall view on the
prevention of book losses.

Methods that substantially reduce book loss
cost more in time and money than they save 1 12/0

There are economically feasible ways to
substantially reduce book loss 2

4. Do you now have a regular procedure for ascertaining how many books are
lost from your library.

Yes. . (ANSWER Q. 5-6) 1 13/0

No . . (SKIP TO Q. 7) 2

IF YOU DO HAVE A REGULAR PROCEDURE:

5. What methods do you use to collect this data? (Circle all that apply)

Annual inventory of your entire collection 1 14/0

Annual inventory of part of your collection 2

Periodic (but not annual) inventory of your entire collection . 3

Periodic (but not annual) inventory of part of your collection. 4

Occasional (but not regular) inventory of your entire collection 5

Occasional (but not regular) inventory of part of your collection 6

Estimate (based on 1. 7

Other (please describe ). 8
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6. I am interested in discovering any trends in book losses which may have occurred
over the past fifteen years. Could you please give as complete and specific
figures on your book losses as you have for the period 1950-1965. If possible,
give a year -by -year listing of your losses; please specify exact dates of all
the figures you give, the procedure by which they were obtained, and the approx-
imate total circulation for that period. For example:

September 1964 -
September 1965

September 1961 -
September 1964

800 books Based on an
annual inventory

1,500 books Inventory taken
after a three
year period

50,000 - circulation
for 1964-1965

130,000- circulation
for those three years

Dates Number of volumes lost Procedure

PLEASE SKIP TO Q. 8

Approximate circulation

7. IF YOU DO NOT HAVE A REGULAR PROCEDURE FOR ASCERTAINING BOOK LOSSES:

Can you estimate roughly the number of books you loss through theft for the
academic year 1964-65?

Estimated number of books lost

EVERYONE PLEASE ANSWER

8. Would you say that during the period 1950 to 1965 book losses in your library have
been increasing, decreasing, fluctuating or staying about the same?

Increasing
Decreasing
Fluctuating
Staying about the same.
Don't know

o
4,

1 15/0
2

3

4

5
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EVERYONE PLEASE ANSWER

9. What devices are used in
which apply and indicate

1. Exit guards (without
turnstiles)

2. Exit guards (with

your library to control book losses? Circle all
dates for those started or discontinued after 1950.

Circle
all That
Apply Date Installed Date Discontinued

18/R

20/R

22/R

1 16/0 17/R

2 19/Rturnstiles)
3. Magnetic systems

(Magnetized plates
in volumes) 3 21/R

4. Charging desk at
entrance to provide
visual control . . 4 23/R 24/R

5. Student body honor
system 5 25/R 26/R

6. Other (Circle 6, and
describe) 6 27/R 28/R

10. If there is an exit guard, does the inspection generally tend to be thorough
or cursory? (If you have any comments you'd like to add please write them
to the left of the answer categories.)

Thorough . . . 1 29/0
Cursory 2

Don't know . . 3

11. Does your school have a formal or written policy prescribing disciplinary
measures and penalties for book thefts?

Yes . .(ANSWER A) . . . 1 30/0
No. . .(GO TO Q.12) . . 2

IF YES, A: Within the past decade or so, how often have these measures
been invoked?

Frequently 1 31/0

Occasionally 2

Rarely 3

Never 4

12. Have any of these control devices or disciplinary measures resulted in any
change in losses?

Yes . . .(ANSWER A) . . . 1 32/0
No. . . .(GO TO Q. 13). . 2

IF YES, A: Please specify devices and evidence of change.

(33-34)
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13. During the last three years has the library made any attempt to inform the
academic community of the problem of book losses?

Yes. . .(ANSWER A & B) 1 35/0
No . . . (GO TO Q. 14) 2

IF YES, A: Which methods have you used? (Circle all that apply.)

Letters to the faculty 1 36/0
Notices posted in the library 2

Articles in campus newspapers 3

Other (Specify)

4

B: Please describe these methods briefly.

(37-38)

14. Has there been student concern over the problem of book losses, such as
articles in student papers or the formation of student committees?

IF YES, A: Please describe briefly.

Yes. . . (ANSWER A) 1 39/0
No . . . (GO TO Q. 15) 2

(40-41)

15. Is there any evidence that either informing the community or student concern
has resulted in any change in book losses or in library policy?

Yes. . . (ANSWER A) 1 42/0

No . . . (GO TO Q. 16) 2

IF YES, A: Please specify which and describe briefly.

(43-44)

16. All in all would you say that your library's policies and procedures in regard
to book losses have become more, or less restrictive or remained about the
same over the past decade?

Policies and procedures have become less restrictive . . . 1 45/0

Policies and procedures have become more restrictive . . . 2

Policies and procedures have remained about the same . . . 3
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17. Some librarians think that book loss (and book mutilation) can be reduced by
making copying equipment available to library users. Briefly, what is your
opinion on this question?

(46/47)

18. Do you have photocopying equipment in the library?

Yes. .(ANSWER Q. 19-21) 1 48/0
No . .(ANSWER Q. 22-23 PAGE 7) . 2

IF YOU DO HAVE PHOTOCOPYING EQUIPMENT:

19. How many machines do you have? Please enter the information requested
below for each machine you have in the library.

NAME AND MODEL DATE ACQUIRED OPERATED BY
COST PER
PAGE TO
USER

USED BY (estimate
approximate
per cent)

Full-time Students
operator . . . 1 Faculty

Part-time Library
operator . . . 2 personnel

User- Other
operator . . . 3, (Who? )

Full-time Students
operator . . . 1 Faculty

Part-time Library
operator . . . 2 personnel

User- Other
operator . . . 3 (Who? )

Full-time Students
operator . . . 1 Faculty
Part-time Library
operator . . . 2 personnel

User- Other

operator . . . 3 (Who? )

20. Could you describe, even if only approximately, what kinds of materials are
copied (for example, serials versus books) and the number of pages generally
copied from each kind of material.

r-/
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21. Does someone keep records of what is copied on machines run by an operator?
(After answering this question, please skip to Q. 24)

Yes 1 49/0
No 2

Machines all user-operated. 3

IF YOU DO NOT HAVE PHOTOCOPYING EQUIPMENT IN THE LIBRARY:

22. Is there photocopying equipment elsewhere on your campus that can be used
to copy books and journals:

Yes . .(ANSWER A) 1 50/0
No. . .(GO TO Q. 23) 2

IF YES, A: Will you describe briefly the kinds of library materials that
are copied, by whom and for what purpose.

(51-52)

23. How likely is it that you will acquire photocopying equipment for the
library within the next few years?

Very likely 1 53/0
About a 50-50 chance 2

Quite unlikely 3

EVERYONE PLEASE ANSWER

24. How long have you worked in the library of this school?

Altogether, about how long have you worked in college or university
libraries?

54/y

55/y

25. A. To whom are the library's stacks open except for rare books and special
collections? Circle all that apply in Column A.

B. To whom are the entire stacks open? Circle all that apply in Column B.

C. To whom are the stacks closed. Circle all that apply in Column C.

A
Stacks open except
for rare books and
special materials

B

Entire
stacks
open

C

Stacks
closed

Faculty
All graduate students
Some graduate students
All undergraduate students
Some undergraduate students

1

2

3

4

5

56/0 . .

. .

.

.

.

. 1

. 2

. . 3

. . 4

. . 5

57/0 .

.

.

.

.

. 1

. 2

. 3

. 4

. 5

58/0
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26. What was your library's circulation for the academic year 1964-65?

Total circulation Reserve Non-reserve
(59-60) (61-62) (63-64)

27. Approximately what percentage of the student body lives on campus?

% 65-66/yy

28. Would you like to receive a summary of the data gathered by this study?

. . . . . . . . O 11 67/0
No 2

Respondent's name

Respondent's title

Name of Institution:

Thank you very much for your cooperation. If you have any additional
comments, please write them in the space below.
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