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PREFACE

At the invitation of Dr. How.rd R. Boozer, Executive Director of the
South Carolina Commission on Higher Education and of the Postsecondary
Education‘Planning Commiésion, the four individuals listed on the title
page of this report agreed to undertake an in-depth study of the library
resources and needs of postsecondary institutions in Sovth Carolina as a
part of the Commission's long-range planning efforts. Their efforts were
to assist in achieving the Commission's primary aim: "strengthening all
the State's institutions of higher learning so that quality education will
be available for every citizen who wants it and can profit from it." As an
essential component of any educational institution, the library has an
important role to play in achieving "quality education.”™ The library study
is to be one part of a comprehersive plan to assess the needs of various
institutions and make recommendations for a cohesive system of postsecondary.
education. | ‘

Initial planning for the study began at a meeting of academic and public
librarians on October 1, 1975, in Columbia. The survey team, along with
Dr. Boozer and Dr. Frank Kinard of the Commission staff, shared with
South Carolina librarians their thinking about the nature and scope of the
study and asked for their suggesfions. The chairman of the team pointed out

that the timing of the survey was fortunate because of these events:

Books for College hibraries, 2nd edition, had just appeared; the new '"Standards

for College Libraries" of the Association of College and Research Libraries
had just been approved; and the revision ¢f Standard VI of the Commission on
Colleges of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools would shortly

be adopted.
In accordance with the philosophy of the ACRL standards that the best way

to assure quality of library collections can be achieved by checking standard
bibliographies, the surveyors developed an extensive questionnaire which in-
cluded standard bibliographies appropriate for each type of library (See

Appendix A). They believe the evaluative tools named in question 12 can be
effective instruments in evaluating library collections. " Although many"

libraries did not agree to the checking of such lists, enough did so to

enable the team to draw useful conclusions.
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The survey also provided =an opportunity to test the collections, staff,
and buildingé‘of all the colleges in a State against the new ACEL Standards.

Dr. Kinard and his staff prepared basic data on enrollment, programs, faculty,
etc., from their files so that the data would be consistent for all institutions.
So far as we are aware this is the tirst statewide survey of libraries to use

the 1975 Standards as a measuring device. Since they apply only to senior
colleges and universities with bachelors and masters degrees their use has

. been confined to the institutions discussed in Chapter III. Extensive tables

in that Chapter provide a valuable basis for evaluation. The grade level for
each institution in holdings, staff, and buildings should be a determination
based upon the goals and purposes of the individual college (see Appendix 1).

" Standard VI of the Commission on Colleges of the Soutﬁern Association of
Colléges and Schools is a qualitative standard1 but affirms the importance o§
testing collections against standard lists and also stresses, as do the ACRL
Standards, the necessity for examining an institution's educational objectives
as a means of determining the adequacy of a library to meet those objectives.

Because the team was aware of the use of public libraries by college students,
the surveyors enlisted the aid of Miss Estellene Walker, South Carolina State
Librarian, in the‘selection of public libraries to be studied. Miss Walker
‘and her staff provided much useful information from the dafa regularly collected
by the S.C. State Library‘and we acknowledge our indebtednes: to her. The nine
public librarians who attended the October 1, 1975, meeting encouraged the sur-
veyors to make a special study of public library use. The team chairman followed
a form developed by Dennis Bruce of the Spartanburg Public Library and the data
were subsequently tabulated by the chairman's two assistants, Michael Wessells
and Barbara Buckley.

The original questionnaire was mailed to all librarians on November 6,
1975, with a request that it be returned by January 12, 1976. The deadline for
response to Item 12 was subsequently extended to May 1, 1976, to provide more
time for comparing holdings with the various bibliographic tools. . The question-
naire on public library use was distributed April 1, 1976, and that survey was
conducted in April and May. . o

In general the responsibility for analysis‘of various types of institutions
was divided as follows: Holley, thc two general purpose universities and the
public libfariés; Givens, the senior collégés; Sizemore,vthe two—-year institu-

tions; and Roper, the health science libraries. However, in attempting quite
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. literally to cover the State, each team member visited a variety of iﬁstitutions
and subsequently shared his or her observations with the rest of the téam.- These
"visits took place in February, March, and April. Institutions visited included
three universities (including their health science libraries, where available),
the South Carolina State Library, 19 public and private senior colleges, 22 two-
year postsecondary institutions, 11 public libraries, and one industrial library.
The surveyors reassembled in Columbia on May 14, 1976, to share their observa-
tions and their data, summarize their findings, and outline chapters to be
written in the next two months. .

An attempt has been made to edit the chapters so that they will be brought
into one harmonious whole. Each chapter does, However, reflect the individuelity
of the writer and also substantial agreement by the entire team. The surveyors
believe that the summary and individual chapters are likely to be read care-
fully primarily by those administrators concerned with particelar types of‘libra—
ries and that they are likely to be as valuable separately as they are as part
of the total report. The summary chapter provides an overview of all the
chapters bue those interested in specifis must read the individual chapters.

We hope that the data gathered here will be useful not only to the Planning
Commission and the Commission on Higher Education, but also to governmental
officials, 1eg1slators, the State Library, the South Carolina Library Association,
librarians and all others who ‘are interested in the strengthening of S.C. libraries.
That there will be differences of opinion about some of the recommendations is to
_be expected, but the report will have served its purpose if it encourages dis-
cussion end debate which result in a better plan for library service to South
Carolina citizens. We believe we have collected data never before brought'
together on the status of South Carolina libraries and that this compiiation

can be a basis for further progress.

There remains only the pleasant duty of acknowledging our indebtedness to
our professional colleagues who have cooperated in this project. Their cooper-
ation and assistance have been invaluable. I also speak for the entire team
in expressing appreciation to Drs. Boozer and Kinard and the Commission staff
for the opportunity of working wi%li them. All of us agree that we have never

had a more‘rewarding professional experience. We hope Resources of South

Carolina Libraries will make a major contribution to 1ong—range plans for

postsecondary education in South Carolina.

Edward G. Holley
Chayel Hil1, N.C.
Augyst 31, 1976
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CHAPTER 1

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS*
y

In various sections of this report on the resources and services of
South Carolina libraries the survey teem has made suggestions, recommen-
dations, and proposals for constructive action which, if implemented, would
make important contributions to the’ effectiveness, economy, and progress of
library service for all citizens. This chapter begins with a summary of the
most important of those recommendations and states the rationale for them.
Specific recommendations and the data to support them will be found in the

-individual chapters that follow.

RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Maintain the University of South Carolina at Columbia as the
State's major comzrehensive library resource. USC should make every attempt
to maintain its position among the top ten university libraries in the South
and to move into the top 50 nationally.

2. Continue to support a strong library program at Clemson University
in those areas, e.g., the sciences and engineering, which undergird the prin~
cipal mission of the institution. ‘

3. Develop a stronger program of sharing library resources between
USC and Clemson as well as among other colleges and universities and the
public libraries in the State. .

4. Encourage the development of centralized processing of library
materials for all smallrcollegesaand public libraries, making use of the
emerging Southeastern Library Network (SOLINET) and the already existing
processing center for the USC branches in Columbia.

5. Define the role of USC toward its branches and regional campuses,

*By Edward G. Holley
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"patticularly with respect to the ccordination of library development.

6. Encourage the USC and Clemson libraries to assume a leadership
role in State library development and to ‘cooperate with rhﬁ State Library
to better utilize their resources for all South Carolina c1tizens. _

‘7. Establish a time-table for meeting the ACRL 1975 Standards for
all publicaily supported four-year institutions. For example, the South
Carolina Commission on Higher Educationm, in consultation with the colleges,
should determine the grade level they should attain, and establish a five-
or ten-year plan. However, all institutions should bring their holdings to
a minimum’ grade level of "C" (65 percent of what the standard requires) as
soon as possible. ‘

8. Encourage the establishment of a State-wide data base to facilitate
analysis of the holdings of academic and public libraries against standard
bibliographies as a step toward better sharing of library resources.

9.’ Encourage the establishment of a State-wide data base for non-
print media, serials, South Caroliniana, rarities, and for the regular reporting
of such items. A cooperative program for the sharing of films is needed.

10. Encourage the establishment of a stronger Statc-wide interlibrary
network to facilitate increased interlibrary loan activities.

11. Discourage the establishment of any new public colleges until all
existing college libraries have met minimum standards. |

12. Encourage .the USC College of Librarianship to work with the State _
Library and the S.C. Library Association to provide continuing education oppor-
tunities for library staffs.

13. Encourage the building of basic collections in the two-year post-
secondary institutions adequate to support existing programs.

14, Encourage the provision of additional staffing for libraries in
two-year institutions.

15. Where institutions are located in proximity to each other and new
facilities, collections, and staff are needed, encourage joint library develop-
ment.

16. Continue the support of the Med1ca1 Un1ver51ty of South, Carollna as
the State's major 11brary resource for’ the health sc1ences, and increase the-
tota1 holdings. _ ‘ -

17, Encourage coordination of the library acquisitions program of the

new USC School of Medicine with the Medical University of South Carolina in.;

12



o:der to ensure a stfong biomedical cdmmunications’netwdrk'for the State.

18. Continue the development of separate standérds of support for
hqalth sciences libraries. | g

19. Encourage the passage of‘a depositoTy 1aw;for State documents so
that all citizens will have reasonable accesS to the publications of their
‘government. _ H

20. Develop plans for State-wide 1ibrary caprdination and consider

means of funding those activities separately from other library appropriations.

BACKGROUND

In the past decade libraries of all kindS have experienced the greatest
growth and development in their history. Funds provided through a variety of
federal programs stimulated the expansion of €0ljections, buildings, and ser-
vices in a way which had not been known in 1ibrary history since Andrew Carnegie
‘provided -his 1argesse for building public lib¥arjes in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries. South Carolina 1ibTaries have participated in this
library expansion and now have some excellent byjldings and strong working
collections in many parts of the State. Indeed, gome of the finest library
buildingsvin the country are located in South Carolina. While there are gaps
in the collections still to be filled and new byilding space is needed in a
few places, there has been notable library deV®}opment in the State in the
past decade. k ‘

According to the Southeastern States CooP®rative Library Survey, Southi
Carolina had 3.7 million books and bound peri®dicals in its academic 1ibraries,
2.2 million in its public libraries, and 2.4 ®1}14on in its school libraries
in 1971-72. South Carolina libraries were servVed by 531.5 librarians and
supported by annual expenditures of $17.9 milliop (see Table I).- While these
figures are subject to the normal variations iNeyjtable in collecting daca for
such a massive project and while the holdings 3te given only for books and bound
periodicals, the gross figures should be usefuvl for planning purposes. One can,
for example, note that most library holdings 3Fe in public institutions and
that public funds, whether Federal, State, or local, support the resources and
services in most of these libraries.

Further progress has been made in the int@Xyening three years since the

13



TABLE I

SOUTH CAROLINA LIBRARIES, 1971-72

' Book and Periodical ‘ Total
Libraries Holdings Expenditures Prof. Librarians Personnel
Academic 3,737,543 $ 7,508,559 ~ 140.0 ~511.5
Public 2,202,695 . 6,088,732 101.5 564.7
School 2,358,481 2,707,038 225.0 521.0
*Qther
Law 68,421 111,661 2.0 4.0
Medical, Nursing 80,641 383,090 10.0 27.0
Special 264,150 454,726 29.0 82.5
State Agency
Libraries 13,999 71,948 3.0 7.5
Hospital & :
Institutional 38,365 197,313 3.0 30.0
State Library 91,139 387,129 16.0 34.0
Supreme Court 40,000 | 19,936 2.0 4.0
TOTALS 8,895,434 $17,930,132 531.5 1,786.2

SOURCE: Compiled from data in Mary Edna Anders, The Southeastern States Coopera-
tive Library Survey, 1972-74 Tables, Atlanta: Georgia Institute of Technology,
Engineering Experiment Station, Industrial Development Division, Apzil, 1975.
Basically the data are from fiscal year 1971-72. Though there are some exceptionms,
they would not alter the overall picture.
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Southeastern data were collected. According to data compiled by the South
Carolina State Library, total expenditures for public and academic libraries

in South Carolina in‘1974—75 amounted to approximately $19.5 million (school
libraries not included). Of this amount, $12.3 million were spent for academic
libraries and $7.2 million for public libraries (see Appendices E and F). State
and Federal funds provided a large part of the total financial resources in all
these libraries. The State Library reported $906,481 in State aid for public
libraries and $740,064 in federal Library Services and Construction Act funds
with an additional $1.5 million in federal revenue sharing funds. 1In addition,
some libraries are receiving personnel funds through federal emergency programs,
Since most of the students are enrolled in public institucions, the primary
source of funding for academic libraries comes from State appropriations. In
planning for the future, therefore, it is important that the State dollars
appropriated for libraries can be used for the maximum benefit for all South
Carolina citizens, while recognizing that institutions will give first con-
sideration to primary users and their needs. |

Since the early seventies there has been a relative loss in overall
support for libraries, chiefly due to decreased federal funding but also due
- to the recent recession. Under conditions of increased inflation, this stabi-

‘.yiied funding has been particularly unfortunate for libraries, most of which
“.uad never attained the level of funding necessary to provide adequate service.
South Carolina may have been more fortunate than most states in having erected
buildings and increased book collections before inflation took its terrible toll,
Nonetheless the period ahead will likely not see a resurgence of massive addi-
tional support. Thus coordination of library resources and services at the
State level will become imperative if South Carolina citizens are to have access
to maximum library service.

Academic libraries do not exist in a vacuum. Students in higher education
are noted for their use of all types of libraries and they tend. to seek solutions
to their library needs wherever they mav be found without considerac1on for boun-
daries of the campus or county lines. For that reason a strong public school
system, public 11brary system, and academic library system are needed and cooper-
ative efforts among them should be encouraged. In the future, libraries will
doubtless emphasize‘additional services which new quarters and resources make
possible. Officials will also find it necessary to target each dollar as care-

fully as possible. This will require scrong'leadership at the State level,
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eésierpbibiidéfaphic and physical access to all library resources, better
means of delivering library services, and effective cooperation from the
State's two universities which hold the bulk of the research library materials
in South Carolina. With better planning and a broader vision, the citizens of
the State, including the more than 100,000 students in its higher education
insficucions, can enjoy better library service at a relatively small increase
in the total cost. o

Sharing of library resources, of course, is never easy. Library litera-
ture has numerous examples of projects which started with great enthusiasm and
foundered on the indifference of governing bodies, lack of adequate funding for
central services, or the inertia or neglect of library staffs. Any plan must
take account of local needs and concerns as well as State-wide needs and must
involve librarians and boards at all levels. Any "library expert" or "manage-
ment expert' can devise good theoretical plans. These plans will come to naught
if there is not a commitment on the parﬁ of the individuals in all libraries to
see that they are properly implemented.

The individuals on the survey team were aware of all these factors as
they developed questionnaires, worked with thé staffs of the Commission on Higher
Education and the South Carolina State Library, and made visits to 45 academic
and 11 public libraries in the State. Their interv:iaws with 1ibrariané were
especially helpful in assessing strengths and weaknesses of the libraries. They
acknowledge with appreciation the cooperation of the many librarians in the State.
More than one team member commented that there was real strength in the library
staffs.

South Carolina is a relatively small state with excellent roads and the
ability ca provide‘services quickly to almost any part of the State. That is a
positive factor for library planning. Moreover, some good basic work has already
been done. Yet there is still some resistance to looking beyond the campus or
beyond the walls of the local library to the broader picture State-wide. This is

perhaps understandable, since many of the 1ibrariés have too few staff members
| and too little in the way of resources to enable them to do more than the immediate
day-to-day job. Nonetheless there is some truth to the statement of one librarian
that there are "lots of piddling little colleges with piddling collections."

Libraries open longer hours than can be legitimately staffed and trying
to be all things to all people are not likely to be very successful. This is

not to take away from the dedication or commitment of librarians, but a recognition
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of the fact that a viable library, academic or public, néeds a minimum numbef
of books, staff, and space to function effectively. With enroliments'of 300
or 500 or even 1,000, a number of colleges cannot provide the kind of financial
resources necessary for adequate library service. Some of these libraries are
in technical education colleges and centers, some in two-year branches of the
University of South Carolina, and some in private colleges struggling for sur-
vival. For example, the two—yeaf branches of USC had a total enrollment of
3,539 in fall, 1975, or about the size of one substantial State college.- Yet
' there were six of these branches in various‘parts of the State, some of them
in proximity to technical education colleges or centers. Moreover, 1,280 of .
the 3,539 students were enrolled at the USC Midlands Campus, the two-year unit
of the University of South Caroliha at Columbia. Headcount enrollments in the
other five two-year branches ranged from only 292 at Union to 765 at Lancaster,
and full-time equivalents reflect even smaller enrollments. In'é&dition, there
are nine technical education colleges or centers with headcount enrollments of
fewer than 1,000 students, and five with full-time equivalents of fewer than
500. 1It-is difficult to see how basic libraries can be justified economically
‘for each of these institutions considering the small number of students.

The examination of the public senior colleges, detailed in Chapter III,
revealed the folléwing measurements by the 1975 ACRL Standards as theyv relate

to collections, staff, and buildings:

Collections ‘ Staff ‘ Buildings
2 rate A ' 1 rates A ., 4 rate A
A\
1 rates B 2 rate B A 3 rate C
3 rate C 2 rate C 1 rates D
3 rate below D ' 3 rate D 1 rates below D

1 rates below D

To bring all of these colleges up to an A rating in all categories would be
prohibitively expensive. The deficiency in collections alone is almost 400,000
volumes. Yet these libraries clearly must be imprerd in some systematic way

if their colleges are to offer ''quality education." Even a modest plan will be
costly. For example, to bring the three branches of USC which have attained
senior college status up to 652 of the ideal standard (a letter grade of C) would
require the acquisition of 107 thousand volumes. At an estimated cost of $16

per volume, a total of $1.7 million would be needed.
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The problem of meeting the standard on staff is less costly. With
the addition of 15.5 new staff members all nine public senicr institutions
could be raised to a grade of B, but the cost would be an annual recurring one
which would need to be sustained. N

On bu’ldings the situation is much better. Both libraries rated D or
below among the public senior colleges have buildings under construction and
will presumably receive a grade of A when these are completed.

The team recognized that improvement in holiings‘and size of staff
will be difficult for most institutioms, but it does recommend that all insti-
tutions strive for a minimum grade of D in holdings (50 percent of what the
Standards require) and C in staff (55 percent of what the Standards require).

The situétion‘in the two-year public institutions is additional cause
for concern. Only two, Greenville Technical College and USC-Sumter, have more
than the 30,000 volumes regarded as standard for such institutions in Illinois
and Ohio. -If all public two-year institutions were to aim for this figure, the

‘total cost would be an estimated $5.2 million (325,019 volume deficit times $16
per voluﬁe). Even if the aim were only 20,000 volumes, the deficit for 13 two-
year institutions would be 87,179 volumes and cost épproximately $1.4 million
to eliminate. ‘

As has been suggested in Chapter IV, joint libraries or joint use of
facilities are one important way to solve thi§ugrob1em without the enormous
expense indicated above. Wﬁére two-year ifgtitutions are located close to
each other (e,g., Sumter aﬁd Beaufort), the solution seems obvious to the survey
team. |

If the State maintains separate facilities for z11 the current public
institutions, however, the minimal need for additional appropriatioms to provide-
library collections adequate for programs now in existence at senior.and two-year

~ institutions, excluding USC, Clemson, MUSC, and the new USC Medical School Library,
ranges from $2.3 millfon to $6.1 million depending upon which minimal figure one .
uses for two-year instiitutionms. ‘

The establishment and supﬁort of small public institutions is a matter of
South Carolina public¢ policy and it is not the function of this team to comment
on how many colleges South Carolina should have. The surveyors point out for the
record, however, that the cost of”maintaining an adequate college library with
small enrollments is substantial. A consequence of the decision to continue these

institutions in their present form will be greatly increased appropriations to
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Uih».
shpporn their libraries. Certainly in ﬁost of thesérfgégicutionsbthe iibrary
resources are weak and the service is poor. '

In the various chapters of this report, certain themes recur. South
Carolina has built some fine library buildings but has done somewhat less well
with collections and size of staffs, though both have improved in the past decade.
There has been a rapid expansion of individual institutions and educational pro-
grams across the State. The result is that library rvesources are spread thin
with heavy dependence upon other institutions. Coordination is therefore an urgent
matter for these libraries if they are to serve their users well. This means not
only building some collections where they do not now exist, but also sharing re-
sources among all types of libraries. Moreo;er, many of these institutions are
not making use of centralized processing of library materials and are not utilizing
basic lists to determine what materials are needed tov support their educational
programs. Equally important is the fact that many useful collections remain
uncataloged and that bibliographical tools to facilitate the sharing of these
resources do not presently exist.

Cooperative enterprises are one way to:share resources among all types
of libraries. Although funding of such enterprises has been minimal, the
centralized processing center for the USC two-year branch campuses and the
State Library's public library network are examplec of .cooperation which not
only should be encouraged but should bhe expanded. There is every‘reason to
expect that one good centralized processing center, paid for by contractural
égreements among many small college and public libraries, would reduce_the cbsts
of acquiring, cataloging, and classifying the small number of bonks most of the
libraries add in the course of a year.

The presence of the State Library network and the participation of
many academic libraries in the Southeastern Library Network (SOLINET;, should
ﬁot only be helpful in the expansion of a‘central processing center but also
lead to better bibliographical and physical access to all collections in the
State. Academic and public libraries should exchange materials much more freely
and a common borrower's card should be adopted for most regions of the State.

The passage of a depository law for South Carolina State documents would
also prbvide information about their government for students and for the public
generally at a very modest cost to the State.

According to the Act creating the National Commission on Libraries and

Information Science (NCLIS), the U. S. Congress has declared it to be a national



policY‘that "library and informaﬁion services adequate to meet the néeds

~of the pesple of the United Statés are essential to‘achieve national goals

and to utilize most effectively the ‘Nation's educational resources and that
the 7ederal government will cooperaée with state and local governments and

~ public and private agencies in assuring optimum provision of such services."
(Public Law 91-345, Section 2) Increased federal support. ts fund such cooper-
ation at state and local levels has been advocated by many public officials.
The NCLIS itself is developing a major plan for a national information network.
Networks at the state, regional, and national level will be needed to ensure
successful implementation of the plan. There should be strong working collec-
‘tions at the local level in school, public, academic, and sbecial‘libraries,
but these should be backed up by research libraries within the State and region,
with national resources available as a last resort. Coordination needs to
proceed at the State and local level so that the citizens of South Carolina
may benefit from the access to resources and services which these networks
will make possible.

To build upon the strong foundations already available, the survey team
has made numerous recommendations in the individual chapters. Manylof the
recommendations cail for institutional decisions about libraries. We urge
that these recommendations be given careful consideration by the library
community, public library boards, college and university administrators and
governing boards, citizens interested in quality education, and the Commission

or Higher Education.
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CHAPTER II

SOUTH CAROLINA'S TWO GENERAL PURPOSE UNIVERSITIES* -

There are two major‘academic library research collections in South
Carolinra: the University of South Carolina at Columbia and Clemson Univer-
sity. Both have resources not duplicated elsewhere in the State, and both
have programs of graduate study which require extenisive and sophisticated
library collections. By their very nature the materials acquired by these
two universities are expensive, they require highly trained staffs to assure
their best use, and they need buildings in which to make their resources
easier to use. As of this date, all of those needs have been met on the two
campuses. The State of South Carolina can be proud of the substantial pro- .
gress which has been made at its two major universities in the past decade,
and the legislature is to be congratulated on having made available funds
which assure such progress. To do anything which would weaken these two
major academic libraries in the State would not only harm the graduate pro-
grams of the two universities but would‘have adverse effect upon other colleges
and universities in the State which depend upon these collections for items
which they do not have in their own libraries.

The im§6rtance of these two universities in higher education in South

Carolina can be deduced from the following data for 1974-75:

Degrees Awarded ‘ Number - Percent
Total for State 18,606 100.0
usc 4,850 26.0

Clemson ‘ 2,235 12.0

* By Edward G. Holley
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Master's Degrees Awarded Number Percent

Total for State . 3,635 100.0
Usc _ - ~1,642% 45.2
Clemson: 639 17.6
Winthrop 352 9.2
Medical University 243%* 6.7
SC State 223 ‘ 6.1

5.7

Citadel ‘ 209

Doctor's Degrees Awarded

Total for State 162 - 100.0
Usc 108 66.6
Clemson 47 29.0
Medical University 3 1.9
Bob Jones ey , 4 : 2.5

* Includes 275 J.D. degrees.
*% Includes 79 D.D.S. degrees and 148 M.D. degrees.

In terms of enrollment USC had more students enrolledt(ﬁead count) than
all four—year,private colleges and almost as many as all private colleges. To-
gether USC and Clemson have 56.3 percent of the FTE enrollment for four-year
colleges and 55.8 percent head-count. Even including the technical education .
centers. the two universities have almost 30 percent of the enrollment. _V 

As the data given below will indicate, the two universities also have the
largest collections and spend the largest sums of money for library service.
Although their expenditures are not as impressive as their total number of
students and programs, still, the& represent‘a substantial investment by the

State and constitute the State's major library resources. -

THE UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA (COLUMBIA)

Background

The University of South Carolina emerged as one of the leading universi-
ties in the nation before the Civil Wer. The legislature of the State appro-
priated funds for a separate library building, the first to open on anykcampus
- in America, in 1841. That library building with two subseduent additions still
houses the University's dlstingulshed South Caroliniana Collection, undoubtedly
" the best such collection in the world While progress had been significant.

l prior to 1860, with regular annual 1egisiative appropriations and strong faculty

interest, the USC library suffered almost total neglect for the remainder of
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the‘ﬁineteéntﬁ century. Thus what had been an:impfessive beginhing'did‘not
cbntinue. As ‘was "true in other states of the South, progress in the USC
library was to be painfuliy lew.ddring the next 50 years. . Major research
collections were non-existent and some would say that chefe was no graddété
school in the South worthy of the name between Chapel Hill, N.C., and Austin,
Texas.1 During the period from 1936 to 1956, according to the National Re-
search Council, only the universities of Texas and North Carolina ranked
among the top‘30 univérsities in the‘nétion in terms of the number of doctor-
ates awarded. Not surprisingly, 1ibrar§ resources were weak and ihadequate,
even for the graduate work which was being offered. As the South had lagged
behind the nation generally in its economic development, so it lagged in
graduate work and libraries. As late as 1962, when;Robert B. Downs wrote
a monograph on 1ibrafy resources for the Southern Regional Education Board,
there were only five Southern university libraries holding more than one
million volumes (Texas, North Carolina, Duke, Virginia, and Johns Hopkins).2
Thirteen universities had more than 500,000 volumes but there was no South
Carolina univérsity in either category. Thus for a hundred years after the
Civil War the development of library resources. at the University of South
Carolina can best be described as 'weak." That situation began to change
a decade ago. ‘

‘Today‘che University of South Carolina at Columbia.(hereafter referred
to as USC; the branch and regional campuses are included in Chapters 3 and 4)
is the most compréhensive university in 3outh Carolina. With 74 programs
‘of study leading to the bachelor's degree, 52 leading to the master's degree,
and 31 1eading to the &octoral degree, USC has more degree programs than any
other university in the State. However, while these programs- are formally
listed and have been approved by various bodies, one should note tﬁat usc
enrollments tend to be concentrated in just a few areas. For instance, total
FTE enrollment at the master's level in the fall,.1975, was 4,259, of which
1,595 students, or 37.5 percent, were enrolled in professional education pro-
grams. Similarly, doctoral programs enrolled 863 FTE students, Bhﬁ 361. or
41.8 percent, were enrolled in education degree programs. Other disciplines
showing sizeable‘enrollment for doctoral‘study included these major divisions:
business & management, 170; letters, 56; physical science, 79; psychology, 97;
and social science, including history, 46. In addition to these major degree

programs, there were 893 students enrolled in the Law ‘School working toward
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their first profeésional degree. Thus advanced work, while substantial,‘gwmk

is still not as extensive as the number of programs might seer to indicate.

Collections

To support the emerging programs at the advanced level, USC has put
special emphasis upon building library resources for graduate study. That
the USC library has made remarkable progress is clear. -Louisiana State
University has long collected statistics on the 50 major college and univer-
sity libraries in the South and a study of the relevant figures for three
South Carolina institutions incldded oun that list indicates that progress which

‘had been made (see Table 1I). USC advanced from 21st among thé 49 libraries

in 1964-65 in total holdings to 7th among 50 libraries in 1974-75. 1Imn its
expenditures for library materials, USC was exceeded in 1974-75 by only. four
other Southern universities, though its expenditures for salaries ranked tenth
and its total expenditures eighth (see Appendix D and Table II). .Certainly
in terms of its program goals and objectives it would be reasonable to expect
that USC would make every attempt to remain among the top ten university
libraries in the South. '

Perhaps no better indication of the prbgress USC has, made can be given
than the fact that it was invited to join the prestigious Association of Re-
seérch Libraries (ARL) in 1975. This Association now has a total membership
of 104, including the three U.S. national libraries, the major pdblic research
libraries, and the 93 largest university libraries in the United States and
Canada. Admission is limited to those university 1ibraries,TQithvsignificant
national résearch resources; which support extensive graduate and professiona1<'
education. As one of the newest members whose library resources are still
developing, USC ranked 56th in volumes held (but 28th in voiumes‘added), 79th
in periodicals, 64th in total staff, 32nd in expenditures for library materials,
and 57th in total library expenditures among the 88 university libraries in
1974-75. Budgetary reductions in 1975-76 may cause the USC libraries to slip
in rank among other Southern universities as well as among the other members
of ARL, but that will not be known for some time. ‘Meénwhile, a reasonable
goal might be for the USC libraries to aim for maintaining their rank in.the
top ten Southern universities and move into the top 50 nationally. .

Statistically, USC has improved significantly in the past decade. What

. of the improvement in the quality of resources? With doctorates now being
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TABLE 11

UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA AT COLUMBIA - TEN YEARS OF GROWTH

- 1974-75
Columbia
1964-65 1974-75% Only ‘

Volumes in Library, June 30 599,404 1,597,305 1,372,326
Expended for Library Materials $275,600 - $1,643,242 $1,358}349
Total Library Expenditures $541,176 $3,606,493 $2,960,380
Library Staff |

Professional | 14.0 61 46

Supportive : ‘ 35.5 - 120 82
Fall Enrollment (Head Couht)

Resident Undergraduate 6,915 21,850 13,921

Graduate _ | ‘623 " 7,560 7,560

SOURCE: Statistics of Southern Coliege and University Libraries

* NOTE: These figures include the regional campuses as well. ‘See last
: column for Columbia only.
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offered in 31 fields, master's degrees in 52 fields;‘and bachelor's degrees
in 74 fields,;USC needs extensive resources targeted toward its major programs.
How well‘has that been accomplished? : l

Again the record must be regarded as impressive. Under the'definitions
provided by the surveyors, in which microforms are counted as volumes, the
USC 1ibraries contain over two and one-half million uuits, plus almost two
million manuscripts and over 100,000 maps and charts.3 During the past fiveb
years the average annual growth was 196,719 volumes. There are strong col~
lections in English and American literature and history, as expected, plus
especially strong collections in such scientific fields as biology, chemistry, ‘
geology, mathematics, and physics. Major reference works, indexes, abstracts,‘
etc., are all available, and there are extensive microform collections in
: history and literature. Indeed USC, with over one million microforms, may
well have one of the largest collections of microforms in the country, Be-
cause of the emphasis upon textual studies, there are particularly good col~
lections of first and subsequent editions of American literary works; while ‘
there are strong collections in modern American literature. There are special-
ized collections in the Civil War (an estimated 10, 000 volumes), rare books
(an estimated 20,000 volumes}, and South Caroliniana (an estimated 60, 000 volumes
plus almost two million manuscripts). In 1966 the 11brary published Rare Book

Collection in the McKissick Memorial library, the Un1verslty of South Carolina.

This volume includes over 2,200 titles of works whlch are Valuable because of .
their imprint date or for other reasons, along with citations to relevant biblio-
graphic sources ‘where they are described.. Doubtless another'edition of:this
work is needed to bring it up to date and include the many items acquired in-
the past decade. The dominant role of USC in research materials is also revealed

in John Hammond Moore's Research Materials in South Carolina, a book compiled

for the South Carolina State Library Board in cooperation with the South Carolina’

3 This work emphasized archives,

Library Association and published in 1967.
manuscr1pts, newspaper, and journal files, and reveals again how strong USC

is in South Caroliniana. Along with the State Library and the State Archives, ‘
both also located in Columbia, the collections provide unmatched resources |
for the study of South Carolina history‘aud culturaljlife. Supplementary“
resources are available in the South Carolina Historical Society in Charlestou

and at Clemson, both within easy driving distance for students and. faculty.
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“Especially noteworthy for South Carolina citizens was the celebration of
the acquisition of USC's one millionth printed volume on May 11, 1971. The
ceremonies were marked with the presentation of a first edition, first issue,

- of Walt Whitman's Leaves of Grass. On that occasion USC published a handsome

brochure pointing out the many highlights of its collections which include a

very fine collection of the church fathers, an original Audubon elephant folio,

Diderot’s Encyclopedia, and other works acquired during the University's early
years. — :

Recently USC has been the recipient of numerous special gifts including
the 10,000 volumes each from Benjamin L. Abney, John Shaw Billings, and A.

Chapin Rogers; and the Stephen Taber geology coilection, the McKissick journalism
and Caroliniana collection, the Gruber library of Judaica and comparative re-
ligion, the Winyah Indigo Society collection, the George C. Taylor English drama
anq literature collection, and the Francis A. Lord Civil War collection. The
Director's annual reports have regularly included a long list of donors, and
there is no question that major gifts have strengthened the collections in
disciplines where the University has important academic programs,

In addition to these rare or vnusual items, the library has made special
efforts to improve its businéés, music, science, law, and government publica-
tions collections. For example, in 1974-75, the Law Library had a spectacular
growth of 50,000 volumes and 100,000 microfiche. As a federal depository thé
library now receives more than 97 percent of the publications of the U.S.
government, and it has acquired papers of American presidents, U.S. State
Department files, and many foreign documents on microform, including the
United Nations, Organization of American States, and British Parliamentary materials.

In response to the questionnaire, devised by the survey team, USC indi-

cated that the library held 93.5 percent of the titles in Reader's Guide, 86.6

percent of the titles in Reference Books for Small and Medium-Sized Libraries,

and an estimated 81 percent of the titles in Books for College. Libraries. Some

indication of the resources in specific areas can be seen in the following list

of the holdings of various departmental libraries:

Law 135,681 volumes
South Caroliniana 57,943 volumes
Science 89,106 volumes
Education 36,444 volumes
Music 12,481 volumes
General Studies 18,879 volumes
Map Depository 100,000 volumes
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Clearly USC has both strong research resources and basic resources needed
for undergfaduate teaching.

Standard bobk and periodical resources are supplemented by an agreement
with the North Carolina Science and Technology Research Center whereby a stu-:
dent or faculty member may request a literature search of approximately one
million dpcuments in the collections of the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration, the National Technical Information Service, the Institute of
Textile Technology, and the Education Research Information Center. Computer-
based search services are likely to be an increasing part of library refer-
ence service in the future. The establishment of such arrangements for USC
researchers, especially in the sciences and social sciences,‘is a notable
accomplishment. |

What needs to be kept in mind in assessing this remarkable growth and
development is the rate of inflation in book ‘and periodical prices. For
example, the average price for a hard-bound book in the U.S8. in 1975 rose
84.6 percent over the 1967-69 base year while the average cost of a periodical
rose 130.3 percent over the same period.6 There seems little likelihood‘that
inflationary factors in the book and periodicals area will stabilize in the
near future. Also, the growth in enrollment, especially in the graduate and
professional areas which make the heaviest demands upon library resources,
has been even more rapid than the growth in library resources. In the imme-
diate future, USC, like other major university libraries, will face special
problems in making its financial resources cover the wide range of programs

it now supports.

staff

In terms of other major university libraries, the USC staff is not large.
Among the Association of Research Libraries, USC ranked 64th in total number
of staff. In a comparison of the ratio of librarians and supportive staff
to students among the Association of Southeastern Research Libraries, Usc
ranked 19th and 20th, respectively.7 On the other hand, it also ranked sixth
in total numbers in both personnel categories among ASERL libraries.

To enable the faculty and students tc exploit the resources of the library
to best advantage, a competent library staff is essential. The evidence that
USC has such a staff is impressive. The development of a light-pen circulation
system, the computerization of the serials system, and the leadership which

USC has given to the development of the Southeastern Library Network (SOLINET)
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all indicate that the staff is very much concerned with developments which
will improve efficiency and pfovide better service for the users. The first
SOLINET meeting was held on the USC campus and this regibnal computer network,
now with more than 140 members, has had strong support from the USC staff.
Moreover, the Council on Library Resources has just awarded USC a Library
Service Enhancement Grant for further experimentation in the delivery of
reference services to users by a designated staff member. Participation
by the staff in library associations is also indicative of an aleft and pro-
fessionally aware group.

There is, however, some indic;tion of inflexibility in salary schedulgs

which hinders promotional opportunities for the staff.

Buildings
With the move into the new 285,000 squére feet addition to the former

undergraduate library, in May, 1976, the major USC library resources are now
housed in ‘three buildings, the South Caréliniana building and the new Law
Library being the other two. In the opinion of this>surveyor, USC has built
what is probably the finest central university library building in the Soutﬁ

‘since the end of World War II. Some would go so far as to say it is the best
in the nation. Moreover, the cost of this building per square foot has been
one of the lowest of any major library in recent years. The State received
a lot of building for its money and private gifts have helped with special
furnishings for areas like rare books. As is true of many other South Caro-
lina colleges and universities, capital expenditures have resulted in a
building that is both functional and attractive.

The new central library will provide space for approximately 1,500,000
volumes and total seating for 2,275. There are 554 locked enclosures, 37
microform reading carrels, 36 group study rooms, 6 seminar rooms, and 5 typing
rooms. :

The opportunitieé provided by the new central library building for better
service to‘the students and faculty at USC are numerous. Not only will the
library be better able to provide the kind of setting in which research work
becomes less burdensome (the old McKissick Library, even in its heyday, could
not have been a very efficient operation), but the library can expand its
scope of operétions to become an example of what a major research resource

can provide for all the citizens of South Carolina. In this sense USC has a
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special obligation to the State which will be discussed in the last section
of this chapter. ’

CLEMSON UNIVERSITY

Background

Clemson University was established as a land-grant university in 1889 and
opened for instruction in 1893. It has developed strong programs in agricul-
ture, engineering, and the sciences generally during the past 80 years. As
of the fall semester, 1975, Clemson provided undergraduate progréms in 51
fields of study, master's programs in 48 fields, and doctoral programs in

24 fields. As is true of USC, the number of major fields seems more impres-
sive than it actually is. Master's and first professional degree students in-
cluded a total FTE enrollment of 1,553 in the fall, 1975. Of that number 673

or 43.3 percent were in teacher edication, while the other major disciplines
included agricultural science, 76; architecture, 144 (first professional degree);
biolegical sciences, 162; engineering, 154; and mathematics, 101. Similarly,

doctoral programs were represented by only 128 FTE students, heavily concentrat-
ed in the sciences: agriculture, 9; biological sciences, 30;,engineering, 27;

mathematics, 26; physical sciences. 29; and textile science, 4. Thus the ’
academic programs at Clemson are still primarily those which the University

has traditionally emphasized, even though it now offers more programs in

the humanities and social sciences.

Collections
Not unexpectedly, the collections in the Clemson library reflect this

programmatic emphasis. There is no doubt that the strength in the collections
has developed in response to the curricular programs. The heaviest expendi-
tures in the library's materials budget are committed to serlals subscriptions,
which now number above 10,000 titles and cost about $425,000 annuaily to main-
tain. .

Like USC, the Clemson library has grown rapidly over the past ten years.
From a relatively small collection of 234,000 volumes in 1964-65, the Clemson
library has grown to almost 600,000 volumes by 1975 (Table III). 1Its library
expenditures have quintupled, though it still ranks sixth in holdings and total
library expenditures among seven comparable universities in the South (Table 1IV).
Lest the picture be overdrawn, it should be noted that, of the seven institutions
listed in Table IV, only one has fewer students than Clemson and most have
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TABLE III

CLEMSON UNIVERSITY LIBRARY - TEN YEARS OF GROWTH

1964-65 1974-75

Volumes in Library, June 30 234,000% 576,333
Expended for Library Matecrials $108, 368 $ 764,776
Total Library Expenditures $271,928 j $1,436,547
Library Staff '

Prnfessional 12.2 ‘ 17

Clerical 17.4 53
Fall Enrollment (Head Count) ‘ . ,

Resident Undergraduate 4,273 ) 8,171

Graduate \ 315 1,592

Source: Statistics of Southern Colleges and University Libraries.

* Bibliographic Count

TABLE IV

‘ENROLLMENTS, HOLDINGS, -AND LIBRARY EXPENDITURES:. -
SELECTED LAND-GRANT UNIVERSITIES IN THE SOUTH

Enrollmenta Holdings Expenditures
1964-65 1974~75 1964-65 "1974~75 1964-65 1974-75
Auburn U. 10,785 16,013 414,3690 783,515 $514,479  $1,475,154
Clemson U. 4,588 9,763 234,000b 576,333 w-?]l 928 1,424,313
Georgia Inst. of Tech. 6,964 8,205 537,014b 820,269 6?2’086 1,495,607
. Mississippi State U. 6,310 10,451 316,430 518,425 258,266 913,943
N.C. State U. 8,878 17,471 331,459 692,566 548,380 1,779,565
Texas A & M U. 8,239 21,463 497,316 926, 882 432,454 2,439,522
"Virginia Polytechnic 6,510 17,470 366,534 927, 588°¢ 379,873 2,841,639

Institute & State U.

NOTE: Not included are the Universitles of Florida, Georgia, Tennessee, and Louisiana
State, all of which have more comprehensive programs in addition to their 1and—grant
pregrams. Also not included are the historically black land-grant colleges.

SOURCE: Statistics of Southern College and University Libraries.

* NOTES: a: Not indicated but presumably head-count.
b: Bibliographic count

c: Microforms included ...
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considerably more. With students enrolled in relatively few programs at the
advanced level, and those concentrated in education and the sciences, it should
be easier for Clemson to target its 1ibrary resources and services much more
carefully than universities‘with more extensivé programs and larger enrollments
in those programé . B »

Such comparisons with other institutioms, while useful, do not address
the fundamental question: Do-ﬁhe library resources at Clemsorcsupport the
curriculum of the institution? Any objective answer would have to be "yes."
Academic programs at Clemson are limited, enrollments are still small by most
standards in higher education, and the library acquisitions policies definitely
have been geared to supporting the academic progréms. The Clemson library
is a good working library, with special strengths in science and technology
.énd a policy of service to non—campus users. There is a concerted attempt
'to keep up with the current scientific literature through the acquisition
of journals, transactioﬁs,'and'proceedings of societies, etc., both in English
and foreign languages. Specialized libraries exist for two areas: Architec=—
ture, with 11,726 volumes, 2,591 bound periodicals, and 38,550 slides; and
Industrial Management and Textile Science, with 4,337 books and 1,448 bound
periodicals. There are strong holdings in U.S. government publications, be-
cause Clemson has been a depository library since 1893. Clemson has an esti-
mated 30,000 maps and charts from the U.S. Geological Survey and the Army
Map Service.

In the past five years Clemson has added an average of 37,542 volumes
per year. The current number of serial titles is 11,019 and the library re-
ceives 68 current newspapers. In addition, there are extensive collections
of microforms, both in reel and microfiche form. Since the staff checks

standard lists reguiarly, it is fairly easy to evaluaté the‘collections in

some specific subject areas. All titles listed in Reader's Guide are re-

ceived and Clemson holds 8f percent of the titles in the Choice Opening Day

Collection and 81.6 percent of the titles in Reference Books for Small and
Medium Sized Libraries. Farber's Classified List reveals Clemson hbldings

of 897 titles out of 1048, or 85.6 percent. Clemson was one of the few large
libraries to check carefully the new edition of Books for College Libraries.

In all five volumeé Clemson holds 24,212 of the 38,651 titles listed, or

62.6 percent. In no subject is the coverage less than 54 percent‘and in sci-

ence, technology and bibliography the holdings are 75.9 percent. Holdings
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in other indexing services and in basic lists in history and literature
reveal similar strength. Although not noted for its programs in the humani-
ties and social sciences, there are basic strengths in these areas. The
decision of the Enélish Department and the library to identify 295 American,
British, and European authors whose works should be acquired regularly, and
occasionally in multiple copies, is a fine example of library-faculty cooper-
ation for the benefit of the students. Lists have also been checked recently
iﬁ psychology, education, music, drama, and poetry. ’

One 1is impresééd with how well the Cléﬁson library has carried out its
purposes as approved by the Board of Trustees in 1960: 'to acquire those
pubiiqations which will serve the educational needs of the faculty and stu-
dents, developing strong collections in all fields basic to the undergraduate
curricula and developing special research collections in those fields in which
gfaduate work is being offered at Clemson or in which extensive research is
being doné."8 That is why the-Clemson library appears to this surveyor as
being not an outstanding or distinguished research library, but as being that
rarity among university libraries, one which has attempted to tailor its col- -
lections precisely to the educational pregrams. Clemson has a good, service-
able library, with some special strengths in science and technology (and a few
other areas listed below) and multiple copies of standard werks to serve the
needs of substantial numbers of undergraduate students in the humanities and
social sciences. The collections have been carefully selected and are well
used. General circulation has increased 53.2 p;rcent in the last five years
and reserve use 77.4 percent. One can only ech6 the Southern Association
Visiting Team report that the library enjoys a splendid climate of acceptance
on the campus. '

Rare books and manuscripts are not a major concern of Clemson. Nonethe-
less, the library has acquired ﬁany rare South Carolina items, a number of
 .other rarities, and an estimated half million manuscripts by gift. Among its
holdings are the largest collection of John C. Calhoun papers in the state,

. the James F. Byrnes papers, and the Benjamin R. Tillman papers, plus a host
of archival materials from the University itself. These are being organized
~ for better access.

The Clemson library staff has also been active in issuing biBliographic
publications which describe the resources. There is an attractive general

guide to the library, a special Guide to the Science-Technology-Agriculture
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Division, A Classified Guide to the Clemson University Periodical and Con-

tinuation Titles, and a printed‘list of Indexes and Abstract Journals in the

Clemson University Library. Serial holdings are computerized and subsequent

lists will be easy to produce. Some attention should be given to microfiche
lists rather than the more expensive hard copy, but the point to be ﬁade is
that the Clemson collections are under good bibliographical contrpol and sharing
of resources is thereby made easier.

~ Clemson and USC have exchanged cepies of their card catalogs on microfilm.
- These film copies list holdings through June, 1972, and should be useful in |

developing cooperative acquisitions policies and the sharing of expensive
resources by South Carolina's two major library collectionms.

Clemson is also a member of the Greenville Area Reference Resource Center
and its resources are described in "Libraries and Information Resources of
Northwest South Carolina," 1975. The testimony of librarians in the Western
part of the State indicates that the library staff has been very receptive
to making its resources available to other libraries. In 1974-75 Clemson

"borrowed'2,981 volumes from other libraries and loaned 1,996. This does not .
reflect a large volume of activity but the interlibrary loan staff believes
current needs are being met. ‘

Somewhat surprisingly the Clemson Library has not yet been actively in-
volved in computer-based search services for the faculty and graduate students.
However, investigations of such service were under way in the spring of 1976
and it is anticipated experimentation with a reference retrieval system will

begin in 1976-77.

Staff
The Clemson library staff, though much larger than it was a decade ago,

is still a relatively small group for such a large library operation. A num-
ber of factors contribute to the ability of the library to operate successfully
with only 17 full-time professionals. Centralized and well-arranged facilities
are one important component. Another is the use of the L.C. classification
and, ﬁore recently, membership in SOLINET. Still another is the ratio of sup-
portive staff to prefessional staff, which is now at a ratio of three to one,
as opposed to the more traditional universitv library ratio of two to.one.

One gains the impression that the staff is a well—educeted group and that they

are quite productive. There are five personiel grades for supportive staff,
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which seems adequate for the library. In the near future further consider-
ation should be given to the role of the librarian in the academic community
with particular'emphasis upon professional development and continuing educa-
tion. The collections reflect, however, a good staff with well-understood

institutional mission and objectives.

Building

The Clemson library is an excellent ‘example of a well-planned building
designed for centralized library service. According to the Southern Associ-
ation Visiting Team report, it is "unquestionably an architectural and functional
gem.... The building is.beautiful, very well located in the campus traffic
lines, -and appealingly furnished.... An approximate 50% expansion space is
readily availablé within the present structure, lacking only funds for a
phased program to complete unfinished space on lower 1evels."10 This sur-
veyor would agree with the conclusions of the Visiting Team. The reference
services are divided into Science-Technology Division and Social Sciences
and Humanities Division, each one occupying a separate floor. The arrange-
ment of the collections is desigﬁed to assure easy access to the collections
by the faculty and students and there is evidence that they use the collections.
Unless the: nature of the University changes, the library building should be

adequate for the foreseeable future.

CONCLUSIONS

In the past decade the resources of the libraries of USC and Clemson
University have improved significantly. They are now strong research collec-
tions in which the entire State has a substantial investment. Like most large
university collections they contain many items which are essential for research
but which are not heavily used. The justification for acquiring suchvresources
is that they are needed for advanced graduate work and that they can be shared
with other researchers throughout the State. In terms of the cost of such
ma;erials i; would be foolish indeed to duplicate these collections in other
parts of the State. Columbia is within easy driving distance from most parts
of the State and Clemson is easily accessible to citizens in the Western part
of the State. With the support of funds from the S.C. State Library, micro-

film copies of the card catalogs of these two universities have now been
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exchénged and they provide the basis for a future State network which
could bring the total library resources of the Sﬁate to every researcher
within a one or two day period. ‘

While both univérsity libraries have béen generous in opening their
collections to those who come to the campus td use them, there is not much
indication of an active role in making the resources available ﬁo the rest
of the State except through a rather cumbersome and traditional interlibrary
loan arrangement. No provision has been made anywhere in the State for regu-
lar delivery serviée among libraries or for the development of a central biblio-
graphic center to serve all libraries. ‘The mechanisms are available (e.g., micro-
film catalogs, SOLINET), but the formal program is lacking. In the last five
years USC has averaged 7,059 interlibrary loans each year, with those items
borrowed just about balancing out those loaned. Such services to the branch’
campuses have even been reduéed during the past‘year because of funding prob-
lems. Clemson's interlibrary loan average for the past five years has been
2,584, with the University borrowing more than it loaned up until 1974-75.

This would seem to indicate a focus chiefly on campus users and not a broader,
State-wide approach. Perhaps the past decade, with the expansion of collectioms
and buildings, has not been a period when the libraries could do more than
struggle with the 1ncreased numbers of students and collections, but the time
has come to take a much harder look at the ways in which these two strong
collections can better serve other libraries and, through them, the citizens

of South Carolina. There are a number of examples of such cooperation in

other states, such as the Illindis State plan or the University of Minnesota's
MINITEX plan. However, to implement such plans the two university libraries
will have to assume a major leadership role. Their earlier support for regional
developments leads one to hope that the two universities, plus the Medical Uni-
versity and the State Librarvy, will develop such plans in the near future.

There should be a recoghition oh the part of the State of South Carolina
of the need for additional personnel in both libraries to carry out State-wide
functions. To develop plans, to support union catalogs and bibliographic access,
to iuplement faster delivery service, and to handle increased requests for mater-
ials and for photocopies, may require more money. This would cost far less,
however, than building expensive research collections in every part of the
State to serve a-relatively small group of users. A small separate staff in

both libraries, which <ould locate and send materials to other libraries, would
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strengthed‘the entire library reéoufces picture in South Carolina¢w>Such

a pattern i already working at the University. of North Carolina at Chapel

Hill and the University of Illinois at Champaign-~Urbana, while daily delivery
 service among the libraries of metropolitan Houston has been in existence

for at least a decade. Clemson and USC should study these programs for

possible application to‘South Carolina.

Specific recommendations for the two universities include the following:

1. Maintain the University of South Carolina at Cblumbia as the
State's major compreﬁensive library resource. 1In the next
decade USC should attempt to maintain its position among.the
top ten university libraries in the South and move into thé ‘
top 50 nationally. Cooperation with Clemson in the acquisi-
tion of little~used materials, especially in the sciences,
is essential. . -

2. Continue to support a strong‘library program at Clemson in
the areas in which that University has traditionally been
strong (e.g., science and engineering), with special attention
ﬁo the elimination of unnecessary duplication of the expensivé
serials and reference sets held by USC in the humanities and
social sciences. Some duplication cannot be avoided, but there
should be careful attention to the reasons for such duplication.
With the empﬁasis upon targetting resources to programs, the
Clemson library staff can be expected tO‘keep duplication to
a minimum. '

3. Develop a stronger program of shafing library resources with
each other and with other colleges and universities as well as
public libraries in the State. South Cérolina, because of its
compact geography, the location of its library resources, and
the promise of SOLINET, has an opportunity to become a national
leader in the effective and economical sharing of library re-
sources at the State level. Additional funding should be sought,
perhaps through the Commission on Higher Education, to plan and
implement such a program. The two universities should not be
expected to bear the cost out of their regular on-going appro-

priations for service to the campus.
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4, Define the relationship of the iibrary ét‘USC at Columbia-

to the 1ibraries of regional and branch campuses.
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CHAPTER III
THE PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SENIOR COLLEGES*

Introduction

Historically the citizens of South Carolina have concerned thémselves
with providing opportunities for higher education. The span‘of this develop—
ment stretches from the first legislative chartering of three colleges in 17851
to the recent expansion of three branches of the University of Sduth Caroliné
to baccalaureate status. Of the 29 senio£ colleges and universities (9-public,‘
20 private), 19 were organized before 1900.2 This heritage provides a continu-
' ity of academic tradition which might be expected to create[an‘eﬁvironment
favorable only to the conservatiﬁe, the regional, or the separative in educa-
tional concepts and programs. Not so in the State of South Carolina.

Access to a college is within commuting distance of préctically all citizens
of the State and a choice can often be made between the programs offered by
public or private institutions. The size and shape of the Sta;e makes possible
the effective use of educational programs and their éoncurreht library services
as a unified whole in a pattern not possible in most states. THe leadership:
in South Carolina, both at the educational and library level, has been cogni-
zant of these facts. | ‘

Two planning documents, each released in 1972, have considéred the educa-
tional needs of the State and identified goals for libraries as an agency in

society for helping to meet these ends. One, the South Carolina State Program

for Library Development, 1972—773, considers all types of libraries within:the

State with some concentration on priorities in the area of interlibrary cooper-
ation which have meaning for college libraries. The second study, Goals for

Higher Education to 19804, places its focus on the State—suppofted colleges

and their library services. Data presented in each publication substantiate
the necessity for coordinated planning and continuing interaction among libraries
of all types and especially among libraries of similar purpose and scope - the

college libraries of the State.
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‘The dbjeét of ;his chapter is to suggest a systematic design for im-
proviﬁg library services to the State's highet education communities and td
otheflgeopie affected by the interlocking of programs for all types of libraries.
An analysis sdmewhat broader in scope than has been undertaken in other studies
qn‘thé 1ibrary resources of public and private colleges is given. The purpose
haé been to assemble a comprehensive body of comparable data within the con-
straints of the design of the study. Further analysis converted into detailed
p.u4ns should capture the imagination of the reservoir of library leadership
found among the college librarians within the State.

Significant to an analysis of collége library resources was the adoppion

in mid-1975 of revised Standards for College Libraries5 by the Association of

College and Research Libraries, a division of the American Library Association.

The Standards are reproduced as Appendix I. Formulated to "describe a realistic

set of‘conditions which, if fulfilled, will providé an adequate library program .
in a college,"S these standards present a consensus of the best judgement of

the profession at the time. They establish a strong base for assessing the

resources of the college libraries. In particular and functional ways the

Standards take into consideration 1ibfary needs of the next decade to which

planning in South Carolina must direct attention. These include:

1. The geheral provision of improved library services to potential

and varied groups of library users;

2. the expansion of new programs to library users and potential
library users;

3. the effecting of economy in management in the face of spiraling
costs and stabilizing support for higher education in general;

4. "the development of priorities for budgertary support to achieve
the maximum benefits from planning;

5. the avoidance anywhere of unnecessary duplication;

6. the mastery of technology to obtain the greatest accessibility
of resources through the use of shared data bases in machine
readable form, micro-reprography, and rapid communications; and

7. ' the planning of collection develbpment based on contractual

agreements to make available resources which are either limited
in number or are infrequently used.

Agaihst these standards the libraries of the nine public senior colleges

and the 20 private senior colleges have been analyzed for comparison. The

L ! "\?‘
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resources of their libraries are defined to be the collection of materials,
both print and non-print;-staff personnel, building facilities, and monetary
support. ‘ ‘ ‘

\

Measurement Against Quantification Formulae of the ACRL Standards

Often a dichotomy may seem to exist between quality and quantity when
measuring or evaluating against professional standards. The revised Standards

for College Libraries recognize the need to assess both. Three of the four

areas identified in this report as resources are areas in which quantifying
measurements can be made. These areas are print collection volume count,
Formula A; number of librarians on the staff, Formula B;‘and building space,
Formula C.7 Data for Formula A as applied to South Carolina colleges are
found in Table V, for Formula B in Table VI, and for Formula C in Table VII.

Among the nine public senior colleges, two libraries hold more than
enough volumes to merit the letter grade A, or 100% of the standard, when
Formula A relating to col}ections is applied. One holds epough volumes to
merit a grade of B (i.e., between 80 and 90 percent) and the collections at
three others merit grades of C (i.e., 65-79 pércent). Collections at all
three four-year branches of ‘USC fall below the lowest level graded by Formula
A. Of the 20 private senior colleges, data on holdings for 19 were reported.
Of these, two receive letter grides for collections of A, one the letter B,
four the letter C, and four a letter grade of D. Seven of these institutions
for which déta'were available hold less than 40 percent, the lowest level for
which a letter grade is assigned. These data indicate that half of the private
college libraries have severe deficiencies in the number of volumes needed to
support their academic programs.

Among the public senior colleges only one library has a sufficient number
of librarians to merit an A grade when Formula B is applied. Four have a num-
ber of librarians ranging between 55 and 99 percent as calculated by use ot
Formula B and one has 42 percent. One of the three four-year branches of USC
falls below the 40 percent level - the base for receiving a letter grade.
Neither of the other two exceeded 50 percent. Two of the private senior
colleges made no data on staff available. Of the remaining 18, only one fell
below 40 percent. Meriting a letter grade of A for number of librarians em-
ployed on the staff were nine libraries from the private senior colleges. The

number measuring between 40 and 54 percent équalled the number between 55 and
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99 percent. Note here is made that the ACRL Standard states 'that the librarians‘
seldom comprise more than 25-35 percent of the total FTE library staff."8

An inspection of Table VII, presenting Formula C data for space avéilable
in the college libraries, shows a mirked improvement in the letter grade
measurement over those recorded by use of Formulae A and B. Only two of the
public senior colleges provide less than 60 percent of space as measured by
the appropriate standard. Both of these institutions have new facilities
either under construction.or‘approved. Of the 18 private colleges making
data available, 15 buildings met the stanaard at level A and of the remaining
three, two had a percentage between 75 and 99 percent (letter grade B) and only
one as low as the 50 and 59 percent range (letter grade C). 1In the Commission
on Higher Education's summary volume for goals to 1980, the statement was made
that "Physical fagilitieé‘fnr library use are most adequate among most public
and private institutions of higher education in the Scate.",9 New construction
has been completed since that date. o

South Carolina is to he éopmanded for the high level to which the state
of the art has. been raised in the planning and design of the library bu11d1ngs
which have been completed w1thin the past decade. There may be no other state
‘among the 50 within which such a high level of accomplishment has been reached
in producing buildings both aesthetically pleasing and architecturally func-
tional. Leadership from the University of South Carolina at Columbia and
spreading throughout the college group is to be noted. With older buildings
matched alongside the newer, traditional uses of libraries and programs have
been dominant but many of the buildings of whatever age are flexible enough
to be adapted to the uses of current technology and the non-print media found
in the total learning resources concept. When, in the future, space standards
applicable to non-print media are established, a re-evaluation of facilitles‘
may be necessary.

Two principles exist upon which the quantifying measurements of Formulae
A, B, and C were incorporatéd in the statement of standards. The first is
that an institution and:its library, through faculty andxstaff, can determine
what numerical level of measurement within the percentage-based letter grade
the institution wishes to attain in its collection, its staff, and its space.

The secdnd principle on which the standards statement was designed'is
that the highest level attained in one of the three formulae should represent

the level of accomplishment that institution is opting to reach. ' Variance
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Collection Size (Print) Compared To

Table V

Formula A

ACRL Standards

Number Required

Number Held

Percentage of

Letter Grade

By ACRL by Library Collection Measurement:
Formula A Standard Met
Public Senior Colleges by Library
The Citadel 224,335 175,269 78 % C
College of Charleston 191,885 157,038 82 B
Francis Marion College 168,595 123,874 74 C
Lander College 121,760 79,481 65 C
. South Carolina State College 195,790 273,471 140 A
" Winthrop College 298,835 307,497 103 A
Four-Year Branches, USC
UsC-Aiken 109,540 29,358 27 *
UsC-Coastal Carolina 117,120 42,307 36 *
USC-Spartanburg 117,140 45,157 39 *
" Private Senior Colleges
Allen University 107,555 49,005 46 *
Baptist College 129,505, 82,688 64 D
Benedict College 126,295 97,962 78 C
Bob Jones University 333,975 152,562 46 *
Central Wesleyan College 99,240 38,044 38 *
Claflin College 112,040 ' 67,033 60 D
Coker College 101,255 57,617 57 D -
‘Columbia Bible College 130,375 40,385 3i *
Columbia College 104,610 101,833 97 B
Converse College 136,140 99,632 73 c
Erskine College 112,965 97,019 86 B
Furman University 150,315 240,658 160 A
Limestone College 103,800 48,421 47 *
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr nr - -
-Morris College - 100,370 21,732 22 *
Newberry College 112,270. 65,000*%* 58 D
Presbyterian College 109,870 82,751 75 C
Southern Methodist College 87,110 10,000%* 11 *
Voorhees College 109,535 77,051 70 C
Wofford College 109,099 135,002 124 A

* Indicates a letter grade below D.
** Estimated.
. nr.- not reported
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Table VI

Staff Size (Librarians) Compared To ACRL Standards

Formula B
Number Required " | Percentage of Letter Grade
by ACRL Number Staff Required Measurement
Public Senior Colleges Formula B Employed | Met by Library
The Citadel 12 5 427 D
College of Charleston 17 10 59 C
Francis Marion College 12 8 75 B
Lander College 7 6 86 B
© South Carolina State College 14 8 ‘ 57 . C
- Winthrop College ' 15 19 127 A
Four-Year Branches, USC
USC-Aiken 5 2 40 D
USC-Coastal Carolina 6 2 33 *
USC-Spartanburg 6 3 50 D
Private Senior Colleges
. Allen University 4 6 150 A
" Baptist College 7 7 100 A
Benedict College 10 10 100 A
Bob Jones University 12 5 42 D
Central Wesleyan College 3 2 67 C
Claflin College 5 8 160 A
Coker College 3 1 33 *
* Columbia Bible College 3 5 167 A
Columbia College 6 3 50 D
Converse College 4 4 100 A
Erskine College 4 2 50 D
Furman University 10 7 70 c
. Limestone College 3 1.6 53 D
Luthevan Theo. Seminary nr nr - -
Morris College ‘ 4 3.5 88 B
Newberry College 4 4 100 A
Presbyterian College 5 4 80 B
Southern Methodist College . nr nr - -
Voorhees College 4 6 150 A
Wofford College ' 6 6 100 A
* Indicates a letter grade below D
nr - not reported
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Table VII

Building Size Compared to ACRL Standards

Formula C

Square Feet Square Feet Percentage of Letter
Required hy Available in | Requirement Grade
ACRL Formula C | Library Bldg.; Met by Present| Measure-
Public Senior Colleges Building ment
The Citadel 44,788 59,000 1327 A
College of Charleston 45,472 28,269 62 C
Francis Marion College 28,315 35,444 125 A
‘Lander College 18,960 10,054 53 D
South Carolina State College 60,246 39,867 66 C
Winthrop College 62,382 69,790 112 A
- Four-Year Branches, USC
'Usc—~Aiken 11,998 20,000 167 A
UsC-Coastal Carolina 13,589 8,196 60 C
USC-Spartanburg 12,870 5,000 39 *
Private Senior Colleges
- Allen University 11,881 13,132 111 A
Baptist College 23,594 30,000 127 A
Benedict College 25,002 51,440 206 A
Bob Jones University 52,546 . 30,342 58 D
Central Wesleyan College 7,615 22,631 297 A
Claflin College 16,551 15,984 96 B
Coker College 9,208 15,800 172 A
Columbia Bible College 8,992 17,856 199 A
Columbia College 19,541 49,598 254. A
. Converse College 17,501 21,000 120 A
" "Erskine College 16,745 23,000 138 A
‘Furman -University 43,331 45,356 105 A
'Limest:::e College 9,568 11,837 124 A
.Luth¢.: xn Theo. Seminary nr nr - -
.~Morras College 7,310 6,962 95 B
Newberry College 14,515 16,500 114 A
Presbyterian College 16,758 34,219 204 A
‘Southern Methodist College nr nr - -
Voorhees College 17,592 42,000 239 A
‘Wofford College 23,649 40,000 169 A

* indicates a letter grade below D
nr - not reported
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from that letter grade in either of the other formulae should be interpreted

as a limitation in an effective college library program. This does not pre-
clude an institution's establishing a goal of r:ising the letter grade measure-
ment in the Formula which then is the highest. It does focus concern over
differences when they occur befween the levels of attainment. When 511 three
goals have been met, excellence can be an objective in going beyoﬁd the adequate
level established by the letter grade measurements.

Letter grade measurements for all three formulae are collected in Table
VIII. Examination of this Table reveals that only one of the nine public senior
colleges, and only one of the private colleges, achieved a Letter Grade of "A"
in all three areas. Nd established coliege among the publically-supported
group falls below the base level of letter grading; but all three of the
emerging four-year branches do for one »r more of the formulae stated. Eight
libraries in the private group fall below the base level‘in one category each.
Deficiencies among the private colleges are all in number of volumes held in
the collections, except for ode;thich is in staffing. No data were available
for one of the private colleges and one provided only collection data.

Librarians and all other groups responsible for developing educational
.programs of quality within the State should give careful consideration to
Table VIII. Any improvement of library programs and expansion of services
will have limited validity until each institution achieves the same letter
grade in each Formula of the ACRL Standards. The objectives of each insti~
tution should indicate the level of letter grade it should achieve. It is
recommended that all public colleges, including the four-year branehes of
USC, be expected to establish a reasonable time table for meeting the quanti-
fying measurements of all three formulae and that the faculty and administration
of each college be aware of the implications on the development of new programs
when obvious library deficiencies exist. It is-further recommended that all
colleges be encouraged to give high priority to adequate library support for
the programs already being offered as evidenced by measurement against tﬁeée

ACRL Standards.

Use of Standard Bibliographies to Measure Print Collection Quality

Debatable as the use of quantifying measurements may b2, the establish-
ment of those criteria can more generally be agreed on than the determinants

to be used in measuring the quality of information and services. In spite of

.
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Table VIII

Summary of Comparisons with ACRL Fdrmulae

ACRL ACRL ACRL
‘ Formula A Formula B Formula C
Public Senior Colleges (Collection) (Staff) (Building)
The Citadel C D A
College of Charleston B C C
Francis Marion College c B A
. Lander College c B D
South Carolina State College A C c
Winthrop College A A A
Four-Year Branches, USC
USC-Aiken o * D~ A
USC-Coastal Carolina ‘ * * c
USC-Spartanburg * D *
Private Senior Colleges
Allen University * A A
Baptist College D A A
Benedict College c ‘A A
Bob Jones University * D D
Central Wesleyan College * C A
Claflin College D A B
Coker College D * A
- Columbia Bible College * A A
Columbia College B D A
Coaverse College C A A
- Erskine College B D A
Furman University A c A
Limestone College * D A
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr nr nr
Morris College * B B
- Newberry College D " A A
Presbyterian College C B A
Southern Methodist College * nr nr
Voorhees College C " A A
Wofford College A A A

* indicates an ACRL grading of below D
nr - not reported 48
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its being a truism, the statement that almost every collector's item gener-
ally had its origin in someone else's discard has significant meaning in
establishing the good, better, and best in collection building. The Standards

for College Libraries includes extended commentary on this point with the

intent of providing realistic balance between quantity‘and‘quality. In support
of the use of both quantifying and qualifying evaluation the standards contain

a statement of note: '"Quality and quantity are separable only in theory; it

is possible to have quantity without quality; it is not possible. to have quality
without quantity defined in relation to the purposes of the institution."lo
Continuous evaluation against standard bibliographies is encouraged.

Two groupings of bibliographies were selected for measuring the quality
of the library print collections in South Carolina's senior colleges. Results
of the survey are given in Tables IX through XIII. '

Three Bibliographies were selected as being basic to all types of libraries
under consideration and the assumption was that a measure of quality could be
established for any academic library the collection might represent. Upon
determining the degree to which all titles included in the bibliographies

were held in the library's éollection, each library could be matched against

its peers. The three standard bibliographies chosen were Reader's Guide to

Periodical‘Literature,11 Choice QOpening Day Collection,12 and Reference Books

for Small and Medium Sized Libraries.13

Holdings of periodical titles indexed in Reader's Guide are shown in

Table IX. 'No data were reported for one of the four-year branches of USC
and for five of the private senior colleges. Holdings in the collections of
the six public senior colleges ranged from a high of 100 percent to a 1ow“of
63.2 percent. The two four-year hranches repdrting data were at 64.5 percent
and 58.1 percent, both lower than fivé of the libraries in the public senior
colleges. Among the private senior colleges 22.6 percent was the low from the
15 reporting and 73.6 was the high percentage. One-third of the libraries
from the private senior colleges reporting hold less than half of the titles
and four others hold between 50 and 60 percent. Of the libraries taken as a
total, ten of the 23 reporting have less than 60 percent of the titles listed.
The library user would generally expect a'library to provide whatever

title indexed in Reader's Guide one might wish, but the raw data here do not

answer such questions as: How many titles are held commonly or in most libraries?

What geographic spread is there of titles less commonly held? What complete
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Table IX

Holdings in Reader's Guide

40

‘ Number Held Percentage of
Public Senior Colleges Total Held
The Citadel 155 100.0
College of Charleston 107 69.0
Francis Marion College 98 63.2
Lander College _ 110 71.0
South Carolina State College 101 65.2
Winthrop College 127 81.9
Four-Year Branches, USC

' USCAiken | Joo Tl eas
UsC-Coastal Carolina nr nr
USC-Spartanburg ‘ 90 58.1
Private Senior Colleges

~ Allen University - 68 43.9

" Baptist College 87 56.1
Benedict College 94 60.7
Bob Jones University 95 61.3
Central Wesleyan College 65 41.9 .
Claflin College 85 54.9
Coker College nr nr
Columbia Bible College 35 22.6
Columbia College " 110 71.0
Converse College 47 30.3
Erskine College nr nr
Furman University 90 58.1
Limestone College 104 67.1
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr nr
Morris College 56 36.1
Newberry College nr nr
Presbyterian College 112 72.3
Southern Methodist College nr nr
Voorhees College 114 73.6
Wofford College 86 55.5
nr - not reported 50



sets are avallable?

It is not possible to provide answers to such detailed questions without
knowledge of holdings preferably arranged in readily accessible order. Gener-
aily these kinds of bibliographic files are known as union lists and with
increasing frequency aré being produced in machine-readable form. In the ab-
sence of this capability the best that can be obtained is a numerical evalu-
ation of the quality of an individual library's holdings to be compared with
selected others. '

The Choice Opening Day Collection provides a list of 1,818 books identi~

fied as fundamental to any academic library's collection at the time it first
offers service. 1In Table X are recorded the number and percentage of titles
the various college libraries hold of this list. ‘

Of the five public senior colleges reporting, the percentages of the total
listings held range between 61.6 and 84.8. The percentages for two of the
four-year branches of USC are 30.3 and 77.5, wiﬁh the third not reporting.

Six of the private senior colleges reported no data, and the range of reported

data extends from 20.4 to 90.4 percent. A total of eight libraries from the

‘CQMplete group of 29 reported no data, underscoring the difficulties encountered

when manual access is the only available means for bibliographic verification.
Of the 21 submitting data, nine, or almost half of the number reporting, hold
less than half the titles appearing on the list.

The third basic bibliography common to all types of libraries is a list
of reference books produced by librarians out of experience and. knowledge of

users' needs. Table XI gives the data on that bibliography, Reference Books

for Small and Medium Sized Libraries, for titles and percentages held in the

senior college libraries. O0f the total group, again eipght libraries reported
no data. The 21 reported a percentage of holdings ranging from 'a high of 89.1
to a low of 22.6. Subdivided by groups, the ranges were: 80.5 to 46.1 percent
for the public senior colleges; 48.7 and 42.6 for the two senior branches of
usc reporting; and 89.1 to 22.6 percent for the private senior colleges report-
ing. Without access to bibliographic identification of commonly held titles,
further refinement of the data is not possible.

Two other bibliographies, one Listing books and the other periodical titles,

Books for College Libraries (known hereafter as BCL)lé, and Farber's Classified

List of Periodicals.15 should give validity to common evaluation of cellection

holdings in print for senier college libraries. Each has been developed for
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Table X

Holdings in Choice Opening Day Collection

: Number of ~ Percentage of
Public Senior Colleges Titles . Total
The Citadel 1,119 61.6%
College of Charleston 1,376 ‘ 76.7
Francis Maricn College 1,447 : ‘ 79.6
Lander College nr : ‘ nr
.South Carolina State College 1,448 79.7 .
Winthrop College 1,541 84.8
. Four-Year Branches, USC
USC-Aiken 1,408 ‘ 77.5
USC-Coastal Carolina nr nr
USC-Spartanburg 550 30.3
Private Senior Colleges
Allen University 557 30.6
Baptist College 1,643 90.4
Benedict College 850 46.8
Bob Jones University 597 32.9
Central Wesleyan College 801 44.1
Claflin College ‘ 937 51.5
Coker College ‘ nr nr
. Columbia Bible College 371 . 20.4
- 'Columbia College . 998 : 54.9
Converse College 1,043 57.4
Erskine College nr nr
Furman University 1,276 : "70.2
Limestone College 631 34.7
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr 1 nr
Morris College 692 38.1
Newberry College ‘ ‘ . nr nr
Presbyterian College nr nr
"-Southern Methodist College nr nr
" Voorhees College 770 42.4
Wofford College . 1,150 ‘ 63.3
‘ur - not reported 52

42




" Table XI

Holdings in Reference Bosks for Small and Medium Sized Libraries

Number Held

Percentage of

Public Senior Colleges Total Held
The Citadel 561 72.9%
College of Charleston 501 65.1
Francis Marion College 355 46.1
Lander College ) 620 -80.5
South Carolina State College 582 75.6
Winthrop College 587 76.2
. Four-Year Branches, USC

USC-Aiken 328 42.6
USC-Coastal Carolina nr -
USC-Spartanburg 375 48.7
Private Senior Colleges

Allen University 326 42.3
Baptis* College 454 59.0
Benedict College 431 56.0
Bob Jones University 375 48.7
Central Wesleyan College nr -
Claflin College 686 89.1
Coker College nr -
Columbia Bible College 174 22.6
Columbia College 432 56.1
Converse College 345 44.8
Erskine College nr —
Furman University 482 62.6
. Limestone College 385 50.0
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr -
Morris College 233 30.3
Newberry College nr -—
Presbyterian College nr -
Southern Methodist College nr -
Voorhees College 304 39.5
Wofford College " 431 56.0

nr - not reported
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guidance in college 1iBrary collection developme&t; In Table XII are given -
the data for BCL and in Table XIII that for Farber. Among the private senior
colleges, analysis of holdings in BCL (Table XII)‘becomes meaningless when

12; more than half of the group, reported_po data and a thirteenth reported
incomplete data. Of the eight remaining, percentages are low, ranging from
6.4 to 41.1 percent. One exception stands at 70.5 percent. Of the feur—year
branches of USC, one provided no data and a secoqd‘an estimate of 49.2 percent.
The third reported a low 17.3 pereent. The range for the five public senior
colleges reporting was a surprising distribution of 25.0 to 56.9 percent.

Eight libraries failed to report data on Farber (Table XIII). The six
public senior colleges reported a range of 38.9 to 84.5 percent. Seven of
the non-reporting libraries are private senior colleges. The 13 reporting
ranged from 6.8 to 62.2 percent. Excluding the high percentage of 62.2 per-
cent, the other 12 reporting fell below 50 percent. .

A summary of the pefcentages of holdings from the standard bibliographies
for each institution is tabulated in Table XiV. The profile of each insti-
tutiqn as ‘represented by the summary provides insight not previously avail-
able for use in evsluation of collections. For most of the libraries in
the public senior institutions, stronger holdings were reported in three
general bibliographies than in the two selected specifically for senior colleges.
That pattern is repeatea with the private senior colleges, although comparisons
are somewhat less valid when inconsistency of reporting is high.

When the summary of letter grade measurement for ACRL Formulae A, B, and
C (Table VIII) is compared with the summary on holdingsfin standard biblio-
graphies (Table XIV), some significant inferences can be drawn. In the insti-
tutions where data on holdings in stcandard bibliographies were not supplied,
the institutions measured at a particularly low letter grade for Formula A

(Collection) as often or more often than for Formula B (Staff). Questions

-which could have‘meaning'when the data provide'an answer inclﬁde. Does the

perception held by a library staff as to the use of standard bib11graph1es
in selection for acquisition have any effect on building quality into the
collection? 'When priority is given on a continuing basis to the checking of

the collect1on against standard bibliographies, does the quality of selection
for the collection show any relationship? Where collection development is

dominated heavily by faculty, would an evaluation of the collection by standard
lists show a heavier relatiohship to standard bibliographies in the disciplines

than to general ones like BCL and Farber?
The conclusion can be drawn that when the quantity of the collection
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Table XIIL

Holdings in Books for College Libraries

- Percentage of
Public Senior Colleges Number Held ' Total Held
The Citadel 14,212 36.8
College of Charleston’ nr -
Francis Marion College 14,462 | 37.4
Lander College \ 9,665 25,0
South Carolina State College 12,607 32.6
Winthrop College 22,005 56.9

Four—Year Branches, USC

USC-Aiken ‘ 6,671 17.3
USC-Coastal Carolina : nr -
USC-Spartanburg 19,000 * 49.2%

Private Senior Colleges

Allen University ‘ nr -
Baptist College 15,867 41.1
Benedict College nr _
Bob Jonmes Uniwversity - nr _
Central Wesleyan College nr _
Claflin College 7,534 149.5
Coker College nr ‘ ‘ _
Columbia Bible College C © 2,483 6.4
Columbia College 12,279 31.8
Converse College 13,831 , 35.8
Erskine College ’ nr : ' -
Furman University 2,791*% 7.2%%k%
Limestone College . nr ‘ -
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr -
Morris College 2,926 ‘ 7.6
Newberry College nr -
Presbyterian College nr -
Southern Methodist College nr -
Voorhees College nr —_
Wofford College ~ 27,239 70.5

* Indicates an estimate
** Data reported on Volume 1 only

*** Computed on total rather than Volume 1 only; percentage of Volume 1 is 47.9
nr - not reported
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‘Table XIII

Holdings in Classified List of Periodicals for
the College Library

Number of Percentage of
. Public Senior Colleges Total Held Total Held
The Citadel - 492 47.0
College of Charleston 706 67.4
Francis Marion College 479 45.7
Lander College 454 43.3
South Carolina State College 408 38.9
Winthrop College ’ 885 84.5
- Four-Year Branches, USC
USC-Aiken : 258 24.6
USC-Coastal Carolina : nr -—
USC-Spartanburg 294 28.1
Private Senior Calléges
Allen University ‘ 175 16.7
Baptist Callege 479 45.7
- Benedict College 325 ‘ 31.0
. Bob Jones: University: 243 23.2
. Central Wesleyan College 221 _ 21.1
. Claflin College | 319 30.4
- Coker College . i nr —_—
' Columbia Bible College n \ 6.8
~ Columbia College 456 ' 43.5
Converse College 369 35.2
Erskine College : nr -—
Furman University 652 ‘ 62.2
Limestone College 305 29.1
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr ‘ _—
Morris College 138 13.2
Newberry College nr —_
Pregbyterian College nr -
Southern Methodist College ‘ nr -
Voorhees College 342 32.6
Wofford College nr -
nr - not reported
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Table XIV

Summary of Percentages of Holdings in
Standard Bibliographies

Readers Choice Opening | Reference
Guide Day Collection Books BCL Farber
. ‘ (Table IX) (Table X) (Table XI)| (Table (Table XIII).

Public Senior Colleges ‘ XII) ‘ :
The Citadel 100. 0% 61.6% 72.9% 36.8% 47.07% .
College of Charleston 69.0 76.7 65.1 nr 67.4
Francis Marion College 63.2 79.6 46.1 37.4 45.7
Lander College 71.0 nr 80.5 25.0 . 43.3
South Carolina State College 65.2 79.7 75.6 32.6 38.9
Winthrop College 81.9 84.8 76.2 56.9 84.5
Four-Year Branches, USC e

USC-Aiken 64.5 77.5. 42.6 17.3 24.6
USC-Coastal Carolina nr ‘ nr nr nr nr
OSC-Spartanburg 58.1 30.3 48.7 49.2 . 28.1
Private Senior Colleges

Allen University 43.9 30.6 42.3 nr 16.7
Baptist College 56.1 90.4 59.0 | 41.1 45.7
Benedict College 60.7 46.8 56.0 nr 31.0
Bob Jones University 61.3 32.9 48.7 nr 23.2
Central Wesleyan College 41.9 44,1 nr nr 21.1
. Claflin College \ 54.9 . 51.5 89.1 19.5 30.4
Coker College nr nr nr - nr nr
Columbia Bible College 22.6 20.4 22.6 6.4 6.8
Columbia College 71.0 54.9 56.1 31.8 43.5
' Converse College 30.3 57.4 44.8 35.8 35.2
Erskine College nr nr ‘ nr nr nr
Furman University 58.1 70.2 62.6 7.2 62.2
Limestone College 67.1 34.7 50.0 nr 29.1
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr nr nr nr nr
Morris College 36.1 38.1 30.3 7.6 13.2
Newberry College ' ‘nr nr nr nr nr
Presbyterian College- 72.3 nr nr nr nr
Southern Methodist College nr nr nr nr . nr
Voorhees College ) 73.6 42.4 39.5 nr 32.6
Wofford Co]_]_ege ] ) 55.5 63.3 56.0 70.5 nr
nr - not reporte:
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. -does not meet the ACRL Standards as expressed by Formula A, quality
measurement 1;ke1y will be low. If Formula B, the ACRL Standard's measure

for quantity of staff, is not met, generally both size and quality of the

collection wfll su}fer.

Only one of the six public senior colleges does not fall below 50 percent
when measured against the bibliographies selected for quality evaluation. That
library fuliy meets all three of the ACRL Standards. A second one does not
fall below 50 percent for the bibliographies reported, but data for BCL were
noﬁ supplied. Both of the four-year branches of USC that reported data’fell
below 50 percent for at least one of the bibliographies reported. Five of the
private senior colleges reported no data on the bibliographies. Eight others
failed to report data on at least one bibliography and one other reported in-
complete data on one. Of these eight, six fell below 50 percent in holdings
from at least‘bne bibliography reported and one which did not fall below 50

percent reported only on the Reader's Guide. One library, reporting on all

bibliographies except Farber, did not fall below 50 percent on the four re-
ported. . The library which reported incomplete data on one bibliogféphy, BC..,
did not fall below 50 percent on the others. Six private senior colleges
reported on all bibliographies and each reported less than 50‘percenc holdings
in at least one.

The conclusion must be drawn that, with few exceptions, holdings in
the senior collegs of South Carolina are uneven in depth and quality even
in support of the individual college's academic programs.  There are notable
bacik files of technical and scientific journals, sgholarly publications from
the humanities and social sciences, and research materials for first professional
degrees. But widespread knowledge is lacking of where these are and of whether
or not, on five bibliographies consideréd to be basic to any senior college

library collection, at least one copy of each title is held in some collection

in the State. As a parallel, of the titles from the five bibliographies which
.are held in college library collections, no data exists to verify whether a
single title is held, or 29. It is recommended that a plan be designed, a
calendar be established, and budgetary support be given to the development

of a readily accessible data base of State~wide library collection holdings

as an early step toward improving service to the users of the senior college

libraries.

Data on Types of Materials Held in the Library Collections

Any plan to improve services to users of college libraries should en-
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compass the user's needs for information from various types of materials
and forms of‘media. In Tables XV through‘XV[I are recorded data on the
holdings of senior college libraries in these various types‘and forms.

A summary. of the total number of serials, periodicals, and newspaper
titles received by the senior college libraries during 1975 appears in
Table XVL The variance among the collections, taking the 29 institutions
as a total or in sub-groups, differs little from that already seen. For
the group as a whole, the number of serials received range from 185 to
3,749; periodical titles received from 174 to 3,749; and newspaper titles
received from 4 to 43. Withln the sub-groups the ranges for serials are:
public senior colleges, from 978 to 3,749; four-year branches of UsC, from
650 (an approximate figure) to 870; private senior colleges, from 185 to
1,682. Within the sub-groups the ranges for periodical titles are: public
senior colleges, from 665 to 3,749; four-year branches of USC, from 416 to
698; private senior colleges, from 174 to 1,349. Within the sub-groups the
ranges for newspaper titles are: public senior colleges, from ‘14 to 43;
four-year branches of USC, from 15 to 35 (an approximaﬁe number); private
senior colleges, from 4 -to 43. The same problems in determining commonality
of holdings exist here as have appeared before, except that the number of
items is of a more manageable size than is the case with monographs. Progress
in comparison of peri&dicals lists is now underway in some groupings of insti-
tutions, e.g., in the“Spartanburg area, in the Charleston .area, the Microfilm
Catalog and Shelf List Project of the State Library and USC at Columbia, and
the four-year branches of USC. It is recommended that support and encourage-
ment be given to State-wide development of serials listings in accessible form.

Site visits and data gathered by questlonnaire 1ndicate that only the
public senior colleges have built resources in microform. Those data are
given in Table XVI. Only one four-year branch of USC and two private senior
colleges show more than the lowest number held among the public senior colleges.
Use of microforms may provide a cost effectLV° way of building collection
resources.

Although the profession has not agreed on the numerical relationship
to be expected between the print and non-print holdings in a college collection,
there is common acceptance of the need to collect information for today's user
in all forms. In Table XVII there is provided a summary of non-print holdings

for all 29 senior college libraries. Except in the usual forms of audio
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recordings, filmstrips and slides, collections are generally small. Out-
standing otherwise are the.GEdeo tape collections being developed at two
of the public senior colleges and the manuscript collections, one each at
a public and a private senior college. Administrative patterns and building
designs vary across the State as the non-print resources begin to grow. Two

recommendations are in order as these collections develop from the embryo

stage. The first is that planning begin immediately to design an accessible
State-wide union list in non-print media in order to make early use of shared
cataloging data and bibliographic control to avoid unnecessary duplication.
The second is that all institutions adopt the definition of college library
collections as stated in the commentary on Standard 2 in the ACRL Standards

-for College Libraries,16 and develop collections which '"require that regard-

less of format, all kinds of recorded information needed for academic pur;
poses by an institution be selected, acquired; organized, stored, and delivered

for use within the library."17

Review of Collecticn use_as Related to Collection Growth

Use of the crllection, or more specifically. circulation of books,
generally is con31unred a meaningful measurement %o determine how well a
collection is meeting the needs of the users. The number indicating total
circulation of hooks is decreasing in value for this purpose, but a summary
of these data over a five-year period is recorded in Table XVIII. The figures
become significant whenever marked changes ocecur from one year to the next or
as a pattern‘over the five years. These changing patterns usually reflect the
v:ccupancy of ‘a new buiiding, enrollmeut changes, different ways of recording
c1rcu1at10n statistics, different educational programs, restructured loan
perlods and procedureb,‘or growth of the ceollection. Detailed inte rpretation
can be meaningful to each institution{

The size of the collection correlates closely with use and skould be
reflected in use of materials from other libraries by interlibrary lean.

In Tables XIX through XXIII are presented figures on circulation during the
five-year period, 1971-75. Each table prcvides a total and a detail on inter-
librafy joans, volumes added to the collection annually, total ¢irculation,
and details for genaral and reserve. One observation can be made with reason-
able assurance. The larger the cellection snd the greater the circulation

5f zhe on-site collection, the larger thr number of interlibrary loan trans-
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actions. This is negated to some degree when a collection has a subject
specialization and has materials which are not readily available elsewhere.
Interlibrary loan data are valuable for detailed analysis as long-rarge
planning progresses; Study reveals two facts that are meaningfhl. Within
each sub-grouping of institutions, both the total number of interlibrary
loans made and the number of libraries making them has increased during the
five-year period. It is recommended that a specific study of the use of
interlibrary loans be conducted on a State-wide basis. This study should
focus on' such information as what kinds of materials are being loaned, to
whom and from whom; what factoré have contributed to the progressive increase
over the period from 1971-75; what special cooperating agreements are in
operation now, what steps should be' taken to share resources in a cooperative
pattern effectively without creating unreimbursed costs to any library either
in money or kind; and what bibliographic access to collection holdings would

be most effective in expediting the sharing of resources.

Presentation of Budgetary Support

The determination of how muéh budgetary support will be required is
critical to any consideration of improving library resources and information
services. More often than not the initiative to develop coordinated planning,
interaction of services, or sha:ing of information and materials has originated
with hopeful, but misinformed, administrators who thought that the immediate
costs to the institutiorn would be reducad. This {s never possible. The best
to be hoped for is a long-range saving over future cost increases or the elimin—
ation of unnecessary, or repetitive; processés which may free both people and
money for deployws~t to other services; or the eventual purchasing of more with
less throﬁfﬁ the economy effected by acquiring and producing in wholesale
quantities. In the economics of libraries, as in society as a whole, the
vi:lue which one receives is that quality for which one pays. Improvement of
services and the sharing of resourres will require.staff time in planning and
operational costs in implementation before any project can develop.

Administrators and funding authorities can be frustrated by the seemingly
endless needs of libraries. What is the solution when respectable maintenance
amounts are expended year after year and slight progress is made toward meeting

national standards? 1In Table XXIV are provided the data on total annual iibrary‘
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Table XV

Numbers of Serial and Newspaper Titles Received

Serial Periodical Newspaper

Public Senior Colleges Titles Titles Titles
The Citadel 1,396 1,378 14
College of Charleston 1,864 1,843 24
Francis Marion College 1,523 1,107 24
Lander College 978 821 17
South Carolina State College 1,089 665 30
Winthrop College 3,749 3,749 43
Four-Year Branches, USC

USC-Aiker 695 ' 416 15
USC-Coastal Carolina 650* 650 35%
USC-Spartanburg 870 698 19
Private Senior Colleges ,

Allen University 469 348 30
Baptist College 829 , 829 14
Benedict College 1,050 ‘ 575 37
Bob Jones University 430 430 : 10
Central Wegleyan College 365 ‘ 365 12
Claflin College : 562 440 21
Coker College | - 239 ' 236 ‘ 10
Colum%ia Bible College 386 386 4
Columpia College 864 ‘ 863 18
Converse &nliage 440 420 16
Erskine College 762 -~ 688 20
Furman University 1,682 1,394 14
Limestone College 452 323 10
Lutheran Theo. Seminary 526 504 4
Morris College 185 , 174 10
Newberry College 818 ‘ 640 : 15
Presbyterian College 882 640 19
Southern Methodist College nr nr nr
Yoorhees College 587 564 15
Wofford College 715 705 18
% Estimated

nr - not reported
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Table XVI

Microform Holdings

Total Number Newspaper Titles Received
"Public Senior Colleges in Microform
. The Citadel 118,523 2
College of Charleston . 137,097 7
'Francis Marion College ‘ - 30,207 5
Lander College 20,215 2
South Carolina State College 94,255 5
Winthrop College ' 285,529 22
Four-Year Branches, USC
USC-Afiken . 4,818 1
USC~Coastal Carolina ‘ : 4,292 2
USC-Spartanburg 30,553 1
Private Senior Colleges
Allen University ‘ ‘ . 1,202 2
Baptist College 2,309 2
Benedict College 4,412 3
Bob Jones University ‘ 17,234 1
Central Wesleyan College 165 0
Claflin College 3,372 4
.Coker College . © - 66 1
Columbia Bible College 0 0
Columbia College 6,462 2
Converse College 56 10
Erskine College 57 2
Furman University 53,071 3
- Limestone College 335 1
Lutheran Theo. Seminary 6,108 ar
Morris College ‘ 47 0
Newberry College 4,483 2
Presbyterian College 90 2
Southern Methodist College nr nr-
Voorhees College 20,245 6
Wofford College ‘ 9,820 3

- nr - not reported
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Table XVII
Print and Non-Print Holdings

Print | B Non~Print
Audio ‘ Mixed
s B Yotion: | Video {Record- | Filnm- Overhead | Maps | Media
f‘ Public Senior Colleges lolumes |Pictures Tapes | ings Strips|Slides| Transp. |Charts|Prints| Kits |Manusc. |Other
© The Cltadel BN 131 O O ol of 0| 0 o o 0
. College of Charleston 157,038 61 | 490 | 3,529 B ar 0 0 0y 0 nr 0
- Francis Marion College 123,804 6 | nr 49 nr | oar nt | nr| nar| ar 3 nr
~ Lander College 79,481 20 | 850 | 300 | 200 3,000 0. | 0 of 90 0 0
South Carolina State Collegej273,431| 0 0 184 35| 112 0 | 3 0 0 nr
Winthrop College ' 307,497 0 0 759 | 011,376 0 347 0 1 150,000 |23,023
~ Four~Year Branches, USC
USC-Adken 1938 0 | 0| of o o | @M 0| o o
. USC-Coastal Carolina 42,3011 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
- USC-Spartanburg 65,1511 0 0 0 0 0 0 0y 0p 00 0
Private Senior Colleges
©Allen Unfversity | 49,005) 35 G| 35 | w0 66| %L | 0 o 0| 0 0.
Baptist College 82,688 19 | 0 | 2,862 2| 823 48 | a3 0] 0 0 0
Benedict College o 197,962 225 N 200 | 150 50 ar| ar| onr nr | 1,250
Bob Jones University 152,562| .0 0 | 5,026 00 0 0 0 0 0 0| nr

Central Wealeyan College | 38,044 0 .95 | 75| 508 0 1 0] 15| .0 0

0
Claflin College 67,093 1 | 349 520 613 ar | ar| mr| 20 nr 90
Coker College 57,6171 1 0 835 5 3 0 0] 0 4 0 768
Columbia Bible College 40,385 0 0 1,613 | 140 2 102 | 131 1,151 149 0 | nr
‘Columbia College 101,833 - 17 nro| 6,459 12 13,393 | ar | ) 2 nre | 9,404
 Converse College 99,6321 0 0 14,618 00 0 71 0 St ar nr
Erakine College 197,019 26 nr | 686 | 18| ar| mr ne| nr| 3 nr nr
- Furman University 240,658 nr ar | 1,075 L6 | 188 nr ar | nar | 28 |13,000 130
- ~Limestone College 48,621 0 0.{1,760 | 3712| 119 0 nr 0 0 0 | 6,091
 Lutheran Theo. Seminary | 56,774| 15 nr 50 00| 400{ ar e | onrl| o oar nr ar
_ Morris College ) 3 511w 6| nr| oo 1{ nr| 69 nr 93
Newberry College 65,000 0 19 {1,197 | 186 {1,800 | 168 110 01 197 0 118
64 Presbyterian College g5 0 f 3|10 | | 0| wr | 10| 30| 15| 0 250
~ Southern Methodist College | 10,000 nr nr nr nr|oonr nr nc| nr{ nr nr nr-
~ Voorhees College | 77,051 3 nr 189 83| 761 nr’ ar| nr| 19 35 13
O " College 64,8221 0 0 0 00 0 221 0 0 0 0

- emmem=not reported ”



expenditures for 1971~75, and in Table XXV are given the number of volumes
added annually to the book collection of each college. The five—yea: average
is also shown in the latter. Totals in each table, taken independently, may
seem substantial, especially when compared wifh other college expenditures.

But it has been shown earlier that much progress remains to be made if national
standards are to be met fully.

A comparison of the figures in Tables XXIV and XXV shows that increased
dollars spent in 1974—75 resulted in an increase in volumes-added to the
collection over the number added during the preceding year at only one of
the public senior colleges. Of the 15 private senior colleges which increased
1974~75 expenditures over those of 1973-74, only eight also increésed zhe'
number of volumes added to the book collection. (An examination of the data
for the four-year brarches leads to a different interpretation which will be
discussed later.)

Many factors affect the ratio between increases in total annual expendi-
tures for the library and increases in number of volumes added to the book
collection. An important one is the increase in costs of library materials.
These prices are rising at a faster rate than those of other goods and ser-
vices in higher education. The'average price of the hard-cover trade-technical
book rose in 1975 over 1974 from $14.09 to $16.19, a total of 23.9 points on
the price index scale.18 Fér serial services the increase was from $109.31
to $118.03, a price index scale increase of 12.1 points.lg Masy barket
paperback books kept pace, increasing from $1.28 to $1.46, a tutiul of 22.8

price index points.20 Highest of all was the increase in trade and higher-

. priced paperbacks, moving from $4.38 to $5.24, or a total increase of 26.5

on the price index scale.

Another factor‘which affects the ratio between increases in expenditures
and number of volumes added is the specific percentage breakdown within ﬁhe
library budget. In Table XXVI are given the expenditures by category for each
of the senior college libraries reporting.. In Table XXVII these dollar amounts
are converted into percentages. With few exceptions, in libraries of South
Carolina’s senior colleges the expenditures for materials are roughly the same
as those for salaries. ZIf a greater expenditure occurs, it is likely to be

for materials. Data gathered frsm the 1973 survéy-of libraries in the south-
east by the Southeastern Library Association indicates that these academic

libraries, on the average, allocated 52 percent of their budgets to salaries
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Table XVIII

Total Annual Circulation of Books

56

. 1970-71 1971-72 | 1972-73 1973-74 1974-75

Public Semior Colleges

The Citadel 39,420 40,402 35,904 34,167 36,305
College of Charleston nr 9,757 24,727 43,696 59,461
‘Francis Marion College 7,538 16,677 18,118 26,634 32,245
Lander College nr nr ° nr nr nr
South Carolina State College 50,364 49,944 50,754 45,435 49,998
Winthrop College ° s 71,480 76,927 71,094 74,034 | 64,471
‘Four-Year Branches, USC

USC~-Aiken 7,072 7,816 16,900 28,431 32,850
USC-Coastal Carolina nr nr 9,309 15,400 18,192
USC~-Spartanburg 8,803 8,212 11,181 14,246 17,948
Private Senior Colleges

Allen University 5,855 4,161 3,902 7,325 7,923
Baptist College 25,938 29,827 25,587 35,671 58,175
Benedict College 36,786 38,841 29,435 - 25,269 18,649
“Bob Jones University nr nr nr nr nr’
Central Wesleyan College nr 28,215 27,746 24,548 nr
. Claflin College 6,769 11,968 13,812 14,810 14,508
Coker College 22,294 19,697 19,296 21,717 . nr
Columbia Bible College 31,146 39,201 36,728 46,816 53,353
Columbia College 37,174 37,691 41,017 35,910 31,732
Converse College 41,577 27,584 28,954 28,801 28,356
Erskine College nr nr nr nr nr
Furman University 69,728 74,011 67,924 65,166 64,505
Limestone College 19,945 26,413 29,486 27,205 16,486
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr nr : nr nr nr
Morris College 20,872 20,983 20,159 16,891 24,401
Newberry College 19,649 21,631 25,775 24,555 21,962
Presbyterian College 32,646 36,670 35,032 36,708 31,877
Southern Methodist College nr nr. nr nr nr
‘Voorhees College 6,925 6,895 11,438 11,865 13,411
Wofford College 18,604 19,759 20,915 21,277 22,868
nr - not reported 67
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Table XIX

Interlibrary Loans, Books Added, and Circulatiom, 1970-71

57

New Total * | Gen. Reserve
Interlibrary Loans Books | Book Book Rook
. Public Senior Colleges Total BorrowedliLoaned Added | Cir. Cir. ‘ gir.
- - The Citadel 134 118 16 8,214f 39,420 | ' nr’ nr
“College of Charleston nr nr nr 2,992 * nr | 5,971 nr
Francis Marion College 5 5 0 13,773{ 7,538} 7.168 370
Lander Ccllege 5 5 0 4,227 ar 15,472 nr
‘South Carolina State College | 293 152 141 6,717} 50,364 | 46,168 '| 4,196
'Winthrop College 664 531 133 21,055\ 71,480 | 67,393 | 4,087
' Four-Year Branches, USC
© USC-Aiken nr nr nr 1,637 7,072 | €,747 325
'~ USC-~Coastal Carolina nr nr nr 1,979 nr 3,142 nr
. USC-Spartanburg 50 50 i 50 2,732f :8.8Cs+ | 5,883 |2,920
Private Senior Colleges
. Allen University nr nr nr 3,897| 5,855 4,625 {1,230
. Baptist College 27 27 0 5,735} 29,938 {24,638 }|5,300
Benedict College 7 5 2 4,900! 36,786 {30,500 | 6,286
Bob Jones University 36 20 16 “4,504 nr 69,590 nr
_Central Wesleyan College nr nr nr 2,122 nr nr nr
* Claflin College 40 9 31 11,040} 6,769 | %,178 591
. Coker College 38 nr nr 3,079( 22,294 | 21,525 769
. Columbia Bible College nr nr . nr 1,214] 31,146 nr.. nr
" Columbia College 132 42 90 11,130} 37,174 | 28,711 8,463
Converse College 274 212 62 4,062] 41,577 |38,043. | 3,534
. Erskine College nr nr nr - 4,067 nr . nr . nr
- Furman University 291 178 113 13,781 69,728 |50,025 |19,703
"~ Limestone College nr nr nr 2,657| 19,945 |17,779 2,166
Lutheran Thec. Seminary nr nr nr 1,882 nr nr nr
- Morris College 0 0 0 2,238| 20,872 | 17,618 | 3,254
Newberry College 35 33 2 4,368| 19,649 |15,879: |3,770
. Presbyterian College 102 92 10 5,884 32,646 |25,402 |7,244
Southern Methodist College nr - nr nr nr nr nr nr
" Voorhees College 7 4 3 3,729 6,925 | 6,252 673
Wofford College 140 125 15 5,725| 18,604 {13,288 |5,316
" nr - not reported
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Table XX

Interlibrary Loans, Books Added, and Circulation, 1971-72

58

Interlibrary Loans New Total ‘Gen. Reserve
Books ‘| Book Book Book
Public Senior Colleges Total Borrowed: | Loaned Added |Cir. Cir. Cir‘i
The Citadel 183 179 13 11,696| 40,402 nr nr ,
.College of Charleston .nr nr nr 38,217y 9,757 | 8,523 | 1,234
Francis Marion College 18 18 0 27,814(116,677 | 15,295 1,382
Lander College 4 4 0 5,825 nr 14,698 - nr
South Carclina State College | 268 150 118 7,136149,944 | 45,512 4,432
" Winthrop College 1,008 862 146 30,371176,927 | 74,011 2,916
Four-Year Branches, USC
USC-Aiken nr nr nr 2,317 7,816 7,316 500
USC-Coastal Carolina nr I3 nr 1,632 nr 5,465 [ nr
USC-Spartanburg 65 64 1 4,870{ 8,212 4,880 3,332
Private Senior Colleges
Allen University nr nr nr 3,763| 4,161 3,127 1,034 7
Baptist College 29 29 "0 5,2791 29,827 | 26,486 3,341
Benedict College 8 6 2 6,245( 38,841 | 30,165 8,676
Bob Jones University - 18 11 7 4,235 nr 77,464 nr
Central Wesleyan College nr nr nr 2,425| 28,215 27,617 598
Claflin College 43 14 29 4,705/ 11,968 | 10,124 1,844
Coker College 54 nr nr 2,006 19,679 | 19,286 393
Columbia Bible College nr nr nr 3,347} 39,201 nr nr
Columbia College 128 64 64 8,038{37,691 | 29,470 8,221
Converse College 176 111 65 3,140] 27,584 | 25,175 2,409
'Erskine College nr nr nr 3,200 nr nr nr
'Furman University 255 166 89 9,704} 74,011 | 52,680 | 21,331
. Limestone Coilcge nr nr | nr 1,262} 26,413 20,77 5,637
" Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr nr | nr 2,419]  nr- nr nr
- Morris College 0o 0 0 2,274 20,983 | 20,739 244
 Newberty College 48 45 3 4,882121,631 | 17,394 4,237
' Presbyterian College 65 50 15 . 6,345{ 36,670 | 28,797 7,873
Southevn Methodist College nr nr nr nr nr nr 'nr
Voorhees College 5 2 3 4,458| 6,895 6,121 774
Wofford College 220 158 62 7,467119,759 } 14,636 5,123
nr — not reported
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Table XXI

Interlibrary Loans, Books Added, and Circulation, 1972-73

New Total Gen. Reserve
Interlibrary Loans Books Book Book Book
: Added Cir. Cir. Cir.
- Public Senior Colleges Total | Borrowed |Loaned S
. The Citadel 221 204 17 10,395} 35,904 nr nr
College of Charleston 229 216 13 27,321} 24,727 | 20,413 4,314
" Francis Marion College 79 77 2 15,307} 18,118 17,094 1,024
_ Lander College 14 14 0 4,863 nr | 15,786 nr
_ South Carolina State College | 489 201 288 14,8073 50,754 | 47,321 3,433
. Winthrop College 888 762 126 21,070] 71,094 | 68,569 2,525
Four-Year Branches, USC
USC-Aiken h 26 0 3,331 16,900 14,707 2,193
USC~-Coastal Carolina 25 25 0 3,890( 9,309 8,179 1,129
USC-Spartanburg 30 30 0 6,061 11,181 | - 5,426 5,755
Private Senior Colleges
Allen University-:- ar nr nr 1,859 3,902 | 2,981 921
Baptist College 21 21 0 5,686 25,587 | 21,680 3,907
Benedict College 9 6 3 4,249 29,435 | 24,931 4,504
Bob Jones University 29 15 14 5,275 nr 84,010 nr
Central Yesleyan College 3 2 1 3,618 27,740 nr nr
Claflin College 52 18 34 6,887 113,812 10,127 3,685
Coker College 34 nr nr 2,614 12,296 | 19,120 176
" Columbia Bible College nr nr nr 2,682} 36,728 | 18,756 | 17,972
Columbia College 70 36 34 5,406 41,017 | 32,365 8,652
Converse College 214 135 79 2,259 ] 28,954 25,975 2,979
Erskine College nr- nr - nr 3,317 nr nr nr
Furman Univgrsity 250 98 152 11,037 67,924 51, 391 16, 533
Limestone Co]_lege 63 52 11 1,558 29,436 , 22,597 6,889
' Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr nr nr 3,353 nr . nr nr
Presbyterian c,r;‘\"l_ege 6[0 49 15 5,682 35,032 28,059 6,973
Southern Methei::~- College nr nr nr nr nr nr nr
Voorhees Colle:~ 4 4 -0 908 | 11,438 9,852 ; 1,585
Wofford College 117 80 37 5,912 | 20,915 | 15,98% : 4,931
or - not reported .
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Table XXII

Interlibrary Loans, Books Added, and Circulation, 1973-74

e
L

71

New Total .. Gen, Reserve
In;erlibraty Loans Books | Book Book Book
Publlic Senior Colleges‘ Total Borrowed | Loaned Added | Cir, Cir. Cir,
The Zitadel 177 145 32 13,681 34,167 nr nr
- College of Charleston 228 214 14 28,017| 43,696 | 32,177 | 11,519
Prancis Marion College 101 99 2 28 437 26 634 A& 544 2,090
Lander College 22 22 0 19,884 nr 15, 448 nr
South Carolina State College | 392 129 263 12,636| 45,435 &2,684 2,751
" Winthrcp Coilege 777 613 164 19,552 74,034 | 70,544 3,490
Four-Year Branches, usc
USC~Aiken 24 24 0 3,910 28,431 | 26,231 2,200
usC-Coastal Carolina 41 41 0 6,926] 15,400 ! 13,756 1,644
JSC--Spartanburg 125 125 0 4,4941 14,246 9,468 4,778
Private Senior Colleges °
Aller University ar nt nr 3,822y 7,325 5,935 | - 1,390
Baptiz: College 28 13 9 6,801| 35,671 { 27,250 | 8,421
Benedict Cqllege 11 7 4 50,000} 25,262 | 21,428 3,841
Bob Jones University 46 13 33 5,105 nr 86,448 nr
Central wusléyan College 91 a9 2 3,586 24,548 nr nr
Clafiin College 58 16 42 3,912f 14,810 § 12,764 2,046
Coker College 76 nr nr 3,039 21,717 | 21,485 232
Coiumbia Bible uollege 2 15 27 1,914 46,816 | 21,984 | 24,832
Columbia Colluge 90 51 39 6,638 35,910 | 29,177 6,733
Converse College 155 129 35 2,680) 28,801 | 25,539 3,263
Ergkine College nr nr nr 4,363 nr nr nr -
Furman University 373 236 137 9,962{ 65,166 | 49,944 15,222
Limestone College 27 23 4 1,536 27,205 | 20,2563 6,942
Lutheran Theo. Seminary nr nr nr 2,040 ar nr ar
Morris College 0 ) 0 2,015} 16,891 | 16,568 323
Newherry College 128 106 2z 3,874 24,555 | 21,280 3,275
Presbyterian College 68 44 10 >,032 36,708 | 28,975 7,733
Southern Mszihodist Coullege nr pt nr nr nr ar ne
Voothe=s College 2 2 0 3,951} 11,855 | 10,192 1,673
Wofford Cellege 173 121 52 8,055| 21,277 | 16,361 4,916
nr ~ not reported
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Table‘XXIII

Interlibrary Loans, Books Added, and Ci:culétioh,‘i97ﬁ—75

2 -

72

L T
! Interlibrary Loans Few Tatal Total |Gen. Raserve -
‘ - _ N Books {Coll. |Book - |[Book |Book
Public Senior Colleges Total[iBozrowcd Loaned | Added Cir. (Cir. ' |[Cir.
- The Citadel 159 135 24 28 .2681175,269136,305) i nr
. .College of Charleston 403 392 11 22,57%11157,038159,461{46,158/13,303 .
" Francis Marion College 209 185 24 1 20,934 1123,874(32,245(2¢.990| 3,255
‘Lander College . 64 64 |- © 14,012 79,481 nr 16,1537) "ni o
South Carolina State College 471 75 39 17,933 273,431149,998 |45,741| 4,257 .
Winthrop College 1,201| 1,074 127 .| 19,044 307,497]64,471162,7599| 2,402
Fourr-7ear Branchew, USC
. USC-Aiken 6 6 0 6,938| 29,358{32,850(29,352| 3,498
© USC-Coastal Uarolina 83 83 0 6,183 42,307118,192(16,247| 1,945
USC-Spartanburg 91 91 0 11,649 45,157|17,94811,520] 6,428
% Privacte Senior Colleges
Allen Universiiy nr nr nr 2,994} 49,005} 7,923| 6,951 ‘972
Baptiat College 59 40 19 5,313) 82,68858,175(44,420{13,755
Benedict College 19 9 10 21,820| 97,962|18,649}1%,338} 2,311
Bob Jones University 55 26 29 4,6941152,562 nr [81,088] nr
- Central W:sleyan College 6 3 3 2,2471 38,044 nr (14,712 nr.
- Claflin College 63 22 41 6,379 67,03314,508|11,872] 2,632
. Coker College 107 nr nr . 1,869 57,6171 nr 15,358} nr -
"Columbia Bible College 23 19 4 1,868 40,38553,353126,062|27,291
Columbia College 89 39 50 10,1174 101,833131,732|25,468| 6,264
Converse¢ College 520 463 57 3,180 99,63228,356(24,082] 4,274
" Erskine Coliege nr nr nr 5,253} 97,019 nr nr nr
Furman University 281 192 89 11,634} 240,658}64,505(50,283} 14,222
Limestone College 115 114 1 1,080] 48,42116,486(12,976] 3,510
~ imtheran Theo. Seminary nr nr nr 3,579 56,774 nr nr nr
' ‘Morris College ' 1 0 1 3,594{ 21,73224,40124,003 398
Newherry College 0133 101 32 3,968 65,000121,962|19,614] 2,348
Prashyterian College 54 46 8 5,426 82,751131,877|24,868 7,009
Southern Methodist College nr nr nr nr nr nr nr nr
. Voorhees College 4 nr nr 5,601 77,051413,411|11,295 2,116
Wofford College 217 136 81 6,407] 144,822{22,868{17,35% 5,509
nr - not reported
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Total Anﬁual Library Expenditures,‘1970—75*

‘Table XXIV

‘ o 1970-71 1971-72 1972~73 - 1973-74 | 1974-75
Public Senior Colleges ‘ ‘ ,
The Citadel $185,657 $213,815 $275,602 $307,284 | $340,677
College of Charleston 58,855 414,663 454,660 714,387 | 696,679

" Francis Marion College .255,965 321,552 . 335,825 - 364,236 | 521,839
Lander College 56,580 56,481 60,013 185,257 { 285,946
South Carolina State College 184,172 219,610 320,445 376,256 | 400,608
Winthrop College 452,428 574,093 476,184 ' 522,130} 630,426
Four-Year Branches, USC
USC-Aiken $ 27,684 $ 41,080 $102,206" $ 59,315} $125,367
uSC-Coastal Carolina 27,200 30,000 49,732 198,666 86,039
USC-Spartanburg 35,231 69,711 82,823 81,258 { 122,430
Private Senior Colleges
Allen University $ 58,689 $ 53,804 $ 46,220 $ 76,192 | $ 90,466
Baptist College 134,337 140,440 167,817 210,302 | 252,232
Benedict College 113,640 141‘3c6 84,641 338,461 | 524,084
Bob Jones University nr nr nr nr - nr
Central Wesleyan College 42,552 45,937 48,956 56,793 60,129
Claflin College 114,404 133.754 