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CHAPTF.R I 

THE ffiOBLEM 

With the increasing number of books and audiovisual mater:ial s pub

lished in the United States each year, the advent of an increasing school 

population, the consolidation of school districts, and the introduction 

of modern technology into America 1s school systems, canputerized central 

processing for the cataloging and acquisitioo of school library materials 

has become increasingly popular. Not only have several metropolitan 

school systems such as New York City and Los Angeles recently turned to 

centralized processing, but many S11aller school districts throughout the 

nation (Cedar Rapids, Iowa, far example) have found the use of th e compu

ter in central processing to be. highly advantageous to school library 

personnel. 

School administrators share mixed feelings as regards centralized 

processing for school libraries. Many school administrators sooh as 

those in New York feel that, "The elementary and secondary public and 

private school libraries • benefit greatly from centralized book pro-

ceasing and a cataloging center. 111 Other school administrators in 

various parts of the country feel tba.t centralized processing is not 

worth the money, tin!, and effort involved in incorporating it into their 

111Central Processing System for School Libraries in New York State," 
Re ort to Bureau of School Libraries New York State F.ducation De artmelat 

oston, Massachusetts: Arthur • Little, Inc., October, 19 7, p.l. 
(Microfiche) 



school system. According to a recent article written by Mr. Ralph 2 

Fllsworth, Director of Libraries at the University of  Colorado, such ad

ministrators, 11 • •  aren •t interested and do not realize how mu:: h money 

they are wasting ar how much slow and low quality cataloging service they 

are offering their readers.112 

Certainly some for m of  descriptive research is needed to help re

solve this two-sided dilemma in education. It is hoped that the follow

ing report of the findings from the literature, as well as the proposed 

survey study, will aid us in resolving this problem. 

Statement of the Problem 

This survey and research study was designed to deteI'llline which of 

the following two methods for the cataloging, processing, and acquisi

tioning of school library materials is most efficient for use by school 

libraries: the computerized centralized processing method, or the in

dividual school librarians. 

Specifically, the study was designed to answer the following 

questions: Under which method of cataloging, processing and acquisi-

tion is the least amount of time spent by the librarian and/or clerical 

help in the processing of an individual item? 

Under which metood of cataloging, processing and acquisition do the 

skills, abilities, and professional qualifications of the school library 

personnel appear to be used to the gr�atest advantage? More specifically, 

which method best allows both professional and non-professional school 

library personnel the opportunity to perform the tasks for which they were 

trained? 

2Ralph E. Ellsworth, "Another Chance for Centralized Cataloging," 
Library Journal, 89:15 (September 1, 1964), 3104. 
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Which mPthod of cataloging, procPssing, and acquisition will provide 

the most efficient use of both ?'OCftssing time and or  the talents of 

school librm-y pPrsonnel far thf' least � to the school system? More 

specifically, is the overall cost or designing, organizing, providing, 

arrl operating each or the two methods of cataloging and acquisition 

equivalent to the time and personnel efficiency of the processing ser

vices each method provides? 

Importance of thP Study 

One of the educator •s concerns todq is how he can provide hie sui

df'nts with new, relevant materials quickly and efficiently. In the past 

decade the advent of federal funds and the increased Pmphaais on the de

velopll1fl!llt of centralized school libraries have caused the demand for 

books and othtar echool library materials to riae sharply. Ae it appears 

that this demand will continue to grow in tte near fuuire, computs-ized 

central processing centers have bepn employed in the school systems ot 

many of nur largPr cities in th!!t United Statf!l!I. 

Handling large quantities of material quickly am efficiently, the 

computerized central processing centers have appeared to bf.I an answer 

for thesfl larger school systems. A surVEo/ study dfl�rmining the erfi

ciPncy of both indiv:idual an:i computerized methods of cataloging, pro

cessing and acquisition in school libraries wi ll assist us in ascertain

ing wh�thPr th� computerized central processi11; method will be the � 

efficient and effective method for use in both large and snall school 

libraries in our nation. 

Assumptions 

The computerized central processing centers are organized and struc

tured basically tt. same in all school systems where the central process-
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in-

ing method is employed. For example, most central processing centers 

are located near the center of the school district, adjacent to the 

dividual schools which they serve. Most cente rs contain a variety o.f 

well trained professional and clerical personnel to assist in the de

tailed process of the acquisition, cataloging, and processing of irint 

and non-print materials. 

The duties and tasks performed by the professional and non�profess

ional personnel are basically the same in all school libraries wl:ri.ch 

employ computerized central processing. In such school libraries the 

professional school librarian functions as a teache�, as wise selector 

of both print and non-print materials, aixl a wise budget manager who is 

allotted so much a year by his/her school to spend for library materials. 

These are the tasks for which a professional school librarian is trained 

and should be performing. To tti! non-professional personnel, or clerical 

help, fall the technical dut iea involved in the library. The cir cu la-

t ion of books, collection of fines, re-shelving of books, and prepara

tion of books for the shelves after central processing occupy a large 

part of a school library clerk I s time. 

The duties and tasks performed by the professional and non-profess

ional personnel are basically the same in all school libraries which 

employ individual cataloging and processing of school library materials. 

In such school libraries the professionally trained librarian makes  the 

final decision as to how a particular print or non-print item should be 

cataloged, in addition to performing her duties as a teacher, materials 

selector and budget manager. Both clerk and librarian in this situation 

work at the acquisition and processing of school library materials. In 

addition to her typing duties in the cataloging arP-a, the clerk must 

also carry on her duties as circulation attendant, re-shelving attendant, 



and so on. Of course, in those school libraries which do not employ a 5 

clerk and do not have access to centralized processing, the librarian 

must perform all the above duties. 

The problems of cost and efficiency are basically the same for all 

school libraries. However, the larger the school library and the school 

system, the more complex become the problems. 

Limitations of the Study 

The majority of school libraries using computerized central process

ing are either large city, college, or university school systems. These 

are the school systems which will be randomly sampled in the survey for 

their use of the computerized central processing method. 

The majority of school libraries using the traditional, individual 

method of cataloging and acquisition, as perfor.med by the school librar

ians themselves, are either rural-consolidated, or the smaller-town 

school systems. These are the school systems which will be randomly 

sampled in the survey for their use of the individual method for catalog

ing and acquisition. 

Any survey or questionnaire is limited in the amount of factual in

formation and the conclusions which can be drawn from tM information 

it provides. 

Definition of Terms 

Cataloging. This is the process of making a catalog card entry- for 

each print and non-print item contained in the library collection. Each 

catalog card entry contains complete bibliographic information for the 

item it r�presents, as well as an explanation of the technical features 

of the item and the subject matter it treats. 

Acquisition. This is the process of ordering, purchasing, receiving, 



and U!lpacking from shipment those print and non-print items :ireviously 6 

requested for the library by the professional staff. This aspect of 

library work is usually performed by the non-pro fessional staff members 

(clerks and technicians). 

Processing. This is the act of preparing each print and non-print 

item, newly received, for placement on the library stacks. This act in

volves placing the individual school's stamp on each item received, 

pasting book pockets on books and non-print items to prepare thP.m for 

the collection, placing library cards in the book pockets so each item 

may eventually be signed out, placing special plastic covers on new books 

and special non-print items, assigning each item a numbex corresponding 

to its nUJllber on its specific catalog card entry an:i printing this number 

on the binding of the item, and placing the catalog card with the item 

itself, to be removed and placed in the card catalog when the item is 

placed upon the library shelf. 

Central processing center. This is a building located in the middle 

of a region or a school district whic h contains clerks, technicians and 

special librarians who perform the functions of cataloging, acquisition

ing and processing for all the school libraries in the region or school 

district. Often these central processing centers contain computErs for 

the processing, cataloging, and acquisitioning of school library materials. 

Each school librarian in the individual schools of the region CJ[' school 

district which the center serves submits her order list to the central 

processing centEr, and the center handles the technical asp ects of librar

iansh ip from then on until shipment of the ordered materials gees back to 

the school librarian requesting them. 

Computerized central processing. This deals with the handling of the 

acquisitioning, cataloging, and processing of school library materials 



through a computer, (or computers), located in the central processing 7 

center. Individual computers located at the center contain in their 

memory banks order information, a record of the catalog card entrie s  

for each item in each school library collection, and a print-out system 

for such information as it's required. 

Individual cataloging and acquisition. This is the handling of all 

the processes am the technical procedures involved in cataloging and 

acquisitioning by the professional am non-professional library staff in 

each school library. All of these technical processes are perforned 

manually by the library staff, without the aid of a computer or a central 

processing center. 

Efficiency. This concerns the successfulness and usefulness of the 

processing method employed (computerized or individual) by a particular 

school library, determined according to such factors as the time involved 

in the processing of each item, the maximum usage of qualified school 

library personnel (as determined by their part in the processing method), 

and the maximum cost of the method in proportion to the processing 

services rendered. 



CHAPTER II 

RF.VIEW OF RELATFD LITERATURE 

Introdootion 

It appears that a variety of opinions exist as regards the oost, 

time and personnel efficiency of each of the methods of cataloging and 

processing under investigation in this study. There are those educators 

and librarians who prefer computerized central processing to any other 

cataloging method. There are also those who feel that only individualized 

cataloging am processing should be employed in school libraries. 

Perhaps one of the best ways in which to approach the various .facts, 

theories, and opinions which lie ahead, is to divide the discussion into 

four major areas which discuss the advantages and disadvantages of each 

cataloging and processing method. This may help to throw light on some 

of the real problems involved for various schools which employ either 

method. 

In the following discussion, commercial cataloging receives some 

focus and attention. For the purposes of this investigation, commer

cialized cataloging and processing is viewed as but another form of com

puterized central processing. 

As automation is the key question to many school librarians today 

in the area of cataloging, perhaps it's bPst to focus attention first on 

computerized central processing. 

8 



Advantages of Computerized Central Processing 9 

Growth of' materials. Possibly some of the most pressing problems 

which face school librarians, (arxi librarians in university, public, 

special, and national librariPs), stem .from the burgeoning number of 

library materials being produced and available to library patrons of 

today. With an increasing nuni:>f!"r of materials being ordered and obtain

able to libraries, effective, efficient methods of processing am cata

loging such materials must be available. Perhaps the problem is best 

described in thP following quote: 

Over the long term, mature libraries grow at a rate very close to 
the rate of growth of the Gross National Product when measured in 
constant dollars • • • • Librarians can only cope with exponential 
expansion if they are able to • • •  expand the productivity of 
their personnel at a rate sufficient to offset the increases in 
personnel costs • • • •  The cost of mechanization is decreasing 
rapidly, with order of magnitude cost reductions appearing in 
some areas and with a falling cost of com?).tation that is currently 
doubling the productivity per dollar every nine months, • • • 

The primary conclusion of this study is that mechanization of 
the cataloging function is not only necessary and desirable, 
but also inevitable. l 

It is obvious from the above quote that librarians in larger 

library systems have found computerized central processing valuable in 

handling an annually increasing volume of materials. Further evidence 

of this can be seen in the following quote stated by Michael M. Reynolds, 

Assistant Director of Libraries at Indiana University. Participants in 

the MARCI Pro,ject from 1966-196A, Indiana University officials had 

several comments to make on the MARC system of machine-readable cata

loging. Speaking for them, Reynolds has the following to say about the 

1J. L. Dolby, V. J. Forsyth, and H. L. Resnikoff, Computerized 
Libr Catalo s: Their Growth Cost and Utilit (Cambridge, 
Massachusetts: M. I.T. Press, 19 9 , pp.l -1 . 



10 
MARC system: 11 • • • it will frP-e personnel to attack the ever-increasing, 

ever burgeoning number of orders which . . .during the fiscal year 

1967-68, ••• will more than double. 112 Clearly there are forms of comp.1-

terized central processing, such as MARC, which have aided catalogers 

in libraries across the nation in their handling of an increasing amount 

of materials. 

Looking to the schoollibrary situation, oornputerized central pro

cessing has been found to work effectively in copirg with the expanding 

numbers of library materials being produced for stt.Xients and young 

people. Notice the following quote taken from Report to the Bureau of 

School Libraries; New York State Education Department: 

• • •  The findings of this study conclude that New York State 
libraries gr 0atly benefit from a centralized book processing and 
cataloging center • • • •  The growth of school libraries and 
library materials indicate a definite need for this at this 
time.3 

Thus, there ap�ars to be sufficient evidence to irrlicate that for 

large school systems an d large university, public, and special libraries, 

the computerized central processing method is advantageous in assisting 

catalogers with the handling of increasingly larger nurrbe.rs of l:ibrary 

materials Pach yr--ar. 

Use of personnel. Turning aside from tt.e gro�th of library materials 

yearly, another aspect of the mechanization situation to considf'l' is that 

of efficiffit us� of personnel. According to several findings in the lit

erature, computerized central processing provides many professional. 

2
u. s. Council on Library Resources, The MARC Pilot Project, ::\,y 

Henriettt" D. Avram:X (r-Washingtro: Government Printing Office, 1968'), 
p.117. 

311Central Processing System for School Libraries," 
Bureau of School Libraries: New York State Education De 
(Boston: Arthur D. Little, Inc., ctober, 19 7 ,  p.l, n. 

Report to the 
tment 

Microfiche. 



librarians wit h  much more time to perform the tasks for which they were 11 

trained. Takfl' into cons id er ation, for example, the fo llowing comments 

made by Mrs. Mildred P. Frary, Head Supervisor of the Library Section, 

Los Angel�s, California, City Schools. In charge of a school system 

which centralized its ordering and cataloging for all Los Angeles City 

sch ools and colleges forty years ago, 11.rs. Frary is well aware of the 

implications of computerized central processing for school library pro

fessional arrl non-professional personnel. When asked if her catal ogers 

would run out of work, Mrs. Frary had the folla,ing comments to make, 

"No! We hope that they may have some thinking and planning time and be 

able to consult the schools. We also see our department headed for a 

more administrative type of work. 11-' Mrs. Frary has seen the advantages 

to her catalogers for using canputerized central processing in the Los 

Angeles City Schools. 

A further example of the implications to personnel, when canputer

ized central processing is employed, can be seen in the following quote, 

stated by Mr. R. M. Pierson, in his discuss ion of libraries and central-

ized processi ng in a recent issue of Library Journal: It .It will 

cause many catalogers to seek other positions in the library, yet at 

the same time it will f ree them to work more with ott.,rs - the patrons 
6 

of the library. 11 Perhaps Mr. Pierson has noted here the goal and 

4Mildred P. Frary, "Commercial Catalo�ing, Processing in the Los 
Angeles Schools," School Libraries, 15:2 ( anuary, 1966), 11. 

6a. M. Pierson, "Cent ralized Cataloging, Its ImJ?lications to 
Personnel, 11 Library Journal, 90:4 (February 15, 1965), 828. 



happiness of every potential and present librarian - the opportunity 12 

to work effectively and efficiently with a patron. It seems that this 

is what being a librarian is all about. 

Thus, bo professionals have stated quite clearly why they feel 

computerized central processing is advantageous to the professional. 

library personnel employed in their area. 

Possibly one of the best descriptions avail able as to why compu

terized central processing, organized and designed efficiently, could 

contribute to the effective functioning of prof essional and non-pro

fessional school library personnel, can oe seen in the following state

mfll'lt. Advocates of the MARCI Project felt a truly computer ized central 

processing mf>thod should do the following: " • • • Release personnel 1o 

perform more intellectual tasks. Jobs now neglflcted for lack of 
7 

personnel could be accomplished. " 

It is evident from the above statem8lt s that canputerized central 

processing, if well-planned, organized, am implemented, could cer

tainly be a helpful aid to the overworked catalogers and professional 

librarians. 

Certainly another aspect of the problem in determining whether or 

not centralized processing should be employed in a school system, for 

the school libraries wit hin that system, is the cost aspect. As most 

of the available data relating to the cos ts of computerized central 

processing f)E'r item is obtained through rep orts on the MARC Pilot 

Pro.jPct, perhaps a brief review of the Project itsfl!lf would be 

beneficial. 

The MARC Pilot Project. The MARC (machine-readable cataloging) 

7u. s., Council on Library Resources, The MARC Pilot Project, .{by 
Henriette D. Avram J ( Cwashington: GovernlTIE'nt Printing Office,1968 l), 
p.83 



Pilot Project began in November, 1966. Sponsored by the Council on 13 

Library Resources and partially funded by Congressional appropriations 

to the Library of Congress, the purpose of the Project was the following: 

. . . an expl=>riment to determine the feasibility of centrally producing •• 

producing a standardized machine-readable record for application by local 
8 

installations to serve their specific requirements. " 

In order to accomplish such a task, MARC tapes were made to be sent 

out to each of the sixteen libraries participating in the Project. The 

source data for MARC was a manuscript card containing bibliographic infor-

mation from Library of Congre ss catalogers. Each tape distributed to 

the participating libraries contained the following four files of infor

mation: 

1. Machine-readable cataloging record 

2. •%chine-readable author/title record 

3. Machine-readable subject-cross-reference tracing record 
10 

4. Machine-readable descriptive cross reference tracing record 

Completed in June, 1967, the first phase of the MARC Project distributed 

cataloging records for some 16,000 English language books to its sixteen 
11 

participating libraries. Truly such an accomplish�nt as this must 

have been available at a cost to the participating libraries. 

Cost-analysis for the MARC Project. The following cost-analysis list 

summarizes approximately the cost of processing each MARC bibliographic 

8Ibid. , p.9. 

9Ibid. , p. 19 

lOibid. , p.11. 

11Germaine Krettek and Eileen D. Cooke, "Final Report on tbe MARC 
Pilot Project," ALA Bulletin, 63:6 (June, 1969), 752. 



record input in March, 1968: 

Supervision . • • • • • • • • 
Manuscript card copying . • • • • • 
Initial worksheet editing and proofreading 
Initial paper tape punching. • • . • 
Computer operator . • • • . . • • 
Diagnostic proofreading • • • • • • 
Verified nunt,ers and correction punching 
Total labor cost • • • . • • . 

Paper-tape typewriter rental . . • . • 
Copying 1"1achine and supplies . • . 
Computer processing . • • 
Pape,r materials . . • • • . • 
Other direct costs • • • • • • . 

Total labor and other direct costs • • 

• • 
• • 

. 
. • 
• • 
• • 
. . 
. 

. . 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 

• . 

14 

.$0.183 
• 0.007 
• 0.162 
• 0.207 
• 0.041 
• 0.125 
• ,O.O�J 
• i(). 7 8 

. $0.156 
. 0.065 
• 0.318 
• 0. 015 
.$0.554 

• #1.312 
12 

Truly for this type of processing for an individual item, the cost does 

not appear to be in excess of what might be exJ)('!cted. 

Delving further into a cost-analysis far the MARC Project partici

pating libraries, notice the following record of cost-time efficiency 

as reported by Harvard University Library fran 1966-1967. It does not 

appear from this list that the increase cost-wise for production is in 

excess, when compared to th? decrease in the amount of time it takes for 

production. Notice the following list: 
Hours Cost 

Sept. - Dec. 1966 26°:65 $799.50 

Jan. - Dec. 1967, Programming 
and Testing 26. 76 $973.00 

13 
Jan. - Dec. 1967, Production 17.95 $869.SO 

As is recorded by tl'l> MARC Pilot Project at this time, " •• • Super

visi on costs had declined as production had risen • • • � l4 Clearly this 

12u.s., Council on Library Resources, The MARC Pilot Project,� by 
Henriette D. Avraml (£Washington: Governmmt Printing Office,1968 I),p.76. 

13Ibid., p.109. 

14Ibid. , p. 76. 



spPaks well for the cost advantages in proportion to t� time saved in 15 

production, through the use of the Library of Ccn gress ' Machine Readaale 

Cataloging. 

Extra services. Certainly this discussion of the advantages made 

possible to school and university libraries through the use of computer

ized central processing would not be complete  without making some mention 

of the extra services made possible to t h?  s:ixteen libraries participat

ing in the MARC Project. Creative and innovative uses were made of th? 

MARC tapes by the p;i rticipating libraries. The following list is only a 

brief sample of what could be done to take fu 11 advantage of a computer

ized central processing effort. 

The projects performed by the MARC participan ts can be broadly 

grouped into the following: 

1 )  Use of MARC tape as a selectior)'t.ool for awareness plus acquisition 
of new books or to mat ch cataloging data with book in handJ 

2) Production of Jx5 card sets ; 

J )  Searching aro selecting 1'1ARC records by LC subject headings and 
LC classification numbers for the sele ctive dissemination of 
bibliographic information to universit y faculty members; 

4 )  Production of book catalogs - a union catalog, • • •  an d  a 
catalog for a thesis collection, which the participant produced 
by recording local information through an adaptation of the 
MARC format ; • • •  

5 )  Retrieval of MARC records to prepare specialized bibliographies; .  

Certainly the knowledge arx:l professional skill of the cataloger would be 

broadened through the implementation of programs such as th ese. This is 

definitely an advantage to the computerized central processing method ; it 

allows for creativity and innovation on the part of th e professional 

librarian and professional cataloger. 

lSHenriette D. Avram, "MARC is a Four-Letter Word, 1• Library Journal, 
93:13 (July, 1968), 2604. 
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Conclusion. There are obvious cost, time, and personnel efficiency 16 

benefits to be obtained from the use of computerized central processing 

in the above examples. In the special, university, and public school 

libraries where the advantages are evident, the condit ions are right for 

computerized cent ral processing. Most of the libraries are large, wel.1-

funded, and contai n a variety of qualified personnel. Now co� s the 

question :  What about smaller public schools an::l university libraries, 

which arElt not large and well-funded ? This brings us to the next part of 

the discussion. 

Disadvantages of Computerized Cent r al  Processing 

Staffing problems. The smaller school libraries, as well as public 

am university libraries which are small, dt".finitely run into problems 

when attempting to employ the computerized central processing method. 

For a good example of some of these problems encou ntered, let us tlrn 

once again to the MARC Project. While the Project was generally success

ful, it is perhaps beneficial to consider a few reasons why some of the 

libraries who had intended to  p articipate in the Project when it began, 

found they could not after it had once begun. According to some of the 

libraries that were unable to participate, 11 • • • staffing problems pre-
16 

vented participation . "  

The Montgomery County Public Schools exemplify this problem area 

quite well. Richard S. Darling, Director of the Department of Instruc

tional Materials at the Montgomery County Public Schools had the follow

ing to say with regard to his e:xp�xiences with the MARC Project:
17 

16Toid.,  p. 2603 . 

17u. s., Council on Library Hesources, The MARC Pilot Project, ( by 
H�nriette D .  Avram ) ( Washington : Governmmt Printing Office, 1968 ), 
p . 119. 



• • • it did reveal that a library system depPnd ent on a computer 17 

controlled elsewhere in the same institution and on personnel not 

responsible to the library system may have difficulty in using oom-
17 

puter services consisten tly and effectively. 

It is evident from tO'" se lines that pPrsonnel must be suffici ently well

trained and acquainted with the school libraries the y s.-rve in or der to 

function effectively as programmers or oper ators of a can pute rized 

central proc essing center. 

Furtl'ler evid ence of this ne Pd for traine d pPrsonnel can be seen in 

the following quote taken from an article on the MARC Project written by 

Henriette D. Avram. Mentioning so� of the problems encountered during 

the project, Miss Avram says the following in regard to staffing: 

• • •  Enough lead-time must always be allowed for all the details, 
both administrative and technical, that are necessary to imple
mmt an automated project • • •  

It is absolutely essential to have the rjg ht personnel avail
able to id E'lltify problems, • • •  to find a solution, implement it, 
and report it • • • 

In those libraries dependent on the staff of the computer 
center • • .low activity and inadequate results were rep orted in 
some cases. 18 

Thus, there appears to be evidPnce that, if personnel are not prepared 

to handle the problems involved in changing to compute rized central 

processing, results may be very ineffective. This finding coul d  be of  

significance to those schools and/or school systems contemplating the 

change from individual cataloging and processing to the oomputerized 

central processing method. 

If problems in the training, management, and functioning of per

sonnel occurred in a government sponsore d project such as the MARC Project, 

17u. s . , Council on Library rtesources, The MARC Pilot Project, (by 
Henriette D. Avram) ( Washington : Government Printing Office, 1968 ), 
p.119 

18Avram, loc. cit. 



what problems might occur for an individual scho ol system desiring to 18 

change to computerized central processing? The pros pects here for toose 

smaller schools porrl ering suc h a quest need to be oo nsidered . 

Ebc.p�nse problems. What about the cost of such a project to the 

smaller school systems? Again, as MARC is one of the few computer ized 

central processing methods which publicizes its data for the public, 

the comments from Project participant s, am non-participants, are once 

again referred to . One of the major problems cited by various MARC nm 

participant s as to why they felt they c ould not participate in the 

Pro,ject may be seen in the follow ing statement : 11It was • • •  too expen

sive to use MARC tape s not compatible with t he  equipment at the local 

institution . . . 1119 

Perpaps a more complete example of what it has cost libraries, par

ticipating in MARC II, to serve as distributors of MARC tapes, can be 

seen in the following table . The follow ing figures were made public by 

the Oklahoma Department of Libraries in 1970 . The Department functions 

as a centralized data base for MARC II records, distributed by tte 

Library of Congress.  Functioning in thi s capacity, the Department 

serves as a form of state aid to libraries, 11 • • • available to any 

library that can make use of it. 112
0 

While federal fund s of course provide the tapes for the Department, 

the Department itself absorbs all the costs and expenses for, " .  

pro gramming and machine time, • staff time and overhead costs. 

. . 

. . 

and the merging and maintenance of a MARC master file for the first 

year, • . . "
21 

lfH.,.nriett"' D .  Avram, "MARC Is a Four-Letter Word, "  Library; 
Journal, 93 : lJ (July, 1968 ) ,  p. 260) .  

2°Kenneth John Bierman arrl Betty Jean Blue, "Processing of MARC 
Tat_>e� for Cooperative Use, 11 Journal of Library Automation, 3 : 1  (1-far ch, 
1970 ) ,  61 . 

21Ibid. 



The following table is a breakdown for programming and ma.chine 19 

time expenses, charged to the Oklahoma Department of Libraries, thro ugh 

the end of February, 1970: 

TablE> 2. Costs 

System design . . . • • . . • . . . $1,102.00 
Programming • . . . . • • • • . 2,467.00 
Ma.chine cost for program testing, debugging, 
and machine and operator cost for merging 
thro ugh 2/2A/70 . • • • • • • • • • • 2z026.oo 

$5,595. 00 
22 

Total Cost . . . • . • . . . . • 

From the data presented relating to the cost for one form of machine 

readable cataloging, MARC, it appears that without some form of state 

aid, it would be difficult for local school systems to implement compu

terized central processing. Certainly MARC is somewhat more expensive 

than localized centralized computer processing, but the price considera

tions to be made are  similar for implementing suc h �ervice at the local 

As the Director of the Oklahoma. Department of Libraries says, 11 • • • 

cost figures for the MARC Project are difficult to determine and even 
23 

more difficult to evaluate meaningfully. " Possibly this is why so 

little data r�lating to cost is availabl e. Still, it would certainly 

benefit the school system considering the usage of co mputerized central 

processing to review the available information. Perhaps some definite 

cost disadvantages will leap forth at them. 

Computer vs. human fal libility. Alas, perhaps the most distinct 

disadvantage of employing the computer in centralized processing and 



library cataloging is the fact the computer is only as smart as the 20 

person who ' s  operating it ! A machine such as the computer can only 

feed back the information it recei ves. If it is fed the wrong infor 

mation, only wrong or improper information can be fed out . 

As even the advocates of MARC must oonfess, 11 • • • No matter how 

well we plan to check out every path that the computer will follow in 

processing data, we cannot predict every form the data will take. 

The computer is restricted by the limitations of its master, the 

. . 

human • 11 24 Thus, precious hours of time could perhaps be lost if, 

at some point in the computerized cataloging process, the wrong infor

mation is fed into the computer . 

Further emphasizing this dependence of the computer on human 

skill and intelligence, two strong advocates of individualized catalog

ing and procpssing have the following to say as regards the canpu ter 

and its relationship to man: 

••• The computer, • • • can only do what it is progranmed to 
do, and can accomplish this with speed and efficiency which 
repay the cost only when the operations are be repeated over 
and over again with out change. This is the lowest level of 
skilled work, eve?:\,t.hough some of the operations, such as 
putting the information in proper sequence and arran�fg it 
far duplication may seem to be. quite sophisticated. 

It appears from the above data that before a school library 

decides to employ computerized cataloging, it would be wise to see 

iust how well such an operati on would fit the qualifications of the 

local pPrsonnel and available facilities. "Would the implementation 

24Henritte D. Avram, "MARC Is a Four Letter Word, 11 Library Journal, 
9J :1J (July, 1968), p. 2603. 

25 
John Phillip Immroth and Jay E. Daily, "V. The Computer and the 

Cataloging Process," Librar Catala in : A Guide for A Basic Course 
( Metuchen, New Jersey: The Scarecrow ress, 1971 , p.131. 



of a computer be degrading to the professional abilities of , and tasks 21 

now performP.d by , diligent catalogers? Would the addition of computer

ized cataloging aid the present  cataloging situation or further hinder 

it? These are questions which must be asked before decidi ng to  imple

ment computerized central processing. 

Possible expense vs. gain in production time. Is the possible gain 

in production time equivalent to t he  increased cost that will be levied 

on a school library system which employs computerized central pr ocessing? 

Agai n,  advocates of individual ized catalog ing and processing do not 

think so. According to them,  the following is true : 

• • •  No system exists 11hich utilizes a computer to capacity for 
cataloging purposes. The requirements are such that a single 
library on its own budget could probably not afford to utilize 
a oo mputer as the card catalog is employed, altoough this is 
technically feasible for a group of libraries operating within 
a wide area. It is doubtful tha t any great saving of time and 
mone y would result from a canpletely computerized cataloging 
system serving several libraries. Experience has soown that 
the resulting savings are soon requi red for impr oved service.26 

Compare this commentary to the notable gain in production time for 

a slight increase in expense incurred at the Harvard University Library, 

discussed in the last section on the Advantages of Compute rized Central 

Processing. Would the increase in production time which the computer-

ized central processing might bring benefit the sml l  school library 

when the increased cost simultaneously incurred is considered? It 

appears not. Time., expense , facilities, am pPrsonnel being considered, 

possibly the individualized method of cataloging and processing is best 

f or  smaller school libraries. 

Conclusion. There are obvious personnel , facility, and cost dis

advantages to consider when deciding whether or ro t  to impl!:'me.nt 

26Ibid. , p. 132. 



computerized central processing in the smaller public school, university, 22 

colle ge,  and special library systems. Clearly the advantages for the 

use of computerized central processing, and all the services it provides, 

fal l to the larger, wealthier school districts and university conmuni-

ties. Still, perhaps a group of small school districts together could 

utilize a central processing service well .  There are pros and cons to 

eith er decision. 

The only way in which to form an unbiased view as to what must be 

done, is to glance at the pros and cons of each method of cataloging 

and processing. After weighing all the evidence carefully, onl y then 

can one reach an intelligent,  rel iable decision as to what might be done 

in their  own are a  and for their own school library. 

Advantages of Individualized Cataloging and Processing 

Local adaptation. One of the outstanding feature s of this method 

is the ease with which it may be adapted to local situations. While it 

was noted in the discus sion on the disadvantages of computerized cen

tral processing that, ". • • It is absolutely essPntial to have the rig ht 

personnpJ. available to ident ify problems • • • 11 ,
27 the 11right 11 personnel 

does not necessarily have to be a canpute.r programming expert for a 

library which utilizes the individual method of cataloging and process

ing. Well-trained catalogers, adept at analytics, main entries, and 

all the other technical and scholarly aspects of cataloging, will do 

quite well in an individualized cataloging situation. 

NeithPr will the problem of adaptation to local equipment and 

facilities be a problem for the individualized cataloger. Armed with 

27Henrie.tte D. Avram, "MARC Is a Four Letter Word," Library 
Journal, 93:13 (July, 1968 ), p . 2603. 



her typewriter, an efficient clerk, and electric eraser, and the know- 23 

ledg� she 's obtained from library school, the school librarian can work 

can work quite well on an individual cataloging basis. 1VJany school 

librarians today function as teachers, catalogers, and "librarians" and 

seem to do as efficient a job as could be expected from one professional 

person with one clerical assistant. 

Correction of human eiror. It ' s  a true fact that errors made manually 

are far easier to correct than those made by a computer, which carries 

its mistake throughout the entire cataloging process. Even advocates 

of the MARC Project had to admit this was true. Discus sing the disad

vantages of the MARC system, as revealed by the participants during the 

MARC Pilot Project, advocates am critics of the computer ized system 

had this to say, 11 • • • The computer is a demon for detail. In manual 

systems, it is far simpler to remedy an error in approach or to ch aq?; e  

1128 your mind about a procedure •• • 

Thus, automation in our scientific agP bas its disadvantages. In 

a technical process such as cataloging, errors are far easier to correct 

at their source, than after they havP  been duplicated several times 

over. If errors are go ing to be made, and sane are always made in any 

technical task prone to human error, then the individ1
.
1al method of 

cataloging is by far thP easiest route to go in correct:mg th em. 

Cost and time advantage. The advocates of individualized cataloging 

and processing have declared that the individualized method,  broken do�n 

into separate tasks and assignPd to specific individuals qualified for 

each of those tasks, can be equally as efficient as the c01mputerized 



central processing method both time and cost-wise.  An excellent d escrip- 24 

tion of this task division is described by John Phillip Immroth a:rxl Jay 

F. Daily in the book entitled , Library Cataloging; A Guide far a Basic 

Course . 

Part of th is discussion of task di vision is quoted and described 

in the followi ng lines: 

• • • Even the most primitive cataloging process, one wi th all 
cataloging done  within tl'P library and all car ds prepared locally 
am individually, is fastest and costs lF>ast when the operations 
are broken down to several steps w nich can be acmmplished by mem
bers of the cataloging department wi th different levels of sk ill
from t� typist who prepared the card for duplication to 1he head 
of the department who mak es final decisions only on the mst prob
lematic of mat erials, designs the flow of work am who maintains 
the qual ity of the finished product.  The professional • • •  time 
is devoted almost entirely to the probl�s of subj ect analysis. 
The technical assistant accomplishes alm ost all the descriptive 
cataloging except for the rare book • • •  29 

Suc h a division of tasks as d escrib ed above would certainly cut 

down on the amount of time required for the proc essing of an individual 

item. It appears that the method would possib le work as Ef'ficiently and 

effectively as a computerized central processing met hod of cataloging. 

Certainly at the smaller university,  college, and public library level, 

such a system would be quite advantageou s. 

However, here the question might be co nsidered : How many school 

librarians have access to a variety of technical perso nnel? Would suc h 

a d ivision of tasks be feasible for an "averag e" school library? This 

writer doubts that it would be. Still , the aspect of computerized 

central processing is perhap s as far away in reality from the 11average 11 

school librarian as is the above proposal . One must continue to weigh 

thP advantages and disadvantages of each method . 

29 John Phillip Immroth an d  Jay E. Daily, 11V.  T� Computer and the 
Cataloging Process, "  Lib rar Catalo in : A Guide for A Basic Course 
(Metuchen , New Jersey: The carecrow Press, 1971 , p .  132 . 



More freedom to professional. cataloger. 11 • • •  more freedom is per- 25 

" tt d · k "  t · " 30 
mi e in ma 1ng en ries. This argu�nt for professional , individu-

aliz ed cataloging is al so put forth by advocates o f  the individualiz ed 

mPthod . The individual school librarian, in a library far from access 

to any form of computerized central processing , is certainly :free to apply 

her knowledge to the decision of how a particular itan should be entered 

in the card catalog. The scholarly and thought-provoking decisions which 

must be mad e by her when decid ing on particular entries, would certainly 

be an asset to the organization of the card catalog in her individual 

school library. 

Truly when emphasizing ttl> professional role of the cataloger, the 

sch ool librarian employing th e  individualized method has more opportunity 

to PXPrcise her profpssional knowledge of cataloging than does the school 

librarian who has all the cataloging of school library mater ials dooe for 

her by a computer,  or by prof essionals in a cmtral pro cessing center.  

Conclusion. Clearly there ar e  advantages to the individualiz ed 

cataloging of library materials. Fpr smaller school districts, univer

sity, college , public , and special libraries perhaps the advantages to 

individual. cataloging far outweigh the advantag es to computer ized 

central proc essi ng.  Still ,  individual cataloging and processin g has 

its disadvantages, too .  This brings us to the last phase of the dis-

cussion. 

Disadvantages of Individualized Cataloging and Processing , 

Time factor . Clearly for large university, public school , and 

JOibid . ,  p.133 



special libraries there is a definite time advantage to using computer- 26 

ized central proc essing over individualized catal �ing and processing_. 

Unless the tasks were divided , as Immroth and Daily suggested in the 

previous dis cussion on the advantages of the individual method, the 

pro cess of catalong library material s in a school system such as the 

Los Angeles City Schools would be overwhelming on an individualized 

basis . 

�s. Frary, Head Supervisor of the Library Section in the Los 

Angeles City Schools well attests to this idea in the follOi ing state

ments:  

Ordering , cataloging , and processing an increasing volume of 
materials is one of the most alarming aspects of provid ing services 
for individual schools in a very large school district . It can 't  
be much less alarming in  smaller d istricts . The demand for immedi
ate access by students to books is universal , a nd problems of 
personnel , equ ipmen t,  arx3 space are the same everywhere . i..:ommerci.al 
firms offering professional services are provid}�g a way to solve 
what has seemed like an insurmountable problem. 

Obviously in a school system the siz e of the Los Angeles City 

Schools , computerized central processing clearly has the advantage. 

Cost factor. In the long run, it must be admitted that compu

terized central processing oosts large school systems less than would 

cataloging and processing done there on a totally individualized basis. 

Unless perhaps attempted on a divided-task basis, computeriz ed central 

processing here again has the advantage. 

Mrs. Frary again contributes to this fact , based on her exper iimce 

in the Los Angeles City Schools. When aske d if she felt th�ommercial 

mPthod of computerized central processing cost lP.ss than that of the 

31Mildred P. Frary , "Commercial Cataloging , Processing in the Los 
Angeles Schools, " School Libraries (January , 1966) , 11.  



local method of cataloging and processing (once done on an individu- 27 

aliz ed basis ) ,  1\.fr s .  Frary had the following to say :  " • • •  we know the 

commer ci al cost is less than our own cos t .  11 32 

Thus , again t he cos t advantages , accor ding to those in larger school 

districts,  fall again to computerized central processing . 

Personnel factor . Perhap s a major disadvantage to the individual

iz ed method liE"s in this area .  While it is obviously true that at the 

level of the large school systems , professional and non-professional 

school library personnel are more free to per form the duties for which 

they were trajned (and hir ed ) when employed in a system using the com

puterized central proc essing method , this is al so true at the smaller 

school level. Tho se librarians who must cat al og,  process , fil e ,  and 

shel ve books for thei r individual school libraries are certainly not as 

free to work wi th stud ent s all hours of the school day, as are those 

school li brarian s  who se books are processed and cataloged throug h  the 

help of a staff of profe ssi onal s and a computer , located in a central 

proc essing cent er . Librarians in the schools must be free to function 

as teache rs . Computerized central processing allows many sctx> ol 

librarians to do this . 

As Mrs.  Frary said , her catalogers and librarians were mw free 

to , 11 • • • have some thinking and planning time am be ab le to consult in 

the schools • • • 1133 
As the MARC advocates said , th ey hoped their profess

ional librarians would be more free to ,  " ·  • •  perform mor e intellectu al 

tasks . "  
JL 

32Ibid . ,  p .lJ . 

JJibj_d . ,  p:14 . 

34u. s., Council on Library Resource,  The MARC Pilot Project , (by 
HPnrj_ette D .  Avram )  ( Washington: Government Printing Offic e,1968 ) ,  p . 8J . 



It appE>ars that the computeriz ed central processi� method has ex- 28 

celled in freeing personnel to work effectively at t� tasks for which 

they were trained . One question arises to mind here : Would an indi

vidualized method , even on a divided task basis, have freed personnel 

time as efficiently and effectively as this method appears to have done? 

Conclusion. TherP are definite time, cost and personnel disadvan

tages for the use of individualized cataloging am proc essing ,  particu

larly for the larger school systems am their school libraries. Perhcps 

smaller school systems could overcome some or all of these disadvanta�s -

per haps not.  Much more research needs to be done in this area of study, 

on both large and small school systems in order to draw any specific 

conclusi ons as to oow effective individualized cataloging and processing 

really is. 

Summary 

It appears there is a real need for descripti ve resear ch on this 

topic of computerized central processing as opposed to individualized 

catalogi ng am processing far school libraries. Definite opinions, pro 

and con , exist on both sides of the issue. 

Generally, those li brarians, supervisors, and administrators in 

charge of libraries in the larger school systems, feel that computer

ized central procpssing is the only answer. An incre asing number of 

mater ials to be catalogued annually; growing demands on the time of 

professional school library personnel ; the increasing necessity to pro 

cess indi victual items qui ckly an:i effici ently; and the increasing feel

ing that the cost-per-item goes down as production of items proc�ssed 

per day increases , are all reasons why large -city educators appear to 

b e  in favor of computerized central proc essing for the ir school 

libraries. 



Those school distric ts with perhaps less money, on the other ham , 29 

seem to tend to favor individualized me thods of cataloging am process-

i ng for their school libraries.  Ease of local adaption ; less time lost 

in error correcting ; and efficient method of task-division which saves 

both time and money; and more freedom to function as a professional 

cataloger are all reasons why smaller-school educators appear to prefE'I' 

individualized metl'X>ds of cataloging and proc essing. 

Disadvantages are viewed in a similar manIFr with respect to tre 

size  of the school system. Large-city school systems see individualized 

cataloging and processing as time-consuming fer the large nunt> er of 

matf'I' ials they must catalog ; more expensive in the. long run than would 

b e  individualiz ed cataloging and processing;  and less effective in 

utilizing per sonnel to the gr eatest advantage.  School systems with less 

money and trained personnel. vi ew comput er ized central pr ocessing as too 

expensive when it comes to adapting it to local equipment and faciliti es; 

too inefficient when one oonsid ers the multiple errors a can puter can 

generate ; too ineffective when expense is more than production received ; 

and too difficult to implement when one considers the trained personnel 

ne ed ed to accomplish the tasks of computer programming and operation. 

What the li teratur e appP ars to cm tain is a variety of opinions 

based on per sonal experience .  However , if one is to intelligently d e

cide  for himself whi ch method of cataloging and processing is most 

efficj_ent for a majority of school libraries in the nation, both large 

and small , one must have more than opinions, he must have facts. 

The following proposed survey study is aimed at findin g  out the 

facts, attitud es, and opinions on this issue of those in authority.  

They will b P  asked to explain not only which method of cataloging and 

processing is (or would be )  most effective and efficient in th eir 



school system, but al so � this method would b e  best. tlopefully the 30 

results of thi s pr oposed study wou ld enable us to determine, with a 

cer tain amount of accuracy, whi ch method would be mo st efficient for 

a majori ty of school librarie.s . Mor e spe cifically, using the results 

of this proposed study, we wotilj hopefully be able to detnmine someday 

in the future whi ch method of cataloging and processing would be no st 

efficient for the school library in which we are employed . 



C HAPT'fiR III 

D'l!':SIGN OF TIDP. STUDY 

The procedure to be followed for the objective evaluation of the time, 

personnel , and cost efficiency of each of the two methods of cataloging 

and processing used in school libraries (the computerized central process

ing metmd and the tradit ional method o f  individual cataloging am pro

cessing ) will be as follows: 

The research findings gleaned from this sttrly am review of the cur

rent literature, along with a list obtained fran the State Library Consul

tant far the state Department of Public Instruction (or F.ducation )  in each 

state in the United States, which lists specifically the schools withi n 

that state which employ computerized cent ral i:rocessing , will be combined 

to form a list of those schools in the nation that emplo y the computerized 

central processing method far their school libraries. 

From this list, a random sample of  50 schools will be selected as 

targets for this survey study-. In o rder to select these 50 schools, each 

school on the list must be assigned a number. Then , through the usage of 

a Table of Random Numbers, the schools will be selected at random, the 

number of each school selected corresponding to the number equivalent to 

it in the Tablf' of Rando m Numbers. In this way, t� � schools sele cted 

should be representative of the total population of schools in the nation 

which employ the computerized central processing method for their school 

libraries. 

In the same manner, a list will be compiled of t oo se schools in the 

United States employing the traditional methods of cataloging and process-
31 



32 
ing for their school libraries. The research findings of tb.is study, to-

gether with a list o btained from the State Library- Consultant for the 

State Department of Public Instruction (or Fducation ) in each state, whi ch 

lists specifically the schools within that state which employ the individual 

method of cataloging and processing in their school li braries, will comprise 

the list of schools from which random selection will be made. 

Again a random sample of So schools from across the nation will be 

selected as tar1ets for this survey study. Each school on the list of 

those which employ the individual method of cataloging and processin g fo r 

their school libraries, will receive a nunber. Then, through the usage of 

a Table o f  Random Numbers, the schools will be selected at random, the num

ber of each school selected corresponding to the number equivalent to it 

in the Table of Random Numbers. In this way, the 50 schools selected should 

be representative of the total population of schools in t he nation which 

employ the individual method of cataloging and processing for their school 

libraries. 

After random selP-ction of the 100 schoo ls to participate in the survey 

has been made, each school is notified of its involvement in the surve y at 

the beginning of the school year, six mooths prior to the time at which 

the survey will be taken.  At the time of notification, the principal am 

superintendent of each school will receive a form requesting them to state 

whether or not they choose for their school to participate in the survey, 

and if not, why not. If they choose to participate in the survey, a 

battery of questions must be answered for each school, including such it ems 

as: the number of mfl!fflbers on tb:!  school library staff and the dut ies o f  

each; the number of members on the school board ani the number of chief 

administrators for t� participating school; the number of faculty members 

who will participate. in thP. survey , one being selected from each area of 



33 
academic study by the principal and/or superintem ent of each participating 

school. 

This six-month time period will al.low the participating schools time 

to respond to the notifications forms, or inform the researcher of their 

refusal to participate in the survey study, whichever may be the case. The 

notification forms are sent to each school explaining quite specifically 

that the contents are to be rf"turned within thirty days or the school will 

automatically be cancelled from the survey and a substitute school selected. 

If a particular school from eithe r  list refus es to parti. cipate in the 

survey or does not notify the researcher of its desire to participate with

in one month after the not ification forms are sent, the Table of Randoll 

Numbers is again used to select a school ram omly fro m one of the lists. 

This procedure of sending notification forms is then followed for the new 

school selected, until 100 schools, SO from each list, are obtained for 

the survey study. 

When time arrives f<r the survey to be mailed, each school will receive 

a packet of survey questionnaires contain ing one questionnaire for each mem

ber of the school library staff, one for each principal and superintendent 

of the participating school, one questionnaire for each school board menber, 

and one for each of the participating faculty members from each area of 

academic study. The principal of each school will receive the packet, 

whose contents are to be distributed immediately to tbe  participants. 

Thirty days will again be set as the time limit wit hin which the question

naires are to be filled out and returned to the researcher. 

Each of the questionnaires used for the survey will con tain questions 

designed for the particular respondents for which that questionnaire was 

designed. For example, the questionnaires distributed to the library 

staff members in each school will relate specifically to them and their 
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duties - the problems they realize in the use of personnel , the time needed 

for the pr ocessing of each item , ard the overall cos t of the method they 

are employing . The questionnaires amt to the adminis trators aid selected 

faculty in each school will also be geared particularly to the dutie s per

formed by each in relatio n to the school lib rary and their view of the 

method of cataloging and proce ssing us ed in their school system. 

Each of the questionnaires sent to each of tbe re spondents partici

pating in the survey w ill contain questi ons regar ding the three sp ecific 

questi ons .stated in the statemmt of the problem. Question s regarding 

the time , personnel , and cost efficiency of the method of cataloging and 

processing being used in each school will be  asked in sone form on each 

questi onnaire distributed in the survey. The data gener ated by the se 

questionnaires will presE"nt to the researcher the facts an:i opinions con

cerning the tim!S, personnfl!l, an:i cos t efficien cy of each method of cata

loging and pro cessing . 

The questionnaires will be  validated by che cking them against the 

Criteria for a Better Questionnaire designed by Stephen Romine of the 

University of Colorado . The questionnaires may also be validated by 

c he cking them against previous questionnaires and sur veys taken in the 

area of library science. For e.xample ,  the questions used in this survey 

may be evaluated for sent ence structure and content as compared to the 

type of questions asked in the Nll'.A ' s School Library PE'!' sonnel Task 

Analysis Survey, performed in the 1960 1 s.  J3y checking the questionnaires 

against these various evaluati ng  and val idati ng meth:> d s ,  the research 

data collPcted by the questionnaires,  used as measur ing instruments , 

should be valid . 



CHAPTl<R IV 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

In order to analyze and compare the results as to tbe cost, time, and 

personnel efficiency of each of the two methods of cataloging and pro cess

ing as expressed by tb:! library staff, administrators, school board members, 

and selected academic faculty in each of the 100 schools, a variety of 

tables will need to be constructed.  

First, the results of the survey in each school which employs the in

dividual method of cataloging and processing will need to be tallied. 

More specifically, the specific attitudes, facts, and opinions expressed 

by each group of respondents as to the time, cost, and personnel efficiency 

of their method of cataloging am processing, will need to be tallied for 

each of the 50 partipating schools. This will be accomplished by tallying 

both th e total number of yes or no responses given by each group of respon

dents in each school concerning the time, cost and personnel efficiency of 

the individual method of cataloging and processing, and the reasons and 

opinions most often stated by each group as to why they answered as they 

did concerning the efficiency of each area. These yes or no responses will 

be totaled an d numerically listed for each group in each school am th e 

reasons and opinions moat often stated by each group will be categorized, 

according to the type of response made. Thus, appropriate tables for each 

of the 50 schools may b e  made wh ich properly illustrate the time, cost, 

and pPrsonnel efficiency of the individual method of cataloging and process

ing as expressed by the library staff, administrators, and selected faculty 

in each school . 
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Second, the results of th e survey in each school employing the com-

puterized central processing method will need to be tallied. This will 

be accomplished by tallying and recording the responses to the questionn

aires in exactly the same manner as the responses to the above mentio ned 

schools were tallied and recorded. 

Third, a table needs to be compiled fo r each of  the two cataloging 
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and processing methods under study in this survey. Each ta ble will illus

trate the cost, time, an::l personnel efficiency of the cataloging and pro

cessing method which the ta ble represents, as expressed by the three re

spondent groups. More specifically, the yes or !!2 responses to each of 

the three questions concerning the efficiency of the individual method of 

cataloging and process:i.ng will be totaled from the numerical figures listed 

in each of the 50 individu al school 's  tables. The reason s am o pinions 

most often statP.d by each group as to why they answered as they di.d con

cerning the efficiency of each area will also be categorized and totaled 

from the 50 tables made for each of the 50 schools. 'lh is to tal of yes or 

no responses numerically listed and their correspondin g reasons will be 

placed in a table whi ch will illustrate for the viewer at a glance the 

cost, time, and personnel efficiency of the individual met ho d  of catalog

ing and acquisition, as seen by the threP groups of respondents in the 50 

schools in th e survey which employed individual cataloging and processing. 

In the same manner, a table representi ng the total number of yes or 

no responses given by the three respondent groups in all 50 schools in 

the survey which employed the computer ized ce1tral pro cessing method will 

be compiled from the numerical list of responses in the individua l ta bles 

compiled for each school , am th e reaso n s  and opinions concerning the 

efficiency of each area (time, cost, and personnel), will be categor ized. 
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This numerical listing of the total number of yes or no responses given by 

each of the three groups in al l  50 schools, together with the co rresponding 

r�asons as to why the answer was yes or no for each area of efficiency, 

compiled into one table will enable the viewer at a glance to determine 

the cost, ti me arxi personnel efficiency of the computerized central process

ing method in the 50 schools which participated in the survey. 

By careful, considerate observation of the results of this survey as 

represented in the two tables, the researche r can intelligently make judg

ments as to how efficient each method of cataloging and processing is, 

time-wise, cost-wise, and personnel-wise. He can also now intelligently 

deduce from the information he has befor e him, which method of cataloging 

and processing appears to be most efficient for all schools in tbe areas 

of cost, time spent in tm processing of each ite,m, and in the maximWll use 

of qualified school library personnel. 

In addition, with this data, the prospective school librarian will 

hopefully be able to determine which method of cataloging and proc essing 

would function most effectively an:i efficie ntly in his/her school library 

situation. Such a descriptive analysis will enable the diligent librarian 

to not only determine how well his/her own school library is functioning 

in terms of cost, time, an:I personnel efficiency but what opinions are 

possibly held toward the functioning of each area in his/her library, as 

well. Taking into consideration the size of bis/her school, and the t;'!)pie 

of curricular program it pro vides, the school librarian (after a perusal 

of this data) should be able to ascertain the problem areas and take the 

ne-cessary steps to begin correcting them at home. 
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The follow ing que stionnaire is a sample of the type of que stionnaire 

study included in this survey. Although this particular questionnaire is 

de signed for the school library personnel in each of the 100 scho ols par

ticipating in the survey, the que stionnaire s distributed to the admi nis

trators and selected faculty members in e ach school are qui te similar in 

con te nt and approach. 

While this que stionnaire places heavier stre ss on the efficienc7 of 

the tasks performed by school library personnel, the questionnaires sent 

to the administrators will stress more specifically the cost efficiency 

of the method employed in their school, am the que sti onnaire s sent to 

the selected faculty members will more heavily stress  the time element 

involved in the processing of an individual item, which they are await

ing fer use. 

The combined results of each of the quPstionnaire s soo uld give us a 

cle ar picture of the attitudes, facts, and opinions held toward the time, 

per sonnel, and cost efficiency factors involved in each method of cata

loging and processing in each school surveyed. The combine d results of 

the questionnaire s from all 100 schools participatin g in the survey 

should give us a cle ar picture of the time, p�sonne.l,  and cost efficiE11 cy 

for each of the two processing methods so that we, as re searchers ,  and 

school librarians, can make an inte lligent recommendation as to which 

method would be most efficient for any school system. 



SCHOOL LIBRARY P'ERSONNEL QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please place a checkmark in th e one square below which is opposite the 
words best describing the position you hold or the duties you presently 
perform in the school library. 

CJ 

CJ 

Professional personnel (Graduate of an accredited college or 
University and possessor of at least a BA Degree in Library 
Science , F.ducational, or both) 

Clerical personnel (The staff member performing the secretarial 
duties of fi ling, typing, inventorying, etc.) 

Technical personnel (The staff member who rPpairs, produces, 

L/ 
and maintains the audiovisual e quipment and software in the 
school library collection). 
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For each of the following questions, select t he letter of the one answer 
which you feel best describes the cataloging and processing system 
presently used in your school library : 

---
1. Which of the following two methods of cataloging and process-

ing are at present being used in your school library? 

a. Individual cataloging and processing 
b. Computerized central processing 

___ 2. In your opinion is this the most efficient cataloging and 
processing method which could possibly be employed for 
your school library? 

a. Yes 
b. No 

___ J. If your answer to the above question was !.· , lbich of the 
following explanations best describes why you chose that 
particular answer: 

a. You fei the cataloging and processing method 
presently employed by your school library is th� 
most efficient meth od  that could possible be em
ployed in terms of the small aroount of time it 
talces to process each item. 

b. You feel the cataloging and processing method 
presently employed by your school library is the 
most efficient meth od that coul d possible be em
ployed in terms of the maximum usage this method 
allows the school to make of its profession al and 
non-professional school library personnel. 
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c . You feel the cataloging and iroc essing method pr es- 41 

ently employed by your s c hool library is the most 
efficient �thod that could possible be employed 
when one consid ers that the ratio of overall cost 
of the method to the ser vices provid ed is equiva-
lent to one . 

d .  Answer s  a and b .  

e .  Answers b and c .  

f. Answers a and c.  

g. All of the above . 

h. None of the above . 

If your answer to question number 2 was b . ,  which of the 
following explanations best describ es why you chos e that 
particular answer : 

a.  You feel the cataloging and processing method pres
ently employed by your school library is not the 
most efficient method that could possibly be employed 
because of the tremendous amount of time it takes to 
process a si ngle item. 

b .  You feel the cataloging and processing method pres
ent ly employed by your school library is not the most 
efficient method that could p,ssibly be used becau se 
the method doe s not allow the professional and non
profe ssional enough opportunity to perform the tasks 
for which they were train e d .  

c.  You feel the cataloging and proc essing method pre s
ently employed by your school library is not the most 
efficient DP,thod that could possibly be employed 
becaus e the overall cost of the method far surpasses 
the servi ces whi ch the method provid es.  

d .  Answers a and b.  

e .  Answers b and c .  

f .  Answers a and c .  

g. All of the abo ve . 

h. None of the above . 

In general , 

--- S .  Approximately how much time is required for the acquisition, 
cataloging , and processing of an individua l item und er the 



method your school library employs? S...J.e ct the one answer 
fro m the following which most clos f.'!ly approximat;;-the 
length of time required : 

a.  Approximately 1.5 minutes to 1 lx>ur 
b .  Approximately 1 to several hours 
c .  Approximately 1 - 2 days 
d .  Approximately 3 days to 1 full week 
e.  Approximately 1 week to l mont h 
f .  Approximately 1 month to 1 year 

_6. In your opinion, how much time should be required for the. 
acquisition, cataloging, arrl processing of an individual 
item under the method your school library employs? Again 
select the one answer from the follow ing which most cl osely 
approximates the length of time you feel should be required :  

a .  Approximately 15 minutes to 1 hour 
b .  Approximately 1 to several hours 
• •  Approximately 1 - 2 days 
d .  Approximately 3 days to 1 ful l week 

e .  Approximat ely 1 week to 1 month 
f .  Approximately 1 month to 1 year 

__ 7. Does the time required for the acqui. si tion, cataloging, and 
processing of an individua l iten in yrur school library meet 
up to yo\!r expectations of the ti me that should be required 
for the processing of an individual item? 

a.  Yes 
b. No 
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8 .  If yo u  had the opportu nity to choose a method of c at�loging ---
and processing for your school library whi ch you feit required 
the least amount of time for the acqui sition, cataloging, and 
pro cessing of an indi vidual item, which of 1he following methods, 
if any, would you choose? 

a. A method of computerized central processing . 
b .  A metho d of individual cataloging and processing .  

9 .  Do you fe�l the present catalog ing and processing method ---
employed by your school library allows the professional am 
non-professional personnel suffici ent opportunity to perform 
th� tasks for whic h they were trained ? 

a.  Yes 
b .  No 

10. If your answer to question numb�r 9 was a . , which of the follow---
ing explanation s  do you feP-1 best describes your reason for 
sel ecting that particular answer : 

a .  The processing am cataloging method employed in your 
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school library assumes so many of the tech nical dutie s 
connected with the task, that your prof e ssion al and 
non-professi onal pP rsonnel are more free  to work with 
the studmts and teachers • 

b. The process ing and cat aloging method employed in your 
school library assume s so man y of the tech nical duties 
con nected with the task , that your prof essional and 
non-professional pers onnel ar e  more f re e  to perform 
the regular library tasks of cir cul.aticn and selection . 

c. Answers a and b. 

d. None of the above . 

11. If your answer to q uestion number 9 was �. , which of the f ollow
ing explanations best descri bes you r reason for s electing that 
particular reason : 

a. The cataloging and pro cess ing meth od employed in yo ur 
school lib rary ass umes s o  few of the tech nical dutie s 
conne cted w ith the tas k that your profes sional aoo 
non-professional personnel h ave ver y little ti me to 
wo rk with the s tudents and teacher s. 

b. The catalogi ng and processing me thod Pmployed in your 
school library assumes so few of the tech nical du ties 
co nnected with the task that your profe ssional and 
non-professional personnel have ver y little time to 
pe rform the regular li brar y duties of circulatio n 
a nd s election . 

c. Answers a and b. 

d .  None of the above. 

12. lf you had the opportu nity to select a method of catal og ing 
and processing for your school library which you f el t  would 
allow you , as professional and non-profe ss:io nal personnel, 
s ufficient opportunity to pt> rfo rm the tasks f or whi ch you were 
trained , wh ich , if any, of the follow ing methods would you 
select: 

a. A metb:> d of individual catalogi ng and processing 

b. A me thod of compute r ized central processi ng 

_13. Is the overall cos t of the method of ca.taloging and processi ng 
employed in your school library, in your opinion, equivalent 
to the time and personnel efficie ncy of the process ing services 
the method provides ? 

a. No 
b. Yes 



_14. If your an swer to question number 13 was !· , which of tll:., 
following explanations d o  you feel best describ es your reason 
for selecting that particular answer : 

a .  The overall cost of the cataloging and processing 
meth od employed in your school library far surpasses 
the services provided in tll:.,. tremendou s amount of 
time required for the processing of a sin gle item. 

b .  The overal l  cost of the cataloging and pro cessing 
metll:>d employed in your sch ool library far surpasses 
tll:., technical services the method pr ovides in the 
small amount of opportunity it allows fer the pro
fessi onal and non-professional personnel to perfonn 
the tasks for which tll:.,y were trained . 

c .  Answer s a and b .  

d .  None of the above.  

If your an swer to question number 13 was b . , which of the 
following explan ations do you feel best describes your reason 
for selecting that particular answer : 

a .  Th e overal l cost of t b!  cataloging and pr ocessin g 
meth od employed in your sch ool library seems small 
when one considers th e speed with which a single 
item may be pr oc essed . 

b.  The overall c ost of the processing and cataloging 
method employed in your sch ool library seems minute 
when one considers how maiy of the technical duties 
are assumed by the method , allowing the pr ofessional 
and non-professi onal personnel sufficient opportunity 
to perform the j obs for which they ar e  trained . 

c .  Answers a and b .  

d .  None of the above • 

16.  If you cou ld ch oose, would you elect to retain the meth od of 
cataloging arrl pr oc essing presently enployed in you r sch ool 
library, or w ould you select a different meth od than the one 
presently use? 

a .  I would chan ge t o  a different meth od of cataloging 
and processing . 
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b .  I would retain the mptood of cataloging and pr ocessi ng 
presently employed in my sch ool library. 

_17. If you elected to change the present meth od of cataloging and 
processing employed in your sch ool library in question 16 , 



which of the. f ollowi� methods ,  if either , wo uld you select? 45 

a.  The metm d of individual cataloging arrl processin g .  

b .  The metho d of computer ized central pro cessing . 

18.  If you could select a method of cataloging and processing for 
your school library whi ch met the qualifications of bei:r:g 
efficient as to the amount of time required for the proc essing 
of each itf"ffl , the opportunities allowed the profe ssional and 
non-professional personnel to perform the tasks for which they 
were trained , and the over al 1 cost of the method being equi va
lent to the technical ser vices provid ed , whi ch of the follow
ing two mE"tho ds do you f eel would best provide you wi th the 
effici ency factors you want : 

-

a. The computerized cent ral processing meth od .  

b .  The individual rnetood of cataloging and pr ocessing . 

Optional Question 

The following lines are provided for you to write additional 
comments as to your reason s why you might prefer eithPr the computerized 
central processing method over the individu al method of cataloging and 
pro cessing or vice versa fer your school library. Please try to be as 
honest as you can . _ Any sinc ere cm structive comments you can make will 
be of tremendous help to this survey. 

Thank you. 
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