Responsibilities of Technical Service Librarians to
the Process of Collection Evaluation

SHEILA S. INTNER

THE ROLE OF TECHNICAL SERVICES operations in the collection evaluation
process is multifaceted and significant. The role of technical service
librarians to the process, however, is not necessarily clear or universally
recognized, resulting in conditions that are becoming increasingly
counterproductive to efficient and effective efforts to evaluate the rela-
tive quantity and quality of a library’s holdings in subject areas, formats
and so on to determine future needs of the institution.

While public service librarians are currently being drawn into
planning operations for online catalogs—formerly the exclusive terri-
tory of technical service staff members—no comparable trend involving
technical servants in collection evaluation or development programs
appears to be in progress. Collection evaluation, where it is explicitly
defined and practiced, 1s usually part of a larger system of collection
development or management under the public service or reference unit,
composed of specialists in the disciplines or media being examined.
Even where collection development/management officers are part of a
technical service unit, their relation to the rest of its staff may only be to
provide a conduit for transmitting selections for purchase to the acqui-
sition department. The determination of needs and subsequent transla-
tion into titles selected for purchase are performed beyond the pale by
bibliographers, with or without input from the public. Current trends
in collection evaluation indicate the importance of examining the
responsibilities of technical service librarians to the process as well as to
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the development of new strategies to incorporate them more thoroughly
into the system.

A Definition of Technical Services

Technical services, traditionally defined, comprise the functions of
acquisition and cataloging, two operations in which interaction with
the public is not required." In the last several years, application of
computers to these two services exposed their natural relationships with
circulation and interlibrary loan services as well as separate serials
control systems. All of these functions and services are based on files
containing bibliographic data identifying titles and/or individual
items in a library’s collections. This mutual dependence on the same
information enabled online circulation systems to be used, at least by
staff having access to them, as catalogs and shelflists almost imme-
diately upon their implementation despite their inherent drawbacks—
lack of subject access, authority control or complete entries.? What they
did not have in appropriate design was more than offset by their cur-
rency, speed, status information, and convenience. By the same token,
the establishment of large machine-readable files of bibliographic data
for cataloging also became a vehicle for the most effective interlibrary
loan systems ever devised.?

Thus, modern definitions of technical services need to include, at
the very least, acquisition, cataloging and some aspects of circulation
and interlibrary loan. Insofar as serials control is the process of acquir-
ing, cataloging and circulating materials published in parts intended to
continue indefinitely, it too should be included in the definition. Some
distinction also needs to be made between the methods and procedures
for preparing bibliographic records and displays of the data intended
for public use. Computers have also exposed the difference between the
production side of cataloging—i.e., public displays used by clients—
and its operational side—e.g., the use of a bibliographic utility to create
entries. Not only are the public service functions of catalogs being
recognized lately, but in some institutions public service staff members
are making decisions about catalog structures and designs heretofore
reserved for catalogers alone.*

This blurring of the lines between what constitutes public and
technical service operations is new, but notions about the need for
objectives that transcend departmental divisions and focus on end-users
is not. Osborn, in his seminal article “The Crisis in Cataloging,”
painted a dismal picture of services to clients by legalistic, perfectionist
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and bibliographic catalogers.® Exhortations to consider the user have
never stopped, with Berman® and others carrying the torch to this
moment.” Still, the convenient departmentalization of libraries into
reader/public services and technical services does not appear to have
changed radically to accommodate end-users. Circulation, interlibrary
loan, serials control, collection evaluation, and selection of materials
often are subsumed under the public service rubric, while acquisition
and cataloging, including authority over the public catalog, still reside
under the technical service heading.

For the purpose of this discussion, technical services include all the
functions and operations directly based upon a library’s bibliographic
files—its catalog(s) and shelflist—in whatever form they exist. The
balance of this article investigates relationships of each of these func-
tions to collection evaluation, and the responsibilities and contribu-
tions of librarians performing these functions to the process.

Acquisition and Collection Evaluation

Systems for purchasing materials are the primary concern of acqui-
sition librarians, with some small percentage of their energies devoted
to other methods for obtaining them—e.g., gifts and exchanges. The
larger an institution, the more likely it will employ a complex of
acquisition methods and dealers depending on whether materials are
monographic or serial in nature, whether they are foreign or domestic
publications, whether they are in book or nonbook formats, whether
they are new or old, and whether they are products of ordinary or
specialized publishers, academic presses, scholarly organizations, or
other types of production agencies. Larger libraries also have bulk order
methods, approval plans or blanket orders, supplemented by traditional
title-by-title orders for materials not included in them. Almostall librar-
ies, large or small, commit large portions of their materials budgets to
ongoing expenditures for periodicals and serials subscriptions.

What has all this to do with evaluation? One normally thinks of
acquisition activities as following several other procedures which them-
selves follow a determination that materials need to be added to the
collection.

Examination of acquisition patterns should become a routine step
on the part of evaluators to insure that the weaknesses and gaps are
being addressed. Furthermore, acquisition statistics, including
numbers of titles ordered, their subject/discipline breakdown, and
vendor performance in their provision, can become key factors in fore-
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casting the problems evaluators will face in the future. Not only will
numbers of titles ordered be useful, but also the priorities they are
accorded in the process of acquisition. Which titles have been ear-
marked for rush receipt, probably at lower discounts than usual? Which
are likely to take months to arrive, if they arrive atall? What proportion
of titles may be unwittingly duplicated, arriving both as part of bulk
orders and title-by-title orders? Is there a pattern of nonreceipt? How
does this pattern relate to the relative priorities of collection evaluators-
developers-managers?

The answers to these questions indicate how well the acquisition
process 1s responding to needs identified first in an evaluation cycle.
Furthermore, input from acquisition officers should be part of the next
evaluation round. Suppose, for instance, a college French department
hires a new faculty member whose research and teaching is in an area
new to the curriculum. Materials to support his/her interests will need
to be added. Evaluators will note this gap and selections will be made to
fill it. Suppose, also, the dealer through whom French-language mate-
rials are purchased is notoriously slow, a fact likely to be known only to
the acquisition staff. If there is free interaction between evaluators and
purchasers, a potential problem can be nipped in the bud and timely
arrival of the new material may be assured in one of several ways—e.g.,
ordering from another dealer or asking for a rush delivery in return for
subtracting discount points; or by developing alternate strategies in the
event all efforts fail (e.g., locating appropriate titles at another institu-
tion which might be interloaned if necessary). If there is little or no
communication between evaluators and purchasers, the materials
would probably be ordered in the usual way, not only arriving late, but
with no early warning to the selector, department or faculty member
concerned. Even though the evaluator identified the need in the course
of an evaluation round, there would be no mechanism for feedback from
one group to the other. Once the evaluator was made aware of the
situation with French-language materials, however, future needs might
be treated with higher priorities or a wider variety of materials mightbe
ordered to insure the arrival of enough titles to support basic needs of
curriculum and research.

If purchasers try to obtain all materials as fast as possible, discounts
may go by the wayside and the number of titles acquired would be far
fewer than expected. Feedback between acquisition and evaluation
operations enhances the coordination of needs and purchases in order of
importance to the institution. Ideally, essential materials will receive
the highest priorities and discounts for these may be sacrificed; while
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other materials with lower priorities, though useful and important to
the public in the long run, can be delayed in order to maximize dis-
counts and stretch budget dollars as far as possible. News that certain
types of material are especially difficult or expensive to obtain may
constitute an environmental constraint to be considered in performing
overall evaluations.

Acquisitions personnel provide, in these and other instances, quan-
titative data—i.e., acquisition statistics and patterns—which the evalu-
ator can use to make critical judgments and forecasts, the qualitative
decisions necessary in the performance of the collection evaluation.

Cataloging and Collection Evaluation

Even further from the process of evaluation than acquisition are the
cataloging procedures by which materials are incorporated into a
library’s organizational scheme. Looking at this from the evaluator’s
point of view, however, the placement of materials on shelves, their
bibliographic description and subject cataloging are critical to forma-
tion of a collection rather than merely a mass of materials. All the
various methods of evaluating collections involve examination of mate-
rials according to some organization pattern originating from the cata-
loging department, e.g., shelf arrangements or class numbers, subject
headings, authors and/or titles, etc. These techniques presume all cata-
logers will treat materials in the same way, that materials on a subject
will always be collocated on the shelves and in the catalog, and that
items listed in subject bibliographies or the catalogs of other libraries
are easily matched against the entries in one’s own catalog, all of which
may or may not be true. Some items could be part of a collection being
evaluated, but may be missed. The importance of these ‘“‘missing”
materials depends on their numbers, cost and impact on the process.

Library catalogs are evaluators’ most important tool and they
perform their function well or poorly depending on how they are
constructed and maintained. Many libraries have not always conformed
strictly toasingle, uniform authority file of names and/or subjects, with
the result that the works of an author may be dispersed in the catalog
depending on the form of name under which particular works were
entered. Catalogers have differed widely in their attribution of works to
editors, compilers and corporate entities, with the attributions depend-
ing on the catalogers’ perceptions of the relationships and contribu-
tions of the possible main entry choices to the work in question.
Furthermore, when the rules by which such choices are made have
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changed, few libraries have gone back to previously-cataloged works to
upgrade the access points. Rather, they rely on such devices as split files
linked by cross references, or, even more confusing, interfiling of sim-
ilar, but not identical entries, and also, perhaps most difficult for users
to endure, the maintenance of separate catalogs for different forms of
description and entry.

Where a library relies on a relatively static form of catalog display,
such as book or computer-output-microform (COM) catalog, users
must always check whatever updates supplement the main catalog. In
such circumstances, the main catalog is perpetually out-of-date, no
matter how frequently it is cumulated.® Still another consideration is
that of backlogs, less problematic today than in the early 1970s, perhaps,
but still a factor in large institutions facing budget squeezes that force
them to choose between materials and the personnel for processing
them. No matter what the form of catalog, entries waiting to be filed are
absent and materials waiting to be processed are even further from being
found in the catalog. (One advantage to computer-based online catalogs
is the ability to link with other modules containing on-order and
in-process files, combining all bibliographic information into one tool
for the searcher. The number of libraries in which this has already
occurred as of this writing is extremely small, however.) No matter the
reason, the number and pattern of entries missing in the primary tools
used for collection evaluation may determine the accuracy of its
outcome.

The point of the foregoing discussion is that library catalogs, while
not intended to be fictional or mysterious, often leave a great deal to be
desired in their completeness, accuracy and ease of use. When they are
employed in the evaluation process, their weaknesses—whatever they
are—should be known to the evaluator and accounted for in the final
determination of collection strengths and weaknesses. The catalog
could probably benefit from periodic evaluations, too, in which its
problems are defined and prioritized for future action.

Catalogs are not the only organizational tool used in evaluating
collections. Shelf arrangements and/or shelflists are also important
parts of the process. Intellectual and logistic difficulties exist in classify-
ing and arranging library materials on the shelf; each can confound an
evaluator’s efforts. A basic problem is relying on classifiers’ judgments
as to the primary topic of a work when it contains several possibilities.
Recently, researchers in many previously well-defined disciplines have
incorporated topics outside their subject area, or combined with those
in other disciplines to form multidisciplinary groups. Information

422 LIBRARY TRENDS



Responsibilities of Technical Service Librarians

studies are a prime example of this sort of amalgamation, combining
topics from the study of communications, management and computer
science along with traditional topics in librarianship. Classifiers areata
loss to accommodate these groups, except to choose a number indicat-
ing the first topic, the topic comprising the largest number of pages (or
frames, grooves or files), or the topic the classifier thinks will be the most
appropriate to the library’s needs. The classifier also may be directed by
departmental policy to accept a number appearing in a bibliographic
utility without regard to its relevance to that individual collection.
Indications are that different classifiers may make different judgments
for the same work; and, still worse, that the same classifier will choose
differently for the same work at different times. How, then, isan evalua-
tor to trust that the shelflist or a reading of the physical items on the
shelves will reflect all materials a library owns in a particular subject
arear

There is much to be gained from interaction with classifiers and
feedback on classification policies in practice in a particular institution.
Major shifts in policy which occur from time to time, such as those
regarding the placement of biographies and bibliographies (in the
subject area or in a separate class), should be known to evaluators using
the classification scheme as a tool.?

Relying on the shelflist to indicate what materials are actually
available may be unwise if policies concerning missing and lost mate-
rials are not clear, and if they do not require frequent and timely
updating of these records. Some libraries wait years before considering
an item gone for good, while others do not remove cards from the
catalog unless the item will not be replaced. The least welcome task of
collection managers is weeding out or deselecting materials, and its
avoidance is probably ubiquitous throughout the profession. Ignoring
materials that are already physically gone is one way to sidestep an
unpleasant duty, and, in defense of collection managers, shelflist main-
tenance is probably not very high on anyone’s list of priorities.

Evaluators need to spot-check, at least, to determine the accuracy of
shelflist records if they use them at all. Should they work directly at the
shelves, inaccuracy may also be a problem if shelf-reading is not done
continually. Spot-checking all catalogs for accuracy in filing and entry
is also a safeguard against assuming perfection in primary tools which,
by virtue of their being prepared by humans, must necessarily be
imperfect.

Not only are there problems of internal consistency when using a
library’s own catalogs and shelflists for evaluation, but when evaluators
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match their catalogs, shelves or shelflists against lists of materials
produced outside the institution—i.e., by other libraries, bibliographers
or experts in the subject literature—they do so on the assumption that
external consistency of entry reigns. Without belaboring the issue, it
should be reiterated that all the problems identified about description,
entry and classification are compounded in the use of “foreign’ lists,
too.

Large academic libraries frequently possess automated cataloging
systems, usually part of a national network or computerized bibliogra-
phic utility such as the Online Computer Library Center (OCLC)."®
While computer systems tend to be more accurate than human beings,
anyone who works with data from the utilities is aware of their limita-
tions (attributable, to a large degree, to errors people make when input-
ting data) and the cautious approach one must take before deciding a
specific work is present or absent. The enormous size of the databases
and their lack of integrated authority controls exacerbate their prob-
lems. Filing errors may be avoided, it is true, but data entry errors,
transmission blips, and other errors of omission and commission
muddy the crystal clarity of this marvelous pool of information. In
addition, using entries arranged by call number from a computer print-
out, whether or not they are correlated with other factors, does not alter
the intellectual problems of classification previously outlined, nor does
it improve the retrieval ratio over a card-formatted shelflist. Neverthe-
less, people using computer systems tend to forget this, believing they
have found a solution in the ease and speed of delivery and elegance of
arrangement that computers provide.

Few technical service librarians are willing to use their records of
online cataloging—i.e., the archive tapes—for online catalogs without
editing (sometimes extensive editing); therefore, why should they be the
answer to collection evaluators’ needs without similar repair work?"
Yet, the computer’s inherent ability to perform all manner of statistical
manipulations in the twinkling of an eye and produce interesting and
complex reports seems to have captivated managers to the extreme,
holding them in thrall. If an archive tape is available, it may become the
faulty foundation for a host of collection evaluation maneuvers destined
not just to reflect, but to magnify every error that tape contains. Archive
tapes or other records of cataloging activity can be useful to evaluators,
provided the information is accorded its proper weight in the array of
data sources used,'? particularly if it is matched against statistics from
acquisitions departments. Comparing these two sets of figures—which
should bear some resemblance to one another—can help target ques-
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tionable areas and alert evaluators to statistical or logistical errors.
Using “‘dirty,”—i.e., unedited—tapes should include qualifying the
results with an increase in the error factor, or accepting them with
sufficient reservation.

Catalogers and classifiers play an important part in the collection
evaluation process. First, they create and maintain the primary tools
used for organizing materials and examining them systematically-—the
catalog and shelflist; second, computer-produced records of their activi-
ties may be used in analyzing collection growth (though sometimes
without the caveats catalogers themselves would heed if those records
were to be used for technical service products). Interaction between
collection evaluators and technical services librarians seems the most
cost-effective method of avoiding the pitfalls when using technical
service products as a basis for evaluating collections. Once again the
technical service librarian—this time the cataloger—produces objective
information, quantitative data, to be used in performing a qualitative
analysis.

Circulation and Collection Evaluation

Circulation activities provide statistics frequently cited to justify
collection evaluation decisions. The Pittsburgh study' compared use
rates of various materials in the university’s holdings, attracting atten-
tion by demonstrating how little-used the bulk of them were. Some
libraries cannot afford to purchase materials that may not be used, while
others are judged by how fast their collections turn over. In both of these
situations, circulation statistics are used to determine how well collec-
tions match user interest, i.e., how “good” they are. The number of
libraries committed to purchasing materials even if they will not be used
heavily, or willing to obtain materials now for their research potential
at some future time, are dwindling rapidly. Even these libraries are
concerned lest precious budget dollars be spent on marginal titles rather
than those with recognizably greater appeal.

Circulation records have thus become valuable data for collection
evaluation, describing collection use within the period for which they
are taken. These records may be kept daily, weekly, monthly, quarterly,
and/or annually. They may even be kept hourly, especially to study the
best deployment of circulation personnel betwen the front-line jobs of
charging and receiving materials and the back-room jobs of preparing
or mailing overdue notices, bills and recalls. These are relatively short-
term periods, however, and long-term studies of circulation are not
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commonly reported, if they are done at all. Since circulation statistics
represent short-term use patterns, collection evaluation studies based
upon them would necessarily tend to make decisions for the future on
behavior in the immediate past. This is not accurate or precise forecast-
ing, but it may be better than employing other variables or guessing in
the dark without the benefit of any hard data at all.

The practice of making purchasing decisions on the basis of use
patterns has been questioned over and over throughout the history of
the library profession. Buying what circulates, regardless of its intrinsic
intellectual or artistic value, challenges fundamental tenets of librarian-
ship. The obligation to accumulate and preserve our intellectual herit-
age may sound simple on the surface, but even in the 1870s, arguments
were put forth on methods of choosing only the best of that heritage,
avoiding atall costs the lesser-valued items." Ideas change about what is
without value, creating entertaining debates in the literature from time
to time," and many items currently held in respected collections would
have been shunned by them less than three decades ago.’* Without
judging the issue on its merits, it should be obvious that use statistics are
most important to libraries that wish to maximize their circulation
totals and have to be recognized as valid measures of collection activity
everywhere.

Providing use statistics, however they may be applied to the evalua-
tion of the collections, is only one of the ways circulation may interface
with evaluation. Another activity with important implications for eval-
uating collections is monitoring loss rates and patterns. Items that
disappear or become ‘“‘permanently borrowed’ are known first to the
circulation department, though they are rarely under any obligation to
analyze and report on them to anyone. One of the simplest reporting
functions of automated circulation systems, however, are lists of lost
materials arranged by call number prepared for shelf searches. These
lists may turn out to have greater value as indicators of the loss rate in
particular subject areas or patterns of loss, should patterns emerge from
careful examination of the lists. Collection evaluators need to be
informed without delay about losses that seem to be concentrating in
one or more subject areas, since examination of the catalog and shelflist
could not be expected to reflect them so quickly. Absence of any specific
item from the shelves may merely indicate it isin use, so examination of
the shelves cannot always be taken to mean items are gone from the
collection. On the other hand, inclusion of an item in the catalog/shelf-
list may also not be certain evidence that the item is still part of the
collections and will be available to a borrower within a reasonable

426 LIBRARY TRENDS



Responsibilities of Technical Service Librarians

period of time. If an item is listed in the catalog but missing from the
shelf, corroboration of circulation records must prove it is still part of
the collection, not overdue for many months by someone long gone
from the population served by the library—e.g., a student who has
graduated or a former resident who now lives elsewhere.

The frequency with which shelf-search or missing-material lists
should be examined depends on the type of library and its primary
clientele. Academic libraries, though they often serve researchers who
may not have specific timetables, are usually geared to a semester-long
or, at most, a year-long cycle of material needs. Curriculum-related
materials need to be available during the period classes are taught or
they lose some of their value, though not all, since they may well have
other uses and classes are usually repeated. Lists may require more
frequent checking to determine specific subject areas where losses can
seriously devalue a particular collection.

Public libraries are under no such pressure, though they risk losing
their credibility and goodwill if too many wanted items are always
unavailable. Since part of the mission of public libraries is to provide
popular materials, public libraries may use missing or shelf-searching
lists to determine the need for additional copies of a much-in-demand
title. Where academic libraries purchase single copies of most titles,
public libraries acquire many copies if they believe all of them will
circulate. Best-sellers may be borrowed dozens of times in a year and be
worn out completely. In any case, whether worn beyond usability or
missing from the shelves for other reasons, when a titleappears often on
the missing list, it would be a likely candidate for replacement in
multiple copies.

If it is the policy of the public library to add copies when holds
multiply for a particular work—a fairly common practice—then the
hold list provides additional circulation-produced input for the evalua-
tor. It is impossible to predict with complete accuracy which titles will
pique the public interest and become blockbusters—library equivalents
of films thatattract millions of moviegoers—but experienced evaluators
usually know the proportion of the total budget they will require, if not
the exact titles. Though the specific works may change in each evalua-
tion cycle, a few titles will consume a far larger amount of the materials’
budget than their inherent worth might indicate. Occasionally, they
will assume a permanent place in the collection after their stardom is
over, at least one or two of the remaining copies. The decision to keep or
not to keep some best-seller whose current demand is zero is sometimes a
problem. If a television version of the work is produced, or the author
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dies, or some other unforseen event brings the name of the work to
public attention, it may enjoy another round of literary and library
success. If the work is void of literary, artistic or information merit, it
may simply die a quiet death, never to be requested—or circulated—
again.

Using circulation statistics to evaluate collections is a delicate job,
requiring analysis and coordination of measures of use, lists of missing
or overdue titles, and requests for materials. Analysis of the statistics is
anything but simple. Libraries typically count the total number of
circulations as a measure of the amount of service being given. Less
typically, they may track circulation by department, subject area,
audience, or some other kind of breakdown furnishing different infor-
mation about patterns of use. Furthermore, one measure rarely pro-
duces useful information all by itself, but rather becomes useful if
compared either to identical measures taken over time or to other kinds
of measures taken in the same time period. It takes a great deal of
experience and intuitive judgment to interpret the figures and, even
then, one can be wrong. Past use patterns may be acceptable tools for
forecasting future use, but they are neither the only such tools nor are
they infallible. They would have been utterly useless in predicting the
shift in education away from using textbooks to the literature search-
and-synthesis teaching methods popular today in secondary and under-
graduate education, and even, to some degree, in elementary education.
Past use predictors tend to perpetuate the status quo, or, at least, to resist
change by making next year’s subject breakdown look like this year’s.
(Of far greater use, perhaps, than circulation statistics are examination
of faculty syllabi, examinations and research-in-progress. In public
libraries, community demographics and building patterns would be of
use.)

One final circulation activity impinging on collection evaluation
is the maintenance of materials on the shelves. A misshelved book (or
film, or recording, or media kit) is as good as lost. One enterprising
library school student lacking integrity deliberately misshelved items
which had to be used regularly, explaining the behavior as simple
survival. Though few people resort to such extremes and misshelving is
rarely be design, inattention to proper arrangement of materials on the
shelf can have impact on the evaluation of any collection; at least, it
should have an impact if the evaluator is not relying only on catalogs or
shelflists and also examines the shelves.

Libraries often relegate shelving and shelf-reading to the lowest-
paid and least-trained members of their staffs. This policy may be
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counterproductive in the long run if adequate quality controls are not
also maintained. It makes little sense for an institution to purchase
materials (expensive, to be sure), process them carefully and prepare
them elaborately for the shelves (even more expensive), and then leave to
chance their continued availability. That is, however, what is com-
monly done, and the tendency has spread particularly in the years since
pinched budgets have been limiting the staff size.

Even more difficult for good shelf maintenance are policies dictat-
ing use of several classification or shelving schemes simultaneously,
leaving shelvers as well as clients in confusion. At a major academic
research library just a few years ago, five classifications were in use in its
East Asian Library (EAL): Dewey, Library of Congress, Nippon
Decimal, Korean Decimal, and the Harvard Yen-Chin classification for
Chinese materials. To exacerbate the considerable problems faced by
EAL shelvers, the Dewey numbers on older Western language materials
were preceded by a “D” to denote a departmental library collection
rather than that of the main university library and were frequently
mistaken for the LC “D” schedule. Fortunately for this library system, a
decision was made to change entirely to LC for all materials, producing
a unified and integrated collection, in keeping with current trends in
East Asian scholarship toward both multilingual and multidisciplinary
studies. Vestiges of the four other schemes will probably remain forever
as a testament to previous policies and practices.

Evaluators, too, may be confounded in judging collections frag-
mented by any of the shelving problems described above—i.e., lack of
care in maintaining order, deliberate or frequent accidental misshelv-
ing, and use of several shelf arrangements for related materials.

In sum, circulation activities generate both hard and soft data of
great significance to evaluators: use statistics, lists of materials that are
overdue or lost, and hold lists. They also control the processes of
maintaining physical access to materials. Librarians are in some danger
if they attend only to some of these data—especially the number of
circulations—without consideration of other meaningful factors in the
overall system. (The charge could be leveled at librarians, however, that
they tend, consistently, to ignore hard data in favor of their own judg-
ments. Perhaps some over-compensation is justified under the
circumstances.)

Interlibrary Loan and Collection Evaluation

If an item is desired that is not part of a library’s holdings, or if an
itern is unavailable even if owned, another way of satisfying the request
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more quickly and cheaply than purchasing a copy is to borrow it from a
neighboring institution with whom such activity is prearranged. Inter-
library loan (ILL) is intended to be reciprocal, although some libraries
borrow more than they lend or vice versa. Once applicable only to a
minimal proportion of titles falling largely outside institutional col-
lecting policies, ILL. has become an important and growing method of
document delivery for two reasons. First, libraries now realize they can
never own all (or even most) of the materials their clients want; and,
second, online bibliographic networks offer thousands of library partic-
ipants instant access to all other participants’ catalogs plus a conve-
nient, speedy and low-cost communication system for sending IL.L
requests.

The illusion still persists among librarians that ILL is not a substi-
tute for owning materials, despite publishers’ charges to the contrary.”
ILL codes may contain prohibitions on lending or requesting popular
or new materials,’® but, in practice, these proscriptions fail when librar-
ians see things sitting on the shelf in their libraries that could be out
generating higher circulation figures, justifying previously-made pur-
chasing decisions, and, at the same time, insuring their own future
requests will not go unfilled. Obviously, if an item is so popular it is
always in circulation it will not be interloaned—but not because of any
ILL policy statement. Gore pointed out the cumbersome ILL structure
in place in most libraries is far too costly and complicated.19 He is
probably right. In spite of it, ILL. continues to mushroom.

When will the invisible line between interloaning v. purchasing be
made explicit and be defined clearly and precisely? The answer is:
probably never. Yet, evaluators recognize the value of perusing ILL
requests as source data for identifying gaps in a collection.” Certainly
for serials, the issue is much clearer, since more than three requests for
the same item in a year would qualify as a violation of copyright, and
the requestor should have to purchase the title in question outright.
Assuming the entire serials budget is already committed, however, what
title(s) will be dropped in order to purchase the one for which a fourth
ILL request was denied? If this limitation works for serials, why not
apply it to monographs? How far can this argument be carried to refuse
more than a certain number of ILL requests for titles no longer in print
or already owned by the library, but unavailable because they are out in
circulation, lost or overdue?

The use of online bibliographic networks for resource-sharing, not
only at the national level, but within regions, states or localities, has
always been a stated purpose of their development. Whether this aim
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received a high or low priority differed from system to system, butit was
rarely absent altogether. The Research Libraries Group, through their
RLIN Conspectus, seem to be the most sophisticated and advanced in
using a computer network for shared collection evaluation and
development.

Evaluators need to be concerned with ILL requests in general, but
they should accord them one kind of status in traditional, noncomput-
erized settings in which it is a matter of weeks or months between
request and receipt of material, and they should assign them a different
status where a computer system for ILL is available. At the same time,
the notion everything wanted but not owned or immediately available
that cannot be bought should be interloaned seems to putan inconceiv-
ably large burden on the ILL system, regardless of the mode in which it
operates (i.e., with or without a computer). Perhaps the issue here is to
determine when an area in which much ILL activity occurs should be
considered a gap in the collection needing attention, and when an area
already well-covered is steadily decreasing in interest, so demand for as
yet unowned works can be relegated to the indirect, or secondary pro-
curement level afforded by ILL. (It is easy to imagine there is a balance
here, when none exists. More likely there will be seven areas needing
attention to every one that shows decreased interest.)

Preservation and Collection Development

Extending the definition of technical services to include those
activities concerned with preserving collections for the future may be
somewhat questionable here, but preservation is often subsumed under
the technical services department. Preservation activities are seen, all
too often, as only the binding or rebinding of books, encasement in
plastic covers or insertion of security devices (which may, indeed, pro-
long the life of a book or recording within the collection). This article,
however, is more concerned about preservation activities with more
far-reaching effects, especially the administrative tasks of setting long-
and short-range goals for an institutional preservation program, selec-
tion of collection areas for attention, and determination of what
treatments should be applied to materials. These decisions are within
the broad scope of an evaluator’s job, yet they lie beyond its narrow
definition which tends to be limited to questioning only the presence or
absence of materials. Preservation issues are really future evaluation
issues addressed in the present to avoid collection disintegration as time
passes. Simple logic dictates that preservation decisions, to be most
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effective, should be compatible with evaluators’ conclusions and recom-
mendations. Evaluators, on the other hand, need to take into account
preservationists’ evaluation of current collection durability in making
their judgments.22 They are intimately related, a double star system,
each revolving about the other.

It is most obvious that short-range preservation goals and selection
of collection areas for treatment are going to be felt by evaluators
immediately, or in the very next evaluation cycle they undertake. The
effects of long-range goals and the treatments themselves are equally
important, but it is far less obvious how they may act upon collections.
Suppose, for example, that one long-range goal/treatment plan is to
convert all periodical and newspaper backfiles to microform. This is
probably not an unusual kind of preservation decision, particularly
since, for most libraries, the magazine- or newspaper-as-artifact is irrele-
vant. At some point in the future, however, this decision must also
include expansion of such things as microform facilities, equipment,
staffing, cataloging and processing, and corresponding shifts in mate-
rials. The change in physical form may alter the collection very little,
though the access route has changed considerably. Now consider mak-
ing the same decision for major portions of the nineteenth-century
English literature collection. Presumably no loss would occur of rare or
valuable items—those being retained and preserved—but what effects
might his decision have on other evaluation components? How might
catalogs be affected? If, as is likely, the microforms are sets of titles
grouped by genre, author or publication date, the catalog would proba-
bly reflect bibliographic data only for the set, not each individual work
within it.”® What is an evaluator to do in order to determine which items
have been retained in the new format and which have not? Can this
access be considered the same as the former full cataloging for each
individual book? And, supposing the bibliographic data for individual
works is entered in the catalog. These microreproductions are cataloged
as if they were the printed originals, with physical descriptions given in
numbers of pages. A person must read down to the bottom of the entry
(sometimes on into a second or third card in a card catalog) to find data
about the microform version. Will evaluators have to be cognizant of
these arcane issues as well?

When students search for these works, how many will find them?
How many can spend the hours necessary to read them in the library,
sitting at readers? How many can afford to print them out for later
review outside the building? Can it be that changing the physical
manifestation of these works has greater significance for use than antici-
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pated? For example, what might happen to circulation statistics for the
English department or the literature subject area, should this switch be
made? Will it become necessary to provide circulating copies of micro-
books with portable readers or microreader-rooms in dormitories,
departmental offices or homes? While all specific problems are not fully
outlined here, the implications for collection evaluation clearly are
going to be felt in many different ways.

In the long run, other new technologies will also have to be recog-
nized in preservation plans, such as building full text databases for
students to access from personal computers or campus-wide computer
networks, and video disks which, despite some commercial setbacks,*
have much to commend them as tools for scholarly research.

Still more problematic would be the collection evaluation effects of
a preservation decision to limit physical access to materials without
providing alternative formats for client use. Supposing no budget was
available to treat a particular portion of a European history collection
in such poor condition it could not be used. Isn’ta likely choice for those
materials to store them under the best possible conditions for prolong-
ing their existence—i.e., in the dark, at low temperatures, optimal
humidity—while seeking to develop funding for treatment or replace-
ment? It seems a fairly logical scenario, surely preferable to simply
allowing the materials to disappear entirely, forever. How does the
evaluator handle this kind of decision? Are the materials to be consid-
ered gone or still present? If an evaluator opts for the former—i.e.,
“gone”’—does that mean new materials must be purchased and, if so,
from what other subject areas will an allocation be drawn? If the
evaluator opts for the latter—i.e., “still present”—how would one
explain the gaps on the shelves and in the repertory of items available
for use? There are no simple solutions to any of these issues.

Conclusions

What general conclusions may be drawn from the foregoing discus-
ston of technical service activities relating to collection evaluation?
Aside from the discouraging enumeration of problems without defini-
tive solutions, there seem to be three underlying principles throughout:

1. Technical service operations produce quantitative or descriptive
data rather than qualitative data for collection evaluators. Acquisi-
tion statistics, circulation statistics, bibliographic or subject data all
tend to be neutral in character, containing no inherent judgmental
attributes.
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2. Technical service data is useful primarily in developing short-range
goals and objectives for the library collection. This is not to say there
are no long-range plans in which technical service activities may
figure prominently, particularly regarding preservation; but, over-
all, purely descriptive data changes and are only valid for a limited
period, while judgmental evaluative data have greater applicability
for the future.

3. Technical services, while contributing importantly to collection
growth and change cannot direct them. Despite all the many caveats
for evaluators throughout this article not to ignore or overlook the
significance of statistics and collection description produced by tech-
nical service activities, the essence of collection evaluation remains
judgmental in nature. Taking all the technical measures and tools of
acquisitions, cataloging, circulation, ILL, and preservation into
account, the evaluator must interpret, weigh and evaluate them.
Making an evaluation without these inputs is sheer suicide; but,
permitting them to be the sum total of an evaluation is either ignor-
ance or cowardice.

The issue was raised at the outset that evaluators are too frequently
unrelated to technical services staff, being drawn usually from reference
staff, subject specialists or bibliographers, or other public services per-
sonnel. To be sure, a collection evaluator/developer/manager may
sometimes report to the head of technical services; but she or he remains,
like preservation officers, a breed apart—unconcerned with achieving
greater efficiency and managing diverse clerical routines—as are acqui-
sitions and circulation officers—or with resolution of esoteric entry rule
questions and access conundrums—as are catalogers and ILL officers.
Nevertheless, to do a proper job of evaluating collections (and this is
seen as an ongoing cycle of activity, not an ad hoc operation) there must
be constant and considerable attention paid to the details of each techni-
cal service function, both in its current status and in its development
over time. The channels of communication to and from each function
manager must be open and free. Personal preferences, hierarchial strati-
fications, or extraneous professional issues should not interfere with the
flow of information from technical service staff to collection evaluators
and feedback from evaluators to technical service staff. To be effective,
collection evaluation should be seen as the multidisciplinary, multide-
partmental function it truly is, retaining its links to both public and
technical service activities and people. Though collection evaluation is
an evaluation, it will prove to be only as good as the information upon
which it is based.
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