AN EVALUATION OF READERS’
SERVICES AT THE UNIVERSITY OF
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
LIBRARY - KUMASI, GHANA.

ISAAC OSEI, BA, MPHL Dp Lid
UMNERSITY LIBRARY, UST, KUMASI

ABSTRACT

The UL.5.T. Library since its inception, has remained
the best agency within the University for collecting
and organising knowledge for effective use and
conlinues to provide importani services and facilities
te support the University to meet her noble objectives.

The problem iz posed as io whether it is effectively
and efficiently fulfilling its educational objectives. This
study has therefore, been carried out to determine the
extant to which the Library meets demands placed on
it by its readers.

Using data obilained through the client-centred
method, the study evaluated the resources, iervices,
Jacifities and the overall level of performance of the
Likrary. -

Xt is revealed that whereas the Library’'s own total
collections are inadequate o meet demands, its resort
to co-operative activitier immensely helps it 1o mitigate
thiz problem.

It is also revealed that physical facilities are inadequate
and that the provision of such facilities for learning
and atudy are unsatigfactory. It level of performance
is however found o be sadsfactory.

The study concludes by recommending measures which
would enhance the effective use of the Library and its
collections as well as the performance level of the
Library.

Data for the study was collecied in the 1988/89
academic session. Observations, analysis of date and
the write up also look fwo academic sessions.

The study is divided into three paris. Part ] comprises
the historical background, readers’ services at the
(15T Library, type of evaluation, reasons for library
evaluation, methodology for the evalvation, goals and
objeciives, what is to be measured and the research
technigues.

Part I deals with the evaluation of the US.T. Library,
whilst the Part II comprises the observalions,
conclusiors and recommendations,
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HETORICAL BACKGROUND

Tth,S,T.Libmjrmmwmwiamth:hﬁnLihw
and the libraries of the various faculties, ,
Centres and institotes. This stdy is centred on the
Main Library.

The Library bas had a chequersd history. Its birth
dates back to 1951, With the promulgstion of the
College of Techoology, Science and Arts Ordinance
No. 19 of 1951 the Teacher Training College at
Achimota, Accra, was moved to Kumasi and its
sccompanying library formed the nucleus of the present
Library at U.S.T. [1].

Initiafly, the Library was housed in lemporary
prefabricated buildings 4t the Biologicsl ‘Sciences

. The seating capacity was 135 readers. It
had a modest stff made up of a Librarian, Chief Library
Assistant and five other sssistants. The Bliss
Classification with modifications wes in use. There
was also s suthor and a classified catalogue.

In April 1961 the Library moved from the temporsry
building to the present penmansnt sits. The building
was designed to sccommodide 100,000 veluges and to
seat shout 250 readers. The 11.5.7.-Libeary now sarves
nine faculties and. afier -resteccls-oantres.  Theve are

Sciences(Shi8), Fa
of Art, snd the Institate of Repewablc snd natural
Research Centre and the Technology Consultancy
Cenitre (T.C.C.)

The Library as of now has a stock of 154,000 volumes
and is experiencing serious accommodation squesss. X .
has reached the saturation point as far s’ spave -for
books and readers wre concerned. This problem which
has always been the ceniral theme of discussion in the
Library's anmual reports for the past years is still with
us and the situation gets worse each sucoveding yesr
Makeshift arrangements have been made to case
congestion, but these heve been done o the expense
of spaces meant for readers. During peak periods, the
Library is filled to capecity aad many readers who are
unable to find places to sit are compelled sither to lean
on ghelves to read or go back. ‘This situstion obviously
brought in the question of further extension to the
Library. This is underway in esmest.




READERS’ SERVICES AT THE UST. LIBRARY

m'mhﬂﬁlmhuﬂhmmm
mmamnmn{mu.smmﬂ.
n:dimﬂudﬂﬂ::‘pmmnﬂonufmﬂnﬁmum
study and research. These sarvices are rendered by
Mmdm'mhuiquhnmiufﬂwubwﬂ, The
Mmﬂmnfmﬂﬂcopwuiunludmndthh
It is not sagy to definc what & resders’ services
departmment is. However, it is & multi-purposs unil
which functions such as circulation, reference
ing, imter-library

, acquired organized
the academic needs and sims of the University;

iv, wﬂ!-hiﬂtynqummelmqminm
trained academically, i and
mmpmmmyummemﬂuw
programme \

Moore (1989) has rightly pointed out that il i8
unressonable to expect to achieve a high level of
porformance if only mriritnal levels of resources are
provided for the purposs”™[Z]. It is in the spirit of
aftempting to find out the level of funding of the U S.T.
Lhﬂ,ﬂmw.wwuﬂhk ingE,
that this stody is canrled out. Mumm
aims of the stody are as follows:

i o evalusic the sdequacy of the physical
facilities for the proper and effective
Mgmhlﬁunﬂfmelihrﬂma}msfurﬂs

purposeful use by the readers;

b .

ii." to evaluste mvuiuni;mﬂwﬁnm of the
library 0 aa to their adequacy and
availability; : )

jii,. 1o exsmine the provision of readers’ services,

1

1o exsmine the budgetary aliocation to the
Library, s well as its staffing position.

V. intlmlighlnfthﬂﬁtdin.p.tndmmimﬂm
level of satisfaction of the provision of
for stodyflearning, teaching snd roscarch by
the renders’ servicss unit of the U.8.T. Library,
and ipverisbly detormine the of nser

iv. mrmmmdwmhnﬁchmnnﬂhiﬂ
ndm‘miwhmvﬂmi

TYPE OF EVALUATION
T‘Hnisnsuﬁywtﬁnhﬂkﬂﬂnﬁumufuﬂm
research,

of resssrch basically evaluates relative
goals and

This type
sffsctivencss in terms of stapdards,

objectives.

The process of cvaluation research encompasses the
following broad steps. The study would therafore:

i. determine whet is to be ovalusted sad the
roasons for if; :

i eotablish the desired lovel of performence of

iv. messure or iest subjects (objects) to determine

v. . determine the extent 10 which the goals were
achieved [4].

Within the contoxt of this study, it is an atiempt t0
measire the operations of the U.S.T. Library in terms
of the service objectives of its readers’ services and 10
determine ite satisfactoriness in satisfyimg uscr
demends. This involves an cvaluation of the U.S.T.
Library.

WHAT 15 LIBRARY EVALUATION
Li‘hrm-imeﬂnihupﬂnnhnmbunﬁcmhjaﬂof
some form of exsmmnstion by library sdministrsiors,
users and steff, Therefore, the concept of : niversity
litrary evalostion is by oo means pew. s



Library cvaluation may be described as one mesns by
which ome may critically examine & library and the
services it offers. According to McDiarmid, Library
evaluation is a careful, critical and factual snalysis of
Iibrary conditions [§]. The critical examination of a
library or factual analysis of the conditions, leads to
ons common objective - the identification of strengths
and weaknesses and possible solutions for the latter,
This renders library evaluation as a specialized type of
imvestigation whose goal is to improve library service.
It is obvious that the Hhrary user comes under such
scrutiny too.

Line (1982) has noted that librery eveluation “..... is one
of the means by which mt-iet}'mzwpa itself informed, a
way of bringing under control situations of increasing
size and complexity of obtaining perspectives and
siandards of comperison” [6).

A synthegizs of the various definitions suggest that
library evalustion is “a systematic collection of data
Hemdmatlg:ivmﬁm:mmnhi\rmpuicd"

Reasons for Library Evaluation

Human beings always cither consciously or
unconscioualy evaluaie any system in which energy or
monsy is expended in an attempt to find oot its wosth
or benefits. However, as systems become more and
more complex sod 85 orgenisations are forced to monitor
their tovestments in information sysiems mors closely,
the need ariscs for a way to assess their costs, benefits
auel effectivensss. One of such mformation systems
which has boen under constant evalustion is the library.
This is not to sey that the upsowrge of this iterest in
evahation is sn isolated phenomenon restricied to the
field of librarics. As pointsd out by Stecher (1975, “it
is in fact in close parallsl with similar trends in other
service-orionted activities md’ enterprises throughout
society”™ [B].

Various reasons have born offered to justify the need
for librariss to measurs their performsmce. For exmmple,
Hbrarins heve beoome aware of the need to evaluste
their ibraries with these objectives in mind.
First to determine:
i if it is following the path chalked for itself,
i whether there has been any change in
performance for o given period,
tii. if so, whether the change is in the desired
direction, and
iv. if so, to what extent [9].

Second, to develop the most officient and effective
gystems and io provide the systams which are of most
value to the nsers h

Besides these intringic valuss there is also the pressure
from funding agenvics for librarics to justify their

funding. The pressure has come ag a result of the nsc
in demand for information and access to puoblicaticns
supporied by the United Nations as one of the basic
homean rights; and. the rising cost of access to
information a3 phenomenon of modernity and

development.

Ford (1989) also offered three possible reasons with
library funding emerging as the strongest point
According to him,

“It is necessary to measure the performance of Hbraies
first, because a library almost always gets its fonds
from outside sources; sccond, because many sothvities
can take place in libraries end resomroes have to be
allocated to refloct prioritics, third, becanse thers may
be several ways of doing the sere job in a library"[10].

The fact is that librerics, besides thew preseyvation role
#lso perform the cssential fonction of providing sccess
1o recorded knowlsdpe sad wascmst imvestenent of public

Similarly, the Vice-Chancellor of the Univennity of
Western Australis, Profegsor Robert Smith, bas srgued
strongly, that, the incipient stampede academic iibrarics
are engaged in, in the struggle for a place on bodget
prioritics and the rising cost of libvaries provide the
need for justificetion for thelr fonding, snd hence the
need to cvaluate them to determine how well they e

performing (11].

a . was l lr ) “- g

This very

This clearly underscores Hernon's contention that
library evaliation encourages library mansgecoent to
examine their prioritits and the extent of their
commitmen! to the provision of ssrvices that meet the
imformation needs of users [§6]). This is further echoed
by Moore (1983) who simies that:

"Without any evalpation or performance measirenent
thers is a bendency for crgmmizations to become choked
usefolicss, which never performed well as was hoped,
or which consmme resourccs which conld be nsed to
greater effoct clsowhere™ [17].




In other words, it enables organizations to remain
relevant to the needs of their users.

THE US.T. LIBRARY LOOKS AT ITSELF

The readers’ services department of the U.S.T. Library
has been a constent reripient of compliments,
suggestions ad complaintz from the vuser comnmunity.
Particularly, doubts have been raised over the Library’s
level of performance and hence questions sre often
posed as to whether it is effectively and cfficiently
fulfilling its educsational objectives - whether it
encourages effective and efficient use of its resources
- throngh sdequate provision of facilities, equipment and
gervices, and whether it efficiently instructs readers in
the use of the Library and ils materinls. [n the main,
the Library iz being asked with increasing frequency 1o
ghow how il conmimibutes to support itz community.
Thus, the call is en the Gbrary to defend its share of
public funding. This iz a&. manifestation of
scoountshility. To this extent,

“thes prosaacs fu sardwrinhis such & study resubl from
a variety of administrativeé moad socictal forces calling
for incrensed effectiveness, accountability, and broader
bases and services, all within relatively static budgetary
constraints” [18].

This concern is a healthy sign because it shows
mounting inferes! m the progress of the Library and
therefore the criticism, however mtended is real and
mugt be taken in good faith, as it relates to the reason
for seiting up the Library in the first place. Secondly,
it is the view of this wriler that facilities snd services
offered by a particular libeary affect the users moat
becanee they depend on it to facilitate their various
prograpupes.  Thindly, looking st the criticism there
emerges some kind of validity in that, the Library was
planned with 250 readers in mind with room for 100,000
volumes. But . the present population of
mwmdth-mﬂufthub:wamwm
have outstripped these and strains are being
exerted on the Library s facilities and services. Fourthly,
ﬁ:l.ﬁmyummamﬂiﬂmmmm
impaortant agencies in the for its share of the
tmimd funds, and therefore it 18 high tme it mensured
its performance to justify its incessant call for more
fimde to replenish the fast deteriorating collections
md to streamline services.

Unfortunately, these comments have formed the basis
for passive appraisal However, there iz a danger m

credence to such random observaions. As
of mow, the Library has no cffective way of delermining
whether or not the comments received are representafive
of the cotire readership. This umderscores the [act
that, “performeance measmrement should be an essential
part of every organisation™” [19]. In the absence of
thiz, occwrrences in the library are subjected 1o various
shades of interpretations. This seems to be what is
h.wpp:ninguibau.s.'r_ Libtary. This must not come
&y o swprise, because naturslly, people oriticize and
complein more frequently than give compliments. It is
also possible that some areas of the Library's operations

be overlooked compleiclty becsuse no one happens to
commeni on (hem while other areas could be susceptible
to comments that they would receive continual and
perhaps unwarranied attention. To this end, there is
the probability that this type of appraizal is not
representative but biased and perhaps haphezard in
areas of coverage.

It is also interesting to note that the U.5.T. Library
since its inception has never evaluated or measured its
performance. [t is impossible o ascertain the extent o
which it is meeting its objéctives without amy
performance assesament. )

On this nole, it is appropriale and pertinent to evaluate
such compliments, suggestions and complsinis in &n
active and systematic manoer, This study is therefore
an objeclive counter-weight to expressed shades of
opinion.

METHODOLOGY FOR THE EVALUATION

Vickery [20] and Lancaster [21] have prescribed three
possible levels of Hbhrary evalnation. These incinds the

messurement of effectiveness, cost-sffectivensss and

si-benefit.

This study utilizes the first level of measurement which
is the measyrement of effectivencss. - Aeconding to
Lancaster, a library s effectivencss is messured in terms
of how well a service satisfies the demends placed
upon it by its ueers. Saraceric et al [22] consider it o
be how well a library docs what is intonded. Ralli (1987)
on the other hand argues thet “cffectiveness

mmhwwtmgumg,mwﬂmhﬂmn

mecting our goals and objectives” [231.

In this study 1o evalusic the cifectiveness of readars’
services of the U.S. T, Library, mwﬂm:ﬂ:ﬁ
to measure the degree 1 which service

being achieved. Perticulerly, mmnmm.
h‘brqmmudﬂmd:plwdmhb#m
users, since this is the ultimate objective of tha 'services
rendered. The demmnds to be aatinfied in thiz comext
relats to the satisfaciory geoviskou uf ploysivel feilitics,
information, services and resources for reading and
study, teaching mod research. What is imvolved here
i# a messuroment of performapce. This is because the
messurement of a library’s service objectives is a
messurement of performance.

As of now, there sye two main methods for the
evelustion of a library's effectiveness or the
measurement of its performance. These are the objeative
and the subjective mothods. In the former approsch,
performance measurement of a library sdopts the tools
of the management sciences. In this case, the evaluation
ufnﬁhwa:ﬁmvmlimﬂmmmwdy
The subjective method or spproach, on the other hand,
primarily depends on users' opinions or attitudes to
measure the effoctivensss of a Hbrary. Nomually, such
opinions or sititadey mre ascertained by miethods used
in marketing rescarch, which sre basically the use of




ires or interviews or both. As a result, the
subjective approach takes the user as the unit of
analysis. The assumption here. is that, these user
evalustions are valid indicators of Hbrary performance.
This view is corroborated by Stecher (1975} who
contends that the subjective approach “... has in Ffact
found methodological application in a number of
sdies” [24].

1t is thevefore safe to conclude at this point, that, in
determining the degree of suscess with which a library
performs, the chief indicator, the Lbrary user, is the
most logical source of an answer. This is well noted
by Vickery and Vickery (1987) that, “in the social process
of infortnaticn transfer, ... the ultimate evaluation must
be from the viewpaint of the potential recipients..."[25]
User opinions therefore, remains a valid snd potent
measure of user satisfaction. This study, however,
adopts the use of the subjective method as its major
tool for the evaluation. The use of this method implies
that ussrs will be required to stste their level of
satisfaclion on questionnaires distributed. The
construct-user satisfaction iz therefore, users’ self-

degree of sstisfaction with library services
[26]. In using the construct-user satisfaction to aseess
the performance of a library, it is sssumed that the
higher the proportion of satisfied to dissatisfied users
within s selected sample; the higher the preswned level
of performance of the library.

In the US.T. setting, a sample of three segments of
msers are to give a verdict from a thres scale level of
performsnce; very satisfactory, satisfactory and
ungatisfactory. The assumption then, is thet the level
of performasnce the majority in each of the three
segments claims to enjoy becomes that segment'’s seif-
reported degrec of satisfaction it derives from the
service, hence the performance of the Library.

What iz to be Mearared

This is a fundamental problem skin 1o all processes of
library evalnation, But the problom becomes exacerbaied
in the messurcment of effectivencss. The reason ix
that the menmrement of effectiveness is a complex
issue, particularly for socinl systems of which the library
is one. There is a great diversity of approaches, methods
and technigues, all because, “as yet, thers are ne
universally accopicd measures, messwring umils, or
methods for this study of library effectiveness. In parl,
thiz is because thers is little ent as to what is
to be measared” [27]. It is even doubtful if concensus
would be reached about measures which have the mosl
utility and internal validity. Hermon (1987) ix morc
possimistic about this: “... the jon cannot reach
a comocnsus about which mcasures heve the most
utility and intemnal validity ..."{28]. The necd therefors

arises for

“ & theorclical framework which will allow the
identification of major concepls and basic criteria,
establish the fundamental relationships Between these
snd provide the parameters of the problem as a
whole"[29].

BRARY L i0Tal of el Diiveesty. o, B0
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Fig 1: Relations amang criterlon varables,

The basic and generalized model of Omn’s comoeptual
framework is graphically depicted in Fig. | representing
quality snd values as j substitats labels for
effectiventss and thereforc less susesptible to
terminologicalimprecision.

According to Orr, quality snd valoe are messurable bath
directly and indirectly:

“Measures of quality sad value may be charsctertred
as direct when they are bascid on these witiyiate peiieria,

In fact, the ideal situation, a8 explained by Stecher
would be one in whith tnessares ars used for measurmg
these ultimate critevis. In practice, however, it has
proved difficult if not impossible.
implies that one weuwll have to find things, processcs,
and plienomesin which are measurable, and where the
measires derived would be valid indicstors of
cffectiveniess and benefits, This is affordable in Or's
analysis. The arrows in the diagram gaiut A
tendency toward increasing magnitodes. Thatda, sn
waﬂhmﬂmmﬂl&lﬂrip'ﬁﬂﬂﬂﬁl

On vaplains this relationahip: in four propositions which
express the basic dynmsiios of ‘the model:

1. that, other things being equal, the capability
of a service will tond to increase as the
resources devoted 1o it increase, but not
neccssarily proportionately,

2. thet, other things being equal, the total uses
made of a ssrvice (utilization) will tend to
increase ag its capability incresses, buf not
necessarily proportionately;

3, ihat, other things being equal, the beneficial
effects realized from & service will increase &s
its utilization inoreases, but not necessanily
proporiionately;

4, that, other things being equal, theresources
devoted to & service will increase aa its
beneficial effects increase, but not necessarily
proportionately.

;Kb et 9 Ruesbide 1, B b




Although the model looks quitc simple st a glance
there is much to it than it appesrs. Particularly there
abounds many factors which may constrain each
suggested relstionship. For exampls,

“The repesiod caveal, not necessarily proportionately,
implics that there is always a limit to the extent that any
factor in the sentence can be increased or improved.
The second caveat, other things being equal, implies
that meny factors may counteract each suggested
relstionship; extra resources may be misused, may bs
irrelevant ..., and fail 1o ncresse utilization, cxira uses
may be trivial or may divert recipients away from real
peadz, and thus fail to produce beneficial effects;
bmﬁhmwmsmynntbcpmvﬂw“
jodged importait by funders.and so0 mot result in extra
resowrces” [32].

These limits apd constraints show thei in this real world,
‘othwr things’ mre rarely equal This however does not
muwm«rmpmmmwmm
heavily based oo : The model is therefore not
worthiess. . Oz ressinds ue of the imporimnce of thess
wa#m&umﬂmbiu}ﬂm
that:

“These measures do meet real needs and will be
that better measures sse available .. only by
explicating the assumptions underlying the
messures now used and eaploring their
vulnersbility to violations of the critical
conditions upon which their validity depends,
and doing the same for any pew measures that
may be considered as replacement of relative
seceptability on the score of validity” [33].

But as of now, nome has been done successfully. Its
validity therefore holds itact.

Anmryimtnﬁnfm?uhhbshlhuhapshumm
resources lend themseives mont readily to quantification
and therefore countable. Henee, it is casier to compile
statistics on resouroes such as collection sive snd growth,
budget snd staff, ¢ ceters. On the other hand, capability,
bencficial effects (values) and utilizstion sre difficult to
measure directly and in the absence of satisfactory direct
messures of quality and value, indirsct measures have to
be used instead. These indirect measures are referred 10
a8 ‘proxy’ measures by Vickery and Vickery.

Ascording to Orr, measures of resources can be regarded
as-indicstors of quality snd the measures as indirect
meaqures. This is suggested by the dotted lime from
quality to resotroes and the assumption that gives logical
support to this interpretation is the first of the propositions
on which the dizgram is based. Similarly, measures such
as the number of items circulsted per number of the
pomﬁnlumpupm:ﬁmbmmmmnrkindufhd&m
measure of quality in the absence of a satisfactory direct
measure. This is also depicted by the dotted line from
quality to ulilization, and the underlying assumption is
based on the second proposition. Utilization is also
difficult to quantify dirccily except in libruries where
gervice is almost completely staff-medinted, which is rare
indeed. This means that it can onty be measured indirectly
with the most commonly employed indicators of value

handled, bibliographies prepared, students instructed,
items circulsted, in-house use and pages photocopied, gt

. These imndircct measurcs of value resi on
sssumptions sbont the gualifiers in the third proposition.

Fiomn the foregoing discussion, “therc is a tendency
Mmmamm“aﬁtywiﬂlmmmmdvmm
utilization”[34]. Atthis juncture, the question - what is 1o
be meagured can he snswered. To eveluate the
effectiveness of the U.S.T. Library’s roaders’ services,
one mey msasure the indicators of quality (resources)
neoded to render effective readers” services; snd secondly,
the indicators of valus which are measures of utilization.

RESEARCH TECHNIQUES:

Srudy Population snd Sanaple

The concept of jon is ‘basic o survey research.
Busha snd Harter (1980) define population us “.... any st
of persons or objects that posscsses st least one common
characteristic™ [35). Within this context, the siaff and
studgmisof the U 5. T. can be ssid to constitute a population.
This is because they share onc common objective - fo
work for the sttainment of the aims and objectives of the
(}.S.T. Thisis the jon this study seeks to study,
and henos it became pertinent to study the charscteristics
of the poprulstien. .

The U.5.T. population comprises three segments: the
seaching staff {Faculty), Students and the non<dsaching
siaff. Each segment has & population of.

1. Teaching Staff - 527

2. Students - 3588

3. MNon-Teaching Staff - 3481
Total 2596+

* These figures were chiained from the Registrars’
Offices and the various Faculties in the 1988/89
academic year (see Appendix [).

However, an examinstion of the personal records
gvailable st the University registry shows that 2469
{719%) of the non-teaching staffare sither illiterste, hold
the Middle School Lesving Certificate (MSLC) or
certificate below the General Certificate of
Education{G.C.E.} Ordinery Level. [t was decided to
leave out this segment of the non-teaching steff since
they are incapable of using the Library and its
collections meaningfully.

This purposive sampling reduces the non-teaching staff
populaticn to 1012 (29%). The implication is that these
hell certificates from the GCE Ordinary Level and above
and sre thus capable of using the Library and its
collections. The University populstion at this junchure
reduces to
1. Teaching Staff - 527
2. Students - 3588
3. Mon-Teaching Staff - 1012
5127

k)



The potential user population of the U.S.T. Library is
; therefore 5127. '

Jusiification of Sample Picked

Becards of registered users of the Library over the
years show that betweem 37% -19% of the total
populstion register with the U.S.T. Library. For instance,
in the 1988/89 academic year 3,022 (39.5%) registered.
Based upon this information, and coupled with finmncial
constraint, it was decided to select n sample of sbout
750 (14.6%) of the potential users to be a represcaistion
of the total potentisl user population. The 750 therefore
becomes the target population. Althongh this smmple
congtitites m homogencus population, cach category
- differs in the pattesni of use of the Library. For cxmmple,
the toaching staff, mostly use it to seek information
mad consult materials - predominently current journal
articles and books for their teaching snd resserch needs.
Students use it for study purposcs and for preparing
for their exeminations.

The non-teaching staff either use it to upgrade their
knowledge on a particulsr subject, 10 seek information
for zaching snd research staff or to seck nformetion
for their own resesich.

Ths significance of the sbove categorization is thaet it
would help to determine the availability, snd adequacy
of service delivery, facilities and rescwroes, 1o the
sazisfaction of the different needs end tastes. It would

Faor this rossom, an attempt was made to sraage
exact statistical sample m which cach category is
proportonsaicly represented. This is to help wield
control over the rendom fall of pumbers. The zample
population ir therefore representative.

Population and Study

The study made use of systemstic random ssopling
technique to select the semple of 750 (14.6%) of the
potential hbzary users in the university community.
They were picked as the population of interest

The total sample was shared smong the three categorios
of potentiai users. The teaching staff which had a total
of 527 potential users accounted for 10% of the sample
population, students (3588) had 70% end the mon-
Teaching staff (1012) had 20% in that order.

The logical spproach to this task was that, first the
percentage of respondents in each population category
was delermined. The number of subjects needed i the
sample was computed according to calculated
percenitages (Table 1). The percentage in esch stratom
was computed thuos:

1. Teaching Staff: 527 x 100/%127 = 10%

2, Students 1588 x 100/5127 = 70%

3. Mon-Tesching Staff: 1012 x 100/5127 = 20%

Having determined that the sample would consist of
730 rerpondents, the number of respondents in cach

re
i

siratum (Table 1) was computed by guots ssmpling

mothods ss follows:
1. Teaching Staff :
2. Stodents

10.x 7507100 = 75
70 x 750/100 = 525 .

3. Naon-teaching Steff: 20 x 750/100 = 150
TABLE 1: SELECTION OF SAMPLE

'saTATUS MO, I SAMPLE | FER CENT OF TOTAL
Teaching Staff 75 10.0 ){
Sudamts 525 70.0
Mom-Teaching Stalf 150 2.0
Total 750 100.0

Having now selecved a sample of respondents in each
stratrn, it was expedient 1o give each stratom s feoulty

‘or work place balamce since students. and staff

populaticn in the various faculties snd work places
vary significantly. For this reason, a socond attempt
waz mude to smange an exact statistical ssmple in which
each category in cach fsculty or work place was
proportionsiely represented.

Mumbers in the ssegple(Table. 2). were. computed as
foltows: H |

mdwnx TI527T = 14

mw#m (Toble 2) were also

calculaied ap:

For exammnple, School of Engincering: 99/14 =7

FACULTY

Social Sciences 40 5

Engineering a9 14 7
Pharmacy 41 & 7
Environmental

#& Development

Studies 81 12 7
Agrictiiture 42 1] 7
Institute of Re-

newsble Natoal

Resources 38 B8
Art 62 7
Scienoe 60 7
Sch.of Medical

Svicnces 63 9 7
Total 7 75

TEEmEn .

A AT

v e R S

abimp

A



TABLE3STUDENTS: FACULTY REFRESENTATION

N BAMPLE
FACULTY POFULATION | MO IM CALCULATED
BAMPLE | ASAMPLE
PTERVAL
Social Scienos &56 96 7
ing 284 41 7

k5 E i
Fharmacy in a6 7
“Envireamental &
¥ 2
Development Stadses 330 L3 7

* Agriculture 313 46 7
Institate of Fenswahbe
Nataral Resgurces 147 12 7
Art 7 L1 7
Science FL b (11 7] 7
Hch.of Medical
Scichoes 485 .mn 7
TOTAL 3i88 525

Numbers in the sanpbs ( Table 3} were computed us follows:
Forexample: School of Engincering 284 x 525/3588=41
The calculated sample intervals were also caloulated ga;
For Exsmple, Schoolof Engineering: 284/41=7

TABLE 4: NON-TEACHINGSTAFF; WORKPLACE

REPRESENTATIONIN SAMPLE"
WORKPLACE PORUILATION | NC.IN | CALCULATED
TAMFLE
INTERVAL
Selapss aed Technology 332 4“5 ?
Social Studics 250 k7] 7
Central Administration 430 64 7
TOTAL 102 150

“The Non-Teeching Staff is spread ov
depirtments, faculties, centres sod units and for the

sake of convenience, work and discipline

er several

and _affilistion, snd the common use of the library
according to the sbove characteristics, there is the
more bkelihood that they would use sabject - related
book and hence it was considered prodeni to group
them under three categorics.

i. Science and 'I'aclmnhlagy: ¢.g- Engineering,

8M.S., Science, A , [nstitue of
Renewahle Nutural Resources, the University
Hospital, et cetera

i,  TheLibrary, BIRD, LARC, Centre for Cultural
Studics gt cetera, under Social Studies.

ii. The Registrar's Offices, Finance Office,

Transport, Mamfacturing Unit Under
oxk, B E;hﬂﬁ’“ oy

i T L PR

Munhu'smﬁ::mphﬁlbhﬂ.wmw
as; follows: Ao
For example, Scicoce and Tﬂhblﬂgr

mmhulnmdamphmmﬂﬁ

332x 150/1012=4

9.,

oy ST

'”“-Iw calculsted

For exaxple Science md Tmbgnlﬁ;g B9 =1,

T

Thamﬂhoduudfnrﬂ::mdmthmthnof
systematic sempling with & random start. Mﬁr
¢ach stratum e.g. students in
i random number table was ubiel] T Jele the students

from the alphabetical ist, and :
was selected, where n denotes the ssmple

The advantage is
sample hes an equal

the'Sphool of Engincering,

Ao

SR

SR ek

S ﬂ‘ i
‘nnmrll,

selected. On the besis of this, iupmmsum
quﬂmﬁlhmm
mwﬂﬂm

ihLahmahmrml
ot the UST. Libraty, type ol

"1"*-!. LEE.

AAEAT]
RN L T

SR PR T

=3 R TR E S

w:lu:t:m,gnukuﬂoh
and the research techmiques.

anhfnﬂumwhl‘-‘iﬂo{mm ind
muﬂnkwﬁhwmﬂnnnfﬁ&t}ﬁﬂr Library.
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APPENDIX I

| Figures for the three “‘c‘;ﬁq"ﬁ“ of staff were
cﬂli!:cl.uf from the Registrars’ ce and the varions
Faculties in Movember, 1982 of 1988/BY academic year,
There is no doubt that the fixed time that the enumeration
and data collection were done would imply that the
figures obtained could not be applicable ex to the
entire period under study. The reasons are as follows:

(8) STUDENTS

A good number of the students who applied to this
University for admission and were duly admitted and
had registered, later left for other Universities as it is
wsually with freshers.

Secondly, the data was collecied al a time

students had not had their results released, an

therefore when this was made known, those who trailed

Eﬁomfhmu};mquimd number of subjects had to be
ithdrawn.

Thirdly, others, though continuing students deferred
their courses for one reason or the other,

In view of these there is bound lo be differences
between dats on students at the beginning of the first
semester and one teken by the end nf!i:lnulemiﬂ

year,
(b} TEACHING STAFF

Teaching staff who resigned or retired later in the
academic year could definitely affect the applicability
of data collected af the beginning of the acgmuc' year,

{c) NON-TEACHING STAFF

Any differences found between the number of non-
teaching staff listed at the time of data collection and
at the lafter part of the academic yeur could be explained
either hy staff resignations, retirement, retrenchment or
recruitment,

were due to

1. Other sources of error in the fi
g staff.

inappropriate categorization of teac

The faculties failed to distinguish between full-time
lecturers, part-time lecturers, fechmical ingtructors,
wssistant lecturers and teaching assistants. weore
all lumped together as teaching staff The lack of
roper cafegorization has definitely affected figures of
isted permanent lecturers.

ll. The above discrepancics are in actual fact rather
small and hence do not affect the qualitative aspect af
the study.

The interested reader can compare our figures with
those iasued by the Planaing Unit of UST.™
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