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INTRODUCTION

Information is bedrock pillar of national devefognt. It plays a fundamental and dynamic role i
development of policies and programs. It is a kegtdr in decision making and improved efficiencyda
effectiveness in production and service sectdmalt a great importance in socio-economic developwfenation.
Information is of no use unless it is stored intsaavay that it retrieved easily.

Selection, collection, organization and disseniimaare the basic functions to be performed bylitrary.

How much time library takes to disseminate the rimfation to the users once it is published? As tfawtor is

important in the dissemination of information, sugpes of time span or flow of information should studied.
The flow of information from different directiongk been studied by eminent library scientists. &aand Griffith
(1964), Rajgopalan and Sen (1964), Elliot (1969)laRd and Kirkapatrik (1975), Shukla (1984) and ynarore
studies are available on this important facet. Elmy, a further time lag which has not been studiedfar by
anyone is the time lag between publications of rimfation to its first use by the users. In the pnestudy |

examined the time lag between publications of imfation to its use to the first user.

Author has studied the time span between two phenons as ‘date of publication of information’ a
‘date of its use very first time’. Here | have cmesed the information which is published in thenficof books only
and date of its use means the date on which thke isdzeing issued. This time interval is considessdime lag for
the present study.

OBJECTIVES
The following objectives were formulated for thegent study.

« To examine the average time lag between publicatifrinformation to its use by the first user ites¢ed
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faculties i.e. Science and Social Sciences.
e To compare time required to receive the informatmthe first user in the two faculties.
» To elicit factors responsible for this time lag3wami Ramteerth Marathawada University library Neohd
» To suggest the remedies to minimize this time span.
Scope

The books classified under Science and Social Beiéaculties are selected as a population. Thidysaifurther
confined to the subjects and period of its purctidse the selected library. Books on Physics, Chaynend Computer
Science from Science wing and Economics, Sociokyy Library & Information Science from Social Saerwing that
are purchased during the financial years 2005-@0@v-08 by Swami Ramanand Teerth Marathwada Usityelcibrary,
Nanded.

Hypothesis

Ho: No significance difference in the mean time lagsareen the publication of information to its usesaience

and social science faculties.
Methodology

The accession register is used for collecting degmrding year of publication of concerned bookssobjects
under study. Since publisher provides only the yégmublication and do not give the actual datgwflication of books, |
have considered®1January-a date, in each case for the sake of n@nteto calculate time lag. Similarly the date of
accessioning of books considered as a date of ggsmteand date of the invoice of concerned booksutijects under
study considered as date of receiving those baokke library. So far as the data regarding datissafing of books on
subjects under study is concerned, the author didected this data from available sources viz.yda#nsaction register,
book cards and the database developed in compfteespective library. The interview and questidrmanethods were
adopted to study the Acquisition policy. The quastiaires were sent to the Head of the Departmeodmderned subjects

of university.
Limitations

«  The book does not show the actual date of pubtinatihen it is being published. HencéJanuary is considered
as date of publication of every book on the subjecter study. It means that if the book is publisteethe month
of December, its date of publication is consideasdf' January. In this process the time lag in suchse és

increased by complete one year.
* In certain cases the collection of libraries whigltransferred to its sub centers is excluded fcoftecting data.

e Some University libraries do not have past receghrding transaction of books. In such cases dataliected

through book card which is obtained directly eitffem stack or circulation desk.

» Wherever, the open access system is in practicasties select books directly from the stack foenmafice. Such

referred books are not considered in the presadyst
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Analysis of Data

The library of Swami Raman and Teerth Marathwada érsity Nanded is the nucleus of the teachingrieay
program. It is established in the year 1998. Thabhghcollection is not larger by number, it is riohquality. The details of
various time lags so far studied that occurredfdrdnt phases are extracted in table 1

From table 1, it is observed that, maximum delaguo®d at the stage of year of publication of botikshe
books received to the library. For Physics, it i@9.17 months and for Library &Information Sciendewas 36.63
months. In other subjects it ranges from 25.14 meonbd 29.75 months. Further delay occurred at thgesof books
received to library to its first use. In all thebgects it ranges in between 14.36 months to 21.88ths. At the last stage
i.e. year of publication of books to the books &sfirst time to users, delay was maximum for Pdg/sie. 103.66 months
and in other subjects it ranges in between 40.31itinsato 45.76 months.

Table 1: Subject Wise Mean Time Lags (In Months)

1 Computer Science 26.34 2.40 21.82 40.31

2 Physics 109.17 1.22 18.33 103.66

3 Chemistry 25.14 1.44 19.21 39.40

4 | Library & Information 36.63 0.59 14.36 45.76
Science

5 Sociology 29.75 1.24 15.54 43.36

6 Economics 29.36 1 - -

The details of various time lags so far studied titgur at different phases are extracted in table

Table 2: Faculty Wise Mean Time Lags (In Months)

1 Science 37.81 2.08 20.84 49.80

2 Social Science 34.48 0.76 14.58 45.72

Table 2 shows that, delay occurred at variousestficstly the mean time lag between years of mattion of
books to its arrival in the library was 37.81 manfbr Science and 34.48 months for Social ScieHoaever, mean time
lag between books received to the library to itstfise was 20.84 months for Science faculty anBi8lronths for Social
Science faculty. At the last phase the mean tigewlas 49.80 months for Science faculty and 45.7athsofor Social
Science faculty.

To compare the time lag between publication dfrimfation to its first use in both faculties i.eie®ce and Social
Science was one of the objectives of the studyl Nypothesis was laid down during the study i.eo ‘Bgnificance
difference between year of publication of booksh® books issued first time to users in two faesltscience and Social
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Science. The t test is applied to test the nullollyesis. The result is depicted in table 3.

Table 3: T Test for Comparing Mean Time Lag in TwoFaculties

Neeta Annaji Kene

Number 'T' Test for
. Std. Std. Mean Mean :
Sr. No. Faculties of Books Mean L . D.F. | Equality of
[ Deviation Error Difference Vo
1. Science 389 49.8 70.68 3.6
2. Social Science 58 45.72 37.44 4.92 4.08 445 0.4304

From table 3, it is observed that, while compatinge lag between year of publication of bookstsdfirst use in
both faculties i.e. Science and Social Scienceppyyéng 't’ test it comes 0.4304. Similarly, thebta value of 't’ identified
from statistical table at 445 degrees of freedorf%tlevel of significance was 1.960. Here calculatalue of t is less
than table value of t. Hence hypothesis acceptadeans that there is no significance differencen@an time lag between

year of publication of books to the books issuest fime to users.

The following findings are drawn from the presshidy. The analysis has given the clear picturéheftime

required for the different phases from publicatidibooks to its use.
CONCLUSION

The mean time lag calculated on basis of the isboee#ts only and it was found that for science fgctile mean
time lag between publication of information to itse to first users was 49.80 months for Scienceltiaand for social
science faculty it was 45.72 months. Further identified that,Here calculated value of t is less than table value

Hence hypothesis accepted, hence there is no ismmie difference in the mean time lag between ipatibn of
information to its use in two faculties i.e. Scierand Social Science

The Factors Influencing the Time Lags
» Time lag between years of publication of bookswdate on which books received to the library.
e The time lag was 37.81 months in Science faculty#h48 months in Social Science faculty
» Time lag between books received to the libraryrtcpssed date of books.
e The time lag was 0.08 months in Science faculty@ié months in Social Science faculty.
« Time lag between dates on which books receivelladilbrary to the books issued first time to users.
* The mean time lag in Science faculty was 20.84 hand for Social Science faculty it was 14.58 ment
Suggestions: Responsibility of Librarians
» Latest books must be acquired in the library.
» Latest publisher catalogue should be distributedrayst the teaching departments in the universitypess.
* Queuing techniques must be applying for processirnmpoks.
*  OPAC must be maintained time to time.
e The provision should be made so that OPAC muskthehed to end users. It can be done by developtagiet

or portal facilities in the library.
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« Stack should be maintained properly so that thesus#l get the books on time as and when they iregqu

» Organized books exhibition of specific library eation on different occasions. It helps to aware tisers

regarding the existing library collection that caduced the gap between library collection andsess.

» Awaring the users regarding new arrivals by sendisigof books currently purchased by the libragythe
respective departments as well as displaying theb@oks on books display racks. New arrivals caofmate on

the websites of the library.
e Conduct users survey periodically.

e User Education and Information Literacy Programmasst be organized to aware the users regardingriibr

facilities.

» Syllabus must be framed on university level forstherogrammes and also weightage of the marks foust be

given.

* Incorporate the time schedule in the regular acéd&me table for these programmes.
Responsibilities of Faculties

e Latest books must be recommended for making ita@viai in the library.

» Latest publishers’ catalogue must be used for recending the books.

e List of recommended books must be sent immediatellge library as and when it required to library.

e Help librarian to organize user Education and Imfation literacy programme.

» Aware the students regarding the latest collecioived in the library on their respective subjects

» Visit to books exhibitions organized by the libranyd also encourage the students to visit the #idnib.

» Encourage the students to visit library for morfemences for their study and research.

» List of recommended books given in the syllabus tnfugs updated time to time taking into consideratiba

content of the syllabus.

* While sending the recommendation to the libranthey Heat of Departments, the suggestions of thaltfas as

well as students of the department must be coresider

These suggestions definitely help to reduce the tag between publications of information to it& wp to large

extent.
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