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ABSTRACT   

 

Weeding of print collections is an important component of collection development and 

management, yet it receives less attention than the selection of new materials in most 

libraries. As print collections continue to grow, many library collections are drowning 

in obsolete, unused, and unwanted materials. Librarians understand the importance of 

weeding but are hesitant to cull as many items as they should because their budgets 

will not allow them to replace the weeded materials. The purpose of weeding in 

libraries is to keep collections current and relevant to users. The aim of this study was 

to examine weeding practices of print materials in libraries of higher learning 

institutions in Lusaka, Zambia. Specifically, the study sought to establish if libraries of 

higher learning institutions in Lusaka were weeding their print collections, ascertain 

whether weeding was guided by collection development policies, examine the criteria 

used in weeding print collections, establish the factors that affect weeding practices in 

libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia, and to determine whether libraries 

were using best weeding practices in weeding their print collections. A mixed methods 

research design making use of structured survey questionnaires and observation 

methods were used to collect data. A total of 25 questionnaires were administered to 

Heads of Collection Development Departments in 25 University libraries with the 

response rate of 100%. Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS version 23.0) 

was used to analyse quantitative data while qualitative data was analysed thematically 

using content analysis. The study established that the majority libraries were weeding 

their print collections, while a few did not as some of them were relatively new. This 

study further revealed that although majority libraries had Collection Development 

Policies, a few did not have any to guide them in their weeding process. It further 

revealed the factors that affect weeding practices in libraries of higher learning 

institutions such as, librarians dislike for weeding, lack of funds to replace weeded 

materials and the fear that books might be needed in future. The study further 

established that the majority of the libraries were using best weeding practices, while a 

few were not. This is because some libraries did not have proper disposal methods as 

they were keeping weeded materials in store rooms while some were mending and 

adding the weeded materials back to the collection. The study concludes that best 

weeding practices be adopted in libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia in 

order to enhance collection development and management.   
.  

Key words: Weeding, weeding practices, Collection development policy, academic 

libraries. 
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 CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION 

          1.1 Overview 

 

The aim of this chapter is to present background information pertaining to weeding 

practices in libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia. The chapter discusses 

academic libraries in Zambia, the concept of weeding, and weeding criteria. It further 

brings out the purpose of the study, statement of the problem, research objectives and 

questions, theoretical framework, definitions of the key terms relevant to the study and 

summary of the chapter. 

         1.2 Background of the study  

 

The 21st century has seen a growing number of electronic resources being acquired in 

academic libraries, thus, increasingly users are now relying more on online resources as 

compared to print resources. Ruschoff (2012) notes that, the print circulation has been 

declining over the years with the libraries acquiring the majority of new content in 

electronic format. This is supported by Borin and Yi (2008) who stresses that, with the 

development of Information Communication Technologies (ICTs), library information 

resources are passing through a transition phase: from print-only model to hybrid 

model. Accordingly, with the advancement of ICTs and the availability of a large 

number of documents in electronic format, traditional collections are gradually being 

replaced by e-documents (Babu, 2015). Therefore, while many academic libraries are 

focusing on acquiring and managing electronic resources, print collections are 

drowning into obsolete and unwanted materials. Consequently, the changing format of 

library information resources from paper-based to electronic based creates a need for 

librarians to weed their print collections so that they can be current, relevant and 

attractive to users.  
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1.2.1 Academic libraries in Zambia 

Academic libraries are libraries that are attached to academic institutions of learning. 

These libraries exist to support the teaching and research needs of scholars and 

researchers of the institutions with which they are affiliated (Adeniran, 2011). 

Academic libraries assume the responsibility of providing access to sources of 

information from which teaching and learning can develop.  These libraries may vary 

depending on the institution they serve, for example academic libraries that are attached 

to colleges are called college libraries, and those attached to universities are called 

university libraries. Although these libraries may vary depending on the institutions 

they serve, their common goal is to support teaching, learning and research needs of the 

users. 

 

In the Zambian context however, there are various academic libraries that are attached 

to public and private institutions of learning. For instance college libraries include, 

Evelyn Hone College, National Institute of Public Administration (NIPA) which were 

both established  in 1963, Natural Resources Development College (NRDC) established 

in 1965, Fairview College of Education established in 2002 and many more (Higher 

Education Authority, 2019).  In the context of university libraries, there is the 

University of Zambia  which was established in 1966 and was officially opened in 

August, 1969 (The University of Zambia, 2019)),  the Copperbelt university which was 

opened in 1987, Zambia Centre for Accountancy Studies (ZCAS) established in 1989 

followed by other libraries which were established in the late 2000.These include,  

Eden University established in 2001, Cavendish University established in 2004, 

University of Lusaka and DMI St. Eugene university both established in 2007,  Justo 

Mwale  and Lusaka Apex Medical universities which were both established in 2008 to 

mention but a few (Higher Education Authority, 2019). The mission and vision of these 

academic libraries go in line with the objectives of their parent institutions. Academic 

libraries are ever in the forefront of providing information services to different 

categories of users i.e. lecturers, students and researchers in order to support their 

teaching, learning and research needs. 
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1.2.2 Types of materials found in academic libraries 

Academic libraries in playing their supportive role to institutions of learning collect 

various types of scholarly materials published from all over the world. This is done 

through buying, receiving donations and gifts from well-wishers and through 

subscription to online data bases. Materials that are collected range from print to non-

print and electronic materials. Yusuf and Iwu (2010) assert that different users of 

academic libraries utilize different materials, such as reference materials, text books, 

journals, newspapers, past projects, electronic books/journals and many more. 

Academic libraries being the nerve centre of any institution endeavor by all means to 

stock their collections with necessary materials. Thus, to ensure that these materials that 

are offered to users are relevant, it is essential that obsolete and irrelevant materials are 

removed from the collections. This is what is referred to as weeding (Thompson and 

Konlan, 2015).  

1.3 The Concept of Weeding  

Weeding has been defined differently by various scholars. For instance, Yusuf (2016) 

defines weeding, as a periodic and continual evaluation of library‟s resources with the 

goal of removing obsolete, damaged and rarely used books. Lynd (2015) defines 

weeding as the process of removing information resources from a collection. To 

Johnston (2011), weeding is the removal and disposal of materials from the library‟s 

collection that meets the criteria set out in the collection development policy. 

According to Baumbach and Miller (2006), weeding is the act of reevaluating items in 

the collection and removing any that are inaccurate, out of date, misleading, 

inappropriate, unused, in poor condition, or otherwise harmful to students. Despite 

having different definitions, weeding is an essential element of collection management 

that ensures that the library‟s materials are useful and accessible to users. 

 

Weeding of materials is an important component of collection management, yet it 

receives less attention than the selection of new materials in most libraries. Weeding 

makes library print materials to be current and relevant to users‟ information needs. 

Thus, the library's collection should be reviewed continuously to ensure that the 
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collection is meeting the current curriculum, research and informational needs of 

faculty and students. Materials that no longer meet the needs of the university 

community may be removed from the collection. If users are to become problem 

solvers, decision-makers and lifelong learners in an information rich environment, they 

must be provided with resources that are relevant, reliable, accurate, and up-to-date.  

 

Globally, weeding has been done for various reasons, saving time for both staff and 

users, saving space, increasing library appeal, enhancing collection‟s reputation and 

many more (Larson, 2012). The question of whether library collections in general 

should be weeded or not has often ensued into heated debates in the field of 

librarianship (Dilevko and Gottlieb, 2003).  

 

Weeding of materials is critical to collection maintenance and involves the removal of 

resources from the collection. All materials are considered for weeding based on 

accuracy, currency, and relevancy. Space limitations, edition, format, physical 

condition, and number of copies are considered when evaluating physical materials 

(American Library Association (ALA), 2018). 

 

The ALA (2018) observes that regardless of the type of institution, weeding is an 

important component of a library‟s collection management system and is often related 

to the goals and mission of the organization. Regardless of format, an optimal library 

collection is one that is reviewed on a consistent basis for accuracy, currency, usage, 

diversity, and subject area gaps. When evaluating print or other mediums, collection 

maintenance usually involves the continual care of the materials, including accurate 

and efficient shelving (ALA, 2018).  

 

Luther (2013) observes that weeding can be one of the most challenging tasks a library 

and its staff can conduct. Librarians should understand the factors that are involved in 

weeding library collections. They should know the benefits, the challenges that can be 

encountered while weeding, the risks involved and acceptable best practices.  
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Dubicki (2008) indicates that in spite of the numerous benefits that could be realised 

from weeding a library collection, there are a number of reasons why librarians avoid 

weeding as a part of collection management: desire to maintain the size of the 

collection, lack of time, lack of experience, and also sometimes, the belief that a book 

may be needed in the future.  

 

Additionally, many academic libraries avoid weeding because of diminishing funds for 

acquisition of library resources. As a result of inadequate funds to acquire materials, 

many academic libraries rely mostly on donations and gifts. Sasikala et al. (2014) in his 

study done in Adhra Pradesh libraries where he was investigating trends in collection 

development activities in academic libraries, states that 91 percent of the collection in 

the library being studied was derived from donations and gifts. Despite the fears that 

many librarians may have on weeding, it is essential that library collections are kept 

current so as to meet the users‟ information needs. 

1.4 Weeding criteria 

 

Debates about whether to weed or not have continued till today as various authors have 

come up with different types of criteria  for weeding which they think can improve 

weeding in libraries, and this has brought about controversy amongst themselves. For 

instance, Slote (1997), proposes „shelf – time period‟ to be the best criteria for weeding 

as it entails the time a book remains on shelf between successive uses. Larson (2012) 

also sees the „Continuous Review Evaluation and Weeding‟ method (CREW) to be the 

best criteria for weeding as it provides a model for integrating weeding into the entire 

selection and acquisition process. Carey (1990) too advocates survival weeding. 

Survival weeding is a situation where libraries are trying to serve everything just in 

case someone, sometime, might want low – use materials. Handis (2007) came up with 

a less formal approach called the, „dust test‟. According Handis (2007), if there is a 

thick coat of dust on a book, it will have not been touched in years and should be 

withdrawn. Dilevko and Gottlieb (2003), came up with the three most common criteria 

for weeding namely; circulation, physical condition and accuracy of information. 
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1.5 Statement of the Problem  

Weeding which is the removal of obsolete and irrelevant materials from the collection 

is an important component of collection development and management. It frees up 

shelf space, makes materials much easier to browse, makes it easier to shelve and most 

importantly makes collections current and attractive to users. In this electronic age 

where users rely mostly on electronic resources, weeding of print materials is very 

essential in academic libraries. However, this author has observed with great concern 

that most libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia are hesitant to weed print 

collections as they should. This situation has resulted in libraries maintaining obsolete 

and overcrowded materials on the shelves. It is against this background that this study 

was undertaken to examine the current state of weeding practices of print materials in 

libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia. 

1.6 Main objective 

 

The main objective of this research was to examine the current state of weeding 

practices of print materials in libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia.  

1.7 Specific objectives 

 

The specific objectives of the study were to:  

 

1. Establish whether libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia were  

weeding their print collections. 

2. Ascertain whether weeding in libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia 

was guided by collection development policies. 

3. Examine the criteria used by librarians to weed their print collections in libraries of 

higher learning institutions in Zambia. 

4. Establish the factors that affect weeding practices of print materials in libraries of 

higher learning institutions in Zambia. 

5. Determine whether libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia were using 

best weeding practices in weeding their print collections. 
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1.8 Research questions 

 

This study was guided by the following research questions: 

 

1. Do libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia weed their print  

      collections? 

2. Is weeding in libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia guided by 

collection development policies? 

3. What criteria do librarians use to weed their print collections? 

4. What are the factors that affect weeding practices of print materials in libraries of 

higher learning institutions in Zambia? 

5. What best weeding practices do libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia 

use in weeding their print collections? 

         1.9 Significance of the study 

 

It is hoped that the findings of this research will benefit collection development 

librarians, library users, stakeholder in the library and information science sector with 

regard to enhanced collection development and management through collection 

development policies. The study findings will also serve as a springboard for other 

researchers who may want to carry out further research on the subject area. 

1.10 Definition of Key Terms 

 

Weeding: This is the act of re-evaluating items in the collection and removing any that 

are inaccurate, unused, out of date, misleading, inappropriate, in poor condition, or 

otherwise harmful to students. 

Weeding Practices: These are guidelines, procedures, rules and methods librarians and 

libraries follow when weeding their library collections. 

Collection Development Policies: These are documents that define the scope of a 

library‟s existing collections, plan for continuing development resources, identify 
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collection strengths, outline the relationship between selection philosophy and the 

institution‟s goals, general selection criteria, and intellectual freedom. 

Academic Libraries: These are libraries that are attached to academic institutions of 

learning to serve teaching and research needs of students and staff. These libraries 

serve two complementary purposes, to support the university faculty and students. 

1.11 Theoretical framework 

 

According to Labaree (2009), theories are formulated to explain, predict and 

understand the phenomena and in many cases to challenge and extend the existing 

knowledge within the limits of the critical bounding assumptions. He further states 

that, „a theoretical framework is a structure that holds the theory of the research study.  

 

A couple of methods have been developed to help librarians with the weeding process. 

Slote (1997) argues that there are a number of different general approaches to weeding 

library print collections. These include: (1) Subjective weeding. (2) Curriculum related 

weeding, (3) Weeding according to publication date, (4) Shelf time period,  

(5) Mathematical approaches, and (6) Combined criteria.   

 

Slote (1997) further discusses subjective weeding. Subjective weeding is weeding 

which is biased, where criteria is overruled and where weeding is influenced by certain 

factors such as the love that is attached to certain materials. He states that weeding 

based on subjective criteria is riddled with difficulties.  Librarians can never really 

know the content of the collections and their patrons‟ needs.  He contends that, shelf 

time period is the preferred criteria for weeding a collection.  This technique measures 

the time a book remains on the shelf between circulations.  Using a cut-off date 

determines the library‟s core collection – items that circulate regularly and should be 

retained.  Non-core books, which rarely or never circulate, are selected for weeding.  

However, Bartley (2000) notes that, the problem with the shelf time method is that it 

trades relative simplicity for greater accuracy in weeding decisions.  

 



9 
 

The present study selected Larson‟s (2012) CREW method as the basis of the 

theoretical framework. The CREW method proposes a systematic, step by step method 

of weeding which would help weeding in any type of library. These steps include, 

making weeding part of the policy, gathering usage statistics of the library collection, 

building weeding in to the year‟s work calendar and gathering materials on the shelves 

to be analysed. Other steps include studying the area to be weeded, taking an inventory 

of the library‟s holding, checking the pulled books against any standard, treating books  

according to their slips, replacing, checking and ordering, and setting up displays for 

circulating high quality books that would benefit from exposure (Larson, 2012).  By 

following the above mentioned steps libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia 

would be able to systematically weed their print collections which would help them not 

to have obsolete and overcrowded materials on the shelves. 

 

Further, the CREW method provides a continuous loop for collection development as 

indicated in figure 1 below. This is because each process leads to the next and involves 

ongoing routines, procedures, and practices that continuously add to, remove from, 

evaluate and adjust the collection to fit the current and future needs of users. You start 

with: 

SA = Selection and Acquisition: This is a step where materials are selected and 

acquired. Selection involves reading through reviews, perusing catalogues, and 

considering user interests. Acquisition on the other hand entails ordering and paying 

for the materials that have been selected. 

CP = Cataloguing and Processing: This is a step where library materials are stamped, 

bar coded and entered into the online catalogue. 

CR = Circulation and Reference: This is a step in which processed materials are put on 

the shelves to be used by the users. 

CREW = Continuous Review Evaluation and Weeding: Immediately after entering 

circulation and reference (CR) use, library materials enter the CREW process of 

inventory and maintenance. It is at this stage where materials are reviewed, evaluated 

and weeded. Reviewing of collections involves direct examination of materials. It also 

involves accurate and efficient shelving (and re-shelving), shelf-reading, shifting and 
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cleaning of materials. Evaluation on the other hand entails looking at the currency and 

circulation statistics of the materials that are on the shelves. Materials that do not 

circulate, are worn out, are out dated or superseded by new editions are weeded 

(Larson, 2012). Thus, through the CREW method which ensures continuous reviewing, 

evaluation and weeding of library print materials, libraries of higher learning 

institutions in Zambia would be able to keep collections that are current and relevant to 

users information needs. 

 

Furthermore, the CREW method uses an acronym, MUSTIE, to indicate when an item 

would be removed from the collection. MUSTIE is a remembered acronym for six 

negative factors that frequently ruin a book's usefulness and makes it an item for 

weeding: MUSTIE stands for:   

M = Misleading: It is important to weed materials that are misleading or factually 

inaccurate in a library collection because such materials misinform the users. Having 

such materials in the library collection also discourages users and dents the image of 

the library. 

U = Ugly: Materials that are worn out and beyond mending or rebinding should be 

weeded from the collection. Removing materials that look ugly makes the collection to 

look attractive to users. This makes users to want to look at the materials that are 

displayed on the shelves.  

S = Superseded: Materials that have been superseded by new editions or by much 

better books on the subject become inaccurate because of changes in knowledge. It is 

therefore important to weed superseded materials so as to make collections current and 

relevant to users. 

T = Trivial: Materials that are of no discernible literary or are unimportant, for instance  

catalogues of English books printed before 1801 should be weeded as they are of no 

value to the user. Keeping such materials in the collection just occupies the much 

needed space that would be needed to accommodate current and relevant items that 

would be useful to the users. 

I = Irrelevant: It is important that materials that are  irrelevant  to the needs and 

interests of the community such as  materials that are out of  the curriculum be weeded 
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so as to maintain those that are relevant to the needs of users. Keeping such materials 

causes overcrowding on the shelves.  

E = Elsewhere: It is important to weed material or information that can be obtained 

expeditiously Elsewhere through interlibrary loan, reciprocal borrowing, or in 

electronic format because this would help the library to create space for new and 

updated materials (Larson, 2012).  

 

Thus, given the above mentioned MUSTIE factors that ruin the book‟s usefulness, 

libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia would be guided on which materials 

to weed and when to weed. Additionally, by having materials that could be obtained 

elsewhere through interlibrary loan, libraries would be encouraged to weed knowing 

that they would be able to get such books from other libraries. Thus, the issue of not 

weeding for fear that weeded books might not be replaced can be mitigated.  

 

The CREW method was found relevant to this study because it integrates all the 

processes into one smooth, streamlined, and ongoing routine that assures that all the 

necessary indirect services are accomplished in an effective way. As such the CREW 

method makes it easier to routinely get rid of outdated and unused materials from the 

collection while also learning where the collection has gaps or needs new items 

(Larson, 2012).  
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Figure 1: The Cycle of Service: Where CREW Fits In 

Source: CREW: A Weeding Manual for Modern Libraries 

Larson (2012) 

         1.12 Summary 

 

This chapter presented the background of the study and an outline of the research 

problem, research objectives and questions asked in the study, significance of the study 

and the theoretical framework and operational key terms used in the study. 
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Overview 

 

This chapter presents literature that is related to this study. It reviews literature from 

books, journals, research articles and from other relevant resources on issues of 

weeding practices in libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia. This chapter is 

arranged in eight (8) sections which look at benefits of weeding, weeding practices in 

academic libraries, effects of weeding on circulations of library materials, the 

importance of a collection development policy on weeding, and the criteria used in 

weeding library collections. It also looks at factors that affect weeding practices in 

libraries, best practices in weeding library collections, methodologies used in the 

reviewed literature and gives a summary at the end.  

2.2 Benefits of weeding 

 

Many people may wonder why it is necessary for a library to weed its materials. To 

start with, it is important to understand that a library is an evolving entity, which must 

adapt to change over time to ensure that it houses the most current and useful 

information for its users. While it is the responsibility of a library to provide 

information to a particular community, that information must be relevant (Lynd, 2015). 

In an academic library, the collection must also support current curriculum (British 

Library, 2014).  Since physical space is limited, most library collections will reach a 

point where they need to have their print collections weeded (Ronadin et al., 2009). 

 

Weeding enables students and faculty to better notice the materials that are on the 

shelves. Larson (2012) gives six major benefits of weeding library collections: saving 

space, saving time, making the collection appealing, enhancing the libraries reputation, 

keeping up with the collection needs and having constant feedback on the collection‟s 

strength and weaknesses. Every print collection of the library is limited by the space 

available, thus collections must change over time to reflect changes in the community 

and in the library's goals. According to Vnuk (2015), weeding frees up shelf space. She 

states that, in most libraries the shelves should be 75 to 85 percent full. This makes 
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items much easier to browse, makes it easier to shelve and in general makes the 

collection look better. She further states that, it is not only looks that matter – it also 

saves the patrons‟ time and frustration in locating materials.  

 

When outdated materials are removed from the shelves, space is created for newer 

materials and new materials become visible to the users. Vnuk (2015) notes that 

crowded shelves and worn-out books can be distasteful especially to busy users. Just as 

a bookstore will clear out titles that do not sell to make room for new books to keep an 

eye on profits, a library must consider if removing titles that do not circulate can create 

space on the shelves to make books look  attractive and visible to users. 

 

Walters (2018) also speaks of the benefits of weeding books from the collection. He 

states, that the benefits include currency and factual correctness (reliability from the 

patron‟s perspective), readability in terms of alignment of the collection with the 

curriculum and the assurance that the current selection standards are upheld throughout 

the entire collection. Other benefits include reduced risk of physical deterioration due 

to mold, the opportunity for conservation treatment as part of the weeding process and 

improved perception of the collection utility among students in particular and potential 

for diversification of library space to more productive activities. 

 

In addition, weeding assists librarians to know when to remove materials that are no 

longer of value to the library‟s users. The removal of unused and underused material 

helps make way for new and more relevant materials (Luther, 2013). Weeding is one 

way to ensure that the space occupied by print items is in the best interest of a library‟s 

user base. This is especially true given the changing influence of information over 

time. According to Johnston (2011), weeding the print collection of an academic 

library should be viewed as means of continuously improving the quality of the 

collection. While an effective weeding programme can improve cost-effectiveness by 

moving little used materials to less expensive storage areas, weeding itself has costs.  

These may be costs to do with the identification of which materials to discard or 

relocate, costs in altering catalogue records, and also costs to do with retrieving 

materials from remote storage when requested by patrons (Johnston, 2011). 
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2.3 Weeding practices in academic libraries 

 

A number of scholars have conducted studies on weeding practices in libraries. 

Prominent among these are Khanchandani et al. (2018) whose case study of policy and 

practice followed at Indian Institute of Technology (IIT), Delhi for weeding the 

old/damaged/obsolete/unused library collections endeavors to highlight the barriers and 

the need of weeding in the library. It discusses the criteria used to weed the collections 

in the central library of IIT Delhi as devised by the Advisory Committee for Library 

(ACL).  

 

In a related study, Yusuf (2016) investigates effects of weeding strategies on 

information resources management among public libraries in North-Central States of 

Nigeria. The researcher observes that every library's print collection is limited by the 

space available, and collections must change over time to reflect changes in the 

community and in the library's goals. As a result, five (5) research questions and 

objectives were formulated with respect to how unwanted information resources were 

managed, shelf-time period of information resources, effects of weeding on library 

organisation and services and the challenges of weeding in public libraries. Survey 

research method was adopted for the study and staff in the circulation, technical, 

reference, readers and collection development units of the public libraries in Plateau, 

Benue, Kogi, Kwara, Niger, Nasarawa and the Federal Capital Territory (FCT) 

constituted the population of the study. The study found among others, that public 

libraries in North-Central States of Nigeria keep obsolete information resources in store 

rooms, basic tasks in library management include the acquisition, classification of 

acquired materials, preservation of materials, were affected by weeding activities. The 

study concluded that every library had its own method for handling books pulled for 

discard. 

 

Similarly, a survey conducted by Evans (2014) with the intention to assess the current 

state of weeding practices in libraries found that there was an apparent disconnect 

between library acquisition and weeding. Libraries did not consider the life of materials 

from acquisition to de-accession in developing, managing and weeding collections. 
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There appeared to be an increasing interest in repurposing and reusing library material. 

Suggestions for future research such as collecting more information about best 

practices for collection development and weeding, library friend groups and 

foundation, and building more opportunities for libraries to collaborate online were 

included.  

 

Likewise, Dilevko and Gottlieb (2003) opine that weeding of materials had become an 

integral part of library management. Based on a nineteen-question survey about 

weeding practices in public libraries, this article discusses the personal perspectives of 

public librarians on weeding as well as the weeding practices of their institutions. 

Librarians overwhelmingly believe that weeding increases use of books and patron 

satisfaction. In addition, the public library was framed as a venue that offers safe, 

clean, and fresh “product lines” with various natural life cycles and expiry dates.  

 

In academic libraries, collection maintenance and weeding are usually driven by library 

faculty and staff and reflect the college/university‟s mission, goals, and curricula needs. 

In most academic libraries, the subject specialist librarian and/or departmental liaison 

person plays a significant role in weeding the collection. Academic library policies 

addressing collection maintenance and weeding can be quite lengthy and often describe 

a detailed set of criteria for each format and collection area. These libraries use 

circulation, publication, and subject-specific data to determine binding needs and 

weeding processes. Additionally, they also engage in a multi-step approval process 

when items are being considered for weeding. Academic libraries frequently employ a 

methodology such as MUSTIE (misleading, ugly, superseded, trivial, irrelevant, or 

obtained elsewhere) or CREW (continuous, review, evaluation, and weeding). The 

review process may include multiple librarians, faculty outside the library, and/or the 

library dean (ALA, 2018).  

 

A study by McAllister and Scherlen (2017) discovered that, as university libraries 

transition to digital collections and new services, their book deselection projects often 

lead to the adoption of cross-discipline quantitative weeding criteria (such as age and 

low circulation) in the interest of speed and presumed fairness. Cross-discipline 
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quantitative rubrics, however, can have unintended negative consequences when 

applied to disciplines such as history and literature that rely on older books with low 

circulation statistics. The authors argue for a discipline-differentiated approach to 

weeding academic library collections that can employ quantitative criteria for 

disciplines, such as in the sciences, that are more reliant on current materials and 

qualitative criteria for disciplines, such as in the humanities, whose scholars benefit 

from ready access to older and low-use books. 

Leslie and Martinez (2015) in their study of a clinical HIV/AIDS collection, 

emphasises that, maintaining a clinical HIV/AIDS section in an academic library 

collection that was both current and historically significant for research was essential. 

This article reports on a collection management project that was undertaken to weed 

HIV/AIDS books in targeted clinical areas of Georgia State University Library (GSUL) 

using a timeline model developed by Ondrusek (2001) as a supplement to traditional 

weeding methods (e.g. damaged, duplicates, circulation statistics). Ondrusek (2001) 

published a process for the systematic evaluation of a library‟s collection on acquired 

human immunodeficiency virus. She detailed major advances in the knowledge and 

treatment of HIV/AIDS during four distinct historical time periods from, 1981-84, 

1985-89, 1990-94, and 1995-99. During these time periods, Ondrusek was looking at 

critical scientific, medical and pharmacological findings or emergent geo –political and 

social themes, and issues on HIV/AIDS. A fifth timeline period from 2000-04 was also 

developed by librarians for the project similar to how Ondrusek developed hers. This 

model suggested specific titles or content for each of the time periods to be retained or 

withdrawn, thereby insuring good quality library materials. Ondrusek timeline criteria 

and the traditional weeding techniques developed by librarians to identify materials for 

weeding were combined. The combination proved effective for identifying clinical 

materials that were outdated and needed to be deaccessioned while maintaining 

historically relevant materials in these areas. 

 

Uma and Suseela (2013) in their paper on the significance of weeding library materials 

in the context of collection management in universities discuss the importance of 

weeding library material in university libraries. Necessity of weeding was highlighted 
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in order to keep the collection up to date thereby facilitating users in easily locating the 

books of their interest. It mentions standard practices of weeding in some important 

libraries such as, Southeast Missouri State University, USA, Monash University 

Library, Australia, Catholic University of East Africa library in Nairobi, Kenya, Sir 

Dorabji Tata Memorial Library, Tata Institute of Social Sciences Mumbai and Indira 

Gandhi Memorial Library, University of Hyderabad. The National Knowledge 

Commission about weeding recommended that, all libraries must maintain a well-

rounded core collection, including reference material to satisfy the regular needs of its 

user community and to constantly renew materials to ensure that collections remained 

relevant to the user community. It also recommended that except in the case of the 

national repository, weeding out of books should be a regular process, where each 

library should evolve a weeding out policy to be approved by the competent authority. 

It was also recommended that the criteria for categorizing libraries in government and 

public libraries and grading of libraries be reviewed keeping in mind factors such as 

size of collection, users, services and access to electronic resources. Finally, some tips 

were provided for libraries to weed out older and obsolete items of the library to keep 

the collection intact and avoid spacing problems in accommodating new collections. 

Libraries were encouraged to develop weeding policies for discarding outdated and 

worn out books every 5 years. College libraries affiliated with universities were also 

encouraged to maintain dormitory libraries for reference purposes, with the 

coordination of the university library, and faculty was to suggest the library to select 

books from publishers‟ latest catalogues as per course requirements rather than 

choosing from suppliers‟ lists to please them. 

2.4 Effects of weeding on circulations of library materials 

 

Weeding should lead to improved circulation (Slote, 1997). By reducing the number of 

outdated and irrelevant materials, users are able to access materials that suit their needs 

as quickly as possible thereby increasing circulation (Dilevko and Gottlieb, 2003). The 

circulation for the foreign language collection increased at one university library in  

Montevallo, Alabama, in the United States of America after a weeding project 

(Williams and Halvonik, 2004). Nikkel and Belway (2009) reports that a weeding 
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project increased interest in an academic collection, both on and off campus.  Mckee 

(1981) after using the Slote method observes that there was a „strong positive 

relationship between declining stock due to weeding and increasing circulation.‟ Banks 

(2002) after doing a study of circulation patterns at one university library concludes 

that weeding does not improve circulation because of the paradigm shift away from 

book usage towards the internet and online database use. 

2.5 The importance of a collection development policy on weeding 

 

Like all collection development processes, weeding should be covered by the library's 

collection development policy. A Collection Development Policy (CDP) according to 

the American Library Association (1987), is a document which defines the scope of the 

library‟s‟ existing collections, plans for the continuing development of resources, 

identifies collection strengths‟ and outlines the relationship between selection 

philosophy and the institutions goals, general selection criteria and intellectual 

freedom. Because weeding brings anxiety among the user community and staff at large, 

it is very essential for this process to be covered in the policy. The policy should 

clearly explain the purpose of weeding and explain in some detail why it is necessary. 

It should also explain the criterion that is to be used in choosing materials to be 

weeded, the process for weeding, who is responsible for carrying out the process, and 

how weeded materials are to be disposed of (Larson, 2012).   

 

Kaur and Gaur (2017), conducted a study on collection development in academic 

libraries with special reference to the digital era. They discovered that academic 

libraries were considered to be the nerve center of teaching, learning and research 

activities whose primary objective was to satisfy the information needs of its target 

users through offering relevant and current information. They further discovered that, 

in the digital environment, collection development policy was undergoing a 

transformation due to diversity of digital resources which were easily available through 

the internet. The study emphasises on collection development policy and internet based 

collection. 
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Filson (2015) citing Evans and Saponaro (2005) notes that a collection development 

policy can be considered to be the outlining of the role a library is supposed to play in 

an institution. Collection development policies were meant to provide guidelines for 

the selection and acquisition of library materials.  Further, it is indicated that a 

collection development policy provides a written document with the objectives of the 

library as well as informing user community of the documented policies on selection, 

acquisition, storage, preservation and weeding. Filson (2015) furthermore cited 

Johnson (2009) emphasising that a library without a collection development policy is 

like an organization without a stated plan. 

 

A study by Khan and Bhatti (2015) whose main objective was to investigate the 

policies and procedures of collection development and their goals in the university 

libraries of Kyaber Pakhtunkhwa revealed that there was a complete absence of formal 

collection development policies in the university libraries of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. In 

the absence of formal written CDPs, libraries adopted a variety of traditional strategies 

for collection development. The focus of collection development procedures in the 

university libraries of the province was more towards the academic side than 

administrative and that was to fulfill the educational, research and information needs of 

the users. The study suggests to the information professionals of the university libraries 

of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa to develop collection development policies in consultation 

with faculty to provide clarity and consistency in their collection development 

strategies, internal workflows and external communication. 

 

Similarly, Chaputula and Kanyundo (2014) did a study at Mzuzu University. In their 

study they found out that, the absence of a collection development policy had greatly 

affected collection development practices at the university, and that most of the core 

collection development practices such as selection, acquisition, weeding and 

preservation were haphazardly done as there were no clearly documented guidelines to 

guide the various individuals that were involved in the implementation of the collection 

development tasks to ensure consistency. To Chaputula and Kanyundo (2014), the 

main reason of writing a collection development policy was to make the library remain 

focused since the likelihood of events disrupting stated goals were likely to happen. 
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Filson (2015) citing Aina (2004) notes that, the existence of collection development 

policies makes selection and weeding very easy because some criteria or guidelines for 

selecting and weeding of library materials might have been stated in the policy. 

Chaputula and Kanyundo (2014), further asserts that, one of the challenges of a 

collection development policy was the situation where the policy has price ceiling for 

materials. In such a situation, library patrons will be denied access to information 

sources they want. This is because the collection development policy would have 

mandated a maximum price for purchasing library materials. Thus, in a situation where 

the amount of purchasing materials was more than what was documented in the policy, 

this implies that such materials would not be purchased hence denying the users access 

to the needed information. 

 

Olaojo and Akewukereke (2006) opine that, a collection development policy 

establishes ground rules for planning, budgeting, selecting, and acquiring library 

materials. They further state that these documents provide a framework for coordinated 

collection development programs throughout the university. Spiller (2000) also asserts 

that a good policy statement should ensure consistency and be considered as a planning 

tool for those in charge of the libraries as well as statement of purpose for funders and 

advocators. Spiller (2000) argues that for a policy to be functional, the following 

should prevail 1) good communications between policy makers and staff through 

seminars and workshops, 2) backing the policy by financial allocations to stated 

priorities, and 3) subsequent monitoring to ensure that funds are spent as directed.  

2.6 Criteria used in weeding library collections 

 

Regarding the criteria to be used for weeding library print materials, Larson (2012) 

through the CREW method gave 6 general criteria for considering when weeding items 

from the library‟s collection. These are summed up with the acronym MUSTIE; 

Misleading - factually inaccurate, Ugly-worn beyond mending or rebinding, S -

Superseded – by a new edition or by a much better book on the subject, T- Trivial of no 

discernible literary or scientific merit, I – Irrelevant to the needs and interests of the 
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library‟s community and E -Elsewhere – they are easily obtainable from another 

library. 

 

Martin et al. (2013) discussed the evaluative criteria and parameter for the deselection 

that took place at the University of Arizona Libraries where a plan was developed and 

integrated into a 5-year plan for managing collections. This criterion entails evaluating 

library collections in terms of comparing strengths of the collection in various subject 

areas with measures of community interest, for instance student enrollment in courses 

and so on. It may also entail analyzing circulation records in an attempt to determine 

the amount of use. 

 

According to Dilevko and Gottlieb (2003), the three most common criteria for weeding 

are circulation, physical condition, and accuracy of information. At Grand Valley State 

University (GVSU), rules-based weeding was used to select materials which were kept 

off-site because of low usage and circulation. When it was time to move the materials 

to a new building, the GVSU libraries established a criterion for identifying books that 

were to be withdrawn. Lists that filtered for circulation history, the review source of the 

book, its appearance on standard lists and whether it was widely held in Michigan and 

United states were used (Way and Garrison, 2011).  

 

2.6.1 Shelf time and circulation 

 

Shelf time period is another criterion that could be used for weeding library materials. 

Generally, shelf time period is the length of time a book stays on the shelf. How long 

the book remains on the shelf, can qualify it to be a weeding item because it means the 

book has not circulated in a long time (Slote, 1997). Yusuf (2016) in his research 

indicates that the amount of time since an item was last used is the best indicator of 

whether it will ever be used again.  

 

Handis (2007) also provides weeding suggestions such as removing anything with 

mould or a heavy coat of dust and using Integrated Library System (ILS) reports to 

identify items that have not circulated in years. Yusuf (2016) citing Zimmerman (2009) 

asserts that, what constitutes „poor physical condition‟ are among the characteristics 
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that can cause a library material to become a weeding item, like food and drink stains 

that would attract insects or which obscure content, water damage caused by 

immersion of material in baths, hot tubs, exposure to excessive heat, mildew or mold 

and many more. 

 

A study done by Snyder (2014) indicates that, circulation statistics are a traditional 

starting point for selecting books to withdraw. Rules-based weeding, based on 

multipoint data, enables librarians to make better-informed choices about the 

collection. Using a decision support tool forced Olin librarians to make weeding 

decisions based on multiple data points such as rarity, statewide repository candidates, 

or inclusion on recommended lists for college libraries. This article summarises 

retention criteria rationale, consortia implications of weeding, and quantitative 

differences between single and multipoint data. 

 

2.6.2 Currency and relevance  

 

The other criteria for weeding documents could be the relevance of the content, its 

currency, physical condition to decide for weeding or replacement, whether it is a 

single copy for reference and circulation. Certain subjects like medicine, needs current 

materials on the shelves. Vnuk (2015) gives a number of subjects that needs current 

information, these includes, medicine and health, engineering and agriculture. She 

states that, leaving outdated information on your shelves in these areas is being 

irresponsible (not to mention dangerous). Larson (2012) also states that, outdated and 

obsolete information (especially on subjects that change quickly or require absolute 

currency, such as computers, science, space, health and medicine, technology, travel) 

and inaccurate or false information, including outdated information and sources that 

have been superseded by new titles or editions,  need to be removed from the shelves. 

Baumbach and Miller (2006), describes age, use, condition, currency, duplication, 

curricular integration, appropriateness to collection, bias, and obsolete formats as 

criteria for weeding material in a library collection.  

 

Oliva (2016) speaks of the deselection that took place at the Campus of Adelphi 

University. The conservation approach was used to identify and carefully reviewed 
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monograph titles that were published over 50 years ago. The result showed that the 

deselection was significant without affecting the collection. Conservation is the specific 

practice taken to slow deterioration and prolong the life of library materials by 

intervening in its physical or chemical makeup. Conservation of library materials 

includes binding, photocopying, digitization and provision of air conditioners.   

 

In a case study on deselection involving a large university library, Murphy (2013) 

reports that, 8 per cent of the main circulating print collection of more than 250,000 

volumes was removed. This project was undertaken at the John Paul II Library at the 

National University of Ireland Maynooth, which includes three schools: Arts, Celtic 

Studies and Philosophy, Science and Engineering, and Social Sciences. The main 

circulation collections had not been systematically assessed since 1984. A planned new 

extension to the library served as a major catalyst for this project. In consultation with 

the university‟s academic staff, the criteria established for this assessment included 

whether the title was relevant to the curriculum, a standard or seminal work, of 

historical or archival interest, one of many copies or editions, and physical condition of 

the item. 

 

2.7 Factors that affect weeding practices in libraries 

 

2.7.1 Time to do the weeding 

 

Having enough time to weed is an issue for most librarians. Not only must weeding 

decisions be made, but other tasks such as checking of the catalogue, shelf listing, and 

maintaining of the required records must be done. Thus, overworked librarians become 

intimidated by the tasks and the time required to do them (Slote, 1997). 

 

A study by Wagstaff and Liu (2018) reveals that library weeding benefits patrons and 

increases circulation rates. However, the time required to review the collection and 

make weeding decisions presents a formidable obstacle. In this study, they empirically 

evaluated methods for automatically classifying weeding items. A data set containing 

80,346 items from a large-scale academic library weeding project by Wesleyan 

University from 2011 to 2014 was used to train six machine learning classifiers to 
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predict “Keep” or “Weed” for each item. They found statistically significant agreement 

(p = 0.001) between classifier predictions and librarian judgments for all classifier 

types. The naive Bayes and linear support vector machine classifiers had the highest 

recall (fraction of items weeded by librarians that were identified by the algorithm), 

while the k-nearest-neighbor classifier had the highest precision (fraction of 

recommended items that librarians had chosen to weed). The most relevant variables 

were found to be librarian and faculty votes for retention, item age, and the presence of 

copies in other libraries.  

 

Similarly, Dilevko and Gottlieb (2003) found out that the major factor that affected 

weeding was the amount of time it consumes.  Monmouth University librarians took 

two years to review 72,500 items and selected 12,800 for removal (Dubicki, 2008). 

Rollins College weeded 20,000 of their collection 10 of 286,000 items over two years. 

Wesleyan University weeded 46,000 of 90,000 candidates over three years using 17 

librarians and 21 staff  members. But Dubicki (2008) emphasises that, „all academic 

libraries must confront and overcome the fear of weeding‟. 

 

2.7.2 Criticism 

 

Regarding criticism of weeding, Metz and Gray (2005) speaks of a weeding project 

that they undertook at Virginia Tech university libraries due to a forecasted shortage of 

space. They state that the project was a success, until the appearance of the much-

maligned library vigilante. The library conscientiously chose to recycle their discards 

in a dumpster located behind the building. Thus, they found out that, every few 

months, a new member of the public would, having retrieved discarded books from the 

dumpster, question the weeding project. According to Metz and Gray (2005), one such 

individual even wrote a letter of protest criticizing the project to the editor of the local 

newspaper. Library vigilantes are people who protest against what they believe to be 

library biases. Weeding to them is seen as merely throwing good books away which 

later sparks criticism.  

 

Additionally, many people consider certain books to be valuable records of human 

heritage and therefore almost sacred. Thus, discarding them brings public displeasure 
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and conflict (Slote, 1997). Allen (2015) stresses that, many media specialists feel the 

need to weed in the dead of the night to avoid criticism from patrons who hate to see 

good books being thrown away. Slote (1997) reports that, people go nuts when they 

find out that libraries discard thousands of books every year.  

 

Similarly, McHale et al. (2017) reveals that, weeding an academic library is a 

complicated practice that tends to arouse debate. Despite these contentions, weeding is 

necessary to deal with the changing needs for space in many libraries. The researchers 

describe a holistic weeding project at LaGuardia Community College Library. They 

review several approaches the project team considered and drew on research, practice, 

and discussion to evaluate them. They conclude that weeding requires a balance 

between objective rules and professional judgment. The resulting workflow uses an 

interactive spreadsheet to automate some of the research work involved in deciding the 

fate of a book, allowing librarians to practice subjective weeding without walking 

through the stacks. 

 

Ward (2015) citing Roy‟s (1994) exhaustive encyclopedia article on weeding tracing 

arguments against weeding in the literature as far back as 1890‟s states that,  there will 

always be people who oppose permanently removing material- especially large 

amounts of it from the library‟s collection, no matter how outdated, redundant, or 

otherwise unused it would have become overtime. Ward (2015) further states that, 

some detractors may have strong conceptional objectives to the de-prioritization of 

print even if they themselves rarely or never make use of print library collections.   

Luther (2013) notes that weeding is one of the most sensitive subjects in the world of 

library management, but stresses that, collaboration and communication with faculty 

was a high priority for Pollak Library. Reno and Lowe (2017) state that weeding is 

among all of the tasks common in librarianship, one of the rifest with conflict. 

Ackerman and DeLuca (2018) opine that, weeding academic library collections was 

widely acknowledged as necessary and beneficial, but a difficult task. Weeding is a 

public dilemma, and it is one of the most challenging tasks an information manager 

faces more especially with the rise of electronic resources (Lynd, 2015). According to 

Soma and Sjoberg (2010), librarians often doubt their professional expertise and ability 
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to determine whether or not an item may be needed again in the future. Hence the 

process for determining which items should be weeded and discarded is not an exact 

science (Matlak, 2010). Arbeeny and Chittenden (2014) state that librarians lack 

confidence in their judgments and are fearful of discarding valuable material.  

 

2.7.3 Added workloads 

 

Librarians avoid weeding as they feel it adds to their workload. Focusing on weeding 

may detract the attention of librarians from doing their routine duties (Dubicki, 2008). 

Added workload is also a concern for the often-strained members of the technical 

services staff (Soma and Sjoberg, 2010). Lee (2009) describes weeding as time 

consuming, thankless and dusty job that adds to the workload of the librarians. Lack of 

experience in weeding from the librarians‟ viewpoint, and time constraints are all 

reasons why weeding is viewed as a burden to librarians (Dubicki, 2008). Workloads 

can cause staff to avoid weeding in the interest of completing other tasks. There are, 

however, several strategies that can help librarians cope with the additional workload. 

For example, some academic libraries can choose to include weeding as part of the 

ongoing workflows, meaning, weeding becomes a regular part of tasks performed by 

library staff. Other libraries undertake weeding projects during vacation, when 

demands of teaching, reference and technical services are slightly reduced (Dubicki, 

2008).  

2.7.4 Fear that books might be needed in future and lack of funds to replace weeded 

books 

Many academic libraries avoid weeding for fear that the books might be needed in 

future and also because their budgets may not allow them to buy new books to replace 

the weeded ones, hence they avoid weeding (Juskiewicz and Garlish, 2013).  

 

Thompson and Konlan (2015) in their study titled „Weeding: a strategy for effective 

management of library stock at University of Ghana Medical School, Korle-bu‟ 

covered the University of Ghana Medical School (UGMS) library and the population 

for the study consisted of all professional and para-professional staff of the UGMS 
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Library. The study shows that there was no weeding policy in the UGMS Library, that 

lack of funds, fear of creating space without replacement and lack of time among 

others accounted for non-weeding in the library. Also, weeded items were kept in a 

special store room, donated to other schools or sold at moderate prices to students. It 

was recommended that a collection development policy be formulated by the UGMS 

library which would include all aspects of the weeding process. 

2.8. Best practices in weeding library print collections 

 

A study done by Jotwan (2008) defines the concept „best practices‟ and describes the 

strategy for application of best practices in an organization. It discusses the importance 

of introducing best practices in a modern library and information center (LIC) to enable 

it to improve its processes and activities, optimise resource utilization, and deliver high 

quality, value added services to its users. It reviews the attempts made by IFLA, ALA, 

ACRL, Australian Department of Education, Training and Youth Affairs, and NAAC 

in India to develop best practices/guidelines for different types of libraries and /or for 

specific services.  It presents the case study of the Central Library of Indian Institute of 

Technology (IIT) Bombay to illustrate that adoption of well defined, transparent, user-

focused, and technology-oriented processes and practices with a flexibility to change 

and improve can lead the LIC to be the best. The practices followed by the Central 

Library, IIT Bombay, India, have been discussed under: (a) Resource development and 

management, (b) User services, (c) ICT-enabled services, (d) Users empowerment, 

Information literacy and library marketing, (e) Other activities. It concludes that the 

best practices are not a onetime solution, but a continuous process. The sense of 

curiosity, willingness to change and learn from experience of others, and pursuit for 

superior performance can lead the librarians and libraries to Best Practices. 

 

Best practices are best ways to perform a process, a function, or an activity that leads to 

a superior performance. Successfully identifying and applying best practices could 

reduce cost and improve quality. In libraries, best practices would enable the 

improvement of its processes and activities, optimize resource utilization, and deliver 

high quality, value added services to its users (Jotwan, 2008). With regard to weeding 



29 
 

library print collections, best practices could help librarians to ensure that the collection 

is weeded with its user‟s interest in mind. 

 

Best practices would also enable librarians to ensure that the methods of deselecting 

items were in accordance with the best practices and were rooted in evidence-based 

decision making. Evidence based decision making is the evidence librarians need to 

have on which to base their informed decisions. In order to reach the best possible 

decision, it is important that the evidence which was collected or which would be 

collected in future should be processed. For example, the approaches in discussion lists 

to the matter which was to be decided on, the experience of the participants, their 

conference presentations and reports, the academic work that had been done (articles, 

books, thesis etc.) would constitute the basic information sources of the decision 

making (Yildiz, 2017).  

 

Lynd (2015) in her study done on Managing Print-based weeding projects in academic 

libraries gives some best practices that are key elements in successful weeding projects; 

1. Ensuring that the library‟s‟ Collection Development Policy (CDP) adequately  

addressed the deselection process. According to Lynd (2015), having a policy that 

supports the decisions of librarians to remove materials from the collection was just 

as important as the policies that outlined collection building. 

2. Developing a set of criteria to determine which items should be considered for  

withdrawal. As previously stated, these include: outdated materials, materials 

duplicated in electronic format, materials not used for a number of years, materials 

in poor condition and requires replacement and materials that are no longer relevant 

to the curriculum taught at the institution. Snyder (2014) asserts that the best 

practices suggesting a multiplicity of criteria are best. This is mostly because factors 

such as date of last circulation were not always effective for predicting future use. 

Therefore, a better factor to predict future use according to Slote (1997) was shelf 

time period „which was the time an item had spent on the shelf between 

circulations‟.  

3. Use of relevant database to assist with evidence-based decision making. Use of  
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relevant database such as Online Public Access Catalogue (OPAC) which provides 

usage statistics for library items could assist librarians in making evidence-based 

decisions as it would provide a better understanding about the potential future use 

of the material (Snyder, 2014). 

4. Creating a public relations strategy to address community and stakeholder 

concerns. Creating a public relations strategy in a library is very important. If a 

library could effectively communicate about a library rationale for weeding a 

collection, the operations of the library become more accountable and transparent 

to its stakeholders (Luther, 2013).  Melone (2015) also stresses that, when it comes 

to weeding successfully and avoiding controversy, the most important thing was to 

maintain transparent communication with the public, so that they could understand 

what was happening and why. Juskiewicz and Garlish (2013) also states that 

weeding book collection and collaboration with faculty were necessary activities 

for academic libraries. Similarly, Murphy (2013) notes that transparent 

communication and solicitation of feedback could help overcome many of the 

cultural, emotional and political challenges of weeding.  

 

Metz and Gray (2005) emphasises the importance of communication, encouraging 

librarians to provide clear criteria to stakeholders and being flexible by providing 

timely responses to concerns. Chaddha (2009) also emphasises librarian/faculty 

relationship in academic libraries. Luther (2013), outlines a number of steps towards 

creating good public relations campaigns, these include: announcing in the institutions 

news outlets such as faculty and student newspapers, explaining in detail the rationale 

for the project. He further encourages librarians to communicate to the community 

about evidence-based methods used to deselect items and inviting faculty to participate 

in the weeding process. Furthermore, he encourages librarians to communicate clearly 

about what was to be done with the discarded materials, e.g., if they would be given to 

charity, recycled, sold at a book sale or given away for free.  
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2.9 Methodologies used in the reviewed literature 

 

Different researches covered in the literature review used different methodologies in 

their studies. The major methodology used was a survey (Reno and Lowe, 2017; 

Yusuf, 2016; Filson, 2015; Khan and Bhatti, 2015; Thompson and Konlan, 2015; 

Evans, 2014).  Yusuf (2016) combined survey with observation. The idea was to get a 

full picture of the problem under investigation. The advantages of using a survey are 

that surveys are relatively inexpensive and easy to conduct. They can cover large 

populations making results statistically significant even when analysing multiple 

variables. Surveys also allow considerable flexibility at the creation phase deciding 

how questions will be administered. Questions can either be open to allow flexibility 

on responses or standardized so that pre-selected uniform responses can be chosen 

from given options. However, surveys have a major weakness of relying on 

standardisation which forces the researcher to develop questions general enough to be 

minimally appropriate to all respondents. This would lead to failure to bring out 

information from respondents from unique characteristics (Sincero, 2012).  

 

The main instruments used for data collection were questionnaires. Although literature 

shows that none of them pre-tested their research instruments before embarking on the 

actual research, pre-testing is very important in research as it ensures that the final 

research instruments are suitable for the research. Pretesting helps bring out necessary 

information to meet set objectives.  

 

The sample sizes used ranged from 14 to 491 using purposive sampling and convenient 

sampling and applied Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS) for data analysis. 

2.10 Summary 

 

The chapter reviewed relevant literature on weeding practices in academic libraries. 

Literature reveals that weeding is necessary in academic libraries, more especially in 

this information technology age where most libraries are acquiring a lot of electronic 

resources as compared to print resources. While more attention is given to the 

acquisition of electronic resources, print collections are drowning into obsolete and 
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unused materials.   Thus, this makes it necessary for librarians to weed their print 

collections to make them current and relevant to users.  

 

Literature also revealed that, libraries should develop Collection Development Policies 

that adequately address the weeding process. These policies should outline the criteria 

to be used for weeding, the persons to be responsible for weeding and when this 

weeding is to be done. By so doing librarians will overcome controversies and conflicts 

that comes with weeding. Literature also outlined factors that hinder weeding in 

libraries, such as, fear that weeded materials might not be replaced as most academic 

libraries are struggling with diminishing funds. The chapter also brought out the fact 

that if weeding was to be successful, librarians and faculty should work together to see 

which titles could be weeded out. This reduces emotional pressures and anxiety that 

come with weeding.  

 

Lastly, the chapter outlined the best practices for weeding print collections such as the 

use of relevant databases to assist librarians in evidence-based decision making, 

developing a criteria to determine items to be weeded, ensuring that the library‟s 

collection development policy addresses the weeding process and creating a public 

relations strategy to address community and stakeholders concerns.   

 

The following chapter presents the research methodology of the study. 
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CHAPTER THREE: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Overview 

 

The objective of this chapter is to describe the research methodology employed to help 

answer the research questions. Akakandelwa (2000) refers to research methodology as 

a system of explicit rules and procedures upon which research is based and against 

which claims for knowledge are evaluated. The methodology of this study includes the 

research design, study population, data collection instruments, data analysis, ethical 

consideration and the limitations of the study. 

3.2 Research design  

 

A research design is an overall plan for collecting and analyzing data including 

specification for enhancing the internal and external validity of the study. It involves a 

plan of activity which guides a researcher in collecting, analyzing, and interpreting 

data). This research used a mixed methods research design where both quantitative and 

qualitative methods were used in a single study to understand a research problem 

(Creswell, 2003). 

 

This research adopted a survey method. Kelly et al. (2003) notes that survey research 

methods can be used for both large and small populations. This is done by selecting 

and studying samples chosen from a population to discover the relative incidence, 

distributions and interrelations of sociological and psychological variables. Also 

Babbie and Mouton (2001) asserts that, survey methods might be used for descriptive 

and exploratory purposes. One other notable advantage of the survey research design as 

stated by Babbie and Mouton (2001) is its flexibility. By using this method the 

researcher was able to ask questions in detail and also observed and collected 

information which helped her to answer the research questions.  
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3.3 Population  

According to Leedy (1997), the population of the study refers to a set of objects 

whether animate or inanimate which is the focus of the research and about which the 

researcher wants to determine some characteristics. For example, events, institutions or 

people can constitute a study population. Depending on the size of the population and 

the main objective of the study, a researcher can study the whole universe or the subset 

of the population, which is referred to as a sample.  

 

The current study population comprised all university libraries in Lusaka Province 

totaling thirty nine (39). The study specifically targeted Heads of Collection 

Development Departments as they are the ones who are directly involved in weeding 

and coordinating weeding projects in libraries. The study used purposive sampling to 

sample 25 university libraries from the 39 universities in Lusaka Province. 

 

The sampling frame for the libraries that participated in the study was obtained from 

two sources, namely; the Top Universities in Zambia: 2019 Zambian University 

Ranking and Higher Education Authority 2019 websites. The Libraries that were 

surveyed are listed in an appendix. 

 

 The selection criteria for inclusion in the study were as follows: 

(a) The library should have a reasonable size of at least over 1500 print materials. 

(b) The library should have been in existence for at least three years 

 

Based on the above criteria, only 25 libraries were selected to participate in the study 

while 14 libraries were not included due to the following reasons: 

1. Two universities were deregistered at the time and so could not participate in the  

                  study. 

           2.  Three universities were operating without libraries. 

       3.  Two university libraries refused to participate in the study. 

           4.  Two universities were using electronic resources which were not resources under  

        study. 
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5. Five university libraries had just been established and were less than 3 years, and 

had less than 100 books, hence could not be included in the study.  

3.4 Research Instruments  

 

This study used self-administered questionnaires and researcher observation.  

3.4.1 Questionnaire 

 

A questionnaire is a systematic prepared form of document with a set of questions 

deliberately designed to elicit responses from respondents for the purpose of collecting 

data or information. Kombo and Tromp (2014) define a questionnaire as a research 

instrument tool that gathers data over a large sample. Bernard (2000) comments on the 

suitability of the questionnaires, stating that, although questionnaires can have 

reporting errors and completion of a questionnaire by the wrong person, they are still 

the most popular instruments for data collection in social research. Chifwepa, (2006) 

observes that, the questionnaire is used to collect information facts, attributes and 

opinions. He further observes that questionnaires have some advantage over other 

formats of surveys, in that they enable respondents who may be busy with routine 

work, to fill them in their own spare time, they are cheap, and they do not require much 

effort from the interviewer as compared to verbal or telephone surveys, and they often 

have standardized answers that make it simple to complete data. Like any other data 

collection tool, questionnaires have limitations. The limitations are that, there is usually 

lack of control over how respondents interpret questions, and a lack of opportunity to 

probe or correct misunderstanding (Chifwepa, 2006).  

 

The questionnaires contained both closed and open ended questions. Closed ended or 

structured questions where respondents were ticking the appropriate answers were used 

to collect numerical data. Open ended questions or unstructured questionnaires where 

respondents answered questions according to their understanding were used to collect 

textual data. 
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Before data collection, the questionnaire was pre-tested to eliminate any ambiguities 

and mistakes. The questionnaire was pre-tested on Heads of departments in the 

University of Zambia library. These heads of departments were conveniently selected 

to participate in the pilot study as they did understand the weeding process. 

Babbie and Mouton (2001) warns that no matter how carefully one designs a data 

collecting instrument there is always a possibility of error. Pre-testing gives the 

researcher a chance to identify items in the questionnaire that may not elicit the 

information needed, such as, poor instructions or missing questions.  

3.4.2 Researcher Observation 

 

Baker (2006) citing Gorman and Clayton (2005) defines observation methods as, 

„those that involve a systematic recording of observable phenomena or behavior in a 

natural setting‟. The advantages of observation method as a data collection instrument 

are that it gives direct access to research phenomena. It produces high level of 

flexibility in terms of application and generating a permanent record of phenomena to 

be referred to later. It is also independent of peoples‟ willingness to report. 

 

The researcher carried out observations of the print resources in various libraries in the 

course of distributing and collecting the questionnaires from respondents. The aim of 

the observation was to ascertain whether collections were current, appealing and 

visible. The advantage of using observation method is that, it is valuable, popular and 

sophisticated, and it eliminates biases that can occur in other data collection methods 

such as focus group discussions (Osuala, 2001). Observation gave the researcher the 

opportunity to give vivid account of the physical infrastructure and resources available 

in various libraries of higher learning institutions visited. 

 

Areas of interest during observation included the arrangement of print materials on the 

shelves, currency of the materials on the shelves, and spacing. The other area of 

interest during the observation was the study room spaces and the level of usage of 

print collections.  
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3.5 Data Analysis 

 

Data collected from the study was both quantitative and qualitative in nature; thus, 

analysis was carried out differently for numerical and textual data. Consequently, 

quantitative data from the questionnaires close ended questions was analysed using 

Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS version 23), a software program. SPSS 

was chosen because it makes it possible to analyse and interpret data very quickly.  

SPSS also gives detailed data analysis such as percentages, graphs and tables which 

makes data to be easily understood. 

 

And qualitative data from the questionnaires open ended questions and notes obtained 

from the observations, were analysed using content analysis. According to Ngulube 

(2003), this analysis involves collecting, analyzing and organizing information 

systematically in a standard format that allows analysis to draw conclusions about the 

characteristics and meaning of recorded material. 

3.6 Ethical considerations 

 

Approval of the study proposal and permission was sought from the Directorate of 

Research and Graduate Studies at the University of Zambia (Humanities and Social 

Sciences Ethics Committee) to conduct this research. The research was conducted in 

English, a language which was understood by both the researcher and the respondents. 

The respondents were informed in advance about the nature and purpose of the study.  

They were also asked to give consent by signing a consent letter. The issue of 

voluntary participation was stated so that the respondents could participate in the study 

willingly, thus enhancing the information that was to be provided. Respondents were 

assured that the information that they were to give was to be treated confidentially and 

that their names would not be disclosed.  Respondents were also informed that they had 

the right to withdraw at any point in the study, for any reason and without   prejudice; 

the information collected was to be discarded. Respondents were also assured that there 

were no known risks from taking part in the study. 
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3.7 Limitations 

 

The study focused on weeding practices of print collections only. Weeding practices 

involving electronic resources (e-books and e-journals), audio visual materials, etc.), 

were not part of the study. The other limitation was that the study only concentrated on 

university libraries that were in Lusaka Province alone. Geographically the institutions 

were far apart; hence a lot of time was spent when moving from one institution to 

another.  

3.8 Summary 

 

This chapter explains how the study was conducted, that is, what was done in order to 

collect data to answer research questions. It articulates the data collection plan, and 

specified techniques deployed for data analysis.   

 

The following chapter presents the findings of the study.  
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CHAPTER FOUR: PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS 

4.1 Overview 

 

This chapter presents the findings of the study, collected using questionnaires and 

observation. The aim of the study was to examine the current status of weeding 

practices of print materials in libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia  

4.1.1 Findings from the questionnaires closed and open ended questions 

 

A total number of twenty five (25) questionnaires were distributed and all the twenty 

five (25) questionnaires were returned representing 100% response rate. 

4.1.2 Profile of survey respondents 

 

The key respondents were Heads of Collection Development Departments from the 

selected institutions. The main attributes under the profile included name of library 

(which have been listed in Appendix 3), sex, age, professional qualifications and 

experience. 

4.2. Bio data of respondents 

Regarding the sex of respondents, results show an equal distribution of 12(48%) for 

both females and males. 

 

Table 1 below shows the distribution of respondents by age. The results shows that out 

of the 25 respondents, 14(56%) were aged between 21- 30, 3(12%) were aged between 

31- 40, 3(12%) were aged between 41-50, and 4(16%) were aged 51 and above. 
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Table 1: Age of respondents 

Age Group 

 

 

Distribution of Respondents 
 

Frequency 

 

Percentage 

 

21-30 14 56.0 

31-40 3 12.0 

41-50 3 12.0 

51 and above 4 16.0 

Total 24 96.0 

Missing 1 4.0 

Total 25 100.0 

 

Table 2 below shows the levels of academic qualifications of respondents. This 

question was meant to establish the caliber of people who were running these libraries. 

According to the findings, majority of the respondents 13(52%) were first degree 

holders, 2(8%) were diploma holders, 5(20%) had a Master‟s degree, and 5(20%) did 

not respond. The four (16%) out 5(20%) that did not respond specified other 

qualifications such as Bachelor of Business Administration, Diploma in Marketing, 

Diploma in Stores Management and Bachelor‟s degree in Travel and Tourism 

Management.  

Table 2: Academic qualifications 

    

 Variables 

 

 

Distribution of Academic 

Qualifications 
 

Frequency 

 

Percentage 

 

  Diploma in Library and Information 

  Science 
2 8.0 

  Bachelor of Arts with Library and  

  Information Science 
13 52.0 

  Master of Library and Information   

  Science 
5 20.0 

  Total 20 80.0 

  Missing 5 20.0 

  Total 25 100.0 
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Table 3 below gives an analysis of the length of service of respondents in the sampled      

institutions. The shortest length of service was one month and the longest was 8 years 

      Table 3: Length of service 

Respondents Length of service 

1 1 month 

1 2 months 

1 3 months 

2 6 months 

1 1 year 

5 2 years 

3 3 years 

1 4 years 

1 6 Years 

1 7 years 

1 8 years 

 

4.2.1 Weeding practices 

Table 4 below shows how respondents answered when they were asked if they weeded the 

print materials in their libraries or not. Out of 25 respondents, 17(68%) said yes, 6(24%) 

said no, while 2(8%) were not sure. 

Table 4: Weeding of print materials 

 

Variables 

 

 

 

Weeding of print materials 

 

Frequency 

 

Percentage 

 

Yes 17 68.0 

No 6 24.0 

Not Sure 2 8.0 

Total 25 100.0 
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4.2.1.1 Weeding frequency 

Figure 2 below shows the weeding frequency in the libraries under study. Out of the 17 

libraries that practiced weeding, majority 8(32%) indicated that they weeded once in 

two years, 4(12%) indicated once in a year, 1(4%) indicated once in four years, 1(4%) 

indicated once in five years while 12(48%) did not respond. Seven (28%) out of 

12(48%) specified other and gave various reasons as to why they could not weed. 

Three respondents said that they could not weed because their libraries were new,  1 

respondent indicated that their library had no specific period for weeding, 1 also said 

that they weeded as need arose, 1 indicated that weeding was an ongoing process, and 

1 indicated that weeding depended on when they acquired new stocks of books.   

 

 

Figure 2: Weeding frequency 

4.2.1.2 When last the weeding of the print collection took place 

Figure 3 below shows how respondents answered when asked when their libraries last 

weeded the print collections. The results show that the majority 6(24%) last weeded a 

year ago, 4(16%) indicated 6 months ago, 4(16%) indicated 2 years ago, 5(20%) 

indicated not applicable while 6(24%) did not respond. One (4%) out of 6(24%) that 

did not respond but specified other, that they last weeded 5 years ago 
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Figure 3: When last the weeding took place 

4.2.1.3 Stakeholder participation in weeding 

Figure 4 below shows how respondents answered when asked who participated in the 

weeding process within the institutions. Results show that, majority 14(56%) indicated 

the entire library staff, 3(12%) indicated the collection development section, 7(28%) 

indicated users/lecturers while 1(4%) specified other that the students on industrial 

attachment and a committee that was set up to dispose of institutional assets in their 

institution participated in weeding.  
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Figure 4: Stakeholder participation in weeding 

4.2.1.4 Stakeholder consultation before weeding 

Table 5 below shows how respondents answered when asked whether they involved 

the users/lecturers when deciding to weed. The findings indicate that majority, 

15(60%) said yes while 6(24%) said no.  

Table 5: Stakeholder consultation before weeding 

Variables 

 

Stakeholder consultation before weeding 

 

Frequency 

 

Percent 

 

Yes 15 60.0 

No 6 24.0 

Total 21 84.0 

Missing 4 16.0 

Total 25 100.0 
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4.2.1.5 Disposal of weeded materials  

 

When asked as to how weeded materials were disposed of, 12(48%) said that they 

donated the materials as charity to libraries that needed them, 5(20%) indicated that 

they sold them to recycling companies while 8(32%) specified other ways of disposal 

such as selling them to student at a cheap price, keeping them in a storage room, 

mending the most used titles and adding them back to the collection. 

4.2.1.6 Storage of print materials weeded from the collection 

When asked whether their libraries had storage for weeded materials, the majority (11 

respondents) representing 44% indicated they had, 10(40%) said they did not have, 

while 4(16%) did not answer the question. 

4.2.2 Collection Development Policies 

Table 6 below was to establish if libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia had 

librarians who were particularly in charge of weeding and acquisitions. A question was 

asked to find out whether these libraries had collection development librarians, and the 

results show that the majority libraries, 13(52%) did not have while 10(40%) had.  

 

Table 6: Collection Development Librarian 

Variables 

Collection Development Librarian 

Frequency Percent 

Yes 10 40.0 

No 13 52.0 

Total 23 92.0 

Missing 2 8.0 

Total 25 100.0 

 

4.2.2.1 Collection Development Policies 

Figure 5 below was to establish if libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia 

had collection development policies or not. Findings indicate that the majority of the 
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respondents 16(64%) said they had, 4(16%) indicated that they did not have while 

4(16%) were not sure.  

 

When 4(16%) respondents that indicated that they did not have collection development 

policies were asked what guidelines they were using to weed their print collections, the 

following were their responses, 1 respondent said that they used their experience, 1 

indicated that they weeded materials that were in multiple copies, out of date, obsolete 

and damaged, 1 said that they looked at the usability and condition of the material 

while 1 said they consult lecturers and students when weeding. However, 1(4%) out of 

the 4(16%) that indicated that they were not sure whether their libraries had collection 

development policies, indicated that their library was new and 1(4%) did not answer 

the question. 

 

Further, the respondents that indicated that they had collection development policies in 

their libraries were asked whether their collection development policies clearly 

explained the criterion to be used in selecting materials to weed. The findings indicated 

that the majority, 16(64%) said yes, while 2(8%) were not sure.  

 

 

Figure 5: Collection Development Policy 
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          4.2.2.2 Weeding and collection development policies cross tabulation 

 

Table 7 below was to establish if having a collection development policy had any effect 

on weeding, and two variables weeding and collection development policy were cross 

tabulated.  

Table 7: Cross tabulation of weeding and collection development policy 

 

Does your Lib have a CDP 

Total Yes No Not Sure 

Do you 

weed 

Yes Count 12 3 1 16 

 Expected 

Count 
10.7 2.7 2.7 16.0 

No Count 4 1 1 6 

 Expected 

Count 
4.0 1.0 1.0 6.0 

Not Sure Count 0 0 2 2 

 Expected 

Count 
1.3 .3 .3 2.0 

Total Count 16 4 4 24 

Expected 

Count 
16.0 4.0 4.0 24.0 

 

Table 8 below shows a chi-square test which was conducted in order to establish if 

there was a relationship between weeding and collection development policies. The 

two formulated hypothesis were that: 

1.H0 = There was no positive relationship between weeding and collection development 

policies 

2. H1 = There was a positive relationship between weeding and collection development 

policies 

 

In order to maximize the accuracy of the findings, the formulated plan of analysis was 

set at significance level 0.05. With this analysis, if the test statistical probability (p-

value) was less than the significance level, the null hypothesis would be rejected. 
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Conversely, if the p-value was greater than 0.05, then the null hypothesis would be 

accepted. The results of the analysis are presented in Table 8 below. 

                   Table 8: Chi-Square Test 

 Value df 

Asymptotic 

Significance (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 11.250
a
 4 .024 

Likelihood Ratio 8.739 4 .068 

Linear-by-Linear 

Association 
6.015 1 .014 

N of Valid Cases 24   

 

a = 0.05/2 = 11.250; df 4; p = 0.024 since p<0.05 

a Computed only for a 2x2 table 

8 cells (88.9%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 

.33. 

Since p=value is less than the agreed significance level, the null hypothesis is rejected. 

The interpretation of the results is that there was a positive relationship between 

weeding and collection development policies. 

 

The results from the cross-tabulation and Chi-Square test indicates that there was a 

correlation between the two variables and this was because the statistical significance 

level which was set at p<0.05 was less that the agreed significance level. This implies 

that the confidence level was higher that the significance level, meaning the correlation 

between weeding and collection development policies was also high. 

  4.2.3 Criteria used in weeding 

 

Figure 6 below was to determine whether the libraries of higher learning institutions in 

Zambia had any criteria they were using to weed their print collections, and a question 

was asked to find out the criteria they were using. Findings indicate that the majority of 

the libraries 21(84%) were using outdated and obsolete materials as their criteria for 
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weeding followed by, 17(68%) that indicated materials that were no longer relevant to 

the school curriculum while 18(72%) never indicated the criteria they were using to 

weed their collections 

 

 

Figure 6: Criteria used to weed the print collection 

4.2.4 Factors affecting weeding practices in libraries 

Table 9 below was to establish the perceptions of library staff towards weeding. 

Respondents were then asked whether they felt weeding added to their workload. 

Results indicate that the majority 13(52%) said yes, 8(32%) said no while 3(12%) were 

not sure.  

 

Table 9: Perceptions of library staff towards weeding 

Variables 

Perceptions of library staff towards weeding 

Frequency Percent 

Yes 13 52.0 

No 8 32.0 

Not Sure 3 12.0 

Total 24 96.0 

Missing 1 4.0 

Total 25 100.0 
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Respondents were further asked whether they believed that weeding improved the print 

collections of their libraries, and the majority 23(92%) said yes while 2(8%) said that 

they were not sure.  

 

Asked how weeding improved the print collections, 19 out of 23 (92%) respondents 

that said yes, indicated that weeding improved the print collection because space was 

created for the acquisition of new and updated materials for the collection. Two said 

that weeding improved the collection as users were able to access the materials in the 

collection since damaged and out dated materials that cause overcrowding would have 

been removed. One also said that weeding made the collection clean and appealing to 

users and one indicated that weeding ensured the collection was in line with 

information needs of the user community. 

 

Table 10 below was to establish if respondents believed that weeding improved the 

currency and relevance of the collection. Findings indicate that the majority 21(84%) 

said yes, 1(4%) said no, while 3(12%) said they were not sure. Fifteen out of the 

21(84%) respondents that agreed that weeding improved the currency and relevance of 

the collection indicated that weeding allowed new and up to date materials to be 

purchased. And so, only materials that were up to date and relevant to users remained 

on the shelves thereby attracting users. 

 

However the respondent who indicated otherwise thought that improvement was not 

directly linked to the relevance of the materials in the collection but rather to how 

effectively the collection and services of the library were marketed to the user 

community. 
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Table 10:  Weeding improves the currency and relevance of the collection 

Variables 

Weeding improves the currency and relevance of the 

collection 

Frequency Percent 

Yes 21 84.0 

No 1 4.0 

Not Sure 3 12.0 

Total 25 100.0 

 

 

Figure 7 below was to establish whether respondents believed weeding of the print 

materials saved staff time. Results show that the majority, 15(60%) said yes, 4(16%) 

said no, while 5(20%) were not sure. 

 

 

Figure 7: Weeding saves staff time 

 

Table 11 below shows other factors that affect the practice of weeding in libraries of 

higher learning institutions in Zambia. According to the findings, 13(52%) indicated 

that lack of time did not at all affect weeding, 8(32%) indicated that to a very large 

extent, no money to replace weeded books affected weeding, 8(32%) indicated that to a 
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very large extent, fear that books might be needed in future affected weeding, 12(48%) 

pointed out that, lack of staff to do the weeding did not at all affect weeding, and 

8(32%) indicated that to a very large extent, hesitance to weed hard to replace books  

affected weeding as such books could be out of print and could not be obtained 

elsewhere.  

Table 11:  Other factors that affect the practice of weeding in libraries 

 

Variables To a very  

large extent 

To a large  

extent 

To a less  

extent 

Not at all 

 

Lack of time 2(8%) 6(24%) 4(16%) 13(52%) 

No money to 

replace weeded 

books 

 

 

8(32%) 

 

4(16%) 

 

7(28%) 

 

6(24%) 

Fear that books 

might be needed in 

future 

 

8(32%) 

 

3(12%) 

 

8(32%) 

 

6(24%) 

Lack of staff to do 

the weeding 

 

4(16%) 

 

5(20%) 

 

4(16%) 

 

12(48%) 

Hesitance to weed 

hard to replace 

books 

 

8(32%) 

 

4(16%) 

 

7(28%) 

 

6(24%) 

 

Figure 8 below was to ascertain whether some libraries which were not weeding their 

print collections was as a result of lack of funding from their parent institutions. A 

question was asked if these libraries received funding from their parent institutions. 

Results show that the majority, 15(60%) said yes, 7(28%) said no while 3(12%) were 

not sure.  

 

Seven (28%) respondents  that indicated that they did not receive funding, were further 

asked what methods they were using to acquire library print materials. Their responses 

were as follows, 5 said they used donations of funds from well wishers, 1 indicated that 

they used personal funds, while 1 said that they used levies from library users.  
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Figure 8: Library funding 

 

4.2.5 Best weeding practices 

When asked as to what best weeding practices libraries of higher learning institutions  

in Zambia were using to weed their print collections, the majority 17 out of 25 

respondents answered the question. Ten respondents indicated that removing all 

outdated and worn out  materials from the collection was the best weeding practice 

they were using. Three respondents also said that communicating with faculty before 

weeding was the best practice they were using. Three respondents said that ensuring 

that weeding was guided by a collection development policy was the best weeding 

practice they were using. One respondent suggested  the CREW method (Continuous 

Review Evaluation and Weeding).  

4.3 Findings from the observation method 

Data was also collected through researcher observation in the 17 university libraries 

that claimed that they were weeding their collections. The aim of the observation 

method was to ascertain whether collections were current, appealing and visible after 

weeding projects were undertaken. The findings were that some libraries that claimed 

to have weeded, had some obsolete books as shown in Figures 9, 10 and 11 below. 
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Figure 9: Part of one library collection containing outdated books almost turning 

brown 
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Figure 10: Part of one library collection that claimed to have weeded showing obsolete 

books on the shelves 
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Figure 11:  Part of one library collection that claimed to have weeded showing 

overcrowded books 
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Figure 12 below shows one library that had a different picture to the three libraries 

referred to above in that the collection that was weeded appeared current, lean and 

visible. However, regarding the other 13 libraries that were surveyed the picture was 

that all of them had print collections that looked current, lean and visible. 

 

 

Figure 12: Part of one library collection that was weeded looking lean and organised 

4.4 Summary 

This chapter dealt with the analysis and presentation of the findings from the data 

obtained from the field survey. The study was informed that, although the majority of 

the libraries of higher learning institutions in Lusaka, Zambia were weeding their print 

collections, some few libraries were still not weeding. Additionally, the finding 

revealed that 16% of the libraries in Lusaka were run by people who had other 

academic qualifications. 
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  CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION 

5.1 Overview 

 

This chapter discusses the findings that have been presented in chapter four. From the 

foregoing data, it is possible to draw some generalizations about the weeding practices 

of print materials in libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia. The discussion 

highlights the significant aspects based on the following research questions: 

1.  Do libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia weed their print collections? 

2.  Is weeding in libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia guided by  

 collection development policies? 

3.  What criteria do librarians use to weed their print collections? 

4.  What are the factors that affect weeding practices of print materials in libraries of 

higher learning  institutions in Zambia? 

5.  What best weeding practices do libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia 

use in weeding their print collections? 

5.1.1 Background Information of respondents 

The first five items of the questionnaire sought background information of the 

respondents. The information which was sought included the name of the library, sex, 

age, academic qualifications as well as work experience. This information was 

essential because understanding weeding practices of various libraries depends upon 

knowing academic qualifications and experiences of the respondents. 

 

According to the findings, there was an equal distribution of 12(48%) of both females 

and males in the surveyed libraries. This could be because of the equal educational 

opportunities that are given to females and males that warrant them to be heads. 

Findings also revealed that majority of the respondents were aged between 21-30 years. 

This means that the majority of respondents that managed the libraries were relatively 

young and energetic, and therefore able to undertake weeding projects in their various 

libraries. Further, majority of the respondents 13(52%) had Bachelor‟s degree in library 

and information science while 4(16%) had other academic qualifications. This means 
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that the majority of the libraries were run by responsible people. And this could be the 

reason why the majority of the respondents indicated that they were weeding while 

some few respondents indicated they were not. Regarding the length of service the 

respondents had worked in their various libraries, findings indicate that the length of 

service ranged from one (1) month to eight (8) years. This means that the libraries were 

run by people who were new as well as those that had worked in their libraries for a 

long time.   

5.2 Weeding practices 

The study sought to find out whether libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia 

were weeding their print collections, and the results in Table 4 indicates that the 

majority libraries 17(68%) were weeding their print collections. 

 

The above results could be attributed to the fact that majority libraries were run by 

qualified librarians who understood the laws and principles of operating a library. The 

fifth law of library science by Ranganathan (1931) makes us to understand that the 

library is a growing organism. Thus, it only takes someone who has been trained in 

librarianship to understand what this law means and to know that library collections are 

continually changing and never static in their outlook. It also takes a trained librarian to 

know that books, methods and physical libraries should be updated regularly. As a 

result, majority of the libraries were weeding their print collections as they could have 

understood the benefits of weeding. Furthermore, 6(24%) that indicated that they were 

not weeding their print collections, could be attributed to the fact that some librarians 

were busy, considering that most libraries in Lusaka were small and managed by one or 

two persons, hence starting up a weeding project would add to their workload. Slote 

(1997) notes professional work pressures that drained librarians‟ time as a discouraging 

factor.  

 

Two (8%) respondents indicated that they were not sure whether their libraries had 

weeded before. The findings show the length of service the respondents had worked in 

their libraries which ranged from 1 month to 8 years. From the findings, it can 

therefore be deduced that, respondents could not have been sure if their libraries had 
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weeded before as they could have been new and not well acquainted with what was 

going on   in their libraries.  

5.2.1 Frequency of weeding 

 

The study further sought to find out how often the libraries of higher learning 

institutions weeded their print collections, and the findings indicates that majority 

libraries 8(32%) weeded their print collections once in two years. The reason why 

majority libraries were weeding once in two years could be attributed to the fact that 

most of these universities were offering medical or engineering courses which needed 

very current information. Vnuk (2015) gave a number of subjects that needed very 

current information on the shelves, these include, medicine and health, engineering and 

agriculture. She further states that, leaving outdated information on the shelves in these 

areas was irresponsible (not to mention dangerous). Larson (2012) also states that, 

outdated and obsolete information (especially on subjects that changed quickly or 

required absolute currency, such as computers, science, space, health and medicine, 

technology, travel) and inaccurate or false information, including outdated information 

and sources that had been superseded by new titles or editions, needed to be removed 

from the shelves. Thus, to ensure that they kept current information in their collections, 

these libraries were compelled to weed once in two years. 

5.2.2 Reasons for not weeding 

 

Some respondents who could not specify how often they weeded their collections gave 

their reasons indicating that their libraries were new, some said that they had no 

specific time, while some indicated that weeding depended on when new stocks of 

books were purchased. In trying to analyse the reasons that made librarians not to weed 

their collections more often, from the researchers‟ perspective, some libraries did not 

have collection development policies which could guide them on when to weed. For 

instance the respondents that indicated that they weeded as new stocks of books were 

acquired and those that indicated that they weeded as need arose implies that even after 
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10 years, if stocks of books were not being acquired and if need did not  arise, then 

weeding would not take place making collections outdated with superseded editions. 

 

Additionally, the reasons that respondents gave that hindered them from weeding could 

be genuine, but from the researcher‟s point of view,  most institutions that owned these 

libraries were private and sourced their own funds to buy library materials, hence 

weeding such materials even if they were out of date,  would still be a problem. Today, 

libraries both private and public are facing the problem of diminishing funds for the 

acquisition of library materials. This has resulted in many libraries to rely more on gifts 

and donations. Sasikala et al. (2014) in his study done in Adhra Pradesh libraries where 

he was investigating trends in collection development activities in academic libraries 

cites Ononogbo (2003) stating that, 91 percent of the collection in the library being 

studied was derived from donations, gifts and bequests. It is for this reason that 

weeding would not take place easily in such libraries. 

5.2.3. Stakeholder participation in weeding 

The study establishes that most libraries in the study involved the entire library staff in 

weeding, especially in big libraries where the task would be too big for one section to 

carry out. For instance in big libraries like the University of Zambia library, the 

responsibility of weeding lies in the hands of the collection development department. 

This department coordinates the activity by involving the rest of the staff. In smaller 

libraries where one or two persons managed the library, all the members of staff would 

be involved in weeding. This could be the reason why results in figure 4, indicate that 

the entire library staff was the majority that participated in weeding. One important 

finding was that one library involved a committee which decided on what was to be 

disposed of in their institution; this was to avoid controversies while promoting 

transparency. Stakeholder participation in weeding not only prevents controversies, but 

also shapes the implementation of weeding projects (Soma and Sjoberg, 2010). 

Johnson (2014) also states, that „weeding is not simple. It is time consuming, involves 

many library units, and can be the most politically charged responsibility any librarian 



62 
 

will assume‟. Thus, stakeholder participation is very essential for successful weeding 

projects to occur. 

5.2.4. Stakeholder consultation before weeding 

From the finding, it was established that majority of the libraries did involve users and 

lecturers when deciding to weed. However, some libraries were still not doing so. For 

example, 6(24%) who indicated that they did not and 4(16%) who did not respond, 

indicates that quite a large number of libraries were not involving users and lecturers 

when deciding to weed. One of the best weeding practices was to involve users and 

lecturers when deciding to weed as it prevented controversy (Lynd, 2015). Melone 

(2015) stresses that, when it comes to weeding successfully and avoiding controversy, 

the most important thing was to maintain transparent communication with the public, 

so that they could understand what was happening and why. Murphy (2013) also notes 

that transparent communication and solicitation of feedback could help overcome many 

of the cultural, emotional and political challenges of weeding.  

5.2.5. Disposal of weeded materials  

It was established that the majority of the libraries were disposing of their weeded 

materials by donating them as charity to libraries that needed them. Others specified 

various ways of disposal of weeded materials such as: selling them cheaply to students 

and the general public and then using the money to buy new resources, keeping them in 

storage rooms, mending the most used titles and adding them back to the collection. 

 

Looking at the various ways of disposing of library weeded materials that respondents 

indicated; the best way of disposal was selling in order to get money to buy some new 

resources and donating as charity. Lynd (2015) discusses the best ways of disposing of 

library print materials. She asserts that, selling weeded library materials and using the 

money to buy resources was one of the best ways to dispose of library materials as it 

enabled students and lecturers to purchase materials that may be useful to them. Luther 

(2013) also recommends that a sale to stakeholders (e.g. students and lecturers) should 

always take place before a sale to external parties, in order to maintain trust in the 
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library. By doing so, students and lecturers would purchase materials that they may 

find useful and the library would also be able to buy new resources to replace the 

weeded ones.  

 

For the respondents that indicated that they disposed of weeded materials by sending 

them to storage rooms, mending the most used titles and adding them back to the 

collection, from the researcher‟s point of view was not the best way of disposing of 

library print materials. The purpose of weeding is to create space for new materials to 

occupy the shelves, but if weeded materials would not be disposed of, instead stored or 

mended and then added back to the collection, then the process of weeding would not 

be useful. The third law of Ranganathan (1931) which states that, „Every book its 

reader‟ could be one reason why some librarians would be hesitant to weed because 

they foresee a time in future where a book, damaged and old may be needed by 

someone.  

 

Furthermore, the study establishes that, in as much as the majority libraries were using 

the best disposal practices to dispose of library print materials, some few libraries were 

not doing so as some indicated that they disposed of weeded materials by sending them 

to storerooms as indicated above. Keeping weeded materials in store rooms would not 

create space for weeded materials; hence this would discourage librarians from 

weeding as they would not have space to put weeded materials before they are disposed 

of. Thus, it would be necessary for libraries to create off-site storage facilities were 

weeded and low usage materials could be kept (Dilevko and Gottlieb, 2003). 

5.2.6 Storage facilities for weeded materials  

The study discovered that some libraries in Lusaka did not have storage for weeded 

materials, an indication that probably weeding was not being done in these libraries. 

Lack of storage facilities for weeded materials in libraries would discourage weeding. 

Lynd (2015) discusses the best practices to deal with weeded materials such as, 

donating them as charity to Organisations that needed them, developing a book 

exchange with other libraries, selling them to raise library funds, giving them away for 

free, recycling them and throwing them away.  
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5.3 Collection development policies  

 

The study reveals that majority libraries in Lusaka did not have collection development 

librarians who could spearhead the activities of weeding and acquisitions, thus this 

could be the reason why weeding was being overlooked in some libraries as people in 

charge were not only concerned about weeding and acquisitions but with all other 

library activities.  

 

That notwithstanding, the study reveals that most libraries 16(64%) had collection 

development policies and this could be the reason why majority libraries were 

weeding. Collection development policies are meant to provide guidelines for the 

weeding, selection and acquisition of library materials. Filson (2015) citing Evans and 

Saponaro (2005) notes that a collection development policy can be considered to be the 

outlining of the role a library is supposed to play in an institution. Additionally, the 

findings  reveal that some respondents were not sure whether they had collection 

development policies when asked, this could probably indicate that some libraries were 

run by unqualified staff who did not know much about operating a library or they could 

have been new in their libraries. 

 

The study further reveals that when 4(16%) out of 25 respondents that indicated that 

they did not have collection development policies were asked what guidelines their 

libraries were using to weed their print collections, some respondents indicated that 

they used their experience, others said that they weeded materials that were in multiple 

copies, out of date, obsolete and damaged. Some respondents also said that they looked 

at the usability and condition of the material, while some said that they consulted 

lecturers and students to weed. Collection development policies are very important 

documents as they guide the librarians on the weeding and selection of materials in the 

library. 

 

Chaputula and Kanyundo (2014) did a study at Mzuzu university, in their study they 

found out that, the absence of a collection development policy had greatly affected 

collection development practices at the university, that most of the core collection 
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development practices such as selection, acquisition, weeding and preservation were 

haphazardly done as there were no clearly documented guidelines to guide the staff that 

were involved in the implementation of the collection development tasks to ensure 

consistency.  It can however be presumed that since the libraries in question did not 

have collection development policies, weeding was haphazardly done as no 

documented guidelines were being followed. Additionally, the fact that the affected 

libraries did not have collection development policies implies that even the criteria they 

were using to choose materials for weeding was not clear. 

 

When respondents that indicated that they had collection development policies in their 

libraries were asked whether their collection development policies clearly explained the 

criterion to be used in choosing materials to weed, the findings indicate that majority 

16(64%) agreed. Despite the results showing that majority libraries had collection 

development policies that had clear criterion on choosing materials to weed, a number 

of libraries still did not have clear criterion on choosing materials to weed. This was 

confirmed by 16% that indicated that they did not have collection development 

policies, 16% who were not sure, and 4% who did not respond to the question.  

 

A study by Khan and Bhatti (2015) whose main objective was to investigate the 

policies and procedures of collection development and their goals in University 

libraries of Kyaber Pakhtunkhwa reveals that there was a complete absence of formal 

collection development policies in the university libraries of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa. In 

the absence of formal written collection development policies, libraries adopted a 

variety of traditional strategies for collection development. Thus, the absence of 

collection development policies would affect weeding practices as libraries would not 

have clear criterion on choosing materials to weed.  

5.4 Criteria used in weeding 

The study sought to find out what criteria the libraries of higher learning institutions in 

Zambia were using to weed their collections, and the results indicate that the  majority 

libraries used outdated and obsolete materials as criteria for weeding, followed by 

those that indicated materials that were no longer in the curriculum. Other libraries 
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indicated worn out materials, books that had not circulated, duplicate copies, 

superseded editions while others used none at all. From the findings, it was gathered 

that most libraries used outdated and obsolete materials as the criteria to weed their 

print collections. One of the best weeding practices according to Lynd (2015) was to 

develop criteria to determine which items should be considered for withdrawal from 

the collection. In as much as results indicate that majority libraries had developed the 

criteria to withdraw materials from their collections, some libraries used none at all. 

This could however affect weeding practices as some libraries did not have any criteria 

they were using to weed their print collections. This also implies that best weeding 

practices were not being followed especially because some libraries operated without 

collection development policies to guide them in their weeding. 

 

Various authors have written about various criteria that can be used to weed print 

collections. For instance, Baumbach and Miller (2006), described age, use, condition, 

currency, duplication, curricular integration, appropriateness to collection, bias, and 

obsolete formats as criteria for weeding material in a library collection. Larson (2012) 

through the CREW method also gave 6 general criteria for considering when weeding 

items from the library‟s collection. These are summed up with the acronym MUSTIE; 

Misleading - factually inaccurate, Ugly-worn beyond mending or rebinding, S -

Superseded – by a new edition or by a much better book on the subject, T- Trivial of no 

discernible literary or scientific merit, I – Irrelevant to the needs and interests of the 

library‟s community and E -Elsewhere – they are easily obtainable from another 

library.  Findings indicate that few libraries indicated using the CREW method as the 

criteria for weeding their collections and this would affect weeding practices as most 

libraries were not monitoring their collections to identify strength and weaknesses in 

their collections.  
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         5.5 Factors that affect weeding practices in libraries 

5.5.1 Perceptions of library staff towards weeding 

 

The study establishes that majority librarians representing 13(52%) did not like 

weeding, as they felt that it added to their already existing work. These findings agree 

with the findings of Lee (2009) who described weeding as a time consuming, thankless 

and dusty job that added to the workload of the librarians. Thus, from this researchers‟ 

perspective, weeding to a librarian was something that disturbed routine work and 

consumed time, hence most librarians avoided it. The findings also indicate that 

3(12%) were not sure whether weeding added to their workload. The reason could be 

that some libraries were being managed by people who had other academic 

qualifications or were not qualified librarians  who did not know much about weeding, 

or worse still if they were qualified librarians, they could have not weeded their print 

collections before, hence were not sure whether weeding added to their workload or 

not. Librarians need to realise that keeping collections current was very critical, 

whether overloaded with work or not.   From the findings, it was established that, even 

though the majority libraries were weeding their print collections, they did not like it as 

they felt that it added to their workload. 

 

The study further establishes that majority of the respondent 23 (92%) believed that 

weeding improved the print collections in libraries. When asked how, respondents 

indicated that it was because space was created for the acquisition of new and updated 

materials for the collection, some also said that because users were able to access the 

materials in the collection since damaged and out dated materials that cause 

overcrowding would have been removed. Others indicated that weeding made the 

collection clean and appealing to users while others said weeding ensured the 

collection was in line with information needs of the user community. 

 

From the findings, it was established that most librarians knew the benefits of weeding 

and this could be the reason why majority libraries in Lusaka representing 17(68%) 

indicated that they were weeding their print collections. Larson (2012) gave six major 
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benefits of weeding library collections: saving space, saving time, making the 

collection appealing, enhancing the libraries reputation, keeping up with the collection 

needs and having constant feedback on the collection‟s strength and weaknesses. 

 

Weeding also improves the currency and relevance of the collections as only materials 

that are current and up-to-date remain on the shelves. Nonetheless, some respondents 

thought otherwise because they believed improvement was not directly linked to the 

relevance of the materials in the collection but rather to how effectively the collection 

and services of the library were marketed to the user community. However, the study 

establishes that majority libraries believed that weeding improves the print collections 

by making them current and relevant to users.  

 

The study reveals that, majority librarians 15(60%) believed weeding saved staff time. 

This was because when space was created on the shelves; materials became visible 

thereby making it easier for staff to shelve. This finding is confirmed by the results of a 

similar study done by Vnuk (2015) who observes that weeding frees up shelf space 

making items much easier to browse, easier to shelve and in general making the 

collection look better. Thus, this could be the reason why majority librarians believed 

weeding saved staff and library user‟s time in locating materials they are looking for.  

5.5.2 Funding, fear that books might be needed in future and hesitancy to weed hard 

to replace books 

The study reveals the main factors that hinder librarians from weeding, such as lack of 

funds to replace weeded books, fear that the books might be needed in future and 

hesitancy to weed hard to replace books. In line with the third law of Ranganathan 

(1931), which says that, „Every book its reader‟ implies that every book in the library 

should have a chance of finding its appropriate reader and be useful to them. The third 

law implicitly means that resources look for users and it‟s the duty of librarians to help 

library resources find people who want and need them most. According to 

Ranganathan (1931), the majority of readers do not know their requirements, and 

interest take definite shape only after seeing and handling a well-organized collection 
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of books. Thus, due to this reason librarians should not hesitate to weed their 

collections, in order that one day the book would find its user. 

 

Additionally, the findings of this study authenticate earlier findings by Juskiewicz and 

Garlish (2013) citing Dubicki (2008) who points out that, there is a general reluctance 

among librarians to remove any books from the library collections. This reluctance 

may stem from the above mentioned factors. Therefore, in order for libraries to 

mitigate these factors, they need to come up with ways and means to raise funds to 

replace weeded materials. These could include, selling weeded materials to students 

and lecturers who may need them, or selling them to recycling companies so that the 

money realized could be used to buy new books. Libraries could also develop book 

exchange programs with other libraries or engage in interlibrary loan so that the issue 

of hard to find books could be overcome. 

 

In order  to determine whether the libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia 

were receiving funding from their parent institutions to aquire library print materials, 

findings indicate that the majority libraries representing 15(60%) received funding 

from their institution to buy library print materials. From the findings, it can be 

assumed that most libraries received funding from their parent institutions to acquire 

library print materials. However, looking at the effects of the economy and library 

budgets and considering that most of these libraries in Zambia were privately owned 

and had to secure funds for the overall operations of their institutions, buying of library 

materials was far from being attained. The economy has not only affected private 

owned learning institutions but also public institutionns where the governments were 

failing to pay salaries on time. For example, the University of Zambia  had not been 

receiving  government grants on time as  March, April and May salaries of 2019 were 

delayed. However, the delay in releasing the grants to the institution, had affected 

many activities talkless of acquiring print materials for the library. However, even 

though the findings indicate that the majority libraries received funding from their 

parent institution, buying of print materials was very far from being attained. 
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Therefore, this could affect weeding practices as libraries would be avoiding weeding 

because they do not have sources of funding to replace the weeded materials 

5.6 Best weeding practices 

 

Best practices are ways to perform a function, or an activity that leads to a superior 

performance. Successfully identifying and applying best practices can reduce cost and 

improve quality. In libraries, best practices enable the improvement of its processes 

and activities, optimizes resource utilization, and delivers high quality, value added 

services to its users (Jotwan, 2008). 

 

Lynd (2015) gave some best practices that are believed to be key elements in 

successful weeding projects;  

 

(1) Ensuring that the library‟s collection development policy adequately addressed the 

deselection process. According to Lynd (2015), having a policy that supported the 

decisions of librarians to remove materials from the collection was just as 

important as the policies that outlined collection building. The study establishes 

that in as much as the majority libraries 16(64%) had collection development 

policies, a number of libraries 4(16%) did not have, meaning that they were not 

adhering to best weeding practices.  

 

(2) Developing a set of criteria to determine which items should be considered for 

withdrawal. The study reveals that majority libraries had developed a set of criteria 

that determined items that were to be withdrawn from their collections such as, 

outdated and obsolete materials, superseded editions, worn out materials, books 

that had not circulated duplicate copies and materials that were no longer relevant 

to the school curriculum. Despite the fact that the majority libraries had developed 

some criteria to withdraw books from their collections, a number of libraries 

18(72%) did not use any. 

 

Regarding stakeholder consultation (i.e. lecturers and users) before weeding, the results 

indicates that majority consulted while some libraries 6(24%) were not consulting 
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stakeholders before weeding. This implies that these libraries were not using best 

weeding practices.  

 

Regarding disposal of weeded materials, the study establishes that some libraries were 

keeping weeded materials in store rooms while some were mending the most used titles 

and adding them back to the collection which was not the best disposal method. The 

purpose of weeding was to create space so that new materials could be accommodated, 

but the libraries in question were keeping weeded materials in store rooms while others 

were putting the materials back to the collection after weeding. It can therefore be 

concluded that some libraries did not apply best weeding practices hence there was a 

gap between current weeding practices and the best weeding practices. 

5.7 Summary 

If libraries were to grow just like Ranganathan (1931) indicates that, libraries are 

growing organisms, they should be run by people who are qualified. The study 

establishes that even though majority libraries were run by qualified personnel, some 

libraries were still managed by people who had other academic qualifications with no 

experience on how to run a library. 

 

The study was informed that some libraries did not have collection development 

policies. One of the best weeding practices was ensuring that the library‟s collection 

development policy adequately addressed the weeding process. This was not the case 

as some libraries did not even have collection development policies or even if they had, 

it did not adequately address the weeding process. The study also established a number 

of factors that discouraged weeding such as lack of money to replace weeded materials, 

fear that books could be needed in future and hesitance to weed hard to replace books.  

 

The study was also informed that even though majority libraries were weeding their 

print collections they did not like it; this was confirmed by majority respondents who 

indicated that weeding added to their workload. Even though results indicate that the 

majority libraries did receive funds from their parent institutions, buying of library 

print materials was far from being attained. This is because libraries today whether 
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public or private were struggling with the problem of diminishing funds which made it 

impossible to acquire library materials.  

 

Looking at what the study established, there was a gap between current weeding 

practices and the best weeding practices as the CREW method which integrates 

weeding into the entire selection and acquisition process was not being followed by the 

majority of libraries in higher learning institutions in Zambia.  
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CHAPTER SIX: CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1 Conclusion 

This chapter presents conclusions and recommendations based on the findings of the 

study. The chapter is in two parts conclusion and recommendations. The purpose of 

this study was to examine weeding practices of print materials in libraries of higher 

learning institutions in Zambia. Although the libraries surveyed may have been fewer 

than the targeted number due to reasons given in chapter 3 above, they can at least 

serve in epitomizing the overall impression of weeding practices of libraries in Zambia. 

The study however, reveals that some libraries were being run by people with other 

academic qualifications other than the library related qualifications. It was further 

discovered that even though the majority of the libraries were weeding their print 

collections, some libraries were not. It was also disclosed that many librarians detested 

weeding as they felt it added to their already existing workload. Furthermore, it was 

established that even though majority of the libraries had collection development 

policies, some few libraries did not have. Results also indicate that some libraries were 

not involving users and lecturers when deciding to weed.   

 

Additional findings of this study reveal the factors that hindered weeding in most 

libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia. These include lack of funds to 

replace weeded materials, fear that books might be needed in future and hesitancy to 

weed hard to find books.  With regard to disposal methods, the study establishes that 

some libraries were keeping weeded materials in store rooms, while some were 

mending the most used titles and adding them back to the collection.  On account of the 

above mentioned findings the study concludes that  though majority of the libraries 

were weeding in line with collection development policies  a few were not and did not 

have collection development policies.  

 

Therefore, there is need for libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia to 

systematically weed their print collections in order to enhance library service delivery. 
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6.2 Recommendations  

 On the basis of the study findings the following recommendations are proffered: 

1. Libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia which do not have CDPs 

should ensure that they come up with CDPs policies in their libraries to guide 

them in the weeding process.  

2. Libraries of higher learning institutions in Zambia should involve stakeholders 

when deciding to weed. This would help them to have successful weeding 

projects as many controversies that come with weeding would be avoided. 

3. Libraries should come up with programs that would help them generate funds to 

replace weeded materials such as, strengthening of binding services and special 

internet services that people within and outside the institution would pay for.  

4.  Libraries should dispose of weeded material by donating them as charity to 

libraries that need them, or selling them to the university community or to 

recycling companies. This will help librarians to create space in store rooms 

thereby encouraging them to weed. 

5.  Libraries should utilize the CREW method which is one of the most 

recommended methods worldwide to help librarians in the weeding process. 

This is because the CREW method integrates weeding in all the processes of 

collection development and management in one smooth and ongoing routine, 

that is, selection and acquisition, cataloguing and processing, and circulation 

and reference. 

6.3 Recommendation for further study 

The researcher proposes that future studies should be undertaken where surveys, 

interviews, focus groups and other techniques could be used to establish whether 

weeding has an effect on circulations improvement or not. 
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APPENDICES 

  Appendix 1: List of University libraries in Lusaka 

 Name of Library 

1 African Christian University 

2 African Research University 

3 Alliance International University 

4 Cavendish University 

5 Chalimbana University 

6 Chreso University 

7 City University College of Science and Technology 

8 Citizen University 

9 Damelin University 

10 DMI-St – Eugene University  

11 Eden Institute University 

12 Gideon Robert University 

13 Green Light University 

14 Harvest Institute Missionary University 

15 Information Communication University 

16 Justo Mwale University 

17 Kenneth Kaunda Metropolitan University 

18 Livingstone International University of Tourism 

Excellence and Business Management 

19  Lusaka Apex Medical  

20 Mansfield University College 

21 OAK University 

22 Pamodzi University 

23 Rockview University 

24 Rusangu University, Lusaka Campus 

25 Southern Acacia University 
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26 St. Dominics Major Seminary 

27 Sunningdale University 

28 Supershine University 

29 Sylvia University 

30 Texila American University 

31 Trinity University Zambia 

32 University of Africa 

33 University of East and Southern Africa 

34 UNICAF (Zambia Limited) University 

35 University of Lusaka (UNILUS) 

36 University of Zambia 

37 ZCAS University 

38 Zambia Open University 

39 Zambia Royal Medical University 
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Appendix 2: Questionnaire 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

       Questionnaire No. ……………….. 

 

Dear Respondent, 

 

I am carrying out a research on the weeding practices of libraries of higher learning 

institutions in Zambia. This is towards a Master of library and information science degree 

to be awarded by the University of Zambia (UNZA). Please feel free to answer the 

questions that follow as openly as possible. There is no right or wrong answer. Be assured 

that your responses will be treated with the highest confidentiality and will be used for 

academic purposes only.  

 

Thank you for your cooperation. 

 

Judith Banda 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS 

 

Do not write your name anywhere on this questionnaire. 

 

Answer questions by ticking ( √ ) in the appropriate space or by writing in the given space. 

 

SECTION A: BIODATA 

 

1. Name of library …………………………………………………………………….. 

 

2. Sex (a) Male  (    )  (b) Female (    ) 

 

3. What is your age? 

 (a) 21-30  (    ) 

 (b) 31-40  (    ) 

 (c) 41-50  (    ) 

 (d) 51 and above (    ) 

 

4. Academic qualification(s) 

 (a) Diploma in library and information science  (    ) 

 (b) Bachelor of library and information science (    ) 

 (c) Master of library and information science  (    ) 

 (d) PhD in library and information science  (    ) 

 (e) Other: Please specify ……………………………………………………………. 

 

5. For how long have you been working as a Collection Development Librarian? 

 ………………………………………………………………………………… 
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SECTION B: WEEDING PRACTICES  

 

6. Do you weed the print collection in your library? 

 (a) Yes (    )  (b) No (    )        (c ) Not sure (    ) 

 

7. If  Yes to question 6 above, how often do you weed the print collection in your 

            library? 

 (a) Once a year (    ) 

 (b) Once in 2 years (    )  

 (c) Once in 4 years (    ) 

 (d) Once in 5 years (    ) 

(e) Other: Please specify…………………………………………………………… 

 

8. When last did you weed the print collection of your library? 

 (a) 6 months ago (    ) 

 (b) A year ago  (    ) 

 (c) 2 years ago  (    ) 

 (d) 4 years ago  (    )  

 (e) Not Applicable (    ) 

 (f) Other: Please specify: ………………………………………………………….. 

 

9.  If  No  to question 6 above, why don‟t you weed your collection? 

 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

10. Who participates in the weeding process? 

 (a) The Collection development section (    ) 

 (b) The entire library staff   (    ) 

 (c) Users/Lecturers                                         (    ) 

 (d) Other: Please specify: …………………………………………………………… 

 

11. Do you involve the library users/lecturers when deciding to weed? 

 (a) Yes  (    ) (b) No  (    ) 

 

12. How are weeded materials disposed of? 

(a) Donating them as charity to libraries that need them (    ) 

(b) Selling them to recycling companies   (    ) 

(c) Throwing them in a garbage dump   (    ) 

(f)  Other: Please specify: ………………………………………………………….. 

 

13. Do you have storage for inactive print materials that are weeded from the  

            collection? 

 (a) Yes  (    ) (b) No  (    ) 
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SECTION C: COLLECTION DEVELOPMENT POLICIES  

 

14. Does your library have a collection development librarian? 

 (a) Yes  (    ) (b) No  (    ) 

 

15. Does your library have a collection development policy? 

 (a) Yes  (    )  (b) No  (    )  (c) Not sure (    ) 

 

16 If No to question 15, what guidelines does your library uses to weed its print  

           collection? 

 ………………………………………………………………………………………. 

 ………………………………………………………………………………………. 

 ………………………………………………………………………………………. 

  

17. Does the CDP in your library clearly explain the criterion to be used in choosing  

 materials to be weeded? 

(a) Yes (    ) (b) No  (    ) (c)  Not sure  (    ) 

 

SECTION D: CRITERIA USED IN WEEDING 

 

18. What criteria do you use to weed the print collection in your library? (Tick as many  

 as you can) 

(a) Outdated and obsolete materials    (    ) 

(b) Superseded editions     (    ) 

(c) Worn out materials     (    ) 

(d) Books that have not circulated within the past 3-5 years (    ) 

(e) Duplicate copies      (    ) 

(f) Materials no longer in the school curricula       (    ) 

 

 

SECTION E: FACTORS THAT AFFECT WEEDING PRACTICES  

 

19. Do you feel weeding adds to your workload? 

 (a) Yes  (    ) (b) No  (    ) (c) Not sure (    ) 

 

20. Do you think weeding improves the print collection of the library? 

 (a) Yes  (    ) (b) No  (    ) (c) Not sure (    ) 

 

21. If Yes to question 20, explain how weeding improves the print collection? 

 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

22. If No to question 20, explain why? 

 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 
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23.  Do you personally believe that weeding improves the currency and relevance of the  

             print collection? 

 (a) Yes  (    ) (b) No  (    ) (c) Not sure (    ) 

 

24. If Yes to question 23, what is the reason for thinking so? 

 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

  

25. If No to question 23, why do you not think so? 

 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

  

26. Do you personally believe weeding of the print collection of the library saves staff 

            time? 

 

           (a) Yes   (    ) (b) No  (    ) (c) Not Sure (    ) 

 

27. To what extent do the following factors hinder you from weeding the print  

 collection of your library? 

  

 To a very 

large extent 

To a large 

extent 

To a less 

extent 

Not at all 

Lack time     

No money to replace weeded 

books 

    

Fear that the books might be 

need in future 

    

Lack of staff to do the 

weeding 

    

Hesitancy to weed hard to 

replace books 

    

 

28. Does your library receive funding from the parent institution to acquire library print 

            materials? 

 (a) Yes  (    ) (b) No  (    ) (c) Not sure (    ) 

 

29. If No to question 28, what methods do you use to acquire print materials for the  

            collection? 

 (a) Donations of funds from well-wishers    (    ) 

(b) Own funds        (    ) 

(c) Levies from library users      (    ) 

(d) Other: Please specify …………………………………………………………… 
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SECTION F: BEST WEEDING PRACTICES 

 

30. What best weeding practices do you use in your library? 

 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 ………………………………………………………………………………………

 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 ……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

31. What best weeding practices can you recommend that should be adopted by 

librarians when weeding their print collections? 

………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………

………………………………………………………………………………………

……………………………………………………………………………………… 

 

 

 

 

Thank you very much for your time 
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Appendix 3: List of Institutions that participated in the study 

 

1. Africa Research University 

2. Apex Medical University 

3. Cavendish University 

4. Chalimbana University 

5. City University of Science and Technology  

6 DMI-St. Eugene University 

7. Eden University 

8. Gideon Robert University 

9. Harvest University 

10. Justo Mwale University 

11. Livingstone International University of Tourism Excellence and Business 

Management (LIUTEBM) 

12. Mansfield University 

13. NIPA 

14 Pamodzi University 

15. Rockview University 

16. Rusangu University (Lusaka Campus). 

17. St. Dominic Major Seminary 

18. Sunningdale University 

19. Sylvia University 

20. UNICAF 

21 University of Africa 

22 University of Lusaka 

23 University of Zambia 

24 Zambia Centre for Accountancy Studies (ZCAS) 

25 Zambia Open University 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 


