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ABSTRACT 

 
 The purposes of this research were 1) to analyze content of library and information 

sciences research of librarians and information scientists at academic libraries 2) to study 

guidelines for applying the research results to develop the work of librarians and information 

scientists and 3) to develop database system of library and information sciences research of 

librarians and information scientists at academic libraries. The population was the librarians and 

information scientists from 25 academic libraries (State and Autonomous universities) during the 

year 2000 – 2009 and 206 titles of the research reports of the librarians and information scientists. 

The methodology of this study was research report analysis and questionnaire. Data was analyzed 

by frequency, percentage, mean, and standard deviation. The database system was developed by using 

PHP and MySQL programs.  

 The research results showed that most of the research reports conducted individually 

(94.66 %) and most of the researchers were librarians (84.51 %). The majority of works were published 

in the year 2008 (16.99 %) and mostly were supported from research funds (60.68 %).  

The methodology was done by survey method (89.81 %). The population or samples were students 

(60.19 %) and simple random sampling was mostly used (36.41 %). The majority of the research method 

was completed through questionnaires (75.73 %) and analyzed by SPSS for Windows (90.78 %), 

frequency counting and percentage (96.12 %). 
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 The results of content analysis showed that most of the research reports were 

concerned with library services (88.83 %), library operation or information sources (77.67 %), using of 

information resources (77.18 %), using or behavior of using information (72.82 %) and using of 

libraries or library services and other sources (68.45 %). 

 According to the application of those research reports, the results indicated that 

librarians and information scientists conducted research in order to improve their works they 

concerned (78.16 %) and to solve problems (62.02 %). Regarding to research grants, it showed that 

librarians and information scientists required their organizations to allocate budget for conducting 

research (�  = 2.79). They also needed their libraries to manage research training courses in order 

to develop their research knowledge and ability (�  = 2.59). 

 Regarding to the evaluation of research paper database of library and information 

sciences in academic libraries, the database was evaluated by 2 groups. The first group was 

administrators and the second group was librarians, information scientists and public.  

The evaluation of administrators showed that searching data, the general system and file management 

was efficient at a maximum level (� =5.00), (� = 4.67) and (� = 4.62), respectively. Regarding 

to screen display, it was efficient at a good level (� = 4.20). 

 Regarding to the evaluation of librarians, information scientists and public, it was 

found that the general system and searching data was efficient at a maximum level (� = 4.66)  and 

(� = 4.58), respectively. Regarding to screen display, it was efficient at a good level (� = 4.40).  

The overall system evaluation of those 2 groups was efficient at a maximum level (� = 4.70, � = 4.55). 

 

 

 

 


