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FOREWORD

+

B ‘ - . . ‘H
' ’ : o | T ,
‘This is the final report of the evaluatfon of the DIALIB project--
an Investigation of the Public, Library as a inking Agent to Major
Scientific, Educational Sbeial and Environmental Data Bases. It was

conducted by Applied Communication Research, !Inc. with the support of

- ' the National Science Foundation and Lockheed Missiles & Space Company,

*

L]

~

’ online searching must confront.

Inc.* . ‘ . ;o

The report 1is presented in seven sections-and_four aependices.
. @ ‘\

Sectipn I provides an introduction to»the study and a brief\summary
of the findings. } .

Section II .is a background séction which describes, the national
background against which this study was connected.

’ T~

Section III is a discussion of the thind year of the DIALIB ' N
project. . ‘ B
Section IV compares the three years, of the DIALIB project. - - \ X

, = Section V presents conclusions regarding online searching in the
public library.. ' - ’ ‘

Section VI describes problem ‘areas which any'Iibrary considering
) &

3 ®

<

>

. —
v -

. Section VII discusses three areas in°which additional research isg®
needed. - . : ) ‘
s L ' -

AggendixJI contains statistical tables deScribing the DIALIB data.

-

Egendix IT is a study on the cost of online bibliographic searching in
the DIALIB libraries conducted for ACR by Michael Cooper and Nancy DeWath.

>
N \

& .
-Aggendix III is a "mini-study" of repeat users -of DIALIB services.

- ‘ , .

) Appendix IV is another mini-=sgtudy coﬂparing local vs. network search

systems in the DIALIB project. .o .
e * N b -
. o ’
* This report is based on research supported by dhe Division of Science ° .

Information, National Science Foundation under Gfants DS174~13972-A02 and
DS176~01120. ,Opinions, findings, conclusions, and recommendations contained
in this report are those of the.author-and do not necessarily reflect ‘the
views of the Natiomal Science Foundation. "

- Se . _/\
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I.  INTRODUGTION

In 1974, Léckheed Information Systems” received- a grant~fnom.the Nat fedal
Science Foundation to ¢onduct a study to--determine the viability of providing ,
" access to major online bibliographic databases to the public via the public .
library, and to assess the 4impact of such a service on the library. The
Lockheed DIALOG Information Retrieval Service was.used for online retrieval. X
Applied Communication ‘Researth, Inc., served as @évaluator for the project. i
A detailed description .of the project is provided in the interim two-year ~\\\\
reports [1,18] of this project: - . - - '
. .- .
A two-year prqject Qas initidlly planned in which the, librarigs .
- would offer atcess to the data bases free_of charge during the first year .
but would have to recover 50 percent of the search costs during the second ‘ .
year. At the end of the second year. it was decided to extend the project = -,
for a third year in which.the libraries would recqgver all the retrieval
seryice costs (terminal connegt time and,printing charges)
The project wag carried out in cooperation with the Cooperative ‘ %
Information Netwsrk--a network of public and private libraries_in San Wateo X I
and Santa Clara counties in Califorgia.: Four pubdfc libraries participated
in" the' first two years of the project--the Redwood City Public Library, the
- San Jose Public Library, the San Mateo County Library and the Santa’ Clara _
County Library. The Redwood City Public Library Withdrew from—the *projects” -
at the end of the’second year, and the Santa Clara Copnty Library withdrew '
shortly thereafter. .

’

¢ ’ * ~ ° ‘ 1
<~ ! -

The first year of the project\was primariPy a learning period .The .~ ;
servicg was initially advertiseg?quite\widely, and no limits were attached
~ to its use. The free search policy-generated a significant search volume .
and librarians found themselvyes hard-pressed’ to cope with it. Since patrons
did npt pay ‘for the searéhes, the librarians$.spent little time im preparation’
and devoted most of their efforts to working online with the data bases.
_The librarians "learned" the individual data bases by conducting searches ‘ X
on them. This alse tended. to increase the online connect time. The large number
of search requests '‘proved to be a signficant drain on the staff’ resources S
\5\9f the participating libraries. The initial response was. tQ immediately cut alfl
public¥ty efforts. One library attempted to withdraw from the project but was .
finally able to continue after a local univergity_provided, 'staff assistance _'
for searching (the service was heavily used by university studemts). «. . -
N . . N ~ . A
- Alggfour libraries cthose to provide the SO'percent support requirement
through the imposition of patron fees. The imposition of _fees generated.
, an, abrupt drop in search request volume (although the volume gradually /
increased after the initial drop). In the sec®nd year. the (search style
changed signifitantly. Staff time per search ircreased (primarily in e
presearch preparation),. the connect time per search deereased, ‘and the v
number of> citations increased. The participating lfbraries continued the /.
policy of no publicity established during “the firgt yedr, eveh” though th ,
" search volume had droppgd significantly and no longer ‘posed a significant . A
threat to staff time-" — ;o ’

. . . ] ' o
. Most of the’third" year of the project was conductéd with-only two ° .
libraries.,Both libraries again chose to pass all™search cgsts on as
patron fees. The search volume remainéd ;elatively constant--well below *
what the librarians felt was the "stress. level", but the policy of no

publicity continued. . - . % -

/ o 9" ‘ ,




" a major determina

e — . * -
On’ this page we wi1i‘not;hﬁrtefkyesome_QEN;;e major findings of,
the 'study. A more detailed discdesion of these ndings—can be found
»in Sections V &nd %1 of the report. Specific subsections are inaicated~‘\‘ .
for each finding. , * ‘ N J T
There is a market for existing data bases. The market 'is c0mposed
primarily of relatively sophisticated informat¥on users--graduate students,
technical and managerial professionals, etc.--who do not have other conven-
ient ‘means_of acc¢ess to online se&rching. (V 1) e

* sy T Q o ¢

The public libr ry is qu1te capable of meeting,this market. Many
librarians became quite accomplishéd searchers. As generalists, they )

lacked subject specialization, but this did not appear to be a major N 7
problem. (V. 2) i ) . . e -
N o - ) - * .

Supporting the service financially is a major. problem. Both primary . .

approaches (free and pay) have advantdges and disadvantages. The fee-for
service question is currently a major philosophical .issue within the public
libratry coémmunity. GY 3)

« °

o Establishing éimits to the servicé is a major problem and one that

should be considered very carefully by any library considering offering
online searching. (VI.1). . . .

Deve10pment and implementation of an online reference service requires
a substantial commitment in terms of staff time. Failure to adequately ‘plan.
for-staff time can lead to major problems. (VI.2) : <

7 - P 4
gtaff attitqué toward, ‘and support for, the online search service are
of success. The support and commitmen; of Yhe lihrary . o

director and head reference librarian are crucial to success. (Iv.2, ‘
vI. 3) RN ‘ ’ x - -

A

- / * <

Promotion and education--both for library staff and for users--is . .

“essential. Failure to~promotevthe service may deny some groups access

to it. Failure 40 educate may create false illusions. (VI 5) ., . \

v
-

Adequate gsearcher training is essent{al. This entails not only system
training, but ‘also data base training (VIs6) . .
Adequate documentation——both of the search system and, the data ﬁase?/{ "

1s essential. This.requires investment on,the part of the library. (V1.7 i ‘

'
> r "

:
Pl \

A critical. mkss of searches igs necessagy to maintain searcher competence. .

Most librarians felt 5-10 searches per month were needed to_maintain

search skills for a particular data base. (VI.8)

4 . @




BACKGROUND

11. '
‘ G o . R —
/ . .
The DIALIB project was conducted against the background of a turbulent,
rapidly changing publia ‘library system. To some extent, this-: project .

reflected the current, tutmoil in, public libraries. Because it both-affected
and was affected by fhis turmoil, it is important to describe the overall .
background or setting within which the project was conducted. In the
following pages\ye\hi;: tried to describe some af theemajor forces acting

,on public, libraries. \a\gnowledgehthat it is'not exhaustlve’and that it ; )
has been deve}oﬁed°from 'outside! the public library system. . EREE

N ) t ‘., . ] «.

. ! - ' . .
I1.1 The Information Revolution o e .. ) T
X% . ) . - . . e ® L

- . ' e Y "
.Library services are now in the midst of a revolution*; the revolution ?

. 1is caused in part by the new'discipline of information science as it is

e applied to the traditional field of libraty science, and the ‘new emphasis ,
. ’ on technical training of librarians. Advances in computer, infoymation, ' -
“ and com%untcations teechnology lie behind the library revolition, because . ,
" ,the compu;er and associated tommunication links are the tools that make the
transformation of the library posslble.! Linking of glibrary patrOnstto - .
computer data bases is.one example of how c0mputer ‘and communications
technology can be applied to expand trad;tional 1ibrary services. - -

) ) . » ’ . . % I
B Innovations, however, are often slow in gaining Widq%pread acuep;ﬂpwn
tance;-because they must establish their value against ' 'tried and true" . o

methods. Other factors play a role in slowing the adoption of an innova-
tion; one s1gnificant barrier_to innovativeness is an unfavorahle financial
position. As Everett Rogers has indicated in his study of the diffusion of
innovations "weakth and Annovativeness appear to go hand-in-hand." [22]

. The public "1iBrary’s Tunding and resources are its major constraints.

Yetr, it is the unfavorable finhncial position of p 1i¢ Mbraries that e
Pakes7it imperative for them to use tools offered by modern technofogy, for ,
these tools may offer improved efficiency and qudlity of service. Furthermore,
-a modern, innovative libr y ay be able to attract ‘and keep the support of
the population it serves, ‘and to play a central _role in the life of it; . : '

’ comnunity. . . //, )

f-\h ‘ - ) S L.
‘ ! . . .
? ’ . ‘ ‘\‘
. . . . ) a . .
* By revolution we mean 'la complete, pervasive,r ushally radical change in : »
) -_____sgmethbng We use the term to refer to a change to new“technology (e. -8

- o Industr{—Ihkevoiueion)_xather¥than violent overthrow. Others might prefer .
$ a term like "change" or metamor3K3§T3u--~¢‘\_ ‘5 7 : .




__________’____',, .- ' . . .

I1.2 The ﬁudget Problem
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I1.2.1 .The'Information'Explosion . T\\n
Much has been written about the "information explosion ~-the "unpre-
cedented ‘accumulation and congestion, of information" in, al) fields, especi~

*ally in'science.and technology. (3]. The volume of published scientific and

technical information ‘alone, for. example, has_been doubling every 15

years., In 1975 40,000 books were published [19] Libraries are, expected
to keep up with.the flood of infofmation and provide acgess to it, and to
do so without any substantial increase in their budgets. While the public”

library of 50‘*years ago tould provide atcess to. aImost everything of impor- €.

tance«that was being published in a variety of fields, today any single .

public library cah afford to offer onlyla very small segment of the ' -~
"whole. .,J. (
. 11.2.2' The Effect of'Inflation on Lib#aries o, ' ' T,
fom » : . “ 4 &-‘

. Public libraries must meet their/costs of rising salaries, costs of
materials, periodical subscriptions nd-.books with usually a 'small (1% to
1+4%) portidon of the local city budget. Although the total amount of °
library expenditures has increased from $6 to $30 million in the period from
1950 to 1968 ‘and the percentage allocated to libraries has remained stable,’
Cooper [6] notes that PR

L

-~

- ,-»‘
Mthe only difficulty in-‘such’a funding®analysis comes when one sees that
slities in general ate° facing severe financi4l problems,’ and that, even
°though libraries will eontinue to receive their 1% of the funds, the )

“level. "...two- third of the manufacturing firms expend 1tss than 0.05% of
sales revenue on scie tific and technical infoxmation {STI) activities..:"
Just as with local g vernment expenditures‘ STITactivities within industry

ing economic recession. " [15) * .o

. . -



. support 5%. [26]

II.2.3 Sources of Support for Libraries
- Local taxes and in some cases, state taxes, are the main source of<
support for public libraries; federal aid to libraries exists, but 'it has
always been small and in recent years the ampunt of such aid has diminished.
A recent NCLIS report shows that as of 1975, local funding supplies 82.1%
‘of suppart for public libraries, state support supplies 12.9% and federa
Leg1slation such ast the Library Services Act ‘of 1956, for -
.example, authorized Congress to appropr1ate money to help states establish
public libraries in tural areas. This Aet, as amended in 1964, has
helped in construction of library buildings, in the establishment of
library networks, and has helped to support thé provision of library
services to groups with special needs, e.g., the handicapped or minority
groups“ ’ 4 . -

¢

A

o~ .
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As Wright [34) comments: R ., . ‘

P

3
-
s, o \

”Thls constant battle for meager crunbs from;tbe federal budget (approx-
1mately 2.5 percent of this year’s education budget) has had its effect on
" library. supporters and their Coggressional champions. When substantlal

. 8mounts of enmergy must be consuhmed each year, just fighting for support in
Washington, itklsizfs little strength‘o? opportunity for creativity or”’
redirection

II-Z-& Unfavo;able Finan¢ial Position and Innovation

“

. The impact of the public library’s economic .situation: to'its role
eﬁs a ‘linkfng agent is revealed through interviews, with the librarians
involved in the DIALIB experiment. Ql;hough many librarles,have been
activdly engaged id linkage activities for. years, oth¥r libraries perceive
such activities as a completely new function, rather than a new perspective
on an old one. The public librarian is wary of taking on new untested roles’
that may Tequire additional investments &8f staff time to provide service‘.
and training, or, if the service is to be paid for by ‘the ,users, in billing
and collecting- Often, publiclibrarians feel that "they do not have the
necessary resources to carry out their traditional functions adequately, )
let alone take on new functions. . . . . :

.

(3 . ~ 0
N .

»

" ‘Without adequate financial suppOrt, libraries cénnot satisfy users,
introduce new programs, or upgrade existing ones. 1In such an environment,
the public library may. be unable to ‘take advantage of innovations which
might help them' to do existing. tasks more efficiently and economically.
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III.3.  What is the Function Of the Public Libraty?: .’ o .
é ) .z
II1I.3.41 Pressures to Provide Services to the General Public 5

. In-addition to their budget problems, public libraries are also. facing
image and identity problems. Their image is generally one of passivity and.
nonaggressiveness. They face pressures from various special-interest, .
groups to provide special kinds of service. With their limited budgets,
they canngt hope to bg7lall things-to all people”, so the public library
must decide which segments of the public }; is meant ta serve and how
extensive the service should be. Ultimately, it is the taxpayer who must
decide, since it’is the taxpayer’s money that supports the public library. -

/

‘Q Wright [34] has indicated that therecis a need for a "completé
reassessment of the role of the public library in the.United States today
and an opportunity.for the reaygegsment is at hand. The White House. .. R
Conference on Library and Information Seryvices [33] will develop recom~
mendations for the further improvement: of the nation’s libraries and. -,
information centers and<their use by the bublic. The Conference will oL,
bring together .businessmen, educators, politicians, journalists, and minority
representatives as well as information gcientists and librarians to discuss
this crucial problem.* . . T, X h

“IIT.3.2 The Public Library’s Perception of Its Mission® ’ .t

Two studies commissioned by ‘the National Advisory Commission on . .

Libraries are reported in Libraries at Large. [16] These reports "shed
.light on what the library profession itself thinks about the users and
uges, present and potenkial, of public lihraries in the shifting society of
the United States." ‘Although public libraries vary both_inm size and operating
.philosophy, these stuJieg\revealed many similarities.. A majority of the ,.\—i&-
libraries gurveyed, for example, felt that the public 1ibrary had not
responded fully enough ‘or promptly enough to the needs of "the disadvan-
taged. The:librarians noted a change in the past decade towards a more .
actively "people-oriented” service, through the ‘establishment. bf outireach

., programs in the community. The survey reveals that the public 1ibrary of
1967 often-served, as a "linking agent” to other agencies in areas such as '
adult education, hiteracy programsg -antipoverty programs, health and .
welfare anhd employment. ,Respondents listed the scientific, techn%;dlJ and .
business communities as subsets of library users that the public ibrary ' 5
‘did:mét successfully serve. o 4

However, one impression conveyed by the surveys is that many public<{
libraries, if asked to choose, would currently rate provision of services
to "under-privileged" groups over—mew services used pr¥ncipally by business
and industry. The public library may be seeking to temperthe phenomenon

" of the "Mathew Effect": Théy would like to give more to those that have
less, rather than heap additional benefits on those that are already “
well-off. As Blake and Perlmutter suggest, [4] perhaps the pubric library R

¢
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should "substitute new services to new populations for traditional .services

to populations which can and do find them outside the library." However,

the appropriateness of a particular service depends on the nature of the

community the public library is serving. The San Frantisco Bay Area, for

» |example, has a large sciensific, technical and business population who can

make use of the scientifi¢c and technical data bases currently available,
‘Other communities might findsthat the demand for these data‘pases is very
small. Even in these communities, however, the concept of the library
linking users .to computer. data bases is a sound one. ,-T data bases that
addressed the information s of the poor or culturally d1sadvantaged
were available, many public libraries might welcome the opportunity to
provide the necessary link.. As the NACL survey showed, libraries are
currently linking users, to the services of sotial agencies in the community.

" In San Mateo County, for example, the Community Information Project‘
provides online access.to a datahase containing information on social
:services ava11able in the county.

——

——r

I1.4 The NCLIS Report *

-~

.
-

. N A *
One of the most significant documents .relating to national policy-
towards library and information 'services is the recent report from the
Natidnal Commission on Library and Information Science [26]. Their cqm-

ments on the publfc library are of great interest, and werth quoting in full.

t - - . . . N
"Public libraries in’the U.S. are facing new problems with respect tg
their internal operatiods. Financial .support is not keeping pace withs
increasdng costs;- and the libraries are under 1ncreased pressure to
give service in more breadth' and. depth to a wide range of users-who
. vary in &age, ‘educatipgn and interests. They are limited in theif
. gbility to tap new technological sources of information and they are
, constrained from upgrading their present manual methods. to automated
sysfems. 1In many instances, these problems have caused the public
library to affiliate with technical progessing cooperatives, to depend
.- on larger libraries for backup, to expand’interlibrary relationships,'
and to jqinc(public library systems and networks outside their local
jurisdictions.".' e
R
."More than any other type of library, public libraries are close to
, ~the people in the communities in which they exist. Publicelibgaries,
R including ‘the smallest, are the backbone of the library "system in
America, and -are the pdtential windows on any %ugure nationwide
network. Thegefore, a great deal depends on the strength of their
_ human and material resougges andson their dbility to undertake fiew
programs -of value to’ gheir constituents. Financial stadies indicate
that local sources of' revenqe will be’ insufficient to meet the, pub-
1ic”s demand for new programs, new construction and new staff.‘ The
public library, particularly in large metropolitan centers, is in a
state of flux, and major changes in its fun& g and operating philo-
sophy must occur if it s to serve its comqrnity effectively in the
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Thé NCLIS geporf identified two - problem areas -- financial support
"and identity, buf found a "silver lining.in the clouds", in. that libraries
are entering id cooperative agreements with other ‘libraries. Such
coopera%ionuis vital first step in the development of a synergistic
national information networ& that ‘NCLIS envisions.

>

I1.5 Potential Solutions .

II.5.1 Survival Criteria ' A

/
. " The public library is facing problems both in terms of financial
support and in terms of its function as a service institution. If it is to
survive, the public library must: ' '

.

(1) become a more dctive institution, increasingly reaching out to determine
' the needs of current and potential user groups, and using all available
resources to meet those needs. In sp doing, it may increase its value in’
the eyes of the°community, and. puild suppor{ for additional funding.

It must tap new technological sources " of information -as the NCLIS
‘Teport stresses, and use available technology to automate appropriate
operations thus saving costs and improving service. It must expand
exi§ting cooperative efforts with other. libraries to share resources
. and take advantage of the economies of scale inherent in the use of
: computers for liarary operations,

v

~

It must seek outinew sources of financial support, including the-
investigation of the possibility of uéer charges, for some services.

-

(4) It must be willing to consider new rol s that go beyond the traditfonal.

&I 5.2 %}e Library and the Cbmputer. - -
B . 1

» 1

The computer holds ferth a double‘promise to the’Iibrary. It may

1

(1) help alleviate the economic.pressures on thé library through °

automation of labor—intensive "Housekeeping" tasks’ in libraries, ard
¢ ©

(2) be the opening wedge of much more. widespread use of computers in
libraries, not only for housekeeping tasks,ﬁbut for example, as a reference
tool, content processor or~in.other experimental applications. - - - e

- .

I

-
- ”,
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In fact, ﬁroviding a link to data bases can be seen as part of a,
"package" that includes automation of ‘others library. operations as well.
The package includes library networks, centralized processing and produc-
tion, automatic acquisition, circulation and generation of union lists.
Once'one of these innovations has been accepted, others may follow. The
terminals are in place, the computer is running, and the technology has L
~ betome integrated into library operationg aad philosophy. The library which
has most successfully adopted the role of "linking agent" in ‘the DIALIB

a
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. netwark.) "The San Jose and Cupertino libraries are members of a second *
" public library network--~the South Bay Cooperative Library System, In‘addition,

- N M . -

experiment (at least in the last year) was the San Jose Public Library, o .
which is. currently engaged in autqmation of circulation ahd recards, and

which has become a member of the Ohio College L1brary Center (OCLC) net-

wo‘rk., . .,

]

.
y- . . . *
. R

" Although cg ﬁtgrization appears promising, many have demanded to see
hard data on costgsavings. .EXlsworth Mason, for example, feels that i ‘ .
computerization has been "laumched in libraries for personal and institu-
tionak ego reasons" with "little critical evaluatit®i and no cost justifi-
cation " o[23] Simmons [23] admits that at the beglnnlng of the 1970’s.

"it is difficult to find &ny computer applications which are performing
essential 'library operations as effectlvely as and at less cost than they.
were performed by eff1c1ent tradltlonal methods.”
“~, It is important, however, that one be aware of the long time required
for the successful completion of the innovation precess. are now .in thg
very early stages of explorlng the potential of the computéer in the library.
A great deal of work remains to be done before the computer} is succegsfully .
integrated into the U.S. library system. It “is important tojassess these explor-

atlons very cr1t1cally. ¢ .. . 'y
- N k4 . : ? * s o
IT1.5.3 Iigbrary Cooperation . . o - . l.‘ )
The cost-savings of cooperativ& efforts among libraries aré perhaps ¥

benefit factor has been ignored in most literature of netwoyking." [20]

These networks, many of whiéh have been in existence for a fumber of years,—,
may be simply informal agteements among libraries to share materials,

formal contracts  with a centralized prq9essing agent (such as the Library

of Congress) or an elaborate/communication yetwork of terminals and comput=-
ers linked by high speed communication lines. The San Frangisco Bay area has,

a number of operational library.networks--for public libraries only and for
both public and private libraries. [30] All libraries in the DIALIB experiment
were ‘mettbers of the Cooperative Public Library Systems (2 public library

more easily demonstrated; although Mayhew has indicated thaé? 'thé cost-

all libraries in the-DIA experiment belong to the Cooperative Information
Network (a network[?3?~3%i§ public and private libraries. ) ,

. More extensive and better library c00pera£fon may be the only feasible
solution to the information eXplosioﬁ Susan Martin writes, in her report - . ) |
on Library Networks of the, "wider library", which through interlibrary.
lending, photocopying, recipro al borrowing privileges and other methods
attempts to previde a full ranke of materTals to its users. [19] . : .

A gibuﬁ of libraries banded togefher 1520 a network will have already
made an initial investment in computer terminals. Their staffs will be
psychologically prepared to extend their reference.services outside of
thieir own collections,.to the collections held mutually by the network, or )
to the.,data bases maintaineq by such organizations as Lockheed and. SDC, or

- » * Al
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ta bases that have not yet come into existence. Theslibrary groups
egotiate with these data base producers as a group, or.can perhaps
el all requests for searches to one main node of the network nhus '
rating a sufficdent volume of business. ) o

—
The library that belongs to a network has a greatly increased power to
the need‘of its constituents: ‘It has access to the resouyces of many
aries gnd 'to data bases that no single library’ working alone could-
ibly provide. The idea of libraries reaching out beyond them-

selves to provide reference service is not a new-ohe and cooperative
effcrts among 'libraries havea been in existence for décades. However, 7
computer and communicatiors technélogy can increase the range and sophist-
icagion of suoh networking arrangements. . o

A s,

hI G\Eonclusions . . 4 ’ C

s

L] . t
‘ L}

some of-

J We have discussed the. problems confronting public libraries,
the dﬁanges that the libraries are making in response, and the techno-
logy and. organizatipnal arrdngements, that will facilitate change. It oL

The

against this dynamic background that the DIALIB project was conducted.

forces and trends we have discussed were all active and visible in
the public libraries participating incthe experiment. In some ways, the
) DIALIB project might be seen as a micrdcosm.of events and activities
\ 'occ rringathroughout .the public library system-
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III. WHAT HAPPENED IN THE THIRD YEAR? - .
:f?".' ‘ o . \ ‘

The first and second years of the DIALIB project have been described
in great detail in previous reports (1, 18]. Rather than replicate this
discussion we shall focus on the third year Qi_the project.,

The third\and final year of the DIALIB project was significant in that |
it dealt with the\transition to "full pay" where the client was_  vequired to - ‘
pay for the full marginal costs (computer connect time and offline print- _ '

- .ing)_for each searchi. The libraries covered.all other.costs (with the _ ~J
eﬁg’ption of terminal rental, which was paid for by the NSF project). - .

. The description of the third year is‘presented in four parts: a ’ .
discussion of the general circumstinces surrounding the third year of the
project; a discussion of the search service (including patrons, the searches, . “\a\
and patron feedback on the searches); a discussion of library reactions ;
and imptessions .to the third year “of the project, and observations ,and
conclusions based 'on the data. . \ : .

-

LII.] The Setting

. +n general, the third year of the project was quite simil
second yeary with two major exceptions-=only two libraries’continued to .
participate*, and patrons paid full marginal costs.for the search. ‘ v
(i.e. cost for searching & offline printing)
o - It is important ‘to note tbat, as in. the sécond yaar, there was little
.0r no publicizing of the service. The libraries continued the policy of
no publicity to control the search volume. Librarians from both libraries
. indicated that they felt the1r library could "handle only approximately 40 B
' searches per month. They stated that additional volume would place too . .
: heavy a demand on staff time, adversely aff%cting other reference operations. . |
Feedback from search patrons indicates {£hat- a majority of patrons
from all three-libraries learned of the sear service primarily via
word-of—mouth. (In Santa Clara County Library, a few patrons indicated
the} learned of the service from a not;ee posted in a public library, but
patrons bearned of the ‘service either from a friend or colleague, a
public librarian, or g teacher.) -

+ II1.2 The Searches ! -
»  Our discussion of the searches is divided into. three partsc-a dis= 1 .
cussion of the search patrons, a discussion of the mechanics of the
. search- service, and a discussion of patron reactions to the search
service.

\ £

N -~

[ . ard . -
* The participants were the San Jose Public Libra;&land the San Mateo
County Library. Redwood City Public Library-dropped out at the end of the
second year, and the Santa Clara County Library in Cupertino withdrew early
W in the third yeag .

v * 8 . * ) -
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"II1.2:1 The Patrons Co . ' e

L 4
There appeared to- be little difference between the clients at the ,

-

two 1ibraries. The twd major client groups were graduate students and . '
people involyed in edutation. These two groups accounted for slightly more . ‘
than 50 percent of the clients. The next two 1argest/groups were .technical . . :

and business prqofessionals, followed by librarians and undergraduate
college students. Together, these six groups acc&unted for 78.5 percent of ', -
.calleclientsteisee.Iahlezixizig_—_uq» y < ' .

- N L]
- -

.« v - -

o

San Jose showed greater uge by educators, and ‘technical professionals
) while 8an ‘Mateo showed greater use by business professionals, librarians
and undergraduate student’s. ¢
. R N
- These differences in clients seem\to refléct differences im area )
demographics and library_ operations. San Jose 1is “located closer to the ’ -t
"Silicon Gulch" high technology industrial area and, therefore, would i :
logically attract more technical professionals. San Mateo is 1ocated in.
the general'vicinity of the San Mateo Educationai Resources Center, a A
search center wh2ch would logically handle most g£~the/kducational search '
-demands in the'county. -

-\ : . T Tk

Some patronage,coiuld be directly traced to single individuals. . '~ e

For example a business professor at San Francisédo State Univerﬁity r?guired o, .
an online bibliographic search as part of a class assignment and most of’ , o

‘the class went to the San Mateo County Libra®y to have the search done «-
(where the.cos® was lower than at other search organizations) . B

Interviews with 1ibrarians at both 1ibraries indicate that _they felt ]
they could significantly increase interest by b business and technical ’ ;
professionals through marketing and prome (No marketihg or promotion was
done, however, hecause both libraries did’ npt wish to increase demands on
the service ) - : .

More than half of the searches (58 8 percent) conducted during the ’
third .year of the project appeared to be directly related-tq the educational K
activities of the patron. The' bulk of these searches (43:6 percent) were R
for the preparation of research papers. The remainder were attributed.to
school assignments.and advanced degree/work (ske Table~4) ‘ > .

k=2

Another 25.5 -percent of the searches were- bkrelated . S

! .
~ ..:»-' y .

- Nearly half (48.4 percent) of the search: patrons repdtted that they.
used a public library at least several times per month. Almost 75 ‘percent

of the search patrons_ reported that they used a ‘public library at 1east .
once a.month. (see Table 5) : g -

.
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" % All tables areashown in Appendix I. L e L
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On the average, the sdarch patpons were quite wipl | educated 81 6- ,
percent were” college graduates, 64.7 percent reported they had done e
graduate work, and 26 Jpercent held at least a masters degree. (see Table
‘20) s . - o . e

. oo \\ . 5 . - . . . . R

’ ’ I1I.2.2 The Searches- - .. - . ‘ T

I

| ) SN
- Informatfon on the actual searches is somewhat . less detalled for
‘ .the third year. During the fdrst and second years, this information was ’ .
L obtained from two instruments+-the search report form prepared by the LN 4
o 1ibrary, and a computer generated‘command summary of the search. Due to
= a ehange in the output printing procedures during the third year, however.’
Lockheed did not °supply us wi:h the command summary reports and, as a’
result, the evaluation had to rely exclusively on the library search :"' " .
;Oer\ , )
' % A ) - ] i
The volume of searches conducted during the third yéar was roughly |
the same as that during the second year, despite the 1ncrease in client.
/ costy This was in marked contrast to The 50 percent drop in. searches when‘
. < / the half -charge pha\e began.

. A total of 326 searches was' conducted during the’ third year - N
. \ 20 by the Santa Clara Coynty Library (which withdrew shortly after the = .
: start ,of the third year), 62 by the San Mageo County Library, and 242 by . Y
i the San Jose County Library. is averagel out to approximately 5, searches
. per mo th for San Mateo and 20f searches pdr month for San Jose -- both
‘ _ signif cantly below the "stress level" of 40 searches per morth which -
. / 1ibrarians at both institutions felt was. the ma&imum volume they.could
; handle without additional staff time. Al . ‘ -
. Offline preparation for most searches (86.5 percent) was 25 minutes: ‘
or less« San Mateo,reported that the bulk of ‘their searches reqfiired five
minutes or Yess .preparation (41.9 pertent) while San Josg found t the
o majority of their searchess (51.3 percent) required 15-25 minutes of offline
‘ preparation. {see Table 1) This is an interesting difference. There-* W

N - appears to be a direct relationship between offline search Qréparatién . f Y
o time and satisfaction with search results. (See T@Bie 9)y - ’ !
‘ - fhe’most freguently used databases during ‘the third yéar of the, , . ’
project were: ; b . ° . -
7 ) o~ T y N (% of. total) .
' -Data Base (S'eost/hr.) . . T . Searches - -
o Vo ERIC'R(3257hr.) . _ ‘ 146 (31.6) .. .
“ ?sychoLogica{ Abstracts ($50/hr.) \ ) - 95 '(20.6) - )
. S
© NTIS ($35/hr.) . ) » ' ’ 41 (8.9)
( | ABI (INFORM) ($65/hr.) Lo - 29 (6.3) L
" Eng. Index/Cempendex ($65/hr.). o v f7‘§(§.8) o
-r AN - . . . - -
" Disdertation Abstracts ($55/hr.) - 22 (4.8). .
\ ; ] T - . - . \ .
, Social Siepce Citations $70/hru/‘¢ 14 . ’ . iy 22 (Aﬂ8) ! |
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‘1t is interesting to note that the three most heﬁvily used databases (ERIC
Psych. Abstracts and NTIS) acgount for more than' 63 percent of the total
database use and that the seven databases listed above account for more
than 84 percent of total database dss. (see Table 11) Reasong. fof this

are indicated in IV.5. , < - " 8

~

& 3
+

Most patrons received their search results within Seven days or
less of the dyery negotiation intervdew (89. 5 percent). San Mateo appeared
to Be slightly slower 1n_getting resu?ts to patrons (6§.9 percent got'

results in seven days of less compared with 89.4 percent in San Jose). Théi

-difference could, however, be attributed to the nature of the San Mateo
operation. (The San Mateo library is the refererce center for the entire
San Mateo county i1ibrary system. It received requests from all county
libraries and "sent back printduts ito these libraries for distribution to

. patrons ) (see Table 16) ‘ ANE

' their duestion, only

[}
a

Costs for the onliné’ searches were surprisingly moderate——even in the
full pay mode. » Only 4 percent of the searches cost more than $50, 84
percent cost '$25 or less,- and 38 percent cost less than $10. (see~Tabie 12)

[} 7
oy

1. 2 3°Patron Reactions S

« e
¢

« ., Most of the patrons (76.9 percent) indicated the search was of eithe;
major--or comsiderable value "San Jose patrons appeared to value the search
results slightly higher thdn did the San Mateo patrons. (see Table 8)

search answered their question adequirtely, patrons-
z sharpi divided. While 62.2 percent of the-San
that they fe;tothensearch did adequately answer

L3 percent of the San Mateo patrons felt the same.

La

1 t .

(see Table 9) .
(‘ ‘ " i"?
This lower 1eve1 of \satisfaction at San Mateo also was reflected if
clients” responses to a q estio probing estimated future freqnency of
- search service use. ty of respondents indicated they would use
the service several times a year, however,12.5 percent of.the San Mateo
patrons indicate& they would not use the service at all if the future,

When asked if th
of the two 1ibrari§s
Jose patrons indicate

, while only 5.4° percent of the San Jose patrons responded similarly. (see

* ITI.3 Library Reactiong

‘Table 7) : - : . . )

. As noted on the previOus page., San Matéo reported spending signifi-
cantly less time in offline search preparation than did San lose. This may
explain the differences in client feedback, ~ -

} < ¢
&. . . «

Reactions of “the library reference personnel during the third year

were generally positive,,but not enthusiastiq. As noted earlier, two af the’

four partigjpating libraries withdrew from the ‘project: The Redwood City

Public ‘library withdrew at the-conclusion *of the serond year citing adverse .

impact on, qsaff time as a major reason. The Santa Clara County Library at
Cupertino withdrew shortly dfter the third year began, citing rdughly the
same reasons. Both libraries that withdrew noted that they would continue

to access search services via cooperative arfangements with the San.Jose
» City Library and, the San Mateo County Reference Center. - '

a v . . -
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The San Jose Library did experiment with providing service at a muni-
cipal l}brary located im the San Jose Municipal Center.®
included placing a terminal in the library and announcing.the availability

. The experiment .

of in—house searching,

A

Py

-~

-

o

T

1 4

.

5

In theory this shquld have been an idéal location.

\

The munieipal

]

g reference librarian spent a fair pontion of his time conducting in-depth

. manual’ reference searches, thus ‘the’ online, searching would not be '

'some- -

Unfortunately, mhe

thing new" but would merely augment existing service.
experiment met with little success. ‘

\

A major factor in the lack of success w
departments were unwilling to pay. for the onl

e fact that the municipal
searching. Manual searches

were free -Z i1 they required was staff librarian time (for which the
departments ‘did not have to pay). . - -

-A second reason, according\to\the municipal librarian, was that ¢ e
he found that his usual primary sources were not dovéred by‘%he avatlable .-

hi -

online data bases. . - N N

-

'

The major impact in both the San Jose Library and the San Mateo County
Reference Center was on staff time. Lih{rarians at both irstitutions
indicated that although they felt the service was valluable, it did "take
-time away" from other activities. Librarians “in San Jose noted, for” .
example, that they felt there was some-rresentment on the part of other
reference staff mémbers who had to substitute er them in public contact

©

activities while they conducted scheduled searches. o g »

.

Yet, both libraries indicated that they spent a significant amount:
of time conducting manual searches. Since time records were not kept for
manual searches on a per-search basis, it was impossible to assess the.
average staff cost for manual searches. Data on manual search activity in
public libraries indicate that most searchs are of, short duration however
long searches are not infrequeht.

-
13 s

Staff members at both libraries acknowledged that occasionally ,
online searches were'conducted (at no cost to the patro ather than .
conduct manual searches. This was done when they felt the online ‘search
would save a significant amount of staff time.

] s

III.A,Observations -

This inconsistency reveals what we feel is the heart of the DIALIB .
experience. On one hand, the librarians acknowl'edge that online searching,
is a valuable tool. They appear ‘to be quite able to learn searching and
many become quite adept at it. ~They appear to enjoy searching, particu-
larIy the added sophistication it provides. (both in service and in image).

, They als acknowledged that in many cases it is more efficfent to conduct an
. online skarch than to conduct the‘eame search manually.
ENLY .,

On the other hand, the librarians still feel the search $ervice is

something extra -- and that it competes with other, more "legitimate"

o

N

activities. Although not explicitly statéd, by these librarians, it appears
to us that, this attitude ig at least gartially a product of the fact that
N . R ¢
L@ - ‘ .
+ 5 A i . » e
. 17\r) o -
" \. . ‘“4 / .
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"lLedged that the library was’unable to, assume the tatal costs for séaré&}ng,

T yet 'manyﬁ of
-charging in

‘service was taking timegfrom other activities. By failing

3

SRR * . .

-

-

s e g, . < -
patrons are charged for these services. All the“librarians gqueried acknow-

yet ‘many of them appeared somewhat ud%omfortable with the comcept of
charging in a public library,. - . ’

A
Y

. v

On the other hand;, the librarians still feel the search service ts
something extra --.and that it competes with other, morg "legitimate"
activities. Although not ew icitly stated by these librarians, it appears
to us'that this attitude is at least partially a prodoct of the fact that -
patrons are charged for these services. °All the librarians YQuenied know-
ledged that' the libkary was unable to assume the ‘total costs foxr searching,
them appeared somgWhat ungemfortable with the concept of
a puhlic library: e B ) B

.

‘Stronger administrative support coulq>haVe eased the

service (say 40
that the search’
to take such

allpcéted a get amount .of staff time to-the Snline search
hours),, then the reference librariags wight not have felt

-

‘staff é;me problem
"considerably. If, for '‘example,-the library administration had specifically

action, the'administators, left the search service to compete against other, <
well established reference functions for scarce- staff time. ‘ N
. - -
. ¢ - 7 . N .
In general, however, "the-library reactions;were positive,.although
not enthusiastig. At the conclusion gE the third year'both libraries opted .
to continue to offer online searching, although both acknowledgeg they i
planned to maintain it at a low profile. . .
= +
The decision to continye the service is encouraging, however without
additional investments of:staff time and.effort, we feel the service ' *
.will continue to be used only by a very small percentage of the potential
.uger population. - - . )
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IV. - A THREE YEAR COMPARISON
7 R

. Whéﬁ?the éxperiﬁené iﬁnviewed across all-‘three yeals, a num}ei of
trernds appear. . T

v - .

The‘igpact‘of étafﬁﬂattithdes and opinions was-a major faceor: T

o

in determining the'suQCess of the service. - ° —~ AN

. v
- L ) \ Ve
N . . - -~ . -

There was ‘a significant increase in the amount of‘preﬁaratioq ti%k\<
‘required when user charges were firSt introduced, The transition ~¢

~  from half ‘to. full pay mode did not tmigger.a? additippal increase, . °
. Y ] s . S
There were‘pigéé&ichnt shifts in the kinds of people who used.the * ° s
) service.across the three years of the -éxperiment. - . . ™
i ‘ ' ‘ T i o
Searchers. tended to use only a narrow subset of the available - o ¢
datgbases to answer ®1ient questions. ’ - « 0w

3 &

o . ‘e

. - ~
Staff time continued to be the major problem. encountered bx the

e particfzéting libraries throughout the study. ~ - Al
e .. - . s R . e U - PN . 'b___ -
- Search costq'dfa not appear to be a problem ta the patrons. Although
. there was a significant drop in the number ofléearches conducted
s when the ipitial.charge pertod began (in year 2), the movement from .
. <~ . . half to full-pay. mode (at the beginning of-the tWird year) didsnoﬁfﬂv
v significantly impact the search volune. T : , }
.IV.1 The Changing Project Environment . . ', T g
SN ‘ O ’

‘Before diqpuésing‘the trends across® all thrgé years, however, 1E’is '
important to describe the changing QnVirgnmeﬁt within which_ the pfoject was

2

conducted. To. : ) . gﬁf .

§ >

years of the DIALIB project. The number and breadth.of data hases increased
substantially--when the project began, onlyx 15 datd®bases were agaiiéblq;od
DIALQG and when it ended théré'mere 57..Access’td;the search service hads ’
improved significantly, as had . system reliability. The costg associated ]
with online seapdying, incIuding connectetime, termingl rental and telecqﬁ:
munications access, all dropped. Tfaifing programs, and documentation, both
‘for the online search-‘systems and the daFa‘bases shovedosignificangf N .
improvement. : . 2 . Lot s

* Changes also occurred 'in'the professional environmedt. There was an
increased awareness of online searching. Two journals ¢merged: in the -area,

and there .were majdt conference programs on the topic. In addftion, }pe funding .. Coe

problem received congiderable attention ‘through the discussfons of fee-fqr—-"
service conducted by the ALA [2,24] and other groups. o

L
®

. - ' . FES o &
.~ .- Within thgmpublic Iibraries, there was incréased use of networ"kin? -

. @nd increasing automatioh-of -routine library functions. There was incre!ﬁgd
“gtraff awareqqsa?of'onliﬁe(searching. There" was aféo increased demdnd for

devéloping new means “for meeting the lnqumatépd needs of the public.
\ L ¥ . !

~ » . o o,
. . B e _g'.' - A
In short, the environment within whichétﬁéiDIALIB proié&; took place

N t . T e . e [l ';,'_ * b"é;‘l ' .

was far frgin Bt?‘ ic T . 20 R S
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5 A number of changes in online—gsearching occﬁtred during the three I
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IV.2 Importance of Individual Librarians R ~ % ’ ¢

-

;
-

- . The majdr trend across the three years of the project is the impact
of individual personalities upop the success of the search service in
public libraries. During the course of the project we observed the impact
of personalities at all participating libraries and at some non-CIN libraries
as well. Although it is difficult to support with data we feel the
personalities and commitment of individual librarians are the key factor to
the success of online searching in the blic library. 1In essence, what is
» needed is an enterpreneur -- somebody with the library staff who becomes
a strong advocate of the service and is willling to promote it bpth within
the library and to tne user, community. ‘
Three specific roles determine’ the success of onlime searching in public
libraries: the searcher, the head reference librarian and the 1ib .
director.

-
~ R 2

The searcher is responsible for the actual interface between the client

and the search service. Two basic types of skills are required -- query -
znegotiatién and online searching. Query negotiation is common to all
reference work and online search skills are, to a certain extent, extensions
of traditional library search skills. We have noted that some people are
much more adept at online searching than are others, but in general it is a
skill which can be learned. We feel the skills and personality required

for thé searchet can be,f/und in most reference departments -- all that'1is
required is training in the use of the online search service and in the use
of specific data bases. .o L

< .

Although the qnalities required for online searching are not particu-
larly difficult to fill, the qualities required of the head reference .
librarian and the library director are rare and difficult to finds These -
roles require a strong personal commitment to the service and a sense of
entrepreneurship. Without the strong support and commitment of both the P
head reference librarian and the library-director, the, potential for the
success of'online searching in the public library is at bestr margihal. ~

-

Figure 2 illustrates the impact 'of these two roles on "the success of the
search service. y : ) - . .
! . The role of the 1ibrary Ftself also has a sigdificant influence on the
success of online searching. The potentia}. for success is increased when the
service appeals to, and is used by, those portions of the user community the
library_ feels a special obligation. to serve. Public libraries have armr obligation
to serve the public--particularly their own communities. Increasing social concern$,

. coupled with federal funding focused on providing outreach programs to the *
disadvantaged, have encouraged libraries to reach out to special groups such as .
- the elderry‘and minorities, and to low-income areas. Disparity between a .

. library’s "prime target groups" and the users attracted by the online search
sérvice may generate a sense of guilt. The guilt argument runs something like
N '~ this-~this is a special service that is consuming valuable staff time that
’ could be used to provide gervices to our prime target groups, the people who
really need us. This discrepancy between actual users and prime target groups
does not appear to be limited to online searching [35].

2
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The. discrepancy between intended and actual use appears to extend to
services and specialty areas. We found, in interv1ewing librarians, that...
"online searching had to compete for time against other, traditional ‘services

for staff time. Time to ponduct online searches was perceived as being
"taken" from other, more\"legitimate" activities. It &yso appeared that
librarians found it more J'legitimate to search data bases which were ‘
perceived as being related to.the subject specialt1es and concerns of the
library.’ . oo '

-

~ |

: 1
Figure 3 represents our observations in this area. Essentially, |
we feel that the s@ccess of the onlihe search service in ghe public library |
will be directly related to the size of the cell.represen®ing, the 1ntersec—
tion of available data bases, library subject specialties, population
. demographics, and identified library service target popolation group.

-

IV.3 Preparation time

. 2
. -

hd ; Offline search, preparat10n time increased sharply between years
one and two, but appeared to drop slightly in year three. -During the *first
year 45.7 percent of all ségrches were done with no preparation and only
17.5 percent required more than 10 minutes of offline preparation.. In the
second year, offline prepa ion increased sharply, as librarians sought to

- minimize online time to r¢dlice client charges. As a result, 62.7 percent

of all searches'required tore than 10 minutes of offline preparation.

- During the third year offline preparation time of the same percentage of
searches--62.7 percent--required more than ten minutes of offline preparation
time. 1In the third year, however, 80 percent of the searches required less
than 30 minutes of offline preparation time as compared to 61.9 percent for
the second year.(see Table 15) .

hY

. There appear to be several reasons for this drop -

l. The 11brar1ans were more prof1cient at query negotiation and search .

- preparation. ‘ - ¢
2. The librarians were more familiar with databases.
3. There were fewer, better trained searchers.

4. Initial reservations to charging diminished. .” e

a

v < [

.We feel that all four factors were at work. We should note, however,
that many likrarians complained about the lack of adequate training -—- .
particularly on new data bases. Initially two librarians from each library
received training from Lockheed and were then responsible for training
other staff members. Some additional staff members did subsequently receive
training from Lockheed, however it was apparent that few librarfans had
received training on/gpecific data bases. Also, it was apparent from the '
interviews, that e libraries could not afford complete referenge aids
for all availablé data bases.- . , P ’

. .
~ '
N 13

IV.4 User Deﬁographics L ) J;‘ ) . o

re appeared to be significant shifts in user demographics across

. the tliree years of the project.(see Table 18) Use by graduate students,
education professiohals and business professionals increased steadily

cross all three years. Conversely, use by technical pfofessionals, séientists,
and un ergraduate students decreased steadily -across all three years. Both
\frends appear to correlate with obserVed change§ in database use. : .

22 .
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While-we have no data to explain this shift, it could be«in part
due to the imposition of search fees. €ertainly charging for the service
would tend to make ‘clients carefully consider the utility of the search
and, perhaps, to seek alternate solutions to their information problems.
The proximity of San .Jose State University.to the San Jose Public Library’
‘helps to explain the large number of graduate students. The drop in use by
technical professionals”and scientists might in part be explained By the
withdrawal of the Redwood City and Cupertino. libraries, which. were the-
libraries closest ‘to scientific and technological users. A¥ alternate

'explanatlon is that continued use by a particular ‘client group.is directly

related to the degree to which that group is well served by the library.

.
.

IV.5 Database Use
. "o A ‘“
During the course of the interviews, most 11brarians noted that they
‘had little demand for most of the available data bases. - Their comments
indicate that for the most part, data base use accurately reflects the

.interests of the c11ents.

. !

v,

Looklng across all three years of the project,. there was a s1gnif1cant‘

movement towards the’use of only a few databases. The use’ of both ERIC and
Psycheloglcal Abstracts increased steadily across all three years'of the

’ project. , !

Year 1 Year 2 - . Year 3~
F % % o
CERICT L 344 (15.5) - 232.(24.7) T s (31.6)
| Psych. Abs . 357 (16.0) 180 (19.2) | 95 (20.6) -
 ToTAL BRI 43.9 O s2.2.

* In the third year of thedgroject, these two data bases were used for more
than 50 percent of the searching. .
Databases which*showed decreasing use’included NTIS, Social Science )
€itations, Engiheering Index, INSPEC and Chewical Abstracts. °
interviews with-the librarians, revealed that they were aware that
they were using only a few of the available databases. All librarians 5

* indicatad thag they felt most comfortable with the frequently used data

bases and they acknowledged that significantly more preparation time was
needed to search the infrequently used -data bases.

-

There are several possible causes,for this increasing. reliance
on only a few databases: .

> . .
Ed

l.  These are the databases the librarians felt most comfortable with and
.therefore tended to use' to answer ‘most questicns.

2. The search topics dealt wifh‘areas that were vaered only by these

., databases. i .

- ' -,*24 - .
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3. The" search topics reflect the fact that the seryice attracted enly a
particular type of clientrwhose search requests dealt with the areas
00vered by these databasés. = . .

Although it is impossible to identify the exaet cause, it is interesting
_to note, that whe: this usage pattern -appears to-‘parallel that displayed in’
the MET&O—Teachers College gearch project*, it is quite diffetrent from the

the heavy tommercial and technical data base use reported by INFORM [27]

and INFO 2 [5] .

* ~
L

IV.6 Search Costs . ’ ' <o .
"Search, costs to the patron are difficult to ‘compare. No costs

were charged to the patron during the fitst year. During the second‘year,

patrons paid only 50% of the search and print costs and had the option of

obtaining'a 'standard search" for Only: five dollars. {The standard search

was of one database with a maximum of 20 citations.) - ‘ -

‘

" It is interesting to note, however, that it appears that the actual
search costs dropped slightly during the third year. This observatiom is
based on co aring actual third year search costs against estimates for
these costs based on the second year data. Below fare Tisted the various
search cost levels,’ percent of- searches performed at 'dach level during year
2, projected ‘third year search distributions and actual third year ' . .

distributions. 1 . e ‘ | R ' .
‘ actual projected**‘ . actual ' )
cost 'level ' year 2 _ year 3. . year 3
’ : . (%) (%) (%) :
0-4.99 ’ 25.9 13 10.1 o D
5-9.99 . 35.4 13 25.2
10-14.99 .10 a7.7 ©21.5
+ q5t19.99 8.2 To17.7 12.9 '
. B .

-* ACR is also evaluatipg qnline searching offered through the New'York Puhlic
".Libraries via a\cooperative agreement between the New York Metropolitan
¢+ Reference and Research, Agency (METRQ) and Teachers College at Coiumbia
- University. A final report of 'this project will;be available in late

\ 1977 S . ¢
ot . : t
**Projected costs were obtained by assuming that the distribution of actual
search costs would’ remain the same (although in the third year patrons
would be chatged the ‘full cost of. the gearches. ) Thus, giyen tHat 25.9%
., of all searches in the. second year cost 0-$4.99,. the actual cost of these
N searches ranged from-0- $10, We assumed an even distribution & 13% of the
searches should cost $0-$4.99 and 13% should cost $5-$9. 99 e precision

of the cost repdrting prevented projections beyond the $1§. 99slevel.

AL




It is also interesting to note that the imposition of full séarch .
charges did not result in any decrease in the number of'searches performed.
. Both libraries showed an increase in. search volume over the’prev}ous year.
San Jose displayed a fairly stable search velume across all three years .
while San Mateo experienced a significant drop in search volume with the,

imposition of search charges. . .
X n
. # of Searches
. -~

Year . San Jose . San Mateo '
1 252 198 :
2 226 Y )

) - ) ) r
3 242 : 62

’

IUl? Increased Patro®EPresence, Decreased Time Impact
~ Cooper.and DeWath (see Appendix II) noted that the patron was present
for the search much’ more frequently (50 percent of the time) during the pay
period (Year 2) than during the first year free period (15 percent).
They suggested that this was perhaps due to the increasing confidence of
the librarians. Another reason, of course, is that the patron can assist
the searcher in conducting the search--particularly in highly technical

areas. R N }

Data suggest that the- tlme impact of the patron’s presence on the
search was significantly less during the pay period. During the “free
period, searches conducted with the patron present required almost 50
percent more connmect time than did those conducted without the patron
present. During the second year pay period, the increase in connect time
due to having the patron present at the search was generally insignificant.
This suggests that having the patron present at the séarch is no hinderance
for the experienced searcher.

_—

IV.8 Increased Inter-Library Conformity
oL W
As. the libraries became more experiencea in online searching, their
time performance appeared to stabilize. Cooper and DeWath noted significantly
fewer differences between the libraries in Year 2 than in Year 1. Some )
differences in library style remained however, the search processes
appeared to Pecome more uniform. (see Appendix I1)

v

’

v

‘The move from haif—pay to full-pay generated very little change '
in library operations. Search volume remained ‘foughly the same,’ as did
gearch activities. The withdrawal of two libraries from the project
left the sample too small to make any robust cohparisons between -
libraries. .

-~ . \
. N L
. .
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This section provides a brief discussion of our overall impressiong
of online searching in the public library. They are based on the DIALIB
project, on data we have obtained describing similar services {5,27],

and on a review of the relevant literature.

¢ N [

The public library of the future will:undoubtedly offer computkr-based
services of various types to a greatly expanded clientele. ' However, how
feasible is it for the puggic library to do so today, §nd what are the ‘.
major Rractigal and philosophical questions it raises? |'The 'DIALIB expet-
iment hus _only 'a"limited success--at least from tHe point of developing
a viable seafcl service in the four participating libyaries; The. problems
and issues it ised may, however,<be excellent guidelines for futi¥g
public library planning. ' :

N ©
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Online searching has been expanding rapidiy—igpm a highly specialized

4

service available only to, or through, government ggencies, to a 'service
_that is available to hundreds of academic 1\ibrari&s and industrial users.
Heretofore, however, it has°not been available to the general .public. Until
the advent of DIALIB, only people associated with large organiza®ions had
access to the scientific, technical and bukiness-oriented data bases
available througﬁ Lockheed, and other vendors.

4

. *

The DIALIB experiment has shown that there is a market fg§kexisting
data bases. It is made up of employees of smarg businesses’, of students
from colleges and universities who do not otherwise have coﬁﬁenignt access
to online searching, of individuals who are f."ta,rting. up a business, doing
personal research or_investigation, and of locaﬂ?gbGErnment officials.
Othet users of the service came from government agencies of all gizes and
descriptions, and small high-technol firms. These people appear to have
a need for access to online searching and may have ho other point of
access. They have been vocal in %heir endorsement of the public library as
a linking agent to the data bases, and have been willing to pay for the ‘use

"of the sérvice. .
=~

-

-Unforturately, it is not possible to.estimate what usage -of the service
would be if the libraries were able or willing to éngage in a mSFest

afjount of adyertising. The service Was publicized vigorously when the

DIALIB experiment began, ‘using demonstrationms, posters, brochures, news-
paper stories,etc. Sincg the searches were fyee'during the first year, _
demand soon began to tax the staff resources of the participating libraries.
The publicity led to a demand that appeared’ to be greater than they could
handle. " Additipnal ptomotional efforts were halted. Although the demand
during the second and third years of the experiment was less than the )
"libraries felt they could support, they were\unwillihg to authorize further \;
publicity. As a result, most uSers of the service during the-second and e
third years heard*about it ghrough word-of-mouth. - .

’
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V.2. ‘Library Impact

V,2.1- What Skillg and Training Are“Réduire ?

Many librarians -involved in DIALIB became skilled online’ searchers’
although most weuld agree with one of the conclusions frowf the Interim
Report that to maintain search.proficiency,-' 'online searchers must complete
some critical mass’ of searches each month in each data base for whith =
proficiency is desired, the large number of different data bases makes it
difficult for an individual to maintain a therdéugh knowledge of each data
base." (1] ) ; .

9
E

Several DIALIB patrons .who responded to a follow-up questi0nnaire
complained that the librarians were not sufficiently expert to do a good
job-—perhaps as a result of theslarge number of data bases .and low volume
of search requests. When fees were charged, users, became increasingly

"’ demanding of expert professional service and critical when theyafelt they .

weren’t getting it. N . X .
[ " M ' s

There appear 'to be two problems here-~training on specific data
bases and subject skills. Many DIALIB searchers complained about the
lack of training on specific data bases and emphasized the need for
such training. Each data base is unique--it has its own.organization,

.thesaurus, and _,idiosyncracies. While ft is possible to search the data

base with little  or no trajining, the Jqudlity of a search is -tg
a ldrge extent determined by the training-and experience of the
searcher in the data base being searched.

THe second problem area has to do with subject—expextise. For~
research queries of greater complexity than "simple fact" ques- -
tions, many people feel that the searcher should be a subject expeﬁ?\
It is felt that a librartan searching Chemical Abstracts, for example,
cannot do a good job’ without a knowledge of chemistry. This problem L£an
be at least partially resolved by having the patron present for .the search

knowledge. of the search topic area.)

. Is this an'insurmountable problem with using public librarians as
searchers of scientific and technical data hases? The public librarian is'
almost always a generalist (or a specialist in a broad aréa). It remains an
‘open question whethet a generalis n'effectively provide services to
highly specialized groups. Perh the public¢ librarians could more -
effectively serve other gfoups, leaving the provision of scientific and

- technical information servi;e for expérts in these areas. Organizations

and groups that specialize “in the provision of expert cqmputer -searching f
carn, assign one searcher to three or four data bases; it may well be ‘that
for the most effective searching, such specialization is required iy -

V,2.2 1Is there a connection between skills developed for manual searching

and, skills useful in computer database searching7 ..
The traditionally trained (i.e., as a generaliSt) public librarian
does have a variety of skills that are directly applicable o -the kinds
of skills required in online searching- _Thdse include the ability to form-

.
.t
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an adequate search~query by consulting with the user and encouraging the -
user t6 commmunicate his needs fully. The traditionally—trgined reference
librarian is already expert with complex manual tools--thesauri, fndices,- < a

computer database searching. -

letc.-—and the skills developed tith these tools are transferable tc

There is considerable evidence that traditional reference librarians
areéwillingﬂgnd able to learn data base search téchniques. The.Nottheast
Academic Scierice Information Center (NASIC), an organization that functioned

_ as an orgadizatlonal intermediary between the data base producers and a
: group of academic libraries, became deeply involved in the .training of

"reference librarians to use online searching. On the mihus side, they

..«found that "not all librarians are well suited to adapt to the ney role qof

"information services librarian" (as they termed the librarian trained‘to

‘do online searching). Problems included fear of the terninal, a reluctance --
: to type at the keyboard in.the user’s presence, and "an unwillingness or
inability to undertake thé intellectual effort associated with conCeptual~
izing a search problem and creating #n appropriate search strategy." On
the plus side, ‘however, they had an overall 80% success rate whi they
maintain "represents significant documentation of the capability’ the .
traditional reference 1ibrarian to £i11 this new Tole." [29]

-

< ©

{"V.2.3 Are library schools preparing librarians Lo deal with the
new information tools and technologies7 . .
Although lilrary schools are expanding their programs to incorporate
modern technology and principles, of information science into their programs,
change comes slowly. As Williams (32) has noted:. s
"Schools of information science and schodls oftlibrary science have
not kept up with the rapid develo ents in the last ten' years and their
curricula have not had nearly enou h emphasis on the design and .use qf
data bases and on associated software, systems, and search services. <
These schools definately need toschange their emphasis and introduce’ .
new courses if they -are going to pfoduce people capable of désigning

- dnd providing modern reference services.". - .
y ' ——

Library schools must develop prograﬂ% which will train librarians “ .
" to deal not only with the thz”libraries and information services’ of the
present, but also of the futtre. This requires concentration on conceptual

" and analytic skills to .cope with the full rangé~of information 7 processes .

and activities rather than training to perform specific tasks or-deal with

* specific technology- Given the ‘%pid advances in information and ;communication ’
technology in the 1lsst two decadés, even current,<Stdte-of- the-art library
systems may soon be obsolete. In. short, library schools must learn to focus
on processes rather* than on. tasks and specific technology.

V.2.% Is the role of in-depth reference Jearcher “a’ new one for the »
public librarian? . . . . .
P . A * . od
How much time actually is spent hy a péslic librarian in 1engthy, o :
in-depth, personalized searches for a clien Thé answer sgims to be that
the mafority of publjic-librarians (including reference libratisns) spend
very' little time conducting such searches. The‘same seems to be true-of
most academic librarians. , 4 s . .
| . B
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David Wax, director of NASIC, says that, "in the academic environment’,
with the single major exception of the biomedical library, the reference
"jbrarian has not: trad1tionally performed personalized search” serv1ces for
either faculty or students because of the lack of staff time and resources
.for such services. As a result,, the role of the onllne searcher is a
- tgtall9 new one ﬁor the academic reference librarian." _ - . ~

«Wax contradsts the new role for the academic librarian with the role of
the special librarian. "In most govermmental and commerc1al libraries, the
librarian as an online searcher represents only an extension of the tradi-
tional role of the special librarian. The. conducting of ,personalized .
bibliographic searches has long been an activity of the special librarian;
the online search is merely a new’and less. costly means of prov1d1ng this
service." [29] . .

*
-

The online search could, perhaps, be viewed as a custom information
. package or personalized library service. As such it codld be considered
a new type offservice, not simply a faster, cheaper way of carrying
out an old service. This perspective could provide support for charging for
the service, especially when there is reason to believe that the library
would be hard-pressed to offer the service at all withopt some’ means of
recouping its costs from the users. - Ab ;

- N o

In general, there appear to bé few precise reference/information pglicies
in public libraries whjch establish limits in terms of services offered,
topics covered, patron eligibility, amtl allocation of staff time. Public
libraries have been able to five with informal limits because ‘the_demands

placed upon reference service have not been that great. One majop result of .

the DIALIB experiment has been to focus attention on the refergencée function
in the public library. Given the rapid advances in information technology,
it wouid seem conziderable thought should be invested in determining what
the reference fun tign of the public 1library should be in the future.

"It would seem," writes one commentator "that we have not honestly or
realistically decided upon a philosophy ¢oncerning the nature "gnd scope of
thésesservices. How much service do we provide for whom, wheny where, and
at wh evel?" - [13] .

»

“V.2.5 What "human factor" elements exist, and how will they fnhibit
or help the development of online searching in the public library?

-

est in large part on the attitudes of the people providing the servicg
he analysis of Year II of the DIALIB experiment, for -example, concluded’
that "the attitude, of the head reference librarian toward online retrieval
affects the speed and efficiency with which searches’ are completed.”

Speed and efficiency of the service will have an impact, in the long run,
on the ability of the ®ervice to attract and keep a clientele.

# . The future of online searching in the public library will probably

~ -

»
A - - »

L - -
., The reasons underlying negative attitudes towards such a seryigs are
Pd

" manifold. One may be’ a regentment (and fear) &f %automation:

1 z
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!Some librarians have become particularly, sensitive on the subject of
the mechanizagion of information and library processes. They be-
lieve, and ghtly so, that they have been retrfeving information for
“years, and at it is basically :a human process. In library terms,
they call eference work, and most librarians are very skillful
infébrmation-hunters. Their pride is therefore legitimately disturbed
by suggestions made by some -naive ‘persons that a mechanical cure-311
just over the .horizon will place the Library of Congress ip a small
- black box, increase efficiency a thousandfold, and do all-this at
less cost.' {11} . : . -

Other reasons include strong convictions about fee-for-service, concerns
about budget constraints, concerns about primary target groups for library
services ‘staffing constraints, etc. \ -

T V7.6 What changes can be expected in the library as a result of the service,
in ‘terms of work load, demands.on the collection, image in fhe'community,,
allocation of staff time etc.? .

s . The introduction of online searching into the public library setting

gives the library a chance to change its image by expanding and deepening
its services. The computer allows the public library to offer personalized
data base search services, for both individuals and organi%ations. Such
_services can expand the library s clientele, and make it a more useful
information resource to these segments of the population. However, the .
first two years of the DIALIB experiment had little noticeable impact on </
library'image in the librarian’s judgement. [1] . :
Offering a new service requires that the Jlibrary be prepared to
undertake an active role®in‘user education and promotion to introduce their
clientele to the service and to dttract new claentele.
L 4
Aceording to Martha Williams [31], once the service is in use, the = A;'
library must be prepared for a change ‘in acquisitions policy. ‘Online
searching may identify a need to subscribe to new journals. Database
searching can affect the interlibrary loan traffic of the library "as -

—edther a borrowing organization or as a lending organization, depending on

_the cbrrespondence between the - library s. setials and monograph cqllections

and the retrieved citations from database searches". David Wax of NASIC
suggests that the library mustsface herpossibility that there will be an
increased use’of its serials collection and a clear increase in inter—
library loan activity. (However, the DIALIB libraries did not experience
this effect. ) ) ‘ -

P

. The most noticeable impact of the second year evaluation of DIALIB
was in the allocation of reference staff time. This time allocation
was identified as "one of the most important factors to be considered in
planning an online search seryice". [1] - A

]
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V.3 Financial Considerations (\\ ¢ T ’ v .
» /
@ Online searching costs money -- both in térnsnof staff time‘and in

terms of actual outlay of, funds. For a detailed. discussion of the costs of
an online search service in the publjic library, see 'the Cooper and DeWath
analysis in Appendix II and in the second year DIALIB report [7,8] -The
financial requirements for online searching can be divided.into three
'types. } . < ., ¥
Capital (startup) costs include inttial trainingy initial purchase
of a computer terminal.(if the, terminal is purchased), purchase of document-
ation, and initial training costs.’ . :
! , — : o
/ Marginal (or variable) costs are those*costs that can be associated
N with a specific search. "They include retrieval service costs (based on
terpinalE;9nnecs time and printing charges), communication costsz and -
~ - gearch-reTated staff tdime. . » ;g .

Overhead charges are those charges that are specific¢ to the online
search service but cannot be associated with any specific search. These -
. . may include terminal rental (if the terminal is rented), terminal mainten-
. ance, staff time, initial training (and also search-related ‘staff time .if not
‘charged as a marginal cost), maintenance of documentation and maintenance
of training. i, . s,
y .
L - .

. Ve3al IS“FI{Service Feasible? ) a

. . ¢,

Is it possible for the library to completely subsidize an online search
service, without having to cut back severely on all its other programg?
lthough libraries might like to be able to offer unlimited completely

Libraries have several options for dealing'witb these charges-
can absorb all costs into the library budget and offeg, free searches

ve observed two approaches to the ‘cost recovery solution. ; °

The San Jose and San Mateo libraries chose’to recover marginal costs

via patron -fees.’ All capital and overhead costs were assumed by the

libraries (including all staff time). This solution did produce staff

- impact problems that are described elsewhere in this report-

t , ¢

’ . Other libraries who have introduced online searching have opted

for different solutions. INFORM (Minneapolis Public LibBrary) [27] and

- INFO, 2 (Tulsa Public Library) (5] chose .to recover all marginal costs,
including staff time, through patro ges. . They bogh oharge’an 'hourly
fee of $25 in addition to search and prin charges. This fee appears to

- cover actual staff costs plus at least a portion of their overhead costs.

Alrhough we know of no publ¥ libraries that, provide free online searching,
some, academic libraries, such as West Valley College in Los Gatos, Ca. have
experimenteﬁ with this approach.

~

»

\\ The fee question, with regards to online searching, is summar ized
briefly on the following page. . ~ ‘

$ -7 &-’ﬁ ' .
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1: If the service is.going to be free, then it must be free to.all. THis |

means that it must be advertised to all segments of the library population. - -
This meafts, of course, that demand for, the ‘service will probably show a. @
rapid growth rate (see the growth figures, Ahlgren [1]) and will haye
significant impact on staff time. Eventually it will require the egtablish- R
ment of some sort of priority or.the service may consume an excessive share * o e
of the®ibrary budget. How can these priorities be set? .

» -~

" 2. If the service is to be fee-based, then , o ’
" a) what cost elements should be recovered by fee and what ‘cost elements j///?”_—

§hould be absorbed info the library-budget; and );//%’
b) should a surcharge be assessed to support other gervices and searc

‘services for those who cannot afford fees?
. = 4 *

If the fee does not include recovery for staff costs, then the search
service must compete with other services for staff time. Given a fixed ~
amount of staff time, either -search volume must be.controlled or other . ~.
services will suffer.. If volume is controlled however, that control may i . -
impact potential user groups unequally and generate de facto discrimination.

Unfortunately, the fiscal management practices in the libraries we ) )

have observed do not appear to provide the kind of data which can be used
to®help determine charge policies for online searching. s

~. In general, libraries tend to account~for or allpcate staff time ) -
on a very general basis. If staff costs wese treated as marginal costs
and assigned to specific activities it would provgde a much clearer_picture
of how staff time is utilized. More‘specifically, none of the libraries we
studied recorded reference staff activities in sufficient detail to allow
accurate costing of reference activities. If *Such recbrds -were available,
they would be extremely valuable\in assessing the cost of omline searching.
, Librarfes already do receive some income -- from book fines, copy
services, rental. typewriters,‘eeh. Often, these funds are appliea against
the~general library budget, rdther than accruing to specific programs. .
Thus, although the librariigféeé:haﬂke for some services, the funds do not
accrue to these services.' are to be charged for specific library

services,, then it seems reason?ble that these fees should be  specifically

aliocated against the costs-of the fee-prbducing services. . .
We, are Tot advocating movement tg&ards an all- fee library. * Rather,

we suggest that if any fees are to be charged in the library, they should

accrue to the library to support &Xher services arid to, provide incentive

for efficient management. If, for example, fees were set to provide for .

full cost recovery plus,some reasonable surcharge, the surcharge. could be

used to~support-other services and to provide "grants" to those who desired

access to the fee services but lack funds to pay for thém. Our studied of

online searching indicate that patrons are willing to pay for £he service.

In fact, patron féedback regarding fees suggésts a price elasticity that'

could certainly absorb a modest surcharge. The success of INFORM {27] and'

-

« INFO 2 [5] support this observation. _
v .\~' Ry ) o }
- > .
» 4y 4
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. For the present, the cost of online searching makes the cost of
unlimited free service economicaldy infeasible. Costs are dropping, but
for the next few years we feel they will remain too high to allow public
support of unlimited free searching. It is possible that some limited free
séarching program could be developed, based on either public funds or a
surcharge on fee searches. - ‘

One approach, to freeesearching might be to offer a very tightly
defined program. Such a program would require a specified budget and
well defined limits regarding data bases to be searched, funds to be "’
expended per search, access, type of requests that would be answered, -
number of searches‘allowed per individual, etc. In:short, the library would
have to accept that there were finite limits to the search program budget
and develop’ rules to provide for the equitable distribution of those
funds. . . ‘V\ k Q N

In a cost study conducted for this project Cooper and DeWafh (See .
Appendix II) found that the average actual cost of searches conducted
during the second year of the DIALIB project, was approximately $26 including
staff time, connect time, and the cost of offkine printing, but'not includ-
ing ‘the cost ,of terminal rental. A budget of $500 per month would provide
for a termin;l and” approximately fifiteen free search per month,, A budget
of $1,000 per ponth should-be ample to support a search volume of approxi-
mately 30. searches per month1/¥Qis is roughly the monthly search volume
experienced by the DIALIB librariés during the second -and third years of.
* the project. It would be imperative, however, that some sort ¢f limits be
established for the service.

~

o

. Specificationlof service limits is~not uﬂUSual in public libraries.
Just as libraries noﬁ#Eharge for some services, they also.have limits on
some services. Somé i s~have residence requirements for checking out
books, some li&it’the % %ﬁ?‘%f books a‘patron: can check out at anygone
time. . ~ Sy 4

! 4 ( h

3 .

Thus both the- fgee and fee appoaches have a number of aspect$ which
must be carefully condidered by a libfary planning to offer online
searching. Ultimate%§, the decision ig up to the library.

 V.3.2. Would fee service be acceptable to the library?
. Many librarians strOngly oppose charging for any library service and

it appears that a great many librarians would rather not offer a service

at all than offer it for a fee [1qvlﬁ] The Cali%ornia Library Associatien

(CLA) recently passed a resolution in which they Stated that "public

"Librari®s should provide free access to online database services just as

“they do other library. materials (like an expensive reference book) regardless

of price « [2] In the mid-winter meeting of the American Library Association

a similar motion failed [21] however in its 1977 annual meeting in Detroit,

.the-ALA did pass a resolution to the effect ‘that charging for library o a

.services is discriminatory in publicly supported institutions. [9] However,

as the Library JOurnal notes: |
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~_\The fee debate will be' with us—Tiow, for years to come. We've opkg' " i . .\ g
c b , and by the,timer%e re finished; we’ll have had opiniops”from

‘the information indust:y, Erd ag. government, and from citizem and
taxpaysrs about‘hOW'we éhod Q. support 1ibrary service."124)

LN s
B (R

> .
‘,. -‘--r‘ ~ e . -

~ 3 How can manual and co puter—assisted reference s€arches:be

o~ ‘ \compared in terms ofmcost7 o " N Lo ;

A ‘ eI
7o \‘ y ~ IR ’b('

« There has been mUch discussion about the ¢ onnection between uak -

and qomputer refereﬂce work in, the public 1 frary. Such question as "Why

. charge fol *he if you don’t’ charge for the other?'s bring us right back to
" the fee% oversy. . : \ .o .

{ Nt s vk Yo / . ¢
\\ff\\ A recent comparison of manual versis tomputer refeggnce searches
. /on sophisticated‘ réference questipfis in an industri (tbrary indicates
- d “that the "average manual search/costs $250. The sam% anch conducted
S " online costs only $47. [12] Most—public library reference questions, at
’ i\least in the, DIALIB libraries, tend to the quick-answer variety and °
) K‘requirfe. only.a’ few minutees of searching. - - )

o ¢

. . )
: “To . the best of our kno 1edge, there are no e%gd{es that compare manual

and online searching in pub libraries. The DJALIB libraries did not \ \

- document reference activities in

- Py 4G
. The introduction of online searching provided the librariardg with a q
7 + new tool which allowed them to great' expand the scope and depth of )
their reference searches. It also provided them with increased confidence
to deal with technic¢al reference questions. The service also, undoubtedly,
gerferated an increased demand for sophisticated reference services in the
. libraries. This occasionally b:;kfired For example, one patron submitted a
sophisticated search to be conducted online, but upon learning that a fee -
would be_ asses$sed, requested that the same search be conducted manually (free
of charge) The library had ‘already accepted the request and was obliged to
conduct  the search manually--even though it could done more ~ )
- rapidlx and efficiently online. We wonder if the library would have accepted -
the. search had the the orline search tapacf{ty not been available.

~.

V.4 Operational Considerations b o C:ﬁ:%

. . ¢

There are several models that the public library might explore *

for offering online searching. Four are discussed briefly in the following
sections.

. .

<

- Vi4.1 The "in-house" model \54/ , '
+ S , ° =
- Oneé model 'to developsan in—house search capacity as did-the DIALIB

participants: yﬁ?; will requiré a. terminal (purchased or 1eased) and’
communication lines, ,4 contract with an online retrieval service, and at . °
least one trained librarian who performs searches as part of his/her .
regular- duties. The Redwood City, Cupertino and San Jose City Libraries are ' N
all examples of this model, and it is discussed extensively throughout o
this report.

3 7 v




L / V.4.2 The network model /
Pl - . The network model builds on an -existing library network or serves as
/ the nucleus ,for one. One library provides search services for all network
members. All librarians receive a basic orientation program and conduct
“query negotiations at their respective libraries. Queries are sent to the”
L, :ﬁﬁgrch library, the search is conducted, and the results are sent either to
. originating Iibrary or directly to the patron. The San Mateo County
Library is an example-of the network model., N
. . 'y Q
This model provides economy of scale which should both reduce costs
and improve efficiency by providing a critical mass of searches. It has the
disadvantage of increésing the distance between the client and the searcher,
| however our comparison of in-house vs. branch'interface with cllents found
| no difference in the value:of the searches provided by the in-house and .
network models. One potential-problem, however, is the reluctance of network
members te forward requests for assibtance, as indfcated in Section VI 8,

‘ ‘ and Appendix 1IV. ’ . . . '
% V.4.3 The library-broker model . . T
| . Private information brokers could contract with libraries to supply

online search support. The library would handle the query negotiation and

submit the query to the broker. The broker would ‘conduct the search and the
1 . client would obtain the completed search from the broker, who would bill L
1 . the client for the dearch.
|

V.4.4 The referral maqdel . ¢
\ -
i A variation of the library-broker model would be for 'the library to
| X provide referrals to organizations providing online search services. These
i might include other libraries, brokers, or other organizatioids. ~ e ~
. ~ .
« - The library broker and referral models may he useful to avoid the
problem of possible competition between the library offering search services -
| _~1tself and the new information organizations=—commercial imformation .
~ -vendors and brokers--that are developing. These "for-profit'" entities with N
“y their explicit business orientatior and narrow focus (their freedom.firom
“the broad. expectations which weigh' upon the public library) may be able to
J operate more e(iecgively and efficiently than the public libranyecand.

—~—
e 0
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1 V.5 The Future : > -

° : N y

Earlier, we discussed the fact that with current data bases, the LAy,
. lihrary may not be able to generate enough business to justify providing g -
s . online searches to clients who may only be a small segmenQ of the total . N
user population. However, why should libraries limit themselves to cur- ’
rently .existing data bases ip planning for the future? The botential of = -
‘computer data bases, to provide access to information of all kinds, is very.

great., . y | ~
o~ . . . ’ 4




Today, the public library may be able to ‘expand its usual clientele
‘by providing o6nline access to scientific, engineering and business files
.that do not primarily constitute a'significant part of their gollection.
The precedent of computer services available in.the public 1libra y
eventually lead to data bases of interest to the "common man'--job infor-
mation, refer services, listing of apartments and houses for rent and -
for sale--in fadqt, an all-around community.information service. -

Libraries,g n planning for the future, should not only ask themselves
who their users are today, but whd their ugers might be in the future.
Their'i;éyfz sers might be scientists or engineers, or the massive’ group
of peo whg simply aren’t interested in using the public library today,
because they/have never found it useful «for their ﬁarticulat needs. Small
public librdries in remote locations might Especiallyrﬁenefit from the use
of computer and communication technology to provide services to "ordinary"
people. The small library éould, with the ‘help of\theae.teéhnologies, be
transformed ‘into a resource of great utility and versatility,. This is the
focus of the NCLIS plan. i

Laa- ]

@

Another pOSSiblg futuré development 1is the "information.grant" which
would be used to pay for library fee services. Under an informatiotd grant
program those who desire access to fee-based information services but
are unable to'3§§ for them could apply for a grant .to cover the cost of
those services. Thése grants could.be made either oyt of general funds

. (similar to the way mdny other ‘social services are funded)coé\they could be
financed by a surcharge on the information service fees chafged By the
libraries. / -

\ . . Lo . '

The deVvelopment of an information grant program may g0 a long way
towards meeting the cemplaints of opponents of fee-for-service activities
in the public library. It would require a g}eat deal of work, and congider-;
able creativity and imagination on the part of lib{ﬁi}ans, however we feel

the potential justifies tﬁvestigation; )

.
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VI. PROBLEM AREAS S : . .

Although'the DIALIB study indicates that the public library can
serve as a linker batween online search services and the general public,
it also identified a number of problems which must be solved if the service
is to be a success. We have identified ten majdr problem areas which are
described in the following section.

VI.! Establishing Scope and Limits of Service .

.

The first problem area a llbrary will confront.in offering online .
searching is how to deflne the 5cope and limits of service. Every library
has some set of rules to define, scope and service. Some rules are expllclt——
such as requiring cards to check  out books, the-“requireménts for library
cards, etc. Other rules are implicit, rather than explicit--for example
. rules governlng reference services. In addition, the library can also
limit service without-rules--by not advertising the service.

\
-

In offering online searching'the library must invest significant
effort into establishing the scope and. lim1ts of the service. Issues

which must be dealt with include . . R .
,"hhat are the goals and’ objectives of the service? -
Will the service e qsedﬂbg support internal opérations, ’
to provide service to patrons, or both? . ..
. . . : . o~
What limits should be’ established in-terms of subject areas} -
costs, staff time, etc ? . , .
. Who'will be‘allowed;access-to the service? | )
When will the service be available? v
What kind or/service will be provided? . ‘
‘These are major questions. Determing the 3cope and limits of the :,

service has major impact-on other decisions which must be made. It is
important that the service should be structured by the goals “and objectives
of the library and the needs of .its patrons, not by the potential of onlime

searching. o .
'. . . g
V1.2 Staff Time Requirements: . :
. . . . g
Staff time requirements. associated with the introduction and provision
of-online searching cannot be over-emphasized. Throughout the DIALIB -

experiment staff time was the major inhibiting factor. ‘Searches average
approximately one hour (for query negotiation, search preparation, searching,
and post-search activities). 1In addition, time is required for promotion, °
accounting, and training of search personnel.
Lo oL .

Libraries planning to introduce online searching must very c refully
consider the impact on their staff. They must be prepared tod add staff to
support the new service or to divert staff from other activittes, if andﬁ

when user demand develops.

/;‘



VIi.4 Suppgrting the Service Financially

fkuﬁ_l,iﬁcrease the additional staff time as search volume increases) the search

' . . 1

VI.3 Staff Attitudes and Support °

’ . \

Preconceptions and attitudes of library personnel towdrd fee-based
*.service, and role of reference services play-a great part in determining 8 ‘
the direction and ultimate spccess of online searching.

-~

- 4 -~

More specifically, the attitudes and support of the head reference
librarigg and the library director are crucial to the success of online
searching. Unless both are firmly committed 'to work for and support online
searching, the probability for success is at best marginal.

The attitudes and. support of the reference librarians who will serve °
as searchers are also important: However their reactions towards online e
searching in the public library will be determined, to a large extent by’

the activitieg and, opinions of the head reference librarian and the library

director. ® )

In developing a plan for online searching, it is V1ta1 that emphas1s
be placed on establishing and maintaining the support of the library

staff--from the administration to the reference service to the circulation
department. - N

)

~

Libraries ha;s“yo basic options for supporting online searching——
it can either be*supported from the library budget and offered to the
patron at no cost, or it can™be offered at a fee. Both approaches are

discussed in " some detail”in Sectiomn V.3. I s

If the service is suppdé?éx by the library béggfg,athen ‘the -1ibrary ‘
must develop policies which define and limit $he ‘s ices provided In
the free portion of the DIALIB project tF“\ltgraries did not: place overt
Aimits on the service. When they wéré confronted-by rapidly increasing
search requests, they opted for an implicit form of control--cutting off
all publicity about the service. The lack of specific policies and rules
for the online search service had a continued impact on the:DIALIB project.
This is an area which should be of prime concern regardless of .whether the
service'is offered on a free or pay basis.‘ i

-~ - v
> -~

S~ R -7 .
If the library chooses the fee-fdr-service approach to online search--
'ing, we suggest. that the library seriously consider the cost recovery
approach, indicated in Section V. 3.1, that at a minimum recovers full
marginal costs.of the service, including staff time. Our data indicate
that patrons who are willing to pay for the 'service probably will be
willing to pay for staff as well as search costs. Failure to recover staff Dt
costs will result in an additional staff burden on the library. Unless‘the
library is able to provide additional staff time to meet this burden,: (and

service W}ll be forced to compete with other services to its detriment.

\ ’ » ) -: -




VI.5 ' Need for Promotion & Education ' .

- Promotiaﬁ’anabedepation is an essential part of the development of
the online search s2rvice. Failure to promote the service will ensure that
it is used by only a portion of the potential user pepulation -- essential- )
ly the sophisticated information user. Given that the service will be at
least partially supported by public funds, it is incumbent upon the library
to ensure that all potential users be made aware of the availability and
potential of the service., Failure to do so may constitute de‘facto discrimt
ination against the less sophistficated information Juser.

Al

In many cases this will require not only promotion, but also education.
Promotion’'is concerned with.making people aware of the service. Education. is
. concerned with teaching them the capabilities and limits of the service.
v Regardless of .whether is is free or not, the search service should be used
only when there is a reasorable expectation of success. To do otherwise .
would generate a significant strain on staff time and would be a disservice
to the patrona- ( ) X . .

‘

Vi.6 Need for Searcher Training -

-
>

In addition’to documentation, the libraf? must alse invest in searcher
training on data bases. The search services generally offer one and two
day training sessions in the use of their systems, however training in theia
use of specific data bases ig generally offered@ by the data base producers.

- ¥
o N

- Lack of specific data base training was a common complaint "among ®
Iibrarians in all libraries during all three years of 'the .project. In N\ | 0
. obtaining spetific data base ‘training the library will confront three T
‘ problems: ~ . ¢ o

SR . . "
: availability of training -- data base providers generally offer
training sessions only a few times a year in various parts of the .
country; ) . . . -
: ayailability of personnel ——.sending librarians to training presents a
staff cost expense to the library; and ,
training costs -- many data bage providers charge for training seg-
a sions and, unless the sessions dre available locally, training may
require travel and per diem costs. e

oA .

vVi.7® Need for Documentation - L

’

-

’

. - . . .o

To provide effective searching, the library must be prepareJ'to inve§t -
. * 1in and maiptain adequate support documentatigon. Documentation is required
) both for the search services, and for each individual data base. Some ’
} of this documentation is availablé free of charge, however some must be
purchased. Costs for this documentation range from a low of $10- 815 to a

. (;;gh qgjwell over $100 per data base.

4

There is a need for better documeéntationthat deséribes and compares g | *
number of data bases and search services. Some work has been done in this
area (for example by the National Federation of*%bsf”acting and ‘Indexing
Services and by Martha Williams and the American Society for/Information
Science).. - 3( . ® .
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VI.8 Need for a Critical Mass of Searches v
. . . . ‘ ’ ¢

A critical mass of searches is required to maintain searcher compe-
tence. Most librarians interviewed agreed that 5-10 searches per month
were necessary to maintain search skills for each data base.s Certainly it
is possible to conduct searches on a less frequent basis, however the
librarians indicated that they felt under these c1rcumstances they Were
less-efficient. . :

* ]
I .

.

The search competence is concerned with specific data bases rather ‘ s
- than general skills required to deal with the search system. PO

ot

This suggests~that rather than have one or two searchers handliné
all searches it would be more effective to train a number of searchers and -
have each specialize in only a few databases. v ) ’
Centralized searching for a library network is feasible--data show
little difference in client satisfaction with results when the search is
negotiated at»a branch rather than. the searching library. The data also
show, however, that branch libraries in San Mateo County sent in few
searches. Thus although maintenance of a centralized search facility may
provide the necessary critical mass, careful attention must-be paid to ,
training and working with branch librarians. Training should include NN
familiarity with the online search service, an awareness of available data

bases, and query negotiation. ~ ' N
. . .

Vi.9 Management and Evaluation

«  Another area which libraries shoﬁld explore carefully is management
and evaluation. We have noted elsewhere the need for improved managenent
practices--partlcularly in accounting for staff time. It is essential
that accurate data’ be collected to allow’ qhe library administrator to
asséss the impact of the search service--both on,the public, and on’

the library. This requires the establishiment and maintenance of
detailed procedures for recording staff time and activities. . .

© . _ If the service is to be offered on a fee basis, then additional
procedures are required to govern the collection of funds.® . - ‘
If the service dfroffered via a network, then it is important Lo ®, ‘
that a single, uniform system be developed to transmit requests to ~
the searching library and- to transmit search.results back to the

requesting library. - - * -
© ~ D . . . e
ézaluation is ektremely important. This includes evaluation
of the search_service and evaliation of the impact of the service > .

//6n the 1ibrary and on the community. It is essential that some .
procedhre be developed to collect user feedback to assist in the .

evaluation. . oo )
~ . ye ~ . .
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vI.l0 Competition|\ “ . p

-~

for competition. The/past few years have seel}’the development of the
information broker Business [28] Informatiod brokers are private organ- -
izations who provide linkage gservices between clients and sophisticated
information services. There were no brokers operating in the §pecific area
of the DIALIB project,,and we are not aware of any conflicts between .
private brokers and public libraries, however .the growth of this field is
such that it seems certain that such a situation will. e3ent ally occur,.
since it has begun to ‘emerge in other areas [32]. The potenthal conflict

generates a number of interesting questions. For example:

One last problem avhich warrantSfBome_diQEgssion is the potential

%

l« ~ Should public libraries compete with brokers.:in offering fee—for-
service online searching to the public7 If' so, under what-circum-
stances? ) )
2. Could the library work out. some sort of co?perative arrangement with
the ;broker wheresthe library either purchases searches from the broker -
or refers search clients to the breker?
3. Given that the broker will demand-a fee for Beargching, how will libraries
deal with those people who wish to have access to. the power of online
, searching but cannot pay for it?

Y

We do.not have the answers to any of these qq@stions. We pose them as
a warning of confligt to come and as a suggestion for much needed policy
research. - e
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VII RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH" -, , .
’ Although the DIALIB study~generated'a vadt amdbunt of data describing
- the impact of online searching on the public library, it also identified a’
4 -number of areas which requireffuture research. Three of these'are described
briefly below. . , R Lt
o . VII.l. Need for'Time and Motfon Data on Reference Activities/; ’
.r/’ .
We found little hard datafto describe the stafif cost of everfday reference

activities. Some studies have! been conducted, but-additional experiments and 7.
studies are needed to develop|more accurate descriptions of the reference L .
function. For example, we found the libraries did.not keep accurate records.

on the number of reference requests handled. Some.kept coynts, but none’

retorded the staff time required to deal Specifically with reference

questions. Data are also zgid d on the complexity. of reference questions

handled by public libraries\ It wou1d7be interesting, for example, to

conduct time-and-motion studlel .
those conducted by Cooper and

on manual reference services similar to ‘
eWath as part of the DIALIB studfes. ?

4 ©

We need Studies fgldevelo and apply methodologies for collecting and
interpreting such data [17]. We 50 need a. commitment on the part of -~
library management tp develop ograms for the continued collection' of sych
data as an ongoing management activity. - . . , ..

‘ * - € Y '
VII 2 Need for Experiments with Fundingg Approaches N ’

i / PR - . p
The DIALIE prOJect qffeggﬁ no interlibrary variétion in funding
algorithms. We do have some data rom other services such.as INFORM, METRO -
and INFO.2, however we' feel’ additional experimenﬁs dealihg specifically
wi the financial suppg;t of online searching ifi the public library should

% 3 ¢ Ry . ' °

R b4 conductdds "%, Foo, e
. . 2 > ’ * i had * “ Y
The management and ggministratﬁbn of 1ibrary Tegourges. offers a very .

- fertile area for explorgiion. As nc'ted in ‘the ‘previous section most «
libraries fees are applf€d against the general’ librar budget. WhET would
‘happen if these funds accrued to the programs which erated them?

. s
Staff time.is also a resource and 1s we feel, an ei!;emely interesting
" "area for experimentation. ‘ Koo

| ,‘.'; P .
ViI.3> Conceptual Refocusing of. the Role of the Liurafx e

3
<

" Anotherarea which deserves additional study 'isithe -roje of the library

,~ ! 1in an increasingly information dominated society. The National Commission on
" Library and Information Science continues to consider this problem. The ,

. ‘ White House Conference on Library and Information Services, pianned for .
1979, also will deal with this issue. We encourge continued activity:in T v
this ‘area~-not only at the national but also- at the state and 1oca1 ’ Ve
flevels. - = , .o L L -

. . : * . .
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e+ TABLE 1

Average Off-Line Search Preparation
. _ " Time By Library (Year 3)
- Percent of Searches .
Minutes .. Cupertino San Mateo San Jose N  Total
(N=22) (N=62) (N=242) (N=326).

13

59.1 % 41.9 7 5.4 %

-

15.8" %

-

18.1 8.0 25.2 21.7

51.3 T 432

c9a7 2 L7 10.1
40 . 8.1
0= 65 6.4

70 - ' 6.5

TOTAL t 99.9 100.0 - 100. 2 99.7

s o

Of ‘interest . .
The large amount of off-line preparation time per search for San
Jose compared to the &8ther libraries. y

< . T e

”  TABLE" 2
Time For Patron To Receive
Citations by Library.(VYear 3)
Percent of Searches -« :
Cupertino San Mateo San Jose Total
@=s) . -'(N=16) (N=74) (N=95)

<

s

1 0.0-% - 12.5 % 13.5

'\ ' R < . <—M
. ? <7 /7 100.0 . Y5644 79.7 -

2

o ?

L8 - 14

15 - 217"
22 - 42
‘uO—or No Response
-

100.0 . - 1 100.1 100.0

L 4

TOTAL

Of interest, o “ ' Y v .
. The large ;‘:entageuof searches for San Mateo that had a delay
of 8-14 days. co T ' -
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o TABLE '3@;

N - -Occupation of Client by Library (Year 3)
~8 P . R e .
B AN R 4 <
,Z?'f\/fe/ ol
) . Cupertino  San Mateo San Jose Total. .
v N (N=22) * (N=62) (N=242) . > (N=326)
. © - ’
: Technical Professional ) 4.5 3.2 " 11.2 9.2
}" . . . * )
¥ Graduate Student : , 9:1'* - 25.8, 244 23.6-
33 . e ey
¢ . .
do College Undergraduate \ : '
4 ‘ ¢ Student - 9.1 12.9 2.9 R RVA
i Education ; " 18.2 11.3 32.6 27.6
. 2 ‘
~librarian “ 6.5 9.7 4l 5.2
i Professional s
w (e.g.,-M.D., Lawyer, - ) R 8 . .
~ PSychOlOgi_St) * “ 900 604 :201 . . 304'
) ° B ‘. . ‘ . « ‘
Scientist or Research 9.1 0.0 - 0.8 To1.2
) Business Professional - 4.5 1.3~ 7.0 C7.a7
' . P . x
Skilled Labor . 0.0 3.2 0.4 0.9
. * ¥ . K . " Ta .
Social Worker , 4.5 3.2 . 0.4 1.2
. Counselor/Therapist o /4.5 . 0.0 . 4.6 3.6
. ) !
: " Other . oo . .
: (Nurse, Police, Priest," . ’ —3
., ‘.Salesman, Secretary, ) - _ .
‘Writer, Farmer, .Clerk) . 4.5 6.4 4.0 4.5
3 . ‘k‘w . .? . &
No Responge . 18.2 6.5 5.4 6.4
7 4 . “ —_— . S *
.. TOTAL - = 99.7 99.9  * 99. 99.7 (‘
¢ o * : N > - «
) . [N N < - ' ‘ ‘
Of interedt - ) - ‘ ‘ .
* The variation in c¢lient occupations between libraries. ' .
) f'\ ‘ s - ’ i




TABLE 4 o " LA s
: . ™~ "Reason for Online '
‘ _ C Search by Library (Year 3). a i
. D .’ T
) o “Cupertino -San Mateo San Jose Total

: . (N=22) 2 (N=62) " (N=242) ' (N=326)

- . ’ ~ ; -
Job 364 25.8 o 2hab ® 255
Research Paper |, : 36.4 . 40.3 45.0° * 4346

2 ’ , ?- i
Personal Interest - *_ 9.1 0.0 2.1 2.1
. School Assignment 0.0 12.9 9.9 9.8
Advanced Dégree Work 0.0 . 9.7 , 6.2 .° 6.4
Business Related 0.0 0.0 - 1.2 0.9
Research and Development 0.0 1.6° 0.0 ) 0.3
Teaching 0.0° 0.0 0.4 . 0.3
. ) - . \ .
No Response 18.2 9.7 10.7 11.0
TOTAL oo 10001 - 100.0. 99.9 © ' ' 99.9
. .
* Of Interest ' , . '
g/ Variation between Cupertino and bther libraries, particularly in .
job and personal interest. . . s
Vot ) <57 )
< ) TABLE 5 ' N P
- . - // (‘;’, N \
- y . Estimated Frequency of Library Use
- . by Online Search Patrons by Library (year 3)
Frequency -Cupertino San,Mateo San, Jose Iotal .
(N=5)" (N=16) . (N;-74) (N=95)
/ ‘ ) N .
, Daily . 20.0% 12.5% {0007 L 321 -
.Weekly LA 0.0 18.8 .~  17.6 m‘@

. ' - Y g ° B
Several Times a Month . 0.0 18.8 7 2.4 a8, 4
Monthly "’ s % 0 18{ 16.2 *15.8

. . * ) i , . - .
. Several Times a Year . 40.0 25.0° 25.7 26:3

. M
Mot at All e 20.0 £ 0.0 ' 5.4 5.3
T . ?_;. ' ) ° , .

" No. Response . 20.0¢ ggg’ 6.3 247 o2 | e
Y .. . ’.;,_ /")/ ‘ - ) | ] .
TOTAL 100.0 ;,"’7 100.2 ° ~100.0 *100.0
I i
Of Interest . . 9
That some patrons perceive daily use of online search.’
The percentage of patrons' that pérceive weekly use.
5r8 > .‘ ’ A
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[N o . — o
. " TABLE 6 : _ @

-

Estimated Frequency of Reference

. Service Qse (Year 3) }
‘Fréquency . Cupertino San Mateo San Jose Total
g . (N=5) . (N=16) T (N=74) (N=95) - :
Daily/Weekly 0.0 % 0.0%2 ' 4.1% : 3.2 % .
B B ‘ I3 N
Several Times ‘a Moth 0.0 . -12.5 s 14.9 ; 1347
NOl:ltEhly \ 000 18P.8 . 1706 ) .91608 ' ‘. ,
Several Times a Year 40.0 31.3 43.2 oHl.1 .
Not at All ) ©40.0 25.0 17.6 2040+ .
,No Response - 20.0 . 12.5 ’ 2.7 R + 5.3,
ToTaL” 100.0 100.1 . ~100.1° | : 100.1
, - Y ! f °
. TABLE. 7 -
. - Estimated Frequenéy of Future i
R Online Search Use (Year 3) ) SR
) /-“ M ®
Frequency " Cupertino San Mateo San Jose Total
' . (N=5) , = (N=16) . (N=74) -~ (N=95)
. » LN ’ | ' ‘
Daily/Weekly N <. Z Z - %
Several Times a Month . 0.0 12.5 ~ ' . 4e2
, | : | :
4 H(jnthly ' 000 000 801 ! < 603 .
. o ) . .
" Several Times a Year 100.0 / 68.8 ' 75.7 | 75.8 .
Not at AI1 | 0.0 . 12.5 ° 5.4 - 643 )
, \ N
. . . : 4" . :
No Response - || b 0.0 6.3 . 8.1 ) 7.4 .
¢ w7 ® ~ ‘ v /
TOTAL d _ loo.o 100.1 100.0 100:0 s
::// * ) ‘ . . * . 13
7 ﬁ’é'. (
. ° - . *
. i , ° N ! /“‘ »
52 . ; .
. - « s I ®



ot . ¢
- ) N ‘
TABLE 8 > A
) Value of Search . . ' '
to Patron (Year 3) ' .
i ‘ A~ B . PN N
. Value of Search ‘Cupertino ~ San Mateo 7 San Jose . Total x;%
. - o (N=5) - (N=16) T (N=74) , (N=95) >
, Major Value ‘- 20.0 2 25.0 28.4 . 27.4
Considerable Value . " ~80.0 . 4348 48.6. 49.5
Minor Value, B 0.0 * .0 ) 16.2 16.8
" No Value 0.0 « 6.3 i 6.8 6.3
. N . i » . . -
TOTAL ° - - .« 100.0 1ootl  +  100.0- = 100.0
, Of Interest ) ‘ ‘ -~ N L ) :
. Large percentage of major and coqsiderablejy?élue responses,’ ' -
L rag 4 T,
X;: . -t _“: ;,'{d’ .
- . ’ PABLE 9~ >*“ -
& ?ﬁfm’p .
. - : Sufficient References Provided ' ° T '
: : to Answer. Question Adequately (Year 3)
Question Answered" . . “x . T
Adequately? ° ) Cupertino San Mateo San Jose Tatal .
' - ) @g5) .. (N=16) (N=74) © - (N=95)
‘ £ ~ ) v
L © Yes ‘8 .0 31.3 62.2 57.9
. Mo [> 0.0 2.5 7 37.8, 40.0
. @ . ) .
. No Response ' ., * _20.6 " - 6.3 0.0 2.1
& ' ‘ —_— .
- - ’ ‘ - = - - ‘ ™~ ) . ’ .
TOTAL v/ ‘ 100.0 - 100.1 * 100.0 . 100.0 .
Of Interest T ' . . Y ) o -
Difference between libraries, o ' LT e .
o - . ' ’ ) . -
’ «9 ° ) .’ ’ . - f“
’ . ? 7 ) ‘




L _ * TABLE 10
- Source Thr&h Which Patron " .
- " Heard About, OnLine Search Service : |
' " Availability (Year 3) ’ , ‘

.

[} * . y ‘
¥ * ° r |
|

Source ‘ Cupertino San Mateo . San Jose Total °
’ (N=22) (N=62) (N=242)_ (N=326)
. , . \ |
. i ’ ‘ . A |
public Librarian 4.5 29.0 21.1 21.5 ¥
Friend. ' Vv «36.-43' T 22.6 . 2767 27.3 °
Notice in-Biblic Library " 13.6 11.3 T 44 6.1
Newspaper ) 0.0 ° . 1.6° " 0.8 0.9
. < Mailed’ Notice \ 4.5 0.0~ 0.4 0.6
: o .
College Librarian 4.5 4.8 . 3.3 . 3.7
. Teacher . 4.5 12.9 . - 16.1 Y
~ CIN Mailing 0.0 . 0.0, 0.4 0.3
A - . b ) ‘
No Response 31.8 17.7 . 26.0 24.8
’ TOTAL * . . . ~99.8 - 99.9 99.9 ©99.9
s ’ . . L - ) o
. ¢ R ‘ ' ) P
Of Interest . e ‘. '

.

Large number of teachers as source in San Mateo and San Jose,

" s

~ . t

,
N . . . " . - L]
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*« | TABME 11
. , Data Base Use (Year 3) . T
. - t . °
f - .
Data Bdse ) # Times Used « % of Total Use*
T ERIC / <1460 32 n
Psychologicdal Abstracts 95 . 21
. NTIS 41 . .9 e
ABI/INFO 29 6
- Engineering Index/Compendix 27 6
Dissertatfion Abstracts 22 5 .
Social Sqdience Citation Index 22 5 -
MNAL-CAIN R ’ 21 . 5
) INSPEC L 17 : 4
Chemical Abstracts 11 ‘ 2 :
Sociolo#ical Abstracts 7 - 28
Biological Abstracts s 1 .
' ‘ 4 , BN S
_ Predicpsts F & S~ 3 1 )
‘ 2. .7 1 -
v 2 "1
- > - 2, , 1 °F
Predicasts 2’ A 1
Scifearch 2 > 1 ]
I . 1 ,
1’ 1
"' ,_\ H R "? .
. 4
The three most heavily used data bases
account for 637 of the total data base |
*use. The seven most frequently used bases
account’ for 84% of the volumey/ and the )
‘ . eleven most frequently used ta bases ’
account for 96% of the totaX volume. . -
- | + ' :
N *Rounded to nearest whole percept Lo ' .
. ‘ . . Y R .
o ‘.”l:’g" e v ‘ ‘ g%‘ 5 - ..
A ‘,‘.75‘; a ,"”‘1: o ¢ .
:-»'—_‘,-?l & 3 ) : . 9
j":,‘, At fyﬂ#t / l p i f
N S = ' .
2z < H
v LR '}<4 -0y . "
¢y |y ’ :
¥
e k
! Y .
; /

P — e e N 3 s T




TABLE 12.
&

Client Cost Data (Year 3)
- A . ' i .
Cost Range($) # Searches % Searches* Cum. #

0-4.99 ) 33 1 33
5-9.99 82 ° . 27 <115
10-14.99 70 23 185
15-19.99 42 . 227
20-24.99 26 ) 253
25-29.99 14 : ) 267"
30-39.99 15 . 282
40-49.99 -7 . . 289
50+ 12 , 301

no cost given for 25 searches ©

. -
»6 )

/

.

. e -

*Rounded to(?earest whole. percent

4

v
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- . ]
« " . . ' ‘,
> ‘. ' N
. = -  TABLE I3 . }
./ ) v ‘Number of Database Searches
) ° - (percentage of total) (Years l 2,and 3)
Data Base Year 1 | Year .2 Year 3
(N=2222) . (N=938) % (N=462)
¥ N . ; . i
NTIS .. & 471 (21.1) 108  (11:5) 41°( 8.9) .
- Psych. Abs. 357° (16.0) 180 Ti9.2) _95  (20.6)
o ERIC < 344 (15.5) 232 (24.7) 146 (31.6)
Social Science 239 (10.7)- . 58 (6.2) < 22 ( 4%8)
Citations . .
° -Engineering Index/’ . 206 (9.3) . 101 (10.7)- 27 (5.8)
Compendix , . T - T .- -
- Inspec A 148 ( 6.7) 41 ( 4.8) 17. (.3.7) J i
Chem. Abs. 145 “( 6.5) 55 7(5.8) * 11 ('2.4)
ABI/TNFORM 108 (-4.9) 33 ( 3.5) ‘29 (6.3) Y
NAL/CAIN 101 ( 4.5) 26 ('2.8) T 21 ( 4.5)
PANDEX ?49 (1.8) - - [ P
x CMA/EMA , ‘27 ( 1.2) 9 (1.0)~ 4 "2 o
: Predicast F & §- 18 ( ".8) 15 ( 1.6) 5 (
AIM/ARM ' Tt12.0 (0 .5) * 34 ( 3.6) S 4 (
Exceptional ' 4 ( .2) 8 ( +.8) 31 T
Children/CEC - = * 5, .~ )
CLAIMS/CHEM . e 2 (W) -1 (WD)
) Biological Abs. /BIOSIS L - -S 24 ( 2.5)
. . SCISEARCH . - -7 9 (1.0)
g Oceanic Abstraets’ T - - 3 ( .3)
% ISMEC o : - - (¢ LD
» Dissertation Abs. - - - -
” Sociological Abs ‘ - % - - - -
< CAB - - . D .
TQTAL' - T 99.9 . 100.2
Of Interest .
Decrease in NTIS vs increase ip-~ERIC D
L : / ». SR ‘;
i ° v\ ":" q ’ . ‘ R ) .
g = - $
[N ’ N 1) A
.‘f
!
/ g v
i - ’ ) >
~ ~ N . R
o [
R ‘
. » : 64 ] -
57 .




TABLE 14

”

)

.Cost. 4 ¢ \Year 2
(13* ollars). ‘(N=611) g
0 - 4.99 25.9 %
5= 9.99 . 35.4
P : .
10 - 14.99 - 10.5 .
.
. 15 - 19.99 8.2
20 - 24.99 * 2.6
= 25 - 29.99 1.6
30 - 39.99 * 2.5 ~
! 40 - 49099 108
> 50 -
* Standard* - 4.1
“ No response 7.5
, .
TOTAL 100.1-
-\v had
Al .
‘ \ , - N
. &

v Cost of Search to Patron (Years 2 and 3)

&

" % The Standard Search was a search of a single
of 20 citations, It was offered during year 2 for a flat Fee of $5.

7

Year -3
* (N=326)

©10.1%
25.2

21.

data bgse providing a maximum -
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) ! " TABLE.{15
¢ o t ’ - i “
. - + Average Off-Line Search Preparation Time (Years 1,2 & 3); .
P ) . . <. ¢ “ ; &
“ * Minutes Year 1 Year 2, Year 3 H
g (N=1236) (N=611) (N=326)
Y 0 45.7 1 19.3 % ey " '
.' o . o . o ._;, ..zt';“/ /A,
\ 5410 26.8 18.0 21.7 &
p . ot
15 - 2 17.3 0 33.6 ., 43.2  § 3 ’
30 - 75 5.6 14.3 10.1 -
40 - J45  ° 1.3 ) 6.3 4.9 / N\
Lo ‘ ’ ' - s ! \ '
-. . 50 "' 65 i . 2-1 6-4 %-1 \
- . \’:\
70 “'90 1-2 2-4 ~ - 2-1 ' H
TOTAL . 100.0 100.3 99.7
. . ®
o T !‘ .o F i
. Q: -\':-"-..""3 ' |
. ¥ TABLE 16 i .
Time fgr Patron to Rec.ei\{e Citation (Years 1,2 & 3) . -
. C &
— Days Year I- Year 1II Year II1
R T - N=443 N=161 N=95 AN
ST 1 S 8.6 %V' 8.7 % 12.6 % \
2 - 7. V4904 70.2 "
7\ - Fers] e : ¥ ‘ N .
- 8 - 14 28.9 13.6 . \ ’ -
' . 15 = or 6.7 4.3 , '
.hl . ) 22 - 42 - 4.3 3.2 ;, - " " B
. - - i
' §
’ TOTAL 97+9. 100 ’
-‘ ' ,‘ . 3 - 1:' R \) & L
) .~ { N s ® .
¢ . { - s L ¢ 1
Y +0f Interest o - o - '
" Decrease in time for patrom to receive citation from Year I to - -
year III. . : - Y . ; .
z i ] pY
. , . /’ o ~ J
) ‘ . © - g’ ‘»’ P
( 4 , -
. - e \ * ' ’ g - o ‘((
| 66 -
- . -
N : ) Lot 59' . .
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. ’ .- .
) ) " TABLE 17
’ Sources Through Which . Pt .
. T Documents are Obtained (Years 1,2 & 3)
Source ™ - Year 1 Year 2 ¢
- {N=443) ’ (N=161) _
Library at*Which Online - . ’
Search is Made ‘ 29.9 % 22.4
Y N . ) . . v, s / .
Co‘lege Library / ) « 219 44.1 L
f . /
.- Stanford University / 11.1 5.6° !
. . , .
Branch Library i, 8.9 ’* - 8.1 .
- . t -
}f:okstore ° e 4.7 /3&1 )
. ., P .
Company Library - 442 1.9 -
. t"' 5
San Mateo County Office ‘ 3.0 ! . 19 )
of Education J
NTIS ‘ - 3.0 -° 3.1
Publisher R 1.1 2.5
State Mental cHealt':h .8 . 1.2
Department - T ey T
. | . ®
Government Printing Office .8 ’ - - .
" State Department of . ) .6 ~ Ve -
Education . ‘. . :
< ° J . 4
Agéncy Library N o 2 - .
U.S. Geological Survey “6 1 T - -
‘Sari Mateo County * . . -
Health and Welfare Department .6 1.2 !
» . N ~ - ' e .
°San Mateo County l |
.+ :Law Library .3 o S
- . ' -3
Authors Directly ; /.3 ‘ le2 T .
A}&Cent Office ’ 3 . - .
. ‘ @ @ o~ . . LT
+ State Game Department \ .3 .6 . ,
i r;\ . > . i ' 4
Persomal Collection . - .6
/f" ) ’ ] < ’_,?. . ‘/
Veterans Administratiom. , o = O e a .6
[ TMedical Library L / SO
Pacific Southwest Forest . |
~*,\a.nd Range Experiment Station - . - BN
. No Response 7.0 i 1.9
TOTAL 100 , 100 -
o~ 60 ; - .
2 < " 8’7‘_ -
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: TABLE

- Occupation Year .1
P . (N=1236)
Technical professionai 14.7 %
tGraduate Student 13.6 %
Collegé Undergraduate - 12.9 7
Student o
Educa;ién N . 13.2
Librarian>\ " . 6.5
broéesgional = 5.4 -
Séientist of'Reseapché 5.4
s, -
Busiﬁess Professional 3.9
Skilled Labor ‘ . L5
Smali ﬁusiéiggxbwner 1.5
Social Worker ! 1.3
) °
Counselor/Ther st . w7 -
her , C 8l
No Response » A1.2
TOTAL o - 99.9

» r4 . 1
Of Intereést

Change in patron bccupation~over the:3 yeg} period,

o

-

18

¢

’

Occupation of Search Patrons (Years 1,2 & 3)

N . - \v

tear 2
.+ (N=611)

vL12.3 &
1817
’ 9/‘ 3 o~
/ 4

s
7 16.9

8.3
5.7
3.4 ' 79
4.9

-3

!

-

Year 3
(N=326)




“>

-

Reason for Search

Job

Research "Paper
Personal Interést
School, Assignment

[}

-Advanced Degree Work

‘ T i
‘Business Related’. |

' ; |

Reséarch & Development
Book : . {

Teaching

No Re5pon3e

TOTAL -

o

TABLE

Year
v (N=1236}

o

33.4

7.9

4.9

301

2.3

19

»

Reason For Online Seatch

.

1

32.6

(Yeérs'l,Zv& 3)

Yesar 2‘
(§=611)
100
1.
]
@ ‘ .
N AN

W

A
-

o
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‘v

-t
.
.

oy
» . N . a " . . w
- [ o .o *® ‘ ©T
' . " TABLE 20 . : -, .
Level of Education - ’ ) ’ .
of Online Search Patron (Years 1,2 § 3) - |
. . . <
Level of Education - \ear 1 Year 2 - Year 3
- . (N=443) (N=611) . (N=326)
. 8, . 1
Ph.D. ,or M.D. ‘ 13.8 5.9 s 6.4
~ Masters Degree 26.2 17.8 - - 19.6
Graduate Student . ‘ 28.2 ’ 33.4 T j 38.7° ‘
' R . . _ ; {‘ . 1 ) . \ A l
,Colllege Graduate , P 15.1 \ © 11.8 § 169 , "
, - _f . 1 b, ;\ / R 7 ~
College Student ‘ 11.5 - , 9.7 1 \ =5/2
° . . R » . . . . -
High School Graduate, N .7 e : \ /1.2 N
Higﬁ School Student 1.1 4 K] ’ /' -
o ’ c
; ’ / .
Mo Response . 3.4 - 21.1 “/' 12.0
* ' T ,} . M ¢ 2 . /\\
TOTAL 100 . 100 | / | 100
= . ' /A ’
of Interest.\.' ) - . - ) /
Increaséd=use by graduate students over 3 year period. ', .,
e h s :'-"
. * TABLE 21°— : R
, L - Estimated Frequency of Librérx Use o
: y Online Search Patron (Year's 1,2 & 3)
/ - . .
Frequency ) " Year 1 * ° Year 2 . Year . 3 .
) ' (N=443) (N=161) | (N=95) : -
«Daily <9 . 6.2 . 3.2 . :
. . //‘ . . - | .
'Weekly‘ (/ ) “', ‘3,107 i * 26.7 16.8 *
. Several Times a Mpnth 22.4 174 Po28.4
. ’ | |
» ‘ ‘ . +
Monthly - / 20.2 A L. g 14.3 / 15.8
. Sever'al“l Timeg~a Year / *15.3 26.7 ‘/’ 26.3"
a ] - L .
Not at All R 2.2, ' 3.7 ¢ / - 5.3
No Response B 3.3 |+ - . _5.0 / 4.2 . .
*‘9%’2 5 ’ A ' ;W . ) / . S T
TOTAL - N 100° - . 100 " /: ‘ 100%, .« " |

-
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- TABLE 22
. &’E 4 [
stimated Frequency of-
e Reference Service Use (Years 1,2 & 3) . .
Fr.equency ' Year 1 Year 2 'Year 3
R (N=443) (N£161) (N=95)
/ | ' ”
Daily/Weekly ° 7.0 6.8 . © 3.2
Vi ' * ' .
Several Times a Month 1576 13.0 13.7
Monthly >~ _ 14.9 .7 10.6 . 16.8 ‘

~ Several Times a Yeir\ o h2.2 . 48.4 \ 4E. 1

S S R Do . Lo ﬁ b

« T ; . R B 3 e theeo . ‘ . |
Not at All . : 14.7 13.0 2L 20.03 o

. : ' ~
No Response . 5.6 8.2 522 .
TOTAL 100 100 - ", 100
_ o
‘ TABLE 23 ’
\\ - ., -Estimated Frequency of ¥Future . ot
| Online Search Use (Years 1,2 33)
_Frequency ) <Year 1 Year 2 .Year 3 * ,
// , (N=443) (N=161) . (N=95)
Daily/Weekly~ 2.0, - Y ' - /
Several-Times a Month T84 C 3.1 4-2/
. A ’ °. .

. Monthly L 15.6 6.2. 6.3 '
Several Times a Year. 67.3 .. ° " 81.4 *75.8 '
Not at.All 2.7 3.1 6.3
No Responde , 4.3 ' 5.6 “7.4 -
- , v ‘. A ‘

TOTAL ‘ 100 « 100 ‘ 100 ‘

. 0‘;

L | .
» . . ) .

‘(. 3 ' l‘ . . s ] ) "

. . . - B3
- ’ "4
A . "64 .71 ) ) & . ’l N




TOTAL

b

Value of Search ;

* .
.

Major Value -~

Considerable Value
Minor_Valqg ~
Mo Valug ///...W

No‘ReSpoﬂse

TOTAL

L

Question Answered
Adequately 7

No Response .

%a

v
.

TABLE 24

. _ \
Value 6f Search to Patron (Years 1,2 & 3)

Year I Year TI Year 111 )
(N=443) .~ (N=161) (N=95) -
. e .
r i
REEETRE 26.7 ) 27.4
e '
‘ 46.5 47.2 49.5 >
~.23:3 21.7 o 16.8 \
.- , ' T LT '
- 6.8 3.7 , o 6.3
1.4 .6 - 0.0 .
: 38 7 . .
100.1 99.9 &~ 100.0
£
Tableg 25 ! , ¢
Sufficient References Provided ‘,
To Answer Quesfion Adequately. (Years 1,2 & 3)
Year I Year II - Year TIII
(N=443) © 7 (N=161) " (N=95) °
53 5906 N £ 57.9° -
. ‘ . . s /
42.4 39.1 . 40.0 ,/ s
. N P R N ‘
4.5 - 1.2 20" —
99.9 [ 99.9 ‘-
> - .

1




‘ /fé4chég

Number of.Citatiqns

m-1s

16 - 20

21;—'50
More'thanISO‘

TOTAL"

Source
gublict}ibfézihn

ngendi

'

goéice‘in'Public
Library -

/
qusgépér

. Mailed Notice

Col%ege Librarian

°

lub Méetiﬁg
No Response . N

_TOTAL o

. L
. ~—Number, of Citations

TABLE 26

k]
T

of e to Patron
. Year 1 Year 2
(N=443) " (N=161)
). 11.8 12.4
~7  30.0 - 24.9
15.3, H . 16.7
"9 ] 8.1
s 6.1
. \
9.7 21.0
99.9 . 99.7
St
- TABLE 27

Source Through Which Patron Heard

~

#

*(Years 1,2 & 3)

hv3
i Year. 3
o  (N=95) °
20.3
, 29.6.

17.0

About Online Search Service Availability .(Years 1,2 & 3)

Year 1

(N=1236)

231

T

21.0

Y 1346

10.7

4.9 -

Year 2
(N=611)

23.9
22.3

8.3

2.3
1.0
7.9

W 17.7

“™Year 3
3 (N=326) .

S 99.9

«
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Thﬂ ‘%tudy presents a comparative analysis of the time and costnof on-
line searching in four public libraries in California, both for free -
It was found that.hhen service is free

service land when a fee is charged.
to the

is charged the average cost dropped to $26.44.
increase in librarian pre—search and post-search time of about 6 minutes
ch, and a decrease of about 7 minutes in online time. (Librariag,

per se
time cigts about $.10 per minute

$.70 a Finute.) &
~ \

jan
ser, the average cost of a search is $28.68, and when a feexs

This 1is p:ima;ily due to an

] while online search service time is about

\

A{second findingwwas that time and cost differences between pairs
of libraries decr ased in the pay period, i:e., there was greater conformity

ibraries.

This leads one to believe that our results are of value

among
in predictfng the time and cost of online searching for a fee in other

publi libraries.|{~”
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A 3. Doeéflharging a fee for on—li‘e searching result in more efficient

‘ l :. L
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,THE %FFECT OF USER FEES,.ON THE COST
. OF ON-LINE SEARCHING IN LIBRARIES
MlchaellD. Cooper and Nancy A. DeWath ‘
School of Library and Information~Studies
University of California, Bérkeley
“ . y !

. .
y v . 4 3 5
. LI P ' T

|
r

1
INTRODUCTION ‘ «

Libraries® afid information dissemination agencies 'that have implemented
or are contemplating on-line bibliographic searching services are faced
with the need to evaluate the effects of offering such a service. This -
paper compares the costs that libraries incur in providing the service
under two conditions: when the service is free®to the user, and when the

' user has to pay a fee for the service. ° -

Traditionally, many library services are provided to patrons without

¢harge. Presumably this is done because library service has benefits to the .

. community in exgess f the benefits received by the individual patron, and.
also perhaps, because a unit of library service is not easily identifiable,
or measurable in order to apportion charges. The ingroduction of on-line -
bibljographic searching, however, makes the issue of whether to charg e
user for new library services more complex. The library, in providing
on-line bibliographic search facilities, is acting as.an intermediary
between the user and ,commercial vendor. Each time a search is run a
charge from the sear * service venddr'is incurred.“Secondly, search re-:
quest3 are unique in that their results can not usually be used by other
library patrons, in contrast to library services such as the provision of

,,bpoks, sgrials, etc. Thirdly,the service costs are easily indentifiable.

® -

~order to make a rational decfsion about charging or nqt_charging.
}for,oh—line searching services, a number .of isgues need to be considered'
/b 1. Should fees be charged for all or part of’ theSe library services, !
and if sowwhich parts’ Coe ¥/> . v ¢
.2. Will individuals whd need on-line searching services be deterred by
imposition %f fees ? ‘ SR

-

-




. 4. Should library administrators_be influenced in'th?ir regource

allotation decisions by the fact that users are willing to pay
for on-line searching? Would the long-range consequenges of this be
to shift library service into paying activities or_avay from paying
activities? . / v

5. Should online searching be supported only out.of ‘earch-generated
revenues, as are photocopy services? }7

* ' o,
6. How should prices be set for the services.if, it is decided to
< charge the user? o - ﬂﬁ.

Théses are gﬁt a few of the many issues that a librany must resolve in
, decididg ‘to implement user charges. In this papef@we coh\entrate on 'the
! question ‘'of how the introduct\on of fees for library services impacts the
. library s resources in terms of staff time and costs to the library of e
providing the services. The pgper draws on experignce from‘the Lockheed
Cooperative Information Network DIALIB project. / )
/ ‘ .
The DIALIB Project has been reported elsew efe in the 1iterature ’
[4,5,6]. The project has béen offering Lockhee J/DIALOG searches to public )
library-patrons in the San Francisco Bay‘Area since 1974. During the first
two years of the project (June 1974*to May 1976), fo&r public libraries
(Redwooa City Public Library, San Jose Public Library, Santa Clara County
Library, and San Mateo County Library) performed searches using regular-
"reference staff who had been trained’ in DIALOG searching. During.the first
year DIALOG charges’were\paid in full by_afNational Science Foundation .
(NSF) grant and the libraries contqibuted the necessary staffing. During
~the second year, the grant covered half the connet charges by the search
_ service vendor and the libraries passed on the other half to the users. The
libraries were compensated by NSF for their staff time at the rate,of $10 \
for each hour that the Staff spent on the terminal. o [
During the pay period, users of the on-line searching services could -
have a standard' or a ‘custom’ search performed. The standafd search cost
$5 and was limited to .one- data base, a maxim of ten gearcH, sets (combina<
tions of logical operations and index terms), and 20 off-lime prints. For a’
custom searc¢h. the user paid half the actual data base charges ‘incurred as .
well "as half the off-line pant°charges. Only 14 percent of the searches ‘
performed during the entire gecond’ year aof the project were standard T,

searches- ‘

L4

f -

- £y L4

oL ‘ : METHODOLOGY - °

: ¥n a.previous paper, Cooper and DeWath [1,2] analyzed th& Gpst of ¢
. providing on-line searching.when the service was free toszé;fﬁgzgs. The : ‘
current study extends the analysis by investigating the\ ts during the - \

, Pay period and statistically comparing the pay and free periods- - v ) \

0

.
.

) . L}

. ?he'two.hypotheses tested in this paper were:

- - -

; }L That within. each 1ibrary, the differences in the time: and cost ‘of ‘a
‘. ‘} search between the free and pay periods are not‘significant.

ﬂ That withi#t'the pay period and within the free period the differences
) in the time and cost variables between pairs of Libraries are not

* . ’

signi dcant.

. ‘ A\ . ? Q. ’ R : | ’ ,
- . . o ! . - j
-t ) . Y « Uf B i .
.
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The statistical methodology used\compared the mean values of the’ time
and cost variables using contrasts. Each contrast compares the mean
values of given variable for two groups, and tests‘to see whether
the difference iIs statistically significant. (For a detailed discussish
of the statistical tests, see App?ndix AJ)

In the presentation. of tn; experimental results, we will indicate
whether a comparison between free and pay period variables or between two
libraries’ variables, | was significant. This means tjat thexstatistical
test described above' as emplayed and that the cont ts betWeen the means

were significant. Any exceptions to tgis procedure be noted.
' -
Differences between Free and Pay. Peri Ps /o

The methodology used in the present study was kept as similar as
possible to that of the free period cost analysis (1) to make comparisons
possible. A time sheet wds filled out ax library staff members as they
performed the varioup-tasks associated with each search. 'Seven possible -
tasks were defined -- but_not all. tasks were necessarily performed for each
search. "\ 2

¢ WY - .
M N
’

The seven tasks are defined in detaif‘in (11. They are: v .
’ P
l. Reference interview: The time spent with the patron defining the
question.

.

. Originating library, prepa‘ition Activities at tne originating
library, performed without the patron, involving preparing the

question prior to relaying it to a DIALOG library. . -

3. DIALOG library preparation:f%g;&Gfties\at 'he DIALOG library
Wwithout the/user, preparing or the terminal session. .
. o ’ . < .

4. Search: The actual on-line search. ) il

AN 5. DIALOG library follow-up Post-search activities at the DIALOG

library with no patron present. « o

6. Originating library follow-up: Post s‘aarch activities atethe
originating Tibrary without the patron. - .

7. Follow-up with patron: The “time spent with the patron explaining
the resd}ts of the search. . .

™

: L'-“ - s
approaches to online search were identified. /
ect access was pro by. DIALOG 1ibraries which.had terminals and //

performed searches. rk access was provided by Originating Libraries

without a terminal Coften branches of a DIALOG library) that might take a

D{ In addition, var
r

request from a patron and relay the request to a DIALOG library for 'searching.

-
’

Eaeh per son who processed the,request entered his or her initials'
the time ‘spent on the .request, and the date on the time sheet. The time
sheets were coltected’and analyzed- to~compute the time and costs per

72 : . : 5

e



search. The actual salary schedules for fﬁ%;pggticipants’ job’classifiCations,
- and the DIALOG system’s data base fee 5Schedule, ‘were used to compute -the
costs for each search. The data anagTsis resulted in both time and cost

figures for each of the sgven tasks

L

oL 4

»

- ' ’ \
The first.(fre® and secoy (pay) years of 4ffe project differ nqtayly

in some areas: ’ .
L}

; S ]
l.lﬁéring the free period, all the librargapersonnel were relative \ \A
novices at on-line searching. Those who*remained with the project\
through the second year can be described as. rel@tively expgriencg;\h
searchers, however many first year ‘veterans’ left and were replace e
‘with novices during the second year. Thirty-one ‘percent of/ the o
persomnel who participated in these studies were active during bdth
periods. Thus the popul#tion of searchers whoste activities Vere
analyzed was only, partially: the same for both periods.
2. Seventeen new data bases_were added to  the DIALOG system between
the end of the first data collection period and the end of the
second, so the available information sources were ndE*COmpletely
the same between periods. ’

3. All. participants’ salaries were increased by cost of living adjust-
ments during the second year. In'additioh, some of the staff who
participated in both periods were promoted, and received commensurate
saiary increases.ﬁgdjustments to allow comparisons in cost between '

- the free and pay period were made for these changes in salary *
. levels. They dre discussed later on paper.: ;
B e M .
4. The nature of the /requests may.havewéhanged with thé institution
., of fe g4 the nature of the requeétors diq‘chhnggt with rerativeiy more
‘ g:zgy te student vanﬂ fewer pndergratuates and professionals requesting. . .
| s }che‘. CT ¥ '

¥,

In aégition, th ﬂumber of search requests<for,wh1ch cost data were
recor@ed‘was %} ferent from/the free period tp the pay
period \L : N I
) . , ]
£ . ! ‘ °
free 6erigd nalysis wa¢ based on.,a sample of 411 of 1929 total
(21 percent) ‘performed [during the first year of thé project.
The sample qénsisted of -almost a1l searches from roughly the middle of the
first.y ar:(JanUary to March 197A5). e second year’s Jle included 359
of the tptal 581’search%s (62 Petcent) pérformed durifg {he'second year ..
\‘2Pe sampl¢ consisted of almost all éea;cbes'performed uring the last seven
months of the second year (Novqm‘er 1975 to May 1976) s/ Aside from sample
S ations, the diStribution)of the 'sample among/'the four libraries
variedj% tugen the two data colledtion periods (Tablé 1). The number 'of
searcles perfbrmedfvaried widely from one library'tz another. (Note

partfjc”cul rly-that in the secondd’e‘f 'San Mateo County <contr \iuted only 2.5%
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e COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF: FREE AND°PAY PERIODS °
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The previous section outlined some of the conceptual difficulties in
comparing the pay period time and cost Var;ables with those of the free
period. This section analyzes data’base usage, citatiens printed, time

< spent on the search, and cobt {of the search to_ascertain whether Sgarch
" characteristics changed betweer\ periods.. ° s
Data Base Usage and Charges \\\ .
. . oo .

The same dataybases were popular in both the free and pay periods. In
‘=1 the free period, the ERIC, NTIS, .and Psycho@o ical-Abstracts bases accounted
for 48 percent of all ‘uses, while in the pay {od the same bases accounted
for 55 percent of all uses. The ERIC data paée showed  the greatest amount .
of "increase -- usage increased nine percent between the free and pay .
periods. (Table 2). Although 17 mew bases were added by the search service
" vendgr sincé the prgy%ggs study, their availability-maﬁz little difference
. in the pattern of data base use. ) .

The comments of the staff members indicated:a continual.awargness of
the cost of the search te the patron during the pay period. [4). In fact,
the participants agitated throughout the study for a DIALOG feature that
wouli give the accumulafed cost of a search at any time during the search
session by issuing a special DIALOG command. This feature now has been
implemented. . . v

3 0

-

Fortunately, there were no differences in data base cost per cggpe??‘hour
between the free and.the pay period. Thus, there were no variations in data

-

base costs to influence ghe usé of the data base. . - . .
» ' : . /

w - .

X @ & "o v e V'. A\
' Factors which might ‘have influenced the choice of data bases include
the types oiﬁ;:?ugsts received and the searcher’s pr feggnces among data
bases. The s che;sﬁindicated that they experienced difficulty in maintain-
ing their competenceacross the large number of bases avai le.[5] The
observed pattern of ‘limited data base use might be at least partly due to
the searcher/s choice of the data bases that are [a) ®easiest to keep '
cdurrent with; &b) most worthy of #nvestment to keep up-to-date with 1in

terms of datd base demand or (c) easiest to use without studying:changes
and data base idiosyncrasies. The rélatively low use of some df -the more -
. expensive data bases (eig. the Predicasts bases) hay also indidate some

discrimination in favor of bases which (in the jdﬂgmeh& of the searchers)

of fer gréatér value per dollar spent, but it may also r ct the low
\éncidence of business-oriented questions. Although alkéftgsfxxhe 18
Javailable bases wergﬁusgd by searchers during the free period, only 28 of
. the ‘35 available: bases were used during the pay petiod. i ) . Q .

S e - .

<
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Data Base Name

c

Charge Per

cornect
. " 4> hour *
-
-ERIC $ 25
. \
NTIS w  ° .85 .
Psych.Abstracts 50
(A ) ‘
. COMPENDEX 65
ssc1 : 70
' ¢ N L
" Chem.Abstracts 45
__ABI/INFORM - " 63
INSPEC.ELECT ENG. . #45
All other Bases -
Total - : -0
% -0 e N
% . i /)) 9. ) .
; ‘
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o Table 2
Data 'Base Connect Charges and Usage

-

Pay Period _,

H

Charge Péfv - .Bercent of
~Of f-Line Total ‘Dqtaghase
Print -Uses™ Uses R
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~

L5-§3%

9.89 - |

~~6'0 02 »
5.01

3.30

5772

17.90

'

"+ 100.00

A
N 3
v
~ Y L]
‘s \‘v
—
" :
H]
v Y. .
'3" »1
t -
£
»
>
-~ L3
Xy %
-
¥ A
x "
. x.
< ¢
-
- \'v
Lwd
o
A
o M
2 a
4'; e -
R 4
A .
. .
. 4
K} "
e

\A

i}
Change in ‘Percént

of Uses from
Free to Pay Period

+ 9.43
\’ - 6.79 . N
- 1.2@;r’7\

. + 0‘69‘. R

- 3.22

CLo-332 -

+ D58

°+ 10145 S

”
he »
: s
- ~
o .
2
L
. ’ o
P
& -
2 L .
v 3 “
4
.
e -
-
-
\
~ \
A - \
. .
. .
e B




B :
/ . |

. \ /- S

, : . v ) '
" f ‘i - !
The average number of J%f—line prints per search rose from 61 citations

per search during the ‘free period,to 88 in the pay period. (Table 3). ! e

JAncrease was peraniiy a|result éf the much higher off-~ liné print averages

" for two libraries (Santa Clara and San ‘Mated Countles) Only 18 percent |of

the Searches during the pay period resulted, in no Cints at ali, compared

to 32 percent in the free period. Several explanati ns can be proposed fPr

this increase in thevmean value: (a) the librarians were more careful :

about accepting searches for which they ex jected to Pind a fair amount of

information, once user fees were 1nstituteg (b} the $0.05 per citation

. that dsers were actually charged during the pay period was too low to

d1sc0urage printing while the high cdst oﬁ the search en 0uraged the i T

° searcher to print whatever was found, eve? if it was not kighly relevanti;/
(g) most of thé searchers were mgre -exper, enced than dur1n the earlier )
study a haJ more success at fi d1ng reyevant citations. ° *

OfgrLine Prints

{Recall that tHe user pa1d only half the/actual data base charges and
~ half the off- ll‘nn print charges. Thus th

.figure $ 0.05 rather than $ 0.10 N
per citation pr1nted )¢ (! / , . . SR
\ R ' : °
Data Bases P ) f s
Multlple aata bases were somet1mes searched for a single request., ) ,l

o During the - free peridd an average of 2 3 data bases per-search were used,
while in th hy period the average wa 1.9. Forty-eight percent of all
. searches i pay period and 31 perc nt\of the searches in 'the free
period used 6 i1y one dhta base. The standard searthes accounted for 14
percent of the, total. These searches qEre by definiton -limited to one data - o
base which ex lains most of the variation in the two figures." )

<

&
L . - . o

"It is. 1nlerest1ng to note that, during’ the pay period, the {first data
base used forlarsearch accounted for only 19 percent of the off-line prints,
while the segbnd data base produced 5 percenq of the c1tations pr1nted"

-

!

4-".W

‘Staff T1me

-

i . ¢

p .
" The llbﬁary staff 1nvolvement w th a search request neither begins nor

‘. ends at the /terminal. bonsiderable time is required- for other Searchtrelated *

acaivities,’such as query negotiatio

."

act1vi;1es fand follow-up with patron
< / . é

The /total time required to procé

averaged’ 54.9 minutes, which did not
48.7 minutes. (Table 4),Two of the 13
th8ir averages of the previous year.
average total time spent on’each sear
period; to 67.6 minutes in the pay pef
the average time spent on each Search
County aldo showed a dramati¢ increas
the’ free period to 79.2 minutes in th
.small number of observations and a la

"increase’ is not statistically significant. The San. Jose Public’ Library had \. }

. a very consistent ftotal search time, recording 4?‘8 minu es ddring the pay )
afiod and 50%8 minutes during the free period- i i j

L Pid . N 1 . N

I H

Ve S N 77 84 ; ) \d !

. v - ) . %‘

» off-line preparation, post-search 1

(see Tables - 4~9). .

ss.a request during the pay period
differ mpuch from the free period’s

ibraries did differ significantly from

Redwood City more than doubled the

ch, from 35.1 minutes during the free
iod; and Samta Clara County decreased
from 58.3. minutes to 46.9. San Mateo

e O0f 22 minutes (from 56.2 minutés in

e pay period). However, due to .the

rge variability among them, this

POy
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Library ’ . Free Period Pay Peériod Difference *
X A . . .
i . > . .
Redwopd ,City Public Library,, .. 19 71 . -8 o
N . - , AL - <
Sa&%a(}lar.a County Library 69 o 146 +77
. ’ . )\' .
San Mateo County Library : 29 72 +43 -
.§an Jose Public Libray < 60 51 . -9 .
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i ) a.
e \ Table 4 £ T )
k ) ) J ' . .
.am=Task' - Mean Task Time by Library -- Pa} Period N 5 Free Period
» * ™, ' : ’ > A ’ . '
Redwood Santa Sgn ¢~ San Overall** _ Mean

o - City - Clara Mateo _Jose ) Mean Task Time
’ Standard S.D. . . S.D. ! SiDev *S.D.

Deviation

Reference . : .. . T
—\J7 Interview 24. 04* 14. 59 13.03 7.30 -16.17 13.28 13.87%¢ 7.89 15.87 10~75 10.50

- -
& e S

< Origina- - . - 10.00 7.07 17.50 14.64 10.00 0 15.45 12.93 18.65
ting Library - R . U . . \
Prep. - - . S L.
. ‘e . B e
. DI@L_OG . 23.50% 13.79 12.80 4.6l 27'53 26.05 15.;3637‘/11.41‘17.83 13.67 10.148_’
Adbr. ST ‘ A : .
- Prep. T ' . , . Ny : .

. 5 ,.- . Al ) . ’ @ )
Search -+ 16.53 ,12.53 *17.16* 14.19 22.27 15.95 13.21*% 10.30 15.95 12.84 22.72

! . s

DIALOG  18.58% 10.29 14.38% 5.49 22.63% 15.40 10.17  5¢68 14.17 8.66 12.21
Libr. . ‘ : S, : ' .o
Follow- - ' oo
up T ' ’
Origina- -’ - - ¢ =" 10.83 14.29 4% ° - '10.83 14.29 11,48 .
. ting Library. e . , R M”‘” :
Follow-up - : ' S .
v S P e ’ ‘ . :
i Follow7/ 15.00% 9.17  9.46*% 3.69 10.67 7.04 9.00 7.04 10.25.7.26 7.6%1
* up with | ¢ . : o Lo LN
Patron . . . A . \i
a ' f ‘ P - N . : N ’ “ .
‘Total ' 67.60% 46.92% 79.15 48279
Time Spent . _— ’ ) .
. on Request- . ( .o ‘
# . Pay. Period : L — ’
47 foralr . 35.07 s8i28  ®57.23: 50.76
Time Sgent ~ L } o L ~ . .
' on_Request- ‘ S S . \ . \
. Free Period ‘ ! oL L / .4 -
- oA o ) " , > ‘ C -
.~ M ; . ' - /\ . ‘
* Significant difference betyeen free and pay period at 'family o .05‘;. ’
“(see )\ppendix A). .o . R Co
/ : ; . e )
,' . ** Note: Overaig. means refledt different N’s both for libraries and tasks.?
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Changes in staff time per search are very important. S;nce»the 'libraries '

\. did no

charge patrons for staff time, and since there was no additional

staff-time available, the dramatic shift at Redwood City- represents a
substantial shift of resources to the search service at the expensc of

\

othet” llbrary operations,.’

(X4

o

<

g

o,
.

For each of The five tasks-that ‘could be compared (two tasks were
performed too infrequently to.be s1gn1ficant), the time spent was greater
in the pay period than in the free. period (1) [See Table. 4) . Reference
Interview /time increased from 19.5 to 15.8 minutes, DIALOG Preparatlon from
10.5 to 17.8 minutesg; DIALOG Follow—up‘fron 2.2 to 1402 minutes, amd
Follow-up with Patron from 7.6 to 1043 ninutess COntrasts we:e;performed
the individual libraries” values using means o time and _cogt variables,

. and two libraries showed severdl s1gn1f1cant 1ncreases in task times.

« (Table 4). 7
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The off-line tasks were lso performeq more frequently'during the pay .
period. Most notably the perdent of seatches Raving reference 1nterv1ews
/ increased from 72 percent to percent from one perlod to the next.. ' e

-~

M
4 A
-

During the_pay period 67 percent .0f the searches iavolved DIALOO library,
preparatiog as opposed to.54-pefrcent durrng thg freé period.. DPELOG, tibrary.

- -

Follow-up’ was per?brmed an 84 percent of- the pay perlod searches Tand 75 ' :'

percent of the free perio

the pay ardd 42 percent during.the free period)

o

-

‘o

-

dg/earches.*There wds only onexpercent d1fference. o
in thersnumber of Follow-up¥% with Pgtrons ﬁetween periods (43”peroest durrng ‘

. ~ *

-~ e
.
.

. J -
With regard to staff t1me, 1t ¢an be concl\ded that with the»1nstLrut16n
., of user fees for on-line seaxg ing, the, iibrarians ‘are appatentIy\substi— . t
‘tut;ng .0ff-line time for on-1 ihe time. ‘They_are pexformhng theloff-line.~
tasKs ‘more frequently and takingd.moré time“to d¢ th&m., It is possible to’’
reduce on-line.access time (and search” services charges) tQga cerjaln
extent by spending .more fime offlilne structnr1ng “the requést, ‘uysidg hard
" copy thesauri, and: otherw1se preparing~for the search so/that tess time is
required to' search for synonyms #nd try variOus possible search formulations
on-line. It appears that :the lrbrarians & Just that.~g:

i . . . i -

. o \f

:5” z
The tot&l cost of:an on-iine. séarch includes che'payment Le the search
service vendor for data ‘base connect charges ghd off line citation printing.
It-also: ancludes the direct salary costg for the 1nd1viduals who process
the search request. Qther pos-ible costssthat,can be-considered but"Were ’
not included in the calculatioms be}ow, inciude télephone Iine.charges,d,,
terminal rental, and’@”erhead The ' search servioe cost calculations reflect
'those costs actpally incurred dnd not those costs- mharged to ‘the patron.‘ )
(Recail that under the terms of the NSF .grant, the’ user,,éVeﬂ\durgng thes
pay period, onl pa1d half of ‘the charges fqr a custom search ) “*.
Twenty —eight library staff members, ranging from lerks thrOugh - ;
supervising 1li rarians, participated at some p01nt }JI}EHE search process
during the samgled pay-period. This chpares with 40 peopIe ‘duridyg he\\
free period. ThHeir. average salaries during the pay period sare glven in //
Table 5 along &ith their average salaries gpringgthe free. period For »aY1 ]
staffuinvolved in the searching process salgries increashd by.3.5 pehcent e

- .
4
- .
.
..
-

.
~
P
B
~

Search Costs - i T
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between "the two periods. Aside from the general salary increase.between M ﬂ

periods, there were shifts ip the. nuiber of people in a partiGular job K~
A ) o 80 « e . o . 7
. A . (; . i 5
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of Librarfan I’s declined from }9 in the free period (47.5 percent o the
total staff) to 11 in the pay period (39.3 percent). Similarly the npmber
of Librarian I1°s declined from 1k in the free period to 8 in the p .
period, a&though the overall percentage of library employees in that o
clad@ification *remained steady at about 28 petrcent. g

dividudls performing the tasks, the data bases®used, and the n ber of
citatiods prlnted of%rllne. In order to ptovide vali@cost comparyisons
between the free and the pay‘perjod, all of the costs for free period
searches were recalculated.using data’ base charges, off- line pript charges,
and salar1es that were®*in egfect durlng the, pay period rdther than the,free
p%flod. s ) e . . - .

For exanple, for a partdcular free perlod seapch the sabgry of the
searcher might<have increased from s 1000 to $ 1100 per montif between the
two periods. In computing the adjusted free period cost of the search, tim
S 1100. salagg would be used. In general salaries of individuals 1nvoived
in a free period feardh were adjusted by using equivalent pay period
salaries correspond1ng to the”individual’s job title. The effect of the

process 'is to change, free period search costs into constant dollars that

can be  compared tq the pay period costs ip consistent manner. After adJustment,

the differences between free and pay period costs are due to the different
time requirements of the vannous«t*sks, changes in job classifications of
the searches) ch01ce of data bages,\and number of.c1tations pr1nted..

1

'.y o ] T )

Table 6ﬂsummar12es the majop cost elements of a searc§ for both the
free and ‘pay perlod in ‘pay period dollars’, and Table 7 breaks down . .the
labor costs accordimg to..the various tasks. Table 6 shows that labor.
cqsts for all the search tasks except the actual search have increased.
(Comparisons for 0r1g1na;1ng L1brary Préparation and 0r1g1nat1ng Library
Follow-up"” should be ignored since the number of obsérvations is nat adequate
*to make Wplid comparisons ) o o .

. “ . 1] .

Fof example, ghe ‘cost of reférence 1nterv1ew labor increased from $1.12
during the freé period fo $1.72 dur1ng the pay period Slmilarly, the labor

f.cost for follow-up with the user increased from $.81 in. the freé‘period
to $1.15 in ‘ghe pay pe;%bd- Search labor costs, however, decreased from
&2 43 in the free perlod Lo $1.74 in the pay perlod (l) ; ;

] 3 - . s
o It ms 1nterest1ng to ‘note that:the ddjustment of the free perlod costs

into constanf déllars results in a very small change in the actual search
" 1abor costs For example, -the greatest change in’any selZrch labor cost :
figure in“Table 5 was $0. 14 for one task. Although adjusting the costs into
constant dollars~in this experﬁment made little d ference rn the valyes,
if the time differknce between observations hdd; been greatér (the‘effec*
*would obvipusly, haGe been more‘naticable. T N
least with respect Fo Costs. : :

. T . . § i
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N .
Job Title .

‘¢

Typist Clerk *

’

‘Library Assistant I,

Library Assistant II

Librarian I

Librarian II _ g
Librarian III &y
and above ,
°
'3
. .
-6 .
“ )
] » -

Table 5 =«

* Salary -Schedule

iegn Monthly Salary

Free: Period

v
N

Pay Period-

@

- $ 821.00
$ 658.00 706400
782.50 976.50
980*25' 4 1082025
1080.25  1171.25-
1233.80 1340.80
)
Y
. \
) 1 21
- i ", ) .
= i
s \h »
&/ : <
..\
A 4?‘(’
¢ :--‘

) Number of Participants .

Free Period Pay Period

- 2
’ t
3 2
¢ .
<2 0 2
19 . 11
11 8
°.5 3
l‘ -~
v ,
Ry ° 4§ .
: - i %
A ' )
5 ,"(
2 » ? N
~ A v
\) ‘“nﬁ
" -
~ L]
‘ L /
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o Table 6- shows somg major cost shifts betwéen the freecand the phy.
periods. Data base cRadrges declined from .§17. 35 -in the free .period to

>

~

"$11.60 in the pay pefiod, and off-line print charges increased from $8.83

to $10.87: Labor costs for all search activitiés ‘increased between the two
periods. Total search ¢ost declined from $ 28. 68 in the ¥ree period (constant
dollars) to $24.81, reflqcting mainly the decline in data bage charges in

the pay-period. Among the libraries there are small shifts in costs for two
of the libraries and large changes for two othérs. The number of observations
for San Mateo County is relatively 'small and vhriability is quite large, so
the large change in cost should be treated with caution.  Only San Jose

«

Public L1brary shows & ngnificant decrease i total search cost. \<

The cost’ f1gures reinforce the findings éf the time figures, the cost
of the on-line search 1tsekf hds been reduce& but the cost of related
a t1v1t1es has risen as the' librarians spendnmore time at t@em so that.the
verall cost of the search 1s only slightly lower, if at all.

- \ . - ; v ~
Thus. under the pay conditron the rat10 Qf staff, .labor costs to connect
and print costs was h gher‘\ " under the free cond1t10n. This effect1vely
shifted some gf costs that\WQuld have been paid by fhe user to the library *
(in the form of staff costs) {c
. . ) - . f i -
Patron Presence During Search T
The us€r was invited, to be present while the sea s,conducted much

more frequently during the pay period (50 percent of the searches} than the
free periodt (15 percent). This supports a f1nd1ng by Uanger [7] that more
experienced searchers tend to be more inclined to allow the user to parti-
Jcipate in the search than less exper1enced searchers.  The 11brarfans

h. -in the DIALIB project whoa‘pg{e‘rred to have tl?a user present noted that ghe

user can often provide us information during a search, evaluate the
‘results as they appear, and help to alter the course of the search.iif
required. In addition, a user who has seen what is,and is not available
ontline is more ‘likely to be satisfied with the results. Those searchers
.who preferred. pot t0 havé the user psesent felt that the user tended to
slow the search down because of unfamiliarity with the syggkp ¢
4 0~ [ 4
The time impact of the user«s presence on the $earch was considerably
less profiounced during the pay period. During the free period the ‘average
~time at the terminal with the patvbn present was 33.85 miputes and 20.9%
minutes with the patron not present. During the pay period similar figurds
,were 16 :51, mirrutes and 18.38 minute's. The only sign ficant difference in
search time with afd without the user present’ ‘for libraries in the pay
period was for Redwood City, where the‘%ime fér a eargh was, 24. 83 minute$®,
or 43 bercent longer*when the patron attended the .s arch. : .

' -~ ~

Some, care is'needed . in interpreting . time‘/}fferences dd? to patron .
presence at thée search. Mitigating factoré could €onfound the results --
- searches witHPthe patron.could have been more éomglex than others, or
perhaps the client’s presenge ipdicates anticipated problems. It is als
possible that those users present during_ a search were in some way more

demanding; requiring more of the librar ’s time. It appears however that
fears that the patron will sTow dowh thé search are not justifieda
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* % Totals are not additive due to diffe
.observations in each cell. For detaile

nces in(the numbe
eakd own'
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/}, ‘f v E " Table : oo L\/ = _ ’ :
. - - . . v ' . Ny
;%{}’ ; . .. - Search Cost . Pe o
Bes _‘u" 7 . , . I L ' )
o \\\w’//;' . . N " Mean Task
& . Mean Task Cost By Library-Pay Perioq \, Cost-Free.
- . - o Period in
Cost Element ~ Redwood 'Santa Ciara - San Mateo |San Jose Overall ,” Constant
L City County Courity Public Mean . Dollars
Data Bate Charges 11.83  13.30% 18.22 ;  8.60%x 11.60 17.35
Off-Line Print * 8.14 17.38 - 8.16 .54%  10.87 8.83
. Charges . . ' ) 3
., | .- .
Search Labor Cost 1.88 &+ 1.79% " 2.17 1.5 1.74
) ' ‘ ) ! . -
Tabor Costfor————— 5.98% 3.30 7.17° 4.58% . 4.68
AIl other Tasks L ’ : ;
I 4 [ T PN
Tqtal Cost of Search 2646 33.37 33.15 7. 19.55  26.44 )
‘Pdy Period** . ) T L .
- * Ty ) 3 -
. * ‘ %ﬁ' ‘;ﬂ/ o 8
4 N . 3 'E\ L ' ,“\ . 5 . R 3 '
. Total Cost of Search , 25.40 35.84 19.77, 36:15 .7 . 26.44
Free quiod e e ] . ! Co E§s‘\\¥ .
: -, // e ® v N ' ' .
. . .. ~ ) . , - .
. N . ' . y . :
-] * \ . -
. ) . ") N - . N 3/ - . N ﬁ
\, *Significant difference between free~ and pay period at~family - - .
=.05 (see Appendix -A). . v o ‘
( PP Coe X , ‘_f', L s
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. - Table 7 ° N ;
: / ) Mean Salary Cost for Task by Library B ) . y
. ; (in Dollars) / i
/ . - ' ; v o,
© i .
o 2. : s Mean Task
. ?‘4/// ‘ Mean Task Cost By Libr ry—Pay Period . 4~ Cost-Free
. ) ' = Period in
Task Redwdod Santa Clara Sa Mafeo San Jose Overall  Constant  °
‘< _ Ci/ty jCounty County Public Mean Dollars
- i : / ’
Reference Interview 2463
\ -
Originating ﬁfhrary : —’7
Preparation {;/ , ,;;f.-«
DIALOG Library . J 254
" Prepar thn .
. s " ,’v"
‘. Searc ‘1.88
DIALOG Lll\rary . 2.03
"Follow-up, . NPT
.originating Library 4
FoIlow—up - LN
Foa
. \,}) :
Follow-up with A 1.65. .
Patron . .
N
- * ,
A .
e N [N
‘M K J ) bl b ‘
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/ Table 8a - . .
o , P . - Y
Staff Cost Calculations for Tasks
\ N e . R . o
. ‘\,\ . .Redyood City
. A —/\ ‘Mean Time Mean Cost Cost/Hour \?
— | = in minuf®s_  in dollars - in dollars ‘ \
. ' 3 - - Yo :
Refere;nce Interview f(‘ w2404 L " 2463 6.56 R ‘.
P i . / < .
Origigating Libfary - . - / ", ' s
Prepardtion ¢ = /’ z . - 1
- -’ / . ’ - s *
. pIALOG Library .
~ Preparation’ i 23.5 2.54 , 6.49 =
R / ' - ; — ; . e | \
Search 16.53 1.88 - TT61.82 . \‘\ .
3 PR 3 . A .
ot . E PSR .
DIALOG. Library ) ) A L.
Follow-up . *  18.58 " 2.03 6.56 |
~ . S - - . N
_Or.iginéting Library L= v R R N
Follow-up .. Lo - .. - v - - . - -
) c ! . s .. P . J, e R DA
Follow-up with . LT S <1
Patron ’ » Lj\lﬁ‘qo ‘ :‘_'u" ,1-65;‘ w er . '6-6* ’I .
. ’: ¥ ': ¢ -, ’ r ".:« . ) . . P (S
. " - " faplé b * / . .
| - . d . w0 .
. S#:aff Cost Cglculations fQr Tasks | . ‘
' ” -/ ' o S * B
) ) | . . ; Santa Clara ' *
[ J . R v E ) - Y
, - “Meau, ¥ime. °\ Mean Codt:;  Cost/Hour; .
‘ ) B igimiputes - | in° dollars. in’ ;Lolla/é ~. ’
[P . . P H o .,'.Q’\-O?‘ . - M .
. - ! B N T T » .
\x . ~Reference Interview ’ §.03--;'“f-‘2‘,n°, - 1435 s 6422 . - ' .
., - AL Y ~, . . * PR
AN Y : :

\ Orjiginating LLi‘brat’y L

‘ Prgga_rfafiong )
- ’ I |
Ty

* DIALOC,Lilir
' .+ Preparation-

= / v - ’ i
Vo 17.16 1.79 "6.26 ./
- v = < ¢
L o g ; ,/M
DIALOG Yibrary Ml Qe '
! .. 14.38¢ 1.49 ¢ 6.22. -~ ‘
: : ; ! )
.. \_:“ b >—‘77Ji : \ \ | ot — s o~
inatifig Library 7 | £ & v T e "
e [ o - . ‘o | R
' Follow-up with , R :
g ‘Patron y . ) 9.46 . ~.97. \ 6.15 ‘ I
. hon, S . : 4 . ) v Y ..
L 86 ;
. 9.3 A y

3.



. Cot , *.  Table 8c. ‘
. Staff Cost Calculations for Tasks ‘ hd
’ ’ San Mateo
: , Mean Time Mean Cost .Cost/Hour
G B in minutes . in’dollars in dollars
. Reference Interview 16.17 .1.79 . 6.64 ¢ i ¢
. . ety L 5 4 ., -
origifacing Libgary. ’ ) . ’ i \
Preparation . - 17.50 - 1.90 . 6.51 . R

F N - : B : -

PTALOG Library . . S

. Preparation = ° 27,55 . 3.04 682 % . .
. Search - 22.27 . 2.17 5.85
, IV SRR T - ‘ ¢
~ DIALOG Library . .l . A i : 1
_Follow-up : 22.63 . 2.66 , g 7.05 : .
Originating Library ) R» ! - . ) e
- Follow-up S 10.83 “\= =1, 217 TT" 6.70 ) I ~
. Follow-up with ~ . \ , » . Lroe T . [
) P)atrort N\ 10.67 .o 1.23 . 6.92 R R
e > - e . i -
.( ~ . - A Tab le»x8§ r N .. . . // . i o . s N
/ , . . ' . ' A .
y \ ’\ . Staff Cost|Calculations for Tasks . . / .
[ . y - . . . » T ! N
l . . San Jose* . .
= 2 ) / '-' L . Y ! ". -
m M « . . - N 1]
‘ . Mean.Time ® Mean Cost Cost/Hbur _ (U
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AVERAGEwCOST OF ONLiNE SEARCH
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‘wduring the sampled searches in the pay period wag;” 4.4 days, for a 44

3

"Elapsed Time . . - . s
The time required to process. a search was compared between the free
and the pay period to see if the ptocess was more efficiently performed
when the user was paying for the search. There is strong evidence that a
considerable reﬁuction in total processing .time did take place. During the
free period, the elapsed time from performance of the refarence interview
to cofipletion of the follow-up with the patron was 7.8 days. The avgrage

.percent faduction. This reduction may be due to the integrdtion of the
DIALOG procedures into .other llbrary activities, a more eRXperienced N
staff during the pay period, as well as perhaps some reduction of search’
demand during the pay perlod wht%i 1io dbubt helped reduce backlog problems
considerably. S

H v .

Table 10 summarizes-the total timé reqylred to process searchjrequests .

for the free and the pay perlod/by lLB%ary ‘Between ‘the free and .pay
pefiod, a large reduction in the elgpSed time took place between the time‘a
search request, was made in, 3 referénce interview and the actual search was
performed. Durirng the free period this process required 4.9 days while in
the pay period it took 2.1 days. The large number of dé&g required for San -
Mateo County to process requests reflects the geographic dispersiod of
their branch structure and alsoithe relatlvely small number of searches per-
formed by them. 1 .
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/. Table 10
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. ';4 . ¢
Elapgfd Time to Process a Search Request
' (in ¢alendar days)

-

Mean Elapsed Time, Pay Period ,
. .. & -

-

Redwood  Santa Clara San Mateo San Jose "l
City County County o Bublic, Libraries
PN «

»

3.0

.

4.9

¢

Hean
Elapsed
Time, Free
Period

. All

Libraries
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COMPARISONS BETWEEN LIBRARLES

The discussion to “this point has dealt with the first hypothesis, that
within a given library the variables differ between the, free”and the pay
periods. We also tested whether the libraries d1ffered significantly from
,one another during the two periods.. . }

~

)

A series of .pairwise contrasts was performed on the dgta ‘for each

. period, using the mean values for each 1ibrary for the time and cost
variables. Each pair of -libraries’ values for each of seven major variables
within each. of two periods.was compared. S . -

; , '
lThe resultb repdrted in Table 11, indicate a greater conformity among

the libraries ﬁ%ring the pay perdiod than during the-free period. Table lla
reports the sighificant’contrasts betweén all possible pairs of librariggfﬁf
dufing the free period. For example, Redwood City and Santa Clara -County
proved to be-significantly-different in their free period values for
reference 1nterview time, time at terminal, Dialog library follow-up time,’
total time for all search-related activities, and total cost of the search.
Overall, 21 to 42 tested comparisons proved sign1f1cant.

. Table 11b repeats the analysis for the pay period data. Only112(of‘the

tésted differences proved significant.
£

“

’

Since the major single difference between the "two periods was the .
nstitution of user fees; it aPpears that the great change in the number of
significant contrasts from the free period to the pay is probably due in
part to those® fees. Since the movement from one year to apother is in the
‘direction of greater conformity among the 1ibraries n it isepossible that.
this conformity represents® movément toward some optimal state. It has
been shown Qﬁat with the institution Bg user fges the searchers aﬁparently
tried to eliminate unnecessary cost to'.the patron by reducing on-line time ,
and increasing off-line time. It is possibde ghat’-this increasing conformity -.
represents ‘the ;same trend toward eliminating unnecessary identifLable
"costs. When the service was™ fr the searcher was at liberty to experiment
with ‘the seﬁfice, to try different approaches to the same question, and
generally vary the search procedure. With the introductionzof search fees:
and _the accompanying pressure on thé searcher to perform effectively at the
terminal, this variawion and experimentation was no longer possible. !
The data is“néz persuasive enough to allow any inferences about” .
what this optimal level might be. But the greater similarity among the
libraries tested argues for a greater ‘generalizabilTty of the result from ‘o
. these-sample libraries to other libraries. Another library considering ., * .
h instituting such a service tan be encouraged by the similarity of, the(
values among these libraries despite their different populations, organi— -
zational structures, and means of advertising 'the sedrch. service to potentidl
users. This leads one to believe that the resulfs are of .some value in *
predicting the influence of indtituting on;line searching in another ’
library. ’ :

N




Redwood City

.
.

Y

Santa;Clara

¢ Al

San Mated

&

-
-

$antaﬁciara
oD
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. Note. The symbols ‘for the variables are defined a:

Redwood bity-

\

. 1
) ~Fable 11 -
3 .
) Significant*Differences Betweén - . v
" Libraries for .Selected Search Variables
5 ° ~ .
N Table 11la /| ’;f
. < . 1 r
d ‘N Free Period '§§§E AT
\. —. . “vy\f‘&‘ 'S Q‘ o . M
. v Ll’oraryQ L : 5
Santa Cla San Mateo San Jose
RI,ST, DF, ° 5T, DF, ST, TT
T, TC T, TC . :
- RI, ST, TC RI, DF, F,
TT
- . N, '
- , - ST, DF, TC
' Table 11b
Pay\Period ’ - C
L Library .
¢ _ . ;\ i
Santa Clara Ban Mateo San Jose
- * 1 ‘,
RI, DP, TT - RI, DP, DF, ‘
. oo CcIT, TIC ¢, TN
S |
e ' - ST, DF, TC .
- B : ‘- 4 . - .
) < - N ‘ - B DF . ’ .
follows: 81)VKi eference

Interview time, (2) DP-Dialog Libraty Preparation Time, (3) ST-8earch. Time
(4) DF-Dialog Library Follow—up Time, (5)

at terminal

with Patron, (6) TT-Total time for all search and search

TC-Total Cost of Searchq

. 1_?)1:

9% -

F. Follow—Up Time .
‘re}ated tdhks, (7Y




L e ‘. \ °
't ;‘ . N . *
- N . - . -
- * ) - ‘ N .
- r
A -
: ! - .
. ‘o ’ J . .
. ‘ ; . - .
. N - * . YR
S . P . i - T
B ?. SUMMARY. AND CONCLUSTONS . . s
p ;
PR . i ~\ . [

This paper has ékceﬂded the analysis of -a previous paper which !
dealt with free online.service, by investigating the-costs during a bay ) '
period and statistically_compatipg the pay and free periods. We tested two '
hypotheses concerning (ii differences in the time and' cost variables -
between the ‘free and Raf periogs, ‘and (2) differences in time and cost P
. ( variables between pairs of libraries. o T

N N

LConcerning the first hypothesis, it was found that the prihar& - ,,\\_
- effect ‘of search fees is. a slight intrease in sFaff cost (approximately '
$.50 per search), and a decrease of $5.75 per search in retrieval service g -
. &g;;, and an increase of $2.99 in citation printing. This résults in an
ovdrall decrease in ¢oOst of search from $28.68 té $26.44 in going from free

to, pay sérvice. . . . . ' P _ "
- . - \ n ' -
' , Concerning-tlte second hypothqsis,.it wag-.found tha%’there is greater . .
cquformity betweenpairs of libraries in the pay period than in the free’ .
.periodg Another library considering onling‘saa;ch can be encquraged by the .
- similarity of the values am these libraries despite.their different . L R

. - populations, organizational structures, etc. The time and cost results, -

should therefore be of value in preé}pting the effect of ‘instituting online T
» search in another libraty. . : Lo '
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_ .+ Zn X . :
‘ X =__S Lps. LPS. . .
’ o o LF TN .. ' : S
S LES. . . vl
This 'is simply the weighted ayerage of each staff member”s mean value for ‘the
varaible. Similarly, the standard error of the.mean is given by
x 2. -~
. y 2 . - ) -
" . . SE‘_ = {-n S , . . . )
T~ Y X S LPS. LPS. , ‘
' LP‘OO 2 ) ~ - .
zl(n . . .
LPS. . ’ T
A . b -

-

“«. _ -.,%+ ° APPENDIX A
STATISTICAL TESTS " ' S Y
Comparisoﬁs of e means for the various hyotheses were performed .
using contrasts. form a contrast, the initfal ohservations of one ' )
search variable are recorded. The variable may be the time of cost of a ’ .
reference interview, search preparation, or ‘follow-up; or the total time . e
for & search, the total number of off-line’ prints, or the data base connect
charges. Define X ' as the observed value for au.variable for library L- o
' LPSO’ ) -
time period P (whére the period is either the free or the pay period),

A ~

staff member S, and observat1on 0. - ' . <

Ve There are usually mult1ple observations of ayariable for a ‘particular -
staff member,’ snd the mean of these n observations s .given by
* LPg . *

.
1 » [y

X —ZT X /n " - 7 ) B ' , :
LPS.* 0 LPSO LPS. ' o - oo .
. s - - -
and’ the standard deviation by B . . ) .
) - 2 . ] ) . [

s = gykx .-.X I Lo . e o
LPS. 5 LPSO _ LPS. s -

\
-

’

LPS. , . ' I .

The\Eean of a variable ¥ for"library L during time period P is given by -

-
» . ~

and the numbet of observation is

Zjn' - . 4 - ‘ . :
LP S . LPS

< . . * - s ' .
To compute the confidence interval for a contrast, (saY’thé difference )
between the pay and free period values for a variable for, library 1) A ///
~the following is used: . x ) . \
: - * . ’
X X" - & ° SE L '
1l.. 12.. . DUNN (X =--%K r) -. d "




s 128 C C T~

and ‘the value of t ~  is given in-a'standara table (4, p. 55&), ;'- \ .o
s DUNN ’ ’ N ) . .

» ~ Y N

» -

. ' The appopriate value of ‘the Dunn coefficient depends on *the number

"of error degrees of freedom, the number of comparlsons made, and the
alpha level used. All teSts.were made at alpha = 0.03 per family of
, contrasts. The number of error degrees of freedpm was assumed to be
infinite. For comparison of 'the free versus the ,pay period, 'four ., . v
conLrasts ware calculated (one for each 1ibrary) and the Dunn value used-

. was 2.50. Comparisons of the libraries fdr the c0mb1ned period involved. B 4
six centrasts (four 1ibrar1es, compared two at a ti&e) ‘and the Dunn
coefficient was 2.64. Comparisons of pairs of libraries for' the pay
period (and then. the free period) involved twelve,contrasts. The Dunn
value used as 2.86 (1nterpolated) .

»
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_ A STUDY OF REPEAT USERS ° -
. : S / . ¢
Repeat users are those individuals who requested more than one search
during the project., They provide an interesting group, to stu{y, since, they
e obviously valued the'search service enough'to use it on,more than one
* occasion. The repeat users were studied in three 'substudie’s. Th&:first s
arialyzed existing .documents (search requests and followupsg from the first
*  two years of the study). The second substudy was based on an additional - s
followup questionnaire sent to year.l and 2 repeat users during the third |
. year- of the study. The. third substudy was anganalysis of the sgarch request
fdrgs from the thi{d yéar of the sbudy. s

. The resdlts reported here aré from all three substud1es. Sectlons
draw1ng on data from only years 1 and 2 are 1dentified. :

- . w

o

Repeat usexs are a significant percentage of all users.

\{ ‘ .
i ’ - -Year I Year 11 " Year III  ~_ . Total .
# oI searches* 1236 611 ° 326 - 1573
, . ! of tepeat {sers , 206 97 . . 28 7 292
# of searches re- N ,
quested .by fepeat users ' 536 215 78. " 829 °
" total- # of users 906 493 286 1646
" repeat/total ‘users 237 20% 9% . 187

~

»

This data shows»that repeat usage dropped as

the user charges increased.

It also suggests?, however, that thé.repeat users might have biased the user

demographics and other data-—partlcularly during tie first two years—~by

’being c0unted more than once.

¥

[ é

]

: . ‘ -‘ ‘\

. Looking across the three years: y o e !
e . . . o
-.’'139 Repeat users reque/ted searches onif in Year 1 i . ’
! 49 Repeat users'reque§%ed searches only 1in Year 2 - s
21 Repeat users requested searches only in Yéar 3 . £
L{ ) .39 Repeat _users requested searches only. in“Years 1 and 2 °
: 22 Repeat users requested searches only in Yedrs 2 and 3
7 Repeat users requested. “searches’ only in Years 1 and 3 oy
E 5. Repeat users requested searches in all three years) .

v

-

)

~

* Number of searchers taken from.

. Lo
sLarch request forms, rather than command summar

sheets. (During the. first and second: year of 'the study the number of command

y

summary sheets exceeded the number of.search request forms filed.)
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. ~ "Regular" users who stopped searching After fees were imposed are:
\ . " also interesting because they form a potential customer base for a tax-

~ supported or, subsidized service. Apparently they und the ‘service of
* sufficient value to return to use it again, although they did not continue
to use it once fees were imposed. Many, of the one—time-only users indicated
that they would use a DIALIB seryice several times a year, but the "regulars
- .‘actually,did use the service more théan once. *‘The novelty of on—line ‘
searching may have been the mogivation for many of the.one-time userss
The unspoken assumption of ‘the above 1s that repeat use of DIALIB is
equated with greater satisfaction- w1th~DIALIB. To mpasure this, we compared
various measures of satisfaction, as returned by the users on ‘the follow-up L.
questionnaires between one-time users™and repeat users’in Years 1 and 2.
Percentages of requestors reporting major, consxderablé minor or .no value
to the searches conducted for . them aYe shown for the two groups. It is
aoparent that’ repeat users indicated. greater Satisfaction w1th the value of

-’7~

the search. . ' . .
4 . ' ' . ’ “ . . .

. ; .o Repeaters 5, One~Tinmers
Major Value . . 287 . " o221 B
Considerable value. T52% - - 417 R o b
Minor Value . . 16% o - 287 : : ,

s No Value 3% a . 6%
» . . ° ths * »
. ] . N . . é

Follow—up Questionnaires Returned by Repeat Users’ -

N ' . Q - “

’ ‘ Therewwere 209 follow—up questionnaires returned by repeat users in
Years | and Z. The total number of individuals returning one or more
questionnaires was 147.. This represents a 56 percent response_from the

! 264 repeatefs——higher than the 33 perceno~respense r%te overall. Predumably,

hecause of their higher satisfaction with their searches and‘their status

as "regulars'’this Broup ‘was more willing to help out.by returning the

questionnaires. Also, they were mailed one questionnaire per sear&¥, S0

that they had more opportunity and enc0uragemenn to return at least one of
the questionraires they received. In. fact, only 24 of the 183 repeat users

\ -

o

N o : ~ _— A
ERIC Lo o S ‘ . :

LA .1 ext provided by ERic . »
. * ’

[ o

returning questionnaires returned one for eath search performed. . -
Number of Searches‘Conducted by Each Repeat Oser ° ’
. B ] 7 R M ! »
. The numbér of searches conducted are-as folLQWS' .
» . ‘ N » LA
-t 1332 user(s) conducted 1 search(es) L. - . .
., 193 " : . 2. - ©T
. ' ‘55. " vi " ' ’ . N
22 " A - 4 " * R * -+
* l2 . " 5 ". - . - .
) 5 - " " 6 oon N { 1.9 b
* R -, 4, " . 7 " '
. v2 n R’ " . ¢
- L " 9 M oee * ‘ ‘
- ! e =
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of the 264 repeat users in Years 1 and 2, the really significant one$
are those.who requested searches at time intervals of greater than one
month. - Searches at su¢h intervals indicate a continuing interest, rather,
than the slightly extended one-time shot of a group of searchés conducted
on the same day or separated by only a week or two. This gqoup of "high-
interest" repeaters numbers numbers 103, ®r 39 percent of the total. The
least interesting group.of repeat users are those who conducted a group of
- searches 'on the same day. There are 37 guch users or 14 percent .0of the
fotal. The other 47 percent conducted théir searched within a maximum
interval of 60 days. Presumably, searches on one day or within a fairly
short*span of time could have been students, working on a term paper or
‘thesis, who submitted a number'of requests based on a single topic of
interest. When their need as'satisfied,.they did not continue to use the
service. , . < -, - “ ' \ |

. Al N '.\_

. The Intermediary ¢ 3 . . . “ . . 0°

v e - S

The librarian, in conducting a search, is acting as an intermediary
between the client and the resource (the data bases). _There is yet another
" kind of intermediary that was involved in the DIALIB prOJect——the person
who - -submitted requests from many users. This person was often employed as a
company librarian. Also in the category of intermediaries we could place
consultarnts, who a?§=aollecting information for the use of their-clients,
and researchars.” Yle surmise that these intermediaries (classified as
Iibnarians, consultants and. reseafchers) who deal in information for a
11ving, will make up a large pagt of the group of repeat users. ‘These .
people way be a good customer base for a public library retrieval service.
On the other hand, 1f?they aré.in tHa. "for-profit" sector, why should they
,not subscribe directly to an online serv1ce, rather than use the ‘tax-
supported "free" public Iibrary? . N . ,or
) The numbeyr and percentage of repeat -users during Years 1 and 2 .
classified as intermediaries is shown for number of searchés conducted -
below . . ) - ) .

' ) 4 *

33%. of people conducting 7 searches were 1ntermed1ar1es s
20% . 6 o .
- 44% ., " ’ 5. .oon . ‘ .
i *19% 7 " 4 "
22% . 1] 3 " } d
15% . S < 9 - - . T R .

~ . 1

Ar second followup questionnaire was ma1}ed out” to three groups of
repeat users. Group I consisted of 1ndividua1s who used the search service
more than once during the fres period, but did not continue to use thé ’
service when partial fees were charged. Group II was made up of uSers of.
the Cupertino and Redwood C1ty libraries who requested searches in Year II
and/or jn Year I. Group III included {ndi¢1duals _who requested searches in
Year II and/or in Year I from the San Jose and San Mateo Iibraries.

[
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The sample sizes and response rates were:

- " \ . .
c e ;Mailed < . Returned , -4
Gréup ‘I 126 53 43%
Group II 57 ' 220 - ) T 39%
Group 111 29, ' 12 - 41%

< . . ,
* . . ¢ a

QOverall, there were 87 responses out of 210, queries, or a reSponse rate of
41 percent.* - . A , e

2 \ 3 v
. . . .

The first question we posed to the repeat users was "Have you had
occasion to use an online search service since the last time you used
iQDIALOG in the public library?" The answers are sunmarized in the following °

chart: - . . - -
. ~‘\.‘ . N . ..
Responded ’ Have Used * Have Not Used
Group, I 53 - 11 ‘ 42 ;
Group II ¢ 22 - 7 15
Group III 12 T 2 : 10
- * - . ?

~

Access Points to Online Searching

z

For the smaller group of users (20 respondents or 23 percent of the
total) who did continue using a search service, 6 respondents used the:San
Jose Public Library. . .

N « < -

The access point m8st frequently used'ins;ead'of the public library was

°

another technical or.special library. Those cited most often were: *;i\
Py /\ . . N ‘v ‘ N R [
) . Library ) . # of Users
Stanford University ( 03 : i
" University of California’, Berkeley 3 - - T

. MNASA AMES J . 1. N

Naval Environmental Prediction

Research Facility Library 1
. falifornia-State’ Library *1 c,

~ )
-

,* Of the 210 questiqnnaires originally mailed, 33 wege returned "addressee

- unknown", a not surprising result as in 'some cases our addresses were
nearly three years old. Subtracting these 33 from the original 210 leaves
a corrected sample of 177; with 87 responses, we have a response rate-of *
49 percent. ¥. - ' . -
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The second most frequentlifused accesstpdint was in in-house system,
cited by seven respondents. Other access polnts included SMERC contracts
and WESRAC in Los Angeles. P .

The advantages cited for these access points over the public library
were cost (frequently, these services were free to the individhal user),

v v

convenience ("more convenient for work-related purposes'"; "need for more
frequent access') and in one i.se, the opportunity for one skilled user to
conduct her own searches. ) . S .

, Ty

Reasons for Failure to Use a Search- Service . ,
N ra . \
The most often-cited reason for non-use of séagch services has been,
"no need". Users indicated, for example, that they f1n1shed their theses,
graduated, or completed their research prOJect. (39 respondents) ﬁ
The second most frequently c1ted reason /93 the expense, or cost per
unit of satisfaction" as-.one user put it.

A third reason was the Bgrcelved inconvedience or inadequacy of the |
service, including the feellng that library personnel should have been .
better trained, and the difficulty of lo ating full text of retrieved
citations. (6 respondents) As one usen\put it:

"Your average Cystomer doesn’t know what the hell to do with a bib.

list -or abstrazts. ,Youm A.C. wants to know what’s ha?penlng——not
where to go to find out about where to go, etc., etce v

o
@

One user felt coverage wasn’t complete; anotherﬁuse? indicated that to
be comprehensive in his field, the data-base would have needed to covep the
last 15 years, rather than the past 4. One user c1ted the unavaiLabllity
of GEO~REF the data base used most dften by his.particular company. "

4 ~
«

- A fourth reason for non-use of search services was the feeling that
manual searches were, for most purposes, .a good substitute for the compu-~
ter-assisted- search. Manual searches of ERIC, for example, were found to
be as convenient as computer searches of the ERIC data base.. One user

commented that . . ’

Y

"hand searches still provide the best approach as searchers can delete
or add \suitable key words as progress is made.” 7.

. "
. L

(This can of course pe done in an online search the regpohdent obviously

was unaware of this.) 7 . ' Ce
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" the ease of finding documents.
Jwas bas

i Cost Options " : .

Two users (frOm Group II) 1nd1cated that they have not used another .
search service becauée ofd"lack ‘of knowledge of available resourc
Presumably, had they known where to, go to obtain search services e‘ihey
would have made use of thenm. )

Overwhelmingly, howeVer, the response was '"'no nisd' Users of a searc
service appear tp be moﬁrvated, uSually, by a2 one-time not often recurring

need. y/ ] R
l.‘ .r

Price Rhnges PR L ,
Ve asked users to’ estimate a price range 'that they might be w1111ng~t
pay for an onliné& search". Pigures 1 and 2 ‘'show the high and low end of
the prices estimated- At the extremities, some respondents indicated that
an online search was of no value to them; others suggested prfice ranges
exfending up to $1000. The estimates did not vary widely from group to
sroup, although there was a slight tendency for groups IT and III to
. suggest higher price ranges. The most interesting result is that the
repeat users of Group I, users of the "free' service in Year I of the
DIALIB experiment, do indicate a w1111ngness to pay for online search-
'ing should they have a need for it 1n the f&ture. - -

N

“4
.

In answer to the question 'under what circumstances would you he . -
willing to go above the cost limits you described" most users stressed the
lack of a guarantee that they will be satisfied in the results of the
search. They do not knou.a priori how valuable the resul¥ of a search wil
be to them, but must-wait until the print-outs are in hand, and the source,
documents collected. Under‘;h_ge c1rcumstances, most users are unwilling
to pay a high pricefo{r at:c-) 1nformat10n of uncertain value. ,

- - ‘1‘
One user indicated that he w0u1d pay mé{e if there was a guarantee on
Another user indicated that although she
ally happy with DIALOG, she,would value it more if it provided
more comprehensive coverage of the journals she wds interested 1in. She
characterized herself as ".g.multidisc1plinary. I work in the grey afea
between two disciplines."

Host users indicated that if they could pass on costs to a business,
research grant, client, etc., they would be more able and w1111ng to pay
higher costs than they would' as 1ndiv1dua1s.

i -

t;

There was universal agreement among our respondents that’ the public
library was ap appropriate place to offer online searching. Suggested
financing options were more varied. Only 9 respondents in Group I, the
"free" service users, advocated a continuation of free searching paid for
out of the library’s budget. Ome of the 9 commented, "We get to use ’
encyclopedias just by paying our taxes." Interestingly, sixteen members ‘o
this group suggested that it w0uld be appropriate for users to pay full
charges. Overall %O respondents, or 347 of the total,. advocated full

Y -~
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charges to users, 15 or 17 percent advogated library-supported service, and

.- 26 or, 30 percent suggested some combination of user charges and library
support-f s e . : : .
issue$ were raifsed by users. We list some Of .

A variety of cos
them here:

. . ¢

[ ~

N 1. Several users suggested pay scales geared to the user’s abilit&'to pay.
Many users, in all probabxlity students themselves, suggested free searches
- for students.®Give students a break!" More generally, it was felt there

should Be "grants for special groups,who are unable to pay".

- /

’ IS
2. A sharing arrangemént was suggested in zeveral.cases whereby users

would"pay direct costs and Iibraries would ay indireét costs. Individual
suggeStions were as follows: - ; . R b
: ) e A
7 (a) 'patron to pay for operatdr’s time (or.a charge to offset some of
the costs). Library to contract for ‘data base’ as its “service’
> " as it provdides, informatlon via books -as a service'
(b) "combination of library support of staff time and patron suppoft
oﬁ’on-line, printout costs" °
(¢) "since it is difficult in most public ' libraries to determ1ne “full
charges” (overhead, ‘etc. )_it weuld seem appropriate that the
patron pay all.direct charges and a certain percentage of what
i the library could determine as indireét.' :
vo(d) patron“should pay all Lcosts above... "the ,charge for just belgg

hooked on .

\

. ‘E/ ¥

"3. Even if. the services were ree, many users felt that a nom1na1 fee .

should be charged to prevent abuse or frivolous. uses of the service. A
J

4o Alternative pr1cing methods, such as subséription rates, flat fees, and
ftee searches ,but a tharge for documents were. suggested. ‘

. 5. One user sugBested a combination of usei charges and library support '

- .
N e

>

"dependent .upon the putpose of search--i.e., a student should do his®
own résearch or be willing ‘to pay for ey ar professional or private
citizen should pay at least half; an employee of a public-agency, who

eds information for his work should be able’ to obtain it quickly, -
ideally, as a courtesy,.not to be abused--and, at’ least, with .some
billing arrangement set up between the ITBrary and agency."

'This user goes'on to explain why their organization‘no longer uses DIALOG:

" "When we “used DIALOG it was 'through Cupertino Library in. the’ C0unty
system. Since we are a county agency, there was no charge for the
service., Now we.would have to+pay cash, which is a very difficult

. = and time-consuming procedure in our department. (We are not set up

5 for billing or prepayment of the exactwcost.) To date, none of our
‘staff has requested searches of sufficient depth and complexity to
make the result worth the cost dnd effort.” : .
| - m
. . .‘ 113,‘ . ‘ -.‘ ..g’g.“_‘
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’ leG~i:\the public‘librafy Yreflects advancement o
i

~

- N N 3 .
6. Several users stressed that they felt businesses should pay to use
online searching, a3s it saves them the cost of contracting for the service .
themselves. . : .

U
S

. N . .
Personal Comments ) R

. Overall, commehts and reactions from these users of tyo fto three years
ago were highly_favopable- DIALOG was praised as: )

"an excellent service for individuals, students, esparchers or even
small companies_ that do mot Wantxthe expense of training staff and
- expense of buying manuals, ‘etc., and have occasi fial need for an

online search."

AP

N

e highly technical .
ety and the attempt, of the library. to keep up w th/it"; It,"reflects
well on the library s ability to keep up with what’ oing on in our highlys
technical society". "With the ever increasing volu f information that .
must bYe reviewed, a serv1ce like this is a MUST for an up add coming library

system ER / -
" On the negative side, somé users indiecated that the service was too

- N {
. s ,
I

‘af individuals who will use
quite ‘frequently. It appears
omic factors. Among these

the online search services of a public librar
that they do so for both conVenience and eco

* -

. AY
Although repeat users indicate .that thdy do not object to the cost of the

online sSearch, service usage dropped as the/cost increased. Also, the clients
appeared to become more critical as the cogL increased.

medium sized high technology fifms.‘

4

It appears that these repeat users were generally quite ‘sophisticated

information users. They want information service and are willing to pay for,it,r

However, they demand high quality and aecuracy. If the library is unable ta -
meet the demands of these clients, it Seems clear they will obtain access to
online seaxch services elsewhere. -

N
1}

.
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\ . Lot¢al' vs. 'Network Gearching 4 : - ‘.
. One questlontirequently raised during the three yearsg of the NIALIB
.project was the p0551b111ty of problems-arising when clients did rot deaL/‘
- ., 'directly with the searching library, but submitted their .requesty thraugh a
~branch library. Under, this system the client dealt with a branch ‘librarian’
.. who forwarded the search request to a central location for searching.

»

‘ . Tbere wds some concern that such 1nd1rect access might have ‘an adverse
S L@pact on the client’s satisfaction because of time delays and' lack of
diréct contact with the searcher. This is an important concern since 11brary
networks are begoming more common and may prove an economical and efféctive

. -‘means for providlng access to online searching: °
~ « o s ,
| The San Mateo County Library received requests both directly, from
v " "walk in" clients, and indirectly frdm branch libraries. A study was

.

conducted .to compare the responses of ¢lients receiving search services in.
the two modes during the first two years: of the project. The library -

Ot handled a tofal of 165 . indirect requests compared to 131 direct requests.
—_ of the- 296 requests, 49 followup questionaires were returned. bv each

' e grOup. ‘ ) <
) Indlrect requests were received from the following branches and
organizatlons Lo, \ -

1 . -

Y quhch or Organization

’

>

# of Pequests

.

—— Pub ic Health and Welfare (San Mateo'Cty.) 52,_ R . "

AN : R T ' . . : !
X Acherton (Branch) . : .48
. . \. . i . 'l . ) ) - “
. Be lmont (Branch) \ 12 .
i + Voodside (Branch) - . 10 .
] . . ¢
. . . - - )
Foster Tity (Rranch) * ~ . 10 N
) toe . H s * . :
CSC, Stanislaus (outside org.) ' - 8 . -
4 - - ‘ A
. s a4 _ ° N N L]
. VA Hospital (Palo Alto) . 7% ¢
. /I * . . ~ . - )
. San Mateo (City Libzary) : .3 s '
\ . . o ' i : ‘
S , Souch San Francisco (City Library) 3. . *
. o . . b . :
. San-Carlos (Brancn) o 3
‘ . toe T e
gﬁ - Millbrae (Branch)_ . 2 -t
Ihg . - . . ! Py
o ( . falf Moon Bay (Branch) 2 ' ’
N —_— N ) ) . , ) i o t
' - All Others *- ° : ‘ EN R
AR ., AN v . ! ‘ ’ .
- TOTAL - \ . 165 _ -
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" Comparison of the responses to\questions on the folilowup questionnaires

" Yevealed no significant differences between the, two groups- The San Mateo

Major Value . \ ' ’&‘\+T0 , : g . o
Considerable Value <27 o B2 S Co

Minor Value s . 7 . 14 - . . . -
No Value *= * . ' . -5 w5 . . 7-
‘Mo Response . " . A . B
TOTALS 3 . 4o AT -

) . . . " < . — -
Discussion . < . ' ~ .

’ d ¢ ¢ N ! N A ¢

library did take longer to .return search results to patron§ than other o
libraries din.the experiment* but it appeared ) be equally slaw in returning

Perceived value of ‘the searc*iresults was roughly si ilarufor the two
groups

<

Perheiged_Value Indirect Requests Direct Reguests

The San Mateo library had the lowest search vqu@e of all libraries
participating in the DIALIB experiment. The ﬁemote location of.the 1ibrary
1s at least partially responsible for the low volume of search, requests,
however it is interesting that the volume from braneh libraries stayed S0
low. The San Mateo searchers fbted that the branch libraries displayed

little enthusiasm for the sear¢h service. This could be a result of:. e

o -, . ‘ . . AR AR
% lack of outreach and education from'tpe:searcn 1ibrdry,¢} o v
Yo - ‘ . . .
5 ‘ %, ’ FYAd ‘
% "ego'~ a desire to handle all requests in house, ¢ A
. . S
1imit§dista£f tige, or ) . o <l

~ -

an acknowledgem t (or belief) that theﬁdata bases -offered did not"
provido/the ki ds of services the branch 1ibraries (or their patrons)
wanted. " ) . R N

~
-

s\ , ’ : (ol 3
*Durdng Year 1, San Jose and Santa Clara libgaries .provided 90 percent of
their patrons with search results in less than one week, Redwood City 65
percent and San Mateo 52 percent. . ,
**Differences in totals are caused by respondents list{ng time to receiTe
search results4for more than one seatch or by no resonse.-

. , - T
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- . K3 : e ‘ it :: b
\ 3 ’f{wr llb - e
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results to direct and indirect clients. > Lo -
4 . : ° * r o
Days to Receive Citations Indirect Requests Direct ﬁequests ;{
1 _“ﬁ ] ) B {- 0 ’.: B 32% - 1 Y i - ) L
227 © N\ ' 20 o T T a3 e ‘
814 "= . 77 - 19 - S T ,
15-21 ™. 8 .o z/’ i PR, &
22-42 6 ' . 34 T .
S 53** / - ’AS*”Q} T
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