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A ZCOMTIEZIIW OF T T ZZIRRENT RUTERENZSS LETHODS

Tmalonszr , . .rtartment - f Statistics

-zn de Klerk, =~iversity _-braries

Carnegie-¥=_"on Univer ity

_NT O ODTTTIION

larnsocie- welion UlllTersicy LitTaries hzve si.  li=d computeriz:
bibl _ogrea: ic . _ces :iince Septemcar 1975, Howsm r 2 current awzrerass

ser ice his no zi r ar offered kv the ibraries. T 2 Urniversity Libr =i

™

(

received o= T m roThte founmimc-_on in r T 2 to a proposal

included : :... .: _ts gopa-: .nv3stizat oon of v .. zZn of access to

i format-: “otming o2 osmall witount o zse furZ: = had the opportu:

t: condu:t : Tt om mEthods of stmiioiing current s-Zormation on top: -

cZ inter=st T ous= . Trs cgtudy tewum conszisz=- - : the authors of :. :s
paper and s:=ves uwblic sarvs 2 iibrerizms from all tnizs university lizraries.

The -i=st-=:> ma 1 xzisad as = e reason :5:r mz:ing yet another study
of currer - awzT=mss -, serticlarly = z-ademic likrari=: have traditior . .ly
devoted . =2ss T—me to s .lective diss=—ization of informz—ion or SDI and

c.rrent aware—: i t.ia -iher types — libraries (see Rc ey (1979) and

Line (18¢3), & waet 4 to dizterminz the valus of comput=rized updates. z
relative.v ner - 2 . f rwwrrent awis wmess, =nd to exax-me a variation of an

older manual ==~  =<+: !is<ribuzior. of th2 tables of ontents of jovrnals.
We saw the lattex, me=*:: which focussed on periodicz.s received by -he
libraries, as a w2y .. -%'. ze the value of those jour-mzls to the camg :s
community, durinc a tizr: whe: periodical subscriptions zre being severzly
reduced. 1In sele-:. . the :2thois of current awareness for comparison in our
study, we wanted one ==—mc:' that we might feasibly continue to supply at a
nominal cost after <&z =tuw was over. The contents pages in contrast to the

computer updates met —=i: :riterion.



o

CURRENT AWARENESS SERVICES PROVIDED DURING THE STUDY

A1l participants received an initial computerized retrospective search
on the topic of their choice. For the next six months some received computerized
updates, some received the manual service and some received both sefvices.
The retrospective search brought participants up-to-date on the topic they had
selected. The retrospective search also aided the librarians in developing the
search profile for the updates, for those in groups which were to receive the
computer updates. For these people monthly, bi-monthly or bi-weekly urdates
were provided over a 6-month period, using the databases available from Lockheed
and SDC. Freguency was determined by availability, and/or number of iatabases
being used for a particular profile. The limiting factor was that the cost for
six mor—hs of updating was not to exceed $60.- or an average of $10.- rer month

per par—icipant.

Each participant who was to receive the manual service was asked to identify
six journals ne did not sﬁbscribe to personally or otherwise scan regularly, and
so received a very specific group of contents pages. Titles chosen were flagged
in the periodical check-in file, copies of contents pages were made or. receipt

and were forwarded te the participants.

PREVIOUS STUDIES

In the design of the situdy we drew on previous work on current awareness
reported in the literature (Warden, (1978), Vincent and Seals, (1975), Parker and

Essary, (1975), "o onn (1977) and Brandli, (1976)).

Provision o . 'wputer updates has been described previously (for example
Warden). Manucl o. -rent awareness methods described include scanning periodicals,
reviewing periodical indexes and tables of contents of books etc. (See Vincent

and Seals, and Parker and Essary).

In some cases these current awareness services require a significant amount
of professional time (Cosmann). Many articles have described contents page
services. The one described by Campbell (1978) is selective to a degree, and
each set of contents pages was routed to a small number of users. This compares

favorably to other methods, where large numbers of contents pages in broad

Q | iy
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groupings are sent to entire academic departments. Typiczlly = Der

name begins with a letter late in the alphabet will recei e the ccr e s
weeks after they are sent out, and, because the groupinc: zre = 10 0%
have to then wade through many to find the ones he reall: wants - NS
The present study differed from trers in that the parzicu _zr vt i
page distribu—ion had not been = -=luated previcusly.

Some of =h& questions we as: =d of particip=nts were - = =zame th~=-
us=ed in previcus studies. We ars indebted to previous stu . :es foo = a 2

guastions we aZministered to the sarticipants. (See Warde:. .nd .l

PURPOS=E OF THE STUDY

The principal purpose of the study was to compare the two -u

services. In particular we sought to compare the timeliness zz.2 &

of articles in-house with the greater coverage but longer time Lo

lower accessibilitv of articles cited in computer updates. We w¢

determine whether one method was significantly more successful t-= oz ot .x
in meeting user needs.

The second major purpose of the study was to discover the r e s usfed
by faculty to keep up-to-date in their fields.

A thiré purpose was to determine if there were any signifir zremices
in the methods used to keep current by the two participant grou:

As a by-product of the study we hoped to make the campus ccrf.. .° 0¥’
aware of the capabilities of computerized bibliographic searchir:

METHODOLOGY OF STUDY

Two groups of faculty members were identified - one group =2 of
the Chemistrv and Chemical Engineering departments (Cham/Chem E i another
of the $choo. of Urban and Public Affairs and the Gracuate Schc:. Industrial
Administration (SUPA/GSIA). These two groups were chosen as th -re thought
to identify =—wo homogeneous groups, where for the first group t—== .. “liographic
bases are we.l established and terms used in searches well definm=c = .d for the

second group the bases are less tailored to user requirements, term 2and

areas of research are diverse and citations widespreaé in many type: »>f

publications.
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s total o _ticipants was decided upon. Cost limizations prever-ed
ov .zZirT & _i- - =mber. A rand: samg'e of 24, crosen from the total ~aculty
ir. -+ o of = . z=esas, was selec- :d, stratii_:d i-to senior and junior
fe-oo mer = expected some t=ople choser 2 - unwillinc to participate
=Sl - others, also ss_=cted == ra ic As an -- centive tc
T ITIIITaT oL z czudy, subjects we -e given th: sz=rices f:'-¢ of charge
lnoenTmaino ; -.op_ying informaticr for the sti. i~ The ' :rticipants wexs
rzndcn. - LED - =z three groug: arn= 2ach group -:-s_ve. . :. rospective
SCmpuT- o .7 —-e topic of thei choice. - s zzived only
-ompuzz: - 3. =i Z=roup B received : :ly tables ci ‘:intzul 2 2 Group C rezeived
soth —-vpes ‘-m===g, Librarians “—om the thres =’w=, . iibraries weve,
vithi= : 2% - .ez=, randomly assigr=2d to work wit.s Zheé arm.cipants.

el VoL »llected at various s—zages of the six-=. :h s:zudy and were

-zbulazz ¢ - computer using MINIT=ZB. 1In order tc i._=ntiiv response bias a

shox ,ur - -n:.ire was completed by =11 particirants. and b those who declined
to sz pz=. n=fore the study began. We also want< ' to de-ermine reasons for
non-:. -°_-ir:- .n. All were asked about their previ-zs experience of computar-
mided z-.._iozr ‘hic searches and current awareness s --vices. Although over
~ne-=%: ré of - . faculty members contacted were unwilling to participate, S0%

>f t e jave .= their reason their absence from c:mpus for the duration of the
stud T.osz -5 couid not participate were ques=:tored on their experience of

comy. -rized i-liographic searches, how they kept abreast of the literature
in - _r fiel. =nd how often they visited the lib: ry to bfowse among the
sericc_cals. Txis group did not differ significam:ily in these characteristics
‘yom —hose who were willing to participate. Thus - is felt that there was no

‘2sp” 2se bizs in the sample.

sfter receiving a complete retrospective sear:- of their area of irterest,
srt-cipants were asked for an evaluation of the s:zxch aﬁd how it could be
-rzved. “hen he or she searched for an article =. =d in the search the
.. rticipant was asked to complete a short questionnz e describing where the

z=-icle was obtained, how long it took to retrieve i~ and how useful it was.

Throughout the next six months participants werz expected to complete a
for— for each citation from the current awareness services which they looked

up, again describing where they found it, how long iz took and now useful 1t was.
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2y mezns 2f ths qusz: - __-rmnaire eliciting Zata on each citat. — 1. _ked up, we

hoped =2 e able tc¢ ! ke comparisons amc 3 groups 7, 3 and °  finel
deteil=zZ suaestionnz = asked particizznts for their evaluaz [ the currer.
wwarsr:- : "ethods. - latter guesti-tnzire was acminister= . persor by © -
zuthc:- The inter process was ¢ -szn to insure a high * -oonse rz=e, =
to all: us to have :c= contact w: . the participants. . . six librariar
“rovii - the searc :z “"lces monitor:i: the time spent orn ¢: =..opinc the

rof: _«¢ and performnaag 2 retrospective searches and thz= :Zztes, and the

—- citations :.ou n each seerch. The librarians c. 7l 2ted a short
_z=naire on ez. = -=Th concerning the databases they -:=2 and their

h

sment of the szz: 5., Costs were monitored thrcocughout.

C:IZARACTERISTICS OF PARTICIPANTS

=~ticipants for -~ complete data have been collecteé include 20 fror
Ch -7y and Chemica’ cineering (Chem/Chem E), and 16 frcm the School of 'rban
ancd  ublic Affairs ar = Graduate School of Industrial Administration (SUZA/GSIA).
"hos who dropped out .c2r the study began did so becaucse they left the
aniversity, were not zilable for interviewing or just lost interest.

it the start of :x=2 project all participants were guestioned about the-r
orevious experience . _. h bibliographic searching, the freguency of their use of
-he library, and the: r methods for keeping up-to-date with the research in their
Ziela. 75% of the _hem/Chem E group and about 40i of the SUPA/GSIA group had:
oreviously received z retrospective computerized bibliographic search either at
Carnegie-Mellon University or elsewhere. But only 25% of the Chem/Chem E's and
10% of the others had had experience of computerized current awareness services.
The frequency with which the faculty members reported that they visited the
library also differed. Over BO% of the Chem/Chem E's scanned the journals at
least once a month (with 30% doing so once a week), whereas only 60% of the

SUPA/GSIA group browsed more than once a month.

The entire SUPA/GSIA group relied hravily on personal communication with
other researchers in sim’ lar fia2lde, but only 80% of the Chem/Chem E group
reported doing so. Similar proportions in both groups repbrted reading
"Current Contents", (28%), using indexes and abstracts (61%), attending
conferences (86%), and maintaining personal subscriptions to journals (78%).

Other updating mechanisms reported included circulation of "Current Contents”

%
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within a small interdisciplinary research grc.=—, Zcrmal exchangs o working
papers, the use of commercial alerting servicez, <—ha work cf a research assistant
aid using references cited in papers of inter=st. (See Tarle 1).

Zt has been suggested that senior and jur .or faculty membsrs have different

current =wareness needs and methods. For this -ason the sampls was

.

stratifi=d into senior (associate professcr ar_ _.bove) and juric: Zfaculty members.

The r=sTcnse rate was the same for both clzass?!” -24ions. 2lth:ou-  slight
differences were observed in current awarenes:s . :trn>ds (e.g. & slightly higher
proportion of senior faculty members relied m=:- heavily on conferences and

personal communications and had a slightly lci:z: frequency of browsing in the

library) these differences were not statisticzllv significant. 2Although we

[
t

could discern little difference between seninT =n¢ junior facul+ty, we did observe
differences between the two groups, Chem/Ch- = £ ard GSIA/SUPA These differences

and similarities are discussed below.

During and after the study there was &  incr=ased demandéd Ior computer
searchas from the departments of the partic pants and the par-icipants them-
selves. Of the 35% of the marticipants whc regussted another search during the
nine months immediately after the beginninc cf the project, a third had never

requested a computer search before.

THE RETROSPECTIVE SZTARCH

Bbout 75% of both groups chose a topic in their ongoing reseazch interest,
while others chose a new topic or a toéic of general interest to them. 2
surprisingly large proportion of the GSIA group, 60%, said that they used the
search to confirm what they alieady knew. thus they did not expect to find many
new sources. Only 15% of the Chem/Chem E's used the retrospective search in this
way. In general the Chem/Chem E's put the search to greater direct use, four
used it to prepare research proposals, four used it to prepare bibliographies for
papers, and three others gave <he bibliography resulting frcm the search to PhD
students as background for a thesis. Nearly all the participants looked up and
read some of the references they received. Four of the Chem/Chem E's and three
of the SUPA/GSIA group found little or no use for the searches which were

unsuccessful mainly because there were no appropriate databases.

DL 8'



Tr.:z - .er of citations found by the retrospective searches varied wigdelvy,

the sme - Dbeing 15 and the largest being 841. &about 26% of the Chem/Chem E
group r:... ‘=d over 500 citations while only one person in the SUPA/GSIA group
receivs. <. .: many. Approximately one-third of each group received less than
100 ciz= .otz from their retrospective searches. (See Table 2).

T: z zzzrch strateqies for the SUPA/GSIA group took longer to develop with

an ave: :z=2 2f over four hours compared to an average of one and a half hours for
the Ch~= Tham E group. Two factors may account for these differences:

1) the =ee¢ to use a number of databases for the first group, and 2) lack of
experiencs on the part of some librarians. The implementation of the developed

search =trategies took an average of one hour for both groups.

. general more databases were used for the SUPA/GSIA searches with over
half z.:z searches involving the use of three or four databases. About one-third
of thz searches in both groups involved the preliminary investigation and

subsejuent rejection of one or more databases.

Costs of the retrospective searches for the two groups differed. The
searches for the Chem/Chem E's generally cost less chan those for the others.
(See Tables 3A ané 3B). The median cost for the Chem/Chem E's was $47, and
for the SUPA/GSIA group the median was $68. About 18% of the searches for the
latter group cost over $100 and these were by no means the most successful
(cf. Evans (1980) - costs being incurred by having to use more than one database.)
When informed of the cost of their search and asked whethex they would pay for
it had it not been free, 70% of the Chem/Chem E's would have paid out of their
research grancs as compared to only 50% of the SUPA/GSIA group. Out of 14 of the
Chem/Chem E's who would have paid something out of their own pocket, nine would
have paid more than the search actually cost (in some cases consid:rably more).
Wone of the SUPA/GSIA group would have paid the whole cost although about 65%

would have paid something towards it (about $30 on average.)

To gather information on the participants' assessment of the search, they
were given a list of possible negative characteristics describing the search
and a list of positive characteristics and asked to indicate those which‘applied
to their search. BAmong the chemists the most striking positive reaction was
that 45% reported that they were made awarc of other researchers in the same

field and nearly 80% found relevant references of which they had not previously
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been aware. The only negative aspect reported by 5(% of respondents wes that
the references were not available in the CMU libraries. All other negative .
aspects such as the search was too broad, too narrow, important references
were missed were reported by under 20% of respondents. Among the GSIA/SUPA
group there was a higher percentage of negative remarks and also a higher
percentage of positive remarks. Almost 50% reoorted that they were made aware
of other researchers in tlie same field, 95% found articles >f which thev had
not previously been aware and just over 20% were provided with new research
leads. Even those those intention was to confirm what they already knew found
new references. However, 40% said that important references had not been

picked vp, and 40% =aid that there were too many irrelevant references.

Seven of the participants received searches from databases whiéh included
abstracts of the papers cited. Twc of these participants mentioned that the
abstracts were extremely useful in evaluating the citations and choosing which
to read. Unfortunately there is not enough data to determine whether the
presence or absence of abstracts made a substantial impact on the participants

evaluation of the searches.

CURRENT AWARENESS SERVICES

The cost of suppiying computer updates to the two groups over the six
month period did not differ greatly. The averace cost for the Chem/Chem E's
being $30 over the entire six months and for the SUPFA/GSIA group $37. (See
Table 5). The former group received far more updates per person. 7iiie bases
in this area are updated more frejuently and the average cost of each update
was only $6. Mcst participants in the SUPA/GSIA group received only two or
three updates over the six months as the bases were updated less freguently;:
the average cost of these updates was about $20. Most of the updates did
not use a large number of search terms. Out of the 25 cases for which we
recorded data on computer updates, 15 involved 5 search terms or less. Six
used six to ten search ferms, and the remaining fou; had eleven, twelve, sixteen
and twenty-eight search terms:. The Chem and Chem Engineering group revealed a

wider divergence of numwber of search terms (1 to 28) than the other group.

Only the direct costs of providing the service was calculated, no attempt
was made to assess staff costs. Similarly costs for the tables of contents

include the cost of reproduction only. Computed at 5¢ per page the average

1
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direct cost per participant of supplying the tables of contents for six months
was $1.50. Even if we were to include direct costs, the tables of contents
current awareness servire could be provided on an continuing basis at a minimal
cost, since all copying and mailing could be .one by work-study students.
Set-up ccsts would aléo compare favorebly with the cost of developing search
profiles for computer updates. The costs would involve mailing guestionnaires
to faculty, receiving replies, flagging the periodical check-in file and

generating mailing labels and lists.

The answers to the question on optimal freguency for computer updates
revealed a noticeable difference between the two user groups. Among the
Chem/Chem E's, 40% want them at least once a month, 30% want them every two to
six months and 30% did not know. Among the SUPAR/GSIA group only 10% wanted them
once a month, 10% every three months, 40% every six months or less frequently
and 30% did not know. We surmise that this is indicative of the number cof
references expected in an update. The Chem/Chem E's typically received ten
citations a month or more and the others under five or sometimes none at all,
although three of the SUPA/GSIA group received an average of over 20 a month. Also
stated was the fact that many did not have the time they need to follow up on the

literature immediately.

As was the case with the retrospective search, a questionnaire was administered
to elicit the participants'’ evaluation of the current awareness services. The
The participants were asked whether they would like to continue receiving the
current awareness services if, (1) they continued to be provided free of charge; or
(b) if they had to pay for them. The results indicate that the tables of contents
would be ver popular with about 70% of both the Chem/Chem E,and the SUPA/GSIA
groups wanting them regardless of whether they had to pay. Amcng those receiving
computer updates the responses were that over 90% of each group would wish to
continue if they were free and about 70% of both groups yould wish to continue if

they had to pay.

At the outset of the project we hypothesized that the greater timeliness of
the contents pages would make them more attractive to the participants. (Articles
appear in tables of contents at least three months before they appear in the data-
bases from which computer updates are generated.) However only 30% of the partici-

pants regarded this feature as important. With a few. exceptions, the consensus was

11



that the timeliness was not important especially when taken with a possible two
year delay between the writing of an article and its publication. The advantacge
of the contents pages seemed rather to be that the participant could easily scan

a journal he d&id not normally browse and be aware of articles outside his normal
field of interest. The participants whose research areas were interdisciplinary
and who could not get a comprehensive computer search were especially enthusiastic
about the contents pages. In at least two cases participants entered a subscrip-
tion fr.r a journal they hadn't previously received, because the contents pages

revealed :o many articles of interest.

Interestinglv, several participants suggested that they would like contents
pages of journals from other libraries, particularly those in the immediate
vicinity, indicating that availabilirty.of journals in-house is perhaps not as

vital, in some cases, as we had assumed.

In the final evaluation of the two types of services, the entire SUPA/GSIA
group rated the tables of contents provision as more valuable to them or at least
as valuable as the computer updates. Only one of the Chem/Chem E group rated

e contents pages as more valuable and one rated them equally valuable.

It was hoped that each participant would complete a very short questionnaire
. 2ch citation he actually wanted to look up and read during the course of the

. However this proved to be an unrealistic demand and only about half of
tne participants did sc¢ consistently. The guestionnaire was designed to determine
where the citation was found, and how long it took to obtain it. Half the Chem/Chem E
group did return the forms on citations received froim the retrospective search,
updates and tables of contents, while only a guarter of the GSIA/SUPA group returned
zach forms., A conservative assessment of the incomplete data indicates that the
Chem/Chem E group had no difficulty obtaining the references, which were mostly
available in the C-MU libraries; on the average they were rated moderately useful.
The other group, however, did not obtain over a third of those references they

wanted to see; those that they did find were perceived as useful.

Throughout the survey the librarians involved provided feedback as to the
problems involved in the searches. In the interview at the conclusion of the studv,
the librarians stated that in only three cases out of the thirty-niﬁg the databases
available were entirely inappropriate for the participants' needs. For about

one-third of the searches for the GSIA group the librarians felt that the search was

El{fC‘ 12
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less than successful. This was true for less than one-sixth of the searches for
the Chem/Chem E group. The major problem during the study was getting the
sustained cooperation of the participants: in getting them to keep appointments
in providing feedback on searches. It is hard to see how this problem could be
overcome, given the many demands on the time of faculty members. All librarians
involved felt that the study had improved the relationships between them and
faculty, the faculty being made more aware of the capability of the library
services and the librarians being made more aware of the needs and special

interests of the faculty members.

The study raised some questions for future consideration. 1Is there a
predictable fluctuation in literature searching needs? Is there a different pattern
for teaching faculty from that of those engaged solely in research? It might
be valuable to compare faculty with people in similar fields in business and
industry. What level of information is required? When is a title or abstract
sufficient? How can faculty access to the resources of neighboring libraries be

facilitated?

CONCLUSIONS

A major problem for the SUPA/GSIA group as opposed to the other group was that
in many cases the topics of their research-were interdisciplinary and no single
database contained references from all the relevant sources. The easy access to in-
house journals did not appear to make citations to those journals more desirable
than citations to journals available elsewhere, nor was timeliness a significant
factor. There were some.differences between the two groups in their library use and
in the methods they used to keep up~to-date. The Chem/Chem E's reported more frequent

library browsing. The SUPA/GSIA group depended very heavily on personal communicatior

To meet their current awareness needs, however, it appeared that the tables of
contents provided a more valuable service than the computer updates, especially for
the SUPA/GSIA group. This would seem to indicate that there is still a place for
such manually operated services, despite the current trend towards computer based
updating mechanisms. It does appear that the availability of tables of contents of a

carefully selected group of joufnals is a valuable service and a viable economic

13

alternative to computer updates.
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Table 3B

Percent of
searches
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201
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$0-20  §21-40  §u1-60  §61-80  §61-100 $101-120 + $120

DISTRIBUTION OF THE COSTS OF THE RETROSPECTIVE
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Tabhle 4

Cost of Updates Chem/Chem E SUPA/GSIA

$ 0 - 20 38% 36%
21 - 40 L% 18%
41 - 60 0% 27%
61 - 80 15% 9%
81 =100 0% 9%

TABLE 4 Distribution of the total cost of supplying the
updates for the six month period for the two groups..
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ADDENDUM

QUESTIONNAIRES USED DURING THE STUDY

Questionnaires 1A and 1B

(Used with participants and non-participants after the in tial random sampling).

Purpose: to determine previous experience with computer-based searching and
current awareness services, and to determine response bias.

Questionnaire 2
(Used with all participants at the beginning of the study).

Purpose: to develop sear~h strategy for the retrospective search.

Questionnaire 3

(Used vith participants selected to receive tables of contents).

Purpose: to determine which tables of contents the parcicipants wished to receive.

Questionnaire 4
(Used with all participants after the retrospective search).

Purpose: to elicit participant evaluation of the retrospective search.

Questionnaire 5

(Used by participants on a continuing basis after citations were looked up).

Purpose: to obtain information on participants' attempts to obtain cited references.

Questionnaire 6:

1

(Administered to all participants at the close of the study by means of interview).

Purpose: to evaluate retrospective searches and the two types of current awareness
services (computer updates and tables of contents) and to determine methods
used by participants to keep up-to-date in their fields (for the groups
receiving only one type of current awareness service questions which did
not apply were omitted.)

Questionnaire 7:

(Completed by the librarians as the study progressed).

Purpose: to gain information on retrospective searches and updates, regarding number
of databases used, search terms and cost.
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ADDENDUM (Continued )

Questionnaire 8:

(Administered to the 1ibrarians after the end of the study).

Purpose: to evaluate the project and to gain information which would enable
us to improve our search services and current awareness services.

25



O S

Non-Participants

Initials of
Name Number Recorder

P
fe

Not on campus (summer)
Too busy

Just not interested
Other (specify)

For which of the following reasons are you not able to participate?

». Have you ever received computerized bibliographic
searches either at C-MU or elsewhere?

If yes, was it a current awareness service?

3. Have you used any of the following types of current
awareness services either at C-MU or elsewhere:

Manual SDI (selective dissemination of information).

Use of the journal "Current Contents" published
by ISI. ‘

Tables of contents distribution.
Other current awareness services.

None.

44, How regularly do you visit C-MU libraries to scan journals?
(i.e. to browse and keep up with current information.)
More than once a week.
Less than weekly but more than once a month.
Less than once a month.

"Yes

No
Yes
No

Yes
No

~ Yes

No
Yes

No
Yes

No
Yes

R R

A NSNS S N =2 NN =2

N N =

&

Use this space to record other comments volunteered by non-participants.
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PARTICIPANTS
Initials of
Name Number Recorder
. . - Yes L
1. Have you ever received computerized bibliographic
" searches either at C~MU or elsewhere? No 2
If yes, was it a current awareness service? Yes ' 3
No 4
2. Have you used any of the following types of current
awareness services either at C-MU or elsewhere: Ye 4
' S
Manual SDI (selective dissemination of information). No 2
Yes 1
Use of the Journal "Current Contents" published No )
by ISI.
Yes 1
Tables of contents distribution. No )
Other current awareness services. ggs. ;
None. 1
3. How regularly do wyou visit C-MU libraries to scan
journals? (i.e. to browse and keep up with current
information.) .
More than once a week. 1
Less than weekly but more than once a month. 2
Less than once a month.
Rarely. | 4
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LT CarnoGlE-rsplON UNLVERS1TY LisRarlis CURRENT AWARENESS sS1UDY 2:

COMPUTER _SEARCH QUESTIONNAIRE
(5-year retrospective search)

PARTICIPANT'S NAME DEPT. REF.NO.

SUBJECT SPECIALITY Tel. No.

ENTER A NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION OF THE PROBLEM TO BE SEARCHED. BE SPECIFIC:
DEFINE PHRASES WITH SPECIAL MEANING.

List up to ten (or more) significant words, phrases, key words or word stems.
Include alternate spellings.

IS YOUR;&OPIC THEORETICAL OR APPLIED? TF APPLIED INDICATE APPLICATIONS OR
END USES.

HOW MANY ARTICLES DO YOU EXPECT TO FIND IN THE PAST 5 YEARS?
50 or more 20-50 10-20 less than 10

¢ 28



hd . N o S ed D
Juestionnaive Z. Jor d

'2IVE A TITLE TO YOUR SEARCH

LIST THE JOURNALS IN WHICH YOU NOW EXPAZCT TO FIND PERTINENT ARTICLES,

LIST TWO OR THREE OF THE MOST IMPORTANT AUTHORS (AND/OR ORGANIZATIONS)
PUBLISHING ON YOUR TOPIC (COMPLETE NAMES, IF KNOWN, ARE HELPFUL).

IF AVAILABLE LIST THE COMPLETE CITATIONS TO TWO OR THREE OF THE MOST USE-
FUL ARTICLES ON YOUR SEARCH TOPIC. (IT MAY BE HELPFUL TO BRING THESE
ARTICLES TO YOUR APPOINTMENT).

29
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Questionnaire 3.

. CARNEGIE-MELLON UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES CURRENT AWARENESS STUDY
TABLES OF CONTENTS

~ PARTICIPANT'S NAME__ DEPT. REF.NO.

SUBJECT SPECIALITY Tel. No.

Please list six Journal titles received by C-MU Libraries, Hunt, E&S and MI
for which you wish to receive the table of contents. Do not list Journals

you receive personally, or those you regularly scan in the library or elsewher:
1.

2,

3.

4,

5.

60

30




Questionnaire

MTITY T FUTAD TN T =y vl alasl
\,‘u.;.{r‘_,l-._'_ AWARDBNESS PROZCT

To be completed by participant after the retrospective search has
- been received and reviewed,

1. Please check any aspects of the retrospective search which
you find unsatisfactory:

i. I received too many references and would like the search

narrowed.

ii. I received too few references and would like to broaden

the search.

iii, Too many of the references are irrelevant and do not
describe the topic requested.

iv. Important references have not been picked up.

v. I received too mary foreign language references. A[:]

vi. Many of the references were not available in the

library. _ [:]
vii. Other_ [:]

2. Please check any aspects of the search you found helpful in your
research. '

i. Prevented duplication of research conducted elsewhere.

ii. I was made aware of other researchers in the same
field.

iii. I found relevant references I would not otherwise

have known of.
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iv. I was provided with new research leads.

v. Other .

Approximately how many relevant citations per month do you
expect to find in the updates/table of contents to be
provided later. (Please complete box(es) which apply to

you.) Tables of contents

Computer updates

The cost of your retrospective search was § .
In retrospect would you have been willing to pay for it?

Yes, from my funds

Yes, from my research grant

Yes, from department funds

Nc.

What is the most you would have been willing to pay from your
own funds had the search not been free? $

O

0O




. Questionnaire

CARNEGIE-MELLON UNIVERSITY LIERARIES CURRENT AWARENESS STUDY

Please complete this form for every article referenced, which ReZ.no.
ycu decided you would like to read, even if you were unable
to obtain it.
Author
Article title
1. How did you make the decision to read this article?
Title sounded pertinent. L
Author known to be in your field. 2
Institution of author known. 3
Other (SPECifY)..vievuiveeeeseesennacasonnns 4

@ 9 6 86 0 06 0680 90600 05 8 0690685 80 6HS 6 606060606 086cydSs OS5 O T OO I 6008 S PO OSSOSO

2. Where was this article referenced? (You may check more

than one)
Original computer search. 1
Computer-generated update. ‘ 2
Contents pages. | 3
3. Were you able to obtain a copy of this article? ggs ;
If 'yes' please answer the following questions:
4, How did you get hold of this article?
From the shelves of a C-MU Library. 1
In person from another Pittsburgh
Library. 2
Via the photocopy/Interlibrary Loan 3
Service of C-MU Libraries.
Other (SPeCify)ee.vecececcesscsossosnscacns 4

......ll.lc.....l'lllt.t........t..lt....ollotl...lo..t.ol...l..

5. How long did it take to cbtain this article after you
began looking for it?

Same day. 1
Within one week. 2
1-2 weeks. 3
More than 2 weeks but less than L
a month.
Over one month. 5
6. How useful was it? Oisgo e 5§§¥u1

O

Date P LI Dept.
L@ 4
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Final Questionnaire

1. To what use did you put the retrospective search (or to what future use
de you intend to put it)?

2. Do you use any of the following methods to keep abreast of the literature
in your field?
1. "Current Contents"
2. Indexes and abstracts
3. Personal communication
4. The work of a research assistant
5. Conferences
6. Personal subscription to journals
7. Browsing in periodical collection

8. Other (please specify)

3. Do you feel the need for library-provided services to keep up-to-date with
the information in your field?

Yes

No

If 'yes' what would you like to see the library provide for you?

Computer Updates
Tables of Contents
Daily list of periodicals received

Other (specify)

4. To what use did you put the tables of contents and computer updates that were
provided for you?

a. table of conterts

b. computer updates
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5. Did vou find any of the following unsatisfactory aswvects of the
computer updates that were provided for you?

1. Many of the references were irrelevant
2. Important

3. Many of the references were not available in
the C-MU libraries

4. There is too great a time lag between articles
being published and appearing in the updates

5. Other, please specify
6. Has the number of references which you found relevant in (a) the tables
of contents and (b) computer updates:

been more than you expected
less than you expected

about what you expected

7. 1If you had the option would you wish to continue receiving these services:

a) computer updates - 1if they were free Yes _
| No
if you had to pay Yes
. No _ .
b) table of contents - if they were free Yes |
No
if you had to pay Yes -
No
8. Did the computer updates bring to your attention articles
of which you would not otherwise have been aware? Yes
No

Did the contents pages bring to your attention articles
of which you would not otherwise have been aware? Yes

" No
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- Questionnaire 6. Page 3 of 3 pages

8. (Continued)
Was it important to you that the information contained in the
contents pages was available to you as soon as it was

published? Yes

No

9. How often would you like to receive computer updates:
Once a month
Once every two months

Other (specify)

10. Please rate the usefulness to you of both these services as:

Computer updates Tables of contents
Valuable Valuable

Useful ’ . Useful

Adequate l Adequate

Useless _ Useless

11. Did you tell other colleagues about these services?

Yes

No
12. Have you requested additional computer searches since the project began?
Yes

No

13. Do you have any comments on the survey or on the current awareness services?




Questionnaire

CJmHEN L Ananni oo Pavdio s

rORiY TO BE COMPLETED BY LIBRARIAN ON EACE PARTICIPANT
(Complete first part in September, and update as necessary)

No. of participant

RETROSPECTIVE SEARCH

-
!

Total time spent or retrospective search:(i) development ’

(ii) on-line .

2. Total cost of retrospective search: ¥

Y

Total number of references in retro-
spective search:

~, HNames of databases finally used in search:

(1) - (I11)
(I11) .
5. 4nv other bases used and rejected: (I) (11)
UPDATES FOR_PARTICIPANTS RECEIVING UPDATES
. DATA BASE USED FOR UPDATE
7. Type of update: automatic save search re-enter

8. Number of terms used in updates:

# of references Cost &

Computer update 1 September
" " 2 October

3 November

" " 4 December
5. January

6 February

COMPLETE FOR ALL PARTICIPANTS

3. Do you feel that the search was successful?

Not at all gggXessful
'0. Do you feel that the data.base(s) were
arpropriate?
: Ver .
Not at all suctessfi.’
“", Suggestions and comments (e.g. request new data bases from vendor,

o was participant unhelpful) Use space overleaf if required).

Librarian's initia{é 37 s e Bnle'




5.

Questionnaire

Librarian Questions

How many of the participants were present at their searches?

1A. Did you find it helpful to have the participants present?

Identify problems you encountered during the searches.

Have you had more requests for searches from:
a, participants

b. people in same department as professor

Can you suggest anything which would have improved the project?

In retrospect would you want to structure the searches differently?

Use different databases?

Do you have any opinions on what current awareness services would
meet the needs of your participants?
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