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Online Retfieval Systems -- Users Survey from Texas
~— , :
- . ., )_ -
INTRODUCTION 7 {
. . /
\
. N N ' ]
Questionnaires were mailed on September l,.l98I, to the ~

’ ‘

libraries at 160 Texas colleges and univergities to poll théir b

- .

use 0f the following three commercial bibliographic database

- retrieval systems: BRS (Blbllographlc.Retr&eval Services, Inc.»,
DIALOQ (DIALOG Information Services, Inc., of the Lockheed

~

Corporation), and ORBIT Information Retrieval System (of System !
/Development Corporation). Although there are other important
online systems . avallable to llbrarles) such as those offered by

L ‘
NLM New York Times, ISI I.p. Sharp, Dow—Jones Pergamon, and

Mead Data Central, this apthor feels that BRS, DIALOG, and ORBIT

3

are still the most attractive systems to libraries because of the

“ %
variety of subject areas covered by the many databases on each

. . )
-

of tpese systems.
The Natioﬁal'pibrary of Medicine (NLM) provides direct
. . . - ‘ .

access to its databases. NLM's primary database, MEDLINE, has 2

also been availahle through 'BRS 51nce 1976 and is now avallable

B ¢

through DIALOG. .

.ORBIT may sooh make MEDLINE available, tdo. ﬁowever, this”
author reécognizes that most medlcal libraries use NLM exten51vely
The variety of subject-area databa;es avallable through BRS,
DIALOG! anq ORBIT, however, place these systemé in a class of
their own. At this time, BRS.offers.about 40 databases, DIALOG

.

offers about 120, and ORBIT offers about 80 databases. This is

.3
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a time[;f rapid growth and healthy competition‘betwgén these ;

systems. ' And, many éolleges and universities that do not have -

[y

-~ . ¢

online.information retrieval services in their libraries are
. 4

now seriously considering starting such a service,.and are

forced\ﬁo make décisions regarding which system(s) to use to

bgst serve the needs of their clientele. Studies such as this
) i ,

sur5ey will hopefully provide useful information tq those
-~ j ~ad
L] .

decision-makers who are considgring-online services in their

libraries. ‘, ’ y
The 160 schools polied are those listed in the Yearbook of

1
-

.Higher Education 1980-811 for Texas. These are public and pri- .

AN 4

vate univensities‘?nd colleges, including 2-year cdmmunity and
* . junior colleges, 4-year colleges, 4-year and graduate colleges

’ ‘and unive;sitiqs, and graduate and professional schools. The
. L 3 .
¥ schools vary from large universities to community colleges to

medical schools, technical institutes, and theological seminaries.

Table I/iliustratea the general types of schools polled..

S . >

D .
' i &
-v" . - !

’

’ yearbook of Higher Education 1980-81l. (Chicago: Marquis

4

Who's Who, Inc., 1980) pp. 517-548. N




*

Table I

Types of Schools Polied

e

Academic *

type . Publié Private Totals
, . ) . . -
. 2-year ¢ 60 4 64
- F R [
4-year . 6 30 36
4-year and - *
' graduate _ 28 i f 14 42
Graduate/_ .
Professional 7 1 ) 18
public: 101 private; 59 160 TOTAL

(* Two of the schools in this category are
upper-division and graduate only)

. . >
L4

Of the 160 schools polled, 134 (or 83.3%) responded. Table II

illustrates the responding sdhools. ,

— ] Table II
. S5 o _
] Types of Schools;Bespondiqg . \ )
A -
7 Academic 5 ’
type Public Private . Totals
2-year 52 o v 4 ’ 56
4-year . = . 4 . 22 26
4-year and . ‘
* ' graduate . 21 // .14 35
‘Graduate/ . ' .
Professional 7 10 17
3 < p
public: 84 private: 50 . 134 TOTAL

4




PURPOSE .

¢

Many collgge and university libraries are considering offer-
ing online search.segvices to their clientele. Administratorse
-at these institutions may benefit from knowing which systems are
proferred by the.online librarians in schools'already utilizing, 3.
such online systems. This shfvey'attempts to determine where we

stand now ih Texas colleges and universit{es with regard to
mse of the three primary Bibliqgraphic retrieval systems avail-
abble in the U.S. Many factors are invalved in cheosing an
online database system'to use. Does the onlthe system offer
the databases that are likely to be in demand for the academic

de&artments served? Is the online system economical to search?

Are there special features or characteristics about the system

- that make it especially suitable-t;\REEt'the needs of the library's

‘ patrens? Factors such as'the number of years online'of a par-
ticular database, numbhers of houfs each day that the syst%m l
is up, and the ability to use certaln codes when searchlng a
parthular database may all be taken intd account when deciding

which system to use. Since neither BRS, DIALOG, nor ORBIT -
.4 . ¢ . :
require subscription fees, many: libraries prefer to .establish

. .
access to more than one system. YWhen two or three systems. ,

are available to use, which system is used the most, and why?

» .

Answers to these qﬁestiops may benefit those administrators

and librarians who are beginning online searching.

METHODOLOGY

‘This survey is concerned wi4h three questions: (1) What
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(5)

types and how many schools offer onliné searching in Texas?

(2) Of BRS, DIALOG, and ORBIT, which is used the most? (3) what

is the primary* reason online searchers use each of these systems?
Each online searcher in eaéh)college and university library

was requested to fill out a questionnaire. There are three

'parts to the questionnaire. First, the searcher was asked to
indicat? the online systems to which his library has access.,
Next, for(each of the three systems to which he has access,
the searcher wagfasked to indicate the single, most important
reason he uses that system. Example A gives the wording on f
the &ueséionnaire. .

EXAMPLE A
?

-

I search (BRS or DIALOG or ORBIT) primarily because (choose "

. only one): ~ .
. N )
i a. Economical - It is the least expensixve system
. . to use. %:
b. -Database exclusivity - It is the only system - ,
. to which I have access that offers
- : . the database(s) {Fﬁeed to search.
. . - . ’
- C. . System features - It offers more search featurgs

or techniques that improve or
facilitate the search. -

d. Familiarity with the system .- I have had more
training or experience with this
system. - P

N e. Other reasbn (specify) - - BN

Comments on'your answer:

“The third part of the Qqestionnaire attempts to determine

* the  approximate quantity of searching done on each system, in

-

n




an’ effort to 'weigh' the importance of the answers of each

-

respondent. Example B provides’ the wording on the questionnaire.

EXAMPLE B , : ,

In this survey, a SEARCH is defined as: each time a’data-

basté is searched, for ah individual. .On an average, how many

LY
~

searches do you do per month on each system?

I do searches, per month on (BRS) or (DIALOG) or

_(ORBI®). - ’(/

RESULTS

I -
%

What types of schbols offer online searching on BRS,
DIALOG, or ORBIT? « ..

?he availability of online sgrvices in a college library
“m;y be a determining.factor of the quality of service provided )
for the institution's sfudents, facﬁlty,‘and staff. A dis-
tinction was made in éhe survey between publicly suppofted

:and privately sﬁpported colleges and universities tb determine
‘whether public schoéls or privaée schools of higher education

L3

provided online services more often. v ,
'59‘priVate‘colleges ;nd universities were polled, and 51

respgnded. Of these, only 7 (or 13.7%) offer online ;earching.
101 publi; colleges and universities were polled, and 83

respénded. "Of the 83,‘23 (or 30%) offer online searching.

Tbe significant difference in the percentages of public and

private schools offefing online searching is further exemplified

by the fact that most of the 2-yearkcolleges respopd}ng are

8

public schools.
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Therefore; students and faculty at public institutions of higher

education in Texas are more likely to have the benefits of online

£l

services in their libraries than are those in private colleges and

universities in Texas. . o
-~ .
2-year colleges are expected to offer online services less often

A

than 4-year and graduate colleges s1nce their rgsearch needs, and

library collectlons, are u nally less extensive. Only 6 (or 11%) ,
of the 2-year colleges that responded offer online services. These

are all public colleges, One uses BRS exclusively, 3 use DIALOG
exclusively, and 2 use both BRS and DIALOé. X ’ \

Of the 26 4-year schools, withont‘graduate programsL only 1
(or 3%) Jffers an online search férvice in the library. :

However, of*the 35 respondlng universities that do have graduate
schools, there are 20 (or 57%) that offer online services in the1r
libraries. This reéresents a tremendous difference between the
availability of online services at-4—year colleges and at universities
that also have.graduate sohools. The research needs of graduate
students and faculty may explain this discrepancy.

5> (or”29%) of the 17 graduate or professional schools responding
offer online services. Manywof the schools in this Eategory are
theologigal seminariesn and research via BRS,(DIALOG, and ORBIT may
not be of great ntility to:them. Consequentlylithe percentage of ,
'graduate and professional schools having online services is less than

H

- the percentage for full'dniversities, which have a variety of graduate .

programs. ‘ .
Altogether, there were 134 responding schools in the survey.

Only 32 (or 24%) of these schools reported acceSs to BRS, DIALOG,

or ORBIT. Table IITI exhibits the types of schools offering access

L

< * M

_
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to one or more of the thfee systems. )
Table III

Texas Colleges and Universities Accessing '
'~ BBS, DIALOG, or ORBIT ~

) Type of ) , . ) % Schools 'Responding "N
School Number Schools in this category

2-year -6 11%

-

4-year ' 1 3%

4-year and 20 57%
graduate

~ Graduate/ 5 ° 29%
Professional . \)‘

4 Total: 32 Schools Total: gi% of TotalrSchools

s —
.

R :

Therefore, only about 1/4 of all colleges and universities in

N\
Texas now offer online services through BRS, DIALOG, or ORBIT.

<

-

A .

* B. Oof BRS, DIALOG, and ORBIT, which'is used the most in Texas
* colleges and universities?

A%}
“~

32 .colleges and universities reported access to BRS, DIALOG,
or ORBIT in their libraries DIALOG is used by 3l of these schools;
BRS is used by 20 of these schools- and ORBIT is used by 16 of these
schools. However, only 8 schools reported using. DIALOG excluSively,
and ,only l school uses BRS exclusiwely. No schools reported using
ORBIT exclusively. - . |

There are many reasons for a library to have accesd to more than

-one online system. Each system offers soaeﬂdatabases that are not

offered by any of the other systems. Also, should one system be down,

)

- z




another'system may be used as a back- up. Addltlonaly, costs for

.

searchlng and prlntlng vary cons1derably between systems.
Y

Of the 32 schools reportlng access to BRS, DIALOG Oor ORBIT,

t v

23 (or 72%) indicated use of more than oné, of the systems. Table IV

1llustrates the numbers of schools utilizing- more than one system.

\

. , .
~Table Iv o -
. N N . *‘
- Numbers 0f Schools Accessing
’ ; ) More Than One System. . "o
v . - % Using
Systems Used No. Schools ﬁeporting Mulgiplé Systems
_ BRS, DIALOG, and ORBIT 12 S - 52%
. ' 3 .
; BRS and DIALOG SRR 308 7
. ) 2 .
DIALOG and ORBIT 4 . . ~ . 18% N
. - ‘
BRS and ORBIT 0 "0
- .. ’
. 16 (or 70%) of the schools accessing more than one /system are
universities g}th graduate programs. . o . A
' ' [N ° e 5 '
- , ) , / - i ’ ‘) )
C. What is the primary reason each system is searched? S

L4 . K

The first part of the questionnaige indicated whether,or not the *

L4

respondents' libraries have access to BRS, 'DIALOG,. or ORBIT. If the
\ &

respondent revealed that his library accesged none or)only one of

.~ 7

»

-

these systems; he was requested to stop at that pbint, and return

*the questlonnalre to the surveyor. Those libraries accessin§ only:
N £ 1y ~

one system were not asked. to respond to the rest of the’ questionnaire,
although the1r input may have contributed to the value of the survey.
It 1s difficult to assess the methods and reasons q llbrary Chooses

[

to use one 'system over the others, ‘but the deolslon to‘do s6 may be

+ .
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entirely‘in the hands of &dministrators in many. institutions,'and

"not decided by experienced online searchers. If only one system

e .
. v

is’available to use in a library, then obvqpusly«there is no
P 1nd1v1dual‘ch01ce by the online searchers of which system they might

use, lConsequently, the reasons one: system is searched rather than

‘»'

asked only to those online searchers who have a

other systemﬂs‘was0

choice betwegn 2 or 3 systems‘to use.
oo )
For each library reporting acdé%s to at least 2 of the systems,

every online searcher in that library was asked teo indicate the

4 -

G primary..redson he or she "searched BRS, DIALOG, or ORBIT (see Example
Py 23 . ¢ ¢ ; -
- A). In order to determine the relative importance_of the responses,

1 « @ach online seafcher was then asked the’ppmber of searches performéd
J) N

each monthcpn the’ systems they use (see Example B).
%

? There/Veré 38 respondents from the 12 schools hav1ng access to

.
BRS, DIALOG,, and QRBIT. There we;e 13 respondents from the 7 schools

)

hév1ng access- to BRS and DIALOG but not ORBIT. . And, there were ld
T respondents from the 4 schools hav1ng access to DIALOG and ORBIT,

- . a.

., but mot BRS. © . i

2

3 b D]

9

3 Comparing BRS and DIALOG " ’ ] S

48 useable questionnaires wére received from online librarians
having accéss toT;otH BRS and DfALOG. 28 of the librarians (or 58%)
reported'searchingNDIALOG the most, and 20 (or 42%) reported‘searching
. .ﬂ’BhS the most. DIAlOé/is searched primarily because of '"Familiarity *
kpwith'the Systemrq‘:BRS is searched\primarily becauseJ%f;'Economical'\

~
o

.
~a

“reasons.

';“: S
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Eomparing DIALOG and ORBIT .

10 respondents reported access to both DIALOG and ORBIT, but
) s

not BRS. All search DIALOG more than ORBIT. Again, the primary

reason given for searching DIALOG is 'Famiiiarity with the System.'

A\ ‘It‘hpst be noted, however

this survey commented that it wa

-

reason they, searched on a particul r.system. Some typical examples

I

-

of comments on each system are as follows:
- -~

. BRS . C -

---"1 prefer it to DIALOG because of system features as well
as its being more economical.

3

-~="Students can better afford searches on BRS."

1 4

-~-"I find the system easier to use."

---"Printouts are much more economical than on' DIALOG."

* ~
-—--"Standardization df field labels and commands across
databases are features 'I particularly find helpful."

DIALOG

---"It was the first system on which I was trained."

-

---"More hours &6nline..."
.7 - ¢ ‘
47‘———"Entire MEDLINE, Agricola, Biosis, and Chemical Abstracts
- fileé are searchable online."” .

-~+"Some features such és EXPAND make DIALOG easier to search

Psych or ERIC when you have a complex topic."
e

---"the most sophisticated 'and flexible system."

---"lGreat documentation, good support from cempany, really
responsive to our needs.” . l

that‘several of the respondents in

~

difficult to choose the one primary




ORBIT s
) -——-"They have SRort Database and a few others only on ' ’
SDC, . This 1s the most expensive system so I never use ¢
,1t,for dataBases offered * on DIALOG or BRS.

-—=-"1 was neyer trained on this system."

—--"Hate ORBIT souftware, love their prlntouts, documentation
is a Joke. ‘ . ~ .
- /<
The primary reasons for searching ‘each system are ‘summarized -
2
below. ¢ . !
(1) Of those respondents who search DIALOG more than BRS or .

ORBIT, theix primary reasons given are:

a. Familiarity with:the System---- 59% of the respon?ents
' - b.;System Fgéﬁures —————7-—-- —————— 22% of the respondents ;
c. Database Exclusivity S 16% 'of-thé‘resggndqnts
¥ d..Economical ——-—---mmmmmm " 3% of the respondents
¢ HL_ o )
(2) Of those respondents who search BRS more than 4?LQG or - -
ORBIT, their primary regsons given are: ji' ] .
a. Economical ----—--- . 60% of the respondents
b. Systems Features --—--=-—-----—-- \ 30% of the respondents
! c. Fémiliarity with the System --- 10%‘ of the respondents
a. Database Exclusivity N 0 of the respondents

(3) ORBIT is not searched more tﬁan BRS or DIALOG in Texas

colleges and "'universities. Of the 48 online searchers reporting

' o

»

accesgto ORBIT, only 21 report ever utilizing. it within a month's

time (usually one search per month). When it is used, the primary"
reasons given are /Database Exclusivity' (19 searchers, 91%), and

- 'System Features' (2 searchers, 9%).

! i '
[ ~ . \
EKC 7
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Conclusions

This survey attempts to answer 3 questions: What types of
-colleges and universities offer online-searching on BRS, DIALOG,

or ORBITYin their libraries? Which systems are used the most?

And, Why are those systems used? ‘ j’ -
J Clearly, public universities with graduate schools are the

most likely institutions of higher education to offer online

retrieval services in' their libraries. 57% of the responding

universities with graduate schools utilize BRS, DIALOG, and/or

.

ORBIT. The fact that 11% of the responding 2-year colleges offer

gpline services is significant, since many full universities
do not offer oniine services.
DIALOG is used more than BRS.or ORBIT. The érimary reason
given for this is 'Familiarity with the Systém.' ©One reason
fO{ this may be becau%e DIALQG is the oldest and largest commerciail

~

vendor of databases, and therefore more librarians have had the

opportunity to bé trained ‘'on the system and accumulate gxperience
using the system.
BRS is used less frequen;ly than DIALOG, and more often than
" ORBIT in Texas collégés and universities. The primary reason cited

for its use is 'Economical.' For some, the -economy of using BRS

outweighs the possible benefits of using DIALOG or ORBIT.

v

ORBIT offers several unique databases which may be used more

v

extensively in libraries serving businesses and technological firms

than Yin libraries in colleges and universities. However, its va}ue

-

shauld not be undergstimated as a major force in the online industry.




16 colleges and universities in Texas reporéed‘having access to .
ORBIT, even though it was not utili%ed by searchers at all of
those institutions. . “ .

It is hoped that this analysis of the use of BRS, DIALOG,
and ORBIT in_Texgs colleges and univers;tiés will benefit those

considering access to one or more of these systems. -




