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INTRODUCTION

From January of 1980 to December of 1982, the Illinois Valley Library Sys-
tem and thirty-three of its participating libraries conducted an LSCA-funded
Experimental Project in OCLC use. Its purpose was to examine the costs and
benefits of using QOCLC in small and medium=-sized libraries of all types. The
Project was designed to introduce libraries to QCLC and give their staff hands-
on experlence while relieving them of most of the costs of OCLC membership.
At the end of the test period, each library had to decide whether to continue
using OCLC at its own expense. During the Project both subjective and objec-
tive studies were conducted to measure QCLC use and its effects on both the

libraries and the System.

A detajled description of the System, the Project and the libraries in-

volved in the experiment is given in the first report in this series. The
tables from that report, gilving descriptive statistics for the Project librar-
ies, are included in Appendix A of this report.

In all Project reports, certain terminology 1is used consistently. The
"System” ur "IVLS" refers to the Illinois Valley Library System; "Project"
refers to the OCLC Experimental Project, whereas "project" may refer to any
local undertaking, particularly retrospective conversion projects in each li-
brary; "librarian" or "library director" refers to the person responsible for
library operations, reflecting various levels of education and experience. A
"host library'" is one where a terminal was located throughout the Project; a

""guest" is a library that had no permanent terminal in-house but used one in a

host library. Together a host library and its guest(s) formed a "cluster."”




In al)l Project reports, it is assumed that the reader is familiar with
the OCLC system and, Iin particular, with the cataloging and inteirlibrary loan
subsygstems. A brief description of this automated library service as it

existed at the time of the Project can be found in the brochure On-Line Library

Systems (Dublin, OH: OCLC, {1982]).

The focus of this fourth report will be the attitudes of library direc-
tors, staff, governing authorities and patrons towards OCLC and iowards the
Project itself. The teactions of these groups were collected at : number of
different times during the Project using beth written surveys and interviews.
Whereas ¢he other reports focus on mOre exact measures of OCLC use - such as
the time necessary to catalog or the number of interlibrary loans done -~ we
hqpe that this report will show the reactions of var‘ous groups of people to

the Iimplementation of OCLC in their libraries.

METHODOLOGY

Information for this report was collected at several differesnt times
during the Project, using several formats. At the time each survey was done,
the various libraries had reached different levels of training or had haa dif-
ferent experiences with OCLC. For instance, 16 libraries in the Project had
terminals installed in-house from the time the Project began, while sixteen
others had no permanent terminals. However, all but two of these guest
libraries had a public access terminal for six months at some point during the
Project. Since the 'public" terrinals were used for all types OCLC work,
these libraries did have a brief experience with in-house access. As the Pro-
ject progressed, more libraries had had this experience, which undoubtedly
affected attitudes.

The lart below outlines the timetable for the various attitude studies

in ¢elatisn to the major factors whichb might affect the opinions of directors,
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staff wembers, governing authorities and patrons. In addition to these fac-
tors, there was a change of directors in four of the full participant

libraries during the Project.

TABLE IV=A

TIMETABLE FOR ATTITUDZ STUDIES

Relsted Events of Conditicns

In-house OCLC use by four libraries that
ware latetr partisl participamnts in the
Projsct.

March=June [980 Installarion of tarninals in LO host

libracies. Training in oo-line cataloging
for 23 full participanta.

Novembar 1980 Baginning of tetrospactive conversion
prtojects by Libraries. Recon was begun
and fipished by various libraries at dif-
fetent times for the cemainder of the
Project.

Japuary 1981 . Trainiog for 23 full participents in ILL
subeyatem. Full use of ILL syster by all
host and some guest libraties.

Match 1981 MideProject Writteo Artitude
Survey of Staff and Governing
suthoticies

March-MHay 1981 Inatallacion of terminels in 2 mors host
Libraries. Training in on~line opetations
for 6 additional full participanta.

May-September 1981 written Pacton Atcitude Survey

May 1981 Mid-Project Interviews with All dirsctors interviewed, full apd pattial
Diractors and Staff patticipants. At this point 10 libracies
lat Direcroc’s Chacklisc have had public terminals, 5 of chem gumsts,

s0 a total of 15 libraries (522) had had
Joms exparience yith in-house use.

May 28, 1981 Meeting of all Project participanta.

February 17. 1982 Meating of Project patticipants to discuas
currenat Project tesults and the upcoming
library decisions on whether to keep OCLC
aftar the Projacs.

Janvary-May 1982 Libtary decisiona made on continuation
sod IVLS decisions made on terzinal
placessac.

July=Auguatr 1982 End=Projezt Interviews with All 729 full participent direcrora inter-
Ditectora and Goverming viewad. Govermlog authority tepresentatives
Authoricies for 23 librariesa iptervieved. At this
2nd Director's Checklist point, 22 libreries {76%) had had public
termincals; all bur twe libraries had
had terminals in-house for all ot part of
the Project.

August 1982 End=Project Written Atrtitude Survey distriburted to 29 fyll patticipants.
Survay of Staff and Governing
Authoricias

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Written Surveys

During the course of the Project, five written attitude surveys were under-
taken to monitor the reactions of differant groups to the use of OCLC. Each
of the five written surveys requested some background information from the
respondents, such as level of education or role within the library, to be used
as Aindependent variables in data analysis. This was followed by a variety of
statements for the respondent to indicate agreement, disagreement or "no opin-
ion."

The first set of written surveys was administered to three groups in all
tha pérticipating librariegz library staff members, patrons and mpembers of
the governing hoard or other governing authority. The staff and governing au-
thority written surveys were distributed in March of 1981, Responses were
returned to the Project office -within one month. Patron written attitude sur-
vey forms were distributed in Héy of 1981 and most were receilved back in the
next two months.

At the end of the Project, two of the written survey forms were slightly
revised and redistributed to the staff and governing authorities of the 29
full participants. The revisions were done to reflect the fact that respon-
dents were now presumably answering in terms of experlence rather than antici-
pation. For example, the first survey asked for reaction to the statement "New
services will be available to library patrons," but the second survey was
changed to '"New services were available to the library patron." Some items

were added to the second survey, but none were deleted.

The forms used and a summary of answers to esch response item are given

in the appendixes as follows:




Appendix B -~ Mid-Project Staff Survey
Appendix C - End-Project Staff Survey

Appendix D - Mid-Project Governing Authority Survey

Appendix E - End-Project Governing Authority Survey

Appendix F - Patron Survey

Interviews

During the Project, four sets of interviews were conducted. The first
two were held in May of 1981 and are referred to as the "mid-Project” inter-—
vieys. The director of each participating library, including the partial par-
ticipants, was interviewed personally and individually. (The partial partici-
pants were four libraries which already used OCLC before the Project bur agreed
to help with Project surveys and other activities.) In a few cases, as with!
school district libraries with more than one director for the district, all
the directors involved were interviewed together resulting in one summary re-
sponse for the district. The second set of interviews was conducted during
the same period with five groups of staff members from some of the libraries.

The third and fourth sets of interviews were conducted during July and
Angust of 1982, By this time, all libraries except one had made their deci-
sion about whether or not to remain s OCLC users after Project support ended
in June of 1982. Separate interviews were arranged with the director of each
library (full participants only) and with, if appropriate, some member of the
governing authority, preferably the bhoard presidemt. Six of the librarians
indicated that the decision tc stay with oCLC had been entirely their respon~-
sibility and had in no way been decided by a governing authority; accordingly,
that authority was not interviewed. Whereas the wmid-Project interviews were
conducted at the headquarters building of the Illinois Valley Library System,
the end-Project interviews were performed, whenever possible, at the library

itself.

ot
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The interviews were conducted according to a written cutline of questions
prepared beforeliand. The guestions were open—ended and interviewees were not
prompted unless theY were particularly uncommunicative and did not seem to be
able to put thelr reactions into words. For the wid-Project interviews, the
respondents did not know ahead of time what the questions were to be. For the
end-Project Ilnterviews, the respondents were sent a set of questlens about two
weeks before the Interview itself. There were four sets of questions which,
although they covered the same themes, varied depending on whether the library
was continuing to use QCLC and whether the interviewee was a director or mem=—
ber of the governing authority. Since, in many cases, the library directors
at least had read the report of the previous set of Interviews, it is likely
that the full knowledge of the questions, a knowledge of the mid=-Project re-
sponses to similar questions and thelr own previous Interview experlences
affected responses in the later interviews, making them more complete.

All of these interviews were conducted by Valerle Wilford, Assistant Pro-

fessor of Library Sclence, Department of Communicatlon, Illinols State Unilver-

sity. She was assisted in the end=-Project interviews by elther Linda Nichols
or Barbara Niehaus who took notes during the interview sessions. Reports on
the interview responses were drafted by Ms. Wilford from her notes. These

reports along with the questlon lists are attached to this report as follows:

Appendix G - Mid-Project Director Interviews
Appendix H - Mid-Project Staff Group Interviews

Appendix I - Enc-Project Director Interviews, Libraries
Continuing with OCLC

Appendix J - Ead-Project Governing Authority Interviews,
Libraries Continuing with OCLC
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Ay pendix K - End-Project Director Interv.ews, Libraries
Not Continuing with QCLC

Appendix L - End-Project Governing Authority Interviews,
Libraries Not Continuing with OCLC

In these reports we have endeavored to present the responses of inter-
viewees in tems as close to their own as possible while collating simflar
responses. To communicate the range of responses in a group, brief quotations
have been included. We feel that these quotationms indicate the variety or
strength of attitudes which a single collective phrase represents. Relevant

information from these surveys will be used in the body of this report.

Directors’ Checklists

During the mid-Project interviews, a brief checklist of possible OCLC

benefits was read to each director for their reactions. This was done so that
at least one part of the interview would produce relatively comparable dsta.
It was read only after the director had already responded to a more open-ended
request for OCLC benefits and disadvantages.

When the end-Project interviews were planned, a more detailed checklist
for director responses was included. There was not time to administer this
during the interview itself, but each director was given a copy at that time
and asked to £ifl11 it in and returm it. This checklist, once again, was an
attempt to get responses to & standsrdized set of fairly narrowly defined
problems or attitudes that had surfaced at wvarious points during the Project
and were specifically related to the benefits or problems of OCLC use.

These two checklists and the responses to them are included as appendixes
M and N of this report. Relevant items will be included in different sections

of the repor* itself.




EXPECTATIONS OF OCLC AND TEE PROJECT

The first few questions asked at the mid=-Project directers' interviews
concerned thelr reasons for joining the Project and thelr esrly expectations
related o OCLC use and the Project itself. Thelr responses fell in two
general categories. The first was benefits or problems they expected from OCLC
use. The second was benefits they expected through participation in an experi-
mental project involving automation in their library. The following discus-
sion will briefly compare expectations in both categories with the directors'
evaluation of their actual experience with OCLC and the Project. Sections

following this will examine specific benefits and disadvantages in more detail.

Expectations of OCLC

Directors had several generalized expectations regarding QCLC use. Those
mentioned most frequently in the mid-Project interviews are given below. Only
the responses of the twenty-nine full participants are given (N = 29). Since
the responses reported in Appendix G include the four partial participants,

there are some differences in the figures there.

Increased level of patron services (26 // 89.7%)

Anxiety about handling the technology and/or learning necessary
skills (14 //48.3%)

Concern about staff resistance to change (14 // 48.3%)

More effective use of existing staff (9 // 31.0%)

In the wmid=-Project and end-Project interviews the directors were also
asked about the major benefits and problems they had experienced with OCLC

use. Table IV-B on the next page suumarizes these responses.




TABLE IV=-3
DIRECTORS' MID~PROJECT AND END-PROJECT INATERVIEWN RESPOWSES

Parcelved Banafits and Disadvanrages of OCLC

Mid--Projace End=-frojace
Banefica/Disadvantages nl:faniaun zs.anrl.e-:
Coat or fururse cost as 2 problem 16 $5.22 27 93.1%
Incrassed patrom accass gp regources (ILL) 21 72.4% 27 93.1%
Battar quality cataloging 21 72.4% 24 82.8%
Improved servica to patrons (genaral statemant) _— -— 20 69.0%
Incraased staff effactiveness 9 L 62.1%
Dowva time 17 14 62,1%
Iaproved caraloging workflow/ rurnaround 16 58.6%
Incressed usa of library rasourcas — 12 4l.4%
Increasad agaff job sacisfaction 27.62 14 48.2%
Positive Library imsgs 44.8% 31.0%
Poor tarminal response time 24.1% 31.0X
froblema with documenration 55.2% 20.6%
Lack of subjact acceas 55.2% 17.2%
Slowar cataloging wrkflow/ turnaround 27.6% §5.9%

Tioe oseded for ratroapecrive cooversion l.ox K 4

(N = 2¥9)

Thesa are Tesponsas pp opep=ended quasrions concarning the banefits and dis-
advanrages of OCLC uss. Arrangesant is from bighest to lowmst parceantags for tha
directors in tha end~froject inrerviews. Any item wvich & response of 25X or sore
in eithar of the two intarviews is included. End=projact parcanrsges includs
raspondants from all full parcticipants. whachar continuing or not continuiag
wich OCLC.

The most frequently expressed anticipated bemefit was enhanced patron ser~
vices = expanded access to resources and faster, more accurate service
(89.7%). This expectation was met for most participanta in terms of two

specific benefits:

BEST CoeY pppnn A
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Increased patron access to resources (72.4% to 93.1%) !

Better quality cataloging (72.4% to 82.8%)

In addition, 69% of the directors in the end-Project interviews mentioned "im-
proved service to patrons" gemerally. When the libraries giving these two
specific responses were combined into ome group, the total number giving at
least one of the respomses was 88.9%7 in the mid-Project interviews and 93.1%
in the end~Project interviews,

Mecre specific attitudes related to cataloging and interlibrary loan will
be discussed in detail later. For now it is sufficient to note that expecta-
tions of improved services had been met by the middle of the Project and sur-
passed by the time it ended.

About one third of the directors (31%) specifically expected increased
staff effectiveness as a result of implementing OCLC. The realization of this
expectation was expressed in three categories of bhenefits, all of which

exceeded the expectation level by the end of the Project:

Improved cataloging workflow/turnaround (48.3% to 58.6%)
Increased staff effectiveness (31.0% to 62.1%)

Increased staff job satisfaction (27.6% to 48.2%)

In the director's end-Project checklist (N = 26) there were several cate-
gorles which also dealt with staff effectiveness. One wrap-up questilon asked
the overall effect of OCLC on staff time. The responses are shown below (some
directors checked more than one answer):

Oversll, OCLC use 1s
31% saving staff time
_8% having little effect
2% costing staff time
54% allowing better use of the same time

1 Tne first percentage represents mid-Project interview responses, the
second, and-Project responses.
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The chief problem with OCLC use that was anticipated by directors was
handling the technology and developing ski'ls (48.3%Z). Some directors felt
this anxiety for themselves and others for their staff. The first group con-
sisted chiefly of directors of the smaller libraries, both schocl and public.
These twoe groups represented, together, 23 libraries or 79.3% of the directors

- of full Project participants. Only two of ihe medium-sized public library
directors were 1In this group. Directors of fiva libraries, on the other hand,
specifically said that they did not view the need to deal with technology and
acquire new skills as a problem. TFour of these directors had had previocus
exposute to, and in two cases, extensive experience with, OCLC.

After approximately one year of experience, only two directors percelved
an actual problem In handling the technology or developing the skills to deal
with OCLC. For these two, also, the anxiety seemed to be as much for the equip-
ment's safety as for their own ability to deal with it. 1In fact, the mastering
of the new technology was seen as a definite benefit as shown by the following

comments from Interviewees:

"It's a new art that 1Is a challenge to be mastered."

"There has been skill and knowledge emhancement."

"Lass boring than the manual procedures."”

One director of a émall public 1library expressed this turnaround in the
attitude tuwards the technology in more detail: "People going into OCLC
should know that there is a long period of frustration and confusion that goes
with the learning and implementation process. But, if you want to conquer it,
you can. Just work out the problems ome by omne."

The implementation was not without 1ts frustrations and aggrevationms.

These turned out tc be centered on the machinery and the documentation more




than on the acquisition of gkills. Dowan time (58.6%X to 62.1%) and poor
response time (24.1% to 31.0%) were cited as major disadvantages.

Some of the directors (51.2% to 20.6%) were also annoyaed with the over-
whelming documentation, paperwork, and detalled information they received in
conjunction with OCLC work. Some of the information simply was not pertinemt

to the smaller libraries, other information, though important, was presented

for the expert rather than the novice user and often buried in, to them, ir-

relevant material. Very few of the libraries 1m this Project had a single
staff member whose only job was cataloging or ILL and who had the time to mas-
ter the myriad details of the OCLC System. Even one director who did have
staff with technlcal and cataloging expertise remarked that the documentation
was overwhelming. One of che benefirs of QLLC and similar automated systems
should be to get expert resulis without expeft staff in specialized areas like
cataloging. Much of the decumentation received seemed, %o the librarians, to
be designed to nullify this potential benefit.

Staff job satisfaction was not specifically gilven as.an anticipated bene-
fit. When zsked about their actual experience, 27.6% (mid-Project) and 48.2%
(end-Project) of the directors thought increased job satisfaction and/or job
enhancement had been one result of OCLC use. Working with OCLC was seen as a
more challenging, less boring experience than the previcus job situation. On
the negative side, down time and poor response time added considerably to
staff frustration. A few directors (17.2Z%) felt that the loss of flexibility
in staffing patterns and schedules was a problem.

Because of the financial arrangements of the Project, the dollar cost of
automation, wihich would be a major factor in later decisions to retain or drop
OCLC, did -»- eumerge ar an anticipated disadvantage of the Project per se. By

vid=-¥rojec- . 55 2% of the directors expressed a growing anxiety about whether
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they could afford OCLC when the Project ended. When directors were asked, at
the mid-Project interviews, for ithe probable basis of their future decision on
whether or not to Stay in OCLC, they overwhelmingly cited the cost/benefit
ratio (92%). By the time actual decisions were made, cost was a factor in all
but two of the libraries. A later section of this report will discuss how
this affected deciaions.

At about the same time as the mid-Project interviews with directors, a
written attitude survey was administered to directors, st~ff members and gov-
erning authorities of all Project participants (full and partial). Some
responae items on theae written surveys alao related to anticlpated benefits

and problems in general, The statements and responses for these items are

given in Table IV-C below.

TABLE IV-C
MID~PROJECT WRITTEM ATTITUDE SURVEY AESHONSES
Anticipation of OCLC

Parcant of "ARres" or “'Stromaly Azres" Rssponsss
Gowerning

Stetemant SuwmaCy Dirsctory Other Steft Authoricy Patrona
% £ [ = £ 4 L
New servicas will be gymilable
for patrons 16 of 25 91T of 12

Tatron oeads Vill e mat more
quickly 88X of 25 95X of 60

Guality of Libeaty survice
will decline 0z I of 7T of 498

OCIC is oo coaplex fof we to
laarn 4% of

Tha libtary will contribute to
IVLS erea asrvice of

Coopatetion LE not QACASABLY

Computers have oo value in
libreriss % of X aof 4 of T — -

Automation te dammmddizing 8z of X of 6 of 46 18T of 482

AuCopation LS too expansive
for this librery 21T ot 237 of 21T of 52

Librery cosry will incresss
with OCLC 71T of W% 773 of 100 16X of 59
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Expectations of the Project

The questions asked at the beginning of the mid-Project interviews con-
cerning reasons for jolning the Project evoked a second category of responses
== reasons for joining ~n experimental zutomation project like this, aside from
the particular type of automation involved. Once again, reporting responses
from the twenty-nine full participants, these were the major reasons for

joining that fzll in this category:

be involved in the future directions of libraries (14 // 48.3%)

participate in an evaluation of the application of technology
to libraries (12 // 41.4%)

support a cooperative, IVLS-endorsed project (9 // 31%)

Manv of the directors (48.3%) joined the Project, at least Iin part,
because they felt a need to be icvolved in future directions of libraries and

library service. Some of the phrases used to express this idea were:

"It's a step out of the Dark Ages."
"Automation is the way of the future.”

"Must keep tentacles in the future.”

It may be noted that ten of these fourteen directors also expressed some per-
sonal anxiety about dealing with the new technology. This suggests that the
desire to be more involved 1n future developments may be linked, 1in the
smaller 1libraries represented by these directors, with wvarying degrees of
anxiety about a totally unknown situation.

Some of the participants (41.4%) had, as part of theilr reason for join-
ing, a derire to participate in a testing and evaluation experience. At the

mid=point =¥ the Project, only 11% of the directors felt that this experience

rued cmet;xt 1n one of the realized benefits of the Project. By the end-
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Project interviews this was not mentiomed at all as a benefit of OCLC use per
Se. At the end of those interviews, however, the directors were asked whether
-~ even if th2y had not beem able to continue on OCLC -- the Project itself
had been worthwhile. In amswer to this, 93% of directors said that their par-
ticipation in the Project had been bemeficial. This included all the direc-

tors from libraries which did not continue OCLC use.

ATTITUDES TOWARDS SPECIFIC OCLC BENEFITS AND DISADVANTAGES

Attitudes Towards Cataloging on OCLC

Attitudes toward the use and effect of the OCLC cataloging subsystem
showed a great deal of variation, but were generally favorable. The tables
below show the frequency and/or strength of the reactions in the different

studies.
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TABLE IV=E
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Clearly cataloging as a subsystem was appreciated, although there were
some criticisms. This appreciation increased over time so that, at the end of
the Project, most 1library directors interviewed felt that their workflow
and/or turnaraund time for book processing had improved. An rven larger major-
ity felt the cataloging quality was better. Although few thought that these

- changes were recognized directly by the patrons, most believed that, through
the improved cataloging, the patron was receiving better service.

In both interviews and in the end-Project checklist, however, there were
a few directors who felt that the fullness of the cataloging was not needed in
their libraries. Six directors expressed this opinion in the mid-Project in-
terviews and, though it was not mentioned again in the second interview, six
directors responded similarly on the checklist. The libraries in these two
groups (nine altogether) represented various types and sizes, indicating that
this reaction has more to do with their philosophy of service and the role of
the card catalog than with any more tangible factor.

Some library directors alsc felt the cataloging workflow had bcan harmed
rather than improved by the implementation of OCLC. On the checklist, seven
out of twenty-six directors felt that the time to have card sets in-hand (turn-
around) was slower and one felt that cataloging now took more staff time. For
the most part, these were directors who had organized very efficient pre-0CLC
methods or who were in guest libraries where some processing delays were built
in by the cluster arrangements.

One interesting aspect of the recognition of workfiow is the overlap pat-
tern in the responses to the two interviews. Of the librarians who felt that
workflow had improved, only eight expressed Ea}s opinion at both interviews.
Six of those who expressed this opinion at égg'first interview did not mention

it as a benefit in the second. Likewise, eight of those who gave it as a bene-




fit in the second set of interviews had not wmenticned it the first time.

These elght additional directors in the end=-Project interviews may have, be-

tseen the two interviews, adjusted thelr processing arrangements and/or

changed staffing so that OCLC fit more =asily into their work. Also, in pre-

paring for the interview and in reading thz report of the previous interview,

they ma¥ have noted this benefit more consciocusly than before. The six who

did not mention workflow the second time were all from quite small libraries.

One of these directors had been hired shortly before the 1982 interviews and

therefore could not evaluate the previocus cataloging workflow. Omne director

noted that turnaround was faster than typing card sets iln~house but slower

than ordering and processing vendor cards. In the other cases, it is likely

that the frustrations of being a guest library and having to travel to the ter-
minal (in 3 cases) may have had a cumulative, negative effect on their opinions
about turnaround time.

Several other problems were mentioned by one or two directors in the in-
terviews such as the difficulty of searching AV materials and lack of Sears
subject headings. However, ome major problem anticipated by libraries (and
the Project staff) did not cause any complaints. This was the complexity of
the MARC format and the need to learn to manipulate it in order to get cards.
Not only did no director volunteer this as a disadvantage, but when they were
directly asked in the end-Project checklist not one director felt it was “too
complicated.”

In respouse to a request in the 1982 interviews for the most important

benefits, cataloging was named by twelve directors (out of 29}, but only one

director named it exclusively. TFive more gave it first place, but it was over-
shadowed in importance by access to resources which was named by sixteen direc-

tois, with ten giving it first in impertance.
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Attitudeg Towards Rescurce Sharing omn OCLC

Whereas OCLC cataloging simply restructured an operation already done in-
house, OCLC interlibrary loan moved a service formerly performed by the System
into the direct control of the libraries themselves. The immediate access to
holdings information and the ability in-house to send ILL requests directly to
other libraries was an entirely new exterience for most Project libraries.

Before the Project, libraries that did not have OCLC offered ILL service
to thelr patrons by filling out paper request forms and sending them to the
System headquarters through the IVLS delivery system. At the System, requests
were filled through the use of several tools, including an OCLC terminal.
During the Project most, but not all, ILL requests were sent directly over OCLC
by libraries with terminals in-house. This included not only host libraries
but also libraries with pubiic access terminals during the six month period
that those terminals were available. In addition, three libraries used OCLC
dial access terminals to do ILL in-house for wmost of the Project period.
Since these included the only two libraries that never had dedicated termi-
nals, by the end of the Project every library director had had the opportunity
to experience local control of interlibrary loan service.

Some guest libraries, when they did not have a public terminal, continued
to use the ILL subsystem through their host library staff. All guests were
informed by host staff whenever there was incoming ILL requests for their ma-
terials. Thus someé contact with the on-line system of sharing was maintained.
(For a more detajled description of ILL activities and cluster arrangements,
see Illinoils Valley Library System OCLC Experimental Project Reports numbers 7
and 5 respectively.)

Another aspect of the Project that integrated the libraries more com-—

pletely into the resource sharing process was the retrospective conversion pro-
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jecta. Each library was required, as part of their contribution, to add their
holding aymbol to the OCLC records for all books they owned which ware pub=-
lished in 1975 or later. Several libraries carried out these "recon" projects
(or aimilar reclassification projects} for their entire collections. Thia tag-
ging of records increased the libraries' participation in resource sharing as
lenders. For aeveral library directors, this experience provided additional
rewards.

The tables below shcw attitudes related to resource sharing and OCLC.

TaBLE 1¥=C
PIRECTORS" MID-FROJECT AND SND-FROJECT LNTERYICH RESpORSES
Rewvacce Shiting on OCIS

Rangonss Geater’  tssposess
( -

Benytics

ACEOES tO TRBORCCAL . iy .12

tnceontiad W4 of cheturcdd [} 4 4l

Dissdvancsged

Lack of sblace sccess

istaceal poPiwork for ILL
oce tricey H tr.ir 0 - - -

lecesadnd Stall cine neodad
tot 1LL eccivity L3 13.52 o . 1 4,57 — -

This table compares cha wose [ctreaNg um—i.tnd 0 cadoucca thace™ glven 18 reapousy (0 opancanded quabtione
on tha beagfica and dismdvancages of OCLLC use. W and ges Ln chis coble have been presencted €0 show OolY the
coapooass of tha 29 Libtaries vhich paccicipaced in boch hnnlm The two columes ou the right gira & furthsr Srashdowm
of eni=Prodect LALACYEOW toePPnagy JOPORIAE o0 yaucthac tha L1besOF decidmd ©0 coscines walag OCLC afcae cha FEOgecc.

“Oveclep: This figara shows the masbwe af dicsccora vhe gars cha sasw coaponted Lo both fofarviewn. Oy cospaciof
this buc to the It 168 tot sech tothralew ¢ Ia POUFibia [0 cell vhechat miny divaccora ceapondey thé sama ot
diffarantly ovat Cima.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




21
TABLE IV-H
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The appreciation of access to resources through interlibrary loan in-
creased between the two interview periods. 1In the mid=-Project interviews, it

was ranked equally (72.4%) with the quality of cataloging. By the end of the

Project, interlibrary loan was mentioned by all but two directors as a benefit

of OCLC (93.1%). An even stronger indicator of the importance of interlibrary
loan is the ranking it was given by directors of continuing libraries when
they were asked to name the most important benefits of QCLC. Interlibrary loan
Or access to resources was given exclusively as the important benefit by five
of the twenty-two directors. Six others gave it first place on their list,
and six wore gave it second, for a total of seventeen directors (77.3%X). By
contrast, cataloging was named exclusively by only one director, as first in
importance by five, as second by two directors and as third in importance by
three others. All together, eleven directors im continuing libraries (50X)
put cataloging on their list of most important benefits.

Some comments made to the interviewer will serve to elaborate on the

importance of resource sharing perceived by the directors:

"It has opened a world of resources to our patrons.”" (1981)

"It has greatly increased the volume of interlibrary loan
requests [from patrons]}." (1981)

"The community could never provide for the information needs of
patrons in any other way." (1981)

"Patrons even commented on the speed." (1982)

"We can get any kind of information. It's a terrific advantage. We
can even pget specialized information - medical for a nursing
student or a reprint of a 1600's book on herbs." (small public
library) (1982)

"It was interesting to see how important sharing the collection with
others was." (1982)

"Requests were coming in [from other libraries] for old materials we
don't use." (1982)
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One item wms mentioned quite frequently in the second set of intervi.
which did not come up at all in the first -— the increased use of resource
Librarians felt that tieir owa library's resources were being used more hoth
by their own patrons and by other libraries through interlibrary loan requests.
In addition, th~y felt that their patrons were using more resources from other
libraries as well as from their own. Some directors felt that circulation had
been increased vhile many said that their own contributions to resource sharing
had greatly increased. A few directors, particularly in smaller libraries,
specifically tied this feeling to the notion of net lenders and borrowers.
They felt that larger libraries assumed that access to a large data base would
mean more borrowing by small libraries, which would be an increasing drain on
the resources of the larger libraries or net lenders. The experience of direc-
tors of some small libraries, however, was that they were lending as much or
more than they were borrowing once their resources were on-line. This was
seen as a great benefit of OCLC since it increased their role in local
resource sharing.

The general strengthening of the perception of access to resources as a
benefit ca~ be, in part, attributed to increased experience with it. In May
of 1981, most libraries had had only four months to use the ILL subsystem, and
some had not been trained at all, During the next fourteen months, more li-
braries not only had the training but also had the experience of an in-house
terminal so that they and their patrons could experience this benefit first-
hand.

Another factor was the increased uumber of holding symbols for IVLS li-
braries that appeared on the data bsse as libraries continued and completed

retrospective conversion projects. Because IVLS used the OCLC data base to

fill requests from all IVLS librarfes, the collections of Project libraries




received greater use not only from other Project libraries but by all local
libraries. This resulted in a decrease in turnaround time because local ma-
terials could be delivered by the System delivery vans.

In the checklist of advantages used in the mid-Project interview, 67X of
the 29 directors agreed that the speed and accuracy of ILL had improved as a
result of OCLC use. In the more specific end-Project checklist questions,
faster turnaround time was noted by 862 of the directors. The remaining respon-
dents said turnaround was about the gsame =-— none saild it was slower.

One benefit of the OCLC union catalog was seen as particularly important
by directors of small libraries =- the ability to give the patzon immediate
confirmation of availability. To these directors, the speed of delivery was
good. but more important was their abiltiy to assure the patron that the
material existed and could be obtained.

All the items in the written surveys dealing with interlibrary loan re-
ceived a positive response. even in March of 1981. One potential negative fac-
tor that changed during the Project was the concern about "availability.” ==
the anxiety that contributing holdings to & data base would increase horrowing
from the library by other libraries and thus decrease the availability of ma-
terials for local patrons. This was anticipated as a potential problem by
some directors (21%) and staff (25%) at the beginning of the Project, but only
6%Z and 18% respectively felt it was a problem by the end. Also. after eight-
een months of experience, lending and borrowing out-of-state had become more
acceptable to directors and staff. Further, they felt that. not only were
more waterials Lkorrowed from other libraries, but that their own collections
were used more heavily.

Transferring responsibility for an operation from the System level to the

irdividual 1libraries was bound Lo create some workload problems for the
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libraries. Prior to the Project, library staff had obtained information fror

the patron, £illed out a request slip and dcne verification work in locally

owned tools {(chiefly BIP)., During the Project, they were creating OCLC re-
quests, transmitting and updating them, keeping track of the progress of
various requests, and answering and tracking incoming requests. Most direc-
tors felt (Table IV-H) that these operations were taking more or about the
same amount of staff time as before. Omly six felt OCLC uaé_saving staff time
in ILL operations. Despite a general feeling that use of OCLC involved more
work for ILL, the written attitude survey showed that most staff members and
dicectors preferred to use OCLC rather than the JIVLS system (Table IV-I).

It must be polnted out, however, that there were two library directors
who did not cite access to resources or interlibrary loan in any way as a bene-
fit of OCLC in the end-Project interviews. Why were these libraries dif-
ferent? Both were public, one was the largest ilm the Project and the other
was serving a small, rural community. The policies of the large public
library have always emphasized providing needed materials through purchase
wvhenever possible. 1In addition, the director has said that ILL service, when
it is needed, 1is a function that the System was designed to do and it can best
be handled at that level. The library might have absorbed the additionsal
staff time for OCLC JLL operatioms, as they did during the Project, but could
not afford to also absorb the fimancial costs. Therefore, OCLC's JLL subsys-
tem, although it was used during the Project, was not an important benefit
since it was believed 1its functions could be performed more appropriately and
in a mere cost-effective panner through alternate methods.

The smalletv public library had been using a dial access terminal, shared
with another library, to access the ILL subsystem. As 1s explained in the

fifth report in this series, there were a number of built-in frustrations to




this arrangement, including the terminal exchange schedule, maintenance
problems and phone line problems. Thus, the ILL system was not as effective
for this library. The response to the QOCLC interlibrary loan subsystem also
involved the local attitude toward interlibrary loan in general. The library
was located fairly near a larger town, and the 1library staff encouraged
patrons to fill their more extended needs by visiting the library there.
One interesting change in attitudes between the tyo interviews 1is the men-
tion by directors of "lack of subject access" as a disadvantage to QOCLC. Al-
though this was given by a majority of directors in the first interviews, it
was mentioned by only five in the second. Since subject access has not been
added to OCLC, why has this disadvantage declined in importance? A possible
interpretation is that librarizns became used to this frustration; that it
became more a matter of regret than complaint. In the beginning, OCLC intro-
duced these libraries to a fantastic range of information and access. The
analogy to the card catalog was clear, so one of the most obvious shortcomings
of the "automated card catalog" was the lack of subject searching. The aware-
ness f how much more they had now than they had before made subject access
appear tantalizingly close and very desirable. Further experience gave OCLC
more of an identity of its own as a lihrary tool, not just an electronic card
catalog, so that sublect access no longer seemed such a glaring lack, although

it 1s still highly desirable.

Staff Effectiveness/Satisfaction and OCLC

The introduction of automation into organizations is often viewed as a
way to make more effective use of staff time. In fact, nine of the twenty-
nine full participants (31%) had .nticipated this as a benefit of joining the
Project. Four others saw the Pr. ject as an opportunity for personal and/or

professional growth - an important component of staff satisfaction.
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On the other hand, fourteen directors were worried about adapting to th
new technology themselves. Fourteen also anticipated scme staff resistancz
making a combined group of 23 directors {79.3%). In gemeral, the directors i
smaller libraries expressed the first concern, while those of larger libraries
expressed the second, although there was some overlap.

As reported earlier, by the time of the end~Project interviews only two
directors still felt personal anxiety over adapting to the technology. The
tables below show other data from the studies that relate to the effective use

of staff and to staff morale.
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TABLE IV-K
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0. z o, z no, k4

MABC format clear or fairly
unders tandabla 2 19 9s%

OCLC cequirad less staff cime for
cataloging than previous machod 75%

OCLC required lese scaff cime for ILL 222
Ovarall OCLC iae saving staff time

Overall OCLC allowing beccer use of
staff cime

OCLC use increased Job secisfaceion

OCLC uae had oo affece on job
sactisfaceion

OCLL ung dacresasd job sacimfaceion

‘.“o: this icenm. tha ¥ valuas are 22, 18 and 4 tespactivel¥. The item tme not an-
sweced only by direceors whosae libraries made use of hoth lending and borrowiag ou OCLC.

This table givas the reaponsa tactes for ssalected icems frow a checklise filled ia
by dirsceors at the end of the Project. The first column teports tespouses from all the
caturned forms. The second colum glves teeponsse teceived frow directors of libraries
coneinuing to use OCLC after cha Project. The lsst colums is tesponsse frow ditecetors
of libraries not continuing OCLC uae. For fl)] text of questions and tesponses. see
Appendix ¥.

TABLE [¥=-L
WRITTEN ATTITUDZ STRVEY RESPONSES
Stetf Effectivenees/Satlefaction

Patcent of "ARtes” of “Stfougly Agrae” Responses
Governing

Stagsmant SuwaaXY DMrectots Othet Staff Authotity Pattone
4 1] 4 1] 4 N b 4 N

Ruthef yga & card catalog than & comPucet

terminal
¥id-Ptoject - -
End~Project - -

Autonstion ie dehumaniztn$ in the 1ibCary
Hid-Project .34 (13
gnd-Project az a6

Using the computet has inctessed omy/ecalf
job satiefacticn

Mid-Peoject

End~Project

Intorwation on the terminal 1s helpful In
ay wotk

Hd-Project

tnd-Froject

OCLC 14 too complax to lesro in the time

svallable
Mid-Pra i 115 of 19 oz of 119 4 of 72 — —
End=Pec e - & of 18 9% of 90 % of 49 -— -—

On the written steitude wiTvaye, respondentc could check “sttongly agtes.” “agces.” "no opinton.” “dia-
agres” of “ettoagly dlesgres” oe a cesction to each ststement. The petcentages wace calculated by tesoving
sll "no opinlon” tesponses and then celculating Fefcentsges Iof each of tne othet tesponsss. fof this tebls
the patcentage of agtes and atronglY altes ete combined. The numbetf (N} given Ly the elte of the gtoup that
axptasesd an opinfon. Thete Ly a coaplete tepott of Cesponeey 1'._5;' oll cacegotles 1n the eppendlxes.
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The directors’ responces regarding staff effectiveness and/or efficienc
showed a greater change between the two interviews than any other benefit cate
gory. By the end of the Project, sixty-two percent felt that OCLC had improve.
the use of staff time. The additional year in which to adjust work procedures
may account for this difference. This recognition of increased staff effi-
clency during the second year of the Project suggests that any benefits in
this direction through the implementation of OCLC may take some time to emerge.

During the first year or year and a half of the Project, staff members
were still being trained and assimilating the knowledge needed to use 0CLC
most effectively. Many of them did not feel at ease with the new procedures
immediately. In addition, most of the libraries were involved in retrospec-
tive conversion projects during the first part of the OCLC Experimental Pro-
ject. This meant additional staff time and scheduling problems in order to
add the library's symbol to all records for its holdings published in 1975 or
later. The influence of this factor can be seen under "disadvantages" in
Table Iv-J. Savings in staff time, therefore, could not have been as apparent
at mid-Project whereas the amount of time needed for retrospective conversion
and for training workshops would have been very obvious. In fact, any percep-
tion of 1{ncreased staff efficiency during the mid-Project interviews was
reached despite this commitment to conversion. Presumably these directors saw
improvements in terms of the normal library workload.

In the case of the four library directors who said, in 1981, that effec-
tiveness had been increased btut did not express this opinion 1in 1982, two
worked in special libraries that have had unusual problems because of staff

cutbacks. This has led to a continuous need for training newly transferred

staff members, which reduces on the efficiency with which the terminal can be

used.




Not all directors agreed, however, that staff time was more effectively
used. After cost, the most frequently mentioned disadvantage was dowm time
and response time problems. Many directors described this problem in terms o’
lost time or money and staff frustration. Obviously, slower terminal response
time must cut down on the efficiency of OCLC operatioms.

A few directors found that they had to increase the staff time needed for
interlibrary loan activities -~ updating OCLC records and answering the growing
number of incoming requests. Some also felt that cataloging was taking longer
with OCLC than it had before. This was another factor that either decreased
as the Project progressed or else became less noticeable as it was Integrated
into library routines. By the end of the Project, director responsed to the
end-Project checklist as follows:

In terms of staff time used for ILL operations, comparing OCLC ILL
with your previous methods, did using OCLC regquire: (N=21)

42.9%) more staff time

2«
6 (28.6%) about the same staff time
6 (28.6%) less staff time

In terms of staff time used for cataloging, comparing OCLC with your
previous cataloging method, did OCLC use require:

3.87) more staff time

(
(23.1%) about the same staff time
(

19 (73.1%2) less staff time

It is clear from this that, although few directors in the 1982 interviews
volunteered the opinion that staff time for interlibrary loan work was greater
with OCLC, several of them, when asked specifically, felt that it was. 1t
could be that this was not perceived as a disadvantage or, at least, not as an
outstanding one. It is quite likely that this use of staff time comes under
the category of "allowing better se of the same staff time" which 15 direc-

tors checked on the same survey.




In the end-Project interviews almost twice as many directers as befor:
felt that job satisfaction for themselves or their staff had increased as -
result of OCLC. The written survey results (Table IV-L) shows this increace
mirrored in staff and board responses. Of the three directors that cited job
satisfaction in the first interviews but not in the second, we lnow, from per-
sonal contacts, that at least two of them still feel that OCLC is contributing
to their staff's high morale. It is possible that, by the time of the second
interview, this influence was not as noticeable as it had been at the begin-
ning of the Project == it had, perhaps, begun to be taken for granted. All
three of them indicated on the checklist in answer to a specific question,

that staff satisfaction was 1increased. Once again the checklist response

(Table IV-K) shows that this factor was definitely present, while the lower

response on the open-ended interviews indicates that, either it had become
accepted over time as normal or it was not important enough to be volunteered
as a benefit. This same difference was present in the mid-Project interviews
where eighteen directers gave job satisfaction as a benefit when asked speci-
fically, but only eight volunteered it in response to open—-ended questions.

The results from written attitude surveys at the mid-Project and end-
Project periods (Table IV-L) indicate some change in attitudes related to
OCIC's effect on staff. In the end-Project survey, there appears to be a
greater willingness to use the computer as compared tc a card cataleg, greater
job satisfaction, greater appreciation of information from the terminal and
greater confidence in staff ability to learn the system.

OCLC, however, also caused problems in staff relations. Although no di-
rector felt it decreased job satisfaction, there was some feeling that its im—
plementation meant loss of flexibility in staff scheduling, and staff frus-

tration because of down time and poor response time. The "other staff~related




problems" in Table IV-J were 311 given by directors whose libraries did not
continue to use OCLC. They were:
An added burden on the librarian - just one more complication to
deal with (3 directors)

Reduction of staff time in the library (because of the cluster
arrangemcant)

The extra time required (by clustering) was a drain or the small
staff

Created a status problem setween staff who use the terminal and
those who don't

Public Relatiouns and OCLC

In the directors’ interviews, the pattern of response showed that the

public relations value of OCLC appareantly eithar decreased or was not as im-

portant or noticeable later in the Project.
Mid-Project 13 directors (44.8%) cited PR as a
benefit

End-Project 9 directors (31%) cited PR as a
benefit

Overlap pattern 6 directors cited PR in both interviews

Mid-Project checklist 18 directors (62.1%) agreed it was a
bencfit

Ead~Project checklist 20 directors (76.9%) felt OCLC increased
library visibility
Once again, directors who did not volunteer PR zs a benefit often indi-
cated that it had improved when they were azsked specifically in the checklist.
The data seems to indicate that (1) slightly more directors felt that PR Lene-
fits were present zt the end of the Project than at the beginning and (2) this
benefit was not, however, so noticeable to them, Or so worthy of comment later
in the Project as it was in the beginning (as indicated by the responses to a

general rather than specific question),




It may be that the improved library image is a benefit that peaks early
witnh the implementation of automation. The first appearance of a terminal ir
the library, particularly 2 public terminal, arocuses the public's interest and
extends 1ts view of what libraries do. After a while, however, automation
becomes an accepted part of service, both by the public and the staff.

Another influence here could be the PR campaign that accompanied the Pro-
ject. When we first began installing terminals, the Illinois Valley Library
System had Anne Mashinic, a librarian with expertise in public relations, on
its staff. ©She was responsible for press releases, organizing media exposure
and designing brochures to publicize vhe introduction of OCLC to the libraries.
During the latter part of the Project, she left the System to take another job
and we were not able to replace her. As a result, PR activity was at a lower
level for the remainder of the Project.

Another aspect of public relations i1s target groups which were affected
by such efforts. The last item on the 1982 director's checklist addressad
this question. The responses are shown in Table IV-M at the top of the next
page.

The effect, judged from the director's point of view, seemed to be stroug-
est for staff and patrons. It is also noticeable that the directors of libra-
ries that could not continue with OCLC felt that the effect on thelr patrouns,
board and community was less than did those that were continuing. The "no
effect” responses tended to come from the same group of libraries — that is,
a library director that felt there was no affect on the library's image for

the staff also felt there was no affect for patrons, board or community. This

group of seven directors that supplied most of the "no effect” answers repre-

sented four of the larger public libraries (three of which continued) and

three of the smaller ones {all of which dropped OCLC).




TABLE IV~M
END-PROJECT DIRECTORS' CHECKLIST RESPONSES

OCLC and Public Relations with Specific Groupa

How did using OCLC affect tha library's imsge to the following groupa:
InProved Image No Effsct

ao. z ao. k4
Scaff
All libraries (N =» 28) 22 B4.6% 4 15.4%

Continuing (N = 20) 18 90.0% 10.0%
Not continuing (N = &) 4 65.7% 31.3%

Aoard
All libraries (N.= 25) 17 58.0% 32.0%

Continuing (N = 19} 79.0% 21.0Z
Yot contiauing (N = ) 33.3% 66,72

.
All libraries (N « 24) T6.9% 21.1%

Continuing (N = 20} 85.0% 15.02
Not coutipuipg (N = 4) 50.0% 50.0%

Coomunity a8 a Wholae
All ldpraries (N = 23} 48.0% 52.0%

Continuing (N = 18) 51.0% 7 39.0%
Not continulog (N « 5} - 5 100.0%

This table gzives responas rates that reflact the perceaptions of direcrors
s raported on a2 checklist they filled in at the end of the Projeact. A third
option of "Lowmred image" wms given oo the checklist form. but no directors
used 1t. Tha Fesponses for directora of all the libraries are broken dowva by
those contipuing wich CCLC afrer the Project and thooe opr contipuing OCLC
use, Population size veries since not all cacagoriaes 2pply to 3ll directors:
sPecial and scademic librariea. for instance, may aot have Loards.

Clustering and Public Access Terminals

Attitudes involving clustering and public access terminals will be
covered in the Illinois Valley Library System OCLC Experimental Project
Reports numbers 5 and 6 respectively. The influence of these aspects of the

Project on the decisions to continue or not coutinue with OCLC will be covered

later in this report,.
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Cost and Other Disadvantages

At the mid-Project interviews, the cost of maintaining OCLC was viewed ac
a potential disadvantage by more than half the libraries. By the end of the
Project, all put two felt it was a disadvantage. (The exceptions were the di-
rector of an endowed library and the director of a special library.) The Pro-
ject assumed most of the OCLC charges, which weant that in 1981 1ibrarians
were not as aware of the fimancial burdens involved. Another factor was the
dramatic cost increases in telecommunications and modem charges during the Pro-
ject. The table below is a comparison of costs in January 1980 when the Pro-

ject began and July 1982 when libraries became responsible for all their own

expenses.

TABLE 1IV=H
CEAEGES FOR BASIC OCLC QPERATIONS IN ILLINOIS

January 1980 snd Jaly 1982

Bagic Terminal Charges January 1980 July 1982
Modem fae — 50.00/mouth
Tamminsl asinceoance 33,00/month 40.50/month
Terminal service fse - 26 th

Total Monthly Charges 33,00/month 11.7.00/monzh
Total Amnual Charges 396,00/ yaar 1,404 .00/ yaar

Uss Charges

Cataloging firar tima use 1.25/ticle l.46/titla
Talecomsunicacions fes oo FTY 45/ ticle 15/ titla
Cards (et 5 cards/title) 18/ title .23/title
Shipping for cards e (varies)
Interlibrery loan .95/raquest 1.25/raquent
Talecomsunicacions fes on ILL -_— «25/request

There ate oo zetwork fees added to OCLC bills in Illinoiss por any dues or
samberziilp fees, ILLINET cutTently redistributse talecommunication costa (in-
cluding part of the OCLC modem fes) chrough an addition of $,75 and $.25 respec=
tivaly <o cataloging PIUs and incerlibrary losn uwe charges.
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Concern with cost was expressed by the twenty-nine full participants in

both the interviews as follows (N = 29):

Mid-Project interviews directors (55.2%) cited
cost as a disadvantage

End-Project interviews 27 directors (93.1%) cited
cost as a disadvantage

Overlap pattern 16 directors cited cost in both
interviews

Continuing libraries (N = .2) 20 directors (90,9%) cited
cost as a disadvantage

Non-continuing libraries (W = 7) 7 directors (100%) cited
cost as a disadvantage

¥o questions concerning cost were asked on the checklist, but there were

several on the written attitude surveys.

TABLE IV-0
WRITIEN ATTITUDE SURVEY RESPOMSES
OCLC Coste

Petcent of "Afrese” or “Strougly Afres” ResPonses
Governing

Statement Summafy gtnc:g% QOthet su;f :u:horitnz . Pu:ous

costs of cowraslag tne librery lnctcessd
Hid=3totcet 71z of 24 761 59
End-Project 18% 18 144 50

Automation 18 Too expansive fof this librety
Hid~Projeet 15 52
Eod=-$Lo Ject 15 [1%

MoneY should be speuf on booke Cether then

sutomgting projects
Hid-Project 9 of 22 gy of 11 122 of 66 2118 of
fod-Project 62 of 16 128 of BA 20T of &% —

On the wTitiso stfitude wulveys, tespoudents could check “wetonBly agtes,” “egres.” "no oPinion.” “dis=
agrea™ of “sttongly disegres” 48 & CascTion to wpch etetemsat. The pefcenteges wers caiculsaced by temoviag
all "no oplnion™ responnas and then celculating percenteges fotf sech of the othef Cedponsas. Fof this tebls
the petcantegs of agtes end ecrongly agree ere combinad. The sumbec (N) gElven im the eize of Cha gtoup thac
axpressad on opinion. There i3 & coaplets repott of tesponses 1in sll cacegoties 1n the eppendixes.
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Increased awareness of and problems with costs 1s clear in the change in
response to the first twe items. More respondents 1in l9§b felt library costs
had increased as a result of OCLC. The amount of agreement with the secound
question also increased. Despite this heightened concern, there was a
stronger feeling in the second survey among staff and directors that automa-
tion is a legitimate way to spend library money.

The issue of cost 1is more complex than it would appear at first. For
some librariams it was simply a matter of not having enough money, hut for
others it had other facets. One was a concern for the sudden increases experi-
enced during the Project. At one point it was necessary for the network (ILLI-
NET) to bill an additional $482.09 for each terminal to cover unanticipated
increases in telephone costs. For a small library, this kind of sudden, unher-
alded levy can be devastating. Some felt that even the scheduled increases
were not annocunced soon enough. Most of the public libraries in the Project
have fiscal years that end in winter or spriﬁg; when budgets have to be ap-
proved in March, an April or May announcement of next year's prices can be a
problem. Moreover, late announcements of price increases coutributed to a
feeling among some directors that OCLC administrators lacked am awareness of
or sensitivity to the problems of small and medium-sized libraries, such as
the lack of flexibility in their budgets and their deadlines.

For some it was not sO much the price itself (although that was generally
viewed as high), but the problem of Jjustifying it to the governing authority
and/or the community. A third facet of the cost problem was an underlying ques-
tion of whether this was a fair price to pay for the service. Since there 1is
no other way to get the service, there is no way to judge the fairnesa of the
price compared to a similar system. The influence of these different aspects

of cost will be discussed later in this report, in the section on decision-

making.




The final major disadvantage identified 1in these studies and not dis-
cussed previously is the problem of documentation and its effect on OCLC use.
In the section on staff efficlency, it was clear that there was, by the end of
the Project, little or no feeling that OCLC could not be understood in the
libraries. Tralning was seen as a problem more 1in terms of the staff time
required than in terms of difficulty. Documentation, however, was brought up
as a problem in both interviews, although not nearly as frequently in the
second set as in the first (N = 29):

Mid-Project interviews 16 directors (55.2%) felt documentation
was a problem

End-Project interviews 6 directors (20.7%) felt documentation
was a problem

Overlap pattern 4 directors cited documentation in both
interviews

However, other measures such as the specilal survey dome on OCLC documen—
tation (see Illinois Valley Library System OCLC Experimental Project Report
No. 2) shows that dissatisfaction had not declined much, it had just become a
less urgent matter. As with the public relations wvalue of OCLC, it was the
initial impression that caused a peak of awaremess early in the Project. New
participants, some of whom had barely seen a terminal, received such a flood
of manuals, news sheets, technical bulletins and other papers, they did not
even lnow where to start (or whether to start) reading them. Much of this
feeling of frustration and shock was expressed at the mid-Project interviews.

Soon after the Project began, however, librarians received help in sor_
ting and prioritizing the documents from the Project staff. Training in the
OCLC subsystems also increased theilr understanding of what could be ignored,

helping to lessen the perception of this material as a serious problem. The

negative comments in the end~Project interviews emphasized two points about




this flood of paper. The directors of smaller libraries (and sometimes their
zovernlng authorities also) felt it was a waste of paper and postage - money
that could be better used in other ways. Another group of directors from spe-
clalized collections cited its ineffectiveness as an information tool. They
felt it was not fulfilling its function of efficiently providing answers to
questions or guidance in the use of QOCLC. Some directors who used other auto-

wated systems contrasted the usefulness of their documentation to that of OCLC.

THE MEDIUM-SIZED PUBLIC LIBRARY THAT DID NOT CONTINUE OCLC USE

In the mid-Project interviews, there were seven directors who had already
decided to continue with QCLC after the Project and one who had already decided
not to continue. This director also was the only person who felt at that point
that, on the whole, the disadvantages of QCLC outweighed the advantages. She
said, at one point, "I wish I had known then {at the beginning of the Project]
what I know now. I never would have agreed to participate. The time comnit-
ment 1Is just too great.” By the end of the Project, this director felt the
experience had been good, and had helped her library staff understand what was
involved in implementing automation, but she still felt QCLC was not needed in
her library.

What makes this director's reaction stand out is not only the unique deci-
sion at mid-Project described above, but alsc that her library, the largest of
those which did not to continue using OCLC, is quite a bit larger than many
that did continue. All the factors that worked to encourage OCLC use 1n other
libraries of similar size appeared tc be present in this library as well. It
seems important, therefore, to try to understand what made the reactions of
this director different.

This particular library serves a medium-sized industrial town continguous

with Peoria. A comparison with the average statistics of three Project public
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libraries cloaest to it in size and type of community shows that the

that did not contine has the following characteristics:

TABLE IV-P
A MEDLUM-STZED PUBLIC LIBRARY wuylCB DID KOT CONWIINUE OCLL USE
Comparison With Thres Similet Libteties

Librery Average af Comparison
Cheracteristic Not_Continuing Octher 3 Libreriea to _Avetege Rankiag

Pobulation served 21.805 15.5902 ITL largex largest
Regisctated btotToOwrs 6.372 6,688 5T 2od smallest
Annual circulacion 126,686 [34.758 6% smallar 0d gwallast
Collaction size {(rirtlaes) 37.105 32,125 largst Latgest

Annual book ecquisiciona
(ticlae) 5.6815 2,489 largat Latgest

Tatal incoms §333.528 $292,32 (42 latget Ind largest
?rinc nscetiate budget §33.551 328.61) 172 lacget 2nd latgest
Scetf FIE 9.9 8.1 221X highet Highast

Youte opan/wvaeik &6 58 14X nighet Ind higheet

floot space (eq. fr.) 5610 8,277 321 smplier Smailast

This zebis compares the medivm—eized public librery which did notr contious to use OCLC
with thtes othet mediue=sized libretlaa which did tontinue. All fout l1ibtetiss serve commn~
ixlas located nasf Pecris. ALl figufas ate teken fCtoy the 1981«32 spnus) Teport. except flaoy
spacs vhich wme shbtsined fCow eatiier vapofts ot from tha libtary.

One prominent facter in the library which did not continue QCLC use 1is
its age and growth rate. The library was founded twelve years ago, while the
newest of the comparable libraries became tax—~supported 44 years ago. Al-
though the staff is larger and the circulation slightly smaller than the other
libraries, there are almost twice aa many volumes added to the collection an-
nually. Further, the cataloging procedures of thia library before the imple-
mentation of OCLC were very streamliined and quite satisfactory to the direce
tor. The uge of OCLC required major adjustments in workflow. The prevalence
of down time and slow rasponse time on QCLC added to disaatisfaction with it.

The interlibrary loan subsystem was also used heavily by this library.

By mid-Preject, they averaged 57 interlibrary loans a month over OCLC, 24%




higher than the average of the other three libraries. In the view of this di-
rector, interlibrary loan was also consuming more staff time than was formerly
required when the library used the IVLS headgquarters as an interlibrary loac
intermediary. Any increased speed of delivery which resulted from the use of
OCLC 1in-house was not felt to be enough of an advantage to offset the addi-
tional investment in staff time.

One of the major disadvantages of OCLC in the view of this director was
the effect down time and slow response time had on the schedules of staff mem~
bers. Responsibility for cataloging and interlibrary loan activities was dis-
tributed among a large part of the staff. Thus, several staff members had to
be worked into the terminal schedule. Their own schedules also had to balance
terminal time with public service hours. There was a strong ccmmitment to
move books through the cataloging process as quickly as possible, partly bee
cause there was no space to shelve a backlog. If down time caused a staff mem-
ber to get behind in cataloging, therefore, efforts were made to reschedule
them for terminal time, which frequently resulted in the need to reschedule
public service time as well.

Another factor that may have been operating in this library was the place-
ment of the terminal. Because of lack of space, the terminal and printer were
put in the director's office, which was a small and already crowded area. Not
only were the facilities cramped, but anyone using the terminal might, to some
extent, be interfering with the director's work.

The decision of this library not to continue cannot be attributed to any

generally negative attitude towards automation in libraries. This library is

committed, with fifteen other libraries, to a jeoint automated circulation pro-
ject to be implemented in 1983 (as are two of the comparable libraries). The

director views the circulation project favorably, in part because 1t is seen




as a way of reducing the staff work load and the back-log in paper work. OCLC,
on the other hand, when comparad with former wanual methods, 1s seen as in=-

creasing hoth record keeping and tuse commitment. Access tO resources 1s an

important consideration for the library, but the circulation system, with on-

line access to resources of fifteen other libraries and back-up access to

wider resources through IVLS, 1s viewed as quite adequate for patron needs.

The circulation system also offers, for this director, an acceptable means for

sharing her library resources with «thers in a cost-eifective manner.

Four other public libraries in the Project are also involved in the auto-
mated circulation system. These four decided to keep QOCLC for the present.
Their evaluation of OCLC's benefits was, in general, much more positive than
that of their neighboring library and they also felt that QOCLC use would pro-
vide machine-readable bibliographic records that would be essential for the
implementation of automated circulation. Directors of some of these libraries
have, however, indicated that the need for CCLC would be serlously re—evaluated
once the circulation system was operational. At that time they will re-assess

whether both systems are necessary and affordable.

ATTITUDES TOWARDS THE PROJECT

Some questions on the 1981 interviews dealt with the Project itself. The
purpose of these was to evaluate the organization of Project activities and to
adjust them 1f pecessary. The responses are given here since thay may be use-
ful to organizations planning similar projects.

In the Illinois Valley Library System, there is a high level of coopera-
tion among libraries on special projects and programs. The mutual trust devel-
oped by these activities was demonstrated when 31X of the full participant
library directors (N = 29) said they had joined the Pra>ject in part because of

a desire to cooperate in an IVLS-endorsed undertaking. In addition 42.4% said
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that the IVLS endorsement had been a major influence on their decision to join
(see Appendix G, Mid-Project Interviews). This atmosphere of trust and cooper-
ation 1s what made such 2 Project possible. 1It aslo produced a high level of
expectation for performance by IVLS in general and the Project staff in parti-
cular. The reaction of participants in the mid-Project interviews shows that
the Project stat? seemed to have met most of these expectations.

The IVLS/OCLC Project staff was, for the most part, very successful in
vaintaining open communication with Project participants (N=33). Most direc-
tors (85.5%) expressed satisfaction with the staff's work with many (77.7%)
praising newsletters and training materials ("cheat sheets") particularly.
Participants felt that their needs were met and that they "were never made to
feel 1like dummies." There was some feeling (25.9%Z) that more information was
needed from the staff on the present and future costs of OCLC operations. At
that point, OCLC bills were being received and paid by the Project office,
without any copies being sent to the libraries. This situation was rectified
as quickly as possible sfter the interviews.

In introducing new systems like this to a technologically unsophisticated
audience, 1t is important that trailning and follow=-up materials be organized
for the audience, be consistent in format and vocabulary, and contain as much
as, but not more than, the participants want and need to know. The first ILLI-
NET workshop was viewed by the participants as far too techniecal for an audi-
ence that had never seen a terminal. The workshop, which was designed for
libraries already using OCLC, assumed a basic knowledge in the libraries of
OCLC and MARC cataloging that, unfortunately, did not exist. The Project

staff faced the problem of re-packaging OCLC for this user group on an ad hoc

basis. The endorsement of Project newsletters and "cheat sheets” by 77.7% of

directors shows their success in this area. It would have been a great advan-




tage, however, 1if sufficient time had been planned before actual Implementa-—
tion for Project staff to get to know the needs of participants, to evaluate
available training aids and to designlalternative aids only where they were
needed.

The Project OCLC training workshops received a few negative couments.
Some (7.4%) felt that they were too intense and too close in time to implemen~
tation, while others (3.7%) thought there was too much gap between training
and Implementation. These problems >robably have more to do with individual
circumstances (delays in terminal installation, etc.) than with the workshops
themselves. Most directors seemed pleased with the training being given,
al though some suggested more enhancement or follow~up programs.

Several directors (14.8%) felt the need for a planning structure for
adapting to the use of automation. In an experimental project such as this,
such guidance is hard to give since little was known beforehand about the use
of CCLC in smaller libraries. A general introductory session could have been
offered, however, on ways to prepare a staff for automation and ways to re-
examine library processes before or during the adaption process. Perhaps, in
addition, more aid could have been given 1In the beginning through personal
visits to discuss specific problems with iaternal procedures and possible adap-

tations to the computer.

A few directors (7.4%) and staff members felt that communication among

participants as well as with Project staff, was also Important. They pro-
posed, in various phrasings, the establishment of an IVLS/OCLC users' group or
some other forum to discuss experiences and exchange ideas. During the remain-
der of the Project, three such meetings were held.

In terms of communications with participants, there was one unexpected

benefit of the interview process itself. This study gave participants an op-

ol




portunity to express theilr views in a more formal atmosphere than was afforded
by visits from Project staff. Because of the interviews they were assured
that their ideas and feelings were being taken into account as the Project pro-
gressed and that the eventual evaluation would not be based exclusively on
statisical studies. This not only served as an effective communication chan-

nel with Project staff, but also created good feelings among the participants.

Post-Project Needs

During both interviews, directors were asked what services they would need
from the Illinois Valley Library System to support their use of OCLC after the
Project concluded. In the mid-Project interviews, the most frequent response
was a request for help in organizing and/or presenting the factors in the deci-
sion to the governing authority. The Project staff attempted to meet this
need through the "decision packet" materials (Appendix O). Services mentioned
in termms on on-going support of OCLC activities are shown in Table IV-Q, at
the top of the next page.

The library directors clearly perceive the future role of the System in
this area as a sort of mini-network, providing at least one staff member with
some expertise im OCLC use and, to a lesser extent, in cataloging. This exper-
tise would clearly save each library from having to hire or develcp one staff
member to speclalize in these areas. The other altermative 1s for smaller 1li-

braries to have their training and intcrpretation needs met by the statewide

network, which also provides these kinds of services. Having had the experi-

ence, however, during the Project of obtaining these services on a local and
more personal basis, directors wanted such help to continue.

The Illinois Valley "dbrary System made a commitment to libraries to pro-
vide as much back-up OCLC use as possible after the Project ended. It is not

clear whether the lack of such assurances would have affected any of the deci-
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TABLE IV-Q
DIRECTORS ' MID-PROJECT AND END~PROJECT INTERVIEW RESPOMSES

Syatem Ssrvices Nesded te Support Conctinuad OCLC Uss

Mid-projsce Pnd=froject

RG;E-MQ! Ra;g:uus:

no. - no. k4
Provide quick refersnce aida ("cheat shee 2™) 14 42.2% 13 61.9%
?rovids snhancemsatr traioing and updates 15 45.5% iz ' 57.1%
Belp with tectmical or equipment probleas 15 45.5% 3 14,32
Nevaletter. communications 14 42.4% -— -
Interpret GCLC changes and documsntation — 12
HalP wich original cataloging 11
Training fot pew steff — 10

aAid yich interfacing OCLC and circulation systen 12.1% *

This table givea the moat frequect respooses of directord to interview questiocas on
what services should be provided by the Illinois vallay Library Sysvem, aftsr the Proiect
1a coaplereds to aid libravy use of OCLC. At the mid-~Project interviews, all thitty-
three patticipanta {includiog four partial participanta) were sakad this question. At
the snd~Project interviews oaly directors of the twenty-two full participants whose
iibraries would coatinue to uge QCLC ware asked.

l'lay the tima of the end-Project interviews, thae System had already provided for
hiring a parson to aid in thes iaplemancetion of the circulation system.

sions to continue, but it i3 the feeling of the Project staff and of the inmter-
viewer that the provision of a local intermediary, who was personally known to
the library staff members, greatly aided in the success of OCLC in these

libraries.
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LIBRARY DIRECTORS AND GOVERNING AUTEORITIES

A Comparison of Attitudes

Table IV~R below gives a comparison of the benefits and disadvaantages
seen by directors of libraries and by their governing autnorities. These are
the opinions expressed in response to open-ended questions at the end-Project
interviews, In this case, the data has been selected 30 that results are re~
ported only for the twenty-three libraries where both the director and a mem=-
ber of the governing authority were interviewed. Therefore, numbers and per-
centages will not agree with those given earlier in this report for directors
only.

TARLE TVeR

IXD-FROJECT INTEAVIES RESPOWSES AT DIRCCTORS AND COVEAMENG AUTHORITIZS
Comparison of Major Basaflte and Dlendveetates Cltad

— Librdelns Coneltulof on OCLE Lisracles por Contlowiol os OCLE
w = 147 n=1

Govatelng . Crveening

&
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Cotelt™itg duality
1tell gifactivaness
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taprovnd cereloglog
work{low
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fubllc talatlowm

Dlsmivaatags’
Coat 3 91.01 14 14 a7.51 . ? 1 lo0.02

Dowm clmw andfoe
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oxmpla, tem dlgaccocs wncioned laptovad ceceloging wtkﬂ“ a8 0 barmilc. Of thess, only two bed goveceing suthor-
Ltles vio olpo weocloned thle baceflt. Thete wge ofe § " Ity et vho ssncioned this beeelic evem Chough
the diteatet of the e Ilbracy did wat.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




This information can be examined‘from several perspectives - the most fre-

quently mentioned benefits, the frequency with which they are mentioned, the
overlap of cpinion between the directors and governing authorities of the sape
libraries and the difference between the group that continued with OCLC and
that which did not. This last aspect will be discussed later in this report.

Combining both groups of libraries, continuing and not continuing, twe
rankings of benefits can be constructed, contrasting directors and governing
authorities.

Directors Governing Authorities

Interlibrary loan 2! // 91.3%
Cataloging quality 20 // 87%
Staff effectiveness 14 // 60.1%

Improved service to patrons
14 // 60.1%

Cataloging workflow 13 // 56.5%
Staff satisfaction 1l // 47.8%
Use of resources 10 // 43.5%

Public relations 7 // 30.42

Interlibrary loan 15 // 65.2%
Cataloging quality 11 // 47.8%
Staff effectiveness 11 // 47.8%

Improved service to patrons
11 // 47.8%

Staff satisfaction 6 // 26.1%
Use of resources 4 // 17.4%
Cataloging workflow 3 // 13%

Public relations 3 // 132

It is clear that the most important benefit to both groups is interlibrary
loan service or access to resources for the patrons. The next three benefits
were ranked about the same by both groups, but cataloging gquality is clearly
more important for the group of directors (chiefly from public libraries).
Cataloging workflow was also ranked higher by directors than by governing au-
thority members, although the latter group may have considered this benefit as

part of the more general expression of increased staff effectiveness.
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Public relations 1s ranked last by both groups. This may ba because it
was seen as a bonus, rather than as an important benefit or, it may be that
the PR value of the in-house terminals had become less noticeable a year or
two after their introduction.

All categories of benefits were mentioned more frequently by directors

. than by the members of governing boards. The director would naturally be more
aware of the daily operations and effects of QCLC than governing authorities.
It is most likely that the decision-making bedy discussed the benefits and
disadvantages when the decision had to be made. At that time (Feb. = May 1982)
they may have been more aware of OCLC than they would be later when the inter-
views were conducted. After the decision was made, the automated system was
not necessarily something they would continue to examine in detafl. The bene-
fits and disadvantages that were remembered during the July interviews, then,
are likely to be the ones most significant to them. In this case, the items
that most directly affect the patron - interlibrary loan, staff effectiveness,
improved service and quality cataloging - are those most frequently mentioned.
The benefits for which there 1is the greatest difference in the responses
of the directors and governing members are cataloging quality, cataloging work-
flow, use of resources and staff satisfaction. The interviewer observed that
those members of governing boards whe mentioned the cataloging aspects of OCLC
as a benefit had been educated over a long period of time by their lirector.
They evidenced knowledge of the nature of cataloging activity and its impor-
tance to library operations. If the decision-makers were aware of the role of
cataloging in the library, they remarked on OCLC's effect on it. In general,

the governing authorities were much less aware of the impact of OCLC on cata-

loging activities than were the directors.




An increasing staff effectiveness was recognized as a value about equally
by the two groups. Staff gsatisfaction and an increased use of library resour=-
ces (both by local patrons and by patrons of other libraries) were identified
more fregquently by directors.

By examining the overlap patterns one can see whether directors and gov-

erning authority members from the same library tended to mention the same items

=~ in other words, in evaluatin: OCLC, are they taking into consideration the

same or different aspects of its performance. 1In general, for both benefits

and disadvaﬁtages, the directors saw more than the governing authorities, How~
ever, it appears that if the director did not mention an jitem the governing

authority member was unlikely to do so.

Clearly the director is the chief source of information and opinion in
the decision-making process. Equally clearly, the governing board will place
the greatest importance on those effects of OCLC which most directly affect
the quality and efficiency of the most obvious patron services. Generally, in
the interviewer's opinion, a governing authority (especially in public librar—-
ies) will not be as aware of or impressed by the effects of OCLC on cataloging
quality or workflow if the role of cataloging has not heen made clear to them
over a period of time,

Another source for comparison of the attitudes of these two groups is the
results of the written attitude surveys conducted with both of them in 1981
and again in 1982. Table IV=S on the next page compares their responses to

items that appeared on both surveys.




. 51

TAELE TV=-3
VETITIN AITITUDE SIRVEY AXSrOmsls
Compartson of Difsctors ad Govarniag asthorities

Purcang of '”&" 4
ZSEYvOgiY Agrwe  Ladjpiremdd
Govetaing

Birsetor Astbo
1 [ []
Rasourcs Thayisg
Cantay o fimd teoits other Libraries omm
Md=-Project 100 of I8 I of 73
Eni=irelace O of 18 WL of 30
More Soeks berrowsd trom this Libewry
wd-Project 83 of W X of 53
Bad=Prolect v of 1B TEE of ¥
Sorromd e books Prom other Livesriss (ILL)
Bid=Project A of I7 X of 81
tad~tromct 83T of 18 T of s
- Librul? coRtTIMFtal WAe 0 aorvicy in IVLS
Hd-Projecy W of % WL of TH
Ead=Froject A% ot 13 WL of 5T
Fatyoe sesis satisfisd sors quichly
i-Fromct UX of 3 ™I o W
Emd=Prolec WX ot L7 aTE ot A7
dvailability of pooks ia ithrary declissd bacases
. af resenrcw sharimg
Ntd-Frolact o+ ST S 19 of 38
End=Prosect & of 18 - S
Libeary shoull oot lesd ger-of=stara
wi-romtt 122 of a 152 of &7
End—Proisct 53 o 17 102 of 40
Saguioging
Library has o bettar cataldf with OCLS
Md-Project 73 of 12 82X of 46
tal=tTo St X of 18 WE ot 40
slowsr tufmarcesd for card sats vich OCIC
d-Propect T of It 198 ot 59
Soad=Tutect T ot 17 13 of )9
2tafl Riteccivenany/Saciataction
stomstion i dalmmsnixicy ia the Lideary
Sd=Pro fect 2 of 13 8 of &
Emd—-Project 1z of 18 X of is
Twing Tha - has ik wyfataft o
satisitction
Ject T of 17 198 of 43
ul-l'uiut &z o 17 WL of 23
OCLC ‘s tow complax t0 lasrn in the Cime
svnilahlia
Wa-Project (1 of 19 £ of TX
Sad-frolact 5 of 16 X of &
Congs
Concs of sparating the LibTary Locradset
a-Project T2 of In 76X of 59
Zad=froleet X ot 18 anx of M
mtamation 19 00 expessive for this Library
MLd-Prosete 1T of i3 X of ST
En-Prolect WL of 13 4 of e
Hougy should by spaat ou Meoks Cathes thss automstiss
nid=froisct L9% of 2 128 of 56
fad-fropect 4T ot (6 WI of 43
Hiecallsasons Poacitons
* Cartar to fiod teoks this Libeary owas
Ntd-Promct 50X of 15 - -
End=troject ST ot L3 8% of 37
Bow sarvicas svailable (0T patroma
i=Fromct 1 aof 13 91T of 72
[T sy of 8 asX ot ST
Mtter contitnacion of ook salectise (a [TLS
- Hig=Frojeet T of U T of BX
tad=treioce 9% of L3 I o 4
Sogarel
Guality of Livrary sstvica detetiotuced
RLd=Pro Ject 9% of 26 X of 44
Bl=Prolecc X of 18 X of SX
Canmzete hawe o valus in Libracise
Hid=-Project 0L of 2% 42 of Th
Bal-Project @ of 1} 1 ot 53
A5l gan LocTessed accaptamts of gthat foves of
ratamticg
IO NCT 100 of L3 NI of M

Oo the cll’.t- l“ltl‘l mrTeY, mu could chect "weroagly seies,” "a(m.
"no epiad "dd ” ar "we " a8 02 ¢4 asmch Tha pur~-
mmn-nwmwmm hwhm'mmndm-uluhuupw-
contagas for anch of the othar taapoagen. For this rable che percentape cf sytwe and
$TICEELY £ETAG 4TS coudiumd, The cumber (N) given 1» the wise of Cha growp that expressed
sa opintow, Thefe 19 o CoEplecs rapory of reaspoasss (A all categories (a tha sppeidizas,

ERIC 5

PArunext provided by exic [ 1

BEST COFY AYMLABLE

Co




THE DECISION~MAKING PROCESS

e

The decisions to stay with or to drop OCLC at the end of the Project were
made by libraries at varying times. Seven directors reported in the wmid-
Project interviews that they were committed at that point to continuing, one
even saying that she had considered the commitment to the Project itself to be
a long-temm commitment to OCLC. At this point also (May 1981) at least one
director had decided not to continue after the Project ended.

For other libraries, the de.ision was made later, generally some time be-
tween January and May of 1982. Several libraries that decided to continue in-
dicated clearly that this decision was tentative and would be thoroughly re-
viewed after a year in which they assumed the entire cost of OCLC membership.
The Project schedule for decisions was:®

January - March Project sends out '"decision packets™ to 1li-

braries

april 30, 1982 Libraries submit requests for terminals and

printers to be permanently assiguned to their

library after the Project

May 17, 1982 IVLS makes decisions on terminal/printer
placenent

June 30 Decisions by libraries on remaining in OCLC
and on clustering. Any necessary adjustments
to terminal placement made.

In reality, the process was not nearly so clear-cut. Most public

libraries had to decide on their budgets for the coming fiscal year in March

or April - some as early as January or February. Consideration of clustering
costs, exploration of alternatives and budgeting for OCLC began early in 1982.
The Project office designed decision packets which were prepared on a schedule

dictated by the libraries' various internal deadlines.




The Project Director designed a general document explaining the various
benefits and costs of QCLC that had emerged in the Project up to that point.
Where statisti_s were available for each individual libraries, such as inter-
library loan rates, cataloging speed and costs, etc., they were included.
With the ald of a wovd processor each packet was personalized. The master
decision packet format 1s attached to this report as Appendix O.

From questions asked at the end-Project interviews (Tahle IV-T) it was
learned that these decision packets were used by most of the librarians (62%).
However, they were usually not givea to the governing authority in toto. Direc-
tors were more likely to adapt or alter the information which some felt was
too long or too technical for their boards.

Some of the questions in the end-Project interviews dealt with the deci-
sion-making process itself - what happened and when, what was known and when.
Responses to those questions are shown in Table IV-T at the top of the next
page.

Most libraries monitored the progress of the Project and the effect of
OCLC continuously throughout the two years of the experiment. The fact that
this was more common in the libraries that stayed might indicate that the d4i-
rectors in these libraries had a more serious commitment and thus spent more
time educating and updating board members. Some librarians who continued

using OCLC felt the decision was made earlier in the Project than was abso-

lutely necessary and that the final decision was not if but how they would

stay in. For those who decided not to continue the final determination was
not made until it had to be, with one exception which was discussed earlier.

By May of 1981 the twenty-five directors who had not already made a deci-
sion to keep c¢r drop OCLC after the Project perceived theilr major concern in

their future decision would be the "cost/benefit ratio" (92%). The benefit




TABLE [VaT
INTERVINR RESPONSES BY DIRECYORS AMD GOVERNING AUTHORITIES
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factors specifically identified were service to patrons (361} and improved
staff efficiency (32%), Although the directors were thinking about bemefits,
several did not, at that point, seem to be clearly defining which benefits
they would balance against the costs, Since the purpose of the Project was to
clearly define costs and benefits, many directors were waiting for the Project

results before making their decision.
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By the end of the Project, cost factors and benefits were clearer. OCLS
charges, terminal distribution and cluster arrangements all had an impact on
the decisions of most libraries, with the first factors being predominent,
Terminal placement and clustering were, in fact, cost considerations because
the vay OCLC was used, whether in-house, as a guest, or with a guest, affected
the total cost. Having an in-house terminal was the most expensive alterna-
tive. There were, however, several cages where directors felt that if they
did not receive a terminal they would not continue. They felt that, without a
terminal they would still be paying a high price for OCLC use but realizing
less than half its benefits.

Decision-makers were also asked whether they would buy a terminal if one
had not been available thrcugh the Project. Of those who continued, fifteen
directors and eleven governing authority members said they would. Almest all
of these respondents felt that an arrangement that spread out terminal pay-

ments over a period of time would help them in the purchase of a terminal.

Factors in the Decision

In the end-Project interviews, both groups were asked to give the posi-
tive and negative factors that affected their decision. The answers, of course,

reflected most of the same concerns as the benefits and disadvantages given

earlier. Responses tc these and related questidna are summarized in the table

on tha next page.
As with the benefits listed in Table IV-R, there seems to be a greater
cwareness by the directors of the benefits of OCLC than there is by the board

members in most cases. The positive factors reflect those listed as benefits
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in the earlier table, with a few minor exceptions. It is interesting to note
that three pembers of governing boards said that job satisfaction of the staff
as a major reason for continuation, but, although almost half of the directors
had mentioned staff satisfaction as a benefit earlier, they did not give this
as a justification. At least one governing authority member felt that the
chief reason for continuing with OCLC for another year was the opportunity for
further evaluation. In other words, he felt that dropping OCLC was too impor-
tant a decision to make wyithout additional data.

The availability of OCLC terminals at no cost was an additional positive
factor in a majority of the decisions. The terminals acquired during the Pro-
ject were to be distributed to the continuing libraries on the basis of the
anticipated amount of use that a terminal could get in a specific location.
As explained before, the availability of these terminals to any specific 1li-
brary was often a factor in the decision to stay with OCLC because it affected
both the cost of remaining and the effectiveness of QCLC use.

Another factor in the decision to stay which was expressed by twe govern-
ing authority members, and suggested by others, was the comnitment in staff
time and money that had already been made to OCLC. There was certainly a
feeling that 1f the library was ever going to use OCLC, now was the time to
make the commitment. The staff were trained and the terminals were available
at little or no expense. Although the continuing expense of OCLC would be

high, 1if they dropped it now, it would be uniikely that they could afford the

start-up costs at some future time. If continuing turned out to be too great

a strain on their budget, they could drop it later.
The negative factors given by libraries continuing with OCLC were almost
exclusively related ‘to cost. As mentioned before, the only two libraries

where cost was not cited as a factor were a library withug private endowment




and a special library in a large company. The directors cited cost as a dis-
advantage more often than the governing authorities.

Governing authorities, on the orher hand, were more concerned than direc-
tors about the inconvenience of clustering, should that be necessary. They
mentioned specifically the amount of staff time away from the library and the

inconvenience of travel arrangements for guest libraries. This almost cer-

tainly reflects the high concern ii governing boards for providing service at

the library building.

Several board members expressed a concern over whether the terminal would
be used enough to justify its expense. This may appear to be a very practical
consideration, however, in the context in which it was made, it was more phil-
osophical. Rather, the concern appeared to be that, as a general principle,
an expensive pilece of equipment would not be used to its maximum c;pacity.
These governing authorities would have welcomed other libraries using their
equipment.

Directors and governing authority members from libraries which had de-
cided not to continue with OCLC were likewise asked for the basis of their
decisions. For all of them, it was chiefly the cost factor. In some cases,
the library could probably have afforded to have OCLC if they had wanted to
use their resources in that way. However, three library directors felt that
the services offered by OCLC were not needed by their patrons or could be ob-
tained in other ways without the high cost. 1Two directors (with their govern-
ing authorities agreeing) gave other priorities for library spending at this
time, guch as staff salaries or building expansion. Three directors said that
they simply did not feel that OCLC was cost-effective for their library.

In two casesof libraries that did not continue, board authorities saw no

benefits from OCLC. There was not enough community pressure or positive re-
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sponse to justify this large expenditure of funds. Other board members said
that one reason for not continuing was the lack of a strong recommendation
from thelr librarian that they should do so. In some cases, at least, the de-
cision not to continue was made with some trepildation and with the uneasy sus-
plcion that their library might be losing out in the future because they were
small and unautomated and therefore might not be a focus of concern in IVLS.

In looking at the data from the interview studies the chief differences
that appear between the libraries that did not continue with OCLC and those
which did continue are that the latter saw far less increase in staff effec~-
tiveness, far less increased use of resources, and less public relations
value. (See tables IV-G, IV-H, IV-J, IV-K and IV-M)

When they were asked specifically, neither the directers nor the govern-
ing authority members in any of the libraries dropping OCLC said that the avail=-

ability of terminals was a factor in their decision. In some cases they knew

that, had they continued, they would have received a terminal and in others,

th2y lnew that they could simply not have afforded 2 terminal and would have
had to continue as guest libraries in a4 cluster. By comparison, many of the
libraries that continued with OCLC, wanted a terminal and would not know
" whether they were going to get a terminal until all decisions had been made by
the other libraries and terminal distribution could be determined. In several
of these libraries, during the decision-making process either the director or
the governing authority expressed the opinion that, if they did not have a ter-
minal in-house, continuing with OCLC would not be worth the investment in cata-
loging costs. These libraries felt that the cost of OCLC could be justified
only with an in-house terminal providing immediate access to the interlibrary

foan data bhase.




The Cost Factor

The major disadvantage of the use of OCLC for most libraries was the cost.
It was the feeling of the interviewer that there were at least three separate
aspects of the cost question which concerned the directors and boards. The
first was the absolute cost, that is, whether or not the amount of money needed
to support OCLC was available or could be obtained now an? on an on=going
basis.

The second facet of the cost question was present, in the opinion of the
interviewer, in at least half of the libraries. This was a concern not with

the amount of money involved per se but with the justification of this major

expenditure. The directors were concerned with how they could justify that

amount of money to the board, and the board was cencerned, in mény cases, with
how to sustify that expenditure to the community. Several quotations from the
interviews illustrate this concern. The director of a small college library
said, "It's worth it to us as librarianms. ﬁe recognize the henefits, the pro-
blem 1is convincing the administration.” A board member from a library which
dropped OCLC explained that they probably could have gotten the money if they
had really tried, but the demand simply wasn't there in the community to jus-
tify that kind of effort. A school librarian pointed out that, "A large sum
in the budget looks like a major luxury item. When such a major purchase is
made {i.e., a terminal] it is printed in the newspaper.”

A third facet of the cost situation which was openly expressed by several
liSrarians was related to the intangible aspects of automation. One director
said, "The board is favorabl: to this, but they don't want to get ripped off."
Another, "The problem here is that the board can't really see what they are

paying for, it's not like books or staff.” A board member who was experienced

with automation expressed it in similar terms, "If you need a new roof on the
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building, 1it's obvious. It's not so clear whether or not you need automa
tion." This uneasiness about the cost reflects the difficulty of actually

proving that the intangible benefits of OCLC are worth its expense. There is

some distrust of technology, not so much for itself, but for the difficulty it

presents to the uninitiated in understanding its operations and assessing its
value. There was also considerabls uneasiness ahout price changes for OCLC
services and for telecommunications. All of these factors together add up to
a general feeling that it is impossible to prove clearly one way or the other
that a specific type of automation 1is doing its job, that it is the best pro~-

duct to do the Job, and that the Job it 1is doing 1s needed.

THE INTERVIEWER'S IMPRESSIONS

In any undertaking like this which involves a subjective, open-ended in-
terview of respondents, one of the most important and helpful results is the
information gained through the interviewer. In this case we were able to ob~
tain the services of the same person for both gets of interviews. Valerie
Wilford is an Assistant Professor of Library Science, Illinois State Univer-
sity. She has had professional experience with librarians in school, public,
speclal and academic libraries and is an experienced interviewer. Besides con~
ducting the interviews and reporting the results that are given in the appen-
dixes of this report, she took much of her time to give her interpretations of
the dynamics of the Project in general and specifically in participating

libraries.

Factors in the Library Decisions

In general, Wilford felt that there were several factors that, although
not mentioned directly by the board members, were operating during the Project

and may have affected decisions. These included:
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Evaluation data and strategies. Librarians and their boards participa-
ting in the Project had available evaluation data and strategies. The
factors in the decision were laid out for them, 1if they wished to take
advantage of it and felt that it was germane to their operation. In
Wilford's view, it is unusual in wost decision-making situations in small
and medium-sized libraries to have such a clearly defined decision-making
framework and to have available such a complete package of information.
The time necessary to make such an investigation and to prepare such
materials is simply not available in most libraries of this size.

Initial decision. Wilford felt that an important factor in the eventual
decision a library made at taye end of the Project was the decision they
thought they would make when they began the Project. Most of the librar-
ians had a clear idea at the beginning of the Project that they probably
would or probably would not continue. In a few cases, librarians and
boards committed themselves to the Project in the spirit of cooperation
and of experimentaticn but without the expectation that their library
could afford to continue after the grant support ended. Wilford feels
that this initial assessment affected the evaluation of OCLC use during
the Project and the final decision. In most cases, libraries with a di-
rector who did not expect to continue, did net continue. In some cases,
they continued on a very conditional basis with the idea that OCLC would
have to be re-evaluated at the end of another year.

Proliferation of computers. The general social-technological mood in the
country played a role in determining whether libraries would continue
with OCLC. As one librarisn expressed it, her board was in a "computer
mode;" they were ready to accept technology and computers as a legitimate
means of improving service. Had this experiment been made five or six
years earlier when microcomputers were not so common in scheols and in
the media, the decisions of governing boards and administrators might
have been quite different.

Role of the library. Another factor was the image that the director and
the board had of the library and of itself. If the library was perceived
in more traditional terms, it was less likely that the board would decide
to continue with OCLC. The extension of library services presented by

OCLC was seen more as a luxuery than as a service that the patroms either
needed or would demand. The director's self image also played a role
here. Where the director felt confident about an ability to deal with
the tensions created by automation, it was more likely that the library
would centinue.

Public awareness. Public awareness was an important factor in influenc-
ing boards of public libraries and of school libraries to continue with

OCLC. In some towns, the library was perceived as a city showcase, a
major imscitution in the community which reflected its concern for educa-
tivon and modernization. The public access terminal and the goed public
relations that it supplied enhanced this view of the library both In the
eyes of its board and in the eyes of the citizens at large. If Project
participation contributed to an increased demand for interlibrary loan
and other library services, the result wks a greater readiness to spend
public funds on OCLC.
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Background of decision-makers. Obviously the background of the board,

and the amount of information they had available was a factor in the
decision-making process. Where there were board members with great in-
terest in automation and with some level of expertise in that area, they
could usually manage to reassure their fellow board members of the value
and legitimacy of automating.

Delay of interview. Wilford also peinted out that the responses obtained

fron board members were influenced by the fact that the interview was not
done until several months after most boards had made their decisions.
Since boards have to deal with a variety of issues, but do not live with
them on a day-to-day basis as the director does, it is very likely that
the exact basis on which the decision was made three or four months ago
was not clear in scme members' memories. There may well have been more
factors in the decision and a clearer perception of them at the time of
the decision than were expressed at the time of the interview. It is
clear, however, from the results of the studies that the boards were more
interested in the public benefits than in those that do not have an ob~
vious and immediate effect on the patrons.

Relationship between librarian and governing authority. Wilford found

several different patterns in the relationship between the board and the

librarian. In some cases, the boards made the decisions with little or

no reference to the librarian except for initial input. In these cases,

an informed and active member con the board could significantly influence

the dacision. Another pattern was that the librarian and the board worked
as a team to make the decision with the librarian generally taking the

lead. In a few cases, it was clear that the board, in an issue' such as

this, simply folilowed the librarian’s recommendation. As one board mem-

ber put it, "We hire our director to make these decisions. When we are

not pleased with her decisions we’ll hire a different director.” In one

cas2, the OCLC Project initiated a distinect change in relationship between
librarians and their beocard. This is the case of two school librarians

who had seldom attended bcard meetings and had never had any voice in the

creation of their own budget. With the advent of OCLC, and their advo-

cacy for it to their superintendent, they were given an active voice in

the decision of how their budget would be spent. This experience of being
able to influence the superintendent aznd therefore the board’s decision

on a matter important to them clearly changed their relationship with

these governing bodies.

Library size. Wilford felt that the smairle. the library, the more holis-

tic and philosophical the 1librarian and the board were in seeking and
evaluating QCLC benefits. Smaller libraries wete more likely to look at
the system as a whole and consider all of its aspects in their evaluation.
They were more likely tu see as a benefit, and to express strengly, the
feeling that the image of the library as a modern and forward-looking in-
stitution was importaat and was benefitted distinctly by the implementa-
tion of 0CLC. These kinds of concerns, as much as, or possibly more than,
a concern for cataloging or even interlibrary loan had a stronger influ-
ence in smiller libraries than in larger libraries. In the mid=-Project
interviews this attitude was expressed, on the checklist, as a feeling
that OCLC helped to close the gap between smaller and larger libraries
and provided good public relations and improved the library image.
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View of cataloging. In dealing with the benefits of OCLC specifically,
Wilfoid felt that the amount of value a director placed on OCLC catalog-
ing depended on two basic factors. The first was the importance perceived
by the director of uniform bibliographic contrel for the collection. The
second was how pleased the director had been with pre~OCLC cataloging pro-
cedures and quality. Where pre-0ClLC cataloging was perceived as both
efficient and sufficient, there wks less likelihood that the director
would see OCLC cataloging as a benefit.

Role of IVLS in interlibrary loan. In some cases the perception of inter-
library loan as an important benefit of OCLC depended on the librarian's
interpretation of the role of the Illinois Valley Library System. If the
library director or hoard felt strongly that interlibrary loan Service
was chiefly the responsibility .. f IVLS or could be accomplished more effi-
ciently by  IVLS, the value of OCLC for interlibrary loan in the library
was not felt so strongly. In some cases there was even a feeling that,
since ILlL was the duty of the System, it was not the responsibility of
the libraries to do any of it on OCLC.

Role of bibliographic control. A library was more likely to continue
with OCLC if there was a clear and conscilous understanding of the link
between uniformity in cataloging and resource sharing. This, to scme
extent, was tied to the perception of the role of IVLS in interlibrary
loan activity.

View of “staff."” Wilford felt that a director was more likely to per-
ceive that staff time was beilng better used when the library was large
enough to have several full-time employees. In smaller libraries where
there were only one or two employees, there was less likelihood that the
director would perceive "staff"™ as separate from herself. In these cases
it was more likely the director would see the staff satisfaction but not
necessarily perceive increased staff efficlency. These directors were
more likely to have felt personally challenged or as one person expressed
it, "I grew."

Long-range planning. A few of the libraries involved in the OCLC Project
had also been involved in an earlier experiment with the Planning Process

for Public Libraries. Those libraries which had developed a long-range
plan or had a similar document (such as the system of management by ob-

jectives used in one of the special libraries) were wore clearly able to
define the basis of their decision and to justify it to their governing
authority through reference to the plan. Wilford also felt that these
directors were somewhat more comfortable with their decision and 1less
likely to doubt that they had made the right choice.

Factors in Specific Types of Libraries

When Wiiford reviewed individual library decisions with the Project Direc-
tor, libraries were crnsidered in categories by type and size. What follows

is the interviewers interpretation of the dynamics involved in decision-making
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in the various libraries, both for and against keeping OCLC. This 1is an en-

tirely subjective but informed view 1o which the interviewer tried to express

what she felt were the underlying factors in the decision-making process,

regardless of what decision was finally made.

Small Public Libraries

Factors in favor of keeping OCLC:

1.

The desire to be modern and to move with the times, encompassing
several coacerns including the invigoration of a dying community,
establishing the library in the mainstream of national development,
and a local pride in the library as an institution.

Establishing a connec*len either more directly with IViS or with the
library world as a whole. A percepticn of the library as fittiug
into the larger unit in a constructive way in which they both bene-
fited and contributed.

The view of interlibrary loan as chiefly providing access to exten-
ded resources for community member3. The speed of interlibrary loan
was appreciated, but the ability 1t provided for the library to ex-
tend its range of service and to extend the resources available to
the community was emphasized more. Likewise, the ability to verify
a title immediately and assure the patron that it could be requested
was important.

The vyiew of OCLC as providing a personal challenge for the director
and/or the staff.

The abjlity to drep OCLC at any time should the cest become too great
for the library's budget.

The value of cataloging quality for the library. In some cases there
was 3 real appreciation of the value of good cataloging to library
service. In others the extent and quality of the cataloging was seen
as interesting and possibly helpful but not really needed in the
small library situation.

The strong leadership of one person, either the director or a member
of the board.

A feeling of commitment to IVLS and a desire to do what IVLS recom-
mended.

The reluctance to lose an existing investment in staff training and,
to some extent, money.




Factors which discouraged keeping OCLC:

1. Lack of money. 1In two cases, the interviewer felt that, although
the board and/or director said that there was no money, the library
could have afforded OCLC had the board or director felt streongly
enough about keeping it. In other cases there was a very real con-
cern by the board and the director about the appropriate balance
between the purchase of local resources and providing access to
national resources on a local level.

A lack of a strong articulation for the board of the benefita
involved.

A feeling that a very small library was not the appropriate place
for such an impressive system. The interviewer felt that there was
never any real consideration of the possibility of staying with OCLC
in some of these libraries.

A view of the library in its more traditional role.
For various reasons, the public relations aspect of the public
access terminal had not been fully realized or had not had an affect
on the community.
A concern by the board and/or the director over whether the termiral
would be ysed enough to justify its existence in that library, that
expensive resources, such as the terminal, should be used to full
capacity. v

7. Problems with clustering and/or travel to the host library.

8. Staff resistance or other specific staff problems.

Medium-sized Public Libraries

Factors in favor of keeping OCLC:
1. Quality cataloging and/or improved cataloging workflow.

2. Interlibrary loan, in particular wmeeting the specialized needs of
the community.

3. A very careful evaluation of OCLC and clear recommendation regarding
continuation by the director. Beoards 1in these circumstances felt
confident in wmaking their decision in favor of (QCLC. Where there
was a long-range plan that could be used in the evaluation and recom-
mendation, it was a strong positive factor.

A feeling that the library could afford OCLC for at least one more

year during which time a further evaluation of its effects could be
wmade. This includes the feeling that now 1s the time to use OCLC 1f
the library is going to, and that it will be more difficult to begin
OCLC again later when terminals and possibly other services are not

avallable.
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15.
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Improved "patron services" in a general sense.

A long term commitment toO automation in general: ‘'mot if, when."
Increased staff effectiveness.

Increased connection with the Illinois Valley Library System and/or
with its participating libraries. The emphasis for these libraries,

as opposed to smaller libraries, was on local connections rather than
national ones.

The presence of a board member with knowledge of library science or
automation.

Reluctance to give up a two-year investment of staff time and/or
money in OCLC training and use.

The library's image among other libraries in the area.

Professional development.

The board’s willingness to accept the director's recommendation. In
some cases, thils worked in favor of keeping OCLC and in others
agalnst, depending on the nature of the recommendation.

Sponsorship by the Illinois Valley Library System.

Despite the perception of the price as high, a judgement that OCLC
services were worth 1it.

Factors which discouraged keeping OCLC:

1.

Cost. This was far less a factor in these libraries than in the
sitaller libraries. In only a few cases did the interviewer feel
that there would be any great difficulty for the library fund con-
tinuation. It was more common that the problem was in justifying
the expense rather than im actually finding the money. In other
words, what did the library have to give up, and how did it justify
that reallocation.

Satisfaction with the quality of cataloging and/or cataloging pro-
cedures prior to OCLC.

Unsatisfactory experience as @ host library during the OCLC Project.

A strong perception ~f IVLS, rather than the library, as the prime
processor of interlibrary loan requests.

An acquisitions policy which emphasized provision for the major
needs of the community through purchase on demand and the use of
interlibrary loan only for more unusual materials. Some libraries
had ample collection development budgets and felt those funds should
be used to acquire materials rather than expand the ILL access in
the library itself. IVLS was seen as sufficient back-up for inter-
library loan needs.




A lack of a strong recommendation from the director to keep OCLC.

A perception that OCLC lacked sensitivity to smaller libraries' cir-
cumstances.

Other priorities for library funds such as automated circulation pro-
jects.

3. The absence of long-range goals or long-range planning in the
libraty to clearly define priority use of resources.

18. Staff resistance and/or other staff problems.

Academic Libraries

Factors in favor of keeping OCLC:
Control by the library director over budget allocations.

Improved staff efficiency and effectiveness, including the transfer
of some procedures to lower level sinff.

Interlibrary loan, including expanded access to resources, speed of
acquisition and internal control over ILL procedures.

Quality of cataloging and/or improved cataloging workflow.
Demonstrable cost-effectiveness.
Factors against continuing with OCLC:
1. Cost.
2. Tight control bv the college aduministration over the library's bud-
get and/or management and a lack of clear understanding by the admi-

nistration of library functions.

School Libraries

Factors in favor of keeping OCLC:
1., Cataloging, particularly in multi-building school districts.
2. Interlibrary locan and accessibility to extended resources, partic-
ularly in terms of special student needs for information for papers
and in terms of faculty needs.

Better use of staff time.

The computerization of other school functions, particularly the in-
troduction of microcomputers.

Pride by the board and/or administration in the school library and
its educational program.




10.

11.

12.

13.
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The fact that the implementation of OCLC provided a distinct decision
oppertunity for the librarian to assert his or ¢her role in making
decisions about the nature of library service in the school.

Relief for the scbool librarian from professional isolatiom. OCLC
offered opportunities to share not only bibliographic information
but also training experiences and expertise with other librarians in
the System and the state.

Staff development and/or an increase in the status of the library
staff in the view of the faculty.

The promotion of centralized processing, particularly in a district
that had separate processing operations in different buildings.

Union catalog function for district-wide holdings.
Freeing professional staff time for more educational activities.

The presentation of a carefully thought out justification by the 1li-
brarian to the administration and a strong recommendation from the
librarian.

Preparing students for library use in Secondary or college educa-
tion.

Factors that discouraged keeping OCLC:

1.

2.

Cost and the difficulty of justifying that cost to the administra-
tiom.

In the three multiple-building schocl districts participating in the
Project, placement of the terminal created the same problems regard-
ing access exXperienced by 1libraries in a cluster arrangement.

The difficulty of being a guest library in a school district cluster
when the 1librarian's work hours and schedule were inflexible.

OCLC documentation, specifically the difficulty in locating and re-
viewing the Steps in a procedure.

Concern about the lack of easy access to records in the OCLC data
base for non-print material.

The fact that the terminal would not have much use, if any, during
summer vacation. This concern had two different aspects. First,
the terminal was being paid for but not used during a certain period
of the year and second, the interlibrary loan message file could not
be answered by the library.

The feeling, in an elementary school district, that the access
offered by OCLC was not needed at that level in educationm.




8.

9.

Lack of subject access.

Lack of Sears subjecr headings on mosr OCLC records.

Special Libraries

Factors in favor of keeping OCLC:

1.

Inrerlibrary loan and the access it gave both to materials in the
specialized area and to materials outside the specialized area which
the library does nor collect but for which it does receive requests.

Cataloging, evalvated as a secondary benefit.

The need of wmaking a wvery practical decision and of defending it to
the company adminisrratiom. This positive factor led to close exawm-
ination and a feeling of personal security witb the decision.

Future development of acquisitions and serials claiming systems on
OoCLC.

Staff gatisfaction.

A library's image in the organization, and the importance of main~
taining that image in oxder to keep the library effective.

Factors that discouraged keeping OCLC:

1.

2.

Cost was a factor in two of the tbree special libraries.

The billing process of OCLC and/or of the petwork. The manner in
which bills were sent, the confusion concerning the content of the
bills, and the lateness of the bills all were sources of dissatis-
faction.

The pricing structure of OCLC, the need for more equitable pricing
between JLL amnd cataloging functions.

Problems with dial access use of OCLC.

Dissatisfaction with OCLC documentation, its organization and
indexing.

The training time needed to use OCLC, particularly when staff turn
over was bigh.

Lack of a system for central crediting and debiting of JILL charges
from other libraries. This concern arose from corporate accounting
procedures which made it very expensive to process invoices and im-
possible to collect charges.
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CONCLUSTIONS

This final section is an attempt to bring together the wore important
generalizaticns that have been made from the data gathered and reportad
earlier.

The decision fémﬁoin OCLC and the benefits of doing so, particularly in
smailer libraries, may be as wuch symbolic as pracrical. Besides the amore
tangible Denefits, there 18 a desire for the library and the communicy it
serves o cxperiecce automaticn, to become linked to 2 broader werld, to ben~
erit rom end contribute to liprarles in general, and to move into the "main~
stxeam” ,r future directions of librariles.

Antic:ipsted problems with OCLC. and with any automation, jaclude anxiety
dtour cesinyg with technology, and learning new gkills — either for oneself or

otner scaff., Implementation need not present these problems. TFor OCLC,

kt
=]
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4t least, implementation instead presented unanticipated problems of down
time, response time and documentation. In some cases, confidence i1n oneself
or the staff abilitles was lower then necessary and expectations of perfection
from the computer or OCLC staff were higher than might be reasonable.

QULC was originallr viewed, by sowe, as a sort of super card catalog or
union catalog. As the Project progressed, the OCLC system and its subsystems
bucame accepted as a libracy tnol with its own set of limitations, benefirts
and idiesyncrasies, Tts identity was more clearly and uniquely understood by
library staff memberzs.

OCLC's cataloging subsystem was appreciated more for improved guality of
cataloging than for improved eificiency, although the latter was noted in mest
cases. Almos- all directors acknowledged this enhanced cataloging information

and most feel .- was a benefit both to staff and patroms. Cataloging, however,

was not as lmportint a benefit to governing authorities.
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Resource Sharing on OCLC (interlibrary loan) became increasingly impor-
tant as the Project progressed. Although it added to staff workload in most
cases, 1t was viewed as the prime benefit - particularly by governing author-
ities. It was, in some cases, appreciated both for extending the resources a
iibrary could offer its patrons and for extending the use made of the library's
own collection. Access to additional resources was generally valued more than
speed in acquiring those resocurces.

Increased staff effectiveness and efficiency 1is an OCLC benefit which is
not always realized quickly. Some time (about eighteen to twenty-four months)
is needed to adjust procedures and train staff so this increased efficiency

can be developed. In sowe cases, where pre-OCLC procedures were particularly

efficient, this benefit may not be present. It is as likely that staff time

will be used more productively than that it will be saved.

OCLC use may serve to improve the rpublic and/or staff image of the
library, but it is unlikely this benefit will last for a long periocd. It is
more likely that the introduction of this new library tool will provoke atten-
tion for a while but that it will soon become an accepted {(and expected) part
of library services.

The costs of OCLC use, the justification of those expenses, and insecur-
ity ahout future cost increases are the chief barriers that had to be overcome
by Project libraries in making a decision to continue OCLC use.

Most continuing libraries felt that it was better to pay a somewhat higher
price and have a terminsl in~house than to save some money by being a guest.
This confirms the greater importance of resource sharing, as opposed to cata-
loging, for these libraries.

The availability of a local known source of information, training and

assistance may have been a strong factor in the libraries’ positive reaction




to OCLC and the Project. Most of the directors of libraries that continued
with OCLC felt that this kind of help should continue to be avallable.

At least one important factor in most libraries’ decisions to join OCLC

could not be tested in this Project. That 1s the initial cost to acquire a

terminal and in some networks, to initiate network membership. It is hard to
tell what influence that such a high initial and largely unrecoverable invest-
ment might have had, particularly if 1libraries had been asked to make it
before they had any OCLC experience. What we have found is that the benefits
of OCLC use, and appracilation of them, increase with experience. Likewise,
the disadvantages, aside from cost, become either less important or less
noticeable. Tt seems far more likely that libraries would be willing to make
the investment in equipment and membership fees (if any) after a couple years
experience than they would be before such experience. It may be helpful both
to OCLC recruitment and to potential members 1f such initial costs could be
delaved or paid in installments.

In reviewing any results of this Project, but most especially those from
attitude surveys, it must be remembered that the libraries involved joined the
Project voluntarily. We did not make any attempt tc discover, in any systema-
tic way, how these participants differed from the other IVLS libraries which
decided not to join. The anticipations, benefits and disappointments des-
cribed here reflect those of librarians, boards and staff members who gener-
ally wished their library to change, who were to some degree attracted to auto-
mation as an agent of change and who were willing to make a substantial commit-
ment to try out something new. The results of this report may not apply to
other libraries if these or similar conditions are not present.

To write thts report it was necessary to categorize reactions and expres-

sions that were by nature individual. Although there are some patterns to




these reactions, there is no clear prototype of "the library that decides to

join QCLC." Different financial, professional, community and personal circum—

stances influenced which benefits and disadvan*ages affected any particular

library. Although the generalizations made in this report appear to apply

over the group, each library's decision was a unique blend of the factors

described.
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TABLE 1-A

Partisl Participanta in ghe OCLC Project

Library Type Populstion Seafe! Yolumes

Served (MLS)

Bradley Univerasicy
Library
Iliinoils Ceatrsl

Colleges LRC

Feoris Peights
Public Librery 8.200 pop 6 (1) 3s.100
Spoon Rivaer

.College LRC

ID0fec/5.6008r 35 (99 290.000°

200£f8c/6.4008T 20 {6 70,500

40fsc/1, 2009t & (3) 33.900 470

I‘Su!f size is given 4in FIE, with the nuambsr of ataff pembery having MLS

degre,l given in parentheses.
aal TLL includes »ll Tequests seat, vhether over OCLC or by othar means.
8 ot includs microforms. AV or goverment documents.

TABLE 1~B

Academic Library Full Participants in the OCLC Project

z
Library Smdeu:nl Fscul:yl Seaff 1 Yolunes Annual

Acq

Black Hawk 900 8 5 {2) 15.000
College LRC

Euraks College 435 37 8.5 (3} 65.000
Library

lStudcut. faculry and librery ataff sire is given in FIE., The number
of s:iff weabers having MLS degrases is given in parentheses.

3Amml.l. acquisitions are given for the current yesr.

anmusl ILL 18 given for 1980, before extensive library use of the
OCLC subsystem. Such Tequasts were usually processed by IVLS.

TADLE 1-C
OCLC Use in Project scademic Libraries

Anmual OCLC Uss 7/81-6/82 1 Iotal Usas Throulkh Jype 1982 Quline .
Library Cacaloging ILL Requaats Recon Orig. Input naf_ﬂnnl

Black Hawk 206 146 2.509 2

2,740

Eurska 761 273 4,033 A 7,960
TOTALS 987 422 6,542 13 10,700

lnoqn.nts seat through OCLC: other requaste say have besn sent through IVLS or by
other seans.

a1 holdings aymbols sdded to ths data base through any means — cataloging.
retrospactive conversion ("recon™). reclassificetion, snd updates.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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TABLE I-0

Public Library Full Participante in the OCLC Project

Library Population locome staff ;!ll.S!l Yolumes

Annual
=
Alpha Park 21,800 297,557 11,9 (5) 34,900 ,000
Aver 2,400 28,000 1.2 (=) 12,100 380
Brad ford 924 6,000 o (=) 5,000 171
Dun.lop &, 700 72.600 205 (l) 16.800 2.600
Elawood 2,700 60,00C 1.2 {=} 9,500 500 280

2

Fendulac 13,500 254,600 9.5 (3} 34,019 4,000
Henry 2,700 30,600 1+2 (=) 14,700 800
I1linoie Prairie 18,000 181,300 &,7 (1) 79,000 3,600
Ksvanes 16,400 148,200 8,9 (3 58,000 3,400 750

Lillie M, Evans 1,700 33,600 2,1 (=) 16,200 BOO 290
Mackinav 2,800 36,800 2,1 (1) 12,500 900

Mason Memorial 700 250,060 B (=) 7,000 800 60
Morton 15,200 218,500 6.1 (1) 30,000 2,000 1,500
Neponset 1,000 15,900 Ld (=) 13,900 600 50

Pekin 34,000 3“,000 16.0 (5) 73,000 5,200 1,200
Peoris 124,160 1,400,000  112,0 (6) 451,000 18,000 1,700
Toulon 1,400 9,700 5 (=) 7,000 40 124
Washingron 20,000 184,000 8,7 (3) 33,500 1,700 1,100
Vyowing 1,600 6.000 & (=) $,100 160 300

lsnff size {s given in FIE, with the number of staff wembera having MLS degrees
zin parenthesaa.

JAnnul scquisitioas are given for the curtent year.

Annual TLL ie given for 1980, before extensive library use of the OCLC subeystem.
Such requasts wera usually procasssd through IVLS,

given

TABLE I1-E

OCLC Usa in Project Public Libraries

Annusl OCLC Use 7/81-6/82 1 Total Uses Through June 1982 On.l.?e 2
Librery Cataioging ILL Requents Recon Reclass input Holdinge

Alpha Park 2,724 17,384 29 22,873
Ayer 284 1,088 — 1,489
Bradford 96 Jai 1 34
Dunilap 1,943 6,552 10,655
Elmwood k¥4 — 8,579

Fondulac 3,541 19,74l 58 28,052
Calva 967 2,197 22 44,299
Henry 8l 2,736 — &4 396
Illinotis Prairie 2,311 3,128 [ 7,408
Xevanee 3,257 10,982 76 16,232

Lillie M. Evana 480 1,335
Mackinme 0 2,200
Mason Memoriel 205 —

Morton 2,076 7.736
Nepohsat 266 237

2,276
3,702
1,491

11,277

822

3
11
13
71
Pekin $.167 43,803 3 §2,588
Peoria 54359 1,003 74,808 — 79,220
Toulon » $6 8z —_— 473
Jashington 1.525 384 5,89 —_ 9,124
Cyoming 102 58 232 2 375
690

TOTALS i, 923 7,270 100,813 9,458

265,862

ll!equuu ssnt thooue! OCLC; other reqi-asta aay have bean sent through IVLS or by
oﬂarzm.

All holdinge symbols edded to che dacs beee through eny neans — cataloging,
retroupective conversion {("recon"), reclaseificacion. and updecas.

GEST COPY AVIGLABLE
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TABLE I-F

Schogl Library Full Parricipanrs in the OCLC Projecr

Sehool level Bldgs Scudenrs Faculty Staff!  collecrton anoual’  Annual®
East Proria K-JES a8 2,500 140 4 (2) -~ 51,200 600 20

) Farmingron K-HS 5 1.600 90 4 (1) 18,600 26.000 1.000 150
Limestone HS 1 1.350 98 4 (D 13.500 15,500 650 10
- Pakin S 2 2.800 150 10 (-* — 36,700 2,000 30

lsatt stze 18 given in FIE, with the aunber of graff wembers having MLS degrees given
in papenchases.

3Anmul acquisitions ate given in titles. for tha current year.

Annual ILL is given for 1930. befora axrenasive library use of the OCLC subsysrem.
Such jequescs vera useally processed rhrough IVLS.

Two Pekin Aigh Sciwol staff aewbers are qualified wedis specialisce.

TABLE I-G

OCLC Uss 1o Proiecr School Libracties

Aonusl OCLC Use 7/81-6/82 Total Uses Through Juns 1982 QEL&-L‘.
Library Caraloging ILL Requasts Racon orig. Inpur Holdinge
Easr Peoris 523 43 2.599 24 3.597
Farmingroa 760 343 1.808 — 2.682
Linesrone 491 43 2.340 o 2.939
Pekin 1,138 16 5,834 20 7,333
TOTALS 2,912 505 12.581 &4 16.551

Illtqueus «ant through OCLCH other tequescs may have bean sent through IVLS or by
o:ha:zum.

ALl holdings syabols added ro the data base through any means — cataloging.
rarcospecrive conversion ("tecon”), reclasstficartion, and updares.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

ERIC 85

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




TABLE I-H
Spectial Librery pyll Participancs in the OCLC Project

1
Libracy Co. Typs Staff'  Collection
(MLS) Momog.  Ssrials

Caterpillar Businese 8 1)y 12,000 100

Catarpillar Teachnical Manuf. 9 (2) 14,200 800
Information Centar

Mathodist Medicel Hospital 4 (2) 2,000 1,200
Cantar

lStlff aize 19 given in FTE, with the nusber of ataff swmbers having MLS
dcgre,. given in parenchessas.

3A.mlt.ul acquisitions are given fotr the syrrent year.
Anmmal ILL is given for 1980,

TABLE I-I
OCLC Use in Project Speciel Libreriee

Annual OCLC Use 7/81-6/82 1 Total Uses Threugh June 1982
Librery Cataloging ILL Ragquesata Racon Reclaps Inpur

Caterpillar 196 482 2,460 172 2
Bueiness

Catetrpillar 154 a0 91
Tach. Center

Methodist Medical __ 644 288 1,730 _fo 2,722

TOTALS 1,19 1,640 4,917 172 183 7,258

laeque.u sent through OCLC; other requests may have besa seat through IVLS or by

otharzmam.
All holdings symbols added ro the data hase through any peane — cataloging,

tetrospective convarsion ("recon”), reclaesificacion, and updetes,

BEST COPY pypyy gy
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lllinois Valley Library System
OCLC Experimental Project

Participating Libraries

Galva
o

MasonQ

QO Kewanee

Black

Bradford
Q

DHawk

Peoria Libraries:

Peoria Heights Pub
Peoria Public
Bradley Universicy

Caterpiliar Business 13Farmin§fon
Methodist Medicilem—d -

@ Toulon
o Wyoming

Liliie Evans

lic

pha Park®

£} Spdon
River

Olllinois Prairig

CQEureka
Oyas hington

E.Peoria/Fondulac I

Academic Libraries

Public Libraries

School Libraries
Special Libraries
System Headquarters (Pekin)
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APPENDIX B

MID~-FROJECT STAFF WRITTEN ATTITUDE SURVEY RESPONSES

In February of 198} a written attitude survey form was sent to staff members
and directors of the thirty-three libraries that were full or partial partici-
pants in the QOCLC Project. One hundred ninety-two forms were filled ocut and
returned. The followlng pages comprise a copy of the original form and a
report of the results.

In the presentation of responses, the number of "no opinion™ responses and the
percent of the total respondents who gave these responses is given first.
These respondents are then removed from the total and each of the other re-
sponses is reported as a percentage of the remaining respondents, that is, of
the group which did express an opinion. An examination of the instruments
shows that "no opinion" responses are generally based on a lack of experience
(judging from the independent variables) with a particular area of service.
Thus staff with no contact with patrons (presumably technical services staff)
tend to have "no opinion" about interlibrary loan related questions.




fLLINOIS VALLEY LIBRARY SYSTEM

Automation Project

Attitude Survey
Staff

The Illinols Valley Library System is now experimenting with the applicatien
of computer technology to library activities. In this experiment, your li-
brary has become a member of a nationwide network known as OCLC.

In essence, this means that your “ibrary will use a computer connected, through
telephone lines, to the QCLC computer in Columbus, Ohio. This teminal may
affect your library in several ways:

Library staff members can use the terminal to catalog materials.
The computer will print cards for filing in your library’s catalog.
The termimal itself can be used to find out which materials your
library owns.

The terminal can be used to find out which of more than 2000 librar—-
ies in the country own a particular item.

The terminal can be used to request on loan an item owned by
another library in the Illinois Valley Library System, by another
library in Illineis, or by some library outside the state.

The terminal will allow other libraries to find out which materials
your library owns and to request them from your library.

It may be possible for all System libraries to adopt a more cooper-
ative approach to z2cquisitions avolding unnecessary duplication.
Staff members who use the terminal itself will need to schedule
thelr use time, and may need to travel to the terminal site.

We would 1ike to determine your opinions towards the participation of your
library in this automation experiment. Would you please take a féw moments to
answer the following questions? It should only take about five minutes of
your time. Your cooperation will be greatly appreciated.

When you have completed the form, please returm it to IVLS/QCLC Project by
March 10, 1981.

1. What kind of library are you assoclated with?
a. jJ__/ Academic library
b. / / Public library (0~2,000 population)
c. 7/ Public library (2,000-3,000 populaticn)
d. 7/ public library (3,000-15,000 population)
e. 7/ Public library (15,000-50,000 population)
£. 7/ public library (50,000 + population)
g. 7/ School library
h. 7/ Special library

In vhat way 2re you associated with this library? CHECK ONE
a. / [/ Director of the library
b. 7/ Other full-time staff member
c. /_/ pPart~time staff member
/ Volunteer

§3




86

What level of formal education have you so far achieved?

a. / [/ Less than high school

b. 7 / High school

c. 7/ / Two=year college

d. 7 [/ Bachelor's

e. J/ [/ Master's or above

Is there a terminal in your library now?

a. | [ yes
b. 7 / no

Do you personally use the QCLC terminal?

a. / regularly
b. / occasionally
c. J_/ never

Has your library started using the QCLC system?

a. | [ yes
b. Z::] no

Do you have face—-to~face contact with library patrons?

a. / [ regularly
b. [ [ occasionally
c. / [/ never

The following statements relate to possible effects of this automation
project in your library. Please use the appropriate boxes to indicate
the extent to which you agree with each statement.

It will be easier
to find whieh "books
the library owns.

It will be easier to

find which books are
owned by other libraries.

The library will have
a8 better catalog than
it had before.

The costs of operating the
library will increase.

More books will be bor-
rowed from the library.

The library will borrow
more books from other
libraries.

1

Strongly Agree
Agree

Ho Disagree

Opinion
VA A A
L1 1 1
L1 1 L
/ 7 !l _/ !/
!/ !/ /7
A A B B A |

Strongly
Disagree

1

|H
™
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The overall quality of
the library service will
deteriorate. {

The library will be able

t0o make a more valuable
contribution to library

service in the Illinois

Valley region as a whole. [ [/

New services will be avail-
able to library patrons. ! /

Patron needs will be
setisfied more gquickly. /

S

Computers have no value
in library applications. {

I would rather use a card
catalog than a computer
terminal. [/

The delay from the time a

book 1s recelved tu the
time it is available to

patrons will increase. { _/

Libraries in the Illinois
Valley Library System will
better coordinate their
selection of new books. L/

Availability of books in the
library will decline because
the collection will be used
more by patroms of other
libraries. ya

Automation will be a "de-

humanizing” influence in
the library. { /

The library should not make
its materials availavle

outside Illinois. /[ _/
Using the computer has in-
creased my satisfaction with

my job. { [/

I would rather use the old

IVLS system for interli-

brary loans than a computer
system. ya

a,
1/
N,
I,
N,
N,
1/
1/
1/
N,
1/
11
L/

"‘“
e,

r-..




Information from the ter-

minal is helpful in oy
work.

The library should not bor-
row materials from out-of-
state.

The computerized system is
too c¢omplex to learrn in the
time we have available.

Money would be better spent
on buying more books than
on automation projects of
this kind.

Automation 1s too expen-
sive for this library. /7 /7 [/ /7 1/

If you have any other comments tO make about this automation experiment,
please record them below:

Please return to IVLS/QCLC Project by March 10, 1981.
~ THANK You -




Mid-Project Staff Written Attitude Survey
Frequencies for Independent Variables

What kind of library are you assoclated with?

36 (18.8%) Academic library
11 (5.7%) Public library (0-2,000 population)

9  (4.7%) Public library (2,000~3,000 population)
35 (18.2%) Public library (3,000-15,000 population)
46 (24.0%) Public library (15,000-50,000 population)
11 (5.7%) Public library (50,000+ population)

29 (15.1%)  School library
13 (6.8%) Special library
2 (1.0%) No response

For this report, the categories of public libraries were collapsed as
follows:

55 (28.6%) Public library (0-15,000 population)
57 (29.7%) Public library {15,000+ populatiomn)

In what ways are you assoclated with this library?

28 (14.6%) Director
103 (53.6%Z) Other full-time staff member
57 (29.7%) Part—time staff member

4  (2.1%2) Volunteer

For this report, the categories are collapsed as follows:

28 (14.6%) Director
164 (85.4%) Other staff

What level of formal education have you s0 far achieved?

1 (.5%) Less than high school
67 (34.9%2) High school
3n (15.6%) Two-year college
45 (23.4%) Bachelor's
47 (24.5%) Master's or above
2 (1.0%) No response

I« there a terminal in your library now?

125 (65.1%) Yes
66 (34.4%) No
1 (.5%) No response




5. Do you personally use the OCLC terminal?

66 (34.4%) Regularly

42 (21.9%) Occasionally
74  (38.5%) Never

10 (5.2%) No response

6. Has your library started using the OCLC system?

160 (83.3%Z) Yes
31 (16.1%) No
1L 5% No response

7. Do you have face-to-face cont: ¢t with library patrons?

147 (76.6%) Regularly

38 (19.87) Occasionally
6 (3.1%) Never
1 (.5%) No response




Itm a: Ir will be easier v0 find which books the 1library owms.

For this irem, 27 respondents (l4.3i%) had oo opinion. Of rhose wvho expressed an opinion (N=lf3), rhe
disrriburion was: '

Strongly Agnee Agree Uisagree Srrongly Disagree
17.0% 36.43 26.D02 6%

SREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARILABLES

No Opinion Respondents Expressing aon Opinion
(Numbar and Percemt
of Raspondenrs) Strongly Srrongly
Yo. Percenr d _Agres Agree Disagree Digagree

All Respoadenrs 27 14,12 165 17.0% 56.4% 26.02 6T

Type of Library
Acadenmtc 8.3 13 27.3% 63.62 9.12
Public (0-15,000 pop.) 10.9% 49 10.22 55.1% 32.7%
Public (15,000+ pop.} 19.3% 46 21.7% 54.32 23.9%
School 4 i3.82 25 12.0% 52.0% J6.0%
Special 23.12 10 0.0% 70.02 10.0%

Posirion

Direcror 10.72 25 12.02 48.0% 40.0%
Sraff 14.6% 17.8% 57.9% 23.6%

Level of Educarion
Less rhan High 5chool 0.0 G.0Z 1002 0.0Z
High School 10.4% 13,33 56.7% 30.0%
Two-Taar College 20.0% 29.2% 45,82 25,02
Bachelor's 15.6% 21.0% 55.3% 21.72
Magrer's or above [2.82 12.22 63.4% 24,42

Terminal in ltbrary now?
Yes 13.62 17.62 59.31 23,12
No 15,22 16.1X 51.8Z 32.1%

Do you use rhe rerminal?
Regularly 12.12 15.5% 62.12 22.4%
Occasionally 9.5% 13.2% 57.9% 28.92
Never 18.92 21.6% 46.7% 1.72

Haa your library starred
using ACLC?

Yes

i)

Do you hewe conrace

wirh parzona?
Regularly
Occasionally
Hever

BEST COPY AUiLABLE
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Item b: 1t will b& easier to find which books are owned by other libraries.

For this {tem. & respondents (3.1} had no opinlou. Of those who expressed an opinion (N=186), the
distributicn was:

Strongly Agree Agtree Disagree Strongly Disagree
57.0% 41.93 L1 0.0z

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opiaion Respondents Expressing an Opinion
{Number and Parcent
of Respoadents) Strougly Strougly
NO o Perc- nt N Agree Agree Disagrae Disagree
All Respandents ] 3..% 186 57.0% 41.9% 1.1X 0.0%
Type of Library
Academic 0 0.0% 36 58.3% 41.7% 0.0% 0.0
Public {(0~15.000 pop.} L l.8% 54 55.6% 40.72 3.7% 0.0
Public (15,000+ pop.} 2 3.5% 55 50.9% 49.1% 0.0% 0.02
School 3 10.3% 26 53.8% 46,217 0.0% 0.0z
Special 0 0.0% 13 92.3% 7.7% 0.0% 0.0
Position
Directat 0 0.0% 28 75.0% 25.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Staff ] kR J 4 158 53.8% 44.9% 1.3 0.0%
Leve] of Education
Less than High School 0 0.02 i 100X 0.0%. 0.0% 0.0%
High School 2 3.0% 65 36.9% 61.53 L.6% 0.0
Two-Year College 1 3.3z 29 62,12 37.92 0.0% 0.0%
Bachelar's 1 2.2% 1y 65.91 34.12 0.0% | 0.0%
Master's Or above 2 4.3% 45 75.6% 244X 0.0% 0.0%
Termminal 1o library nowt
fes 2 1.6% 123 60.2% 39.81 0.0% 0.0%
Ho &4 6.1% 62 51.6% 46.8% 1.6% 0.0%
Do you use the terminal?
Regulatrly 0 0.0% 66 72,72 7.3 0.0% 0.0
Occasionally i 2.4% 41 65.92 3.1z 0.0 n.oT
Never 5 6.89% 69 39.12 59.4% 1.5% 0.0%
Has your library scarted
using oCLC?
Yes 3 1.9 157 59.9% 39.5% 6% 0.0%
No 3 9.7% 28 42,92 57.1% 0.0% 0.0% .
DO you have contact
with patrons?
Regularly 4 2.7% 143 60.1% 39.21 Nk ¢.0%
Dccasionally 2 5.3 36 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Never 0 0.0% 6 33,32 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% *
it

36
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Item l: I would rather use a catd catalog than a computet terminal.

For this item, 54 respondeats {28.17) had no opiolon. Of those who expressed ap opinioa {Nal38), the
distribution was:

Strongly Agtee Agtee Disagtee Strongly Disagree
5.8% 25.4% 54.3% 14.5%

BREAKDOWN 8Y INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opinion Respondents Expressing an Opinion
{Numbet aod Patcent
of Respondents) . Strougly Strougly
No. Percent Agree Agtee Disagree Msagtee

—

N
Al} Respondents 54 28.1% 138 5.8% 15.4% 54.3% 14.5%

Type of Library
Academic Lo 27.8% 26 11.6% 7.7% 61.5% 19,22
Public (0=15.000 pop.) 17 30.9% 38 2.6% 16.82 52,63 7.8%
fublic {15,000+« pop.? 17 29.8% 40 =.5% 32.5% 45.0% 20.0%
Schoo} 6 20.7% 23 13.1% 21.7% 36.5% 8.2%
Spectal 4 30.8% 9 Q.03 0.0% 77.8% 22.2%

Position

Jitectot 17.9% 23 0.0% 39.12 47.8% 13.13
Staff 29.93 7.0% 22.6% 55.6% la.8%

Level of Zducation
Lasa tham High School 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100% 0.0%
High School 26.9% g8.2% 32.6% 49.0% 10.2%
Two-Yeat College 30.0% 4.8% 33.3% 47.63 14.3%
Bachelor's 22.2% 8.6% 17.1% 62.93 11.4%
Magter's or above 354.0% i6.1% $8.1% 25.8%

Terminal in libeary now?
Yes 27.2% 23.1% 58. 2% 14.3%
No 28.8% . 29.82 46.8% 14.9%

Do you use the terminal?
Regularly 22.7% 13.7% 82.7% 17.7%
Occasionally 19.0% 26.5% 55.9% 14.73
Never 35.1% N 35.4% 43.82 12.5%

Has your libtary started

using OCLCT
Yes i4.8%
Ho 28.3%

Do you have contacr

with parrons?
Regularly
Occasionally
Hever

BEST COPY AUMLIBLE
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[tem n: The delay from the time a book !5 received to the rime fr is available to patrons

will increase.

For this ftem. 5] cespondents (27.6I} had uo opinion.

disrribution was:

Strongly Agrae
J.681

All Respondents

Type of Library
Academic
Public (0-15.000 poP.}
Public (15.000+ pop.)
School
Special

Pesition
Director
Staff

Level of Edycation
Less than High School
Bigh Sehoel
Two=-Year College
Bachelor's
Master's or above

Termiaal ip library now?
Yes
Vo

Do you use the terminal?
Regulac-ly
Qccasioaally
Never

Has your l1ibraXTy started
using OCLC?

Yes

No

Do you have contact

with patrons?
Regularly
Qccasionally
Hever

Agree
15.1x

Disagree
56,11

BREAXDOWN BY INDEPENDERT VARIABLES

o Opinfon

Strongly Disagree

25.2%

Of those who expressed ap opinton (¥=139), the

Res5Pondents Expressing an Opinion

Muwber and Percent

of Respoodents)

No.
33

Parcent

27.5%

13.91
23.61
28,12
5172
23.12

1l4.3%
29.91

0.01
Jg,.s8X
23.3%
24.41
17.0%

24.01
33.3%

12.1%
2147
44.6%

R

Strongly
Agree

J.6X

3.2
7.12
2.41
0.01°
0.01

4.21
3.5%

Agree
15.1%

6.33
16,71
22.0%
14,32
10,02

20.87
13.5%

0.0%
19,51
i7.41
11,82
10.31

9.3%
27.31

10,31
21.21
17.11

Disagree
56.1I

54.81
52,43
56.1%
57.13
70.01

37517

60,0

0.01
61.01

37.11
73.51
48,71

57.9%
52.3%

48,31
42,47
73,21

55.3%
62,52

Strongly
Disagree

25.2%

35.33
23.8%
19.57
28.61

20.0%

37.33
22.61

1002
17.12
34.83
14,72
35.9%

28,41
18,21

37.91
27.32%
9.71
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Item N! Libraries io Illinois Valley Library Syatem will better coordinate their selection

of pew books.

For this {tem. 66 tespoudents (J4.4%) had no opiaton.

digcribuction waS:

Strongly Agree
10.3%

311 Respeondents

Type of Library
Academic
Sublic {0-15,000 pop.)
Public {15,000+ pop.)
Scheood
special

fesiticon

Dquctor
Jracf

Lavel of tdwcation
—ess than High Schosl
gigh 3chool
Two~Year College
3acnelor's
Magter's or above

Terminal in Llibraty now?
Tes
o

32 yeu use the lerminal?
Regulariy
dccasionally
Never

Has wyourv library started
us Ing oCLC?

tag

]

Do you have comtact

wirh patroms?
fegularly
Jecasiosnally
Never

Agree
65,12

Disagren
23.8%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

¥c Opiatcn

Strongly Disagree

Of those who expressed am opinion (N=i26), the

Respondents Expressing am Spinicn

{Nunber and Percent
of Respondents)

NG .

66

i0

24

i7

4

farcent

34.4%

27,87
43,62
29.9%
34, 5%
30.8%

25.0%
36,02

Loz
37.3%
6.7%
40.0%
29.8%

28.0%
47.0%

L. 87
33.3%
39.2%

Strengly
Agree

10,30

30,82
1.2%
3.0%

10.5%
0.0%

14,33
%,5%

ARTee
65.1%

50,08
67.7%
65.0%
73.7%
8.9

37.1%
66.7%

Disagree
23.8%

15.4%
29.1%
30.0%
15.82%
11, 1%

+8,6%
22.9%

Strongly
Disagree
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Itam o7 Availabilicy of books in the library will decline because the collection will be
used more by patrons of other libraries.

For this itemn, 34 respondents (17.7%) had no opinion. Of thoge who express -~ an opinion (N«=iS58), the
disrribution wasg:

Strongly Agrae AgTee Disagrae Strongly Disagree
1.92 22.82 67.7% 7,562

BREAKDOWN BY INLGCPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opinicn Respondents Express.«g an Opinion
{Nupber and Percent
of Respoadeacs) Strongly Strongly
Ro. Percent N Agree Agree Disagree Digsgree
- All Respondents 34 17.72 158 .92 22,81 67.72 7.6%
Type of Library
Acadenic ] 22,27 28 g.0% 28.61 60.7% 10.7T,
Public {0-15.000 pop.) 8 14,52 47 2. 1% 12.82 80,82 4.3%
Public {15,000+ pop.) 12 21.1% 45 0.0% 24,42 68.92 65.72
School - 13.82 25 8.0 36,07 40.0% 16.0%
Special 2 15,42 11 0.02 9.1% 90.92 0.0
Position
Diractor 5 17,92 23 4,31 17.43 52.22 26. 12
Staff 29 17.7% 135 1.52 2. 10,42 [ 4
Level of Education
Less than High School ¢ 0.u% 1 0.02 ¢.0z 1002 0.0
Aigh School 13 19.42 54 0.0% 25.9% 72,21 1.9%
Two-Year Col lege 5 16.7% 25 4.0% 16.0% 72.02 §.0%
Bachelor's 5 11.12 40 5.0% 25.0% 62.51 7.5%
Master's or above 1'$1 23.42 36 .02 19,42 63.92 16.71
Terminal in library now?
Yes 22 17.6% 143 0.0% 18.52 75.7% 5.8%
o 12 18.2% 54 5.6% 31.52 51.82 11.12
0o you use the terminal?
Ragularly 8 12,12 S8 .01 19.02 72.4% B.62
Occasionally 6 14,32 6 5.6% 13.92 69.41 11.1%
Nevar 18 24,32 56 1.82 32,12 62.51 .62
Bas your library started
using OCLC?
Yen 28 17.52 132 .52 18.22 73.5% 6.52
No 6 19.4% 25 4.0% 48.0X 36.02 12.02
* 0o you have coantact
with patrons?
Regular:y 20 13,62 127 [.62 21.22 69.3% 7.9
Occasionally it 28.92 27 3.7% 25.92 63.01 7.4% . “
Never 3 50,01 3 0.0% 66.7% 33,32 0.0%

geS( SOPT AURILABLE
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Iten p: Automation wili be a “dehumanizing” influence in the library.

For this item, 31 respondents (16.1%) had no opimion. Jf those who expressed an opinion (N=161), the
distribetion wasg:

Strongly Agrae Agree Diaagree Strongly Disagree
.6% 6.8% 61.5% .z

BREAKDOWN BY IMDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Yo Opinion Regpondents Expressing an Ominion
{Number and Percent
of Respondents) Strougly Strongly
No. Percent Agree Agres Disagree Disagree

All Respondents k) | 16.1% .82 6.8% 61.5% .17

Type of Library
Academic 13.9% 0.0% 0.0% 64.5% 35.5%
Public (0-15,000 pop.) 18.2% 0.0% 4. 4% 75.6% 20.0%
Public {15,000+ pop.) 15.8% 2.1 8.32 64.6% 25.0%
School 17.2% 0.0 20.8% 37.5% 41.7%
Spacial 7.72 0.0% 3.2 66.7%

Position

Director 10.7% 44.0% 48.0%
Staff 17.1% B4.72% 28.0%

Level of Education
Less than High School 0.0% 0.0% 1002
High School 76.6% 10.86%
Two-Tear College . 72.0% 24.0%
Bachelor's g.92 53.7% J5.62
Mpsater's or above 4e3% 48.9% 51.1%

Terminal in libdbraTy aow?
Tea 65.7% 30.8%
No 26.9% 32.7%

Do you use the terminal?
Regularly 66.1% 2.2
Occasionally 54.1% 40.3%

Hever . 58.5% 26.4%

Aas your library started
using OCLC?

Yes

b -

Do you have coantact

vith patrons?
Regularly
Occasionally
Hevar

BEST COPY 2vRiLABLE
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Item 4: The Library should not make its materials available curside Illinois.

For this icem, 3) respondents (17.2I) had no opiniocn.

disctribution was:

Strongly Agree
3.1z

All Respondents

Type of Library
Academic
Public (0-15,000 pop.)
Public {15,000+ pop.)
School
Special

Position
Director
Staff

Level of Bducatiom
Less than Aigh School
Yigh School
Two—Year College
Bachelor’s
Magrar’s or above

Terainal in library now?
Yes
Ko

Do you use the terminall
Regularly
Qccasionally
Never

Has your library started
usiag QCLC?

Yes

No

0o you have contact

with patrouna?
Regularly
Occasionally
Raver

Agrea
12.6%

Disagree
$7.9%

SREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Ho Opinion

(Number apnd Percent
of Respondeats)

Ho.

kX

Percant

17.2%

11.1%
14,5
15.82
34.52
15,42

14.32
17.7%

100X
20.9%
13,3
22.2%
3.5

14.4%
22.7%

10.6%
11.9%

29.4%

Strougly Oisegree

26,4

Of those vho expressad an opiniocu (Ne159), the

Respondents Expressing aa Opindion

Strongly

Disagree
57.9%

46.9%
70.2%
64,62
52.6%
19.22

50.0%
59.3%

Stroogly
Oisagres

26.4%

37.5%
23,42
18.72
21.1%
54.5%

37.5%
24,42

BEST COPY AVAILARLE




Item r: Using the computer has increased Y satisfaction with my job.

For this item, 101 respondents {52.6Z) had no opinion. Of those who expressed am opinion (N=91), the
distribution was:

Strongly Agree Agree Digsagree Srrougly Disagree
L 4 43.1% 17.62 5.52

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

N¥o Opinion Respondents Expressing en Opinion
(Number and Percenr
a¥ Reapondeats) Srrongly Srrongly

No. Percent i Agrae Disagree Oisagree
All Respondents al 52.6Z1 31.82 17.6Z 5.5%

Type of Library
Academic 15 41712 $7.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Public (0-15,000 pop.) 29 $2.7% 19.22 23.1% 3.92
Public (15,000+ pop.} i S$6.41 23.1% 30.8% 11.5%
School 22 15.92 28.62 la. 33
Special 4 n.8% 33.32 0.0z

Pogition
Director 11 39.3% 7.7 29.42
Staif %0 56.9% 35.12 14.9%

Level gf Tducation
Less rhan High School 0.0% 0.0% 0.02
Yigh School 59.72 33,32 14.8%
Twa-Year College 50.0% 33.3% 26.7%
Bachelor's 46,77 33,32 20.8%
Masrer’'s of above 51.1% 30.4% 8.72

Terminal in iibrary now?
Yes 46.8% 36.8% 11.6%
No 66.7% 22.7% 36.42

Do you use the terminal?
Regularly 16.72 47.3% 9.1%
Cccasionally $4.82 i5.82 10.5%
Never 18,42 0.0z 50.0Z

Hag your library scarred
using OCLC?

Tes

o

0o you have contacr

with parrons?
Regularly
Gecasionally
Never

BEST COFY AviiLasie
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Item 3¢ T wuld tather use the old IVLS eystem fot inteclibrary loan than a computet
terminal.

For this 1tem, 30 respordents (;1.7%) had no oplaion. Of those who expressed an opinion (H=ll2), the
distribution was:

Strongly Agtee Agtee Disagtee Strongly Disagree
4,52 14.32 52.7% 28,62

BREAFDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

o Opinion ResPOndents Expregsing an Opiaion
(Number and Percent
of Reapondents) Strongly Stronily

No. Patcent . Agtee Agree Dissgree Digagrees

All Reapondeants a0 41,73 4.5% 14.32 52.7% 28.62

Type of Library
Academic 11 Jo.56% 0.0% 44.0% 52.0T
Public (0-15,000 pop.) 26 47,32 17.2% 38,52 17.32
Public {15,000+ pop.) 24 42.1% . 21.2% 34.52 14,22
School 17 38,62 . 25.0% 58,32 16, 7%
Special 2 15,42 0.0% 43.52 54,52

Position

Director 17.92 17.42 47.82 26.1%
Staff 43,72 13,52 33.9% 29.2%

Leval of Educatiosan
Leas than Aigh School 0.0% 0.0% 1002 0.0%
High School 56.7% 27.62 62,12 6,92
Two=Yeat College 55.7% 0.0% 53.82 Jo.A2
Bachelor's 31,12 61,32 J2.2%
Magter's or above 23.4% 38,92 44,42

Terminal in library now?

Yas 41.62 50,7 37.0%
No 42.4% 57.92 13,12

Do you use the terminal?
Regularly 27.32 47.9% 41.7%
Occasionally 31.0% 48,32 34,52
Never 60.82 . 62,12 6.9%

Haas your library starced
uaing OCLC?

Yes

No

Do you have contact

with patrons?
Regularly
Occasionally
Naver

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




Item t: Information f{rom the ter@ipnal has been helpful in my work.

For this item. 65 respondents (313.9%) had no opinion. Of those who expressed an opinion (N=i27), the
distribution was:

Strongly Agree Agree Digsagree Strongly Qisagree
33,12 55.9% 11.0% 0.0%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENT/ENT VARIABLES

No Opinion Respoodents Expressing an Opicion
{Number aud Percent
of Respoudents) Strongly Strongly
Ho. Fercent N Agree Agree Digagree Disagres

A1l Rewpondents 65 33.92 33.1x 11.02 3.02

Type of Library
Acadenic 8.3% 48.5 3.0%
Public (0~15.000 pop.)} 2.1 27.0% 10.82

Public {15.000. pop.? 47.4% 20.0% 6.7
School S1.7% 21.4% 21.4%

Special 15.42 54.5% 0.0%

Fosition

Birector ' 17.92 34.82 8.72
Staff 36.6% 2.7t 11.5%

oo
23
SH

Level of Educationo
Lesa than Aigh Sechocl 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bigh Schaol 47.8% 1712 20.0%
Two-Year Collage Jo.ox 42.9% 9.5%
3achelor's 26,712 30.3% 6.1%
Master's of above 25.5% 48.62 2.8%

RRRER

0
0.
0.
0.
0

Termical in library nowl

Yes 25.0% 38.9% 6.7%
Yo 45.5% 19.4X 19.4%

0o wyou use the terminal?
fegularly 1.6% 471.5% 0.0%
Cecaaionally j1.o% ji.o% 3.5%
Never §5.4% 12.1% 36.4%

Has your library started
using OCLC?

Yes

Ho

Qo you have contact

with patrons?
#egularly
Nccasionally
Hever

GEST COPY RUALRBLE
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Item u: The Mbrary should not borrow materials from our-of-starte.

For this item. }4 respoudents (17.7%) had ns opinion. Of those who expressed an opinion {(7...38}. the
distribucion was:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagres Strongly Disagree
1.9z lo.82 58.22 29. 1%

8REAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

" No Opinica Respondents Expressinf ian OPinion
{Number aad Percent
af Respondenta) Strongly Strongly
No. Percept . Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
All Respondents 3 17.7¢ 158 1.9% 10.82 58,23 29.12

Type of Library

Academic 4 1.1z 12 .1z 9.42 50.02 17.5%
public (G-15.000 pop.) 7 12.7% 48 2.12 6.21 68.8% 22.9%
Pubiic {15,000+ pop.) 9 15.8% 48 2.1% 12.5% 60.4% 25.0%8
School i1 317.9% 18 0.0X 22.2% 55.6% 22.2%
Special l 3.1z 10 0.0% 0.0% 40.0% 60.0%
Pasition
Direcgor 4 14.32 24 0.9% g.31 50.0% al.7z
Staff 10 18,3z 134 2.2 11.2% 59.7% 26.9%
Level of Education
Tz2ss than High School 1 150
High Schoal LS 22.41 52 1.92 15.4% Fi.1% 9.6%
Two=Tear College [ 13.32 26 3.9z 15.5% 53,81 26.9Y
Bachelor's 9 20.0% 16 0.0% 11.12 58,31 30.6%
Master‘s or above 5 10.61 42 .42 0.0% 42.82 S4.8%
Terninel in library now?
Yes 19 15.2% 106 1.9% 4.73 60.4% ll.02
No 15 22.72 51 2.0% 23.52 52.91 2l 62
Da vou use the tarminal?
Regularly 8 l12.12 58 0.03 1.72 53.5¢ 44,83
Occasionally 6 14.32 15 5.6% 5.6% 61.12 27.82
Never 20 27.0% 54 1.9% 22.22 61.1% 14.8%
Has your library started
uaing OCLC?
Yes 25 15.6% 135 1.5% 7.4% 60.7% 30.4%2
Ho 9 29.0% 22 4.6% 31.8% 40.92 22.7%
Do you have contact
. with patronal
Regularly 22 15.0% 125 .8z a.a% 60.82 29.6%
Occasionally 10 26.3% 28 1.6% 21.5% 46.4% 28. 6%
Never 2 13.32 4 25.01 0.0T - 50.01 25.0%

Q | | 115
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Item v: The computerized system is top complex to learn in the time we have available.

For this item, 54 tespondents (28,1%) had ne opinioco.

disteibution wasa:

Strongly Agtee

|7=

All Reapondents

Type of Libra.y
Acadeaic
Subiic (0-15.000 pop.)
Subiic {15,000+ pop.)
3chool
Special

Position
Divector
Staff

Lavel of Educaricn
~ess than High 3ehosl
Aigh School

Two~Year College
3achelor's

Mastet's ot above

Termigel in library now?
Yes
qo

De sou use the Tetminal?
Regularly
Occaslonally
Rever

Has wour library started
vaiag oCLC?

Yes

o

Do you have contact

with patrona?
Regulatly
vednsionally
Never

-

Agcae
9.4%

Cisagtee
35.82

BREAKDOWN 3Y INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Yo Opinion

(Jumber and Percent
of Reapondents)

Ho.

54

Pexcent

28,12

13.9%
30,93
29.8%
51.7%

0.0%

J32.1%
27.4%

2.0%
35.8%
30.0%
24.4%
17.0%

16.8%
48, 5%

4.5%
21.4%
48.6%

Strongly Disagree

34,47

Of those who expresasd an opinion (N=138), the

Sespondents Expressing an Opiniom

8

StTongly
Agree

%

Agree
9.4%

0.0%
18.a%
7.5%

Disagree
55.8%

51.6%
57.9%
60.0%
64.3%
46.12%

68.4%
53.8%

D.0%
60.5%
47.6%
52.9%
59.0%

53.8%
61.8%

2z.8%
66.7%
63.2%

Strongly
Disagree

34 1%

48.47
21.1%
J2.5%
21.4%
53.8%

21.1%
J6. 1%

100%
13.3%
42.9%
I5.3%
38.4%

J8.5%
20.6%

54.0%
24.2%
13.1%
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Item w: Money would be better 3pent on buying more books than on auromation projects of

this itnd.

For this item, 49 respondents (25.5%) had ne opinton.

diacribution waa:

Strongly Agree
4,22

All Reapondenty

Type of Library
Academic
Public (0=15,000 pop.)
Public {15,000+ pop.)
School
Spectal

Position

Director
Staff

Level of Education
Lass thaw High School
High School
Two-Tear College
Bachelor's
Master's or above

Tarminal 1o library aou?
Yas
]

Do you uge the terminpal?
Regularly
QOccasionally
Never

Has your library started
using OCLC?

Yes

dSo

Do you have contact

with patrons?
Regularly
Occasionally
Hever

Agree
14.02

Disagree
57.32

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Yo Oqigton

(Number and Parcent
of Respondents)

Ho.
49

Percent

25.5%

19.4%
15,52
22.82
.0

7.7%

21.4%
26.2%

0.0%
2,02
33.3%
29,02
17.02

24.0:
28,82

13.6%
20.6%
37.82

Strongly Disagrce

24,32

Of those who expressed ap Orinlom (Nwlsld), the

Respondents Expressing an Opinion

Strongly

4.2%

Disagree
57.32

55.2%
63.9%
6l.4%
50.02
4l.7%

Strongly
Digagree

24.5%

7.9%
16.7%
13,32
25.0%
58.3%
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Item X! Autcmatioo 13 too expensive for chis library.

FYor this item, 70 respondents {36,.5%) had a0 opinicam.

distribution wmsx:

Strougly Agree
4,.9%

aAll Respoundauts

Typs of Library
Acadexic
Public (0=15.000 pop.)
Public (15,000+ pop.)
School
Special

Position
Director
Staff

Level pf Education
Less than RBigh School
High School
Two=Tear Collage
Bachelor's
Mastar's or above

Terminsl in library now?
Tay
No

po you uss the carminal?
Regularly
Occasionally
Haver

Has your library started
using OCLC?

Tan

No

0o you have contact

with patrona?
Regularly
Occasionally
Hever

Agres
18.82

Digagree
56.6%

BREAKDOMN BY INDEPENDENT VARTABLES

Ho Opinion

Strongly Disagree

15.72

0f thosa who expressed an cpinion (N=122), the

Raspondents Expresging an Opinion

THumber and Perceot

of

No.

70

Raapondents)
Percant

36,5%

22,27
40,02
35.1%
55.1%

23.1%

46 ,.4T
34.8%

1002
38.82
40,0%
35.6%T
31.9%

37.6%
34.8%

J1.8%
33.3t
47.,3%

Strongly
Agres

Agres
18.82

3.62
24,.2%
27.02
23,12

0.0z

26.7T
17.82

Dissgree
56,62

64,3%
48,5T
62,2%
61.5%
40,02

53.3%
57.0%

Strongly
Dissgree

19.7%

32,12
12,12

8,1%
15.4%
60.02

20.0%
19.62
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Comments from End of Attitude Survey Form

Long overdue for this library!

We have not yet received cur terminmal. I am excited about its arrival and
think it will be great!!

I have enjoyed the challenges of working on something new which this project
has gilven.

I have no direct contact with OCLC terminzl. I don’t think I'm really qualified
to answer many of these questions.

I am not aware of all the advantages of the OCLC Experimental Project. I do
know we have an excellent library system as it is now. My opinion is based on
this knowledge, and am not sure money spent on this new project is the best
for our particular needs or our community in general.

We have received materials otherwise unavallable to us In the past. New
materials have reached the shelves much faster than in the past. There have
been no problems in supplying interlibrary loan requests.

The number of patrons using the public access terminal seriously is far out-
weighed by the number of children and teens who simply want to play on it
(type their name, etc.). Using the terminal for cataloging, especially using
a printer also makes processing new books much more efficient.

I do not believe that these computers should be made available to the public.

The children think it is just some sort of fancy toy to play with. Even with

the instructions spelled out step~by-step most people still do not understand

how to work the machine and there are times when the ctaff is too busy to have
to explain how to use 1it.

Replies to:
s. OCLC is better because it is quicker for patron. But it involves con-
siderably more staff time.
w. Depends on level of automation and cost. At some peint, cost becomes an
N inhibiting factor.
X. Not at this time. Could easily become so.

As far as Interlibrary Loan goes - the response time of the terminal depends
a on how much time and work I can accomplish. In the event that QOCLC is dowm,
slow, or otherwise not convenient, I prefer to type System requests.

I did not answer "r" because of the frustration with down time on the terminal.
I feel I must spend too much time at this work. Otherwise, I would enjoy
using the terminal.

Would have liked to have had more specific suggestions for organizing of
procedures and materials of OCLC project (early on) as they pertained to our
_ library and its functions. {(i.e.) how to file printouts, how long to keep,
' how to check on cards coming, records to keep for later reference, etc.
Workshops on terminal and its use well done.
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Traveling to the computer site within the cluster is very unhandy and time~
consuming. I'm sure libraries which have their own terminals make much better
use and would have some very strong opinions.

I have not tried to operate the computer in our library. There have been
several times when we have been unable to use it, for variocus reasons. I was
upset when it was instazlled because several holes had to be cut iIn the wall
and the cable had to be passed through 3 rooms and 2 stailrways. We had no
place to put it, so it is on the desk which is needed for other things.

Of course it is fine for cataloging and finding books, but I feel that the
cost 1s prohibitive for small libraries. I do not feel that the end justifies
the means.

Now, 1f it could put the jackets on the books, put the tickets on them and the
pockets in them I would say "Hooray!" Typing the cards is only one job. They
also have to be put in the file.

I can see having 2 machine located where it can be used by several libraries.
I would even suggest hiring a full-time employee to operate it and allow the
small libraries to call in requests for her to process, but I think it would
be a terrible waste of money to install one in a swall library like ours.

Since our library is new to the experiment, I do not feel qualified to really
answer this survey.

I'm sure the computer system Is here to stay — I personally feel it is too
much too fast for the amount of training given to the employees of our library.
Especially when circulation keeps increasing as well as other services we are

expected to provide,

The grant opportunity is great though many problems have been encountered, as
would be expected when automating any system. More thorough on-going informa-
tion/expectations would have helped. At the least, it will be a great help in
golng on-line with the automated circulation system.

I think the OCLC system is an excellent advancement in better patron services
and staff time saving. I question only, the frequent "down time" = can't that
be improved?

Too much down time.

I have not had much experience with OCLC. Sorry I couldn't be more definite
with these answers.

What happens when the computer goes down, 1f the card catalog has been done
away with?

If OCLC now had subject search capabilities, some of my answers would be
different, because then there would be no difference between the card catalog

ard the terminal.
Down time has been incredible the past couple of months, and I feel this could

lead to many negative reactions to OCLC 1f it is no: corrected soon.

Computers work in all other areas and certazinly should be beneficial te libirar—
ies. I do not operate the computer at this time hut feel it is prog:.:sive.
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For an academic library, OCLC is very valuable, but I question the value of it
in very small libraries. They are often unable to provide staff, training or
any other resources in sufficient quantities to make It worthwhile for them.

Uste of the ILL subsystem has expedited locating and borrowing the books anc
journal articles for patrons which might otherwise he delayed through the
strictly health science and/or medical library system.

I feel the progcam will be of nominal use unless all the books owned by librar-
ies are put on OCLC.

Alse the time 1t tawes to call our host library and wait for them to check on
the terminal [for ILL requests], I could have it written on the form and be
doing something else.

OCLC 1is a valuable resource, but cannot see it being feasible for gmall librar-
ies to purchase a terminal.

*In reference to (s.) The reason for that answer (Agree) is the fact that the
host library is not prompt in calling us back to report who owns the hook we
are wanting to get on interlibrary loan. Sometimes they wait 2 days or more,
until our staff member is there working on OCLC, to give her the message.

"No Opinion" was often checked because I lack pro and con information. An
objective judgement could not be made.

Patron use of a terminal will familiarize them with 1t and decrease their
resistance to/fear of it.

T'm lookirz forward to all the benefits automation should (if properly used)
orfing to our library and the electronic library systems of the future.

It's hard to say the terminal makes processing books or searching for books
any easier. I use our terminal daily and I honestly believe that we could
process our books faster before the terminzl. The terminals have too much
down and slow time. Especlally 1if they are to be used for more than one
function.

Public access terminals are an unnecessary expense and unsatisfying to patron
as so few holdings of local libraries are entered. Terminal moves so slow so
much of the time. Any solution?

I personally like the card catalog system instead of the computer terminal.

The computerized system will be more expensive to operate in future years,
too.

When rur taxpayers find out that materials purchased with their tax meonies are
being used by other schools I'm sure they will be quite upset. OQur inventery
of materials, I feel, 1s much greater than what others have and I feel we
would be getting the short end. This 1s advantageous to the schools whose
tudget lacks the money for AV materials, but our inventory has been built up
and pretty well covers our needs.

B




Despite the recent search key -enhancements, it seems that overall performance
of the OCLC system has SERIQUSLY declined!!! My greatest fear, which seems to
be reinforced by the daily poor performance of OCLC, is that the benefits QCLC
provides will be nearly negated by the "technical difficulties" which impede
its efficient use.

Speaking realistically, should performance continue to decline, it would be
difficult NOT to Investigate alternative cataloging processes...sad, but true.
In summary, then, I feel that with respect to the entire automation experiment,
that if the performance standards of OCLC are not increased beyond what we
have beer presentlv experiencing for the last several months, that the entirc
outcome of the OCLC project will be placed in jeopardy (facorably speaking),
and that a considerable amount of money will have been expended for less than
acceptable results.

My answers to questions q. and u. might differ if the questions railsed the
issue of borrowing and lending ocut-of-state before exhausting Illinois sources.

I do not have concrete information upon which to base my opinion as yat in
certain areas - 1.e., costs, cooperative resource development, new services
available to patrons, etc.

Regarding c: Without subject access, OCLC 1s not really a catalog. It would
be nice to have this feature added in the future.

Regarding n: We have already refrained from ordering several books that
several local libraries have,

Even though we are a small library, I believe the cost is well worth it. re.
staff time saved! In addition, service to patrons is faster and more efficient.
I do have mixed feelings on a public access terminal in our community. Although
a few adults used it regularly, mostly children played with it - typing on
keyboard, etc.

Pertaining to "s" ~ I feel that for ILL purposes searching for title ownership
is invaluable, however, from that point on the IVLS service is financially
more within our range.

Pertaining to "x" - Concerning the automation cost of the on-going project:

so far our local funds have not been hard pressed. The use of the terminal
after the completion of the project would not be possible unless costs could
be shared with other libraries Iin a cluster or group ownership setup.

Reply to s. = Because of down time and slow response of this particular terninal
must answer ''Agree." However this may not be true for all computer systems.

The amount of wasted staff time because of lnadequate terminal response time
is very expensive ~= Hard to believe that this system can cut labor expenses.

"o'' Availability of books will not decline because we have the right to refuse
circulation 1f a book is in demand in our library.

"x'" I cannot have an opinion on this question because we have no idea how much
it is going to cost.

Cannot imsgine any library operation without OCLC beilng a critical pa:t of its
function.




I feel we are making progress and not

I am very enthused about this project.
It is time that we move

becoming stagnant as some libraries are apt to do,
forward into the technical age.
be vital and ever-changing,

We cannot be a storehouse of books, we must




APPENDIX C

END-PROJECT STAFF WRITTEN ATTITUDE SURVEY RESPONSES

In August of 1982 a written attitude survey form was sent to staff memoers and
directors of all twenty-nine libraries that were full participants in .he OCLC
Project. One hundred twenty-six forms were filled out and returned. The
following pages comprise a copy of the original form and a report of the
results.

To present this report, the number of "mo opinion”™ responses and the percent
of the total respondents who gave these responses is given first. These
respondents are then removed from the total and each of the other responses 1is
reported as a percentage of the remainipng respondents, that is, of the group
which did express an opinion. An examination of the instruments shows that
"no opinion" responses are generally based om a lack of experience (judging
from the indepeudent variables) with a particular area of service. Thus staff
with no contact Wwith patrons (presumably technical services staff) tend to
have "no opinion" about interlibrary loan related questions.
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ILLINCIS VALLEY LIBRARY SYSTEM

e

Automation Project

Attitude Survey
Staff
August 1982

The Illinecis Valley Library System is now completing an experiment with the
application of computer technology to library activities. In this experiment,
your library has became a member of a nationwide network kmown as OCLC.

We would like to determine your opinicns about QOCLC use in your library.
Would you please take a few moments to answer the following questions? Your
cooperation will be greatly appreciated.

WHEN YOU HAVE COMPLETED THE FORM, PLEASE RETURN IT TO IVLS/OCLC PROJECT BY
SEPTEMBER, 1 1982.

1. What kind of library are you associated with?
a. [/ [/ Academic library
b. Zf Public library (0-2,000 population)
c. / __/ Public library (2,000-3,000 population)
d. 7 / public library (3,000~15,000 population)
e. 7_/ Public library (15,000-50,000 population)
£. 7/ / Public library (50,000 + population)
g. _7___/ School library
h. [/ _/ Special library

2. In what way are you associated with this library? CHECK ONE
a. / [ Director of the library
b. /_/ Other full-time staff member

c. / Part=time staff member

d. z___/ Volunteer

3. What level of formal education have you achieved so far?
a. / / Less than high school
b. / / High school
c. Z___/ Two-year college
d. [/ _/ Bachelor's
e. J / Master's or above

4, Was there a terminal, either Public Access or regular, in your library
any time during the Project?
a. [__/ yes
b. /_/ mo

5. Do/did you personally use the OCLC terminal?
a. [/ [ regularly
b. 7 / occasionally
c. z___/ never




6. Do you have face~to-face contact with library patrons?
a, / [/ regularly
b. /_/ occasionally
c. / / never

The followlng statements relate to possible effects of thils automation
project in your library. Please use the appropriate boxes to indicate
the extent to which you agree with each statement.

Strongly Agree No Disagree Strongly
Agree Opinicn Disagree
It 1s easier
to find which books
the library owns. Y

It is easier to

find which books are
owned by other
libraries.

The library has
a better catalog than
it had tafore.

The costs of operating
the library increased.

More books were borrowed
from this library.

The library borrowed
mote books from other
libraries.

The overall Qquality
of the library service
deteriorated.

The library was able to
make 4 morz valuable
contribution to iibrary
service in the Illinois
Valley region as a wnole,

Hew services were
available to library
patrouns.

Patron needs were
satisfied more quickly.

Computers have
no value 1in
library applications.

126




I would rather use . card
catalog than a computer
terminal.

The delay from the time

a new book is received to
the time it is available
to patrons increased.

Libraries in the Illinois
Valley Library System will
better ¢oordinate their
selection of new books.

Availability of books in
the library declined be-
caugse the c¢ollection was
used more by patroms of
other libraries.

Auntomation was a
dehumanizing influence
in the library.

This library should not

wake its materials avail~
able outside Illinois.

Using the computer has
increased my satisfaction
with my job.

I would rather use the

old IVLS system for inter-
library loans than the OCLC
system.

Information from the
terminal was helpful in
my work.

This library should not
borrow materials from
out-of—-state.

Aside from its cataloging

and ILL use, OCLC is valu~
able for answering refer-

ence questions.

The computerized system

was too complex to learn
in the time we had avail-

able.




Money would be better

spent or-buying more books

than on automation projects

of this kind. I/

Automation is too

expensive for this

library. /

L

Using OCLC has helped me

feel that other forms of

automation might be appro-

priate in this library. A AR A A | Y ya

If you have any other comuments to make about this automation experiment,
please record them below:

Please return to IVLS/OCLC Project by September 1, 1982.
- THANK YQU -




Distribution of Independent Variables

Total survey return = 126

Some categoriles given in the survey were combined for amnalysis as shown below.

What kind of library are you associated with?

10 (7.9%) Academic library
40 (31.8%) Small public (0-15,000 population)

6l (48.4%) Medium-sized or large public library (15,000+ population)
10 (7.9%) School library
5 (4%) Special librafy

In what way are you associated with this library?

18 (14.3%) Director
108 (85.8%) Other staff members

What level of formal education have you achieved so far?

0 Less than high school
46 {(36.57) High school
21 (16.7%) Two-year college
25 (19.8%) Bachelor’s
36 (27%) Master's or above

Was there a terminal, either Public Access or regular, in your library at any
time during the Project?

120 (95.2%) Yes
6 {(4.8%) No

Do/did you personally use the OCLC terminal?

77 (61.1%) Regularly
32 {(32%) Occasionally
16 (162) Never

1 (.8%2) No response

Do you have face-~to-face contact with library patrons?

97  (77%) Regularly

17 (13.5%) Occasionally
5 (4%7) Never

7 (5.6%) No response




Item a: It i3 easisr to find vhich books the library owns,

For this item, 24 respondents (19%) had ao opiniocn. Of those who expressed an opinion (N=102), the
distribution wast

atrongly Agree Agres Digagree Strongly Disagree
15.72 52.9% 30,4% 1%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARTIABLES

__No Opinion Respondents Expressing an Opinica
(Nugber and Parcent
of Respondenca) Stroogly Stroagly

No. Percent .3 Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

All Respoadents 19.0% 15.72 52.9% 30,43 1.02

Type of Library
Academic 10.0% 44.4% 55.6% 0.0
Public (0=15,000 pop.) 12.52 14.3% &50.0% 43,.7%
Sublic {15,000+ pop.) 26,2% 11,12 60,02 26,.7%
School 10,02 22.2% 66,7% 11.1%
Special 20,02 0.0% 50,02 50.0%

Position

Director 16.7% 20,02 33,31 46,73
Staff , 19,43 14,92 56.3% 27.62

Level of Education
Bigh School 17.42 15,8% 35.3% 29,92
Two-Year College 23,92 19.8% I 4 37.5%
Bachelor's 16,.0% 3,.5% 71,42 19,02
Master's or above 20,52 18,52 LY 4 37.0%

Uap thera a tarminal in
your library?

Yea

No

Did you use the terminal?
Regula-ly
Occasignally
Never

Do you have contact

with patrouns?
Ragoalarly
Occasionally
Never

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




Item by It is easier to find which books are owned by other libraries.

For this item, 9 respondenta {(7.1Z) had no opluion. Of those who expressed an opinion (N=117), the
discriburion wma:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
56,43 43.61 0.0% 0.0%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

__No Opinicu Respondents Expressing an Opinion
{(Number and Perceant
of Respordents) Strongly Strongly

Ne. Percent ! Agree Disagree Disagree
All Respoudenta 9 56.4% 0.03 0.01

Typa of Library
Acadeaic 70.0%
Public {0-15.000 pop.) 64.12
Publie {15.000+ pop.) 37.72
School 90,02
Special 1003

Position
Director 77.82
Staff $2.51

Level of Education
Aigh School 3L.72
Two-Year College 45.0Z
Bachelor’s 73.9%
Magter's or above . 81.82

Was there a terminal in
vour library?

Yes

Ho

Did you use the terminal?
Regularly
Oceenionally
Hever

Do you have contact

with patrons?
Regularly
Dccasionally
Never

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Iten ¢: The library has a becter catalog than Lt had before.

For this item, 38 respondents (30.2%) had no opinton. Of those who axpreased an opiniou (N«53), the
distriducion mae: :

Strougly Agree Agree Dipagree Strougly Dimagree
29.5% 48.9% 19.3% 2.3%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIAEZLES

- Ho Opioicn Reapoudents Expressing an Opinion
h-'mlber and Porcent
of Respondents) Strongly Stroogly
No, Percent N Agree AgTee Disagrae Disagree
All Respondents 38 30.2% 88 29.5% 46.9% 19.3% 2.3%
-
Type of Library
Academic 3 30.0% 7 42.9% 57.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Public (0-15,000 pop.)} 9 22,5% 31 35.5% 48,42 12.9% 3.2%
Public {15,000+ pop.} 26 42.6% 15 B.6% 54.3% 354.3% 2.9%
School 0 0.0% 10 70.0% 20.0% 10,0% 0.02
Special 0 0.0% 5 £40.0% 60.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Position .
Director 2 t1.12 16 50.,0% 37.52 12,5% 0.0%
Scaff 36 33.32 72 25.0% 51.4% 20.8% 2.8%
Level of Education
High School 14 30. 4% 32 12,5% 46.9% 37.5% 3.1%
Two-fear College 5 23.8% 16 31.2% 50.0% 18.8% 0.0%
Bachelor's 7 28.0% 18 38.9% 55.6% 0.0% 5.6%
Master's or abave 12 35.3x 22 45.5% 45.5% 9.1% 0.0%
Was there 3 terminal in
your library?
Yes ) 3s 29.2% 85 30.56% 47.1% 20.0T 2.3%
Yo k| 50.0% 3 0.0% 100% 0.0% 0.0%
Did you ugse the terminal?
RegulaTly 19 26,72 58 36.2% 43.1% 19.0% 1.7%
Occasionally 9 28.1% 23 17.4% 52.2% 256.1% 4.3%
Never 9 56.2% 7 14.3% 85.7% 0.0% 0.0%
Do you have contact
with patrons?
Regularly 3l 32.0% 66 25,.8% 54.5% 16.7% 3.0%
Occasionally 4 23.5% 13 61,52 23.1% 15.4% 0.0%
Hever 1 20.0% 4 0.0% 0.0% 100% 0.0%

Q
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Item d: The comt of operating tha library increased.

For this item, 4B respondents {38.13) had no opiniom, uL* those who expressed an opioion (N=78), the
distribution waa?’

Stroagly Agree Agreae Digagree Strongly Disagree
28.22 59.0% 11.5% 1.3%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opiniocn Respundents Expressiog an Opinicn
{Number and Percent
of Respondents) Strongly Strongly

No. Percent h Agree Disagree Disag:ee
All Respondents 3B.is 28.2% 11.5% 1.3%

Typa of Library
Academic Jo.ox 57.1% 14.3% 0.0%
sublie (0-i5,000 pop.) 22,5% 25.8% 0.0%
Publie (15,000+ pop.) 59.0% 20.0% . 0.0%
School 0,0% 40.0%
Special 0.4 20.0%

Position
Director 0.0% 22,2%
Staff : db. 4% 30.0%

Level of Education
High School 45.7% 36.0%
Twa=Year College 14.33 22,2%
Sachelor's 56.0% 9.1%
Master's or above 29.4% 33.3%

Was there a termiual! in

sour library?
Tes 4 28.0%
So 33.3%

2¢d you use the termtnal?
Regularly 28.1%
Occasionally 35.3%
lever : 0.0%

Jo you have contact

with patroaa?
Regularly
Jecasionally
Navar

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Item e: Mote books wete botrowed from this library.

For this item, 30 tespondents (23,BI) had ao opision. Of those who exptessed an opiaion (N=96), the
disteibution was:

Steoogly Agree Agren Disagree Steongly Disagree
27.1% 62.52 9.4% 1.0

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Ho Opiniocn Respondeants Expressing an Opintou
(Number and Petcent
of Respondenta) Steongly Steongly

So. Patcent 5 Agree Agree Dis Disagtee
All Respondents 30 23.81 27.1% 62.5% l.0%

Type of Library
Academic 0.0 80.0% 20.0% 0.0
Public (0-15.000 pop.) 2.5 28.2% 61.5T 2.6
Bublic (15.000+ pop.) 42,61 14.3% 74,32 0.0%
School 20.0% 12.5% 62,52 0.0%
Special 20.0% 25.0% 75.0% 0.0

Position

Dizector 0.0% 22.2% 66.7%
Staff 27.8% 28.2% 61.5%

Level of Education
High 5Schoeol 23.9% 28.6% 82.8%
Twg=Yeae College 9.5 10.5% 68,4
Bachelor's 20.0% 30.0% 655.0%
Master's or above 35.31 36.4% 5445%

Wan therte a terminal in

youtr libeary?
Yes 26,61
No 50.0%

Did you use the terminal?

Regularly 28.43
Occanionally 29.2%
Never 0.0%

Do you have contact

with pateons?
Regulacly 25.0%
Occasioually 42.9%
Nevat 25.0%

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Icem £: The library borrowed more books frow other libraries.

Yor this item, 30 respondents (23.8%) had no opinioa. Of those who expressed an opinten (¥w36), the
discriburion wes:

Scrongly Agree Agree Disagtee Strongly Disagree
37.5% 49.0% 12.5% L.oz

BREAKDOWHN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opindion Respondents Expteseing an Opinien

(Humber acd Percent
of Respondents) Strongly Strongly

No. Percent ¥ Agree Disaptee Disagree
All Respoodents 23,83 37.51 12.5% 1.02

Type of Library
Academic 0.0% 60.0% 0.0%
Public (0-15,000 pop.) 2.5% 25,6% 18.0%
Public (15,000+ pop‘) 45,91 7.3 15.1%
School 10.0% 77.8% 0.0%
Special 0.0% 80.0% Q.03

Sogition

Ditectot 0.0% 50.0% 16.7%
Staff 27.8% 35.6% 11,52

Level of Educarion
J1gh School 32,62 22.6% 16.1%
Two~Yaar College 9.5% 26.33 10,52
Jachelot's 20,03 40,0% 15,03
Masrer’a ot above 231,53 61,53 7.7

Wag there a termipal in
your library?
Tes

No

itid you use the terminal?
Regulatly
Occasionally
Yever

Do you have contact

with patctona?
Regularly
Qecasionally
Hever

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Item g: The overall quelity of library ssrvice detertorated.

For this frem. 15 respoondents (11.9%) had no opintom.

distribution was:

Strongly Agree
.92

All Reepondents

Type of Library
Academic
Public {0-15.000 pop.)
Public {15,000+ pop.)
Sehool
Spectal

Position
Director
Staff

Level of Zducation
81gh School
Two-Tear College
Bachelor's
Master's ar above

Was there a terminal in
your library?

Yas

Ma

Did you uge the rerminal?
Regularl;
Oecasionaily
Sever

Do you have zontact

with patrons?
Regularly
Occasionally
Never

Agree
0.0%

Disagree
4t.11

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPEMDENT VARIABLES

No Opinion

Strongly Disagree

51.4%

Of those vho expressed an optaion (N=ttl), the

Respondents Expressing an Opinion

(Number and Percent
of Respondents)

No.

15

Percent

11.92

0.0
2.5%
23.0%
0.0X
0.0%

0.0%
13.92

19.6%
9.52
8.0z
5.92

ki

11

o
39
47
o

5

18
9

37
19
23
32

Strongly
Agree

Agree

a.

(114

.0

-

[

.0

-
-

oz
0

Disagree
47.7%

50.0%
45.2%
57.52
20.02
20.0%

K R 14
50.5%

64.92
42.1%
39,12
37.5%

Strongly
Disagree

51.4%

50.0%
53.83%
40.4%
80.0%
80.0%

66.7%
48.4%

32.4%
57.92
60.9%
62.5%




Item h: The library wms able to make a more valusble comtribution to library service in the
Il1lineis Valley region as a whola.

For this {tem. 18 respondents (14.3%) had no opinion. Of those who expressed an opinion (N=108), the
distribution was:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
12.4X 63.0X 4.6% 0.02

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARLABLES

Ho Opinien ResPobdents Expressibf an Oplatlon
(Sumber and Parcent

of Respondents) Strongly Strongly
Ho. Percenr N Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

All Reapondenrs 14.3X 32.4X 63.0% 4.6% 0.0%

Type of Library
Acadenmic 0.0X 30.0% 70.0% 0.0X 0.0x
Public {0-15.000 pop.) 2.5% 43.6% 56.4% 0.0% 0.0%
Sublic {15.000+ pop.) 27.9% 20.5% 70.4% 9.1% 0.0%
School 0.0% 50.0% 40 .0% 10.0X 0.0X
Special 0.0X 20.0% 80.0% 0.0% 0.0X

Poatrion
Director 38,91 $0.0% I1.1x
Scaff 31.1% 65.6% 3.3%

Level of Bducation
High School 20.0% 7.1 2.9%
Two-Year Callege 31.6% 63.1X 5.3%
Bachelor's 45.5% 54.5L 0.0X
Master's or above 37.5% 53.1% 9.4%

Was there a terminal in

your library?
Yes 33.7X 61.5%
do 0.01 100X

Did you uge the terminal?
Regularly 36.2% 56.5%
Cccanionally 25.9% 74.2X
Kevayr 28.6X 71.4X

Do you have contact

with patrons?
Regularly 4.5 60.7%
Occasionally 31.2% 62.5%
Hever . 0.0% 100%

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




Item Li: YNew services were availlable to library patrons.

For this item. |7 respondents {i3.5%) hed no cpinfon. Of those who expressed an opinion (N=i09), the
distribution wms:

Strongly Agtee Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
22.9% 56,13 t0.1% 9%

BREAXDOWN BY INDEPENDENT YARIABLES

o Opinion Respondents Expreseing am Opinfon
(Number and Percent
of Raspondents) Strongly strongly

No, Percent N Agree raeg Disagree Dissgree

All Respondents 17 13.5% 22,92 66.1% 10,12 .97

Type of Library
Academic 20.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%
fublic (0-15,000 pop.) 7.5% 24.3% 4.9 a.1%
Public {15.000+ pop.) 19.7% 10,23 75,52 14.3%
School 0.0% 50,0% 50.0% 0.0%
Spectal 0.0% 40,02 40.0% 20.0%

oo Mmo

I I Y
000G
Hord M MM

.

Pesiticn
Director 0.0% 8.9 50.0% 11.1%
Staff 15.7% 19,82 69,22 9.9%

Laval of Education
High School 19.6% 13.5% 75.7% 10.8%
Two=Year Colliege 9,52 21,02 63.2% 15,83
Bachelor's 12,0% 31,82 63,6% 0.0%
Mastar's or above 8.8% © o 29.0% 58.1% 12.9%

Yas there a terminal io

vour library?
Yes 24,0%
No 0.0%

0id you use the termiunal?
Regularly . 29.4%
Occaslonally 16.7%
Naver . 0.0%

Do you have contact

with patrons?
Regulariy
Occasionally
Never

ERIC

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC




Iten §: Patron peeds were satisfied wore quickly.

For this icem, 20 respoudents {15.9%) had no opinion. Of those who expressed an opinion (Nel06), the
distribution was:

Strougly asgree Agree Disagres Strougly Disagree
35.8% 57.5% S5.6% 9

BREAKDOWH BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opinion Respondents Expreasiog an Opinion
(Numbar and Percent
of Respondents} Stroogly Strongly

No. Percent N Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
All Respondents 20 15.9% 35.8% 57.5% 3.6% .93

Type of Library
Academic 60.0% 40.0%
Public (0-15,000 pop.) 35.9% 51.3%
public (15,000+ pop.) . 23.3% 72.1%
School 44,02 55.6%
Spectal - 80.0% 20.0%

Position
Director 41.2% 52.9%
Staff 34.9% SB.4%

Level of Educarion
High School 25.0% 66.7%
Two-Year College 47e0% 42.1%
3acheior's 40.9% 34.5%
Magter's or above 37.9% S8.6%

Has there a terminal in
your library?

Tes

Mo

Did vou use the terminal?
Regularly
Occasionally
YJever

Do you have contact

with patrons?
Regularly i 37.3%
Occasionally 40.0%
Never 0.0%

ERI

A FuirText Provided by ERIC
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Item k: Computers have no valge in library Jpplications.

For this item, 9 reapondents {7.1%Z) had no opinion.

distribution was:

Strengly Agrae
0.0%

all Respondects

Type of Library
Academic
Public (0-15.000 pop.}
Public (15.000+ pop.)
School
Special

Position
Director
Staff

Level of Educaticn
digh School
Two-Year College
Sachelor's
Maater's or above

Kas thers a terminal in
your library?

Tes

5o

Did you uae the terminal?
Regalarly
Occasionally
Hever

Do you have contact

with patrous?
Regularly
Occasionally
Never

Agrea Disagrae
-83 41.9%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Strougly Dleagree

57.3%

No Opinion Raapond

0f those who expresesed an opinion (N=117), the

ts Expressipe au Opinion

————
(Number and Perceut
of Respondents} Strongly

No. Percent X Agree Agree

9 7.12 0.02

.0
.0%
.0
.0
0

-

.

—

(== RN
o .

[N =R Y

Hﬂilﬂa

.

a
o

0.0z
0.0%

-y n
'
&
HH

.87

Disagree
41,97

30.0%
40.5%
50.0%
22,23
20.0%

29.4%
44.0%

58.5%
47.43
37.53
21.2%

4i.1%2
60.0%

34.23
5.3
60.03

Strongly
Disagree

57.32

70,02
59.5%
&a.zz
77.8%
80.0%

70.62
55.02

39.0%
52.62
62.5%
78,83




Item it I wpuld rathar uas a catd catalog than a computer terwinal.

Fot this item, 36 tespondents (28.6%) had mo opinion. Of those who expressed au opinion (N=9%0), che
discribution wme:

Strongly Agrae Agree Disagree Sttongly Disagtee
L.12 24. 42 56,72 17.82

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Ho Opinion Respondents Expressing an Opinion
(Number and Percent
ot Respoundeants) Sttongly Strongly

o, Parcent . Agree Disagrae Disagrae
All Respondents 28.6% 1.1X 56.7% 17,82

Type of Library
Acadenic 30.0% 28.62 7.1
fublic (0-15,000 pop.) 40.0% 50.0% 8.3
fublic (15.000+ pop.) 23.0% 2 61.7% 14.9%
School 10.0X 77.82 11,12
Special 40.02 33.3% 66,72

Poaition

Direcror J.6% 70.62 5.9%
Scatt 32,42 33.4% 20,51

Level of Education
digh School 23.9% 45,72 17.1%
Two=Year College 23.8% 62,57 18,92
Bachelor's 32.0% 64,72 17.6%
Master's ot above 35,31 63.6% 18,22

Was thers a terminal in
your library?

Yes

Ho

Did you use the terminai?
Regulariy
Qccasfonally
Hever

Do you heve contact

with patrons?
Ragularly
Occasatonglly
Never

BEST CoBY mrny PRILE
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Item m¢ The delay from the time a new hook is received to the time it is available to patrous
ipcreased. .

For this item, )2 respondents (25.4%) had no opinicn. Of those who expresaed an opiniom (N=94), the
distribution wasi

Stromgly Agree Agree Disagree Strougly Disagree
1.0% 24, 5% 47.9% 26.6%

BREARDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opiniou Respondeats Exprassing an Opinion
{Sumber and Percent i
of Respundents) Strongly Stroogly

No. Percent X Agree Divagree Disegree

All Reapondents 25.43 94 1.0% 47.9% 26.6%

Type of Library
Acadenic 20.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0%
Publie 0-15.00D pop.) 12.5% 2.9% 57.1% 14,33
Publite (15,000 pop.) 39.3% 0.0% 51.42 21.45%
School 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 70.0%
Special 20.0% 50.0% 25.0%

Position

birector 5.6% 41.2% 35.3%
Staff 28.73% . 49.3% 24.7%

Level of EZducation
High School 32.6% 51.6% 12.9%
Two~Year College 14.2% 50.0% 33.3%
Bachelor's 28.0% 44,42 27.8%
Magter’s or above 20.6% 44452 37.0%7

‘w29 there a terminal in
vour library?

Yas

o

Did you uge the terminal?
Regularly
Qcecasionally
Never

Do you have :contact

with pstrons?
Regularly
Qecasionally
Never

ERIC
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Item n: Libraries in the Illinois Valley Librar¥ System will better coordinate their selection of
new books.

For this item. 52 respondents {41.)%) hed no opinion. OFf those who exptessed an opinion (N=74), the
distribution vae:

Strongly Agrae Agree Disagrae Strongly Disagree
13.52 66.,2% 20.31 0.01

SREAKDOWN BY DNDEPEWDENT VARIABLES

Ro Opinion ResPOndents EXPressing an Opinpion
(Mumber and Petcent
of Respondents) Strongly Strougly

No. Pgrcent - Agtee Agtee Disagres Disagree
All Respondents 52 41.3% 66.2% 20.3x 0.0%

Sype of Library
Academac 5 50.0% 100% 0.0x
Publie (0-15.00% pop.’ 35.0% - 53.8% 23.1%
Pablie (15.000+ Pop.) 46,3% 66.7% 26.5%
School 50.01 20.0% 0.0%
Special 20.02 . o0z 0.01

Position
Jirector 27.8% 61.5% 30.8%
Scaff 41,52 67.22 13.0%

Level af Education
digh Schoal 43,51 69.21 15.4%
Two=Year College 2B.6% .3z 20.0%
3achelor's 16.0% 62,51 12.51
Mastet's ot above 50.0% 58.3% 15.31

W¥as thete 2 termimal i
your iibdtary?

Yas

No

Dis you uge the terzinal?
Regulatly
Occasionally
Havet

20 you haveé contact

with patrons?
Reagulacly
Occasionally
Nevet

proa Bntt sl
b

BESY

ERIC
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Item o: avallability of books tn the library declined because the collection was used moras by
patrous of other libraries.

For thia item. 12 respoudents (25.4%) had no opinton. @f those vho expressed ap opinion (=94}, the
diacribucion wag:

Strongly Agree Agree Dinagree Strongly Disagree
1.1% 14.9% 70,23 13,82

SREAKDOWY BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

____No Opinton Respondests Expresging an Jpinton
(Rumber and Percatit
of Respondeats) Strougly Strongly

No. Parcent 1) Agree Agree Disagree DisafiTee
All Respoundeuts 32 25.4% 94 14,93 70,21 13.8%

Type of Library *
Academtic 0.0% 10 40.02 60,02 0.0%
Publie (Q=15,000 pop.} 17.5% Kk} 12,13 75.8% 12.1%
Public {15.000+ pop.) 41.0% k[ 16.7% 69.4% 11,13
School 0.0% 10 0.0% 50,02 50.0%
' Speeial 0.0%3 5 0.0% 1003 0.0%

Pesition

Director 0.0% 18 . 5.6% 72.2% 22,22
Staff 29.6% 76 17.1% 69.7% 11.9%

Level 3f Education
d1gh School 30.4% 32 59.4% 15.6%
Two-Taar College 19,0% 17 82.3z 11.8%
Bachelor's 28.0% 18 . 81,31 11.1%
Masret'a or above 20.6% 27 . . 66.7% 14.8%

Was thers a terminal in
your library?

Yes

No

Did you use the terminal?
Regularly
Occaationally
Never

Do you have contact

with patrons?
Regularly
Occasionally
Never

BEST COFV IMIABLE
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Item p: Automation was a dehumaniziog lofluence in the library.

For this item, 14 vespondenta (11.1Z) had no opinion. Of those vho expressed an opiloion (N=112), the
distribution was:

Strougly Agres Agree Disagree 3trongly Disagree
1.82 6,32 58.92 13.0%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Ho Opinion Respondents Expresaing an Opinion
(Number aud Parcent
of Respondents) Scrongly Scrongly

Bo. Paccent L1 Agree AgTee Dipagree Disagree
Al]l Reapondents 14 1.1z i.82 6.3% 58.91 33,02

Type of Library
Academic 0.02 ¢.0% 30.02 50,02 20,02
Public (0~15,000 pop.} 10.02 0.0% 5.6% S8.3% J6.12
peblic (15,000+ pop,) 14.82 1.92 1.8z 6%9.22 25.0%
School 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 22.2% 77.82
Spaciaj 0.0 20.0% 0,02 50.0% 40.0%

Posicion
Director 5.62 $0.02 38,92
Scaff 1.12 60.62 31.92

Leve]l of Education
Hagh School 72.2% 19.52
Two=Year Collage 55.02 3s5.02
3achelor's 47.82 1512
Magter's or above 34.6% 42.4%

Was thate a taiminal in
youtr library?

fea

Yo

D44 you use the terminsl?
Regulacly
Jecasionally
Naver

Do you have contact

wigh patrons?
Regulartly
Occasionslly
Nevar

- BEST copy auny ABLE
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Item q: This library should not make {rs materials availzble outside Illinois.

Fot this item, 19 respondents (15.1%) hed no opinion. Of those who expressed am opinion (H=l07), the
discribution waa’

Strongly Agree Agres Disagree Strangly Disagtee
+9% 6.3% 63,63 29.0%

BREAKDOWY BY INDE¥YFNDENT VARIAELES

No Opinion Respondents Expressing ac Opinioun
(Nunher and Psrcent
of Respondents) Strongly Strongly

No. Patcent N Agres Agree Disagree Disagree
All Zsaspondents 19 15.1% 9% 6.5% 63.6% 29.9%

Type of Libtary
Acgdemic 0.0% Q.01 0.03 280.0% 20.0%
Public (0=135,000 pop.) 10.0% 0.0% 5.5% 63.9% 30.6%
Public (15.000+ pop.) 19.7% 2.0% 10.2% 67,43 20.4%
School 30,03 0.0% 0.0% 28,63 71.42
Special 0.0% 0.0% 40.0% 60.0%

Poaition

Direccor 5.6% 5.9% 58.8% 35,31
Scaff 1607: 64.4% 2708:

Level of Education
Bigh School 26.1% 7.6% 20,6%
Two-Year College 14,32 3.3z 16.7%
Bachelor’s 4.0z 47.83 34.9%
Mancar's ot above 5.9% 56.3% 40,63

Has tbete a teralpal in
yout library?

Yes

Mo

0id you use the rermioal?
Regularly
Occasionally
Never

Do you hawve contact

with pacrons?
fegularly 0.0%
Occasionally 0.0%
Never 50.0%

ERIC
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iren r: Using the computer has increased wmy sarisfaction with my job.

For this item, 40 respondenrs (31.7%) hed no opinion. Of those who expresgsed av opinion (Nw86), the
discribuction wma:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
30.2% 58.1% 10.52% 1.2%

BREAXDOWH BY INDEPENDENT VARTABLES

Ho Opinion Respondents Expressing an Opiuion
(Number and Percent
of Reapondenrs) Stroongly Strongly

No. Percenr .1 Agree Agree Disagres Disagree
All Respondents L0 31.7% 30.22 58.1% 10.52% 1.2%

Type of Library
Academic 20.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% g.0%
Public {0-15,000 pop.) 20.0% 21.9% 65.6% 9.4% 1%
Public (15.000+ pop.) 45.92 24.22 57.6% 18.2% 0.0%
School 10.0% 55.6% L4 4% 0.0% g.0%
Special 20.0% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0% g.0%

Poairion
Director 5.6% 17.6% 64.72% 17.6% 0.0%
Staff 36.1% 33.3% 56.5% 8.7% 1.5%

Lavel of Education '
High School 41.3% 22.2% 63.0% 14.8% 0.0%
Two=-Year College 14.3% 27.8% 61.1% 11.:%
Bachelor's 35.0% 37.5% 56.3% 0.0%
Master's or above 26.5% 36.0% 52.0% 12.0%

Was rhere a rerminal i(n
your library?

Yes
No

Did you use rhe terminal?
Ragularly
Occasionally
Never

Do you have contact

with patroas?
Regularly
Occasionally
Haver

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Item 3¢ I would rather use the pld LVLS aystem for interlibraty loam than the OCLC ayatem.

For this item. 42 respondents (33.3%) had 2o opinion. Of those who expressed an opinton (N=84), ths
disctribution wms:

Strongly Agtee Agree Dinsagtree Strongly Disagres
3.6% 13,13 46,47 36.9%

BREAKDOWN 8Y INDEPENDENT VARIASLES

___ No Cpinion RegPondents Expressiug an Opinion
(Number and Percent

of Respondents) Strongly Strongly
No. Percent N Agree AgTee Disagree Disagree

All Respondents 42 33,31 84 .63 13.1% b4 36.9%

Type of Libtary
Academic 0.0% 10.0% 10.0% 30.0% 50.0%
Public (0~15.000 pop.) 25.0% 6.71 20.0% 50,01 23.3%
Public (13.000+ pop.) 50.8% 0.0% 13.3%3 36.7% 30.0%
School 10.0% 0.0% 33.3% 66.7%
Special 0.0% 0.0% 20.0% 80.0%

Position

Direcrot 0.0% 22.2% 38.9% 33,3z
Scaff 34.93 . 19.6% 48.5% 37.9%

Level of Education
High Scheol 56,52 i 4 36.0% $0.0% 20.0%
Two~Tear College 33.32 14.3% 35.7% 42.9%
Sachelor's 16.0% 9.5% 61.9% 23.82
Master's or above .. 14.7% 3,42 37.9% 55.1%

Was there 2 termtinal 1o
your library?

Yes

No

Did you use the terminal?
Regularly
Ocecavionally
Hever

Do you have contact

wvith patrons?
Regulatly
Occastonally
Hever

pLpBAE

L. A
] B

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Item t: Tpformation ftom the terminal was helpful in wy wotk.

Fot this item. 2] tespondents (18,3%) had no opinion.

atstribution was:

Strongly Agree
28.12

All Respondents

Type of Library
Academic
Publie (0-15.000 pop.}
Publte (15.000+ pop.)
School
Spectal

Poaition

Director
Staff

Level of Education
High School
Two-Year College
Bachelor's
Magtet's ot above

Has there a terminal in
your library?

Yaz

Yo

D1d you use the terminal?
Regulatly
Occastionally
Hever

Do you have contacr

with patrons?
Regularly
Occasionally
Yever

Agree
67.0%

Disagree
1.9

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARLABLES

No Opintion

(Wumber and Petcent
of hespoudents)

Ha.

23

Percent

18,32

0.0%
12.52
27.9%
10,02

0.0%

L.0%
W 4

32,62
9.5%
20.02
2.92

Sttongly Disagree

1.0z

O0f those who exptessed an optuton (¥=i0l), the

Respondents Expresaing am Opinion

.4

Strongly
Agree

28.12

50.0%
28,82
13.62
55.6%

60.0%

38,92
25.92

16.1%
.63
Ja.02
36.4%

Agree
67.0%

50,02
62.93
81.82
44.4%

40.0%

6l.1%
68,23

80.7%
63.1%

60,02
60.6%

Disagree
3.9%

0.0%
73
4,51

Strongly
Disagree

1.0




PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

Item u: This Library should not borrow maratials from out-of-state.

For this item, 18 raspondents {14.33) had no opintiom.

diatribution waa:

Strongly Agree
0.0%

All Respondents

Type ot Library
Academic
Public (0-.5.000 pop.}
Public {15,000+ pop.)
School
Spectal

Position
Director
Staff

Laval of Education
High School
Two=Year Collaege
Bachelor's
Master's or above

Was thera a terminal in
your library?

Ten

Ho

Did ¥ou use tha terpinal?
Regularly
Occasionally
Sever

D¢ you :ave contact

with parrous?
Regularly
Occasionally
Never

Agree
5.6%

Disagree
59,32

BREAKDOWN 3Y INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opioion

Strongly Digagrea

35.2%

0f those who expressed an opinton (NH=108), ...

RespPondents Expressing an Opinton

(Nuobaer and Percent
of Raspondents)
No.

Percent

14,32

10.0%
12.52
16.4%
20.0%

0.0%

3.6%
15.7%

19.62
23.82
16.0%

0.02

Strongly
Agree

0.0%

Agree
3.6

0.0%
3.7
7.92
0.0%
0.0%

Disagree
59,12

44.4%
71.4%
58.8%
50.0%
20.0%

70.6%
37.12

64.9%
B7.5%
47.6%
47,12

Strongly
Disagree

35.22

55.6%
22,92
33,31
30.0%
Bo.0Z

29.4%
36.32

24,22
12.52
42,92
32.9%




Item vi: Aside from its cateloging and ILL vse, OCLC i3 valusble for anawering reference questions.

For this item, $5 respondents (43.7I) had no opinion. Of those wvho expressed an opinion (N=71), the
distribution was:

Strongly Agree Agree Disigree Strongly Disagree
12.73 60,62 19.72 7.0%

BREAKDOWR BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Ko Opipion Respondents Expresaiog an QOpieion
{Numbar and Percent

of Respondents) Strongly Stroogly
o, fercent b | Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

All Respondents L1} 43,72 12,72 60,62 19.7% 7.02

Type of Library
Academic 40.9% 50.0% 31,32 16,72 0.02
fudlic (0-15,000 pop.) s 3.8 61.5% 30.82 .82
Public (1%,000+ pop.) 57.43 7.7% 65,43 15,43 11,53
School 20.02 0.02 87,53 0.02 12,353
Special Q.03 60.03 20.0%2 20.0%2 Q.03

Position
Director 16.7% 0.0% 7.2 20.0%
Staff 48,1 16,12 $7.22 19.6%

Level of Education
Bigh School 56,53 $.0% $5.0% 39.02
Two-Year College 42,92 ’ 0.0% 75.0% 25.0%
Bachelor's 16,02 18.82 431,83 l.22
Magter's or above 32,43 21.7% 69,63 0.0%

Was there a terminal 4in

your library?
Yes 11.62
Na 50.0%

Did you use the terminal?
Regularly 14.32
Occasionally L1.iX
Never 0.0%

Do you have contact

with patrons?
Regularly
Occasionally
Naver

BEST copy M PONE

ERI
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Item w: 7The computetized Iyatem wme o0 complex tO leagn in the time we had available.

For this ftem. 20 respoudents (15.9%) had no opinion. Of those who expressed zn opinion (N=iD6), .-
distribution wms:

Strongly Agrae Agree Disegree Strongly Disagree
9X 7.6% 63.2% 28.3%

BREARDOWN &Y INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opinion Regpondents Expreasing an Opinion
) (Nuaber and Parcent
of Respoundents) Strongly Strongly
o, Percent | Agree Agrce Disagree Disagree
All Respondents 20 15.9% 106 .9z 7.6% 63,22 28.3%
* Type of Library
Academic 0 0.0% 10 0.0% 0.0 60.0% 40.0%
Publie (0-15,000 pop.) 5 12.5% 5 0.0% 5.7% 62,9 31.4X
Public (15,000+ pop.) 13 21.3% L8 0.0X 12.5% 64.6% 22.9%
School 2 20.0% 8 12,52 0.0 50.0% 37.5%
Special 0 0.0% 5 0.0% 0.0% 80.0% 20.0X
Position
Ditector 2 11.1X 16 0.0% 6.2% 68.8% 25.0%
Staff 18 16.7% 90 L.1X 7.8% 62.2% 28.9%
Lavel of Education
High Schaool Il 23,92 35 0.0% 11.4% 80.0% 28.6%
Two~Year College 1 4.8% 20 0.0X 10.0X 75.0% 15.0%
Bachelor's 6 24.0% 19 0.0X 5.3 32.6% a2.1%
Magter's or above 2 5.9% 32 3. 1% 1.iX 65.6X 28. (%
Was there a terzinal in
your library?
Yes 17 l4.2% 103 1.0X 6.8% 63.12 29.1%
No 3 50.0% 3 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0%
Did you ume the termipal?
Regularly 3 3.9 74 1.3% 4.1% 59.5% 35.1%
Occasionally 7 21.9% 25 0.0% 8.0% 76.0% 16.0%
Never 10 62.5% 6 0.0X 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Do you have contact
with patrons?
Regularly 15 15.5% 82 0.0X 9.7% 59.8% 30.5%
Occasionally 1 5.9% 16 6.2% 0.0% 75.0% 18.8%
Never 0 0.0% 5 0.0X 0.0 100% 0.0%

BEST CCPY AVAILABLE
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Item x: Money would be bettat spent on buylog mote books than on automation prtojects of this kind.

Fot this item, 26 tespondents {20.6%) had no opinion. Of those who exptessed an opinion (N=100), the
distribution was:

Stroagly Agree Agtee Dizsagtee Strongly Disagree
2.0% 9.0% 59.02 30.0%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opinion Respondents EXPressing ao Opioics
{(Numbet and Petcent
of Respoundents) Strongly Strongly
No. Percent X Afitee Agree Dissptee Disagree
All Respoundents 26 20.61 100 2.0% 9.0% 59.02 30,02 -
Typs of Library
Academic 0 0.02 10 0.0% 0.02 60.01 40.02
Public (0=15.000 pop.) 9 22.52 K} .z 9.7% 67.7% 19.4%
Pubiic {15,000+ pop.) 17 27.91 &4 2.3% 13.62 6l.4% 22.7%
School Q 0.0 10 0.0% 0.0% 30.0% 70.0%
Speclal o 0.0% 5 0.0% 0.0 40.0% 60.0%
Position
Directot 2 I1.1% i6 0.0% 6.2% 62.5% 1,32
Staft 24 22.22 84 2.4% 9.5% 58,32 29.8%

Lavel of Education

High School 17 17,02 29 .52 13.82 58.62 24.1%
Two=Year College 1 4.8% 20 0.0% 10.0% 70.01 20.0%
Bachelot's 4 16.02 21 4.8% 4.8% 66.7% 231.8%
Master's o above 4 L1.8% 30 0.02 6.7% 46.7% 46.7%
Has theate a terminal in
yout 1libtary?
Yes 25 20.8% 93 2.1% 8.4 57.92 11.6%
Mo 1 16.7% 5 0.0% 20.0% 80.02 0.0%
04d you yge the germinal?
Regulagly Li 14.3% 66 1.5% 6.0% 56.1% 36.42
Occasionally 7 21,92 25 4.0 12,0 64,0% 20.0%
Hevet 7 43.8% 9 0.0% 22.2% 66,72 11.1%
Do you have contact
with pattona?
Regulatly 18 18.6% 79 1.3% 8.9% 64.5% 25.32
Occasionally 3 17.6% 14 0.0 7.1% 5.7 57.1%
Nevar 2 40.0% k| 3.3% 33.32 33.3% 0.0% -
BEST COPY vy poy g
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Item y: Automation 13 too expansive for this library.

For this item, 4} respondents (34.12%) had no opinion. Of those who expressed an opipnion (N=83), the
disctribucicen was:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
4.8 22.9% 49.41 22.9%

BREARDOWN BY INDEPEWDENT VARIABLES

Ho Opinpion Respondents EXpresaing an Opinicn

{Number and Percent

of Reaspondencs) Scrongly Strongly
Bo. rcent X rea Agree Disagree Disagres

All Respondents 3%.12 4.8% 22.9% 49.4% 22.92

Typa of Library
Academic 0.0% 0.0 60.0% 40.0%
Public (0=-15,00Q pop.)} 30.0% 32.1% 42.9% 10.7%
Public (15.000+ pop.) 45.9% 30.3% 51.5% 16.2%
School 20.02 0.0 50.0% 50.0%
Special 20.0% 0.0x 50.0% 50.0%

Position

Director 16.7% 33,31 46.7% 13.32
Staff 37.0% 4 20.62 50.0% 25.0%

Level of Education
#igh School 47.8% bk Py 4 45.9%
Two=Yasr College 23.82 31.22 43,82
Bachelor's 45.0% 7.1 42.9%
Mastar's or above 14.7% 17.22 S8, 6%

{as there a terminal in
your library?

Yes

Yo

Did you use the terminal?
Regularly
Occasionally
Hever

Do you have contaect

vith patrons?
Regularly
Occasionally
Haver

BT LoFt AVRILRBLE
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Item t: Using OCLC has helped me feel that other forms of sutomation might be appropriate im thia
library.

For this item, 40 rvespoodents (31,7X)} had oo opinion. Of those who expressed an oploion (N=86), the
distribution wvas:

Strongly Agrea Agree Disagree Strongly Dinegrea
19.8% 76. 7% 51 0.0%

BREAKDCWN BY [NDEPEWDENT VARIABLES

No Opinica Respondents Expressing an Opiniocn
{umber and Percent
of Respoandents) Strongly Strongly
No. Parcent N Agres Agree Disagree Dissgres

All Respondents 40 k) P 4 19.8Z 76.7% .52 0.0%

Type of Library
Academic 0.0% 4L0.0% 60.0% 0.0%
Public (0-15,000 pop.} 37.52 16.0% 80.0% 4.0%
Pablic (15.000+ pod.) 36.1% 20,52 Th 4 5.1
School 3o0.0% 0.0% 1002 0.0%
Special 0.0% 20.0% 80.0% 0.0%

Poaition
Director 27.8% 92.3% 0.0%
Staff 32,42 74.0% 4,12

Level of Education
High School 54,32 71.4% 9.5%
Two-Tear College 28.6% 73,32 6.7%
Bachelor’s 16.0% 71.4% 0.0%
Master's or above 14.7% B86.2% 0.0%

Uas there 2 terminal in
your library?

Yes

No

Did you use the terminel?
Regularly
QOccasionally
Nevar

Do you have contact

with patrons?
Regularly
Oceasionally
Never

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




End-Project Staff Attitude Survey
General Comments From the End of the Survey Form

Directors

It opened up a new source of immediate information, and made our assistance
and tles with other libraries much more real. It was a neat growth experience,
and the board as well as those of us on staff who ysed the CCLC terminal feel

badly that our financial situation prevents us from countinuing.

Congratulations! Well done!

Staff

The Circulation Department did not have much to do with OCLC, except as regards
the retrospective conversion. But even that limited experience was valuable
because all of my staff were able to familiarize themselves with the terminal
and keyboard and such, which means they will welcome DataPhase more eagerly
and without as many qualwms/fears.

Also, many of them stopped at the public access terminal and, at least in the
beginning, 2 or 3 patrons would gather to watch, ask questions, and learm,
themselves, to operate the search procedures. Thus, the patrons learned and
my staff felt good about using the terminal.

I am very pleased that IVLS has participated in this project which is obviously
a strong trend in libraries of the future. Our patrons are impressed with the
opportunity te verify and borrow books in this manner and believe our quality
of service has increased. Thank you.

I truly enjoy having the OCLC terminal in our library. I look forward to our
computerized check out system.

I think ic's (OCLC) great and makes interlibrary loan faster and better for
our patrons.

I was really astonished at how many of our patrons really ysed it to search
and not just from curiosity = and how well they mastered the system. I had
really thought that it would be mostly children trying it out.

Cataloging of new materials has been vastly speeded up and simplified.

I felt that the addition of the OCLC terminal to our library was of tremendous
help in performing my duties. The speed and accuracy with which I could
accomplish my job especially in ILL was very helpful.

It will be very difficult to have to do without the terminal now that the
project 1is over.

For the ILL, service for patrons has been a whole lot quicker than in the
past. JILL requests increaaed tremendously because of the materials being
avajlable and delivered in good time.




For the cataloging, I find no books sit on shelves for a long périod of time.
They can be cataloged much quicker & easier. Less steps in process for the
cataloging procedure. I was very much impressed,

Very helpful in title verification. The system is a good deal more dependable
than it was a year ago.

Glad we were agble to participate ~ Wish we had been a part of the project from
the beginning.

There seemed to be lots of busy work such as recording statistics and timing
operations which become tedious at times. Am eager to read the fellow-up
reports on these surveys. But the info. and services available via OCLC are
invaluable. Some of our patrons delighted in learning how the system works
and were enthusiastic about using it as well as appreciative of its interli-
brary loan outreach. I can no longer imagine the days of yore when we typed
and xercxed cataleg cards! Even when the system is down a day or 2, that
inconvenience is outweighed by the many time-saving advantages!

I feel very lucky to have worked in th::. library system‘with the project. The
staff was very helpful throughout. I don't know how we ever got along without
QOCLC!

Yes, I'm ambivalent. Most of the questions cannot be answered im black and
white terms. While I do think that automation in the library is inevitable, I
don't think that the vendor will necessarily have to be OCLC. There is a
delicate balance of cost, patron needs and staff acceptance that must be
considered in the decision to use the system.

Considering the size and circulation of this library, I feel that automation

is necessary. Maybe not in the pace of fast speed we have been striving for
but I do realize - "time is money." I'm confident when the project is finished
and the terminals are available tu our patrons, I'1l feel the "RUSH" was all
worth it.

In the long run, I feel this experiment will be very useful and free some
staff time for more direct help for patrons. We are able to give faster
service to patrons requests, howeaver, the processing time for new books seems
to be much slower.

I understand "down time" was a tremendous problem for my co-workers who did
use the terminal. It was a great help when useable = but it was often unde-
pendable because of technical problems.

We had the terminal during the computer move in Columbus and experienced a lot
of down time and tech problems. I hope the system becomes more reliable.

Public access terminals were used before holdings of local libraries entered
so it was not effective for patron usage.




APPENDIX D

MID~PROJECT GOVERNING AUTHORITY WRITTEN ATTITUDE SURVEY RESPONSES

This survey was distributed to members of governing boards of public libraries
and to administrators of non-public libraries before the mid-Project interviews
were done, in February of 1982. Seventy-nine surveys were returned.

The next four pages are a copy of the survey form as It was distributed. That
is followed by the distribution of respondents by independent variables and by
an item=-by-item report of responses tc the attitude statements.

To present this report, the number of "no opinion" responses and the percent
of the tctal respondents who gave these responses is given first. These
respondents are then removed from the total and each of the other responses is
reported as a percentage of the remaining respondents, that 1s, of the group
which did express an opinion.




ILLINOIS VALLEY LIBRARY SYSTEM
Automation Project

Attitude Survey
Governing Authority

The Illinois Valley Library System, of which your library is a member, is now
experimenting with the application of computer technology to library activie
ties. In this experiment, your library has become a member of 2z nationwide
network known as OCLC.

In essence, this means that your library staff uses a terminal connected,
through telephone lines, to the OCLC computer in Columbus, Ohio. This ter-
minal may affect your library in several ways:

a.} Library staff members can order cards for books and other materials
from information on the terminal. The computer then prints cards
for filing in your library's catalog.

b.) Cataloging can be "cooperative”, that is, your library may not need
to enter information about a book cataloged previously by another
member of the network.

c.) The terminal itself can be used to find out which items your library
owns.

d.) The terminal can be used to find out which of more than 2000 1li-
braries in the country own a particular book from a data base with
more than 7 million items,

e.) The terminal can be used to request on loan a book owned by another
library in the Illinois Valley Library System, by another library
in Illinois, or by some library outside the state.

f.) The terminal will zllow other libraries to find out which books your
library owns and to request them on loan from your library.

g.) Because it will be easier to find out which libraries in the Illinois
Valley Library System have already purchased a particular book, it
may be possible for all system libraries to adopt a more cooperative
approach to acquisitions aveiding unnecessary duplication.

h.) Staff members who use the terminal may need to schedule their time
and may need to travel to the terminal site.

We would like to determine your opinions towards the participation of your 1li-
. brary in this automation experiment, Would you please take a few moments to
answer the following questions? It should only take about five minutes of
your time. Your cooperation will be greatly apprecilated.

When you have ccompleted the form, please return it to your librarian or to
IVLS/OCLC Project by March 31, 1981.




1. What kind of library are you associated with?
a. [/ [ Academic libra.y
b. /_/ Public library (0-2,000 population)
c. [/ [/ Public library (2,000-3,000 population)
d. 7/ Public library (3,000-15,000 population)
e. [/ [/ Public library (15,000-50,000 population)
£. 7__/ public library (50,000 + population)
g§. J_/ School library
k. Z/ Special Library (Private corporation/hospital)

level of formal education have you so far achieved?
a, / [ Less than high school

b. 7/ High school

c. [/ [ Two-year college

d. 7 [/ Bachelor's

e. Z/ Master’s or above

The following statements relate to possible effects of this automation
project in your library. Please use the appropriate boxes to indicate
the extent to which you agree with each statement.

Strongly Agree No Disagree Strongly
Agree Opinion Disagree
It will be easier to
find which books are
owned by this and other

libraries. /

i

/A

L

L

A

The library will have a
better catalog than it
had before.

The costs of operating the
library will increase.

More books will be bor-
rowed from the library.

The iibrary will borrow
more books from other
libraries.

The overall quality of
the library service will
deteriorate.

The library will be able
to make a more valuable
contribution to library
service in the Illinois
Villey region as a whole.




New services will be
available to library
patrons.

Computers have no value
in library applications.

Patron needs will be
satisfied more quickly.

The delay from the time a

book is received to the
time it is available to

patrons will increase.

Libraries in the Illinois
Valley Library System will
better coordinate their
selection of new books.

Availability of books in

the library will decline
because the ¢ollection will
be used more by patrons of
other libraries. /

Automation will be a

"dehumanizing” influence
in the library.

Working with a computer
will increase staff job
satisfaction.

Computer work is too dif-

ficult for the library
staff.

The library should not
lend materials to out-
of-state libraries.

Money would be better

spent on buying more books
than on automation Projects
of this kind.




Automation 1Is too expen-
sive for this library.

If you have any other comments to make about this automation experiment,
please record them below:

Please returm to your librarian or IVLS/QCLC Project, 845 Brenkman Drive,
Pekin, IL 61554 by March 31, 1981.
- THANK You -




Distribution of Independent Variables

What kind of library are you assoclated with?

3 (3.8%) Academic library
16 (20.3%) Public library (0-2,000 population)

9 (11.4%)  Public library (2,000-3,000 population)
13 (16.5%) Public library (3,000-15,000 population)
27 (34.2%) Public library (15,000-50,000 population)

0 (0.0%) Public library (50,000+ population)

6 (7.6%) School libra.y
3 (3.82) Special library
2 (2.5%) No response
79 (100%)

For purposes of this report, the public library categorles have been
collapsed into two:

38 (48.1%)  Public library (0-15,000 population)
27 (34.2%) Public library (15,000+ population)

2. What level of education have you so far achieved?

(0.0%) Less than high school
(15.2%) High school

(15.2%) Two-year college
(39.2%) Bachelor's

(26.6%) Master's or above

%3.82; No response
100
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Ttem a: It will be easier to find wnich books are owned by this and other ilibraries.

For this item, % respondents (5.1%) had no opinion. Of those who expressed an opinion {(N=75), the
distribution uas:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree 3troogly Disagree
50.7% 45,32 4.0% 0.0%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opinion Respondenry Expresaing an Opinion
(Mumber and Percent
of Respondents) Strongly Strougly

No. Percent N Agree Agree Dissgree  Disagree
All Respondents 4 " s0.7% 45.3% 4.0% 0.0%

Rén :E bt 33.3% 66.7% 0.0%
Acadenic . . .
Publie (0-15.000 pop.) 48.0% 46.0% 5.0%
Public {15,000+ pop.) . 52.0% 40.0% 8.0%
School £83,32 16.7% 0.0%
Special . 66.7% 33.3% 0.0%

Level of Education
High School 66.7% n.x 0.0%
Two=Year College ) 27.3% 631.6% 9.1%
Bachelor's . 46.7% 46.7% 6.7%
Master's or ahove . 57.1% 462.9% 0.0%

Item %: The library will have a better catalog tham ir had before.

For this ftem, E3 cespondents (16.5%) had no opinion. Of those who expressed an opinion (N=§6},
distributicon wasg!

Stromgly Agree Agrae Disagree Strongly Disagree
28.8% $3.0% 16.7% 1.5%

SREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

¥o Opindon Respondents Expressing an Npindon
(Sumber apd Percent
of Respondenrs) Strongly Strongly

Ha. Percent N Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
All Respoadents 13 16.5% 28.8% 53.0% 16.7%

Type of Librar.,

Acadenic 33,32 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%
Public (0-15,000 pop.) 13.22 246.2% 48.5% 26.2%

2ublie {15,000+ pop.) 16.8% 17.4% 69.6% 13. 0%
Sehool 16.7% 80.0% 20.0% 0.0%
Special 0.0% 66.7% 33,3% 0.0%

Level of Education
High School 33,33 55.6% 11.1%
Two=Year College 22.2% 46.4% 22.2%

Bachelor's . 21.4% 57.1% 21.4%
Manater'’s or above 35.8% 52.6% 10.5%

Pl
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Izem c; The costs of operacting the library will increase.

For this icem, 20 respondenes (25.3%) hai no opinion. Of those who cxpressed an opinion (N=59), the
diseribution was:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Serongly Disagree
25.4% S0.8% 22.0% .7

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Ho Opinion Respondents Expressing an Opinion
{(Number and Parcent
of Reapondents) Serongly
No. Parcent N Lee Disagree

All Respoundencs 20 25.3% 50.8% 1.7% ¢

Type of Library

Academic 31,32 50.0% o
Public (0-15,000 pop.) 21.1% 50. 6% 3
Public (15,000+ pop.) 2%.2% 57.1% o
School 33.3% 50.0% o
Special 31,3% 0.0% o

Level of Educarion
High School 25.0% 66,72 0.0X
Two-Year Colliege 25.0% 44.4% 1L.1%
Bachelor's 16.1% b 3a.5% 0.0X
Maacer's or above 33,32 64.3% 0.0

Item d: Mora books will be borrowed from the library.

For chis item, 24 respondents {30.4I) had no opiniom. Of those who expressed an opinion (MWw55), the
diseribucion wma:

Scrongly Agree Agree Disagree Serongly Disagree
5.5 80.0X 14.5% o.0%

BREAKDOWKR BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Ho Opinion Respondents Expressing an Opinion
uober and Perceac

of Respondents) Scrongly Scrongly
No. Parcent X Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

All Respondents 0.4 5.5% 80.6X 14,5% 0.0

Type of Library
Academic 33,3z 1063
Public (0-15.G00 pop.) 26,31 71.4%
Public {15,000+ pop.) 37.0% . 82.4%
School 0.0 loox
Spacial 33,3z 100%

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0X
0.0%

——
R

.

RRNRR

.

Level of Educacion
High Sthool 25.0% 848,91
Two~Year Collaege . 62.5%

Sachelor’s nx 71.4%
Magrer's or above 19.0X 94.12

J:Ef Copy Awuumi;
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Item @: The library will borrow movs books from other Libraries.

For this item, 16 respondancs {20.3%) had no opiniou. Of those who expressad an opinmion (N=63), the
distribution wms;: .

Strongly Agtes Agrea Disagrese Strongly Disagres
11.12 84,12 4.8 0.02

BREAKDOWN BY INDEFEMDENT VARIABLES

— o Opinion Respondents Expressing an Oplsion
- (Nuaber and Percent
of Raspondenta) Stroogly Strongly
No. Percent )| Agree Agree Disepree Disagree
All Reapondsata 16 20,32 63 11.12 B84A.1Z 4.8% 0.0%
- Type of Library
Academic 1 33,32 2 0.0% 1002 0.0% 0.0%
Publte {(0=15,000 pop.) 9 23.7% 29 6.91 86.22 6.91 0.02
Public (15,000+ pape) 4 14.8% 23 13.02 82.6% 4,42 0.0%
S5chool 0 0.0% [ 0.0% 100X 0.0% 0.0%
Special 0 0.0% 3 66.7% 3.2 0.0% 0.0%
Level of Educacion
Aigh School 1] 0.0% 12 8.3 91.7X 0.0% 0.0%
Two=Tear College 3 25.08 9 0.0% 77.82 22.2% 0.0
Bachelot's 7 22.62 24 20.8% 75.0% 4.2L 0.0%
Master's or above 3 14,32 18 5.62 94,42 0.0% 0.02

Ltem £: The overall quality of libtary service will deteriorate.

For this items 11 tespondents (13.9%) had no opinicn. Of those who expressed an opinion (H=68), the
distribucion was:

Strongly Agrea Agree Disagrea Strougly Disagres
0.0 1.52 72.02 26.5L

BREAXDOWN BY IMDEPEMDENT VARIARLES

No Optinion Zaspondents Expressing an Opinion
{¥uaber znd Percent '
of Easpondents) Stroogly Stromgly
. Ho. reeat 3 _Agree  Agree  Disagree  Disagres
All Respondents 11 13.9% 68 0.0% 1.5% 72.0% 26.52
Type of Library
Academic 0 0.02 3 0.0% 0.0% 66.7X 33.32
- Public (0-15,000 pap.) 4 10.52 34 0.0% 2.9 79.42 17.72
Publtie (154000« pap.) 5 18.52 22 0.0% 0.0% 63.62 36.42
School 1 16.72 5 0.0% 0.0% 80.02 20.02
Spectial 0 0.0X 3 0.0X 0.0% 33.32 66.7X
Lavel of Education
High School 1 8,32 11 0.0% 0.0% al.sx 18.2%
Two—-Yesr College & 33.32 8 0.0% 12.5% 62.5% 25.0%
Bachalor's 3 9,712 28 0.0% 0.0% 7142 28.62
Mastear's or above 1 4.8 20 0.0% 0.02 70.02 .0
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Item g The library will be able to make a more valuable contribution to Library service in the
illinois Valley region as a wholae.

For this ttem, 5 respondents {(6.3Z) had no opinton. Of those wvho expresssd an opiniom (W=74), the
distribution wvas:

Strongly Agreas Agrea Dissgras Stromgly Disagres
21,62 75.7% 2.7% .l

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARTAPLES

No Opimion Respoadents Expreasing am Opinion
(Nomber and Percent
of Respondents) Strougly Strongly
Moo Percent N _Agres  Agree

All Respondents 5 6.3% 21,62

Type of Library
Academic
Public (0-15,000 pop.)
Public (15,000+ pop.}
School
Spectal

Lavel of Education
High School
Two=Yezr College
Bachelor's
Master's or above

Item h: New services Will be available to library patroas.

For this item, 7 respondents (B.9%) had no opinton. OFf those wio axpressed an opinion (N=72), the
distribution was?

Strougly Agrae Agree Disagree Strongly Disagrea
21,62 75.7% 2,7% . 0.02

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Re Opimion Reapoudents Expressing an Opinion
(Numbar and Percent
of Respondents) streugly Strongly

Ho. Percent Aaree Agree Disagree Disagree
All Raspondeats 7 B.9% 21.6% 75.7% 2.7% 0.0Z

Type of Library
Academic 0.0% 33.32 66.7%
Public {0-15,000 pop.) 5.32 16.7% 80,5%
Public {15,000+ pop.) 11,1% 16.7% 70.83
School 16.7% 40.02 60,02
Spectal 0,02 66.7% 33.3%

Lavel of Education
High School 0.0% 16,72 83.3z
Two=Year Ccllege 8.3% 75.02
Bachelor's 24,12 T72.4%
Master's or above 27.82 66,.7%

BEST P reenee AL E
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Iten {: Computers have 00 value in lih:aty applications.

For *his item, 5 respoadents (6.3%) had no opinion. OFf those who expressed an opinton (¥=74), the
disttibution wasg:

Strongly Agree Agfee Disagree Strongly Disagrea
0.0x 4413 86.223 29.7%

SREAKDOWN 3Y INDEPENDENT VARTABLES

¥o Opinion Respondents Expressinr an Ooinion
{Number and Pexcent
of Respondenzs) Stroongly itzongly
Ho. derzent RS Agtee Agree Disagres Jisagree

all Xesponcents 3 6.3% O I 4.1% 36.2% 29,72

Type i Libkrary
dcademie 0.3%
Cinate O=15,000 pou.! < 3.3x%
2upiles L9.000= pop.l S 4
Icheel g.0%
loaviai . 0.0%

13.33 54.7%
TT.a% o3
30.0% 36.0%
33.3% 18,73
3.0% L0073

e O
ot

i

"

Level of Tdueation
3izs izhool ' 0.0% . 2 T5.0% 25.0%
Twe=fear lollege i 8.3% W -] 34.3% 17.32
Fraelat!s 5.5% U J.2% ilals <7.8%

SasTer’ s ar above 4.3% -4 30.3% 20.0%

“arTun aeeds +1l1l be sar{siied dore quickly.

1% Ltem, .+ respondents (Z4.1%) had no apinioa. Of those whu expressed an oplatcn (N=oQ), the
Srriburism -ast

Jtrongly igree AgFae Disagree Strongly Disagree
P T4 58, 3T 3.0% 2.0%

SREAKDOWYH BY INDEPENDENT “ARLAZLES

Mo Opinion Regpondeats Uxpressing an dpinien
{Humbar and Percent
ot Xespoedents) sitongly Strongly
No. Percent kN Agtee AgTee Digagree Digagtes

All Rcupondaats 19 24.1% 16.7% 58.3% 5.0% Q.0%

Type of Livrary
Academic 33.3: ; 50.0% 30.0% 0.0%
Public V0~13,000 pop.) 28.9% 25.9% 70.4% T o
Public {I5,0{0= pep.) 14.8% 3.7% 32.6% 8.7%
School 16.7% 80.0% 20.9% 0.0%
fpectal 0.0z 56.7% 33.3% d.0%

.

cesac
RRRS8R

tevel of Education
Eigh Schoel 3,32 7.3 12,712 0.0%
Two=-Year College 3 33.3x 12.5% 75.0% 12,32
Sachelotr's 19.4% 24.0% 63.0% a.0%
Master's or above 23.8% 37.5% 52.3% J.0%
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Item k: The delay from the time & book is received to the time it 18 availabla to Patrons will
increase.

For this item, 20 respondents (25.3%) had no opinioca. Of thoge who expt:med an opinion (N+$9), the
distribution vas:

Strongly Agree Agrae Disagree Strongly Disagres
1.7% 16,92 64 4T 16.9%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIARLES

__Bo Opinion Respondente Expreseing an Opinion
(Napber and Parcent
of Respondeats) Strongly Strongly

No. Parcept N Agres Agree Dissgres Disagree
All Respondents 20 25.3% 1.7% 16.9% 64.4% 16.9%

Type of Library
Acadenic 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1001 0.0%
Public (0=15,000 pop.) 23.7% 24.1% 58.6% 13.8%
Public (15,000+ pop.) 29.6% 0.0% 5.31 78.9% 15.8%
School 16.7% 20.0% 60.0% 20.0%
Special 33.3% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0%

Lavel of Education

High School 8.3% 9.1% 72.7% 18.2%
Two~-Yasr College 33.3% 12.5% 62,5% 12.5%
Bachelor’s 29.0% 18.22 63.6% 18.2%
Master®s or above 28.6% 13.32 73.3% 13.3%

Iten 1r Libraries in the Illinois Valley Library System will berter coordicate their selection of
new books.

For this ictem. 17 respondents (2].$I) had no opinion. Of those who exprassed an opinion (N=62), the
discribution w8

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
12.9% 72.6% 14,52 0.0%

SREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIASLES

____No Opinion Respondents ExPressing an Opinion
(Number and Percent
of Respondents) Strongly Strongly

o, Farcspt ¥ Agres Agree Disagree Disagree
All Respopdects 17 21.5% 12.9% 72.6% 14.5% 0.0%

Type of Library
Academic X A 4 0.0% 100% 0.0%
Public (0=15,000 pop.) 21.12 10.0% 13.3%
Public (15.000+ pop.) 18.5% 9,12 22.7%
School 16.7% 40.0% 0.0%
Special 33.32 0.0% 0.0%

Lavel of Educationm

High Schozl 33.3% 12.5% 0.0%
Two-Year Jollege 0.0% 16,72 25.0%

Bachelor's 22.6% 8.3% o0.8%
Magter's or above 23.82 12,52 12,52
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ERIC : BEST COPY

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Item m: Avellability of books in the librtery will decline because the collacticn will be used wore
by patrons of ather libraries.

Fot this item, 2] tespondents {26.6%) had ao opinicu. 0Of those who expressed an opinion (¥=58), :the
distriburion wma:

Strongly Agtee Agree Disagtee Strongly Disagree
0.0% 10.3% B4.5% 5.2%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Yo Opinion Respondents Expressing an Opinios
(Numbet and Percent

of Reapondents) Strongly Stroagly
No. Percent .} Agtee Agtee Disapres Disagree

All Respondents 21 26.6% 0.0% 10.3% 84.5%

Type of LibraTy
Acadenic 33.3% 50.0% 50.0%
Public (015,000 pap.) 31.6% 7.7% 92.3%
Public (15.000+ pop.) 18.5% 9.1% 96.4%
School 33.3% 25.0% 50.0%
Special 33.3% 0.0% lLo0%

Lavel of Education

High School 16.7% 0.0% 100%
Two=Year College 16.7% 10.0% - 90.0%

Bachelor's 25.8% 13.0% 82.6%
Master's or above 8.1% . 15.4% 76.9%

Item n: Autcmation will e a dehumanizing influence in the libraty.

For this item. !} respondents (16.5%) had no opinion. Of those who expressed an opinion {§e§4), the
disttibytion was:

Sttongly Agree Agree Disagtee Strongly Disagtes
3.0% J.o% Bl.4% lo.6%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

____No Opinicn Respondents Expressing an Opinion
(Number and Percent
of Respondents) Strongly Strongly

No. Percent A Agtee Agree Oisegree Digagtee
All Respoudeuts 13 16.5% 5 J.0% .oz 93.4% 10.6%

Type of Libtary ‘ 1332
Academic 66.7 .
Public (0-15.000 pop.) 90.6% 5.3%
Public {15,000+ pop.) . - . 8g.;§ fo.8§
School 83, 16.7
Special . 66.7% 33.3%

Level of Education
High School 1002 0.0%
Two=Year College 66.7% 11.1%

Sachelor's 80.8% 11.5%
Master's or above 89.5% 10.5%
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Item o Working with a computet will increase staff job satisfaction.

For this izem, 36 respondents (45.5%) had no opinion. Of those who exptessed an opiniomn (W=43), the
distribution was:

Strongly Agree Agree Oisagree Strougly Disagree
4.72% 74,42 20.9% 0.0%

BREAKDOWN BY IHDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Ho Opinien Respondents Expresaing an Opinion
{(Number and Percent
of Respondents) Strongly Strongly

Bo. Percent | Agree Agree Oisagres a
Al) Reapondenzs 36 45.6% 4.7% T4.42 20.92

Type of Libracy

Acadenic . 86.7% 1002
Public {(0-15,000 pop.’} 39.52 87.0%

Public (15.000+ pop.} 55.6% 41.7%
School 16.7% 100X

Specisl 33.3% 50.0%

Leval of Education
High School 33.32 87.52
Two=Year College 50.0% 86.7%
Bachelor's 45.2% 64,72
Master's ot above 42.9% 83.3%

Item p; Computet work 13 too difficulc for the Library staff.

For- this item, 7 respondents (5.5%) had no opinion. Of those who expressed aa opinion (N=72), the
discribution us:

Strongly Agree Agtee Disagree Strongly Disagree
0.02 4.2 ¥5.0% 20,82

-

BREARDOWH BY INDEPEWDENT VARIABLES

No Opinion Respondenta Expressing an Opiniom
{(Number and Percent
of Respondents) Strongly Strongly

No. Percent 5 Agree Agtee Disagree Digsagree

All Respondents 1 8.9% 75.0% 20.82

Type of Libraty
Academic 66,71 33.32
fublic (0-15,000 pep.} 72.1% 27.31
Public {15,000+ pep.) 84.02 8.0%
School 83.3% 16. 1%
Specizl 56,72 33.31

Level of Education
High School 83,32 16.7%
Two-~Year College 80.0% 20.0%
Bachelor' s . 67.92 25.0%
Master's or above . 85.0% 15.0%
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Item q: The library should not lend materisls T¢ out-of-state libraries.

For this item, 12 tespondents {15.2%) had no opimion. Of those who expressed an opinion (Ne87)}, the
distribution wasg:

Strongly Agtes Agree Disagres Strongly Dir . ree
3.0% 11.92 68.7% 16,43

BREAXDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

- No Opinion Respondents Expressing an Opindion
{Nuober and Percent
of Respondents) Sttongly Strongly
No. Percent 3 Agree Agrase Digagres Oissgree
All Respondents 12 15.2% 67 3.0% 11.9% 68.7% 16.4%
= Type of Library
Academic 1 33.3% 2 Q.02 0.0% 50.0% 50.,0%
Public (0-15,000 pop.} [ 10.5% 34 5.9% 11.8% 67.6% 14.7%
Public {15.000+ pop.) & 22.2% 21 0.0% 14,5% 71.4% 14.3%
School 0 0.0% 6 0.0% 16.7% §3.3% g.0%
Special Q 0.0% 3 0.0T 0.0% 66.7% 33.32
Level of Education
High School 2 16.72 Lo 0.0% Q.0% 80.0% 20.0%
Two~tear College [ 33.3% 8 0.0% 12.52 87.5% 0.0%
Bachalor's 4 £2.92 7 7.4% 14.82 51.9% 25.9%
Mastetr's of above 1l 4.8% 20 0.0% 10.0% 85.0% 5.0%

Item £: oney would be bettar spent oo buying more books than on agutcmation projecrs of chis kind.

For this item, 3 respondents (16.5%) had ao opinion. Of those who expreseed an opinion (Neb6), the
dizcribution wma:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagrec
4.5% 7.6% 77.3% 10.6%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Ho Opiaion ResPondents Expfessing an Opinion
(Number and Percent
of Respondents) Strongly Strongly
- No. Percept 8 Agree AgTe Digagree Disagrae
All Respondents 13 16.5% 66 4.5% 7.6% 77.3% 10.6%
¢ Type of Libracy
Academic o 0.0% 3 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3%
- Public (0-15,000 pop.) 9 23,7% 29 3.4% 10.4% 82.8% 3.4%
2ublic (15.000+ pop.) 2 7.4% 25 8.0% 28.0% 280.0% 4.0%
School 2 33.3% 4 0.0% 0.0% 75.0% 25.02
: Special H g.0% 3 0.0% 0.0% 33.% 66.7%
Level of Education
High School 3 25.0% 9 0.0% 0.0% 100% 0.0%
Tuo-Year Collage 2 16,7 10 10.0% 0.0% 80.02 19,0%
Bachelor's 4 12,53 27 7.4% 14.8% 70.4% 7.4%
“Yagrer's or above 3 14.3% 18 0.0% 5.6% 77.9% 16,7%

P
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Item 3! Autowation 1s too expensive for chis library.

For this ltem, 27 respondents (34.2%) had 0o opinion. Of those who expresaed an opinion {(N=52), the
discribution was:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
5.8% 15.4% 65, 4% 13.5%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opintiom Respondents ExPressing an Opinton
{Numbar aud Percent
of Respondenta) Strongly Strongly

Ho. Parcent N Agree Agree Diaagree Disagree
all Respoudents 27 34.2% ' 5.8% 15.4% 65.4% 13.5%

Type of Library
Acadealc 33.3% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 50.0%
Public (0-15,000 pop.) 36.8% " os.2% 20.8% 66.7% 8.3%
Publtic (15,000+ pop.) 29.6% 10.5% 15.8% 68.43% 5.3%
School 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3%
Spectal 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 66.7% 33.3%

Lavel of Educarioco
High School 33.3% 0.0% 25.0% 75.0% 0.0%
Tuwo=Year College 41.7% 14.3% 0.0% 71.4% 14.3%
Bachelor's 35.5% 10.0% 15.0% 60.0% 15.0%
Maater's or above 28.6% a.a; 13.3% 73.3% 13.3%
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General CJcmments from Respondents -

Automation may be too expensive for our library as we have a very tight budge:.
Our circulation is high according to our size. (Our excellent librarian has
helped this.) We need meore help but can't afford it. Maybe we should do this
‘rather than tc become involved in automation. Maybe we should buy more bcoks
than spend it on automation = I do not know the better way to choose. The
OCLC is too new and untested for a small library for me to form a definite
opinion.

Regarding "t" - Automation is too expensive for this library —— We have no way
of reaching a decision on this at this time.

OCLC is completely out of line expense wise in view of present {(and past)
fiscal situations.

I'm really anxious to see this project in action here in our small high school.

I only had one Board member ¢omplete the attitude survey at our Board meeting
last night. The others said they would return it to me by the 31st. I doubt
many will. For your records, however, they never tried the terminal - yours
or ours - and apparently have no desire to do so. Sorry of the apathy!

This has been a worthwhile experiment - where we go from here with computers
depends on computer system capabilities, costs, and what Illinois or IVIS are
planning to do.

Automation f{n library services must come to maintain services in stable or
declining financial resources. However, the cost of such automation must be
rationally explained by decreases in other areas, e.g. personnel.

No library should be stagnant. We must progress with modern technology, and
continue to look to the future. Computer science is advancing rapidly and we
must advance with 1it.




APPENDIX E

END=-PROJECT GOVERNING AUTHORITY WRITTEN ATTITUDE SURVEY RESPONSES

This survey was distributed to members of governing boards of public libravies
snd to administrators of non-public libraries after the end-Project interviews
were completed in August 1982. Only 38 surveys were returned, so most of the

independaent variable categories have very few respondents.

The next four pages are a copy of the survey form as it was distributed. That
is followed by the distribution of respondents by independent variables and by
an ltem-by-item report of responses to the attitude statements.

To present this report, the number of "no opinion”" responses and the percent
of the total respondents who gave these responses is given first. These
respondents are then removed from the total and each of the other responses is
reported as a3 percentage of the remaining respondents, that is, of the group
which did express an opinion.




ILLINOIS VvALLEY LIBRARY SYSTEM
Automation Project
Attitude Survey

Governing Authority
August 1982

The Illineois Valley Library System, of which your library is a member, is now
completing an experiment with the application of computer technology to library
activities. In this experiment, your library has become a membar of a nation-
wide network kmown as OCLC.

We would like to determine your opinions towards the participation of your 1i-
brary in this automation experiment. Would you plzase take a few moments to
answer the following questions? 1Ir should only take about five minutes of
your time. Your cooperation will be greatly appreciated.

WHEN YOU HAVE COMPLETED THE FORM, PLEASE RETURN IT TO YOUR LIBRARIAN OR TO
IVLS/OCLC PROJECT BY SEPTEMBER 1, 1982.

1. tWhat kind of library are you associated with?
a. [/ [ Academic library
b. 7 / Public library (0~2,000 population)
c. 7__/ Public library (2,000-3,000 population)
d. / Publie library (3,000-15,000 population)

e. ___j Publie library (15,000-50,000 populatien)

£. / Publi: library (50,000 + population)

g. / School library

h. / Special library (Private corporation/hospital)

level of formal education have you so far achieved?
a. / Less than high school

b. / High school

c. / Two year college

d. / Bachelor's

e. / Master's or above

Did you have a chance to see a aemonstration of an OCLC terminal, or to
use one personally during the Project?

f_/ Tes L/ No

The following statemeats relate to possible effects of this automation
project in your library. Please use the appropriate boxes to indicate
the extent to which you agree with each statement.

Strongly AgTee No Disagree Strongly
AgTee Opinion Disagree
a, It was easler to
find which books are
owned by this library. _ L/




The library has
a better catalog than
it had before.

The costs of operating
the library increased
during the Project.

The costs of operating
the library will/would
have increased if we
kept OCLC after the
Project.

More books were

borrowed from
the library.

The library borrowed
more books from other
libraries.

The overall quality

of the library service
deteriorated.

The library was able to
make a more valuable
contribution to library
gservice in the Illinois
Valley region as a whole.

New services were

available to library
patrons.

Computers have
no value in library
applications.

Patron needs were
satisfied more quickly.

The delay from the time
a new book was received
to the time it was
available to patrons
increased.

Libraries in the Illinois
Valley Library System
will bdetter coordinate
their selection of new
books.




Availability of books in
the library declined be-
cause the collection was
used more by patrons of

other libraries.

Automation was a
dehumanizing influence.

It was easier to find
books owned by other
libraries.

Working with & computer
increased staff job
satisfaction.

Computer work is too
difficult for the
library staff.

The library should not

lend materials to out-
of-state libraries.

Money would be better
spent on buying more
books than on automation
projects of this kind.

Automation 1s too expen-
sive for this library.

This experiment with OCLC

has made me feel that

other forms of automation

may be appropriate for

this library. ! _/ !/ / /! _/ 1/ Y

If you have any other comments to make about this automation experiment,
please record them below:

Please return to your librarian or IVLS/OCLC Project, 845 Brenkman Drive,
Pekin, IL 61554 by September 1, 1982.

-~ THANK YOU-




Independent Variables

What kind of library are you associated with?

{(1.7%) Academic library

(8.6%) Public library (0-2,000 population)

(13.8%) Public library (2,000-3,000 population)
{(39.7%) pPublic library (3,000-~15,000 population)
{19%) Public library (15,000-50,000 population)
(5.2%) Public library (50,000 + populaticn)

(8.6%) School library

(1.7%) Special library (Private corporation/hospital)
(1.7%) No response

Ll 2
e AN L = s DL

For this report, the public library categories have been collapsed to:

36 (627%) Public library (0-15,000 population)
15 (24%) Public librry (15,000 + population)

What level of formal education have you so far achieved?

0 Less than high school
11 {(19%) High school

9 (15.5%) Two year college
17 (29.3%)  Bachelor's

19 (32.8%) Master’s or above

2 (3.34%) No response

Did you have a chance to see a demonstration of an OCLC terminal, or to
use one personally during the Project?
52 (89.77%) Yes
z (8.6%) No
1 {1.7%) No response
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Item a: It wms gaptler to find which books ate owned by this library.

For this item, 21 respondents {36.2%) had no cpinlon. Of those who exptessed an opinion (¥=37), the
disctribution was:

Sttongly Agtee Agtes Disagree Strongly Disagree
8.1% 81.1% 3.4% 5,42

BREAKDOWN BY INDEFENDENT VARIABLES

¥o Opinion Respondents EXPregeing an Opinion
THumber and Perceat
of Regpondents) Strongly Strongly
No. Petcent _Agree Agree Disspgtee Dissgtes

All Respondents 2t 36.2% 8L.1% - 5.4%

Type of Library
Acadenic 0.0% 0.0%
Public {0=-15.000 poP.) 35.9% 81.8%
Public {15,000+ pop.) 42.9% 87.5%
School 20.0% . 75.0%
Special 0.0% - 1003

[= ==t ]
I
[

RRA R

Level of Education
High School 45.5% 83.3%
Two=Year College 4b.4% i00%
Bachelor's 3l.2% 80.0%
Mastet's ot above 26.3% Tl.a%

._

~-oO oo
.

04D°

.

NHNR

14 you see OCLC demon—
sttated ot uge 117

Yas

No

ttem %: The l4brary has a bettet catilog than it had bafote.

Fot :his Lltem. 18 tespondents (31.0%) h#d no oPinion. Of thone who axPtesased ap opinion {(N=i40). the
distribution was:

Strtongly Agtee Agtea Dissgree Strongly Jlsagree
22.5% 67.5% 10.0% 0.0%

BREAKDOWN of INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

¥o Opinion Redpondents Exptessing an Opinion
(Number and Petcent
of Respoadents) Strongly Sttongly

Ne. Petcent N Aftee ree Disagtee Disagtee
all Respondents 18 31.0% 22.5% 67.5% 10.0% 0.0%

Type of Libtary
Academic 1003
Public (0=15,000 pap.) 31.3%
public (15.000+ pop.) 28.6%
Schoel 20.0%
Spectal 0.0%

Level of Education
Mgh Scheool 36.4%
Two-Yeatr College 3.3
Bachelot's 29.4%
Mastet's ot above 31.6%

Did you see OCLC demon—

sttated ot usae 1c?
Yes 67.6%
o 66.7%

180 BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Item c: The costs of opatating the libraty increased duting the Project.

Fot this item, 5 respondents (13.8Z} had no opinion. Of those who expteased an opinion (¥~50), the
distribution uas:

Strougly Agree Agtee Disagtee Strongly Disagtee
12,0% 76.0% 12.0% 0.02

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opindon Respondents Exptessing an Opinica «
{(Numbar acd Petcent
of Respondents) Sttongly Steongly
No. Percent R Agtee Agtee Disagree Disagtee
All Reapoadents 8 13.82 S50 12.0% 76.0% 12.0% 0.0%
»
Type of Library
Academic [+] 0.0% 1 0.0 100% 0.0% 0.0%
Public (0-15,000 pop.} 7 19.4% 29 17.2% 69.0% 13.8% 0.0%
Public (15,000+ pop.) H 0.0% 14 7.1% 92.9% 0.0% 0.0
School 1 20.0% 4 0.0% 75.0% 25.0% 0.0%
Special [+] 0.0 1 0.0 0.0 1002 0.0
Leval of Education
High School 1 9.1 10 10.0% 80.02 10.0% 0.0%
Two=Yeat College ¢] 0.0% 9 £1.1% 77.8% 11.1% 0.0
Bachelot's 4 23.5% 13 23.1% 89.2% 1.7% 6.0%
Mastet's ot above 3 15.82 16 0.0% 81.2% 18.8% 0.0%
Did you see OCLC demon~
strated ot use itc?
Tes 7 13.5% 45 11.1Z 7r.8% 11.1%2 0.0%
No ¢] 0.0% ) 20.0% 80.0% 20.0% 0.0%

Item d: The costs of opetating the libtary will/would have incteased 1f we kapt OCLC after the
Project.

Fot this item, 12 tespondents {(20.7I} had no opinion. Of those who expressed an opinilon (N=4é). the
distribution was:

Sttongly Agtee Agtea Disagtae Sttongly Oisagtee
28.31 65.71 6.5 0.0%

BREAKDOWN B8Y INDEPEWDENT VARIABLES

Ho Opinion Respondents Exptaasing an Opinion
(Numbet and Petcent
of Respondents) Strongly Sttoogly -
No. Percent h.g Agtee ApTee Disagtee Disagree
All Respondants 12 20.7% 46 28.3% 65.27 6.3% 0.0%
Type of Libracy
Academic g 0.0 1 0.0% looZ 0.0% 0.0
public (0-15,000 pop.} 8 22.23 28 35.7% 60.7% 3.6% 0.0%
Public (15.000+ pop.) 0 0.0 14 14.3% 78.6% 7.1% 0.0%
Schoel 2 40.027 3 33.3% 33.3% 33.32 0.0%
Special 1 ino
avel of Educariom
Sigh Schoul 3 27.3% g 25.0% 62.5% 12.5% 0.0%
Two-Yeat College 2 22.23 7 28.6% 57.1% 14.3% 0.0%
Bachelot's 2 11.7% s 40.0% &G.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Mastet's ot above 5 26.3% 14 14.3% 78.6% 7.2 0.0%

bid you gsee OCLC demua~
Q atrated ot use {t?

E MC Tes

Ne
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Item e: Mote books wete bottowad frow the libtary.

Fotr this item. 20 tespondents {35.1%) “ad no opinion. Of those wvho expteseed an opluion (N=37), the
disctibucion was:

Sttongly Agtee Agtae Disagtes Strougly Disagree
5.4% 70,31 24,31 0.0%

BREAXDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Respondents Exptessing am QOpinion

Yo Opinion
{Numbetr and Petrcent
of Respondents) Strongly

Ho. Pagcent Agtes Agree Disagtes
All ResPndents 20 35.1% 70,32 24,32

Strongly

Disaggge

Type of Library

Academic

Public (0-15,000 pop.)
Public (15, 000+ pop.}
Schoeol

Special

Level of Education
High School
Two=Yeatr College
Bachelot's
Magtet's or above

Did you see OCLC demon~
sttated ot uge it?

Tes

No

0.0z
36,12
35.72
40.0%
0.01

9.1%
55,61
58.87
21,12

100z
65.23

66.71

100z
lo0T

70.0T
75.0%

71.43
66.7%

item £: The libtary bottowed wmote books from otber libraties.

Fot this item, L4 tespondents {(24,.1%) had no opinion.

dasttibution ums:

Strongly Agtee
5.3%

AgTee
65.9%

Disagtee
27.31

0f those who exPrassed an opinlon {Neisd),

0.0%
30.4%
22.2%

0.0Z

0.0z

30.01

0.0%
28.67
26.7%

Strongly Disagtes
0.02

BREAKDOWN BY INDCEPENDENT VARIABLES

Yo Opinion
(Numbet and Percent
of Respondents)

Jo. getctnt

Respondents Expressing an OQpindion

Steongly
Agtee Agree

Sttongly

Disagtee Disagree

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

All Respondents

Type of Library
Academic
Public {0=15,000 pop.)
Pubtic {15,000+ pop.)
School
Special

Level of Education
High School
Two—-Yeat College
Bachelot's
Mastet's ot above

Did you see QCLC demon=
gtrated ot use 1irt?

Yas

o

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

14 24.1%

0.0
27.8%
21,41

0.0

0.0x

9.12
55.6%
35.3z
10,57

65.9%

100X
61.5%
63.6%
80.0%

1002

60.0T
1001

63.61

64.7%

27.3%

0.0z
30.82
27.3%
20.0%
0.0z

30,02

0.0%
27.3%
29.4%

0.01




188

Item gt The overall qualicy of library service deceriorarted.

for this item, 5 respondents

discribution sas:

Strougly Agres
0.0%

All Respondents

Type of Libtary
Academic
tublic {0-15,000 pop.)
public (15,000« pop.)
School
Special

Level of Education
High School
Two=tear College
Sachelor's
Magter's or above

Did you 2ee OCLC demon~
scrited or use it?

Yas

Ho

(10.3%) had no opiniom.

Agree Disagree

3.82

Strongly Disagree

8.5

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPEWDENT VARIABLES

o Opinion

Of those wvho expregssed an opinion (Ne52), the

Respondents Expressing an Opinion

(Number and Percenc
of Respondents)

No, Percenc
) 10.32

0.0%
11,12
7.1%
0.0%
0.0Z

18.2%
11.1Z
17,62

0.0%

Strongly
AgTee Agree

Disagree

0.0% .82

0.0% 0.0%
0.0% LN
0.0% 0.0
0.0% 20,02
G.0% 0.0

0.0% 0.0%
0.0% 12.5%
0.0% o.0%
0.0% 0.0%

% >4
0.0%

57.71%

1002
53.1%
76,97
40.0%

1002

77.83
87.5%
5.1
52.6%

Strongly
Disagree

38.5%

0.0
“30 az
23.1%
40.0%

0.0%

22.2%

0.0
64,37
47,43

Item h: The library was able to mtke a more valuable contribution to library gervice in the Illinois
Valley reglon as a whole,

For this item, 5 respoundencs (8.8%) bad no opinion. Of those who expressed an opinion (N=52), the
distribution uas:

Scroogly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
25.0% 71.22 3.82 0.0%

BREAKDOWN py INDEPENDENT VARIASLES

No Opinilon Respondents Expressing an Opinion

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

311 Respondents

Type of Library
Academic
Public (0-15,000 pop.}
publac (15,000+ pop.)
School
Special

~eval of Fduycation
Nigh 3¢hacl
wo=Year college
Jachelor's
Master's or above

Did you eee OCLC demon~
strated or use 1c?

Ten

o

(Number and Percenc
of Respondenta)
No, ' parcent

5 8.8

0.0%
13.9
0.0%
0.0%
0.0

0.0%
22.2%
11.82

5.3%

9,61

217183

Strongly
Agres =~ Agree

25.0% 71.2%

0.0% 1002
22.6% 71.0%
28.6% 71.4%
20.0% 80.0%

1002 0.0%

27.3% 6.6
14.3% 85.7%
3.2 66.7%
2. 72.2%

Disasrae
3.8%

0.0%
6.3%
0.0%
0.0%
0.0Z

9.1%
0.0%
0.0%
5.6%

Strougly
Disagree

0.0%

0.0
0.0%
0.0%
3.0%

0.02

0.0
0.0%
0.0
0.0%
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Item 4: New servicas were available to library patzona.

For this item. 5 reapondants (10.3%) hed no opinion. Of thoze vho expressed an opiunion (=52}, the
distribution was:

Stroagly Agres Agree Diasgree Strongly Disagree
213 61.5% 15.a42 0.0

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Noe Opinion Respondents Expressiog ag Ooinion
{Number and Petcent
of Raspondenta} . Strongly Strongly

No. Percent 3 Agree Agree Digagree Disagres
All Respondents [ 10.3 23.1% 61.5% 15,42 0.0%

Type of Library
Acadenic 0.0% 9.0 l00Z 0.0%
2ublic {0=I15,000 pop.} 11.12 15.62 68.8% -8 4
Public {15,000+ pop.) T.12 13,52 13.52 23.0%
School 0.0% 40.0% 60.0% 0.0%
Special 0.0 0.02 1003 0.0%

Level of Education
2igh Schoesl 0.0% 18.22 81.8% 0.0z
Two-Year College 44,42 20.0% 80.0% 0.0%
3achelor's 11.8% 26,72 46.6% 26.7%
Master's oar abave 0.0% 26.32 57.9% 15.8%

Did you szee OCLC demon-
sttated or use ig?

Yes

No

25.02
0.3%

Item J; Computets have no value in library applicacioms.

For this item, 5 respondents (8.62%) had no oPiniorm. Of those who axpressed an opinion (N=531),  the
distritution wasg:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
0.02 [.92 36.6% 41.52

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPEWDENT VARIABLES

Yo Opinion Regspondants Exptessing an Opinion
{Number and Percent
of Reapondents} Strongly Strongly

Mo, Percent L Agree Agree Disagtee
411 Respoudeats 3 8.6% 0.0% 1,92 41.5%

Type of Library
Academic
Public {0-15,000 pep.)
Public {15,000+ pop.}
School
Speciat

100z
34,42
15.72
80.02

100%

4

4

4

soocoo
RRRRR

Lavel of Education
High Schoel
Two-Year College
Bachelor's
Master's or above

0.0%
25.02
56,251
57.9%

4

4

o0 oo
L}

f=] E=]

EN aN

Did you see OCLC demeon—~
atratad or uss 1¢?

Yen

Ko
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Item %! Patrons needs were satisfied mote quickly.

For this item, 1] respondents {(19.0I) had no opimion. Of those who expressed an opiuniom (¥yws7), the
digtribution wBS:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
12.8% 74.4% 12.8% 0.0%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opintom RespOndenrs Expressing ao Opinion
(Numbet and Percent
of Respondents) Strongly Strongly

¥o. Percent 3 Agree Agree Dis ree Disagres
All Respondents 11 19.0% 12.8% T4.4% 12.82

Type of Library
Academic 0.0% 0.0% 100% 0.0%
Fublic {(0-15.000 pop.) 22,22 10.72 75.0% 14.33
Public {15,000+ pop.} 14.3% 16.73 66.6%
School 0.0% 0.0% 100%
Spectal 0.0% 1002 0.02

RRRRAR

Level of Education
High Scheol 27.3% 12.5% 87.5%
Two=Year College 44,42 20.02 80.0X
Bachelor's 11.8% 6.7 £0.0%
Master's ot ahove 10.52 17.62 64.72

RRRR

Did vou see OCLC demon=
strated or yge 1t?

Yes

Ne

0.
Q.

|8

Iten 1@ The delay from ghe time 4 new book was received to the trime it was available to patroos
increaned.

For this ttem. l§ respondents (31.6%) had ™o opinton. Of those who eXPressed am opiluion (¥=39),
distribution was:

Strongly /gree Agree Otsagree Strongly Disagree
5.1% 7.7% T4.4% 12.82

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

~ ¥o Opinion Respondents FXpressing an Opipiom
{Nunbet #nd Percent
of Respondenta) Strongly Strongly
No. Fercent N _Asree Agree Jisnpcree Disngres

£° 1 Respondents 18 3l.62 3 7.7% j4.42 12.8%

Type of Library
Acadenic 0.0% 4 0.0% 100%
Public (0-15,000 pop.) . 33.3% i5.0% 8.3
Public (15,000+ pop.) 21.4% . 72.7% 18.22
3¢hool 60.0% 100% 0.0%
.nasial 0.02 1002 0.0%

et - Tdacatiia
..gh icracd 0.02 72.7%
a=taar College - ’ 1002
s:cnesor’s 41.2% 3 70.0%
M¥aster's or above 26.3% ! 78.6%

Did you see (CLC dempn=
strated of use 1t?

Yan

¥o
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Ttem m: Libraries in the Illinepis Valley Library System wi]ll better coordinate their selection of naw
books .

For thiy item, 15 respondents {(25.9%) had no opinion. Of those who expresaed an opinion (Naid), the
iistribution was:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree strongly Disagree
18.6% & HE P 4 7.0% 0.0%

BREAKDOWN 8Y TNDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opinion Respondents Expressing an Opinicn
(Number and Perceut
] of Rempondental Strongly Strougly
So. Fercent N Agree ree Disagree Disagzee
ALl Respondents 15 25.9% 43 18.6% Fa.4% 7.0% 0.0
Tvpe of Library
o scademic 1 100% -
Publiec (0=15,000 pop.) 5 25.02 27 14.8% 77.82 742 0.0%
2ublic {15,000+ jop.)} 4 28.62 140 40.0% §0.0% 10.02 g.0%
Sehool 1] 0.0% § 3.0% 1002 0.0% 0.02
tpacial ] 0.02 1 3.0% 100X 0.0% d.0%
Lavel of Zducation
Mgh School 3 2r.0% 8 25.0% 15.0% 3.0% 0.0
Two-Year College 2 2x.2% 7 28.6% T1.4% .02 0.0%
2acbelot's 5 29.4% 12 25.0% 66.7% 8.3% 0.0%
4aater's orf above ] 26,32 14 7.1% 78.6% 16.3T 0.6
244 ‘mu 3ee MWLC demon—
strtated o>C uge it?
Tes L4 26,97 38 18.4% 73.7% 7.92 2.0%
o 0 0.0 ] 20.0% 80.0% 0.9% 0.0%

Item n; Availabilicy of Sooka iz the Library declined bacause the collection @S used moTe by patrons
ot other libraries,

Tor <his itewm. 16 tespondents {28.1%) had no opinion. Of those who expressed an opiBion (H=4l), the
distribution was:

Strongly Agree AgTaR Disagree Strongly Disagree
0.o% 0.0% 82.9% 17.1%

BREAXDOWN 37 INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Y
No Opinion Regpondents E£xpressing an Opinicn
(Yumber aud Percent
af Respondents) Strongly Strongly
No. Parcent N AgTae Agrea Disagree Disagree
- All Respondents 16 28.1% 41 0.0z 0.0% 82.9% £7.1%
Type of Library
Academic 0 0.02 1 0.0 0.0% 1p0% 0.0%
Public {0-15.000 pop.) ts 38.9%. 22 0.0% 0.0% 8L.8% 18.22
Public (15,0004 pap.) 0 0.02 L4 0.0% 0.0 78.6% 2i.4%
Senool 2 40.0% 3 0.0% 0.0% 1002 0.0%
3pecial 0 0.0 l 0.0% 0.02 100% 0.02
Level of Cducation
1gb School 4 36.4% 7 0.0% 0.0% 1002 0.02
Two-Yaar College § 55.62 & 0.02 0.0% 75.0% 5.02
Bachelor's 3 17.6% 14 0.0% 0.02 71.42 28.6%
Manter’s ot above 3 15.8% 16 0.0% 0.0% 87.5% 12.5%
pid you see OCLC dewon- , '
strated or use 1r?
Yes 15 28.82 37 0.0%

Q No i 20.0% 4
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Item o: Automation has a3 dehumanizing lnfluence.

For this ttem, 11 respondents (19.3%) had no opitton. Of those who expressed an opinion (¥=46), the
distribution was:

Strongly Agree AgTree Disagree Stroogly Disagree
0.0% 0.0% 78.3% 21.7%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Ro Opinion Respondents Expressing an Oplnion
(Number and Percent
of Respondents) Strongly Stroogly

o . Parnent . Agree AgTee Disagreoe Disagree
All Reapondents 11 19.3% 0.0% 0.0% 78.3% 21.7%

Type of Library -
Academic 0.0% 0.0% 1002 0.0%
Public (0-15,000 pop.) 25.0% 0.0 85.21 14.8%
Public {15.000+ pop.) 7.1 0.0% 76.9% 23.1%
School 20.0% 0.0 75.0%2 25.0%
Special 0.0% ] 0.0 0.0% 100X

Level of Education
High School 27.3% 0.0% 100X 0.0%
Two=Yaar College 22.2% 0.0% 85.7% 14.3%
Bachelor's 23.5% 0.0% 69.2% 30.8%
Master's or above 5.3¢ 0.0% 72.2% 27.8%

01d you sse OCLC demon~
strated or uge ic?

Yes

o

Item p: It wag easier ro find hooks owned by other libraries.

For this item. 5 respondents (13.8%) had no opinion. Of those who expressed an opiu.-u (Na30),
digtributicn was:

Strongly Agres Agree Diaagree Stroagly Disagree
36.0% 64.0% 0.0% 0.0%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARTIASLES

No Opinion Respondents Expressink an Opinion
(Number and Percent
of Respoudents) Stroogly Strongly

Ho, Percent . Agres ApTee Disagree Disagree
All Respondents 8 13.8% 36.0% 64,01 0.0X 0.0%

Type of Library
Academic 0.0% 1001 0.0% 0.0%
Public (0-13,0C0 pop.) 13,92 25.8% 74.20 0.0%
Public 715.209- pop.) 14.3% 50.0% 50.0% 0.0%
School 0.0% 60,0% 40.0% 0.0%
Special 0.0% 0.0% 100% 0.0%

Level of Educari- .
High Scheool 18.2X 33.31 66.7%
Two-Year College 13,07 33.31 66,71
Bachelor's 11.8% 40.0% §0.0%
Aastar's or above 5.3!15 38.91 61.1%

Did you see OCLC demon-

strated or use ic?
Yes 13.5% 60,0t '
Yo 0.0% lo0%
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Item q: Wotrking wich @ computer increemed staff job garisfaction.

For this item, 24 respoundants (42.1%) had oo opinion. Of those who expreased ac opinion (He=33), the
distribution vas!

Strongly Agres Agtea Dimagtee Strougly Disagree
15.1% 78.8% 6.1% 0.0%

BREARDOWN BY INDEPEWDENT VARTABLES

No_Opiaion Regpondents Expressing an Opioion
(Humbar and Percant
of Respondents) Strongly Strongly
Bo. Petcent 1] Agren Agtes Disagres Disagtce

All Respondents 24 42.1% 15.1% 78.8% 6.1%

Type of Library
Academic 0.0% 0.0% 1002
Public {0-15,000 pop.’) 41.2% 15.8% 73.7%
Pablic (15.000+ pop.) 42.9% 25.0% 75.0%
School 20.0% 0.o% Lo0%
Speciael 0.0% 0.0% 100%

Laval of Education
High School 36.4% 28.6% 57.1%
Two=Year Collage 55. 6% 0.0% 100Z
Bachelotr's 35.3% 9.1% a1.8%
Mastatr's or above 82.1% 18.2% 81.8%

Did you see OCLC demon=
strated or use ic?

Yes

o

Item r: Computer work is too difficulc for the libtary ataff.

Fot this Lltem, 8 respondents (14,0%) had no opinZon. Of those who exptessed an opin:l.dn (y=49), the
distributicn was!

Sttongly Agree AgTree Disagrea Strongly Disagree
0.0% 2.0% 79.6% 18, 4%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opinion Respondents Expressinf an OPipion
{Humber and Petcent
of Respondents} Strongly Strongly

No. Percent B Agrae Agree Disagree Disegrea
All Respondents 8 14.0% 0.c% 2.0% 79.6% 18.4%

Iype of Library
Acedenic 0.0% 100% 0.0%
Public (0-15,000 poP.) 16.7% 80,02 16.7%
Public {15,000+ pop.} . 7.1% 76.9% 23.1%
School 20.0% 75.02% 25.0%
Special 0.0% 100% 0.0%

level of Educarion
High School 36.4% 85.7% 14.3%
Two=Year College 22.2% Bs. 7% 0.0%
Bachelor's 5.9% 68.8% 31.2%
Magter's or above 5.3% 83.3% 16.7%

Did you see OCLC demorn=
stratad OF yse it?

Yan
o
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Item 3: The library should oot land mararials to cut-oi-state libraries.

For this item, 17 respondents (29.5%) “ad no opinion. Of thogse vho axpressed ap opinton (=40), the
distribution wuns:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
2.5% 7.5% 72,52 17.5%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARLABLES

No Opinion Respondents EXpressing sn Opinion
(Nuaber and Parcent
of Respondents) Strongly Strongly

Bo. Parcgnt N Agree Agree Dinagrae Disagree
All Respoundents 29.8% 40 2,52 7.5% 72.5% 17.52

Type of Library
Academic 1002
Public (0-15.,000 pop.) 38.,9%
Public (15.000+ pop.) 14.3%
School 0.0%
Special 0.0%

Level of Education
Baigh School 54.5%
Two=-Yesr College 22.2%
Bachelor's 35,32
Yastaer’s or above 15.82%

Did you see OCLC demon—
strated or use it?

Yesn 77.1Z%
Ko 40.0%

Iten t: Money would be berter apedt on buying more books than o4 automation projects of this kiod.

For this item, 12 respondents (21,.1%)} had no opinion. Of those who expressed an opinilon (N=45}, che
distribution was:

Strongly aAgree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
2.22 17.8% 66.7% 13,32

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT YARIABLES

No Opinion ResPOndents Expressio® an Opinion
Number and Fercent
of Respondents) Strongly Strongly

Ho. Percept _Ii Agree Agree Dia agrae Dg agree
A°l Respondertcs 12 21.1% 17.82 66.7% 13.32

Type of Library
Academic 0.0% 0.0% 100% 0.0%
fublic (0-1:.900 pop.) 30.6% 28.0% 60.0% 8.0%
Public (15.000+« pop,) 0.0% 7.1% 78.6% 14.3%
School 20.0% 0.0% 75.0% 25.0%
Special 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1002

Level of Educatipn.
High School - 27.3% 25.0% 75.0% 0.0%
Too=Year College 22,2, 28, 6% 71.4% 0.0%
Bachelor's L7.62 21.4% 50.0% 21.4%
Hagter's or above 15.82 6.2% 75.0% 18.8%

Did you ree OCLC demon—
scrated or use 1t?
Yes 21.2%
20,02
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Item u: Automation is too expeasive for chis librarcy.

For this item, 14 tespondents (24.1%) had uo opinien. Of those who expressed am opiaion (Nei4), che
gistribution was:

Strongly Agrae Agree Disagrea Strongly Disagres
11.4% 31.82 47.7% 9.1

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARLABLES

___ No Opinion Respondents EXPressiog an Oprinion
(Sumbar and Percent

of Respondenta) Strongly Strongly
No . Percent N Agres Agres Disagree Digagree

All Respondents 14 24.12 11.42 31.82 47.7% 9.1%

Type of Library
Acadenic 0.0% 0.02 0.0% 1002
Public {D«15,000 pop.) 25.0% 40.82 7.0z 3.7
Public (15,000+ pop.) 21.4% 18.2% 63,61 18.2%
School 20.0% 25.0% 75.0% 0.02
Special 0.0% 0.0% Loo% 0.0%

Level of Education
4Y1gh School 27.3% 50.0% 37.5%
Two~-Year College G461 60.0% 20.0%

Jachelor's 23.5% 30.81 30.81
Master's of ahove 15,82 18.82 75.0%

pid you see OCLC demon—
strated of use it?

Tas

No

Item v: This experiment with OCLC has made me feel raat other forma of automation may “e appropriate for
this library.

For this item. 23 respondants (40.4%) had no opinion. Of those who expressed an opinion (N¥=34), the
distribution waa:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
j.oz 88.2% 8.8% 0.02

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLE™

Ho Qpinion Respondents Expresaing an Opinion
(Number and Parceant
of Respondents) Strongly Strougly

Bo. ercent X Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
All Respondents 23 40.6% .oz aa.x1 a.ax 0.0t

Typa of Library
Academic 0.0% 8001} 4 0.0%
Public {0=15,000 pop.) 50.0% 83.32 11.1%
Public {15,000+ op.) 21.4% 90.9% 9.1%
School 40,61 100% 0.07
Spacial 0.0% 1002 0.0%

Level of Educarien
Righ School $54.51 60.0% 40,01
Two=Year Collage 55.6% L00Z 0.0%
Bachelor's 41.22 90,01 0.0%
Masrer's or above 21.17 93.3% 6.7%

Did you see OCLC demon~
atrated or use ir?

Yes
Q No

ERIC

A FullToxt Provided by ERIC




General Comments from Respondents

Public libraries must keep abreast of the times by using available automation
whenever possible. We must not fall back.

In the case of this library, more books were borrowed this past year during
the QCLC participation, but a good deal would not be attributed to the computer
presence.

It wvas difficult to judge the terminal as even though we had the unit installed
it was malfunctioning when we were to see a demonmstration. Most of my comments:
were the librarians reactions as far as its operation.

If money were no object we'd all be automated.

This would be great if we had a larger volume in our library. At present it
1s beyond our needs.

I question if the cost of QCLC System for our library is justifiable.

I believe too much pressure from OCLC was exerted on our budget making process.
We would have retained CCLC if pressure to signifisantly increase our collec-
tions has not been a factor. As it was we 1lncreased, but not to the extent
required by OCLC. OCLC should have screened us better before allowing us to
become involved in the program and waste a great deal of staff time.

i. In general when books were located by OCLC, libraries holding books refused
to lend. '

2. In searches resulting in borrowing bocks, time period was definitely not
shortened!

3. By measurement against other, similar equipment and systems, cost of QCLC
1s exhorbitant. Money could be much more wisely spent after investigating
other systems.

I have taken several College Courses dealing with computer systems and ian-
guages. It is the wave of the future. But on the other hand taxpayers are
greatly concerned about tax payments. The library becard must balance these
needs. Currently there are legislative bills that attempt to cut library's
tax monies. We should protect against over-extending ourselves in case monies
are cut back somewhat.




APPENDIX F

PATRON WRITTEN ATTITUDE SURVEY RESPONSES

It is not possible to include an exact copy of the attitude survey form with
this report sgince it was printed on 8.5 x 11" paper with the top two inches
folded over. The following two pages, however, contain the text of the survey.
The header lines were printed on top of the verso of the sheet with the Project
logo. This flap was then folded over to cover the introductory material.

Surveys were placed in all participating libraries in the spring of 1981. They
were coded on the back so returned surveys could be logged for the correct li-
brary. Eight hundred twelve forums were filled out and returned.

To present this report, the number of "no opinion" responses and the percent
of the total respondents who gave these responses 1is given first. These re-
spondents are then removed from the total and each of the other responses is
reported as a percentage of the remaining respondents, that is, of the group
winich did express an opinion.




AUTOMATION IR LIBRARIES

Tha Illinois Valley Library System, of which your library is a member, is now
experimenting with the application of computer technology to library activi-
ties. In this experiment, your library uses a computer terminal for several
purposes:

a.) To find out which of more than 2000 libraries in the country, in-
cluding yours, owns a particular book or other library materials.
To request on loan a title owned by another library.

To let other libraries know which books your library owns and to
receive loan requests from them.

To find out before, buying a title, which libraries in the Illinois
Valley Library System already own it so selections can be made to
avold unnecessary duplication.

To order catalog cards for filing in your library's catalog.

To share information so0 your library may not need to do cataloging
work previously done by another library.

b.
c

)
)

We would like to determine your opinions towards the participation of your 1li-
brary in this automation experiment. Would you please take a few minutes to
answer the following questious? Your cooperation will be greatly appreciated.

Do you use this library? Dol RER
/ [ regularly (more than once a month)
/__/ occasionally (6~12 times a year)
/ _/ seldom (less than 6 times a year)

What level of formal education have you so far achieved?
/ [/ Less than high school
]/ High school
/ Two year college
/ Bachelor's

/ / Master's or above

Which, 1if arny, of these categories apply to you?
/ / elementary or high school student
/ / college undergraduate student
college graduate student
/ / faculty member (college or school)

The following statements relate to possible effects of this automation project
in your library. Please use the appropriate boxes to indicate the extent to
which you agree with each statement.
Strongly Agree No Disagree Strongly
Agree Opinion Disagree
It will be easier for me to {ind
which books and other materials
the library owns. « « « « « « « o {

It will be easier for me to find
which books are owned by other
libraries « « « ¢ o o o o o o o o 4




I will probably borrow more items
from the library. . . « . . . . « [

I will probably ask this library
to borrow more for me from other
libraries .« « v o ¢ « o o o o o o {

The overall quality of the library
service will deteriorate. . . . . [/

I would rather use a card catalog
than a computer terminal. , , . . /

Availability of books in the 1li-
brary will decline because the
collection will be used more by
patrons of other libraries. . . . /[

Automation will be a “dehumanizing”
influence in the library. . . . . /

The library doesn't need tov co-
operate with other libraries. . . /

Money would be better spent on
buying more materials than on
automation projects of this kind. /

1€ you have any other comments to make about this automation experiment,
please write them on the back of this form.
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Patron Attitude Survey Results

Independent Variables

Library

Ro. Percent

Alpha Park Public Library 44 5.42%

Ayer Public Library i 23 2.8%

. Bradford Public Library 11 1.42

Caterpillar Busipness Library 10 1.2%

* Duniap Public Library 13 1.62

East Peoria Elementary District 21 2.6%

Elmwood Public Library 1 .12

- Farmington School District 61 7.5%

Galva Public Library 35 4,3%

* Illincis Central College 24 3.0%

* I1linois Prairie District Library 27 3.32

Kewanee Public Library 160 19.7%

% Lillie M. Evans Public Library 22 2.7

Methodist Medical Center 9 1.1%

Morton Public Library 15 1.9%

* Neponset Public Library 6 JI%

Pekin Community High School 75 9,2%

Pekin Public Library 28 3.5%

Peoria Public Library 133 16. 4%

Spoon River College Library 3 4%

Washington Pubiic Library 90 11.1%
Other (not specified) 1 .13 N

TOTAL B12 100Z

(asterisks indicate libraries with public terminals before or during the survey)

Do you use this library

an

33 (78%) regularly (move than once a month)
133 (16%) occasionally (6-12 times a year)

{ 3%) seldom (less than 6 times a year)
{ 3%) no response

s Eat]
=~]jln

What level of formal education have you so far achieved?

an

9 ( 8%) Less than bigh school
(37%) High school

(14%) Two year college
(21%) Bachelor's

(13%) Master's or above

{ 7%) No respouse

L
o
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et
et
et

e
an
o

e
=
78]

|
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Which, if any,

204 (25%)
119 (152)
53 ( 61)
T03 (13%)
333 (41%)

of these categories apply to you?

elementary of high school student
college undergraduate student
college graduate student

faculty member (college or school)
no response

Libraries by type

Academic

Public - Large (over 100,000 population)
Public ~ Medium (5,000 - 10,000 population)
Public ~ Small (under 5,000 population)

School
Special

Percent

3.3%
16.4%
44,92
13.7%
19.4%

2.3%
1002
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Teem 13 It will be easier for me t0 find which books and cther matarials che library owus.

For thie ttem. l11 respondeats (13.7%) had no opinicu. Of those who expressed an opinton (N=70l), the
iqtribution wms:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
a7,z 52,12 7.4% 2.82

RREAKDOWN 3Y INDEPENDENT vARIABLES

No Opinion Respondanes Expressing an Opiuiou
{Mumber and Percent
of Resrondenta) Strongly Strongly
No. Parcent Aglee Disagree Disagree

4ll Respondents 111 an 37.1% 7.42 2.82

frequency of Library Use
Regularly 29 12,52 8,13 7.0Z K -4
Jccastonally b 15.02 36.3% 6,22 .92
Seldom B 24.07 31,62 15.82 10.5%

Levai of Edycariou
Less than Aigh School L4 20.32 45.5% 5.4
High School 40 13.23 26463 2.7%
wo~fesr College 9 §.13 33.12
Bachelor's 29 17.2% 41.4%
Master's or above 3 7.82 26,32

Status 1o Sehool
Demantary or HS Student 13.7% 36.7T
Collage Undergraduvate 6.7 55,92
College Graduate 7.5% 46.97
Faculey 13.61 43.82

Item 2: Tz will be easier for me to find which books ace owmed by other librariea.

For thic L[tem. %0 reapondents (11.1%) had no opinion. Of chosa who expressad an opinion (N»722), tha
distribucion wam:

Strongly agree AgTree Digagree Serongly Diassgree
52.92 42,47 3.0z 1.7%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

o Opinion Respondents Expressing an Opinion
(Yugker aud Percant
of Respondents} Serongly Strougly

No. Parcent 3 Agree Agree Disagree Disaperae
4ll Respondents 90 11.12 52.97 42.4% .oz

Frequency of Libdrary Use
Regularly 65 10.3% 53.7% 41.92
Occastonally 15 11,32 50.8% 46.91
Seldom 6 24.02 57.9% 26.3%

Level of Education
Leso thap High School 19 27.5% 52,02 38.0%
High School 4] 13.5% 43.1% 51.5%
Two~Year College 6.3% 52.92 46.2%
Bachelor's 4.1% 62.3% 35.2%
Master's or above 2.9% 64.0% 30.0%

Status ip School

Flementary or 83 Scudeut 19.62 45,12 46,32
College Undergraduste 7.61 64.6% 31.82

Coliege Graduste 13.22 60.9% 34.8%
Faculty 2.92 62.0% 315.07

"y 119?

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC

206

l1tem 3: 1 will probanly borrow more items £rom the library.

For this item, 215 tespondents (26.5%) had no opinion.

distribution was:

Strongly agree
27.6%

All Respeadents

Frequency of Library Use
Regulatly
QOccasionally
Seldom

Level of Education
Less than High School
High School
Two~-Year College
Bachalor's
Master's or above

Status in School
Elementary or HS Student
College Undergraduate
College Graduate
Faculty

Agrea
49.3%2

Disagree
19.92

BREAXDOWN B5Y INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opinion
(Nunber and Percent
of Respondents)

No.,

213

162
6
7

L3
20
27
40
29

Strongly Disagree

=

Of those who axpressad an opinion (N=597), the

Respondents Expressing an Opinion

Percent

26.5%

25.6%
27..%
28.0%

18.8%
29.7%
264.3%
23.1%
28.2%

26.0%
22.73
24.53
22.3%

Strongly
Agree

27.63

28.93
23.73
22,23

33.9%
0.7z
25.0%
34,12
25. 1%

29.1%
33,72
42.5%
30.0%

Agree
49.3%

48.43%
54.6%
44.5%

35.4%
56.3%
51.2%
34.9%
52.7%

53.0%
56.5%
47.5%
43.0%

Disagree
19,91

19.5%
19.63
22.21

8.93
£9.7%
22,63
27.9%
16.2%

14.62

2.81
10.08
20.0%

ltem 4: 1 will probably ask this library to borrow more for me from other libraries.

For this item, 150 respondents (18.5%) had no apinion.

distribution wms:

Stroagly agree
3.3z

All Respondents

Frequency of Library Use
Regularly
Occasionally
Seldom

Level of Zducation
Less than Hizh School
digh School
Two=Year College
Bachelor's
Master's or above

Status in School
Elementary or HS Student
College Undergraduvate
College Graduate
Faculey

Agres
51.3%

Disagrae
15.1%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opiniom

Stroangly Disagree

2.3

Strongly
Disagree

3.2
.23
2.1%
11412
1.87
L.2%

Of those who expreseed an opinion (N=662), the

Respondents Expressicg an Opinion -

(Sumber aud Parceat
of Reapondents)

So.

150

Lo8
28

)

18
65
17
25
11

47
17
12
1o

Percent

18.5%

17.1%
2L.1%

28.0%

26,13
21.5%
15.3%
14.8%
10,72

23.0%
14.3%
22.6%

9.7%
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Strongly
Agrea

31.3%

33.9%
22.9%
L1z

14X
24.8%
15.1%
36.12
15,93

26,13
38.2%
48,83
32X

Agres
51.3%

49.9%
58.1%
44.5%

45.1%
55.5%
50.0%
46.6%
S4.3%

49,72
33.0%
39.0%
55.9%

Dicagree
15.1%

14.1%
17.1%
33.3%

17.6%
17.6%
14,93
16.0%

7.6%

20.4%
8.8
908;

10.8%

Strongly
Disagree

2.%
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Ttez 5: The overall qualicty of the library service will deteriorate.

Fot this item, 114 respondents (l4.0%) had 0o opinion, 0F those who axpressed an opinton (N«698), tha
listribution was:

Strongly Agtee Agree Digagree Strongly Disagree
.12 3.6% 45,63 48,75

BREARDOMN PY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Yo Opinion Rmspondents Expressing an Opinion
(Sumber 2nd Percent
of Redpondents) Strongly Strongly
* No. Percant N Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
All Yespoodenta lla .02 598 .15 1.6% 46.6% 46,77
Frequency of Library Use
Regularly 89 14,132 Sa4 .12 3.32 46.13% 47.32
= Occasjonally 13 9.8%2 120 4,2% .32 46.7% 45,8%
Seldom i 28.0% 18 0.0 5.6% 38.92 55.5%
' Level of Education &
" Less thea High Schoat 8 11.62 61 1.7% 4.92 42.6% 30.82
. High School 55 18.2% 248 1.6% 5.7% 54,43 36,32
Two-Y. 1 Coliage 11 9.92 00 L.02 1.0% 44,03 54.0%
sachelor's 17 10,12 152 3,32 .62 42,892 53.3%
Master's eor aboye i3 12.6%2 90 3.7 3.3% 317.82 5%.6%
Status in School
Elenchtary ot HS Studeat 29 14.2% 175 4.03 6.9% 48.6% 40.5%
College Jndrrgraduatce 12 10.1% Lo? 1.92 1.9% 41.1% 55.1%
College Graduate 3 3.7 50 .02 4.0% 16.32 58.02
Faculey 13 12,63 %0 2.22 1.12 4.5% 52.22

Trem 63 I wuld rather t3e a card catalof than a computer terminal.

For this frem, 183 respondenrs (22.5%) had no opinion. Of those vha expressad an opinton (N=629), the
diztribution wig:

Strongly Agree Agtee Disagrae Strougly Disagree
9.72 16.5% 40.2% 33.62

BREAFDOWH BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

. . o Opinien Respondents Lxpressing an Opinion
' (Number and Percent
of Respondcnta) girangly Strongly
Ho. Percent q Agtee Agree Disagree Disagree
e All Respondenta 182 22.52 629 9.73  16.52 40.2% 33.52
i -
Frequancy of Libraty Use
Regularly 14l 22,632 490 9.82 16.92 40.0% 33.32
Qccastonally 29 21,82 104 9.6% 12.5% 44.2% 33.7%
Seldca 2 8.G2 13 8.72 21.7% 26.1% 43.5%
Level of Educatior
Lesa than High .-sool LA 20.32 55 16.92 10,97 18.2% 650.03
High School 7 24,83 228 10.5% 18.02 42.1% 29.4%
Two-Year Coullege b 19,32 89 7.92 13.52 +3.82 34,82
Sachelor's 47 25,4% 126 9.52 15.1% 46, 8% 28.6%
Master's of above 19 18.4% 34 8.3% 17.9% 42,92 30.92
Status 18 School
Elementary or HS Student 35 17.22 169 8.3 13.0% 32.5% 46.2%
College Undergradusce 19 16.0% o¢ 8.02 13.02 40.0% 19.0%
College Graduate 11 20.83 42 7.12 19.12 38.1%2 15.72
Faculty 29 28.2%2 74 10.82 16,22 46,02 27.02
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Item 7¢ Availability of books in the library will decline hecause the collection will be used
hy patrons of orher lihrarles.

For this item. 200 respondents (24.6%) had no opinion. Of thoee who expressed an opinlon (§=512). the
distrihution was:

Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
4 15.7% 58.8% 2l.1%

BREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Opinion Respondents Expressing an Opinion v
(Number and Percent
of Resprudents) Strongly Stroogly
No. Percent N Agree Agree Digagree Diyagree
All Respondenta 200 26.6% 612 4.4% 15.7% SB.B% 21.1%
Frequency of Library Use -
Regularly 159 25.1% 4746 4.4% 15.2% 61.0% £9.4%
Occasionally 26 19.5% 107 2.8% 15.02 $2.3% 29.9%
Seldom 9 36.0% 16 12.52 J1.2% 43.82 12.5%
Level of Zducarion
. Lesa thaa High School 25 36.2% 44 0.0% 20.5% $0.0% 29.5%
High School 83 27.4% 20 7.3% 19.5% $9.1% 14.1%
Tuwo-Year College 8 25.2% 83 J.62 15.7% $9.0% 21.7%
Bachelor's 36 21.3% 133 1.5% 8.3% 64.6% 25.6%
i Magter's or above 14 13.6% g 2.2% 12.4% 61.8% 23.6%
5tatus in School
Elementary or HS Student $6 27.5% 148 6.8% 23.6% Sl.4% 18.2%
College Undergraduate 27 22.7% 92 3.3% 20.6% S1.1% 25.0%
t College Sraduate 13 24.5% 40 0.0% 10.0% $5.0% 35.0%
Facalty 20 19.a% B3 1.2% 12.0% 68.7% 18,12

Item 3! Autowarion will be a "dehumanizing" influence in the library.

For this frem, 130 respondents {16.0%)} had oo opinion. Of those who expressed ag opinion (N=682), the
diatribution was:

Strotgly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
6.0% 11.92 $0.6% 31.5%
\ IREAKDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
1 -
N, No Opinion Respondents Expressing an Opinian.
(Nuwher and Percent
of Reapondents) Strongly Strongly
No. Percent hy Agree ree Disagroe Oisagree
-y
All Respondents 130 16.0% 682 6.0% 11.9% S0.6% 31.5%
frequency of Library Use
fegularly 100 15.8% $33 $.8% 12.8% 50.6% 30.8%
Occasionally L& 12.0% 117 6.0% B8.5% 49.6% 35.9%
Seldom 9 J6.0% 16 12.5% 6.2% 37.5% 43.8%
Level of zdu.
Less than | .g° ..ol 15 21.7° 54 9.3% 16.7% 37.0% 37.0%
High Schoc- i 20.1. 242 g§.7% 13.2% $3.3% 24.8%
Two-Yea; “oilege i5 13.5, 96 4.2% 11.4% S0.0% 34,47
Bachelor's s | R4 152 4.0% 7.9% $2.6% 35.5%
Vaster'es or above i 10.2. 92 2.2% 10.9% $3.2% 33.7%
Status in otacol ;
flement.ry or BS Student a2 20.6% 162 11.72 13.62 43.2% 31.52
Collage Undergraduste 14 11.8% 105 4. 0% 12.4% 40.9% 41.9%
Q Zollege Graduazte 7 [3.2%, 46 4.4% 6.5% $4.3% 34.9%
E [C Facuity IS T4 8%y ] 1.12 10.22 6le4% 27.3%

e




item 9: The library doesn't peed to tooperate wicth other libraries.

Tor this Ltem, $8 Tempondents (7.1%) had no opinton. Of thuse who expreased an opinios (N»754). the
digeribution waa:

Strongly Agree Agree Diragree Strongiy Diaagree
1,33 1.62 37.1% $9.82

4

BREAXDOWN BY INDEPENDENT VARTABLES

¥o Opinion fespondents Expresainz an Opinion
{Number and Pertent
of Raspondents) Strongly Strongly
No. Pertent ¥ AgTRE Agree Disagree Disagree

All Respondenta 58 1.1% 1,52 1.6 37.1% $9.82

frequenty of Library Use
Regularly 46 T7.3% 1.52 35,82 61.2%
Octasiocally § 3,82 .B2 . 42.92 $4.7%
Seldom 1 4.0% J.0% . 33.3% 66.72

Leval ot Edutation
Less than High School 4 1.6% 3p.22 66.22
High School 9.6% L.4% 44.92 51,52
Two-Year College 4,8% 0.02 29.22 70.82
Bathelor's 2,42 1.2% 37.62 6D.62
Master's or above 1.92 1.00 32.7% 63,32

Status ia Sthool
tlementary or HS Student 12,32 i.72 36,32 6032
Coliege Undergraduate 5.02 0,02 32.7% 67,32
College Graduate 3.72 . 0.02 j2.02 64.0%
Taculey 2,92 1.02 . 39.02 $9.0%

Item 10: “onay would be berter spent on buylng more materials than on automation projetts of
this kind.

For this item, 208 Tespondents (25.62) had oo opinlon., ODf those who expressed an opinton {N=604). the
distributtion was:

Strengly Agres AgBreae Disagree Strongly DOisagree
10.1% 17.1% 48.52 24,32

SREARDOWN 3Y INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

No Osinion Zespondents Expressing an Opinion
(Number and Pertent
of Respondents) Strongly Strongly
No. Percent X Agree ree Disagree Disagree

All Respondents 208 25.62 i0.1% i7.12 484,57 24,32

frequent: ‘f Library Use
Regula-: - 162 25,62 10.62 15.9% 49,52 24.0%
Octasionally L 22,63 7.82 20.4% 46,62 25,22
Seidom 7 28.0% 16.7% 16,72 33,32 33.3%

Level of Edutation
Less than High S. .ol 17 24.6% 13.52 17.32 42,33 26,92
High Sthool 98 32.32 13.22 24,97 55.8% 16,12
Two-Tear Colleze 25 22.52 5.8% 15.1% 48.9% .22
Bacnelor's 33 19.5% 7.4% 11.0% 54.42 27.22
Master'ys or ahove 21 0.4 B.52 8.5% 57.3% 25,62

Status in School
Elementary or HS Student $7 27.9% 15.0% 22.4% 41,52 21.1%
College Undergraducce 8 23.5% : §.8% 13.22 41.7% 36.3%
College Graduate 7 13.21 8.72 13.0% 43.52 35,82
Fatulty 25 24, 3% 6.4 2.02 62.8% 21.8%

ERIC 201




Patron Comments

Ayer Public Library

I think this program is a great advantageous step forward. Much time, effort,
and duplication can be avoided by implementing this system, I am sure.

Caterpillar Tractor Company - Business Library

Like it or not computer rechnology 1is here to stay and we had better be pre-
pared for it.

Dunlap Public Library District

I personnally think increased usage of computers will enhance usage of all li-
brary materials and services — would favor more development!

I really don’t lknow how to use the computers, but I hope to use the automation
as it will be easier to locate books. (Since I am a very avid reader.) I do
think this 1is a very good idea, though.

I think you should teach the people to use them.

This machine, or computer will take time for pecple tg learn to operate. It
will help weaken the human mind.

Fast Peoria School District #86

Can see college level or high school would get more use, where much regearch
is done.

Galva Township Public Library

The gquality of the Galva Library and I'm sure others of its size are directly
related to its human staff. As an extra to this staff I'm in favor of compu-
terization, as any form of replacement NO!

Perhaps a "happy medium” between computer automation and conventional library
usage can be obtained.

Without knowing a whole lo:f about this project I believe Galva is too small of
a community for this type of thing to pay o.f. It is, no doubt, expensive.

Illincls Central College = Learning Resource Center

Ther= is certainly a great dea2l libraries could do to make material available
to ugsers. I feel that in the future libraries will be forced te automate and
work together simply to avoid financial chaos.

I strongly encourage automation!

Instructions (explicit) are needed!




Please don't raise the tuition. Please don't fire anyone. Unemployment rate
is bad enough. You really don't need to spend the money.

Illinois Prairie District Public Library

Excellent idea!!

Kewanee Public Library

As long as the human element remains in the service, I have no objection to a
progressive change.

I taink a computer would mean progress. If it is a good one it will help many
situations.

I 1ike the idea of automation as it has made so many additional materials avail-
able to me - and quickly.

Overall, I believe this idea could have some merit.

Concern should be directed at;

(1) whether or not this would/could create a "DRAIN" on book (etc.), at this
institution

(2) Is the "COST" worth the conveniecce?
(a) Would the amount of use of this system justify the cost.

(3) How many other facilities are (or are considering) using this system.

Automation has many advantages and disadvantages.
The advantages are obvious:
~ Less time spent looking for books.
- Efficiency for the library in keeping track of where its books are.
Dissivantages
If this computer system is placed into every library where the general
public is able to set and press a few buttons in order to obtain answers
more rapidly, then this type of system is very dehumanizing. I favor a
strong, central computer (possibly located in Chicago or Springfield)
where a librarian at any library in the state of Illinois can use a simple
terminzl machine and find the answers to a custower's problem. There
should only be one terminal in each iihrary, and this computer terminal
should be Ticrd out of the view of the neople who use the library. Also,
tois terminal shovid be connected directly to the main computer, and when-
ever a custcomer nzeds an answer, the customer writes the question for the
librarian, the librarian takes the question to the terminal which shounld
he located in the back room, she types the question, and in 5 seconds,
the nzin computer will supply the answer.

Putting our libraries into automation would in effect put MORE people out of
jobs and I styongly disapprove of that. Computers are a very good tool for

man when ysed zorrectly. Bnt it can also be a quote "dehumanizing" weapon at
the same itime. 7T hope my gquote and other words will be taken into considerable
attention. oy *imes I have been helped by a Kind Librarian at time when help
was greatly ;=e'¢u. (Even over the phone.)
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Liiliec M. Evang Memorial Library

Wonderful!!!
The Lillie M. Evans Memorial Library in Princeville, IL is terrific for a small
town. The ladles there are always looking up something for me or getting books

from another library. This saves a lot of energy, time, and gas.

As an author, I require access to information which 1is often contained in books

not in this library. I must be able to locate such books, - sometimes quickly -
an lmpossibility, considering that this task wmust be left to the library per-

* sonael, who also have numerous other jobs to attend to. All in all, I feel
that library service could be greatly improved by the incooperation of a com-
puter book-finding system.

Methodist Medical Center of Tllinois - Medical Library

I feel that the computer programs are poorly designed from a "human technol-
ogy" standpoint. Tereinal programs need to be rewritten to make it easy for
the untrained user to interact with them. Also wore material should be stored
electronically. This would eliminate the need fcr transfer of sheets of paper,

Morton Public Library

Introduction to computer technology 1s an education in itself. Introducing
students to 1t at an early age and at a home environment, {neighborhood) would
be very beneficial. It would create interest and eradicate Ffear of computers.
The use of the terminal is in every aspect of our lives from our telephone

calls to paying most of our payroll ciiecks.
It would also make research easier and more efficlent. In order to have more
information on topics that concerned me, I have used the Peoria library.

I sincerely think it is a good idea.
A computer is a valuable tool in these circumstances.

Automation is here to stay and, initially, the cost may seem large, but over-
all it will be cheaper, therefore the library (or the system) could buy more
books.

I have used the system at other libraries and none of the last six things has

. happened there! People who feel that way have pever experienced the frustra-
tion involved in not being able to find a book and are thereby unqualified to
answer.

Pekin Community High School District #303

I think it would make thipgs wuch more easily accessible.

First of all, T believe that the card catalog is very important. If students
have to all us~ the same terminal, it will make it possible for only one stu-
dent at a time .o find a book, thus slowing down the students and causing a
line. With the individual card catalog drawers, more students can use the in-
formation at :the same time., Also, students will all have to be carefully
taught how to correctly use the terminal. Overall, T feel that the computers
will help students, especlally in finding information not avallable here.

204
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It's possible that this computer automation could be a dehumanizing factor.
Howsever, many people choose to ignore librarian's help. Also, they may be
able to help a customer more easily, 1f rhe necessary information is there ~*
the touch of a few buttons. I helleve the Pekin Public Librzry has something
similar to this - it seems helpful, especially for interlibrary loans, etc.
Would this be to replace a card catalog - wuld the public actually, use the
computer, or would it be a staff tool for helping them? This isn't quite as
clear. (The PPL is for staff use only) I highly doubt that this would cause
library efficiency to deteriorate. It should help a great deal.

Mouney conuld possibly be spent on buying other materials, but through the pur- »
chase of the computer, interlibrary loans should be easier, thus 1lncreasing
the availability of materials.

Pekin Public Library

I think automation will better improve the quality of information available to
library patrons for use 1ln research projects, experiments, & etc. If the auto~
mation project is put in the money otherwise used for buying mors materials
will be used in making the same materials and extras available to the public -
which is what the purpose of the library is. I hope the terminal goes in.

I think that it will be easier to check out a book.

I am a Theology Student that studies on my own with a very large personal li-
brary. Still, I like to use your ILL Library System Service as 1t allows me
to investigate books I do not own or are unable to acquire elsewise. Also, 1f
a book is of great importance and is still available for purchasing, it allows
me not to wast2 my aoney on books that turm out to be of little use and spend
on books I will use a lot. Also, the Pekin Library has no books on the sub-
jec.s that I am interested in such as Anclent Hebrew, Greek, and Aramaic, also
Docunr-nts and Textual Criticism, not to speak of Higher Criticism and its
branches. Your New System would make it possible for me to tap into the large
wealth +f information in greater libraries su<h as the UofI.

T have used the 1liinois Valley Library System as much, probably as anyone in

this arez. Without such & system, I don't think I would have been able to have

found half the informatlion needed for wy »roject. WMany people rate universi-

ties, in qu.lity, by the number of voluwes of bocks in their library, and if

vou check this feature of Universities you find the better schools have the .
larger *.“rary. Then what about communities? I believe they probably are as

progressive as the efficlency of thelr library system, too.

I cannci: think -f a more useful application for a computer than to inctease

the beok posuarion of your library at so little cost and mazintenance, than

the sysien .ou have ia mind. I will be the first to polnt out that the system =
nust ke used, a'd the people must know of its existence, in order to take ad=-

vantage cf it, ood luck, I hope you get the system, 1t will be a step ahead

for Pekin & th.: area.

Thanks for yr:... many past services.

Peoria Puoligmfibraig

strong'ly suprort & pari..iration of Peoria Public Library in this experi-
aent, It bas "aen wx - ~rf-mey that automation leads to better library ser-

vdcs, freaing rthe sta’ “ma. of the busy work to be free for more important

nublic service duties.
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After utilizing a number of automated library systems at various universities,
my only complaint was that the computer programs weren't USER ORIENTED en: ugh.
A few systems even changed their entire cataloging system, which isn’t necas-
sary at all. The 3 methods of categorizing bocks (author's name, book title,
and subject) are already familiar to the library users and any change would
only confuse them, as it did me on a couple of cccasions.

In the long run, computers will save money. The biggest cobstacle 1s educating
the users.

I feel the automation system will be a terrific asset and make the library more
resourceful to its users.

An automated system will make the library more accessible and easier to use.

I'm looking forward to the automation process and am pleased that the P.P.L.
has such farsighted goals!

I think it is an excellent futuristic project. I've been waiting for this!
Need to get “"with it"! NOW!

My hometown library system (Montgomery County, MD) is automated and is an ef-
ficient and well organized system.

Use Bradley'’s computer and find it extremeiy useful and necessary - indispen-
sable for serious research.

The computer age! We needed it a long time ago. What has delayed the 1li-
brary's acquisition of this more accurate, more speedy, more efficient system?

I own operate and run two businesses, and I find that keeping this simple is
best.

It depends on the cost.

I pay $25 per year to use the library. You'd probably have to raise the per
annum rate. Hope you don't!

Put instruction about how to use the computer terminal by the terminal. It's
sad to say, but I wonder how long the computer will last before gomeone breaks
1t.

Short classes should be conducted weekly for a few wmonths for all interested
library users to familiarize them with the machines.




If a compute: is used, I would like to see it also used on check=1in {hoth up-
stairs and via bookdrop) to spe2d the reintegration process of booka checked
back in.
Goal: Reduce the amount of books in "float"
Reduce the overall "float" time
If a computer is used (via terminals) to substitute for the card catalog, then
improve access by
1. Expanded cross-referencing
2. Have terminal show you current status of book you are seeking
(i.e.: Available
on loan
at ancther facility
restricted
etc.
Tie the computer in to: book intake
book outtake
to provide instant status updates to the system.
(Why have a computer if the information is golng to be 4 or 5 days old.
We have that now.)
Before asking for tax dollars or committing budgets, be sure to study how other
library systems have made out with computers.
Yes! Properly done I would support a tax request for computers.

Automation would probably be a treat but how canm you afford that when you can't
afford to be open on Saturday?

Automation cannot be justified cost-wise because volume or usage of the equip—-
ment would not nearly utilize the equipment's full capabilities. That is, the
equipment would be idle too much of its available time. In a bigger city or
in a city where volume (usage) would be greater, then, perhaps, the acquisi-
tion of automated equipment might be justified cost-wise.

Service by librarians at the Peoria Public Library is far better (it's excel-
lent) than the computers will ever be. :

We have too many people today out of work and unable to find jobs. With auto-
mation coming into existence it is only putting more in the ramks of the un-
employed and since the economic conditions existing in the world as they are
today the last thing we need is more people put into the unemployment lines
and on welfare rolls.

It would be nice if the same service of coordinating libraries in the system
could be done with the card catalog. I hate using computers. They hurt wmy
eyes.

Why do you spend all tax monies on machines and not on people and books?! and
on more magazine? especially in other languages?!

Spoon River College - Learning Resource Center

I think it’s a very good idea. It will make the library faster and easier to
use!




I think that it is a fantastic idea if =
a,. It is simple enough for students to use it without help.
b. Students can't mess it up by playing with the buttons.

Washington Township Public Library

I very mich like the idea of computerization. It is especially valuable for
students to get a practical use of computer indexing.

When will I be able to read a book on wy TV at home?
In other words call for a given hook and be able to read it on TV at my rate.

I don't know how to use a computer but I can. learnm.

I think thils program would be .excellant for a branch library by increasing the
availability of circulating materials from other libraries. It would also save
energy ~ less driving would be necessary by having branch libraries have easier
loan access to larger collectons ..., my only qualm is operating a computer
terminal.,

I think it will be very rewarding because I enjoy getting books that other li-
braries have. I often send out for books.

I have used a library computer terminal in the past and found it most helpful.
I do not believe automation dehumanizes a library.

Personally I am very satisfied with your present service, especially in ob-
taining material from elsewhere.

I believe that there will be several problems with the computer. T think that
both good and bad should be evaluated carefully to see whether there is pre-
sently a need for the patrons to have access to th2 program since they could
use Bradley's system. '

I do not feel that there is any need to speed up access of books. When I
request books now, they are available within 2-3 days usually; never more than
one week has ever elapsed from the day of my request to receiving it.

1. It'll have to be much better programmed than when we tried it out. It was

disappointing then. I asked it about several books that I had borrowed before

and it didn't know about them.

2, It'll not replace the cards. S5ome people will never adapt and some (me-for
a while) will use it for a toy.

Automation no doubt would make location and avallability of books much more
quickly known. Speed 1s not necessarily the major comsideration, however.

The cost of such an apparatus, and connecting the many libraries in the IVLS,
plus how many others may be considered for "nclusion, would be a very substan-
tial one and I don't think at this time that the game 1s worth the candle.




APPENDIX G

MID-PROJECT DIRECTORS’ INTERVIEW RESPONSES

During May of 1981, the director of each Project library was interviewed
individually at the Illinois Valley Library System. At that time, the OCLC
Experimental Project officially existed for seventeen months, and most librar-
ies had been using the terminals for eight to twelve months. Additional in-
formation concerning the status of the Project at that time 1is contained in
the body of the report.

The interviewees included the four directors of the "partial participants.”
These four libraries had been usiné OCLC before the Project and were receiwving
very little, if any, direct support for OCLC operations from Project funds.
They had, however, agreed to help with various tests and surveys. The remain-
ing twenty-nine libraries that were receiving full Project support were known
as "full participants.”

In the case of two school districts, the interview was held with more than one
person. These districts had no overall coordinator for library services, so
the directors of all units of service were interviewed together. Their re~
sponses, however, were tallied as one.

The set of questions was not available to directors before the interviews,
although they knew, of course, that the general topic was OCLC. These ques-
tions are included after this introduction. In the report of responses, the
question is given first with the number (N) of respondents for which the
question was relevant. Responses are roughly grouped and arranged from the
most to the least frequent. A general response category is followed by the
number and percent of directors to express that opinion. Indented under some
of the general categories are quotes from individual respondents that illus-
trate the range or tone of the responses grouped there.

The results of this study are included in several tables in the body of this
report. In most cases they are compared to the results of the end=-Project
interview studies where only full participants were interviewed. In order to
make this comparison more meaningful, the responses 1in such tables are re~
ported only for the full participants (N=29). TFor this reason, figures in
this report will not always match those irn the tables.




IVLS/OCLC Project
Director Interview
May 1981

Interview no.

. Library: Date:

I.

In making your decision to participate in the System OCLC Project, what
were some of the major factors that you couside-ed?

OR

What were scme of the key factors that were originally involved in your
decision to join OCLC? (for pre-Project OCLC members)

What was the major factor im your initial decision to participate?

Was there a key person or group that was a major influence on your
decision to participate?

What were/are your expectations regarding your participation in the
OCLC Project?

What do you see as the benefits

of using OCLC in gemneral?

of using OCLC in your cluster arrangement?
What do you see as the disadvantages

of using OCLC in general?

of using OCLC in your cluster arrangement?

At this point in the Project do you feel that benefits outweigh the
disadvantagea?

I am assuming that you are now consldering your decision about con-
tinuing with OCLC after the Project ends. I know that you don't have
all the information you need, but,

What do you think will be the key factors in that decision?

Can you weight them? What will be the major factor?

Is there anything else that the Project or System staff could have done

to facilitate your participation in OCLC?

to facilitate your participation in the OCLC cluster arrangement?

What assistance should IVLS provide after the OCLC Project is concluded?




MID-PROJECT DIRECTQRS' INTERVIEW RESPONSES

DECISION TQ PARTICIPATE

In making your decision to participate in the System QCLC Project, what were
some of the major factors that You considered? (N=33)

Increased level of patron services (29 // 87.8%)

"Expanding access through intzrlidbrary loan.”
"Nothing to loose, patrons could only benefit."
"The means for developing student skills, knowledge and
access to information."
Involvement perceived to be a futuristic statement (16 // 48.5%)

"Automation is the way of the future."

"It's a step out of the "Dark Ages'."

"Inmovative,"

"™Must keep temtacles in the future."

"pPlaces libraries in the mainstream.”

"We werez happily decaying before this opportunity came along.™

Opportunity to test/evaluate the applicatfon of techmology (12 // 36.4%)
More effective utilization of existing staff (10 // 30.3%)
Cocperative attitude toward an IVLS-endorsed project (9 // 27.3%)

"If we're going to bhe members of IVLS, it is important we
interact within the System.,"
"We had no concerm about loss of autonomy."

Responses with a frequency of 25% or less:
Cost-beneficial opportunity to increase patron services (6 // 18.2%)

Opportunity for personal growth and professional development
(5 /7 15.2%)

Participation as the first step imn a total automation project
(3 /77 9.1%)

Generation of a machine-readable bibliographic record (1 // 3%)

Libraries with limited staff could benefit from the expertise of
the staffs of larger libraries (1 // 3%)

Which was the major factor in your initial decision to participate in the
Project? (N=33)

Enhancement of patron services (20 // 60.6%)
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Responses with 8 frequency of 25% or less:
Effective utilizatica of existing staff (6 // 18.2%)

Opportunity to test and evaluate the cost-beneficial application
of techmology (3 // 9.1%)

First step in a total autowmation project (3 // 9.1%)
Generation of a machine-readable record (1 // 3%)

Was there a key person or group that was a major influence on your decision
to participate? (N=33)

Yes (22 // 66.72)

IVLS information and endorsement (14 // 42.4%)

Other librarians within the IVLS System (8 // 24.2%)

Library board members who had served on IVLS board (4 // 12%.1)
No (11 // 33.3%)
EXPECTATIONS

What were/are your initial expectations regarding your participation in the
OCLC Project? (N=33)

Anticipation of new and/or enhgnced services to patroms (23 // 69.7%)

Anxiety regarding whether they could "handle the technology" and/or

"learn the skills and knowledge necessary to effectively utilize it.”
(14 // 42.4%) '

"Afraid I would goof up the works.”

"Didn't really kmow enough to ask a decent question."

"The training was an 'earth shaking experience'."

"Can you really teach an old dog new tricks?"

"My fear was, could I ever 'get on top' of all this?"

"I knew that I could never learn all this, but they cold me
I could do it, so I'm trying.”

Concern over staff resistance/acceptance, i.e. change, adaptation,
etc. (14 // 42.4%)

Responses with a frequency of 25% or less:

Challenged by the opportunity for professional growth and devel-
opment {6 // 18.2%)

Initial expectations were realistic, based on background and
previous experience (6 // 18.2%)




Concerned whether specialized, technical and/or non-print resources
wou".:. be found in data base (5 // 15.2%)

Concerned over what would happen at the end of the project, i.e.
could they maintain invoivement financially, would IVLS support
continue, what does it really cost, ete. (5 // 15.2%)

Concerned over management/safety/housing of the equipment
(4 //12.1%)

No anticipation of staff adjustment problems (4 // 12%)

Concerned about the dehumanization assoclated with automation
(2 // 6.12)

Concerned that adding holdings to OCLC would increase demands on
their own colleztion from other libraries (2 // 6%)

Anticipated major improvement in cataloging (2 // 6.1X)
Concerned about how the cluster would really function (2 // 6.1%)

Hoped that the acquisitions and serial sube-systems would become
operational before they needed to make a decision abont continu-
ation at end of Project (2 // 6.1%)

Hoped increased services and patron activity would give justifica-—
tion for increasing staff (1 // 3%)

Anticipated problems regarding forced standardization in cataloging
procedures (1 // 3%)

Anticipated minor 'headaches' (1 // 3%)
Hoped to reactivate a school district union catalog (1 // 3%)

"Wished I had known then what I know now. WNever would have agreed
to participate. The time commitment is just too great.” (1 // 3%)

BENEFITS

Directors of participating libraries were asked to respond to two questioms
concerning the benefits as they perceived them:

1. The benefits of the utilization of OCLC in general.
2. The benefits of the utilization of OCLC in a cluster mode.

Benefits of utilization of OCLC (N=33)

Patron access to resources was enhanced (24 // 72.7%)

“It has opened a world -of resources for our patroms.”
"Limitless resources at our fingertip."
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"Greatly increased volume of interlibrary loan requests.”
"Community could never pIOvide for information needs of
patrons in any other way."

Cataloging is fuller, better quality and more usniform (23 // 69.7%)

"Fuller and better quality cataloging.”
"Cataloging looks more professional.™
"Uniformity in cataloging is enhanced.”

Benefits are just now beginniug to be realized (18 // 54.5%)
Cataloging workflow has been enhanced (17 // 51.5%)

"Turnaround time for cataloging much less.”

"We were amazed at a 85-90% hit rate for highly technical
resources in the data base.”

"The fact that we have found the National Library of Medicine
subject descriptions in data base has contributed to an en-
hanced workflow in cataloging.”

Public relations value, i.e. increased sense of worth externally and/or
internally (15 // 45.5%)

"Libraries have been in a separate enviromment for so long.
Automation makes them more line the rest of society.”

"Has improved self-image of libraries.”

"There is a renewed sense of value and credibility.”

"Xeeps small libraries in touch with the future.”

"We really aren't doing anything new but the services are now
more visible and recognized by patrons."

"Participating libraries of all sizes and types have a sense
of being on equal footing."

"Terminal is much friendlier than the card catalog for patron
interaction.”

"There has been greater recognition on the part of faculty
that student’s need for increased retrieval skills.”

"Previously thought our small library would have nothing
anyone would want."”

Staff effectiveness and/or efficiency has been increased (12 // 36.4%)

Job satisfaction and/or job enhancement has improved (11 // 33.3%)

"Work 1is less tedious and tiresome."

"Less boring than the manual procedures.”

"It's a challenge."

"There has been skill and knowledge enhancement.”
“It's a new art, that is a challenge to be mastered.”
"ie feel current.”

"Hard to get staff away from the terminal.”




Responses with a frequency of 25% or less:
Verification function (5 // 15.2%)
Collection development function (4 // 12.1%)

Machine-readable bibliographic record for later automation appli-
cations (&4 // 12.1%)

Project participation has provided an experience in judgement
and/or provided the opportunity to test/evaluate (3 // 9.1%)

Using terminal and printer for word processing {(mailing labels,
etc.) (3 // 9.13)

Label production on the terminal and printer (2 // 6.1%)
Aid in weeding, to check for recent editions, etec. (1 // 3%)
High hit rate on technical materials (1 // 3%)

Information (reference) fumctiom (1 // 3%)

“Electrical outlets in the library are a major benefit.” (1 // 3%)

"The global library concept that QCLC can foster.”" (1 // 3%)

Benefits of utilization of OCLC in cluster mode (N=24)

Opportunity to test/evaluate the application of automation (18 // 75%)

"No other way we could have had this opportunity."

"Gave us the chance to be part of the future."

"With a total book budget of less than $1000, how would we
ever have had the chance to test and experience autom-tion.”

Cluster mode increased and/or cemented understanding, cooperation,
and communication among member libraries (17 // 70.8%)

Realization between a public and schoel library that we
are both serving the same public."
"Cemented already good relations."
Responses with a frequency of 25X or less:
Access to terminal iIn-house as host library (6 // 25%)

Cataloging being done by host (1 // 4.2%)

Access to expertise of host library staff by guest (1 // 4.2%)




DISADVANTAGES

Directors of participating libraries were asked to respond to two questions
related to the disadvantages/concerns they perceived:

1. The disadvantages/concerns of the utilization of OCLC in general.

2. The disadvantages/concerns of the utilization of OCLC in cluster
mode.

Disadvantages/concerns of utilization cf NCLC in general (N=33)

Downtime and its negative effect (i.e., frustration) and loss of time
for staff and patrons (19 // 57.6%)

Lack of subject access (18 // 54.5%)
"I beg, plead and dream of subject access.'

Burdensome documentation received through OCLC and the Network
(16 // 48.5%7)

"No discrete staff to review.”
"Poorly organized with no index."”

"Primitive."
"Not functional.™

"Key information buried in nparrative."
"Overvwhelming."

"Needs to be completely updated more frequently.”

Cost anticipated to be a2 major possible disadvantage in future, depend-
ing on the findings of the Project (16 // 48.5%)

Large commitment of time required for retrospective conversion
(10 // 30.3%)

"Volunteered many extra hours of time to the job."
"Libraries considering OCLC should know that retrospective
conversion will take a major allocation of time, but that
it's worth it."

Cataloging process takes more time now than before OCLC (8 // 24.22)

Initial ILLINET Training Workshop was not helpful (8 // 24.2%) .

"Poorly designed and conducted."
"Traumatic,"

"No real value."

"Got us off to a very negative start.”

Poor terminal response time (7 // 21.2%)

"This has been true for the entire period of the Project.”
"We are now experiencing poor response time in the evenings
and on Saturday.”

"Those of us with dial-access terminals have experienced
particularly, slow response time."”
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Responses with a fregquency of 25% or less:
Fullness of cataloging not needed (6 // 18.2%)

Participation requires continuous staff training, particularly
for new staff (6 // 18.22)

Loss of flexibility in staffing pattesns, staff scheduling dictated
by the machine (5 // 15.2%)

Physically accommodating the terminal and the associated activity
centered around it (5 // 15.2%)

Slower turnaround time in cataloging (5 // 15.2%)

Internal paperwork generated through the use of OCLC for cataloging
and ILL (5 // 15.22)

"There is just more clutter and chaos.”

OCLC Inc.'s lack of administrative responsiveness to member li-
braries, particulariy 'small ones' (4 // 12.1%)

"We have not had input into major decisions.”

"Poor attitude generally."

"OCLC's arbitrary cost increases are indicative of their
lack of understanding of member libraries, i.e. budget year,
rte "

“The real question is, can we as librarians hold impact/shape
OCLC decisions in the future."

Requires more staff time to handle a single ILL request than
prior to Project participation (4 // 12.1%)

"There is added paperwork, and more information that must
accompany each request.”

“"Participating libraries cannot develop the same level of
expertise in obtaining materials that a System staff can.”

Not realizing the savings in staff time that was anticipated
(377 9.1%)

Special access problems with the OCLC data base, i.e. foreign
journals, corporate entries, conference proceedings, non-print
resources (3 // 9.1%)

Long-range planning is required (3 // 9.1%)

Time needed for travel to meetings, for evaluation procedures,
etc. (3 // 9.1%)

Lack of interface with other automated systems (2 // 6.13)
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Increased load of ILL requests filled for other libraries -
costs of staff time and postage (2 // 6.1%)

Staff or personal anxdety (2 // 6.1%)

'Terminal withdrawal' when the public access terminal 1s removed
(2 /] 6.12) '

"Access to inform-tion is limited because only ome patron can use
the terminal at a time." (1 // 3%)

OCLC system does not operate on Sunday (1 // 3%)

No way to review quality of archive tape (1 // 3%)

Lack of Sears subject headings (1 // 3%)

"People going into OCLC should kmow that there is a long period
of frustration and confusion that goes with the learning and
implementation process. But, if you want to conquer it, you

can, Just work out problems ome by ome.™ (1 // 3%)

Disadvantages/concerns tc the utilization of OCLC in cluster mode (N=24)

In reporting the response to this question, a universe of 24 was
established. Six libraries were new to the Project, having joined
after December 1980, and three libraries had no experience operating
in a cluster mode.
The responses to this question are reported in two categories represent=-
ing the experience of the interviewee, as either guest or host im an
OCLC cluster.
As host: (N=12)
Scheduling and providing access to terminal (5 // 41.7%)
Scheduling was not a problem (5 // 41,7%)
Accommcdating the guest in existing physical layout (5 // 41.7%)

Additional time required to maintain ILL sub-system for guest
(3 // 25%)

Some expectations of guests related to turnaround time for cata-
loging are unrealistic (1 // 8,3%)

As guest: (N=12)
Scheduling use and gaining access to the terminal (10 // 83,3%)

Down time and the accompanying frustration is greater when in the
guest mode (9 // 75%)

L 2l
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More time-consuming process to be a guest than a host (8 // 66.7%)
Time required to travel to host library (7 // 58.3%)

Loss of flexibility of staffing, work patterns, need to 'batch'
work (3 // 25%)

Freeing staff to be away while maintaining library service
(2 /7 16.7%)

- Additional costs as guest, i.e. gas, travel time, paperwork, etc.
(2 // 16.7%)

Unable to be really responsive to incoming ILL requests (1 // 8.3%)
Loaa of public relatioms value without terminal in<house (1 // 8.3%)

Working out the details of communications system with host
(L // 8.3%)

BALANCE OF BENEFITS AND DISADVANTAGES

At this point in the Project, do you feel that the benefits outweigh the dis~
advantages? (N=27)

Yes (19 // 70.4%)

"Absolutely"

"Very definitely"

"Oh, yes!™

"Worth almost any inconvenience."
No (1 // 3.7%)

"Definitely not!"

. Cannot evaluate at this time (7 // 25.92)

DECISION CONCERNING CONTINUATION

What are the factors that you are considering in reaching your deciszsion to
continue with OCLC at the conclusion of the Project?

Eight directors indicated that the question was not applicable to their
situation, Seven are committed to continuation with OCLC and one haa
decided at this point mot to continue. Therefore, the universe for
reporting responses was reduced to 25. (N-25)

Cost/benefit ratio to the participating library, i,e. per unii costs
{(both ILL and cataloging); utilization of staff time; enhancement of
patron services (23 // 92%)
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Enhanced services to patrons (9 // 36%)
Effective use of staff time (8 // 32%)

Distribution of Project—owned OCLC terminals to libraries at the end of
the Project (7 // 28%)

Responses with a2 frequency of 25% or less:
Interface of OCLC with circulation control system (5 // 20%)
Keeping in step with future direction of libraries (3 // 12%)
Interlibrary loan capability (3 // 12%)
"ILL, the rest is gravy.”

Future development of the serials and acquisitions sub-systems

(2 // 8%)
Cost (without explicit reference to benefits) (2 // 8%)

Other library priorities, i.e., building programs, land acquisition
(2 // 8%)

Additional comments included:

"It will be a major blow 1f we can’'t continue.”

"As long as I am there, OCLC will be there.”

"If other libraries decide to continue, we won't want to be
left out.”

"If it's not cost-effective, don’t tell me.”

"We must keep from becoming isoclated.”

"Can't imagine operating without it now.”

What will be the major factor 'n your decision on whether to continue with
OCLC at the conclusion of the Project? (N=25)

Eight directors indicated that the question was not applicable to their
situation. Seven are committed to continuation with OCLC and one has
decided at this point not to continue. Therefore, the universe for
reporting responses was reduced to 25,
Cost/benefit ratio (13 // 52%)
Responses with a frequency of 25% or less:

Cost (without explicit reference to benefits) (6 // 24%)

Enhanced service to patroms (5 // 20%)

OCLC, Inc., administrative responsiveness to member libraries

Q /7 4%




PROJECT EVALUATION

Was there anything else that the Project or System staff could have done to

facilitate your participation in OCLC and/or in the OCLC Project cluster mode?
(N=27)

Although the question was framed as stated, the most frequent answer to
this question reflected a positive response toward the leadership,
assistance and attitude of the OCLC Project staff (23 // 85.2%)

"I think they’ve done a marvelous job."
"Really, they have been wonderful."
"Linda and Barbara have just been great."

"IVLS has bent over backwards to anticipate and respond to our
needs."

"They are never 'grouchy or ovly'."
"™Marvelous job."

"We were never made to feel like dummies."
"They have been very helpful."

"These girls are wonderful."
"Certainly helpful."

Project newsletters and 'cheat sheets' {quick reference sheets) have
been extremely helpful (21 // 77.8%)

Training needs to be enhanced or adjusted (9 // 33.3%)

"Basically good but too intense. There was.no time to digest
and plan before implementation.™

"During the next year we need more enhancement- type training."

"More frequent training needed. Suggest 'a 3-month rotation
schedule.”

"Too much of a gap between training and application.™

Project staff needs to keep participating libraries continually ap-
praised of actual costs of utilization (7 // 25.9%)

Responses with a frequency af 25% or less:

Project Director was hired much too late. Delay in hiring resulted
in a loss of valuable Project time (5 // 18.5%)

"anticipation level was high, and we 1ad to wait and wait
and wait to get started."

"The OCLC Project staff has done a marvelous job of picking
up the pileces and moving us ahead."

Project staff did not provide participating libraries with a deci-
slon-making framework for planning. {(i.e. variables concerning time

allocations, staff scheduling, etc.) prior to implementation
(4 // 14.8%)

IVLS proposal for the OCLC Project promised to test more than was
realistic (3 // 11.1%)
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More dialogue needs to be encouraged within clusters and among
participating libraries (2 // 7.4%)

OCLC profiles were written much too early and did not anticipate
adequate holding libraries, etc. (1 // 3.7%)

Background of the OCLC Project staff is academic, resulting in a
lack of perspective on public library problems (1 // 3.7%)

We needed third=-party intervention within the cluster to rrsolve
problems, define procedures, etc. (1 // 3.7%)

OCLC Project has been slowed down by the policy of allowing librar-
les to enter Project at various times. On—-going problem is that
libraries are continuously at various levels of understanding and
progress (1 // 3.7%)

Some libraries are being allowed to 'misuse’' the Project for their
own benefit (1 // 3.7%)

What assistance should IVLS provide after the QCLC Project is concluded?
(N=33)

IVLS staff, along with the OCLC Project staff, needs to develop a ra-
tionale and a strategy that can be locally adapted to assist libraries

in the decision-making process regarding continuvation with OCLC.
(16 // 48.5%)

"Should we utilize the book budget?”

"Are there additional sources of funding to allow us to con-
tinue to utilize OCLC?"

“"For whom is continvation reasonable and feasible?"

"We assume that the results of the various data gathering
activities about the OCLC Project will be shared with par-
ticipating libraries."

Back-up OCLC training and technical assistance from IVLS will be neces-
sary in the future (15 // 45.5%)

OCLC Project Newsletter and the synthesis it provides is essential
(14 // 42.4%)

OCLC Project "cheat cheets" are most heipful. Expand, enhance and
develop additional ones (14 // 42.4%)

Concern regarding the interface of OCLC and the circulation control
system. Will need assistance from IVLS (4 // 12.1%)

IVLS should consider an Automation Consultant to maintain/coordinate
OCLC activity and provide interface with the circulation control
system (3 // 9.1%)

The strength of the QCLC interlibrary loan system 1s a good back-up
delivery system within IVLS and the state as a whole (2 // 6.1%)




Need assistance from IVLS in developing patron education pregrams in
order to fully utilize the public access terminal (1 // 3%)

"Feel terribly dependent at the moment."™ (1 // 3%)




APPENDIX H

MID~PROJECT STAFF INTERVIEW RESPONSES

In May of 1981, after the individual interviews with the directors of esch li-
brary, five group interviews were arranged with other library staff members.

A total of twenty-six staff members from public and technical services aress
were interviewed. All of them had had some experience working with the ter-
minal ss an operator, supervisor or both. The groups were structured to in-
clude people with roughly the same degree of experience and the same area of
concern {(e.g., cataloging or interlibrary loan), but members of each group
represented different libraries, types of libraries and clusters. In many
cases, the group members were not well-kmown to each other.

The group interview wss based on a series of predetermined, open-ended ques-
tions. The interviews were taped to leave the interviewer free to follow the
conversation and rephrase or redirect questions as needed.

In general, responses to the questions paralleled those of the directors, often
with the same basic concerns being expressed by the staff, but in more specific
terms. The following pages give the list of questions and then the responses
to them. Because of the varying sizes of the groups (from 3 to 7 people) and
the fact that not all possible responses came up in each group, 1t would be
misleading to give the exact number of people who sgreed with esch response.
Each general statement, however, is followed by the number (n) of groups in

which it was.raised by one or more members. Since the effort in these inter-
views wss to sample ideas rather than to conduct a rigorous attitude survey,
we hsve not (and probably could not have) established the exact number of
people giving or agreeing with each response. Statements which were made in
the group interviews which were not specifically reflected in directors' in-
terviews are marked with an asterisk.




Staff Group Interview

May 1981
Questions

Group number Date

I.

II.

What were your expectations concerning the implementation of QCLC in
your library?

Were you involved in the decision/discussion before your library joined
the Project?

As you look back, what were the major problems you faced when OCLC was
introduced?

Now that you have had some experience using OCLC -- would you like to
see it continue after the Project ends? (The intent of this question
is to elicit advantages and disadvantages.)

In all of this, is the patron being better served?

Is there any way IVLS could have helped you more?




What were your expectations concerning the implementation of OCLC in
your library?

(Some staff members from libraries which had joined OCLC prior to
the Project couléd ~ot respond meaningfully to this question.)

Expected an exciting and challenging opportunity (n = &)
Enhanced staff effectiveness, time savings (n = §)
Anxiety about learning the new technology (n = 3)

Greater access to resources through interlibrary loan sub-system
(n = 2)

More complete and consistant cataloging (n = 2)

OCLC seen as a move toward the future (n = 2)

Concern by supervisors for possible negative gtaff reaction,
fear of job loss, etec. (r = 1}

Less original cataloging would be needed (n = 1)}

Simplification of the cataloging process (n = 1)

Were you involved in:the decision/discussion before your library joined
the Project? '

Response to this question was mixed. Only one person had an actual
voice in the decision itself since she was a board member. Three
people felt they had been included in discussions in the library
on whether they should join. Others felt they were involved "in

a limited way". About half did not feel they had been involved at
all in the original decision, although for some of them this may
have been because they ware hired after the decision was made. Two
staff members who did not feel they had been involved originally

said they felt their input would be sought when the final decision
wvas made.

As you look back, what were the major problems you faced when OCLC was
introduced?

Terminal down time (n = 4)
ILLINET workshops and OCLC/Network documentation (n = 4)
Deterioration of response time (n = 3)

Less flexibility in staff work schedule because terminal time must
be scheduled (n = 3)




Lack of subject access (n = 3)
Equipment problems (n = 3)

Profiles for cards were written too early, without sufficient
background (n = 2)

Scheduling for guest libraries to use the terminal (n = 2)
Travel time for guest library staff and loss of in~house time (n = 2)
Slower turnaround time on cataloging (n = 2)

*Difficult for guest libraries to use the terminal for non-cataloging
purposes (n = 1)

Training time (n = 1)
Loss of staff time (generzl) (n = 1)

*Difficulty of doing an inventory for retrospective conversion (n = 1)
Lack of Dewey class numbers on OCLC records for older books (n = 1)
Time it takes to get through to OCLC Users Services (m = 1)

Concern for what will happen after the Project (n = 1)
Feeling they have become dependent on the terminal (n = 1)
Lack of Sears subject headings (n = 1)

Cost (n = 1)

OCLC expertise of other SyStem libraries' staff was not used as
well as it could have been (n = 1) =

Glare from the terminal screen (n = 1)

Problems from the local library situation rather than from OCLC
itself - libraries need to adapt their procedures (n = 1)

Now that you have had gome experience using OCLC == would you like to

see it continue after the Project ends? (The intent of this question
was to elicit advantages and disadvantages)

Advantages
Improved con8istency and quality of cataloging (n = 5)

*Ideas which were not mentioned by directors in their mid-Project interviews.
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Improved cataloging speed (n = 4)

Public relations value (n = 4)

Improved job satisfaction (n = 4§)

Enhanced information (reference) services (n = 4)

Improved access to "vast" resources (n = 3)

Better use of staff time, freeing staff for work with public (n = 3)
Useful for verification of titles (n = 3)

Improved ILL turnaround time (n = é)
*Elimination of pre-filing sorting and proofreading (n = 2)

Printer attachment has increased value of terminal, staff flex-
ibility (n = 2)

Increased patron ILL requests (n = 1)

*Knowledge of ILL status and likelihood of a £1ll (n = 1)
Easier to train staff to use the terminal than to type (n = 1)
Catalog cards are easier to read (n = 1)

Collection development aid (n = 1)

Being able, even though you are a small library, to help cother
libraries through ILL (n = 1)

Useful to help company branches in other parts of the country
obtain materials locally (n = 1)

Disadvantages

Only two items were given as disadvantages in answer to this ques-
tion which were not brought up under question III. They were:

*Dealing with a previously existing backlog (n = 1)

, *Lack of reasons for "no" responses on ILL requests (n = 1)

which were not mentioned by directors in their mid-Project interviews.
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In all of this, is the patron being better served?

For this question, a count of individual (rather than group) responses
was taken. The totals are given below.

Yes 2
Conditional
No

No Opinion
Is there any way IVLS could have helped you more?

Project start-up was a problem

Project director was hired too late

*Make more use of expertise of staff in existing OCLC libraries
More training time
*Smaller groups for training

Reduce the time between training and application

More practical and less theoretical training

More help/direction for implementation in the local library
Training should be more exciting and less traumatic

Training support has been excellent

More synthesis of training materials and more “cheat sheets"
ILLINET materials are hard to use

*Independent libraries have not known what their role is
*Centralized cataloging at IVLS for original materials
Project staff has been very supportive and available

*Need more dialogue among users

Establish an IVLS/OCLC user’s group

*Ideas which were not mentioned by directors in their mid-Precject interviews.




APPENDIX 1
END-PROJECT INTERVIEW RESPONSES

Directors of Libraries Continuing on OCLC

By June 30, 1982 all full participants in the OCLC Experimental Project had to
decide whether to continue using OCLC and assume all costs of such continu-
ation. In July and August of 1982 the director of each library which was a
full Project participant was interviewed individually at his or her library.
The questions to be asked were sent to the directors approximately two weeks
before the interview. A copy of the questions for directors of libraries
continuing to use OCLC after the Project follows this introduction.

Since the questions were open-ended, responses with similar meaning might be
phrased several different ways by respondents. The interviewer, in reportirng
the responses, had to summarize and group tuese responses into categories.
Quotes from sowme directors have been included in the report to give the reader
an idea of the tone and range of responses being summarized.

These results are used in several tables in the body of the report. 1In some
cases they are combined with the responses from directors of libraries which
did not centinue using OCLC, in others a subset of responses is used repre-
senting directors whose governing authority were also interviewed. For this
reason, figures given here may not match those in the tables.

At the time the interviews were done, one library had not yet made the deci-
sion about whether to continue OCLC use. The director was interviewed using
the form for libraries not continuing. However, the library did continue on
OCLC for another year. Wherever possible, therefore, the director's responses
are included here. Where appropriate responses ware not made however, the li-
brary is excluded and the number of respondents is 21.




Interview Questions ~ Directors

Libraries Continuing with OCLC

1.

Now that you have had further experience with OCLC, what do you feel are
the benefits of its use for your library? Which of these are the three
most important benefits?

What do you feel are the disadvantages or problems with your use of OCLC?
Which three of these are most important?

During the last interview, down-time and response time were given as two
of the major problems with OCLC use. Have you seen any change in these
two areas during the last year?

What are the advantages or problems of your cluster arrangement? Would
you liked to have tried a different arrangement?

Was the installation of a public access terminal in your library a good
experience?

What are your reasons for staying in OCLC? What are the benefits you
anticipate?

How did you justify the costs of OCLC to your governing authority?

On what basis was the decision finally made? Was there one paramount
factor or was it a balance of several factors?

How important was the availlability of a terminal in your decision to
continue? Would you have continued if you had not had the terminal?

A terminal and its installation cost about $4,000. Would you have con-
sidered buying one if the Project had not supplied one? Could you have
bought one outright or would you have needed some kind of payment plan?

Pleage describe the process of the decision~making on OCLC in your 1li~-
brary. For instance, when did you begin discussions with your governing

authority? Was any tentative decision made while more information was
sought? Was your decision contingent on that of other libraries or on

terminal placement? Who was most influential in the final decision? Was
the decision packet from IVLS used? What alternatives (dial access, clus-
tering) were considered and why were they rejected?

Where will the money come from to pay for OCLC use?

What is the most important use of OCLC in your view?

Do you have any reservations about continuing to use OCLC?

How do wou feel now about your participation in the Project? Was it a
good experience for you? your staff? your community? Do you think the
System was right to sponsor this Project?




In your continuing OCLC operaticns what kind of services or written
materials do you need from OCLC, ILLINET, IVLS? 1Is there any information _

that you need on a continuing basis either for planning or to sustain
your participation?
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END~-PROJECT INTERVIEW RESPONSES

Directors of Libraries Continuing on OCLC

BENEFITS

Now that you have had further experience with OCLC, what do you feel are the
benefits of its use for your library? (N=22)

Interlibrary loan (21 // 95.5%)

One director mentioned interlibrary loan in general. Twenty addi-

tional directors mentioned specific aspects of interlibrary loan as
detaiied below:

Access to resources (17 // 77.3%)
Speed (7 // 31.8%)

Specifically, turmaround time (2 // 9.1%)
Confirmation of availability (6 // 27.3%)

'"We never dreamed of having access to a collection to
serve the needs of our student population.'

"It was interesting to see how important sharing the
collection with others was."

"Requests were coming in for old materials we don't use."

"The patrons even commented on the speed."”

'wje can get any kind of information, a great service."

Cataloging (20 // 90%)

Five directors cited cataloging in general. Directors from 15 other‘
libraries cited the fellowing specific aspects of cataloging:

Quality of cataloging (14 // 63.6%)
Turnaround time (8 // 36.4%)
Uniformity (7 // 31.8%)

. A more professional look (3 // 13.6%)
Rase of editing (3 // 13.6%)
Pre~filed cards (2 // 9.0%)
Elimination of backlog (2 // 9.1%)
Improved workflow (1 // 4.5%)

. Less expensive (1 // 4.5%)

"Why re~invent the wheel?"

"The hit rate on non~print is improving." I
"Having neat looking labels and cards."

"The hit rate is incredible." (Medical library)

"Cataloging 1s an advantage, but we really don't need

all the cards."
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Improved service to patrons (18 // 81.8%)

"We can get specialized information, medical for a nursing
student, a reprint of a 1600's book on herbs." (Small public
library)

More effective yse of staff time (16 // 72.7%)

"We were able to move a staff member oyt of the work room to
work with patrons."

"I can do more that I haven't had time to do."

"We can function without additional staff." .

Increased yse of library resources, including interlibrary loan in both
directions and circulation. (12 // 54.5%)

"Increased interlibrary loan from 450 to 750 a month."
"Circulation up 10X last year."

Improved employee morale and job satisfaction (10 // 45.5%)

"I love to run the computer.”

Public relations, enhanced image for the library (8 // 36.4%)

"It has enhanced the image of the library within the larger
organization.”" (Special library)

"It has increased public awareness that the local schoocl and
local public library are cocperating to better use tax dol-
lars."

Production of machine~readable records (4 // 18.2%)
(ne director was interested in this for an insurance record, three
other directors were interested as an interface for an anticipated
circulation system.

Good hit rate on unusual or non-print materials (4 // 18.2%)

Use for acquisitions (2 // 9.1%)

Verification of titles (1 // 4.5%)

It was cost—ef fective (1 // 4.5%)

0f the benefits mentioned, which were most important to your library? (N=22)

Interlibrary loan (16 // 72.7%)

Specifically, acceass (13 // 59.1%)
Specifically, speed of interlibrary loan (4 // 18.2%)

Cataloging (11 // 50%)




Improved service to patrons (7 // 31.8%)

"I really think OCLC is fantastic. We are so little, and it
helps so much."

Better use of staff time (7 // 31.8%)
Staff satisfactiom {1 // 4.5%)
Library's image (1 // 4.5%)
Interface with circulation system (1 // 4.5%)
Note: One library felt that this category was not applicable since
they had already purchased a terminal and the decision to
stay in OCLC was made some time ago.

DISADVANTAGES

What do you feel are the disadvantages or problems with your use of OCLC?
{N=22)

Cost {20 // 90.9%)

The following, more specific, problems of costs were mentioned by
some librarians:

The bottom line price (4 // 18.2%)

"Cost would be prohibitive for most Bchool libraries."

“The problem here is that the board can't really see what they
are paying for, it's not like books or staff.™

"To be cost-effective it should be in use most of the time."

The unpredictability of price changes and sudden changes in the
middle of the year (3 // 13.6%)

"The board is favorable, but they don't want to get ripped off."
"The price hikes create a budgeting problem."

Telecommunications costs {2 // 9.1%)
Dovn-time {15 // 68.2X)

"It's a problem when you're a guest library. 1It's up when I
leave but it's down by the time I get to the terminal."

"It's fruatratiug but I have learned to live with ft."

"I understand it' s a growing business, but it makes it more
difficult for us."

"It's a problem, but not as bad when you've got a terminal
in-tiouse."




Response time (9 // 40.9%)

"It represents a financial loss, particularly when you have a dial
sccess terminal.”

Lack of subject access (5 // 22.7%)
Pocumentation and training materials (4 // 18.2%)

These four librarians expressed dissatisfaction both with the amount
of documentation and the difficulty of use.

"We could hire one person full time just to read, sort out and
file."”

"It's difficult to find a procedural change retrospectively.”
"We are concerned that people are wasting paper.”

"The documentation is primitive and we have seen no improve~
ment.”

ILLINET (2 // 9.1%)

"ILLINET's role as a third-party broker when they are over-
burdened and understaffed creates a problem.”

In addition, these concerns were mentioned by individuwal respondents:

Diffizslty of searching non-print titles

Lack of corporate access duriag the day

Lack of Sears subject headinge

DPifficulty in changing subsystems

The slow turnaround time to receive the catalcg cards
Scarcity of information on foreign journals

The need to prepay ILLINET

The feelling that the terminal should be in use all of the itime and
the library does not have enough work for it to do

Difficulty of budgeting for OCLC in a corporate enviroument

The expensa of down-time ard tymmet costs for dial access

The need to change internal procedures and the disruption this causes
The time commitment for retrospective conversion

Bad placement of the terminal and difficulty for staff use
Difficulty in covering the library as a guest when a staff member
must be at the terminal

The staff time needed to complete a total interlibrary loan trans-
action

The critical need for a skilled operator (for dial access) and the
difficulty of this when turnover is high

The lack of user orientation at OCLC
"My age. For awhile I didn’t think I was going to survive."




0f the disadvantages, which were the most serious for your library? (N=22)

Cost (20 // 90.9%)

Twenty libraries (90Z) cited cost as the most serious disadvantage,
eighteen of them (81.8%) cited it exclusively.

"Some faculty (school) resisted because they thought we should

be buying Looks with the money.” (School library)

"This will require more careful book selection.”

"It's worth it to us as librarians. We recognize the benefits.
The problem is convincing the administration." (Academic 1li-
brary)

Dowu-time (2 // 9.1%)

Lack of subject access (2 // 9.1%)

ILLINET (2 // 9.1%)

Other concerns given by individual librarians:
Maintenance problems with the terminal
Staff time needed for retrospective conversion

Documentation from OCLC

"0h there are problems, but we are like pioneers don't you see.
They didn't get railroads and telephones straightened out
right away - this is the same way."” (Small public library)

DOWN-TIME AND RESPONSE TIME

During the last interview, down-time and response time were given as two of
the major problems with OCLC use, Have you seen any change in these two areas
during the last year? (N=22)

Down-time and response time are better (14 // 63.6%)

Dowvn~time and response time are somewhat better (7 // 31.8%)

Down~time and response time have not improved (1 // 4.5%)
CLUSTER ARRANGEMENTS

What are the advantages of your cluster arrangement? What are the problems?
Would You have liked to have tried a different arrangement?

Cluster arrangement advantages, frqm the guest point of view (N=11)

Cemented or established good relationships with host and other libraries
(7 /7 63.62)

Experience of the host staff (3 // 27.3%)




There is no interruption of terminal work when you are away from your
own library (3 // 27.3%)

"I didn't have to supervise students at the same time."

Interlibrary loan is done for us, this ig a savings in gtaff time
(2 /7 18.22)

Sharing terminals allowed us to participate in the Project (2 // 18.2%)
Somebody else does your cataloging (1 // 9.1%)

You can borrow from the host library without sending a request (1 // 9.1%)
A short distance to the host library and a toll-free phone call (1 // 9.1%)
Planning our work in batches lead to better use of staff time (1 // 9.1%)

The cluster worked well because it was small and both libraries were of
the same size and type (1 // 9.1%)

Cluster arrangement advantages, from the host point of view (N=10)

Cemxented or established good relationships with other libraries (8 // 80Z)
Placement of terminal in their library (8 // 80%)

Sharing the costs (2 // 20%)

A better use of our investment (1 // 10%Z)

Fit in with the company's attitude towards helping the community (1 // 10%)
One cluster group, a host and a guest, each cited the fact that their
cooperation in a single community promecfed a good image for both of

thelr libraries jointly. This was used as an opportunity to show tax-
payers that two community organizatioms, a school and a library, were

working together to make the Lest use of tax dollars.

Cluster arrangement problems, from the guest point of view (N=11)

The lack of a terminal in-house, and the difficulty of using OCLC to its
full advantage {10 // 90.9%)

The travel time (7 // 63.6%)
Loss of staff use in-house (4 // 36.4%)

"Have to leave non-certified personnel in charge of the li-
brary." (School library)

Difficulty in scheduling work (2 // 18.2%)

"It's difficult for two libraries of equal activity, didn't
work as well as it could."
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Down~-time and response time (2 // 18.2%)
"We call and check. By the time we get there it's down."
The additional delay in turnaround time to get catalog cards (2 [/ 18.2%)
"Turnaround time was longer, particularly for non-print."
Concerns mentioned by individual librarians:
Cost of travel
Potential problem of deciding on how to split costs
"Should it be by FIU or terminal uge time, etc.?"

No reimbursement by the administration for time spent away from the
building (a legdl problem for schools)

Bad local phone line when using dial access
Physical accommodation of guests in a crowded situation

"Didn't want to bother them (the host library)."
"Uncomfortable working in the director's office.”

The difficulty of two libraries of equal size sharing a terminal

Communication problems when the person doing the work is not your
own staff member

Cluster arrangement problems, from the host point of view (N~iD)

Managing interlibrary loan for guest libraries (4 // 40%)

"Not always convenient.”
"Perhaps we nesd a shared terminal operator for the cluster."

There were no problems (3 // 30%)

Scheduling particularly during retrospective conversion (2 // 20%)
"I felt that I had to stick to a schedule.”

Down-time and response time, the problem of rescheduling (2 // 20%)

Time needed to do cataloging for guests (1 // 10%)

"We have plenty to do for ourselves.”

Difficulty in physically accommodating guests (1 // 10%)




Would yon have 1iked to try another cluster arrangement? (N=21)

No (17 // 81%)
Would like to be a host (4 // 19%)

PUBLIC ACCESS TERMINALS

Was the installation of the public access terminal in your library a good
experience? (N=15)

Tes (9 // 60%)

"It was right there when yon wanted to help someone."

"Public awareness has resulted in increased interlibrary loan."

"Students and faculty got heavily involved."

"We couldn't realize the full advantages because we didn't have
total retrospective conversion.™

"A visible sign to the public that libraries are keeping up."
"Kids were looking things up like you wouldn’'t believe."

"It was responsible for several student assistants getting jobs
after graduation."

"The community became more aware of the library."

Good experience, to some extent (4 // 26.7%)

"When it was working it was a positive experience.”
"Down-time, especlally during an open-house, was a real neg-
ative PR."

"There's a feeling by the public that this area doesn't need
something that fancy."

"Kids 1liked 1it; adults liked it but were afraid."

"It was an advantage to have an extra terminal for staff use."

No (2 // 13%)

"Je had it before the staff was really familiar with OCLC."

"We weren't able to sell it to the public.”

"The public wanted to use it for subject access."

"Generally a bad experience because the terminal was down over
half the time, and when it was np response time was very slow.'

REASONS FOR CONTINUING

What are Your reasons for staying in OCLC? (N=21)
The patron is better served (18 // 85.7%)

"Loss of OCLC would mean deterioration in our service to
patrons."

A better use of staff time (15 // 71.4%)

"It's a cheap staff member."




It's a futuristic statement (9 // 42.8%)

"It's keeping small libraries in the mainstream.”

"It's like mom and apple pie. It's an automation tool for 1li-
braries and we need to keep our foot in the door and keep our
options open."

We found it to be cost-effective Or cost beneficial (9 // 42.8%)

We need additional time to assess its value, in some cases to take into
effect a change in circumstances or a new in-house terminal {4 [/ 19%)

We did not want to give up our investment of time and money (3 // 14.3%)
It provides interface with the automated circulation system (3 // 14.3%)
It provides our library with greater access (2 // 9.5%)

Reasons given by individual librarians:

It is helping us to achieve the goals in our long~range plan.

Potential future applications.

Staff satisfactionm.

Staff and personmal development.

Public relations and the library's status in our organizatiom.
{School library)

"It allowed me to have a stronger program with the money avail-
able. The stronger the program, the less likely it will be
cut,"

JUSTIFICATION OF COST

How did you justify the cost of OCLC to your governing authority? (N=21)
It was not necessary to justify the cost (9 // 42.9%)

0f these, (4 // 192) of the directors felt that they had control
over their own budgets and could allocate money as they desired.
The other 5 librarians (23 // 8X) felt that their governing authore
ity was already "sold" and that further justification was not

necessary.

“"Over half the board had used it for persomal searches."
"The question always when we will automate, not if."

"I didn't justify. I left the decision to them because they
make the decisions with the money."

0f those who were required to justify OCLC to theilr governing authorities,
the rationales used were:

Improved services to patroas (8 // 38.1%)
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"Our student and faculty do not have access to a public 1li-
brary. Our being able to offer this access was very impor-
tant.” (School library)

Better use of staff time (7 // 33.3%)
The availability of better cataloging (4 // 19%)

Increased volume of use/service, particularly interlibrary loan
(3 // 14.3%)

Use for bibliographic conversion for circulation system (2 // 9.5%)
Efficiency and cost-effectiveness (2 // 9.5%)
The need to test OCLC usefulness on their own (2 // 9.5%)
The rationale were given by individual 1librarians:
Employee morale
Quicker access to information
The use of OCLC in universities and the need to prepare stu-
dents (school library)
The superintendent was convinced by the staff's willingness to
give up other items in their budget

BASIS OF DECISION

On what basls was the decision finally made? Was there one paramount factoer
or was it a balance of several factors? (N=18)

Responses to this basically repeated the earlier respenses to questions
on benefits and justification. In seven cases (38.9%) directors felt

that the decision had been made by themselves alone and that this ques-
tion did not apply to them.

The decision was based on a balance of factors (8 // 44.4%)

The factors given were chiefly those given in earlier responses.
The following quotations exemplify other reasons that came up that
had net been mentioned before:

"I doubt that they made a decision, they just refused to object.”
"Involvement by some board members using OCLC as volunteers
helped.”

"The administration and the board was in a 'computer mode'.”

"This town has always been the first to get into things; the
board sees itself as a pace-setter.”

"We didn't want to take a step backwards."

"The public access terminal was the key to the board's decision.”

"The board wants to do all they can to help this small com=
munity.”

"Automation is the direction that the world is going.”

"For a fairly reasonable cost we got incredible acceas.™
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Decision was based on a single paramount factor (3 // 16.7%)
The factors cited were, for the three different libraries:

OCLC was cost beneficial
OCLC made better use of staff time
The library needed ancother year to fully evaluate it

TERMINAL AVAILABILITY

How important was the availability of a terminal in your decision to continue?
(N=22)

Availability was important (16 // 72.7%)

Availability was not a factor (5 // 22.7%)

Not Applicable (2 // 9.1%)

Note: 1n one school library where more than one building library
director responded, the vote was split on whether the avail-
ability of the terminal was Important.

Would you have continued without a terminal? (N=22)
Yes (11 // 50%)
Would not have continued without a terminal (9 // 40.9%)

Not applicable (2 // 9.1%)

A temminal and its installation cost about $4,000 dollars. Would you have
considered buying one if the Project had not supplied onme? If yes, could

you have bought one outright or would you have needed some kind of payment
plan? (W=21)

Yes, would have tried to buy a terminal (15 // 71.4%)

“The school librarians would have tried, but it probably
would have gone no further."

"Word consider is important here."

"Would have eventually gone for it."

"It would have been wost difficult given the current econonic

situation for our company."
No, we would not have purchased (5 // 23.8%)
Not applicable, library already owns the temminal (1 // 4.8%)

Would an installment plan have been advantageous? (N=15, directors who an-
swered “ves" above)

Yes (12 // 80%)




"It would probably be absolutely necessary."

"Might have been a selling point, a large sum in the budget
looks like a major luxury item. When such a major purchase
is made, it is printed in the local paper."

"If we could buy it on time, it would have more appeal.”

No (2 // 13.3%
Don't know, ask the board (1 // 6.7%)

Note: Three of the libraries who answered ""mo"™ to the question
above responded "yes" to this question.

DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

Please describe the process of the decision-making on OCLC in your library.
(N=21)

Time when discussion of continuation began

Continuous discussion and regular updates throughout the Project
(17 // 81%)

Spring of 1982 (3 // 14.3%)
Not applicable (1 // 4.8%)
Time of the tentative decision
Spring of 1982 (13 // 61.9%)
Decision was made from the outset of the Project (5 // 23.8%)

Note: Two of these libraries indicated that a £inal final decision
was made in the spring of 1982.

Fall 1981 (4 // 19%)
Not applicable (2 // 9.5%)
Information needed to make the decision (N=20)
Cost information (20 // 100%)
Terminal distribution (20 // 100%)
Cluster arrangements (12 // 60%)
Was the decision contingent on the decision of other libraries?
No (10 // 50%)
Decision did depend on the decision of other libraries (7 // 35%)

No response (3 // 15%)
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Who influenced the decision
Decision was based on librarian's recommendation (18 // 90%)

Note: Of the two libraries where the librarian's recommendation was
not considered an influential factor, one library director
felt that the decision had been a mutzl one without a lot of
influence ysed on either side and the other librarian felt
that the director's position had been neutral and the board
made the decision.

Decision based; at least in part, on the influence of a board member or
aembers (6 // 30%)

"It was based on our long-range plan that the board adopted."
"One board member took an OCLC course at Illinois Central
College."

Influenced by the opinion of the administrative officers over the library
(1 // 5%)

Not applicable (1 // 5%)
Was the decision packet helpful?

Packet was used by the librarian sor his or her own information (16 // 80Z)

Packet was used minimally or was selected and altered for board use
(9 // 45%)

Packet was not used for the board or the administratiom at all (6 // 30%)
Packet was not useful (4 // 20%)
Some comments on the packet in general include:
““The board never got beyond the cost sheet."

"They wouldn't have looked at it, it was too involved."
"I used it to pull information for the board."

"It was too detailed, yet not specific enough."

"It was not easily understood by a lay person."

"It overwhelmed most of the board."

Packet was ysed in total for the board (1 // 5%)

Were alternative ways of using OCLC considered and what were they?

A new cluster arrangement was considered (9 // 45%)

Note: Two of these libraries had been host libraries and were con-
sidering a new set of guest libraries. One had been a guest
library and was considering moving to a new host. Six had
been guest libraries and were trying to set up clusters with




themselves as host libraries. Three of the new cluster
arrangements actually were established. Five of the other.
libraries could not establish new arrangements because of a
lack of potential guest libraries. One other reason librar-
ies gave for not wishing to be guests and for rejecting cur~
rent arrangements was that they could not realize the full
benefit of OCLC without a terminal in-house.

No alternatives were considered (7 // 35%)
Dial access was considered (& // 20%)

Note: All four of these librarigs eventually received terminals.
Two of them specifically rejected dial access and preferred
to request a CRT terminal after they saw a demonstration of
dial access use. They felt that it was too complicated for
them.

The original cluster arrangement was one alternative (4 // 20%)

SOURCE OF FUNDS

Where will the money come from to pay for OCLC? (N=2])
OCLC was -funded entirely by new money (11 // 52.4%)
A combination of new money and realignment (5 // 23.8%)

Where money was moved in total or in part from other budget lines,
the lines affected were:

Book budget (4 // 19%)
Equipment iftems (1 // 4.8%)
Two libraries alsc specifically mentioned that other parts of

their budget had been cut, but that these cuts were not related
to QCLC.

A realigument of budget lines and priorities (3 // '14.3%)

Grant or revenue sharing momey (2 // 9.5%)
Endowment income (2 // 9.5%)
Management by objective budgeting (1 // 4.8%)
Note: Of libraries financing through new money, six were publiec,
one was a school library, three ware special libraries,
and one was academic.

Source of money by type of library

Academic (Nwl) - New money added to budget
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Public (N=12)
New money - 6
Combination of new money and realignment - 3
Contingency meney - 1
Realignment of budget lines -~ 2
School librarics (N=4)
New money - 6
Combination of realignment and new money - 2
Realignment of priorities -1
Special libraries (N=3)
New money = 3

RESERVATIONS

Do you have any reservations about continuing to use OCLC? (N=21)

Cost (20 // 95,2%)

Note: The library that did not cite cost has a private endowment
and ne budget problems.

Specifically, increased telecommunications costs - &
Specifically, total zost - 1
Specifically, arbitrary price changes ~ 1

"Telecommunications costs could force us out,"”
"We are concerned about retaining financing for both JCLC
and an automated circulation system.”

Responsiveness of OCLC to non~academic libraries and/or smaller units
of service (5 // 23.,8%)

Additional concerns mentioned by individual librarians: °

Interfacsing with other automated systems 3

The development and implementation of other OCLC systems, specifi-
cally, acquisitions

The need for subject access

Improvement in down-time

Whether a cheaper alternative emerges

We are concerned with waking good use of our investment

Whether the book budget should continue to be reduced for OCLC
costs.

The need to keep up~-to-date on changes
Meeting future training needs for staff turnover
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Whether our new cluster will work
Problems of clustering in a small facility

How the general ‘public will evaluate our decision
The development of a policy on interlibrary loan use

"We are still considering whether to continue after this year,
we have many questions and we need to be convinced that it’s
cost—effective. I think IVLS should use OCLC but I am not
8o sure about member liuraries."

PROJECT EVALUATION

How do you feel now about your participation in the Project? Was it a good
experience for you? Your staff? Your community? (N=21)

Felt that the library’s participation was a positive experience
(20 // 95.2%)

“"For the staff it provided job enrichment; for the faculty

it was enlightening; and for students it was educational.
I’ve learned a lot of new things and unlearned some others."

"It’s nice to be in front for once."

"I learned so much it's mind boggling."”

"I'd have been crushed if we couldn't continue.”

"It was good, but there was some initial fear and staff
resistance.”

"Had I known at the beginning that we couldn’t continue, it
wouldn't have been worth it."

"Mostly we benefited, but once in awhile we had a book to share
too."

"I have been pleased that IVLS initiated it and pleased with
how they handled it."

Mixed reaction (1 // 4.8%)
Do you think the System was right to sponsor this Project? (N=21)
Yes (20 // 95.2%)

"IVLS ig not a provider but a facilitator, they were trying
to encourage libraries tc provide services at their maximum
abilities.™ )

"If IVLS had not sponsored it, there would not have been a
chance for small librariea to experience OCLC."

"Without IVLS endorsement we probably would not have adopted
OCLC so quickly."

"It wa3 valuable because it gave us the ability of evaluating
OCLC first hand."

"The system has done a wonderful Job, we are getting benefits
we wouldn’t have even thought about.”

"A lot of people go to computer gchools and pay, I waa learning
at no expense to myaelf."
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"It is exactly the type of project IVLS should sponsor. This
is the kind of thing that individual 1ibraries could not
afford to experiment with, but collectively with some guid-
ance from IVLS it can be done."

IVLS should not have sponsored the Project (1 // 4.8%)

"I qguestion the use of money for this Project, it could have
been used in other ways.”

CONTINUING NEEDS

In your continuing OCLC operations, what kind of services or written materials
do you need from OCLC, ILLINET, IVLS? {(N=21)

Needed from OCLC

Better documentation (18 // 85.7%)

"They waste a lot of money on paper. We're paying for all this

paper.”
"I would recommend development of pocket reference guides."

"The need for documentation depends a lot on the level of

trainirg of the staff."
"It needs better indexing organization."

Additional concerns mentioned by individual librarians:

A more user-oriented approach
Free time for experimentation on dial access, like DIALOG

Improved pricing structure

"We are considering the use of the acquisitions subsystem. We
would be ordering for an entire company and would use that
subsystem far more than cataloging or interlibrary loan. If
costs were redistributed on a real use basis, OCLC could
generate wore revenue and it would enable smaller libraries,
often with valuable unique resources, tc consider entering
their entire collection in the data base. We would all
benefit."”

Needed from ILLINET

Unsure of ILLINET's role (8 // 38.1%)

"I1f ILLINET cannot define a role for themselves to be performed
on our behalf, OCLC would be better served by eliminating the
middle-man."

Less paper (1 // 4.8%)
Needed from IVLS

Cheat-sheets (training aids) (13 // 61.9%)




Training enhancements and updates (12 // 57.1%)
To act as a go-between, to interpret actions and documents (12 // 57.1%)

Original cataloging and/or back-up for original cataloging (11 // 52.4%)

Training for new staff (10 // 47.6%)

Help with equipment problems (3 // 14.3%)

Help in handling, sorting documentation, profiling the materials needed
by a library (3 // 14.3%)

Automation consultant (2 // 9.5%)




APPENDIX J
END-PROJECT INTERVIEW RESPONSES

Governing Authorities of Libraries Continuing on OCLC

By June 30, 1982 a1l full participants in the OCLC Experimental Project had to
decide whether to continue using OCLC and assume the full costs. In July and
August of 1982 a member of the governing authority for most full Project
participants was interviewed individually. The interviews wete done, whenever
possible, at that person's library ot place of business. The questions to be
asked were sent to the interviewee about two weeks before the scheduled inter-
view. A copy of these questions follows this introduction.

In six of the twenty-two continuing libraries, the director had enough control
of his or her budget and priorities to feel that the decision had been made
without detajled input from any governing authority. In these cases, there
was no interview of these authorities. The libraries excluded were Eureka
College Library, Methodist Medical Center Medical Library, Caterpillar Tractor
Company Business Library, Caterpillar Tractor Company Technical Informaticn
Center, Pekin Community High School and Limestone High School.

Since the questions were open-ended, responses with similar meaning might be
phrased several different ways by respondents. The interviewer, in reporting
the responses, had to summarize and group these responses into categories.
Quotes from some governing authority membetrs have been included in the report
to give the reader an idea of the tonme and range of responses being summarized.

These results are used In several tables in the body of the report. In some
cases they are combined with the responses from governing authority members
of libraries which did not continue using OCLC. For this reason, figutes
given here may not always match those in the tables.

At the time the interviews were done, one library had not yet decided about
continuing on OCLC. The governing authnrity was interviewed using the instru-
ment for libraries not continuing. Because this library eventually continued
for another year, the answers appear in this appendix whenever they are appro-
priate. For questions that were not asked at this library, the number of
respondents is reduced to 15; as noted.

Another library in unusual circumstances was a public library which had bought
their own terminal during the Project. Many of the questions on decision-
making did not apply to them.




Intarview Questions - Governing Authority
Libraries Continuing with OCLC
During these interviews we would 1ike not only your personal response butr, if
you are a member of a board, the response in terms of the board members. We
are interested in understanding which issues generated consensus and where

there might be disagreement.

1. What are your reasons for staying in QCLC? What are the benefits you

anticipate?
-
2., On what basis was the decision finally made? Was there one paramount
factor or was 1t a balance of several factors?
4 3. How important was the availability of a terminal in your deecision to

continue? Would vou have continued if you had not had the terminal?

4. A terminal and 1its installation cost about 54,000. Would you consider i
buying one if the Project had not supplied one? Couid you have bought
one outright or would you need some kind of payment plan?

5. Please describe the process of the decision-making on OCLC in your 1i- :
brary. For instance, when did you begin discussions with your director? )
Was any tentative decision made while more information was sought? Was !
your decision coatingent on that of other libraries or ¢n terminal place-
ment? Who was most influential in the final decision? Was the decision .
packet from IVLS used? What alternatives (dial access, clustering) were :
considered and why were they rejected?

6. Where will the money come from to support OCLC activities?
7. What 1s the most important use of OCLC in your view?

8. Did you have any reservations about continuing to use OCLC?
9, Is your decision in any way conditional?

10. Is there any information that you need on a continuing basis either for
planning or to sustain your participation in OCLC?

11. Was the communication with the board aoout tne Project and OCLC in Beneral
suficient during the last few years? Was there sufficient and accurate
compunication from the System?

12, As you understand what has been presented to you, what do You feel are
the benefits of OCLC use in your library, and what are the problems?
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END-PROSECT INTERVIEW RESPONSES

Governing Authority of Libraries Continuing on OCLC

BENEFITS
What are Your reasons for staying in OCLC? (N=16)
More effective use of staff time (11 // 64.7)

"Freed librarian for professional tasks like teaching library
skills."
"They can now do the job librarians are supposed to do."

- Interlibrary loan (10 // 58.8%)

More specifically access %o resources (10 // 58.8%)
Specifically, speed (1 // 5.9%

"It's the gravy soon to be the meat.”

"Interlibrary loan has increased a great deal since OCLC.
Patrons of a small community have just as valid need for
access to resources.”

Improved service to patrons (9 // 52.92)
Cataloging (8 // 47.1%)

Specifically, improved quality of cataloging (3 // 17.6%)

Specifically, better turnaround time (2 // 11.82)

Specifically, cataloging was easier (2 // 11.8%)

Specifically, uniformity of cataloging and professional look
(L // 5.9%)

Specifically, greater efficiency (1 // 5.9%)

Specifically, cost compared to other optioms (1 // 5.9%)

"The catalog wvas a mess."
"We had no catalog. Now we do!"

Increased use of the library (4 // 23.5%)
"Interlibrary loan has increased a great deal since OCLC."
"Library is being used more in these poor economic times."
- "We've got patrons using it all the time."
Improved employee morale or job satisfaction (3 // 17.6%)

"Staff job satisfaction was improved because menial tasks
were reduced.”

Public relations/library image (2 // 11.8%)

"People are fascinated by this thing out there."
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Other subsystems may have potential value (1 // 5.9%)
Cost~ef fective for the district (1 // 5.9%)
General comments

""The board felt that though OCLC has its flaws and defects,
it was worth continuing for one more year."

"We really felt that if IVLS was going to enter the Project,
it would not be completely valid unless small libraries
were in."

"This was a real opportunity for us. It was now or never."

"We felt that if we could swing it financially we should
stick with {¢."

“The board appreciates the work and dedication of the librar- -
ian. She thought it was a good idea, and we knmew it would
help her.™

"We didn't want to be left out."

"We needed more time to evaluate OCLC without a guest."
"This is the direction of the future (computers) and it may
be possible to interface with other systems in the future."

DISADVANTAGES (N=16)

Cost (13 // 76.5%)

'"At present it costs 10% of our cperating costs."

"If someone presents a cheaper alternative to OCLC with the
same capability, we would consider it."

"Escalating costs will break the back of the small library."
"Libraries can't plan for increases.”

"Can't think of any disadvantages. I suppose cost could be
one."

"Cost as a disadvantage only in light of current budget costs
by the city, I believe it's cost-effective for us."

Cost~effectiveness could not be determined (2 // 11.8%)
Specifically, telecotmunications charges and variations (1 // 5.9%)

Down~-time or poor respouse time (9 // 52.9%)
Travel time in a cluster arrangement (4 // 23.5%)
Could not use OCLC to full advantage without a terminal (4 // 23.5%) =
Staff time required for traveling, retro, erc. (3 // 17.6%)

Not having the staif in-house in a cluster arrangememt (2 // 11.8%)

Cluster arrangements in general (2 // 11.8%)

"We're too large to cluster.”
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Additional concerns mentioned by individual respondents:

Scheduling

I understand that the cluster did not work for our guests
Still do not know if it's cost-effective

Dependence on OCLC equipment and telecommunications

Hope that we will be able to use it now that we’ve finished

cataloging the collection
It was poorly managed in-house

BASIS OF DECISION

On what basis was the decision finally made? Was there one paramount factor
or was it a balance of several factors? (N=16)

Decision based on a paramount factor (6 // 37.5%) That factor being:
0CLC and/or asutomation seen as the way of the future (4 [/ 26.7%)

"We need to keep up with the future direction of libraries."
"This is the way modern technology is going and we’d bhetter
be in there.”

"We wanted t' keep up with the times and modernize. It’s
hard for a little library to keep up.”

"The bhoard unanimously agreed that this was the future.”

We need more time to evaluate this (1 // 6.7%)
Librarian's recommendation (1 // 6.7%)

Decision based on a balance of factors (10 // 62.5Z) Those factors being:
Benefits named in the first question (4 // 26.7%)

Commitment (2 // 13.3%)

"We are committed to the contribution that automation can
make to small libraries.”

Did not want to give up money and effort already spent (1 // 6.7%)

"We are locked in. We've invested money, time and training
already. I don't think we had a real choice.”

Additional factors named by individual respondents:

Librarians were willing to give up part of their budget to
keep OCLC (School library)

Better service to patrons

More cffective use of a small staff

Better use of professional staff

Students were hetter served

"We need to modernize to keep up with increased demands for
more materials."”




Librarian's recommendation
Achievewent of objectives in our louvg-range plan, specifically
improved cataloging turnaround time and use of automation

"Since we could afford it, we could stay in and be in a better
position in a year to evaluate."

TERMINAL AVAILABILITY

How Important was the availability of a terminal in your decision to continue?
{(N=15)

Did terminsl availability play a role in the decision?
Yes (9 // 60%)

"Without a terminal the decision probably would have gone the
other way."

"Wery important in the board's decision.”

"Not getting a terminal might have influenced the decision
the other way."

Not applicable, always intended to cluster (1 // 6.7%)
Would you have continued without a terminal? (N=15)
Yes (10 // 66.7%)

"We'd continue, one way or another."
“Yes, if the librarians had supported it.”
"I don't lmow, but probably."”

No (4 // 26.7%)

A terminal and its installation cost about $4,000. Would you have con-
sidered buying one if the Project had not supplied one? (N=15)

Would have considered purchase (11 // 73.3%)

"We .ould have had to take another look if we had to pay
for a terminal.”

"Such a thing would be a possibility but it would have to
wait until we could secure the funds."

"Definitely, but it would have depended on how our money was
at the time."

"It would have been considered.”

"It's hard to say, we really want to be modern but the village
board does not sympathize with the library. %o would really
have to mull that omne over."

"We would have considered the decisijon longer, but probably
would not have changed the outcome.”

"Would have scraped the money togciher somehow."

"Someday we may have more than one. You have to be pro=-
gressive."”

256




Would not have considered purchase (4 // 26.7%)

"We've got other priorities at the moment."

"The board is all over 45, conservative and with no auto-
mation experience."

Could you have bought one outright or would you need some kind of payment
plan? (N=15)

An installment payment plan would have had advantages for us (11 // 73.3%)

"If the plan was interest—free or if the charge was relatively
low."

"Yes, we would have used such an optior on a major capital
cutlay." ,

"Might have been something for board to consider. Never
purchased anything this way before, so it would have set

a precedent."

"It would be a nice option."

Payment plan would not have helped (2 // 13.3%)
"Three years ago it would have helped. Now money would have
come from a capital development fund."
'We wouldn't have needed it."

Not applicable (2 // 13.3%)

DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

Please describe the process of decision-making on OCLC in ywur 1library.
When did the discussions concerning continuation begin? (N=15)

Discussion was continuous throughtout the Project (8 // 53.3%)

"We discussed it heavily at budget time."

"There was no discussion of would we, it was how would we."
"Actually since the Bradley meetings years ago.

Spring of 1982 (5 // 33.3%)
Was any tentative decision made? (N=15)

Spring 1982 (11 // 73.3%)

"It wasn't any easy decision to make.”

"We got monthly reports from the previous director.
The board tried to be open in their thinking. We made the
decision after the new director came [in January]."

"We took each step as it was presented to us, without any
bumps."

"There was no real question about 1it."




Pretty much determined to stay in from the beginning of the Project
(2 /7 13.3%)

What information was needed for the decision? (N=16)
Cost (16 // 100%)
Terminal distribution (12 // 75%)
Cluster arrangements (6 // 37.5%)
Was your decision contingent on the decisions of others? (N=15)
No (13 // 86.7%)
Yes, in regard to clustering only (2 // 13.3%)
Who influenced the decision? (N=15)

Based on librarian's recommendation (11 // 73.3%2)

"The board places a lot of confidence in the director. It

is not a rubber stamp, however, we must be convinced of
the value of the expenditure.”
"Key factor."

Board member or administrator (7 // 46.7%)

Specifically, the board presideat (3)

Specifically, board members who had worked at
the terminal (2)

Specifically, the superintendent or dean (2)

Staff recommendations (1 // 6.7%)
Parents' groups of 2 schocl (1 // 6.7%)
School curriculum committee (1 // 6.7%)
Was the decision packet used/helpful? (N=16)
Packet was used by the board to some extent (7 // 43.8%)

"Many of us reviewed it. It was filled with library jargon."
"Overwhelming because of amount of information.”

"Reviewed by the board, everyone was prepared when they came
to the meeting.”

"Yes, very little."

"To a degree."

Used by the librarian to prepare information for the board (7 // 43.8%)

"It was more yaluable for a professional.”

"It was too overwhelming, I don't think the board takes that
kind of thing home and searchas out what they need."

"The librarian was the board's <ource of information."

25 8



It was not used (4 // 25%
"I don't recall having seen it."
"Our decision was made prior to receiving it."
"Not useful input."
Were other alternatives considered? (N=14)

Yes (7 // 50%)

All of these libraries yare considering cluster arrangements which
can be broken into the following groups:

Forming a new cluster (4)

Acting as a guest to the same or different host {(4)
Retaining the original cluster {3)

Acting as a host to the original or new guests {(3)

No alternatives were considered (7 // 50%)

Cf these, one library felt the only way they could participate was
as a guest. The other 6 libraries were large or medium-sized public
libraries and wished to retain a terminal.

Reasons why alternatives were rejected (N=7)

The full benefit of OCLC could not be realized without a terminal
in-house {4 // 57.1%)

Potential cluster members made other decisions (3 // 42.9%)

The library got its own terminal (1 // 14.3%)

legal problems with the staff working outside the school district
{1 /] 14.3%)

SOURCE OF FUNDS

Where will the money come from to support OCLC activities? (N=14)
New money added to the budget (6 // 42.9%)
Realignment of priorities and budget lines (6 // 42.9%)
For those libraries realigning their budgets, only two inter-
viewees would say for sure that the money was coming from a
materials or boek budget.

Contingency money {1 // 7.1%)

Combination of new money and realignment (1 // 7.1%)
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RESERVATIONS

Did you have any reaervations about continuing to use OCLC? (N=15)

Cost (12 // 80%)

"Is it really that costly to maintain a terminal?

Why not have an optional maintenance agreement as there 1is
with other equipment?”

"We may discover OCLC costs more in the short term but in the
long run it's much better.”

"Other than that, no if, anda, or buts.”

"There weren't a lot of reservations. The budget will be the
determining factor in the future.”

"Had we known the full cost initially, we probably would

have cataloged ourselves and not purchased the terminal."

Cost-effectiveness for a particular library (4 // 26.7%)

No reservations (2 // 13.3%)

Bugs in the systems (1 // 6.7%)

Interface with other systems (1 // 6.7%)

Whether elementary students really need this degree of access (1 // 6.7%)

Unknown operational costs for a new building (1 // 6.7%)

Is your decision in any way conditional? (N=15)

Continuation will be reviewed annually (11 // 73.3%)
"Finances may make it necessary to conaider what goes if the
economy and enrollment continue to drop.”
“"As with everything else it will be reviewed periodically.
Anything of this importance would not be just left to run
along."

No conditions (4 // 26.7%)

"It would take a miserable experience to cause ua to alter
our thinking."

CONTIJUING NEEDS

Is there any information that you need on a continuing basis wcither for
planning or to sustain your participation in OCLC? (N=15)

Information on the coata and benefits for ou=r library (10 // 66.7%)

Continued staff support and recommendation for it (1C // 66.7%)




Cost information (7 // 46.7%)

Statistical information (2 // 13.3%)

Information about the equipment (1 // 6.7%)

"The board 1s afraid that the equipment will be hopelessly
outdated far too soon."

How to put it to best use (1 // 6.7%)

PROJECT EVALUATION

Was the communication with the board about the Project and OCLC insufficient
during the last two years? (N=l3)

Yes (14 // 93.3%)

"I made them produce a lot of information to convince me.

This wasn't something we were just going to play around with.
"Adequate and upfront 31l the time.,"

"Always kept us aware that we would have to make a decision
in the end." _
"Kept us informed but long delay in getting information out."
"When we had a question, the director called dowm and got

the answer."
"We had the necessary information available to us."

1L

No (1 // 6.7%)
£
"I tuink we have been informed on what IVLS thought we wanted
to hear. Sometimes we need to know about issues behind the
question.”

How do you feel about your library's participation in the Project? (N=15)
Positive, it was a good experience (15 // 100%)

"Experience gained from the Project was well worth the effort
even if we had found it necessary to drop out at the end."
"The two year experience was definitely worth it even if the

library had not continued."

"I think it was a good experience. At first I thought it was
kind of goofy = this little library. I felt that it was
something that would never come to pass here so why begin.
Now I feel it was something modern our little, old fashioned
place was involved in."

"Until you run an experiment with your owm people, you can't
evaluate the product.”




Was IVLS right to spomsor such a project? (N=15)

Yes (14 // 93.3%)

"“The sponsorship by IVLS was not a controlling factor in
the board's decision, but it meant something to us."

"This is the type of thing IVLS should be doing."

"IVLS was Tight to encourage s to expand our horizons."

"We must do this kind of experimentation. It's really
important to look toward the future."




APPENDIX K
END-PROJECT INTERVIEW RESPONSES

Directors of Libraries Not Continuing on OCLC

By June 30, 1982 all full participants in the OCLC Experimental Project had to
decide whether to continue using OCLC and sssume all costs of such continua-
tion. In July and August of 1982 the director of each library which was a
full Project participant was interviewed individually at his or her library.
The questions to be asked were sent to the directors approximately two weeks
before the interview. A copy of the questions for directors of libraries not
continuing to use OCLC after the Project follows this introductiom.

Since the questions were open—ended, responses with similar meaning might be
phrasesd several different ways by respondents. The interviewer, in reporting
the respouses, had to summarize and group these respouses into categories.
Quotes from some directors have been included in the report to give the reader
an idea of the tone aud range of responses being summarized.

These results are used in several tables in the body of the report. In some

cases they are combined with the responses from directors of libraries which
continued OCLC use. ¥For this reason, figures given here may not 2lways match

those in the tables.
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Interview Questions -« Directors

Libraries Leaving QCLC

1.

10.

il.

Now that you have had further experience with OCLC, what do you feel are
the benefits of its use for your library? Which of these are the three
most important benefits?

What do you feel are the disadvantages or problems with your use of OCLC?
Which three of these are most important?

During the last interview, down~time and response time were given as two
of the major problems with QCLC use. Have you seen any change ir these
two areas during the last year?

“ - N
What are the advantages or problems of your cluster arrangement? Would
you liked to have tried a different arrangement?

Was the installation of a public access terminal in your library a good
experience?

What was the basis for your decision to drop OCLC? Was there one para-
mount factor or was it a balance of several factors?

If the problem was only cost, can you estimate a price that would have
made it possible for you to stay in?

How important was the availability of terminals to your decision? Would
you have decided differently if a terminal could have been placed in your
library?

Please describe the process of the decision-making on QCLC in your li-
brary. For instance, when did you begin the discussions with your gov-
erming authority? Was any tentative decision made while more information
wrs sought? Was your decision contingent on that of other libraries or
on terminal placement? Who was most influential in the £inal decision?
Was the decision packet from IVLS used? What alternatives (dial access,
clustering) were considered and why were they rejected?

What future changes, in QCLC or your library, might lead you to recon-
sider QCLC use?

How do you feel now about your participation in the Project? Was it a
good experience for you? your staff? your cocmmunity? Do you think the
System was right to sponsor this Project?
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END-PROJECT INTERVIEW RESPONSES

Directors of Libraries Not Continuing on OCLC

BENEFITS

Now that you have had further experience with OCLC, what do you feel are
the benefits its use for your library? (NH=7)

Interlibrary loan in general (6 // 85.7%)

Under the gemeral category of interlibrary loan, some libraries
cited specific aspects of it.

Access to resources (4 // 57.1%)

Sharing our resources with others (4 // 57.1%)

"Interesting to see how important sharing the collection with
others was."

"Requests were coming in for old materials we cun't use.”

"Somebody knows we're here."

“"Enjoyable to see how valuable our collection was to other
libraries.”

Speed of interlibrary loan (2 // 28.6%)

Confirmation of availability (1 // 14.3%)

Cataloging (5 // 71.4%)

In the general category of cataloging, some libraries cited more
specific benefits:

Better quality cataloging (4 // 57.1%)
Turnaround time to receive cards (3 // 42.9%)
More professional looking cards (3 // 42.9%)
Easier cataloging (1 // 14.3%)

Improved employee morale (4 // 57.1%)

"It was a challenge, but I proved I could do 1it."
"It's more fun and it makes you feel more professional."

More effective use of staff time (2 // 28.6%)

Inproved service to patrons (2 // 28.6%)




Public relations value (1 // 14.3%)

Verification {1 // 14.3%)

Machine~readable tapes (1 // 14.3%)

Electric outlets {1 // 14.3%)

There were no benefits for the librar? (1 // 14.32)

Of the benefits mentioned, which were most important for your library’ (N=7)

Interlibrary loan (4 // 57.1%)

Specifically, access (2)
Specifically, speed (2)

Cataloging (4 // 57.1%)

Specifically, quality {(4)
Specifically, turnaround time (2)

Don't know or doesn't apply (2 // 28.6%)
Better use of staff time (1 // 14.3%)
Improved morale and job satisfaction (1 // 14.3%)
Machine-readable tapes (1 // 14.3%)
BISADVANTAGES

What do you feel are the disadvantages or problems with your use of OCLC?
(N=7)

Cost (7 // 100%}

"It is not worth it for our library.”
"Rising costs with no limit scared the board."

Staffing preilems (5 // 71.4%)

"Put an extraz burden cn the librarian, it was just one more
thing to contend with.”

"“Lack of personnel to work at the terminzl."”

"Reduction of staff time in the library.”

"This ls not the thing for a library with one part-time staff
member. I was really stretching it and I couisn't do things
properly."

"Required extra time for which I :asn't reimbursed.”

YA power base may develop with certain staff members only
using OCLC."

"it was a huge change in routin~s. Changes in scheduling that
meant lost flexibflicy. This had a bad effect on a staff
used to working independently.”
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Dowvn~-time (3 // 42.92)
"Minor irritant.”
Additional ~oncerns of individual librarians:

It was a terrible ywaste of money and paper. We never opened
the envelopes and we couldn’t understand what was in them.
Documentation is poorly designed and indexed, important ideas are
buried in the narrative.

Toc many cards that we didn't need.

Incredible time delay in getting cards after a book was in cir-
culation.

Labels and book cards are fading.
Many very current titles are backlogged.

Problems with a local high school student using the data base
illegally.
Physical space required to accommodate the printer and terminal.

Not cost—effective {2 // 28.6%)
Interlibrary loan paperwork must be kept up because terminal is
not available on Sunday.

Heavy staff load to process incoaming interlibrary loan requests.

Variables regarding OQCLC use should have been identified at the
beginning of the Project, such as the staffing changes required
and the queing effect.

Which disadvantages were most serious for your library? (N=7)

Cost (7 // 100%)

DOWN-TDME AND RESPONSE TIME

During the last interview, down-time and response time were given as two
of the major problems with OCLC use. Have you seen any change in these
two areas during the last year? (N=7)

Yes, the situation has improved (7 // 100%)
"We haven't had much trouble."

"Somewhat, but 2 decent typist could type much faster than
the machine."




CLUSTER ARRANGEMENTS

What are the advantages or problems of your cluster arrangement?

Cluster arrangement advantages, from guest point of view (N=6)

Good relationship cemented or established (6 // 100%)
Use of experience of host staff (1 // 16.7%)

No interruption during terminal use (1 // 16.7%)

Didn't have to deal with breakdown problems (1 // 16.7%)

Cluster arrangement advantages, from host point of view (N=1)

Placement of terminal in their library (1)
Cemented or established good relations (1)

Cluster arrangement problems, from guest point of view (N=6)

Using interiibrary loan and dealing with the message file (3 // 50%)
Down-time when you're traveling (2 // 33.3%)

The time (not reimbursed) needed for retrospective conversion (2 // 33.3%)
Travel time (2 // 33.3%)

Can't use OCLC to full advantage (1 // 16.7%)

Scheduling termiral time (1 // 16.7%)

Carrying materials to the terminal (1 // 16.7%)

Turnaround *ime t5 receive cards with our cluster arrangement (1 // 16.7%)
Manopolization o2 the dial access terminal by anothev library (1 // 16.7%)

Library's location far from System headquarters (1 // 16.7%)

Cluster arcangement problems, from host point o” view (N=l)

Scheduling (1)
Physical space to accommodate the guest (1)

Is there another arrangemeat that you would like to have tried? (N=7)

Not really (7 // 100%)

“Now that we are checking the message file for another
library, I see that it is an irritanc."”




PUBLIC ACCESS TERMINAL

Was the installation of the public access terminal in your library a good
experience? (N=3)

To some extent (4 // 80%)

"Did not have an impact on the community.™

"It was a positive experience, but it was nct well used."

"The kids had a ball with it, but few used it seriously.”

"It was good, but not as many people as we hoped used it."

"The community didn't respond and we had problems housing
the terminal."

Yes (1 // 20%)

BASIS OF DECISION

What was the basis for Your decision to drop OCLC? Was there one paramount
factor or was it a balance of several factors? (N=7)

Cost (6 // 85.7%)
No demand or need from the patroms (3 /) 42.9%)
Not cost-effective, couldn't justify (3 // 24.9%)

Other priorities for the library (2 // 28.6%)

Note: 1In one case, this was staff salaries, in another an automated
circulation system.

Additional comments by individual librarians:

Lack of board interest

Can't manage it alone

Not enough experience with interlibrary loan in~house at the time
the decislion was made

OCLC's track record

"Changing costs make it impossible to plan.”

"st the time of the decision we had not yet had the public
terminal and had no experlence with the benefits of inter-
library loan."

"In a time of economic recession, when most people are out
of work, the board felt the library should not spend a lot
of money on the terminal.”

"We view this as a temporary decision."




One factor or a balance of factors

Decision based on a balance of factors (5 // 71.4%)
Decision based on a single factor (2 // 28.63%)
Note: In both cases the factor was cost

If the problem was only cost, can you estimate a2 price that would make it
possible for you to stay in?

Only one library responded to this specifically.
"We could have handled the FTU costs but not the maintenance."

TERMINAL AVAILABILITY

How important was the availability of terminals in your decision? Would you
have decided differently if you could have been guaranteed a terminal in
your library?

All libraries answered this "no", terminal availability was not an
important item elther because they knew they could not afford one
or bacause they knew they would have gotten cone had they stayed in.

DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

Please describe the process of decision-making concerning OCLC in your
library.

Time when discussion of continuation began (N-7)
Spring 1982 (&4 /7 57.1'%
"For two meetings it was practically all we discussed.”
Continucus throughoui the Project (2 // 28.6%)

"pretivy much from the beginning, we had det_rwined that we
wou'ls not continue."

Not zpplicable, the board did not discuss it (1 // 14.3%)

of 2 tentative decision (N=7)

Spring of 1982 (5 // 71.4%)

From the beginning of the Project (1 // 14.3%)

Not applicable, no decision was made (1 // 14.3%)
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Information need;d for the decision (N=7)
Cost (6 // 85.7%)
Possible cluster arrangements (4 // 57.1%)
Terminal distribution (2 // 2B8.6%)
Not applicable, no decision was made (1 // 14.3%)
Was the decision centingent on the decisions of other libraries? (N=7)
No (6 // 85.7%)
Yes (1 // 14.3%)
Who, if anyone, had a major influence on the decision? (N=7)
Based on librarian's recommendation (3 // 42.9%)

"I'm not sold on it for small libraries, I'd rather spend
the money on books."

Influence of the board- treasurer (2 // 28.6%)

"The treasurer is reluctant to spend money, and is very
forceful."

Not applicable (2 // 28.6%)
Was the decision packet used? (N=7)

No (5 // 71.4%)
"Didn’t remember seeing or getting a decision packet.”
"Too much information, confusing."
"Too technical for board."

Yes (2 // 28.6%)

"Too detailed, but I think some board members looked at it,"
"Decision packet was helpful, I gave it to the board along
with an explanation of how it affected our library."
Were any other alternatives considered? (N=7)
No (&4 // 57.1%)
Yes (3 // 42.9%)

Using the original cluster (2)
Forming a new cluster with a different host (1)

Why alternatives were rejected? (N=3)

"It would take too much time to cluster.”
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"Couldn't afford even to cluster."

"If we continued at all, we wanted 2 terminal in-house, not a cluster."

RECONSIDERATION

What future changes in OCLC or your library might lead you to reconsider
OCLC use? (N=7)

Reduction of OCLC costs (5 // 71.4%)
Specifically, cost increases being better controlled (1 // 14.3%)
Increased library revenue (5 // 71.4%)
More staff (3 // 42.9%)
Future experience (2 // 28.6%)
Additional considerations wentioned by individual librarians:
Simpler terminals

Board turmover
If IVLS stopped interlibrary loan service

If OCLC is the only viable alternative to keep circulation
data base up-to-date,

PROJECT EVALUATICN

How do you feel now about your participation in the Project? Was it a good
experience for you? “our staff? Your community? (N=7)

Prrticipation in the Project
Participation was - positive experience (7 // 100%)

"It sOw.\ww made us a part of the whole System.”
"Orportinity to test it first hand."

"T 44 -moverad I could do it as well as the .ae-xt One, age
doesn’t make any difference.”

"It was like opening up a magic box."

"A good experience for both patrons and staff.”

"A good experience in 3Judgement and 't was good for staff
growth."

Do vou think the System was rvight to spoﬁsor this Proje. t? (W= "

Yes (7 // 100%)

"It's given us a2 real <ense of what -. involved with
automation.’

"I feilt IVLE was enlightening us.’

"Doing research on OLLC was faseinz ‘ng.”
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APPENDIX L
END-PROJECT INTERVIEW RESPONSES

Governing Authorities of Libraries Not Continuing on OCLC

By June 30, 1982 all full participants in the OCLC Experimental Project had to
decide whether to continue using OCLC and assume the full costs. In July and
August of 1982 a member of the governing authority for wmost full participants
wvas interviewed individually. The interviews were done, whenever possible, at
that person’s library or place of business. The questions to be agked were
sent to the interviewee about two weeks before the scheduled interview. A
copy of these questions follows this introduction. For all of the seven
libraries not continuing on OCLC, a member of the governing board was inter-
viewed.

Since the questions were open-ended, responses with similar meaning might be
phrased several different ways by respondents. The interviewer, in reporting
the responses, had to summarize and group these responses into categories.
Quetes from some governing authority members have been included in the report
to give the reader an idea of the tone and range of responses being summarized.

These results are used in several tables in the body of the report. In some
cases they are combined with the responses frof governing authority members of
libraries which continued using OCLC. For this reason, figures given here may
not always match those in the tables.




Interview Questions ~ Governing Authority

Libraries Dropping OCLC

During these interviews we would like not only your personal response but, 1if
you are a member of a board, the response in terms of the board menbers. We
are interested in understanding which issues generated consensus and where
there might be disagreement.

l. What are your reasons for dropping OCLC?

2. On what basis was the decision finslly made? Was there one paramount
factor or was it a balance of geveral factors?

Hdow important was the availability of a terminal in your decision not to
continue? Would you have continued if you had had a terminal?

Please describe the process of the decision-making on OCLC in your li-
brary. For instance, when did you begin discussions with your director?
Was any tentative decision made while more information was sought? Was
your decision contingent on that of other libraries or on terminal place-
ment? Who was most influential in the final decision? Was the decision
packet from IVLS used? What alterrmatives (dial access, clustering) were
considered and why were they rejected?

Was the compunication with the board about the Project and OCLC in general
sufficient during the last few years? Was there sufficient and accurate
communication from the System?

As you understand what has been presented to you, what do you feel were
the benefits of OCLC use in your library, and what were the problems?
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END~PROJECT INTERVIEW RESPONSES

Governing Authorities of Libraries Not Continuing on .OCLC

BENEFITS

As you understand what has been presented to you, what do you feel are
the benefits of OCLC uge in your library and what are the problems?

Benefits and advantages of OCLC {(N=7)
Interlibrary loamn (5 // 71.4%)

Specifically, access (2)
Specifically, speed (1)

Cataloging (3 // 42.9%)

Keeping the library in the mainstream of change, futuristic
statement (3 // 42.9%)

"Made community aware that the library was not a stagnant
thing."
"Keeps a small library in the mainstream."
Improved services to patrons (2 // 28.6%)
Staff morale (2 // 28.6%)
PR, library image (1 // 14.3%)

No benefits mentioned (1 // 14.3%)

DISADVANTAGES {(N=7)

Cost (6 // 85.7%)
Specifically, the public relations aspect (2)

"Our conservative city fathers would eat us alive,"
"Bad to spend so much money in poor economic conditions."

Specifically uncontrolled nature of costs (1)
"At the present it would be like buying a pig in a poke."
Down-time and response (1 // 14.3%)
Not cost-effective for this library (1 // 14.3%)

"It's really a tool for the librarian (cataloging) not
for the patron (interlibrary loan). We already have that
through IVLS. Getting this would not be cost-effective,”




Staff time needed for retroapective conversion and travel (1 // 14.3%)
Turnaround time for catalog cards (1 // 14.3%)

Lack of subject acces=s (1 // 14.3%)

"Subject accear might make it cost~effective for the small
library."

Lack of reaponsiveneaa by OCLC to the needs of small librariea (1 // 14.3%)

"OCLC needs to readjust their thinking in order to deal with
the swall library.”

You'll have to ask the librarian about thia (1 // 14.3%)

REASONS FOR NOT CONTINUING

What are your reasona for dropping OCLC? (N=7)

Cost (6 // 85.7%)

"The only real reaaon."

"Everyone thought we would benefit, but it isn't feasible
at this time. People are being aaked to cut back."”
"Prohibitive."

Did not see the: benefits for our library (2 // 28.6%)

"The feeling was that OCLC was good for the librarian but did

not have much value for the patron. Had community response
been better, an imaginative way to finance itamight have been

sought.™ . .
"We are cloae enough to a large library. If we don't have

what people need, they can go there."
Other priorities for library (2 // 28.6%)
Prioritiea cited included:

Improving ataff salariea
Hiring additional ataff
Building maintenance

The librarian did not recommend or recommended againat it (2 // 28.6%)

"We decided long ago to let the director run the library.
She didn't recommend continuation.”
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BASIS OF DECISION

On what basils was the decision finally made? Was there one paramount
factor or was it a balance of several factors? (N=7)

A balance of factors was involved (4 // 57.1%)
Factors involved which were not mentioned above were:
Older board members not ready for change
No recommendation either way received from librarian
Uncontrolled increases in cost so that the library can't plan
""Not a top priority for the director or the board."
. One factor involved (3 // 42.9%)
For two libraries, the factor w2s cost.
For the other, the factor was the librarian's recommendation

against continuation.

TERMINAL AVATLABILITY

How important was the availability of a terminal in your decision not to
continue? Would you have continued if you had had a terminal? (N=7)

Terminal availability was not important. The availability of a
terminal would not have changed the decision (7 // 100%)

"Je were guaranteed a terminal, if we continued."
"Never considered having a terminal in-house.”
"Didn’'t wait to hear about terminal placement.”

DECISION~MAKING PROCESS

Please describe the process of the decision-making on OCLC in your library.
When did discussion begin? (N=7)
Spring of 1982 (4 // 57.12)
"We are not completely closing the door."

"We had two meetings and two board members felt strongly that
we should continue."”

Decision-making was continuous throughout the Project (2 // 28.6%)
Never really made a decision (1 // 14.32)

Was a tentative decision made and if so when? (N=7)
Spring of 1982 (5 // 71.4%)

"There was not much discussion. We really couldn’t even
seriously consider it."
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Never really made a decision per se (2 // 28.63%)

“"There was no real decision. We did talk it through some.
We really made the decision a long time ago."

Was there any specific information needed for the decision? (N=7)
Cost information (6 // 85.7%)
"Several board members would have supported continuation if
money was there."
"Facts needed by OCLC. Didn't want to take a step backwards,
but we can't afford it."
Cluster arrangements (2 // 28.6%)
Terminal distribution (1 // 14.3%)
Not applicable, followed director's recommendation (1 // 14.3%)
Was the decision contingent on the decisions of other libraries? (N=7)
No (7 // 100%)
Who influenced the decision? (N=7)
Influenced by librarian's recommendation (5 // 71.4%)
Not applicable (2 // 28.6%)
A board member (1 // 14.3%)
Was the decision packet used by the board? (N=7)
No (5 // 71.4%)
Yes (2 // 28.6%)
Was it helpful? (Ne5)
Yes (2 // 28.6%)
For the librarian, yes (1 // 14.3%)
No (1 // 14.3%)
Somewhat (1 // 14.3%)
Were any other alternatives considered? (N=7)
No (5 // 71.4%)

Yes, considered other cluster arrangements (2 // 28.6%)




Why were they rejected? (N=2)

Couldn't yealize the full benefit of OCLC without a terminal in-house
(2 // 28.6%)

Wanted to cluster but couldn’'t cover thelr share of maintenance costs
(1 // 14.3%)

PROJECT EVALUATION

Was the communication with the board about the Project and OCLC in general

sufficient during the last two years? Was there sufficient and accurate
communication from the System? (N=7)

Yes (5 // 71.4%)

No (2 // 28.6%)

“Would have liked someone from IVLS at our board meetings
armed with answers to questions that we had wanted to ask."

“"Lack of communication and confusion about when and how
they would get a terminal."

How do you feel about your library's participation in the Project? (N=7)

It was a good experience (6 // 85.7%)

"It gave us experience with the new technology, a common

reference point and a learning experience that the library
could not have had on its own."

"We had an opportunity to test and evaluate prior to a
major purchase."”

Neutral response, some aspects of dealing with other libraries in
the cluster were not positive (1 // 14.3%)

Was IVLS right to sponsor the Project? (N=7)

Yes (7 // 100%)

“"Computers are coming of age. If we could apply it to li-

braries and library business, it is a step in the right
direction."




APPENDIX M

MID-PROJECT DIRECTORS' CHECKLIST RESPONSES

Following thelr unstructured responses to the questions related to advantages
and disadvantages of their participation in OCLC, the directors of partici-
pating libraries that had joined the Project prior to winter of 1980 (N=27)
were asked to respond to the following checklist. The purpose of this list
was to get some responses that were comparable among all directors. Tha
respondents were asked which of the following benefits they had experienced
in their use of OCLC.

At _this point in the Prcject, do you perceive the following
to be benefits of participation? (N=27)

Yes Percentage
Speed and/or accuracy in cataloging. 26 96.3%

Resource sharing. 26 96.3%

Speed and/or accuracy in interlibrary
loan. 24 88.9%

Enhanced or new patron services. 23 85.2%

Increased job satisfaction/enhancement
for you and your staff. .22 81.5%

Increased public relationms,
i.e. visibility. 21 77.8%

Reduction in the capability gap
for small libraries. 17 63%

Verification. 16 59.3%

Enhanced cooperation. 15 55.6%

Cooperative collection development. 10 37%

Cost as an advantage over

previous system 25.9%
Af ter the specific items, directors were asked respond to a sSummary
question:

What about the ultimate effect on

patrons, i.e., are they benefitting
from your participation?




APPENDIX N

END-PROJECT DIRECTORS' CHECKLIST RESPONSES

By June 30, 1982, all twenty-nine full participants in the OCLC Project had
to decide whether or not to continue using OCLC and to assume the costs of

doing so. Twenty-two libraries did continue. In July and August of 1982,

each director was personally interviewed. At the end of each interview the
director was given a "checklist" of more specific questions to fill out and
return to the Project office. Twenty-six were eventually returned, twenty

from continuing libraries and six from libraries not continuing OCLC use.

A copy of the checklist form follows this introduction. That in turn is
followed by a report of results, giving the responses checked by the two
groups of directors and some of their comments.




Checklist Questions for Directors

During the interviews, we asked you many cpen-ended questions. -We would also
like your reactions to the more specific issues on this list. Please take
some time soon to check the approprilate answers ard add any comments you wish.
Thank you.

Library

The following items refer to the CATALOGING function of OCLC.

1.

How does the quality (e.g. accuracy, completeness) of OCLC cataloging
compare with your pre~OCLC cataloging?

OCLC better About the same OCLC not
- as good
Comments:

If the OCLC records contained more information than your previous
cataloging, was the additional information

Helpful Not needed/useful There was
no additional

information
Comments:

After a year or two of experience with cataloging did you/your staff find
the format of cataloging on the OCLC screen to be:

Very clear Fairly Too complicated
understandable
Comments:

Do you think the patrons noticed any change in the information on the
catalozing cards?

Yes No Don't know

Comments:
As compared with your previous cataloging method, did OCLC use result in
your having catalog card sets in hand

Faster Slower In about the
same time

Comments:




In terms of staff time used for cataloging, comparing OCLC with your
previous cataloging method, did OCLC ugse require

More staff time About the same Less staff time

Comments:

Is the patron better served by using OCLC for cataloging?
Yes No Don’t mnow

‘Comments:

The following items refer to the INTERLIBRARY LOAN function of OCLC.

8. Which of the following ways did your library use OCLC ILL?
Send and receive requests through OCLC.

Only receive requests, including having a host check your ILL
flle. (skip 9 & 10 below).

How did using OCLC to send requests affect the turparound time between
the patron's request and the receipt, of the item in your library?

Turnaround was About the same Slower than
faster than before
before OCLC

Comments:

In terms of staff time used for ILL operations and comparing OCLC ILL
with your previcus metheds, did using OCLC require

More staff time About the same Less staff time

Comments:

Do you believz that the patrons noticed any change in ILL service. If
yes, please describe their reactions briefly.

Yes No Don’t lmow

Comments:




Ig the patron better served by using OCLC for ILL?
Yes No

Comments:

following items refer to the PUBLIC ACCESS TERMINALS

Did you have a public terminal?

Yes No (skip 14=17 below)

gt

Pid patrons mak: serious use of this terminal (i.e., mot just for playing
games)?

A lot Some Very little No

Comments:

Did the public access terminal increase patrons' use of your library's
own collection?

Yes No pon't know

Comments:

How did the presence of the public terminal affect the public service
staf £?

Helped staff piatracted staff Made little
difference

Other:

Comments:

Did having the public terminal affect your decision to stay in or to
leave OCLC? 1If so, how positively or negatively?
Yes No Don't know

A ——— gt

Comments:

The following items refer to STAFF AND PATRON REACTION to OCLC




In relation to your staff and yourself, do you think that using OCLC
has:

Increased job Decreased job Had no effect
satiafaction satisfaction

Comments:

Overall, ia 0OCLC yae

Saving staff time Coating ataff time
Baving little effect Allowing better uae of the same time

Comments:

In general, did the use of OCLC by your library increase the visibility
of library services?

Yea No Don't know

Comments:

How did using OCLC affect the library's image to the following groups:

Staff - Improved image No effect __ Lowered image
Board - Improved image No effect Lowered image
Patrons - Improved image No effect Lowered image

Community as
a whole - Improved image No effect Lowered image

Comments:




END-PROJECT DIRECTORS' CHECKLIST RESPONSES

The following items refer to the CATALOGING function of OCLC.

1. How does the quality (e.g. accuracy, completeness) of OCLC cataloging
compare with your pre-OCLC cataloging?

OCLC Better About Same Not as Good
Continuing 95.0% 5.0% 0
Dropping 66.7% 33.3% 0.

All Libraries 88.5% 11.5% 0

Comments:

Our previous cataloging, except those from book companies, had no
summary of the book.

Baker and Taylor cataloging was acceptable, but was not available
for as many of our items ag OCLC is. OCLC record is fuller for
each item than B&T.

While "K" level records and a very few other entries have some-
times had startling errors, on the whole I feel the completeness,
quality, of the majority of OCLC cataloging is a real asgset. I
think subject coverage of cataloging entries is good and has im=
proved our card catalog.

OCLC 1s a good way for us to upgrade our cataloging without up~-
setting the staff members.

For non~-CIP things very helpful. But fairly small percentage of
items non-Baker and Taylor cards.

Cur cards are much more informative now = almost all useful ma-
terial. Only some academic-type materisl does not apply.

2. If the OCLC records contained more information than your previous cat-
aloging, was the additional information

Helpful ‘Not Needed Ho added Info.
Continuing 80.0% 15.0% 5.0%
Dropping 50.0% 50.0% 0

All Libraries 73.1% 23.12 .82

Comments:
Notes and analytics were particularly helpful.

Sometimes deletions of OCLC information 1S made for our needs, as
some records are too detailed. However, most of the time I feel
the information is helpful in pinpointing the best subject head-
ings, etc. for us to use.

286




Helpful to library staff, probably doesn't make much difference ta
the patron (special 1library).

Not needed/useful, for non-print the material ofren was not there.

3. After a year or two of experience with cataloging did you/your staff
find the format of cataloging on the OCLC screen to be:

Fairly
Very Cleart Understandable Too Complicated K
. Continuing 47.4% 52.6% 0 19
Dropping 25.0% 75.0% 0 4 .
All Libraries 43.5% 56.5% 0 23
Note: Not applicable to libraries whose cataloging was
done by staff of another library. -

Comments:

In most instances information was more than adequate, but ynder-
standable.

It's still difficult to train people to look different plazesz for
OCLC and catalog card information.

I wonder 1f the organization of fields could somehow be improved
for quicker access to areas that require changes, i.e., 092, 049,
100 at top?

Staff found screen clear enough, but more complicated than needed
for our library.

Format made sense - minute facets in original cataloging still
force continuing education. This is a staff weakness, not an OCLC
system problem (school library which catalogs AV).

4, Do you think the patrons na%ticed any change in the information on the
cataloging cards?

: Yes Bo Don't Know B .
Continuing 25.0% 45.0% 30.0% 20
Dropping 16.7% 83.3% 0 6
All Libraries 23.1% 53.4% 23.1% 26

Comments:

A few mentioned that some cards were more explicit and others asked
wvhy! Also, why there was different looking printing - some cards.

Extra numbers at bottom and letters raised several patron ques-
tions.

They like additional information but many are still traumatized by
lack of red bands at the top! (From a school which had used red
for AV material.)
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If anything, what they noticed waa change in type font.

5. As compared with your previous cataloging method, did OCLC use reault
in your having catalog card sets in hand

Faater Slower same
Continuing 55.0% 20.0% 25.0%
Dropping 16.7% 66.7% 16.7%

All Librariea 46.1% 30.8% 23.1%
Comments:
Faater, this was good, but haa cauvaed a large filing backlog.
Faster, it was much simpler to catalog and then have the carda.

Better to make time to do aeveral hooka tham to do one now and
another several days later (small public library).

Faster, we batched before and there were long delays.

Faster, because para-professional now producea most cataloging.
Proceas is not dependent on my being available.

Faster, did not require changes to be made, aa on some cards from
vendors,

About the aame, our in-house produced carda had very little in~-
formation on them and therefore could be typed about aa quickly
aa OCLC carda are received.

Slower, in general, with the amount of bocka purchaaed we could
produce our own cards faster. The exception would be for the book
which provided a cataloging problem.

Slower, only because we uaed to get cards at the aame time as
books from our jobber. Then a delay occurred since it waa necea-
aary to type in call numbers and headinga. OCLC is faater overall.

6. In terms of staff time uaed for cataloging, comparing OCLC with your
previoua cataloging method, did OCLC use require

More Staff About the Leas Staff

Time Sate Time
Continuing 0 25.0% 75.0%
Dropping 16.7% 16.7% 66.7%

All Librariea 31.8% 23.1% 73.12
Comments:

Varied (from less to about <he same) with material, personnel, and
location of terminal.




Less, five minute average to modify most records.

About the same, the time 1S about the same but primary cataloging
responsibility shifted from the library assistants to the librar-
ian.

Less, our time study showed about 10% reduction in time.

Less professional staff time is required and less repetitlve typing
to produce cards.

More staff compared tec Baker and Tavler card sets that came with
the books, but less staff compared to books without cards.

7. 1s the patron better served by using OCLC for cataloging?

Yes No pon't Know
Continuing 80.0% 15.0% 5.0%
Dropping 16.7% 50.0% 16.7%

All Libraries 65.4% 23.1% 11.5%

Comments:

Yes, more items cataloged, more consistent headings, ete.
No, card catalog used maioly by library staff.
Yes, allowed us to get materials on shelves qu”cker.

Yes, I think OCLC provides overall better quality card cataloging
from card content to uniform appearance.

Yes, infocrmation on cards was more adequate, books that I was not
sure whers ro place I could bring up the record and see where it
ghould be.

Yes, because we could taylor the cards to our needs-with input
stamps.

They are because the cards have more information on thenm.

The following items refer to the INTERLIBRARY LOAN function of OCLC.

8. Which of the following ways did your library use OCLC ILL?

Send and Receive Receive Onl
Continuing 90.0% 10.0%
Dropping 66.7% 33.32

All Libraries 84.6% 15.4%




9. How did using OCLC to send requests affect the turnaround time between
the patron’s request and the receipt of the item in your library?

Faster With About the Slower With

— _ocic — Same — OCLC
Continuing 88.9% 11.1% 0
Dropping 75.0% 25,0% 0

All Libraries 86.4% 13.6% 0

Comments:
About the same, mostly used IVLS,
Faster, particularly where item was geographically close.

Faster, on several occasions we have received same day delivery of
items from nearby libraries, and I think on the whole delivery is
faster by sometimes a day or several days.

Faster, our requests more than doubled after faculty and students

learned how quickly they could get materials using OCLC, The pub-
lic access terminal helped this. The speed is especilally good
when an item is held by an IVLS library (academic library).,

Faster, for the most part this is correct, unless it was s popular
novel and libraries that were polled couldn’t respend.

Definitely faster. Knew within three weeks (sometimes soomer) if

loan was possible. Action could be taken (purchase copy, etc.)
sooner,

10. 1In terms of staff time used for ILL operations and comparing OCLC ILL
with your previcus methods, did using OCLC regqiire

More Staff About the Leas Staff

Time Same Time
Continuing 44 .4% 33.3% 22,2%
Dropping 33.3% 0 66,7%

All Libraries %2.9% 28. 6% 28.6%

Couments:

More staff time, I believe this was because I wasn't used to using
the computer interlibrary loan system. As I became more familiar
with the method, I could do it much more quickly than when I first
started.

About the same per request. More staff time did result, however,
as the numbter of requests increased.

More, because of the double-fold increase in interlibrary loan re-
quests we are spending much more time now requesting and responding
to requests,
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I can’t really answer, I'm not sure we did enough before for a
fair comparison.

11. Do you believe that the patrons noticed any change in ILL service.
ves, please describe their reactions briefly.

Yes No Don' t Know
Continuing 75.0% 15.0% 10.0%
Dropping 60.0% 20.0% 20.0%

All Libraries 72.0% 16.0% 12.0%

Comments:
Yes, people commented on how quickly the books came.

Yes, books were received much more quickly., A much wider selection
bacame avajlable.

Don’t know. Those who actually used the public access terminal
were pleased to be able to see who owned requested books and in
some cases if it was a nearby library they went there to borrow it.

They were very pleased to have ready access to more lkmown items.

Yes, they were thrilled to have access to 50 many more resources
than our library alome could ever hope to offer (school library).

They recommended the service to.peers (teachers) who had not known
of 1it.

Interlibrary loan requests increased whem we told patromns we :ould
supply materials in two weeks rather than four (special library).

Yes, they were surprised at the geographical area from which we
could get materials.

More materials recelvzd and more likely to be what they waunted.

We are more knowledgeable about where things are and can identify
obscure items, l.e., dissertationms {specizl library).

They were often astounded by the spaed of the service; occasionally
there was only two or three days turnaround.

12. 1Is the patron better served by using OCLC for ILL?

Yes No pou't Know
Continuing 85.0% 5.0% 10.0%
Dropping 40.0% 40.0% 20.6%

All Libraries 76.0% 12.0% 12.0%
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Conments:

Probably. If we had a terminal in-house it would be. I know it
helps with IVLS paper requests.

Yes, easler to verify, locate and borrow items than before.
If you consider speed, yes. If you consider availability, no.

I think so. Requesting library is more in touch with status of
request and sometimes the service iz faster.

Yes, when we get a terminal in-house.

No, in the balance of costs and better service. People were sat-
isfied before.

Yes, because we know where the book is.

The following items refer to the PUBLIC ACCESS TERMINALS

13. Did you have a public terminal?

Tes No
Continuing 70.0% 30.0%
Dropping 66.7% 33.32

All Libraries 69.2% 30.8%

14. Did patrons make serious use of this terminal (i.e., not just for
playing games)?

Some Very Little No
Continuing 57.1% 14.3% 7.1%

Dropping 75.0% 25.0% 0
All Libraries 61.1% 16.7% 5.6%

Comments:

Very little. The terminali was either down or was in use for retro
conversion, cataloging, or interlibrary loan.

Very little. We had our terminal very early in the Project and not
much was available from the other loczl libraries or our owm.

Some. Mostly junior high school students (small public library).

Very little, terminal was in a bad spot for patrons to see to want
to use irt. .




15. Did the public access terminal incrzase patrons' use of your library's
oun ¢ollection?

Yes No Don't Know
Continuing 7.1% 57.1% 35.7%
Dropping 0 50.0% 50.0%

&1]1 Libraries 5.6% 55.6% 38.9%

Comments:

No. Serious users checked our catalog first, since we warned them
that our entire collection was not on OCLC.

Yes, some increase, but not much.

16. How did the presence of the public terminal affect the public service
staff?

Helped Distracted Little
Staff Staff Difference Other
Continuing 64,.3% 14 .3% 14,3% 14,3%
Dropping 50.0% 25.0% 25.0% 0

All Libraries 61.12 16.7% 16.7% 11,12

* One director checked both helped and distracted

Other:

Required time for user agsistance, however, was
boost to library image.

It took time to explain to patrons how to use the
terminal, because very few wanted to experiment on
their owm.

Conments:

Helped staff. Many people did their own searching for ILL requests
and listed holdings and OCLC numbers for items needed.

Distracted staff. We had not had our own terminal long enough for
them to feel comfortable.

Basically, I think it helped them but it might have been hard to
tell since dowvm-time was a problem.

Really served as a job enhancement — a perk (imstead of a pay
raige?)




17-
leave QCLC?

Countinuing
Dropping

Yes ‘Eg
35.7% 42.9%
0 100.0%

Did having the public terminal affect your decision to stay in or to
If so, how - positively or negatively?

Don't Know

21.4%
0

All Libraries

29.42 52.9%

17.6%

comments:

No.!”It's a service we owe our students and community: but the
efficiency of the system to our staff ratio was the chief factor
(school library}.

Yes, I think the public access terminal boosted public awareness
of QOCLC and the board members' appreciation also.

Yes, it showed us just how effective the terminal was. It was

definitely positive PR for the library.

Don't know. The deans and faculty's awareness increased which may
well have helped in commitment te OCLC. The library staff was
already highly committed to it.

Yes, even though we had much down~time, I realized its value when
it was working properly.

The following items refer to STAFF AND PATRON REACTION to OCLC

18. In relation to your staff and yourself, do you think that using OCLC

has:

Had No

Effect
10.0%
33.3%

15.42

Increased Job Decreased Job
Satisfaction Satisfaction
90.0% 0
66.7% 0

84.6% 0

Continuing
Dropping

All Libraries

Commerits:

Positive experience with the computer that boosts job prestige.

Definitely! Added a "spice to life.” Knowledge of new technology
and what's happening in other libraries.

It has greatly helped to have an in-house terminal. Helpful for
cataloger, technical assistant for recon, acquisition informationm,
faster interlibrary loan.

Increased job satisfaction, but increased job frustration at times.




19, Overall, 1is OCLC use

Saving Staff Costing Staff Little Better Use

Time Time Effect of Staff Time
Continuing 35.0% ) 5.0% 5.0% 70.0%
Dropping 16.7% 50.0% 16.7% 16.7%

All Libraries 30.8% 11.5% 7.7% 57.7%

*Some librarians checked more than one item.

Comments:

While ILL is taking more time, I belleve cataloging time is less
and overall guality of work is better.

While ILL takes about the same amount of staff time, the requests
are filled quicker and it allows better use of time. Sometimes a
student locates a book nearby and travels for it to get it faster.

Even though I am spending my own time to do the cataloging, it 1is
much faster, becavse I always did spend a lot of my own time
cataloging (small public library}.

20. In general, did the use of OCLC by your library increase the visibility
of library services?

Yes No Don't Know

Continuing 85.0% - 10. 0% 5.0%
Dropping 50.0% A 50.0% 0

All Libraries 76.9%. 19.22 3.8%

Comments:

Patrons became aware of the effort involved in f£illing their re~
quest3. They viewed the screen with the librarian when doing ILL,
thereby becoming involved in the process.

Especially through the public access terminal and faster inter-
library loan.

Yes, a little (special library).
21. How did using OCLC affect the library's image to the following groups:

Improved Lowercd
Image No Effect Image
STAFF

Continuing 90.0% 10.0% 0
Dropping 66.7% 33.32 -0

All Libraries 84.6% 15.4% 0
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Improved Lowered
Image No Effect Image hul
BOARD
Continuing 78.9% 21.1% ¢ 19
Dropping 33.32 66.7% 4] 6
All Libraries 68.0% 32.0% o 25 .
PATRONS
Continuing 85.0% 15.0% Y 20
. Dropping 50.0% 50.0% Y 6
All Libraries 76.9% 23.1% 0 26
COMMUNITY
- Continuing 61.1% 38.9% 0 18
Dropping ] 100.0% ] 5
All Libraries 47 .82 52.2% V] 23
Counments:

Staff and patrons were especilally pleased. I do not know how pos-
itive the effect on the school board was, however they felt it was
of significant value to allow the library to c<ontinue in the Proj-
ect. I think very few in the community were aware of our partici-
pation. Those that were aware reacted positively as (OCLC partici-
pation showed the sthool as being involved in progress with new
ways to serve students.

Use of OCLC emphasized to all the library's commitment to progress
and Improved service. This was not a new point, but increased
emphasis helped.

Administration of the college was helped in the few who used the li-
brary and are aware of OCLC benefits. Some administrators' aware-
ness is difficult to gauge. Interest was sparked alsc in a couple
of trustee members and some parents who attended functions while
we had the public access terminal. When we first got our terminal
and printer, I demonstrated it to our now inactive friends group.

‘ ’ It was received so enthusiastically that one member got us a spot
on Channel 25 to tell about it.

The library can be part of the "compuier age" and publicity to that
- effect 18 helpful.
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APPENDIX 0

OCLC DECISION PACKET

During the mid-Project interviews, several directors asked that some presenta-
tion of Project results be available to them when they needed to make a deci-
sion on further OCLC use. This decision packet was designed to meet this need
for individual libraries, using the data that was currently available. Where
this model contains blanks, the libraries' copiles had the appropriate informa-
tion filled in. Decision packets were distributed as the library directors
requested them during the winter and spring of 1982.




OCLC DECISION PACKET

Suggestions for Use

This packet of information 1s designed to provide you with the facts now avail-
able about the System, and QCLC use. You may use these
sheets any way you wish, but the suggested procedure is:

1.

2.

Have either the director or the governing authority review the var=-
ious benefits/disadvantages and rank them at the end of each sheet.

Transfer these rankings to the last sheet of the packet. If a ben-
efit/disadvantege 1s not evident in your experience or {sg not
applicable to your library, do not ramnk it at all.

Add any other benefits/disadvantages you have experienced to the
summary sheet.

Some of the costs of OCLC operations have been estimated for your
library and transferred to the final summary sheet. If you do not
agree with these costs, insert your own figures.

Some costs have not been given -~ those that involve cluster arrange—
ments and shared operating expenses. If you are a host library,
only the second of these will apply to you. If you are a guast and
have determined your cluster arrangement, you may be able to fill in

the last two lines of the summary sheet,

Use the completed summary sheet to contrast benefits with costs.
You may wish to add a note to this sheet or prepare a similar sheet
showing the costs and benefits of your pre—~0OCLC system.
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BENEFITS OF OCLC

Enhanced Patron Access to Resources

OCLC 1s a nation~wide, computer-operated system which gives each member 1li~
brary access to information aboat over 8 million titles owned by more than
2,500 libraries. The total number of separate volumes or coples represented
on the data base axceeds 90 million. This means that

staff and patrons have a fast way to get current information on library ma~
terials and where they can be obtained.

In the IVLS area, because of the use of OCLC by 35 libraries and the special
retrospective conversion projects libraries have done for this experiment, we
have information on more than 500,000 individual volumes located in libraries
from Bradley to Buda.

During our interviews in May of 1981 with all the library directors of Project
libraries, 77.8% volunteered the opinion that the use of OCLC had increased
patrons' access to resources.

The OCLC computerized system provides your staff with a "union catalog" con~
taining the holdings of more than 2,500 libraries, 35 of them In the IVLS area.
How would you rank the importance of this ACCESS TO RESOURCES for your library?

low medium high esgsential
we have not and do not expect to experilence this benefit




BENEFLITS OF OCLC

Sharing Your Collection

The focus of this Experimental Project is on resource sharing -- on using OCLC
as a toocl for libraries to share their collections with zach other, Sharing
collections allows libraries to make great:r use of the resources of their own
and other libraries, thus stretching the local tax dollars. So far, as a
resuit of the Project and of earlier efforts by IVLS/OCLC libraries, the
Experiment has been successful, There are now over 500,000 holdings symbols
for TVLS libraries in the OCLC data base. These provide, in each OCLC library,
a unlon catalog of resources immediately available from neighboring libraries.
204,000 of these holdings symbols were added to the data base as a result of
the Project itself, through the cataloging and retrospective conversion done
by new I".S/0CLC libraries. of these holdings were added by

Regardless of whether you plan to use the terminal itself for sending inter-
library loan requests, adding your holdings to the data base adds to ILL
effectiveness for all IVLS libraries, Equitable resource sharing depends on
either the library itself or IVLS headquarters having as much information as
possible on holdings in as many IVLS libraries as possible. HNo matter how
small your library collection is, your contribution counts,

The figures below show the number of ILL requests sent to IVLS headquarters in
the last few years. The first column is the total of requests received at

IVLS, the second is the percent filled and third is the percent filled with
resources from System libraries,

Year Requests X Filled X IvVLS Fills
1979 15,580 89 % 56.6%

1980 20,124 85,8% 63 X
1981 16,220 84.8% 59 %

In 1980, when the Project began, our in-System fills increased by 6,4%, In
1981 the System received fewer requests because of the number of loans being
sent directly by OCLC libraries, Requests we did receive from these libraries
generally reflected hard-to-get items, yet the in-System fill rate remained
higher than 1979,

The resources shared by IVLS libraries through OCLC have led to mere requests
being filled by IVLS libraries for IVLS libraries. This, in turn, improves
services to patrons of all IVLS libraries since fills within the System can be
shipped more quickly and inexpensively than items coming from outside.

One alternative to sharing information via OCLC is the maintenance of a card
catalog at IVLS headquarters with cards representing library holdings from
system libraries. The System has been doing this for several years. Such a
catalog has several disadvantages -— it takes time for you to prepare and
send the cards, it takes time for IVLS staff to file them, and searching can
only be done by title so that, when the patron is unsure of the title infor-
mation, additional work is needed to track down holdings.




Another option for sharing cesources 1s the shared automated circulation
system that is now bdeing introduced in saven IVLS libraries, This cooperative
project will create a data base with the holdings of 16 libraries in a four-
gystem area rather than 2,500 libraries nation-wide., Although this coopera-
tive project will be expanded in the future to include wmore librarier, it is
debatable whether 1t is a viable option for small libraries.

The OCLC system provides a way to wake your ccllection available vo other
libraries, just as many of theirs are now available to you. How important is
SHARING YOUR COLLECTION to ?

low medium high essential
we do 1ot believe this 1s a benefit of OCLC




BENEFITS QF OCLC

Speed and Accuracy of Interllbrary Loan

After a title and ivs locations have been found on OCLC, the OCLC communica-
tion system itself can be used to order materials on Interlibrary Loan. This
process sends an electronic message from one library's terminal to terminals
in five selected OCLC libraries, The ILL subsystem helps your staff locate
and order the item, check on the status of a request, answer requests from
other libraries, and keep track of your current ILL activity. Every OCLC
library, host or guest, has a responsibility for answering incoming requests
from other libraries,

The table below shows the number of Interlibrary Loan requests
has sent (through IVLS or over OCLC) over the last few years. ILL activity
for the last year {1981) shows your use since the OCLC ILL subsystem was
introduced to most of the Project lihraries. Wot included here are ILL Tre-
quests made over the telephone or sent by means other than IVLS or OCLC.

Year Your Library All Project Libraries

1979 12,068
1980 16,659
1981 21,604

When you eliminate the Tole of IVLS headquarters in the ILL process, your
pasTons can generally get the ftems they need more quickly. Further, since
wour staff will usually b2 talking to the patron and using the terminal, the
vaquest might be placed aore accurately and better meet the patron's need.
Since the complete TLL #Ile Is on=-line, a request can be checked at any time
sc the patron Ynows vhcther the material is being sent or whether scme ctlier
action should he *t:iken. Speclal eircumstances like conditional loans and
renewals ¢an be andled by direct communication between your staff and the
other library viz the terminal.

Bacause «f the high number of IVLS librarvy holdings now on OCLC, it is also
pcssible t5 elimfinate the termlinal as a communication tool once the iftem is
located in an TVLS library. The borrowing library can use the telephone to
arrange the loan (if that 15 acceptable to the lender) or the patron can pick
35p the book him/herself.

Durfing the interviews in May of 1981, 'ibrary directoers were asked specifically
whether Increased speed and accuracy of ILL was a benefit of OCLC; 96.3%7 of
them agreed that 1ls was.

OCLC offers direct communications between and other OCLC
libraries to arrange for and maintain information on interlibrary loan re-
quests. How would you rank the importance of SPEED AND ACCURACY QF INTER~

LIBRARY LOAN for your library?

low medium high easential
we have not and do not expect ta experience this benefit

!
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BENEFITS QOF OCLC

Cataloging Functions

The OCLC on-line data base contains detailed cataloging information about more
than 8 million titles. This information is constantly updated by the Library
of Congress and by OCLC libraries to include new bocks, records, films, etc.
The information on the OCLC record can be added te, altered or deleted by the
staff before they order catalog cards. The cards are
received, already sorted and ready to be filed, about one week after ordering.
The information on the cards will be customized to fit your library’'s needs.

Workflow

Your library staff finds cataloging information on OCLC for 98-99% of currently
published trade books. Cataloging 18 found for about 85-90% of non-print or
specialized technical materials. Thkis is a higher percentage than libraries
have been receiving from Baker and Taylor card orders (azbout 45% according to
some Project libraries).

This high "hit" rate for OCLC means that your staff does not need to worry
about cataloging information on most of your books and other materials. In

a recent study of your library’s use of OCLC it was also established that your
staff accept of the OCLC cataloging without modification. This means
less work in both making cataloging decisions and in preparing catalog cards.
In many libraries this frees staff for other tasks,

Some libraries have reported savings in staff time for cataloging operations.
Other libraries have reported that, although they feel that the actual cata-
loging operation in their library takes about the same amount of time as
before, moru of it can be done by clerical staff, freeing the librarians to
spend more time with the patron.

For libraries with printers, labels can also be produced through the terminal.
The format available for these spine, book card and pecket labels is limited,
but 1if it is acceptable to your library an additional typing step in book
processing can be saved.

The terminal makes it ponesible to have complete information about the book as
early in the processing stages as the library wants - even before the book is
ordered. This early information can sometimes be used to speed up the ordering
and processing of materials.

In the May 1981 interviews, 63% of the library directors volunteered the
opinion that OCLC has improved the cataloging workflow. When they were later
asked specifically whether increased speed and/or accuracy of cataloging was a
benefit of OCLC, 94 3% all agreed.

Because of the complete and current cataloging information it provides, OCLC
has made the cataloging process more efficient in most libraries. In others,
it has allowed a shift of this work away from high level staff. How would
you rank the importance of improved CATALOGING WORKFLOW for your library?

low medium high egsential
we have not and do not expect to experience this benefit
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BENEFITS OF OCLC

Quality and Uniformity of Catsloging

Most of the information on OCLC 1s the result of work by professional cata-
logers in the Library of Congress or other large research libraries., All of
these catalogers are working according to a stringent national standard which
defines not only what information 1is required on a record, but also how 1<

will be presented. Thus, for example, an author lmown by several names should
be treated in a uniform manner on the data base. Although there are bad records
on the data base that require meore editing, most records are up to the natiocnal
standards. This high quality of cataloging for virtually every library item
is much more than any library can afford to create on its own. The enbanced
record, which 1s reflected in your catalog cards, provides pwore information to
your patrons and staff. The uniform, predictable format of your OCLC cards

and of the OCLC on=line record is an added benefit. QOnce the patron or staff
member 1s accustomed to this record format, they know exactly vhere to look

for different kinds of information.

Ordering cards from vendors, such as Baker and Tayler, will provide a uniform
card format, but the "hit" rate for vendor cards is much lower than for OCLC,
s0 the library staff must catalog more of the books in-house. In additiom,

if information must be changed (call numbers, subjects, etec.} ou vendor cards,
it is generally a more time-consuming process than changing OCLC information.

At the most basic level, library cataloging includes the Auther, Title, Pub-
lisher and Date of Publication. Generally a separate card is made for the
public catalog for the Author and for the Title, with additional cards for ,
cach desired subject headiag. When cards are hand typed, the cards filed in
the catalog, particuiarly for "added entries", may have less information on
them than for the "main entry."”

The information :isted below (in addition to the basic information above) is
provided by CCLC for all titles whenever 1t 1s appropriate, and can be printed
on every cara if desired. For each of these items, some or all of the IVLS
Project libraries, prior to the Project, had not been able to provide the
information on public catalog cards becausea of time and staffing restraints.

Edition

Place of publication

Number of pages, 1lllustraticn statement, size

Standard reference titles for music and classics

Series (titles that cover a larger group of publications)
Descriptive notes

Summary notes of the story or sublect for juvenile materials
Contents notes for collections and recordings

Added entries for joint authors, editors, illuastrators, performers
Added entries for other readings of the title or series titles
Subject headings for mon~fiction and for topical fiction




The smaller your library collection is, the more important it is to have the
fullest possible access to every book in it. If a book covers several sub-
jects or aspects of a subject, vour patron should be able to find it in the
cztalog under all of them. If you have a book by two authors, patrouns should
be able to locate it looking under either name.

A worklog study was done last fall to find out how your staff used the ter-
minal. The preliminary results show that of the time the staff ac-’
cepts OCLC cataloging as it appesars without modification. This means that
this fuller cataleging information is being used in your library now.

OCLC provides professional cataloging with full information in a uniform
format. It offers access to an item through authors, illustrators, performers,
varient titles and (on catalog cards) subjects. How would you rank the impor-
tance of this QUALITY AND UNIFORMITY OF CATALOGING for ?

low med {um high essential

we have net experienced or do not need this benefit




BENEFITS OF OCLC

Archive Tapes

With computers becoming cheaper, smaller and faster all the time, »nd with the
initiation of a cooperative automated circulation project in IVLS and surround-
ing systems, it is likely that elither is or may become
involved in other automated library functions.

Libraries tend to automate operations that are repetitive and routine, such as
circulation or filing. Automating such operatinns requires that a library
have its basic cataloging information in a machine~readable form that can be
handled by a computer =- that is, coded on magnetic tape or dises.

Whenever an item is cataloged by your library staff on OCLC, or whenever an
OCLC record is updated to show that your library owns a title (retrospective
conversion), that record with any modifications your staff has made is repro-
duced on 2 magnetic tape that is bought and stored by the Illinois State
Library. These tapes can be obtained (at the cost of processing) through the
State Library to be used in other automated projects or to produce special
Listings {such as a complete inventory for insurance purposes).

If Jou are engaged in an on-going automation project, such as a circulation
system, records from OCLC can be transferred to the circulation data base
intact, providing complete information on new acquisitions for a minimal
expendlture of staff time. The alternative is to purchase tapes from vendors
1ike Baker and Taylor, £1l1ling In information for titles they can’t provide,
~= manually typing into e clrculation system either fyull or partial infor-
mation about each book as it is added to your library.

As of January 1982, has records in machine-read-
able form as A result of the Project. This is the total number of titles your
staff has eitler rataloged on-line or processed through thelr retrospective
conversion projec:. Frem this base, you could bulld an archive tape which
includes all of your collection.

The OCLT archive tapes offer a method of buillding and maintaining a machine-
readable data base for your library's holdings to use in other library automa-
tion projects. dow would you rank the lmportance of this ARCHIVE TAPE for
vour library?

low medium high essential
this benefit is irrelevant for this library




BENEFITS OF OCLC
Public Image

Many library directors feel that having OCLC has increased public and staff
awareness of the library as a dynamic institution that is working to meet
community needs. In the interviews of library directors done in May of 1981,
77% volunteered the opinion that OCLC has had a positive effect on the li-
brary’s image with the public and staff.

Library patrons were asked to respond to a public attitude questionnaiie last
spring. They rated automation in libraries on a scale from 1 to 5 where 1
indicates the most positive attitude toward library automation and 5 the most
negative one. The average rating by all patrons was 2.19., Patrons of your
library give a rating of . (Detailed results on the ten specific ques-
tions are avallable from the Project Director.)

In some of the specific questions, patrons gave the following ratings:

I would rather use a computer
than a card catalog

Automation is not dehumanizing

ILL lending by this library will
not decrease book avallability

Quality of library service has not
deteriorated

It will be easier to find what
other libraries own

It is valid to use money for
automation iustead of wmore books

Your director and staff members received a similar questionnaire, as did the
governing authority itself. For these surveys, we did not breakdown the
results by library, but the general ratings from all Project libraries (on a
scale from 1 to 5 where 1 indicates the most positive attitude) showed:

Governing authority 2.26
Directors 2.21
Staff (without directors) 2.30

(Detailed results on specific items on the survey are avallable from the
Project office.)

OCLC and the benefits it provides can have a positive effect on the way your
patrons view the library. How would you rank the importance of OCLC's effect
on PUBLIC IMAGE?

low medium high essentlial
we have not and do not expect to experience this benefit
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BENEFITS OF OCLC

Staff Job Satisfaction

In the interviews with directors in May 1981, 40.7% volunteered the opinion
that vorking with OCLC had increased staff job satisfaction. When they were
asked specifically about job satisfaction, 66.7% said they felt it was one of
the benefits of OCLC use.

Using OCLC for cataloging and interlibrary loan can be a very stimulating and
challenging experience for library staff. They are learning a new and highly
technical skill while being in regular touch with a nation-wide network cf
litraries. The training period can sometimes be discouraging and the down
tine frustrating, but many felt that it has been, on the whole, a positive
experlence that has turned routine jobs into more interesting ones.

The following list gives some responses to relevant questions on a staff
attitude survey given last Spring. These reflect attitudes of all the staff
(directors included) of the Project libraries. The scale is from 1 to 5,
whare 1 indicates the most positive attitude.

OCLC has increased my job satisfaction 2.629
I would rather use the terminal than

the card catalog 2.667
Information from the terminal has

helped me in my work 2.266
Automation is not “dehumanizing" 2.031°

Learning and using OCLC can add a new dimension to library work, increasing
staff skills and interest. How would You rank the importance of increaued
STAFF JOB SATISFACTION through OCLC use?

low med ium high essential

we have not and do not expect to experience this benefit
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BENEFITS OF OCLC

Collection Development, Acquisitions, Reference

Some libraries have used the OCLC terminal in conjunction with a printer to
prepare order slips to send to book vendors. This procedure uses the terminal
for verification or the ordering information (authozr, title, publisher, etc.)
and, in the same process, creates the ord.r forms without any significant
amount of typing. According to preliminary data, the average time needed for
this operation is 2.08 min/title.

In addition to this in-house production of order forms, OCLC has recently
initiated an acquisitions subsystem. It is now possible, through the terminal
and the computer in Ohio to place an order for a book or other item, to encum—
ber and disencumber funds, to keep track of the progress of an order and to
have instantaneous, up-to-date reports on the status of all library materials
purchasing funds. 5ince no Project library currently uses this new subsystem,
no costs have been given in this packet. If you would like more information,
please contact the Project Director.

The OCLC terminal can be used either in place of or in conjunction with Books
in Print to verify titles and authors for patron requests. It can be used to
some extent for reference work. Unfortunately, subject access. to the OCLC
data base is not yet available. When this access is provided (OCLC has stop-
ped giving projected dates for this, so it is probably still a few years off),
the terminal will be a valuable tool for answering subject-oriented reference
questions as well.

Because of the large number of IVLS libraries on OCLC and because of their
retrospective conversion of 1975 and later publications, a library can do some
preliminary checking on materials before the decision is made to purchase
them. If a doubtful or expensive item Is available in another area library,
the librarian may be able to examine it before crdering. Knowlng that ome
title is readily available makes it possible for the librarian to chose other
titles for your library to purchase, thus increasing the variety of informa-
tion available to all System area Patroms.

The information in OCLC about library materials and their locations can be
helpful in several indirect ways besides the major benefits in resource shar-
ing and cataleging. How would you rank the importance to
of these other benefits such as COLLECTICN DEVELOPMENT, ACQUISITIONS AND
REFERENCE?

low medium high essential
we have not and do not expect to experience these benefits




DISADVANTAGES OF OCLC

Technical Problems

OCLC has had serious technical problems over the last year, The fact that
these problems are recent =- not historically present —- justifies some hope
that they will eventually be cleared up as the system becomes powerful enocugh
to cope with the huge demands being made on it, Meanwhile, all libraries have
had to deal with excessive down time, poor response time and, in some cases,
equipment problems. We certainly hope, but cannot guarantee, that these
problems will be reduced in the near future. Certainly the equipment problems
with "public access"” terminals should be substantially reduced once they are
permanently located at one site.

How would you rank the importance of OCLC's TECHNICAL PROBLEMS for
? (please note, the order of importance levels 1is reversed)

prohibitive high medium low
we have not eiuperienced excessive technical problems
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DISADVANTAGES OF OCLC

Documentation and Training

OCLC 1s an evolving system --— 1t 1s constantly having its programs changed and
expanded. These changes necessitate constant communication from OCLC and
ILLINET to all member libraries concerning each difference, no matter how
wminute, which might effect any library. This communication entails an over-
whelming amount of paperwork for libraries to deal with.

For a library without a specifically designated cataloging or OCLC staff
member, it is very difficult to learm the necessary jargon, examine all the
incoming documents and isolate the items of information that are important to
local OCLC operations. In the same way, it is difficult for many OCLC Project

libraries to update training for existing staff and to initiate new staff in
QCLC procedures.

In recognition of these problems, IVLS has made a2 firm commitment to maintain-
ing services in OCLC training and consulting after the Project ends. We feel
it is important to have a local source of help for the problems that are
inevitable when a library joilns a nation-wide cooperative enterprise -- espe-
cially one involving a ccns+antly changlng technology.

Despite the help the System will give, dealing with OCLC paperwork can be

aggrevating. How would you rank the importance of these DOCUMENTATION AND
TRAINING PROBLEMS for your library?

prohibitive high medium low
we have not experienced excessive documentation and training problems




DISADVANTAGES OF OCLC

Scheduling Problems

Before the introduction of OCLC, cataloging work in some libraries could be
scheduled at the staff member's convenience, during slow periods or in bertween
helping patrons. With OCLC, this kind of scheduling 1s more difficult since
the limited terminal time must be scheduled among various staff members. If
the actual cataloging is done at the terminal iustead of through printouts,

the cataloger will find that his/her schedule is more rigid than formerly.

For a guest library which sends a staff member to the host library, the need
for strict scheduling and consequent loss of staff flexibility is even greater.
In the interviews with library directors in May of 1981, 18.57 felt that this
was a problem for their library.

Scheduling termiral time and some loss of flexibility in staffing patterns can
bz a problem, particularly where other schedules such as staffing the public
area need to be adjusted. Yow would you rank the Impertance of OCLC SCHEDULING
PROBLEMS for ?

prohibitive high medium low
we have not experienced any scheduling problems




OCLC COSTS
The following figures assume that a terminal and printer have already been
acquired through the Project or by other means. Equipment costs are given on
another sheet.

Annual Operating Expenses

These expenses may be shared among clustered libraries. The cluster itself
will have to decide on an equitable division. The shares may be divided
equally among all cluster libraries, or way be distributed proportionally
based on the amount each library uses the terminal.

Annual terminal maintenance $ 486.00
Paid in advance = § 452
Paid monthly = § 40.50/month
Annual service charge 328.00
Annual modem fee 600.00
Annual printer maintenance 348.00
TOTAL $ 1,752.00 ($ 146/month)

Unit Charges for OCLC Use

Libraries are charged by OCLC for each command to the computer to produce
catalog cards or to initiate an interlibrary loan request. There are no
computer charges for reproducing cards for the same title or for changing an
ILL request already initiated. There are no charges for general searching of
the data base, using the Name Authority File or using the Name Address Direc-
tory. Charges for materials are made for each catalog card that is produced
and for shipping.

The costs given below (in the completed packet) are monthly averages for

Cataloging charges
(($ .0455 TIMES cards/title) PLUS $2.21)
TIMES titles/month
Shipping for cards
Average monthly charge
ILL charges
$ 1.51 TIMES ILL
requests initiated per month

ESTIMATED TOTAL MONTHLY CHARGE
ESTIMATED TOTAL ANNUAL CHARGE

QCLC costs are not static. We fully expect further increases in the tele-
communications charge (the charge made for use of the telephone line). This
charge currently constitutes § .75 of the § 2.21 charged for cataloging and

$ .25 of the § 1.51 charged for interlibrary loan. Other price increases will
undoubtedly occur in the future as inflation forces up the costs of operating
the OCLC system.




Supplies

OCLC COSTS

The following supplies may be needed in your library, depending on your use
of the terminal and printer. Costs for labels and for printer ribbons may
be off-set by savings over YOour manual system. Because there are price bena-
fits to buying in bulk, you may want to join with other IVLS/OCLC libraries to

make large purchases.

Label sets
Small labels
Large labels
Printer paper
Printer ribbons
3x5 printer forms
Dial access paper

23.88/1000

33.30/1000

20.00/carton (1 ply, 7,500 sheets)
3.96/ribbon

15.25/1000 (2 ply, for acquisition slips)
2.50/roll

$
$
$
$
$
$




0CLC COSTS

Equipment

Decisions will be made about the distribution of Project terminals and print-
ers in mid-May of 1982. If terminals or printers currently in host libraries
are to be moved, it will be done at the end of June 1982, or as soon there-
after as possible. Terminals which are currently being used for public access
will be assigned in mid-May but will not go to their permanent locations until
their scheduled use as public terminals is completed (between October 1982 and
March 1983). For further information, pleaae comsult the Project Equipment
Distribution Policy which is supplied with this packet.

Equipment Replacement

OCLC temminals are generally expected to last for 8 to 10 vears. 7Your cluater
should plan for replacement costs in the future, posaibly by investing a
certain amount each year. To help you plan for the future, equipment prices

are glven below:

OCLC terminal $ 3,700.00

TI 810 Printer 1,775.00 (plus shipping)
Printer stand 75.00

The OCLC terminal price has remained constant for several years, even with the
introduction of improved models.

It is sometimes poasible to buy used or "reconditioned” QCLC terminals at
reduced prices. If you are interested in this option, we will need to check
with OCLC at the time you wish to buy to find out availability and prices.

The printer price reflects the price paid by the Project two years ago and has
probably gone up. Also, there are several typea of printers available for use
with an QCLC terminal with varying capabilities and prices.




OCLC COSTS — STAFF TIME

The preliminary results of a study of your library's use of OCLC has shown the following costs
in ataff time. For purposes of comparison, the average time for all Project libraries is also
given. Items which are starred indicate work your library staff would have regardless

of OCLC use, although the amount of time needed or the frequency of occurence may have been
different, Numbers in parentheses indicate estimates baaed on the average time for all
libraries. Estimates are used when there Is not yet enough data for your library.

Activity Min/unit Units/mon. Hrs/wmon. Min/unit
{Project aver.)

Cataloging at terminal 2.03
*Cataloging preparation 2.20
*Processing books and returned cards 3.34

Sending & updating ILL request (borrower)

- terminal time 7.58
Receiving, answering & updating ILL request

(lender} - terminal time —_— 3.14
*Checking shelves/circ for ILL requests 1.46/1.52
*Shipping ILL requests (lent and

borrowed) 1.83

Updating manual filea 1.23
Answering paper’requests 2.43
*Answering ILL phone calls 1.86

Preparing acquisitions slips at terminal 2.08

Retrospective conversion preparation .70
Retrospective conversion, terminal time 1.59

Miscel laneous background activities
(paperwork, meetings, etc.) 1.43 hrs/,mon*h
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MANUAL COSTS

Tt Ls difficult to establish costs for a non-0CLC cataloging operation. For
some libraries a worklog study was done before they became active on OCLC.

The costs established by these studies (Farmington Schools. Limestones High
Sehool, Pekin High School and Peoria Public Library) range from $ 2.59 to

$ .90. The time required per title ranged from 15.36 minutes to 3.48 minutes.
in some cases. the cost included the price of vendor cards at that time.

For mos: of the libraries in the Project, a brief sample study was done with a
set of cyurrent hooks. most of which had CIP (cataloging information printed in
the book). Staif members were asked to catalog them in the manner they had
used previous to OCLC. Some librariang who did this test felt that the books
were very easy and did not present the time-consuming problems that sometimes
develop in cataloging.

The results of this test were times ranging from 16.85 min/title to 4.6 min/
title and costs ranging from $ 3.01 to $ .32 per title. Some of these costs
reflect the price of vendor cards.

The time and cost established for your library's pre-OCLC cataloging was
and per title.

Interlibrary loan. before OCLC, was chiefly done through IVLS. We feel you
should know our costs in staff time for such an operation to compare with your
own In establishing the overall benefits of OCLC for the System. Any time

and money that we do not have to use to do 1L for System libraries can be
re—allocated to some other service.

Staff time used specifically on each ILL request: 11.11 min.

Average coste per request:

Staff time $ .80
OCLC Charges .24
Request Form .05

Monthly costs (materials, computer
maintenance. telephone. etc.) $563.97

Average cost per request with
distributics of monthly costs: $ 1.43
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OCLC COSTS AND BENEFITS - SUMMARY

Benefits

Please transfer your ratings for the benefits described in earlier

sheets to this summary. If you judged any item as not eXperienced or not

applicable to your library, do not record any rating here.

High Essential

5
&

Low

Access to Resources

Sharing Your Collection

Speed and Accuracy of ILL
Cataloging Workflow

Quality & Uniformity of Cataloging
Archive Tapes

OCLC and Public Image

OCLC and Staff Job Satisfaction
Coll Dev, Acquisitions, Reference

Disadvantages {(note: column values are reversed)

&
%

Prohib.
Technical Problems
Documentation/Training Problems
Scheduling Problems

=+
.-l.
L
-
[-%

Costs

Please transfer to this sheet the costs appropriate o your cluster
alternatives, monthly usage, etc. The figures below arz given in te.ms
of an average month.

Dollars Staff time
Operating costs (maintenance, service)
Cataloging charges from OCLC
Card shipping costs from OCLC

Cataloging at terminal & preparation

ILL charges from OCLC
Staff costs of OCLC ILL (combined)

Miscellaneous background activities

Guest Libraries only:

Cluster alternative for cataloging
Cluster alternative for ILL

s 319
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